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Esperando que un mundo sea desenterrado por el lenguaje,                        
alguien canta el lugar en que se forma el silencio.                                        

Luego comprobará que no porque se muestre furioso existe el mar,                    
ni tampoco el mundo.                                                                       

Por eso cada palabra dice lo que dice                                                                   
y además más y otra cosa. 

Alejandra Pizarnik 
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Abstract 

This dissertation explores entrepreneurial processes in an institutional field in 
crisis. It is based on the inductive reinterpretation of four original papers that, 
combined, study activities of individuals searching for solutions to organizational 
problems in incumbent and startup newspapers. Building on an integrative 
framework of compatible concepts in entrepreneurship and institutional theory, 
and foregrounding the role of Bourdieu’s notion of capital, this thesis provides 
answers to how actors’ capitals mediate mechanisms of reproduction and novelty. 
Based on the analysis of multiple cases situated in a macro-level shift 
characterized by the transformation of the material environment, this work finds 
how—despite the aleatory and materialistic origins of written news norms and 
concepts, and their failing economic traction—entrepreneurial processes in all 
types of newspapers reproduce structural templates. In relatively affluent 
incumbents, reproduction happens because, in their search for solutions to losses 
of capital, actors interpret imported ideas within the meaning structure provided 
by existing norms and concepts, and day-to-day activities—“decoupled from 
innovation”—do not change significantly. Also, at the moment that these new 
activities generate short-term (albeit small) relative capital gains, as problems 
seem to wane, individuals unravel their search for solutions, reinforcing 
reproduction. In particularly deprived newcomers, the importation of innovative 
ideas can even be averted upfront by the organization of unrelated-to-the-venture 
supportive activities that generate unrelated-to-the-venture economic capital—a 
condition that shields these ventures from market demands and avoids exit 
scenarios. The “sheltered conformity” of daily activities in these organizations 
also results in reproduction. Yet, not all the entrepreneurial processes this thesis 
identifies contribute to the reproduction of existing institutional arrangements. 
Instances of significant difference in organizational structures can be forged in a 
distinct experience of constraints resulting from severe capital scarcity. A 
combination of absence of economic capital and moderate-to-low levels of 
cultural and social capital, as they are defined by the field, inhibits common 
solutions to problems. When actors find that freely available inputs accumulated 
in their personal biographies work, these inputs become “situated new forms of 
capital”. As they work, significantly different activities, partly decoupled from 
templates in the field, are incorporated in the structure of these organizations. 
Because it is existing ideals in the field that fuel resource-deprived entrepreneurs 
to sustain efforts, institutional arrangements do play a role in their own change. 



 

12 

By offering empirical support to the central role of the personal experience of 
capital constraints and situated redefinitions of capital in processes of institutional 
reproduction and divergence, this thesis complements interpretations of 
institutional contradictions: Rather than starting from the coexistence of different 
templates that actors can alternatively employ at intersections of structures, this 
study explores early endogenous processes by which new norms and concepts 
enter existing fields, reinterpreting resources in them. These findings provide 
additional insights into questions related to the origin of ideas, emergent processes 
of decoupling and to definitions of an institutionalized field in crisis and 
organizational novelty. This research also contributes to entrepreneurship with 
insights into how alertness and discovery transpire. When focusing on 
institutional templates and problem-solving activities of ordinary actors, 
entrepreneurial action—even in an institutional field in crisis—can contribute to 
the reproduction of the status quo. And when significant differences happen, 
because they can result from a distinct experience of resource constraints, they 
may appear in humble beginnings that contrast those chronicled in later stages of 
change by institutional entrepreneurship theory. Additionally, this thesis adds to 
entrepreneurial resourcefulness by unbundling the process by which bricolage 
produces outcomes that depart from its institutional environment. In my findings, 
bricoleurs do not blatantly violate norms and concepts, and yet they can bring 
divergent organizational novelty to their working solutions. In fact, the efforts of 
entrepreneurial bricoleurs are largely sustained by the predetermined meaning of 
inputs and institutionally conforming ideals in ways that, I suggest, bring the 
concept of bricolage closer to its original definition by Lévi-Strauss. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

Contemporary Western societies would be different without news. For 
generations, news, observed and communicated by journalists, has provided the 
matter for public conversation that became, for better or worse, an integral part of 
what we understand today as democracy. The production, distribution and 
economic support of written news developed into a particular form of 
organization, namely newspapers, and articulated a set of professional values and 
activities, i.e. journalism, that persist today. Yet, for 20 years now, digital 
technologies have been transforming consumer practices and advertising patterns, 
wreaking havoc on the business of written news and challenging the sustainability 
of these organizations. Legacy players have retrenched, and many gone bankrupt. 
Newcomers have popped up, but many gone bust. At a time when interest in 
journalism is claimed to be greater than ever, written news firms, but also civic 
organizations and philanthropic foundations, find themselves in a desperate 
search for solutions. 

Solutions, so far, have proved both elusive and disputed. Elusive because 
innovation efforts among legacy news providers (i.e. incumbent newspapers) and 
digital native startups (i.e. new entrants to written news born in the digital era) 
have, at best, delivered insufficient results. Recent exemplary success stories 
among legacy players, such as the New York Times or, perhaps, the Guardian, 
have little applicability to other organizations, particularly at the local level—
where economies of scale and available resources are limited (Newman et al., 
2019). And many new ventures, even the most promising ones such as BuzzFeed 
and HuffPost, as they encounter mounting difficulties and setbacks, seem to be 
“hitting a wall” (CJR, 2019). By 2019, cuts in new and legacy organizations were 
continuing to roll through, threatening the entire written news field “as one 
reckoning after another comes for both print and digital shops alike” (CNN 
Business, 2019). Solutions are also disputed. In the current turbulence, significant 
voices increasingly regret the attention paid for years to the “empty promise” of 
entrepreneurial business solutions (Bell & Marshall, 2019), feeding mounting 
calls for public intervention and regulations to support journalism (Cairncross, 
2019; John & Silberstein-Loeb, 2015; McChesney, 2016).  

The field of written news seems trapped in two mutually reinforcing difficulties: 
first, the apparent inability of actors to find solutions to their business challenges, 
and second, their struggle to sustain their value-laden role in society and the 
activities that, allegedly, provide it. The reckoning boils down to unanswered 
questions related to what goes on and can be expected when a mature well-
structured industry enters crisis. Unfortunately, studies on written news 
organizations have remained fixated with untheoretical identifications of market-
driven business fixes (e.g. Goyanes & Dürrenberg, 2014; Goyanes, 2015; 
Graybeal & Hayes, 2011; Hansen & Goligoski, 2018; Kammer et al., 2015; 
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Radcliffe & Ali, 2017; Sindik & Graybeal, 2011; Yang et al., 2015). And, as none 
seemed satisfactory enough, calls advocating regulation (e.g. John & Silberstein-
Loeb, 2015; McChesney, 2016)—based on the justification of the public service 
that written news provides (Hamilton, 2016)—thrive. Media management studies, 
where new ventures entering the field are often not in focus, have so far shed little 
light on why, even in a context of macroeconomic recovery, current efforts to find 
solutions seem not to deliver. Two threads seem to be passing through these 
studies: Either they blame impossible market conditions that render all innovation 
attempts fruitless or they propose that some cultural aspects underpinning 
journalism have become so sticky that change is impossible. These explanations 
overlook many central questions: What, in the current transformation of written 
news, keeps “structuring” how news is produced? Why and how do patterns (even 
when the way news has been traditionally supported seems to be disappearing 
fast) tend to linger? How can novelty possibly emerge in such constrained 
conditions?   

Entrepreneurship and institutionalism can serve as fruitful theoretical foundations 
upon which to explore the underlying reasons for answers to these questions. 
Entrepreneurship theory focuses on processes integrating solution-orientated 
interactions of actors (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). The first advantage of 
entrepreneurship theory is that entrepreneurship can happen in both established 
organizations and startups (Gartner, 1988; Ling et al., 2008), which would allow 
explanations to be integrated in legacy newspapers and digital natives entering the 
field alike. The second advantage is that, by definition, entrepreneurial processes 
can potentially bring contextually relevant novelty influencing system-wide 
activities (Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990) and, therefore, those aspects behind 
“structuring.” Institutional theory, perhaps the perspective most widely used in 
organization studies, focusing on the regularity of values, routines and practices 
(Scott, 1995) has deciphered some of the mysteries at the bottom of “structuring.” 
Another significant advantage recently added by neoinstitutionalism is that—as 
entrepreneurship does—its focus is increasingly zooming in on the activities of 
actors who, as they carry out their projects, inhabit (Hallet & Ventresca, 2006), 
interpret and negotiate (Barley, 2008), and experience in their practices 
(Jarzabkowski et al., 2013; Smets et al., 2017) existing institutions.  

Importantly, the current existential crisis of written news also offers a fertile 
empirical setting in which to locate fresh arguments to some lingering debates in 
both institutional theory and entrepreneurship:  

Institutionalism has largely assumed that a field in crisis (Fligstein, 1997) will 
experience institutional problematizations and contradictions followed by a 
ferment of new entrants and innovative activities (Sine & David, 2003; Kaplan & 
Orlikowski, 2013; Riaz et al., 2011). Neoinstitutional research has provided 
convincing explanations for how some of these independent innovations get 
theorized (Strand & Meyer, 1993) and gain diffusion thanks to the endorsement, 
for example, of professional associations (Greenwood et al., 2002). Yet, because 
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these studies usually assume that “over time new organizations enter fields, 
bringing with them new ideas”—or start from a readily available institutional 
pluralism (Greenwood et al., 2011: 319) that furnishes some actors with 
alternative schemas or templates they can use—neoinstitutionalism has yet to 
clarify how, while old ideas persist, new ideas enter the stage (Padgett & Powell, 
2012). The concept of capital (Bourdieu, 1986), partly ignored in 
neoinstitutionalism (Feldman, 2004; Sewell, 1992; Sonenshein, 2014) despite its 
central role in the theoretical apparatus it partly originates from, will help me to 
explore this gap.  

Being sensitive to the role of capital in the study of the activity of actors looking 
for organizational solutions in a resource-drained field will also contribute with 
answers to one riddle in entrepreneurship theory: the possible emergence of 
system-wide novelty in deprived circumstances. Kirzner (1973) proposed that 
decision-makers with no means—thanks to what he called “entrepreneurial 
alertness”—could still behave entrepreneurially by driving market processes 
towards equilibrium. Resource ownership and control, however, have become 
central issues in organizational entrepreneurship theory, even if recent evidence 
suggests that most entrepreneurs seldom emphasize them (Kellermans et al., 
2016). Indeed, new ventures rarely use the resource acquisition techniques—such 
as venture capital financing or resource mobilization through formal contracts—
that dominate entrepreneurship studies (Clough et al., 2019). “Resourceful” 
entrepreneurial microprocesses remain poorly understood (Williams et al., 2019), 
and despite the promise of some approaches, such as entrepreneurial bricolage 
(Baker & Nelson, 2005), empirically based entrepreneurship studies have 
struggled to explain what ties resource constraints to the emergence of new ideas.  

This initial justification of the need for, and possibilities of, this study is followed 
by a closer definition of the phenomena this dissertation attends to and the 
theoretical frameworks it uses to analyze them. This will set out the purpose and 
research question it addresses. Then, a short overview of the papers will lead to a 
summary of the main findings and contributions they achieve when interpreted 
together. This chapter finishes with a brief account of how the rest of this thesis 
is organized.  

Entrepreneurial processes in an institutional field  
in crisis 

This is a dissertation about the ways in which, in times of crisis in an institutional 
field, entrepreneurial processes interact with the institutional arrangements that 
surround them. This research focuses on the work of individuals (also referred in 
this work as “people,” “actors,” “practitioners” and “organizational members”) 
searching for solutions to their organizational challenges. Daily affairs and the 
people who conduct them populate this thesis. Their decisions shape 
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entrepreneurial processes that normally reproduce institutional arrangements 
(schemas, templates, scripts or structures of rules, norms and concepts that shape 
the goals and means of actors) but occasionally depart from them. It is the 
dynamics of how organizational members and entrepreneurs search for solutions 
to the challenges they confront that makes up the central focus of this research. It 
is the consideration of their resulting organizational outcomes against the wider 
context in which they happen that allows the identification of reproduction and 
novelty dynamics.  

This research is empirically located in the socially relevant setting of written 
news. For more than a century, journalistic news has played a central role in the 
provision of information in many societies, coming to shape shared 
understandings and the way democracy has worked in them (McNair, 2012; 
Strömbäck, 2005). But the objective conditions that granted written news such a 
function are changing fast. It is important to note, however, that the questions this 
dissertation attends to do not concern primarily the future of news and its 
implications. Instead, what this research explores is processes of reproduction and 
novelty taking place within organizations when the objective conditions of a field 
suddenly shift. This study, however, because it is placed in the crisis of the field 
of written news, provokes questions related to what journalism will become and 
where and by whom it will be carried out in the future. These questions will not 
be answered here, but this study will provide direction to how these issues can be 
tackled. 

All the papers combined in this dissertation deal with organizational dynamics of 
reproduction and novelty in organizations belonging to the field population of 
written news providers, or newspapers. They study these dynamics drawing on 
diverse literature and different research strategies. This introductory text 
wrapping them (i.e. the kappa of this dissertation), however, does not seek to 
recombine their disparate approaches into an eclectic mix. It rather attempts to 
produce a consistent body of research supported by empirical evidence emerging 
from the stand-alone papers it includes. In doing so, I largely rely on concepts 
extensively used in entrepreneurship and institutional theory. Thus, this kappa 
maintains a focal attention on how the activity of individuals searching for 
solutions to organizational challenges shapes entrepreneurial processes within an 
institutional field in crisis. Because of this focus, this thesis is sensitive to micro-
level explanations at the intersection between entrepreneurship and institutions.   

Conceptualizations of entrepreneurship typically refer to a phenomenon in which 
the creation of a new enterprise (Low & MacMillan, 1988)—in contexts that can 
be both an asset and a liability (Welter, 2011)—produces different outcomes at 
multiple levels of analysis (Davidsson & Wiklund, 2001). Entrepreneurship 
drives the market process (Kirzner, 1997) and can, potentially, bring novelty 
influencing system-wide activities and transforming contexts (Stevenson & 
Jarillo, 1990). Entrepreneurship, as I interpret it, happens in the initiation of new 
ventures (Gartner, 1988), but also in established organizations (Ling et al., 2008). 
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In this work, I focus on entrepreneurial processes that integrate situated solution-
orientated interactions of actors trying to get jobs done in their efforts to pursue 
higher expected value (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000), monetary and 
nonmonetary. Because, in the current context of crisis in the field of written news, 
resource scarcity dominates, this approach to entrepreneurship also joins research 
focusing on entrepreneurship as “problems of designing within constraints” 
(Venkataraman et al., 2012) and as a form of bricolage, i.e. making do with 
resources at hand (Baker & Nelson, 2005). Thus, this research attends to what 
others have referred to as understudied ordinary entrepreneurship (Aldrich & 
Ruef, 2018).  

Institutional theory stresses the regularity of values, routines and practices in 
patterns of social action regulated by rules, norms and cultural-cognitive 
structures (Scott, 1995), which makes organizations very similar in some aspects, 
i.e. organizational isomorphism (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). In highly structured 
fields, institutionalized acts are widely followed without debate and “alternatives 
may be literally unthinkable” (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983: 5). In these contexts, 
ensembles of individuals—often experiencing hard-to-evaluate outputs and 
poorly understood technologies—reproduce institutions, such as “what a business 
is and does” (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994: 648) and how “resources and their value” 
connect (Venkataraman et al., 2012: 29). Institutionalism has explained social 
reproduction, requiring no monitoring or enforcement (Zucker, 1977), as a result 
of both the taken-for-granted nature of many assumptions and the positive impact 
that conformity also has on organizations (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Yet, as 
institutionalism is becoming interested in how this happens through ordinary 
actors in everyday situations (Powell & Rerup, 2017), conformity and 
nonconformity, reproduction and production are increasingly found to 
intermingle. This dissertation brings this sensibility to the micro to a setting that, 
despite its relevance, has seldom been addressed as such: an institutional field in 
crisis.  

Altogether, the kappa of this dissertation builds on compatible concepts of 
entrepreneurship and institutionalism. Studying cases that take place in 
established incumbent organizations and new ventures entering the field of 
written news, this work will identify three distinct entrepreneurial processes of 
interaction with institutional arrangements. These findings, by centering on the 
role of capital and the experience of constraints, add to theories of institutionalism 
and entrepreneurship.  

Research purpose and question 

The turn to the micro in institutionalism (Powell & Rerup, 2017; Smets et al., 
2017) and the consolidation of entrepreneurship theories that study 
entrepreneurial processes in situated solution-orientated interactions (Sarasvathy, 
2001; Baker & Nelson, 2005) are offering fresh opportunities for theoretical and 
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methodological convergence. Two areas, somehow neglected so far in empirical 
studies, seem particularly promising in terms of what perspectives on 
institutionalism and entrepreneurship together can unlock: first, the context of a 
field in crisis (Fligstein, 1997)—where both theoretical bodies expect 
entrepreneurial action to flourish (Sine & David, 2003; Greenwood et al., 2002); 
and second, the role of capital and resources—a root concept of institutionalism 
(Bourdieu, 1984) and a primary area of interest in entrepreneurship (Miller & 
Friesen, 1984).  

Using institutionalism and entrepreneurship theory, this work explores how actors 
—in their attempts to find solutions to organizational challenges—reproduce or 
depart from institutional arrangements in a field in crisis. I approach this aim by 
exploring multiple cases in empirical sites that include both large established 
organizations and new ventures, and paying special attention to the role of capital 
and resources in the entrepreneurial processes that unfold in these settings. 
Activities that either reproduce or depart from the institutional arrangements that 
regulate them are kept in focus. As Chapter 2 explains, research combining these 
approaches remains rare.  

Thus, I ask: How and why does the entrepreneurial activity of individuals 
searching for solutions to organizational challenges in a field in crisis either 
reproduce or depart from the institutional arrangements that regulate it? 

Overview of the standalone papers 

The original four papers in this dissertation, albeit not directly addressing the 
research questions mentioned above, deal with these issues in different ways and 
from different perspectives. I present here an overview of them in their original 
form, conceptual perspectives and conclusions. It is, however, the empirical 
materials they accumulate that are central to the development of findings and 
implications within the common theoretical framework this kappa elaborates. The 
standalone papers, in any case, are not alien to what this text attends to. All four 
papers study newspapers, incumbents or new entrants to the field of written news, 
a field in which changing objective conditions challenge the efficiency of the 
same institutional arrangements that dominate it. All but one of the papers (Paper 
1) also focus on individual activities shaping entrepreneurial processes, which I 
assess against the institutional context in which they are embedded. Papers 2, 3 
and 4 describe micro-level processes contributing to institutional reproduction. 
Finally, Paper 4 also identifies microdynamics resulting in organizational novelty 
that diverges from the institutional context.  

Paper 1 sets the empirical context for the other papers and defines its institutional 
field. It analyzes—based on the empirical historic case of the provincial press in 
England—the path formation and lock-in of some structures that today shape the 
field of written news. The paper explains how different prescriptive norms and 
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concepts were incorporated and developed through positive feedback into the 
practice of journalism and the business strategy of newspapers. This paper 
integrates a knowledge-based view of the firm (Grant, 1996a, 1996b) and path 
dependency (Sydow et al., 2009) to interpret the institutionalization process of the 
field of written news. The findings show how, in a context of relative simplicity 
and certainty, path-dependent formation processes are led by self-reinforcing 
knowledge integration processes. However, these same processes fail to explain 
reproduction dynamics when changes in the objective conditions of the field 
increase uncertainty and negative feedback. This paper is coauthored with Rachel 
Matthews and was recognized with an award at the European Media Management 
Association (EMMA) 2015 conference (Best paper runner-up). This article has 
already been published (Cestino & Matthews, 2016). 

Paper 2 explores the reasons behind reproduction dynamics in the face of 
increased uncertainty and negative feedback and complements the historic 
approach of Paper 1 with a real-time analysis of an exemplary case of innovation 
efforts in the newspaper population: the “Pyramid” project at Svenska Dagbladet. 
The project was recognized as the most innovative in the world by the 
International Newspaper Marketing Association in 2016. The article uses Service-
Dominant Logic (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008, 2016) and servitization (Baines et 
al., 2009; Vandermerwe & Rada, 1988) as theoretical tools to interpret current 
efforts to find solutions to organizational challenges in the field. It unearths some 
strategic determinants of an institutional nature that “restrict” opportunities to 
increase value co-creation. These norms and concepts, carried out through 
specific practices, define the limits of the path to innovation for members of 
legacy organizations in the field. This study is coauthored with Adele Berndt and 
was recognized with an award at EMMA 2017 (Best paper 2017). This paper has 
already been published (Cestino & Berndt, 2017).  

Paper 3 shifts the focus towards new ventures entering the field of written news 
to find that part-time entrepreneurship forms abound. This article, based on a 
multi-case study approach, identifies dynamics of organizational resilience in 
part-time entrepreneurship as pursuits of valued forms of work. This provides 
answers to why and how individuals sustain their entrepreneurial ventures in 
nontransitional part-time forms despite sharing similar mixed motivations with 
full-time entrepreneurs. Part-time conditions can shield these ventures from 
market demands, allowing these entrepreneurs to resolve trade-offs and tensions 
differently and persist in their efforts. In a field in crisis, despite the modification 
of its objective conditions, part-time dynamics in new ventures can contribute to 
the reproduction of the status quo. This paper is single authored. A draft of this 
paper has been recognized with an award at the AOM Annual Meeting 2019 (Best 
paper entrepreneurship) and an abridged version is available in the Proceedings 
of the 2019 Academy of Management Meeting. 

Paper 4 maintains the focus of this thesis on new ventures and uses a multiple-
case, abductive longitudinal study to explore how organizational innovation 
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emerges in resource-constrained new firms searching for solutions to their early-
stage organizational challenges. The article, drawing on the concept of 
entrepreneurial bricolage, recognizes that novelty diverging from the 
prescriptions provided by an institutional field can originate in deprived new 
organizations as a result of how these ventures experience their resource 
constraints in their attempt to complete—or more or less complete—their 
projects. By comparing instances of highly divergent novelty, this paper explores 
the dynamics of how it happens. This paper is single authored. Early drafts of this 
paper were presented at the AOM Annual Meeting 2018 and SCANCOR, 
Stanford, in November 2018. 

Summary of this kappa 

The core of this dissertation is a “reinterpretation” of the four standalone papers 
presented above in the light of a common theoretical framework based on 
compatible concepts from entrepreneurship and institutionalism. This analysis, 
focusing on the role of capital, provides answers to why and how the 
entrepreneurial activity of individuals searching for solutions to organizational 
challenges in a field in crisis either reproduces or departs from the institutional 
arrangements that still dominate it.  

Figure 1 depicts an overview of the four papers and the entrepreneurial processes 
this kappa further identifies. In Figure 1, the standalone papers are mapped in 
relation to axes that define the level of analysis (actor, firm and field), focal 
organizations (incumbents and new ventures) and analytic timeframe (historic, 
real-time snapshot and real-time longitudinal) they cover. For each paper, the 
figure also includes the main concept they are originally built upon (in plain text) 
and anticipates the entrepreneurial processes (in bold text boxes) each of them 
will support in this kappa.  

Based on the reinterpretation of the four standalone papers combined, this 
research will evidence that the norms and concepts that shape the current form of 
journalism and newspapers originated in specific historic processes led by the 
consolidation of working practices and product homogenization. For example, the 
rhetoric of the “Fourth Estate” followed the removal of taxation on advertising in 
the 1880s that increased the economic returns on a wide appeal and fostered mass 
circulation, breaking the former link between the press and partisan politics. 
Similarly, the discourse of news produced by members of a specific occupation, 
namely journalism, did not develop until the mid-twentieth century following the 
professionalization of journalists in associations, institutes and unions. These 
elements came to define specific forms of capitals in the field of written news. 
Despite the aleatory and rather materialistic origins of these elements, and—in the 
current changing objective conditions in the field—the decreasing economic 
traction of the capitals in which they manifest, entrepreneurial processes in both 
large established organizations and new ventures continue to reproduce them.  
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This research will also identify, in one exemplary incumbent, a process of 
reproduction that I refer to as “decoupled innovation.” Actors in this type of 
organization experience problems as capital losses, such as diminishing economic 
returns, and the perception that they lose some authority and control over their 
network of social links. These problems will trigger a search for solutions that 
facilitate the adoption of new ideas, such as customization or cross-functional 
reorganizations. However, when the articulation and implementation of these new 
ideas are interpreted within the meaning structure provided by existing norms and 
concepts, day-to-day activities, decoupled from the imported ideas, do not change 
significantly. For example, in the studied incumbent case, content 
customization—restrained by beliefs such as that readers are clustered, and 
newspapers need to help them “get a deeper understanding of their own life and 
the society”—was recently almost abandoned. Similarly, in this case cross-
functional approaches increased the collaboration among journalistic and 
managerial positions, yet they have not made a dent in the neat separation between 
these functions. Furthermore, when these new activities generate immediate 
(albeit small) relative capital gains, actors perceive that their organizational 
challenges become less severe. As problems seem to wane, individuals unravel 
their search for solutions, reinforcing the short-term sustainability of dominant 
interpretative schemas and, therefore, institutional reproduction.  

In new ventures entering the field, I recognize that the process of reproduction 
takes a different path. Some particularly deprived entrepreneurs in my data 
manage to organize nonrelated-to-the-venture supportive activities that generate 
nonrelated-to-the-venture economic capital, shield these organizations from 
market demands and procure them with a distinct long-term orientation. Part-time 
entrepreneurs, who combine running their ventures with extensive freelancing or 
even wage jobs, exist in abundance in the field of written news. Curiously, even 
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if the economic capital gains these sideline occupations procure are totally 
unrelated to their business, these entrepreneurs commonly experience a 
perception of being sheltered and orientate their ventures to the long run. This 
perception safeguards, for example, their value-laden community reporting to 
which they give priority over other venture-related activities, such as 
management, selling or promotion. This process, even when these ventures 
operate in the direst objective conditions, averts exit scenarios and reinforces the 
conformity of their daily activities to dominant norms and concepts, resulting in 
institutional reproduction. I term this process “reproduction by sheltering.” 

Not all the entrepreneurial processes this work will identify contribute, however, 
to the reproduction of existing institutional arrangements. In the researched cases, 
instances of significant difference commonly form in a distinct experience of 
constraints resulting from severe capital scarcity, which I call “novelty by new 
situated capital.” In these ventures, the low available capital shapes a distinct way 
of experiencing problems and constraints. The absence of economic capital and 
moderate-to-low levels of the sort of cultural and social capital that is believed to 
be key to the production of written news—such as an insufficient team, a lack of 
journalism experience or poor connections to potential informants—trigger a 
particular way of experiencing problems among individuals in those organizations 
that can eventually generate some novel solutions. Although low capital does not 
obstruct the commitment of these actors to their reporting, it does inhibit common 
solutions to the problems they encounter. These actors find working solutions in 
freely available inputs their personal structures (i.e. knowledge, attitudes, 
beliefs… they have accumulated in their lives) provide. For example, journalists 
having to report on sexual abuse and lacking the infrastructure to produce a video 
may draw on their illustration skills and “discover” a “video animation format.” 
Other journalist entrepreneurs with no team and no funding to hire may draw upon 
all their personal acquaintances in the neighborhood and mobilize them with their 
activist experience to report on the community they live in. Importantly, neither 
casual drawing nor a rather informal network of known neighbors are considered 
“capital” today in the field of written news. Despite their varying pertinence for 
the field, these novel solutions can (albeit imperfectly) work. In these cases, these 
situated forms of “new capital”—despite not reproducing existing institutional 
arrangements in the field—can contribute to the survival of these organizations 
and then consolidate novelty in their structural properties.   

In this thesis I will argue that these findings contribute to concepts in 
institutionalism and entrepreneurship. Institutional studies have seldom explored 
the role of capital (Bourdieu, 1986) in institutional processes beyond power 
struggles related to the acquisition and mobilization of available homogeneous 
resources (e.g. Oliver, 1997; Oakes et al., 1998; Leblebici et al., 1991). This 
research adds to these studies by stressing the centrality of the experience of 
capital constraints in ordinary actors and the implications of resource 
interpretations in nascent institutional processes. This study also complements 
extant views on institutional complexity (Greenwood et al., 2011) and 
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contradictions (Thornton et al., 2012). Rather than assuming the coexistence of 
alternative institutional templates that actors can purposefully employ in 
interstitial—i.e. in between spaces—positions (Furnari, 2014; Groleau et al., 
2012), my findings explore alternative microprocesses by which new ideas 
“enter” existing fields and with what results. As I elaborate in Chapter 7, these 
findings also provide insights into previously unanswered questions related to 
whether courses of action “enabled” by a field are still orientated by institutional 
arrangements or not (Cardinale, 2018) and to early forms of decoupling processes 
(Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Bromley & Powell, 2012). Finally, this dissertation 
discusses how changing objective conditions in a field are experienced by actors 
and the possibilities that the concept of capital brings to definitions of 
institutionalized fields in crisis (Fligstein, 1997).  

This research contributes to entrepreneurship with one central insight: In an 
institutional field in crisis, when focusing on problem-solving activities of 
ordinary actors, entrepreneurial action appears in humble and mundane forms that 
contrast those often chronicled in later stages of change by institutional 
entrepreneurship theory (DiMaggio, 1988; Misangy et al., 2008; Battilana et al., 
2009). Additionally, this dissertation adds to the concept of entrepreneurial 
alertness (Kirzner, 1973) and to resourcefulness by unbundling the process by 
which bricolage (Baker & Nelson, 2005) produces outcomes that significantly 
depart from the institutional environment. In my findings, in line with micro-
neoinstitutionalism, bricoleurs do not blatantly violate norms and concepts, and 
they still bring novelty in their working solutions. In fact, the efforts of 
entrepreneurial bricoleurs are largely sustained by institutionally informed 
purposes and ideas in ways that, I will suggest, bring the concept of bricolage 
closer to its original definition by Lévi-Strauss (1962). 

The plan of this work is as follows.  

Chapter 2 provides a detail exploration of institutional and entrepreneurship 
theories and unfolds the converging assumptions and concepts that allow a 
combined interpretation of the four papers this thesis comprises. This chapter also 
identifies the gaps and shortcomings in this literature that Chapter 7 attempts to 
address. 

Chapter 3 introduces the reader to the current state of the field of written news 
and defines what institutional arrangements linger and matter in the population of 
newspapers. This empirical setting is common to all four papers and this kappa. 
The chapter overviews the main themes that describe the opposing forces of 
stability and change shaping the field. It exposes the undercurrent shifts in the 
business of written news, the conversations taking place among the actors that 
populate the field and what these discourses often conceal. An extended version 
of this chapter, focusing on the phenomenon of new ventures entering local news 
deserts in the USA, is to be published in Matthews, R. and Hodgson, G. (Eds), 
Comparing Local Journalism: Local Newspapers, Global Views (Taylor & 
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Francis), under the title Journalism Startups in USA: Covering News Deserts 
(Cestino, forthcoming). 

Chapter 4 exposes the philosophical tenets of this research and describes the 
methodological strategies undertaken. It does so with careful consideration of the 
reasons that guided the selection of the empirical field of written news, the 
specific setting and theoretical sampling of each one of the papers, and their 
distinct approaches to data collection, analysis and research ethics.  

Chapter 5 presents each original paper: their individual research questions, 
specific theoretical perspectives and key concepts, their findings and 
contributions. This chapter closes with a brief interlude that introduces the 
opportunity to reconsider the data of these papers within a common theoretical 
framework to study entrepreneurial processes of reproduction and novelty.  

Chapter 6 revisits the findings of all four papers taking into consideration the 
theoretical framework outlined in Chapter 2, presents models of entrepreneurial 
processes of reproduction and novelty and provides evidence on the empirical 
data that supports and illustrates them. 

Chapter 7 presents a discussion on the different contributions of this research. The 
findings, insights and theoretical developments this chapter advances complement 
what each standalone paper does while remaining consistent with them. 

Chapter 8 follows with an identification of opportunities for further research, 
ending with a discussion on the implications this study has for policy and practice.  

The four papers this thesis combines are attached as an appendix. 
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Chapter 2. Theoretical perspectives 

Entrepreneurship  

Entrepreneurial action and field outcomes 

Different conceptualizations of entrepreneurship have included the creation of 
new products or processes (Schumpeter, 1934), entry into new markets (Lumpkin 
& Dess, 1996), the creation of new enterprise (Low & MacMillan, 1988), the 
creation of new ventures (Aldrich & Ruef, 2006; Gartner, 1988; Thornton, 1999), 
the nexus between entrepreneurs and opportunities (Shane & Venkataraman, 
2000), the introduction of new economic activity that leads to change in the 
marketplace (Davidsson, 2004), a creative and social/collective organizing 
process that materializes a venture (Johannisson, 2011), the nexus between action 
and interaction (Venkataraman et al., 2012), judgment of the combination of 
heterogeneous resources in the pursuit of profit under conditions of uncertainty 
(Foss & Klein, 2018) and many others. Common to most entrepreneurship 
research is its theoretical and empirical attention to a phenomenon characterized 
by personal initiative and action (McMullen & Shepherd, 2006), which can have 
an impact on “change, newness, and development” that transcends 
“organizational contexts” (Wiklund et al., 2010: 2). This aspect is central in this 
research. My interest in how individuals get things done through organizing 
processes involving people and resources brings this research close to practice 
approaches to “entrepreneuring” (e.g. Johannisson, 2011: 135). Ingredients of 
these perspectives will become evident later in this work as the theoretical focus 
narrows down.   

As a starting point, by entrepreneurship I mean the “creation of new enterprise” 
(Low & MacMillan, 1988: 141). According to the authors sharing this definition, 
the ultimate purpose of studying entrepreneurship is to explain “the role of new 
enterprise in furthering economic progress.” Although the consideration of 
economic progress per se is not my focus, such an approach to entrepreneurship 
integrates various aspects that are key to my research purpose: the consideration 
of entrepreneurship as a process of emergence of new economic activity that 
originates, takes place and can produce outcomes simultaneously at multiple 
levels of analysis (Davidsson & Wiklund, 2001). As I elaborate in the following 
sections, this definition of entrepreneurship also affords two other advantages. 
First, it does not restrict entrepreneurial phenomena to innovative outcomes. New 
firms, ventures, operations, projects, business and other organizational 
phenomena that do not qualify as innovative can, in this view, be entrepreneurial. 
Second, entrepreneurship, in this interpretation, does not require the creation of 
new companies, firms or ventures. New enterprise within a corporate context can 
also be entrepreneurship (Ling et al., 2008). 
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“Entrepreneurship takes place and has effects on different levels simultaneously” 
(Davidsson & Wiklund, 2001: 81). One of the main reasons behind the increased 
interest in entrepreneurship phenomena lies in the belief that entrepreneurial 
outcomes occur at multiple levels and influence system-wide activities 
(Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990), with profound effects on society (Baumol, 1990; 
McGrath, 1999). The initial theoretical approaches to entrepreneurship suggested 
that the initiative of entrepreneurs explained innovation (Schumpeter, 1934) and 
competition, as entrepreneurship is the “driving force for the entire market 
process” (Kirzner, 1973: 8). Although it is individuals who carry out these 
initiatives, they take place in different organizational contexts (Moran & Ghoshal, 
1999; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000; Welter, 2011) and often result in the 
formation of new organizations (Gartner, 1988; Schumpeter, 1934), the 
rejuvenation of established firms (Covin & Slevin, 1999; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; 
Wiklund, 1998; Zahra, 1991), the formation of new industries (Aldrich & 
Martinez, 2003) and the creation of new institutions (Battilana et al., 2009).  

Explaining entrepreneurial action: Opportunities, information 
and learning 

Gartner’s (1988) challenge to the traditional interest in the personality traits and 
characteristics of the entrepreneur shifted the focus to what entrepreneurs do, 
giving focal priority to the process by which entrepreneurship activities take 
place. This drive away from neoclassical equilibrium (e.g. Khilstrom & Laffont, 
1979) and psychological theories of entrepreneurship (e.g. Begley & Boyd, 1987; 
McClelland, 1961) was anticipated by the Austrian theories of the “market as a 
process” (Kirzner, 1973: 1). These theories, interested in the nature of the market 
process rather than in individual- or firm-level processes, assigned a central role 
to entrepreneurial decisions in setting market processes in motion from imbalance 
toward equilibrium. Entrepreneurship here plays a key driving role that extends 
beyond the traditional optimization perspective of classic economic models and 
the concept of competitive advantage at the core of strategy theory. It is on some 
of the basic tenets of this perspective on entrepreneurship that I construct the 
understanding of entrepreneurial action on which this thesis is built. In Austrian 
theories, to understand entrepreneurial action, first one needs to look more closely 
at some basic concepts: opportunities, information and learning. 

Although, according to Kirzner (1973), the opportunity concept was developed 
rather as a metaphor for “existing” market conditions (e.g. price gaps between 
buyers and sellers) that would explain resource misallocations, much of the later 
entrepreneurship research has fixated on the “opportunity creation” (e.g. 
Sarasvathy, 2001) versus “opportunity discovery” (e.g. Shane & Venkataraman, 
2000) dichotomy. This is somehow surprising given that, according to Kirzner, 
the conditions behind the opportunity construct do not anticipate the future or 
necessarily exist in objective form “before” they are actually created or 
discovered. In light of the original opportunity construct, the whole discovery 
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versus creation discussion on which much entrepreneurship research has centered 
is rendered, at best, artificial. Entrepreneurial opportunities bring into existence 
new goods, services, inputs and organizing methods (Casson, 1982), which 
abstractly become a useful construct to explain market-level processes ex post 
(Foss & Klein, 2018). The concept, however, perhaps sheds little light on 
entrepreneurial processes at other analytical levels. 

The concept of opportunity at the micro and meso levels of analysis has been 
addressed in various ways from very different perspectives: from relatively 
objective situations for value-added activities that entrepreneurs can identify (e.g. 
Shane & Venkataraman, 2000) to a set of individual cognitions and social 
constructions (e.g. Gregoire et al., 2010) or in the substantive terms of “what 
aspiring entrepreneurs do” (Dimov, 2011: 75). The diversity of approaches has 
split entrepreneurship research into opposing views that—not always smoothly—
address and complement each other. To facilitate the theoretical precision of the 
term, Davidsson (2015) recently suggested a reconceptualization of the concept 
under the sub-constructs of external enablers (i.e. aggregate-level circumstances 
affecting new venture creation attempts), new venture ideas (i.e. “imaginary 
combinations of product/service offerings, markets, and means of bringing these 
offerings into existence”) and opportunity confidence (i.e. “a particular actor’s 
subjective evaluation of the attractiveness of new venture ideas and/or external 
enablers as the basis for entrepreneurial activity”) (Davidsson, 2015: 675). Within 
the entrepreneurship literature, the opportunity construct, however, remains a 
contested one, prompting calls to drop it as a valid unit of analysis (Foss & Klein, 
2018).  

Kirzner (1973) stated that entrepreneurial processes—at the market level—imply 
reallocations of resources to their best use and enable reconfigurations of the ends 
and means given at any time by the economic system. Two aspects are key in this 
view, which will remain central to the use of entrepreneurship theory in this work. 
The first is the primal emphasis on capital heterogeneity (Mises, 1949), resource 
combinations as the “true function of the entrepreneur” (Lachmann, 1956: 16) and 
decision making about the use of scarce resources as the central area of 
entrepreneurial judgment (Foss & Klein, 2018). Resources can be understood 
better if attention is paid to the changing attributes that entrepreneurs perceive in 
them and that can suggest different values and uses at different times (Barzel, 
1997). This resource heterogeneity, which has often been considered a given from 
management theoretical perspectives, such as the resource-based view (Barney, 
1991), is here explored as resulting from the experience of resources in 
entrepreneurship processes (Foss & Foss, 2008). In this sense, the perspective 
favored here aligns with judgment-based views on entrepreneurship, in which the 
focal unit of analysis remains centered on entrepreneurial action and, specifically, 
on “the assembly of resources in the present in anticipation of (uncertain) receipts 
in the future” (Foss & Klein, 2018: 16, parentheses in the original). The stress on 
ends and means reconfigurations does not limit “entrepreneurship to 
fundamentally new means-ends relationships” (Shane, 2012: 18, emphasis in the 
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original). It opens spaces for constructivist accounts of opportunities, because 
“opportunity, by definition, is unknown until discovered” (Kaish & Gilad, 1991: 
38). As Shane put it, “people do not discover entrepreneurial opportunities 
through search, but through recognition” (Shane, 2000: 451).  

Importantly for the purpose of this research, the Austrian perspective also stresses 
that entrepreneurial opportunities are idiosyncratic to what actors can recognize 
and to the attributes of the people who create them. Explicit in this understanding 
of opportunities is that people have different stocks of information that they 
generate through their life experiences. Opportunities are idiosyncratic because 
entrepreneurs are influenced by the flow of information that they develop from 
work experience, education, personal interests and so on in bundles of information 
that are not replicable by others (Roberts, 1991). Implicit in this is the 
idiosyncratic value that entrepreneurs also seek and extract from their behavior. 
According to Kirzner, entrepreneurship behavior involves “alertness to possibly 
newly worthwhile goals and to possibly newly available resources” and 
entrepreneurial action is “active, creative, and human rather than as passive, 
automatic, and mechanical” (Kirzner, 1973: 35, emphasis added). How alertness 
and creativity practically happen in practitioners’ activities is a central focus in 
this research.  

Proceeding with the Austrian view and the possibility that entrepreneurial action 
is stripped from the prior search for opportunities, and for the purpose of this 
thesis, I assume that the “discovery–identification–recognition” of opportunities 
and entrepreneurial actions are not empirically distinct. A concept of opportunity 
that is defined “in substantive terms, i.e. in terms of what aspiring entrepreneurs 
do” (Dimov, 2011: 75) may, at least pragmatically, allow us to overcome the 
traditional opportunity recognition–opportunity creation dichotomy in 
entrepreneurial studies. In this dissertation, opportunities are “what entrepreneurs 
do”, that is, activities that require the combination of heterogeneous, and often 
scarce, resources and can result in reconfigurations of the ends and means as 
defined by an exchange field at any given time.  

Two other concepts in the Austrian tradition are important: information and 
learning. In this view, information is imperfectly distributed in markets. People 
possess different information (Hayek, 1945). Some actors discover–create 
opportunities because they possess information that others do not. Information, 
however, is not static. Flows of information are continuously produced in the 
market and elsewhere. Information can be learned through “the testing of plans in 
the market” or acquired “through the experience of market participation” 
(Kirzner, 1973: 10 and 13, emphasis added). Today, these concepts have become 
almost normative jargon in current start-up arenas. In this view, the discovery–
creation of opportunities and entrepreneurial behavior are far from automatic and 
opposed to economizing, the traditional approach to market decisions in classic 
economics. In addition, because “opportunities” depend on factors other than 
entrepreneurs’ ability and willingness to take action, what deserves the attention 
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of entrepreneurship scholars is what entrepreneurs do (Gardner, 1988). One way 
to explore what entrepreneurs do requires an understanding of their decision-
making judgment and motives and the conditions of uncertainty in which they act.  

Uncertainty, judgment and motives 

Whatever the definition used, entrepreneurship studies have largely agreed on the 
assumption that “entrepreneurs are often uncertain about the true nature of the 
opportunities they wish to pursue” (Sorenson & Stuart, 2008: 530). This includes 
fundamental matters such as whether there would be a market for their value 
propositions and whether they would be able to capture any value from their 
business activities. Even if opportunities are formed in the emergent action of 
entrepreneurs (Alvarez & Barney, 2007; Dimov, 2010; Garud & Karnøe, 2003; 
Sarasvathy, 2001), the “existence of uncertainty about the true value of an 
entrepreneurial opportunity is itself a pre-condition for the very existence of the 
opportunity” (Sorenson & Stuart, 2008: 531). In sum, in their discovery, 
evaluation and exploitation of opportunities, entrepreneurs face uncertainty and 
accept risks.  

Traditionally, the entrepreneurship literature has posited a one-dimensional 
conceptualization of uncertainty as hindering entrepreneurial action. Although 
there have been attempts to elaborate on a more nuanced role of uncertainty (e.g. 
McMullen & Shepherd, 2006), most entrepreneurship research is based on the 
implicit assumption that the decision to become an entrepreneur is an inherently 
risky one. The so-called “plunge decision” is usually modeled as “a choice 
between stable employment with predictable income and a leap of faith with 
uncertain returns” (Woodward & Hall, 2010: 513). Idealized, but common in the 
entrepreneurship literature, accounts of entrepreneurs have depicted them as risk 
takers who largely ignore opportunity costs or, alternatively, as overconfident 
optimists who exaggerate the potential of their ventures.  

This work aligns, however, with less idealized accounts stressing that 
entrepreneurs need “to make decisions about the future without access to a formal 
model of decision rule, as would apply to situations of rational behavior under 
probabilistic risk” (Foss & Klein, 2018: 13). Crucially, this view understands that, 
in most entrepreneurial decisions, actors do not face a set of possible outcomes to 
which clear probabilities can be assigned but instead face open alternatives, often 
with no obvious outcomes and even less discernible prospects. In these situations, 
different individuals can make different decisions because of their different access 
to information, different ways of interpreting the available data, different personal 
stories and predispositions, et cetera. Unsurprisingly, much entrepreneurship 
theory has glorified an idealized uniqueness of entrepreneurial judgment, a 
particular “gut feeling” or “understanding” (e.g. Huang, 2012; Mises, 1949) that 
defies rules and systematization.   
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What entrepreneurs do is to favor alternatives with a higher expected value (Shane 
& Venkataraman, 2000). What that value can be is, therefore, not a minor aspect 
of entrepreneurship and, as this work will argue, a better way to explain 
entrepreneurial processes. Theory has traditionally argued that wealth creation 
combines with self-determination motives (Amit et al., 2001; Sapienza et al., 
2003) in shaping the desire or willingness to initiate and sustain an entrepreneurial 
endeavor (Shepherd et al., 2019). Research on self-determination motives has 
identified three basic individual needs: autonomy or independence, competence 
or accomplishing goals and outcomes, and relatedness or the need to establish 
connections and relationships with other individuals (Ryan & Deci, 2000). 
Following this classification, later research has gravitated between externally 
oriented purposes and individual-level psychological rewards (Hmieleski & 
Corbett, 2008) to explain why people undertake entrepreneurial activities.  

Research on psychological motives has elaborated mainly on a narrow 
combination of two factors: greater autonomy and more interesting work content 
(Benz, 2009; Benz & Frey, 2008). Abundant empirical evidence has confirmed 
that the desire to be independent and the ambition to exploit one’s own technical 
capabilities better rank highly—along with aspirations to earn a higher income—
in entrepreneurs’ motivations (e.g. Amit et al., 2001; Vivarelli, 1991, 2004). 
Studies exploring external motivations have suggested a great diversity of 
possible accomplishments, such as creating societal-level value (Hechavarria et 
al., 2017) or changing the world by producing something new (Wyrwich, 2015). 
Much of this literature has contributed to the expanding field of social 
entrepreneurship studies (Dees & Elias, 1998). The scarce literature on media 
entrepreneurship has closely aligned with this view and recognized the 
importance of missionary aspects in the unique characteristics and business 
dynamics of the media (Achtenhagen, 2008; Hoag, 2008; Khajeheian, 2017). 
According to these studies, for many media entrepreneurs, this societal mission is 
both explicit and central, and its impact supersedes the wealth creation criteria. 
This societal mission includes providing artistic, cultural and/or societal value and 
implies—among other aspects—(1) engaging in continuous innovation, 
adaptation and learning and (2) acting without being limited by the actual 
available resources (Achtenhagen, 2008). 

Alertness, creative action and (lack of) resources 

Alertness and creativity, in Kirzner’s (1973) view, are important, because they 
allow decision makers with no means to behave entrepreneurially and play a 
central role in the competitive process that drives the market or exchange field. 
Although Kirzner himself did not take this idea any further, he anticipated what 
empirical research has found in many contexts: not the paradigmatic risk-taking 
entrepreneurial behavior depicted in much of the entrepreneurship literature but a 
frugal mode of organizing activities to achieve individual and interpersonal 
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aspirations. This is, however, not necessarily the majority view of 
entrepreneurship.  

Traditionally, other perspectives have explored how entrepreneurs acquire 
(Barney, 1991) and/or recombine valuable resources (Galunic & Rodan, 1998; 
Shane, 2012). This view has often emphasized both the key role that sufficient 
resources play in the initiation of a new venture and the difficulties that 
entrepreneurs face in mobilizing them (Burton et al., 2002; Freeman et al., 1983; 
Stinchcombe, 1965). Studies in this tradition have claimed that the primary arena 
in which entrepreneurs can maneuver for opportunity organization and advantage 
is largely restricted to how they think about and mobilize their resources. Because 
viability is a primary goal in the first steps of a new venture (Miller & Friesen, 
1984), this literature has stressed that, at this early stage, entrepreneurs need to 
structure their resources to support their business idea.  

Research on the structuring of resources during this stage has considered a wide 
array of possibilities: (1) external partnerships to enable economies of scale 
(Miller & Friesen, 1984) and to acquire critical resources (Zahra et al., 2009); (2) 
flexibility, so that adaptation to new situations and competitive contexts is 
guaranteed (Cainarca et al., 1992); (3) experimental resource allocation patterns 
to select valuable and unique operational and product configurations that may 
eventually allow the venture to establish a competitive advantage (Morrow et al., 
2007); and (4) a constant search for knowledge across different domains (De 
Massis et al., 2018). These studies have commonly considered the structuring and 
reconfiguration of start-ups’ resources to be a foundational key activity for 
entrepreneurs that is directly correlated with the capabilities with which their 
ventures will eventually perform (Sirmon et al., 2011). 

In contrast to this backdrop, the empirical evidence has suggested that most 
practitioner entrepreneurs seldom emphasize issues of resource ownership and 
control (Kellermans et al., 2016) and new ventures rarely use the resource 
acquisition techniques that dominate the studies on resource structuration (Clough 
et al., 2019). Entrepreneurs often manage to pursue their business ideas despite 
paying little regard to both the limits imposed by the resources that they already 
control and the acquisition of the needed resources. Generally, the term 
resourcefulness has somehow been laxly accepted as an essential part of 
entrepreneurship, often to label aspects of the process that enable entrepreneurs 
to turn ideas into reality. The term, however, remains poorly defined and 
understood, as a recent call for papers for a Special Issue of the Journal of 
Business Venturing suggests (Williams et al., 2019). More theoretically 
developed perspectives that have reflected on this phenomenon include 
effectuation (Sarasvathy, 2001), bricolage (Baker & Nelson, 2005) and affordable 
loss (Dew et al., 2009). They partly release risk from the entrepreneurial activity 
equation, as entrepreneurs work with the resources and assets that they already 
have and invest only what they can afford to lose (Venkataraman et al., 2012).  
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Among the “constructivist” approaches to resources in entrepreneurship research, 
bricolage (Baker & Nelson, 2005) is perhaps the one that has attracted the most 
interest. Bricolage has been suggested as both an “apt description” of the founding 
entrepreneurial process (Aldrich, 2010: 346) and a basic form of entrepreneurial 
action (Shepherd, 2015). What is important to state precisely now is that these 
approaches in general, and bricolage in particular, shift the focus from models of 
entrepreneurship as decision making under conditions of uncertainty to models of 
entrepreneurship as “problems of designing within constraints” (Venkataraman et 
al., 2012: 29). Entrepreneurship studies relying on bricolage have narrowed their 
focal attention to the contingent nature of the relationship between resources and 
their value, often taken for granted and considered stable elsewhere. The central 
questions that this literature has triggered and still demand further research 
include what makes a resource a resource, how organizations create something 
from what seems to be nothing and how resource environments socially construct 
valuable resources. The entrepreneurial bricolage research has called for the study 
of the actual actions of entrepreneurs and their interactions with the physical and 
social environment, issues that require the spanning of micro and macro levels of 
analysis.  

Bricolage as a basic form of entrepreneurial action 

Origins of the concept 

The term bricolage originated in the field of anthropology (Lévi-Strauss, 1962) 
and later received some attention in the political science (e.g. Lanzara, 1998) and 
human geography (e.g. Cleaver, 2002) fields. Lévi-Strauss originally proposed 
the idealized roles of a bricoleur and an engineer to depict two distinctive 
approaches to thought and tasks, the fundamental difference being that the 
“engineer is always trying to make his way out of and go beyond the constraints” 
resulting from a context while the bricoleur “remains within them” (Lévi-Strauss, 
1962: 19).  

For Lévi-Strauss, bricolage is a “science of the concrete” (1962: I), a sort of 
approximation of what “primitive” or “savage” knowledge would resemble. His 
way of understanding “prior science” (Lévi-Strauss, 1962: 16) starts from a 
simple observation: “only a small proportion of observations and experiments 
could have yield practical and immediately useful results” (1962: 15). Thus, initial 
new bits of knowledge cannot just be related to a practical purpose, “they [are] 
deemed to be useful or interesting because they [were] first of all known” (Lévi-
Strauss, 1962: 9). Usefulness, then, necessarily follows curiosity, a primary 
inspiration led “by a desire for knowledge” (Lévi-Strauss, 1962: 14) that is 
common to any mode of scientific thought regardless of how close or distant it is 
from sensible intuition. Lévi-Strauss proposes that in a savage scientific enquiry 
performed at a strategic level sensible intuition remains close to perception and 
relatively far from imagination. The practice of bricolage offers a conceptual 
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framework for speculating (Lévi-Strauss, 1962: 16) about what such science of 
the concrete can be. 

In Lévi-Strauss’s original formulation (1962), the practice of bricolage includes 
five distinctive aspects. First, bricoleurs do not subordinate their large number of 
diverse tasks “to the availability of raw materials and tools conceived and 
procured for the purpose of the project” (1966: 17). Second, they remain within 
their “closed […] universe of instruments” (1966: 17). Tools and materials are 
thus, heterogeneous, finite, bearing no relation to and “not defined in terms of the 
current project.” They, no doubt, “had a use” but “they can be used again,” “either 
for the same purpose or for a different one,” eventually becoming a “contingent 
result” of all the occasions on which they have been used (1966: 35). Third, 
bricoleurs “interrogate” their “treasury” of available instruments to “discover” 
what they could “signify” for their project (1966: 18), thus contributing to a 
definition of the set of inputs for the corresponding project. Fourth, according to 
Lévi-Strauss (1962) the possibilities of these inputs are always limited “by the 
particular history of each piece and by those of its features which are already 
determined by the ‘use’ [for which it was originally intended or modified in other 
projects]” (1962: 19). This necessity is not simple or univocal, and neither is it 
“unlimited” (1962: 36). Inputs, in this sense, are “pre-constrained” by their 
meaning, which “impose constraints” at each stage of their employment as it “sets 
a limit on their freedom of maneuver” (Lévi-Strauss, 1960: 35). Finally, because 
the choice of elements depends on the possibility of new ones playing the 
approximate role of unavailable alternatives, there is a reorganization of 
instruments that produces outcomes never the same as “one vaguely imagined” or 
“as some other which might have been preferred to it.”  

According to Lévi-Strauss, bricolage’s components collectively draw 
implications about the type of knowledge this form of science, so to speak, 
produces: Bricoleurs remain within the constraints “imposed by a particular state 
of civilization” (1962: 19).  They look out for messages but collect ones which 
have been transmitted in advance. These messages, that are part of “their 
personality and life” (1966: 21) can become instruments or inputs as earlier ends 
can be “called upon to play part of means.” Three important ideas result from this 
approximation of bricolage. First, messages as instruments, means, or inputs, 
cannot be considered concepts in the sense that they “do not possess simultaneous 
and theoretically unlimited relations with other entities of the same kind.” In other 
words, their significance is relatively fixed by their previous use. Second, this 
explains why their results are always “a compromise between the structure of the 
instrumental set and that of the project,” that once it materializes will “inevitably 
be at a remove from the initial aim” (1966: 21). And third, bricoleurs may not ever 
complete their purpose but they always put “an amount of their personality and 
life by the choices they make between the limited possibilities” (1966: 21). 

The original richness of the concept in Lévi-Strauss, somehow, eroded as it was 
imported to other fields. In political science, what bricolage entails is (1) the 
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recourse to “secondhand materials to build an artifact or a structure when nothing 
more appropriate is available, and (2) the usage of old components and structures 
to perform new functions” (Lanzara, 1998: 27). A similar process of 
simplification has occurred in the operationalization of the concept in 
entrepreneurship studies. 

Bricolage in entrepreneurship 

Entrepreneurial bricolage processes have been associated empirically with firm 
performance (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Baker et al., 2003) in penurious 
environments. As coined in the entrepreneurship literature (Baker & Nelson, 
2005), the concept of bricolage encompasses three complementary aspects. First, 
the term “available resources” suggests strong dependence on the resources at 
hand, including those already under the control of an organization and those 
available for free or cheaply compared with standard resources. Second, “making 
do” stresses a bias for action and the possibilities provided by the context but also 
the possibilities to bypass the accepted limitations regarding what is considered 
to be a resource. Third, bricolage hints at novel resource combinations to meet 
new challenges and create value.  

The above-mentioned facets of bricolage strongly resonate with the idiosyncratic 
nature of entrepreneurial opportunities and the possibility of novel ends and 
means reconfigurations, since “resources are what organizations make of them” 
(Baker et al., 2013: 33). Alas, much of the literature resorting to bricolage has 
retained metaphorical uses of the term for field-level dynamics of reassembly of 
different knowledge elements, paying little or no empirical attention to the actions 
actually carried out by individuals. Douglas (1986) theorized bricolage as a 
method by which entrepreneurs could construct new cognitive models and formal 
structures. According to her, this can happen through direct imitation or a more 
reflexive revision of existing models based on people’s prior experience in other 
organizations. Similarly, Hannan and Freeman (1984) conjectured that 
unconstrained borrowing can fuel recombinations of forms and categories into 
new types. Hardy and Maguire (2008: 117), on a similar line, argued that, since 
structures and actions are separable, institutional entrepreneurs can “hop and 
bridge from one social world to another” and referred to bricolage as processes of 
institutional novelty involved in the creation of new practices and institutions 
from different elements of existing institutions. Empirical studies have shown 
how field-level bricolage processes recombine borrowed cultural elements from 
opposing logics, resulting in the hybridization of rival categories (Rao et al., 
2005).  

Previous research has provided support for bricolage as a source of firm growth 
(Baker & Nelson, 2005; Baker et al., 2003) and innovativeness, that is, intentions 
to innovate (Senyard et al., 2014). Yet, quantitative operationalization of 
bricolage has remained overly focused on those aspects of bricolage traditionally 
stressed in the tradition of entrepreneurship such as bricoleurs’ “confidence in 
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[their] ability” to find “workable solutions” to “new challenges, problems or 
opportunities” by “taking action,” “using and combining” their “existing 
resources” (Senyard et al., 2009). This process, by means of simplification, has 
perhaps denaturalized central parts of the concept. Some central ideas in the 
original conceptual apparatus of bricolage have lost their pre-eminence, 
particularly that inputs’ significance is relatively fixed by their previous use, that 
projects inevitably materialize at a distance from the initial aim, and that 
bricoleurs’ choices of means are conditioned by the possibilities offered by their 
personality and life. 

Despite the process of simplification, results in this research remain somehow 
ambiguous, supporting a nonlinear correlation between measures of bricolage and 
venture performance (Senyard et al., 2009) and some types of innovation (Kickul 
et al., 2018). Recently, Baker et al. (2013) identified—in a single-case study—
that entrepreneurs, unable to alter the institutions that provide them with 
legitimacy, can still enact solutions that defy them in their maneuvering for 
business ideas and competitive advantage. These are not attempts to change the 
existing institutional arrangements but rather wide-ranging pursuits of 
disadvantaged organizations to find ways to thrive. Questions such as why and 
how this happens remain underexplored.   

In sum, despite the promise that these studies have offered, little is still known 
about how bricoleurs experience their institutional context and the conditions and 
processes by which they comply with or deviate from it. Furthermore, because the 
primary arena in which these entrepreneurs maneuver for opportunity 
organization and advantage largely concerns how they think about and mobilize 
resources, more needs to be known about what—in these cases—makes a resource 
a resource and how resources are reconfigured. This is a research area that still 
seems to require more contextually sensitive perspectives, process approaches and 
qualitative methods (Clough et al., 2019). Particularly, entrepreneurial bricolage 
research calls for the study of the actual actions of entrepreneurs and their 
interactions with the physical and social environment, issues that require 
researchers to bridge the micro and macro levels of analysis. 

Contextualizing entrepreneurship: Entrepreneurship 
in institutional contexts 

Numerous calls have stressed the need to understand the environmental context 
in which entrepreneurs operate (Aldrich and Fiol, 1994; Aldrich & Wiedenmayer, 
1993; Thornton, 1999). Understanding how entrepreneurial beliefs, action and 
results unfold requires contextually sensitive research. We can only attempt to 
explain entrepreneurship by looking at the entrepreneurial process in connection 
to its social context. Entrepreneurial “opportunities” are idiosyncratic not only to 
individuals but to contexts. Gartner (1995: 70) pointed out that observers “have a 
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tendency to underestimate the influence of external factors and overestimate the 
influence of internal or personal factors when making judgements about the 
behavior of other individuals.” Baumol (1990: 898) also stated that the rules for 
entrepreneurship “do change dramatically from one time and place to another”; 
more specifically, both socially determined decentralized institutions and 
centralized institutions designed by governmental authorities configure an 
environmental context that is central to firms’ access to resources and market 
opportunities (e.g. Meek et al., 2010). Exchange fields, markets and industries 
differ significantly in terms of their political, economic, socio-cultural and 
technological conditions, and these differences are likely to shape the 
determinants, processes and outcomes of entrepreneurship. Furthermore, although 
often the “context (still) is taken for granted” (Welter, 2011) in entrepreneurship 
studies, there is an increasing awareness that economic behavior can only be 
reasonably understood within its context (Welter, 2011; Zahra, 2007), be that the 
social (Granovetter, 1985), the spatial (Steyaert & Katz, 2004) or the institutional 
context (Polanyi, 1957).  

Contexts in entrepreneurship theory are normally thought to set some preliminary 
boundaries for certain activities while facilitating others. In this sense, context 
may be experienced by “individuals as asset and liability” (Welter, 2011: 165). 
Entrepreneurial activity has, therefore, been described as an embedded socio-
economic process that is encouraged (Jack & Anderson, 2002) but also 
constrained by the specific context of which it becomes part. This idea has 
recently taken form in the element of “external enablers” that Davidsson (2015) 
proposed as a constitutive part of entrepreneurial opportunities. This and other 
approaches, such as sector-based studies, are encouraging attempts to incorporate 
context into the core of entrepreneurship phenomena. Still, as De Massis and 
colleagues (2018: 4, quotation marks in the original) recently noted in a special 
issue of Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice on industrial sector 
entrepreneurship, researchers still typically focus on “a simple ‘top-down process’ 
of how industry variables affect lower level variables and relationships”, leaving 
bottom-up processes and the underlying mechanisms through which these 
recursive processes happen under-theorized and little understood. 

Understanding how individuals interact with specific situational and temporal 
boundaries requires not only research sensitivity to the context, unfortunately 
often “viewed as differences that should be controlled” (De Massis et al., 2018: 
5) but resorting to (and developing) “theories of context” (Welter, 2011: 175). 
The view that some sort of social structure constrains but also enables action has 
become a central concern across institutional theories. These perspectives, 
although increasingly used by entrepreneurship researchers (Su et al., 2016), 
perhaps still offer new ways to theorize context fruitfully in entrepreneurship.  
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Institutional theory 

Institutional theory “draws attention to important factors that have been neglected 
in the study of entrepreneurship” (David et al., 2017: 671). The relationship 
between institutions and organizations interested classic sociologists and 
economists such as Weber and Marx, became the central topic for organizational 
sociologists such as Selznick (1949, 1957) and Stinchcombe (1965) and, under 
the strong influence of economists like Coase, Williamson, North and Hodson and 
economic sociologists such as Granovetter, regained attention with the research 
on increasingly sociological approaches, such as those of DiMaggio and Powell 
(1983), Meyer and Rowan (1977) and Scott (1975). Institutional theory has 
always been a far from homogeneous field. As Bruton et al. (2010) mentioned in 
their introduction to institutional theory, the concept “institution” has been 
formulated in different terms by different sensibilities in the literature, for 
example the formal rule sets (North, 1991), less formal shared interaction 
sequences (Jepperson, 1991) and taken-for-granted assumptions (Meyer & 
Rowan, 1977) that actors, both organizations and individuals, are expected to 
follow. 

Institutions are commonly understood today in organizational theory as a type of 
social structure that takes the form of regular patterns of social action that “give 
stability and meaning to social life” (Scott, 2013: 56) and “owe their survival to 
relatively self-activating social processes” (Jepperson, 1991). Institutional theory 
has raised awareness and advanced the understanding of how taken-for-granted 
facets of the social (Powell & DiMaggio, 2012; Scott, 1995) “manifest in the ways 
that people frame issues, make choices, and pursue behaviors” (Garud et al., 2002: 
196; Jepperson, 1991), shaping organizational behaviors and outcomes. 
Institutions work because, by appearing to be natural, objective and abiding 
(Zucker, 1977), they create conformance pressures through specific expectations 
about how organizations should behave (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Meyer & 
Rowan, 1977). This renders other actions, regardless of their efficiency, 
unacceptable or even beyond consideration (DiMaggio & Powell, 1991). 

Classic versions of institutional theory (e.g. Selznick, 1949, 1957; Zucker, 1977) 
interpreted “institutionalization” as an adaptive process of organizations: a 
process that either infuses what they do with value beyond technical requirements, 
making their own maintenance an end in itself (Selznick, 1957), or defines 
meaning, independently of actors’ views but transmitted by their actions, and the 
way in which tasks are and should be performed (Zucker, 1977). In these 
definitions, focused on either the value or the taken-for-granted meaning, actors 
are often depicted as strategic agents who are able to evaluate reflectively means 
in view of ends but whose choices of means and ends are in fact limited by 
different factors at different levels, be they individual, organizational or societal.  

Neoinstitutionalism incorporated some of these views but reconsidered its 
organizational sway and centered its focus on the sources of institutionalization. 
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Those are sources of “rationalized and impersonal prescriptions that identify 
various social purposes,” that is, define ends, and “specify in a rulelike way the 
appropriate means” to pursue them (Meyer & Rowan, 1977: 343), that is, “shape 
the means by which interests are determined and pursued” (Scott, 1987: 508). 
According to this view, conformity to these institutional prescriptions does not 
happen just because they “constitute reality or are taken for granted” (Scott, 1987: 
498) but also because there are organizational rewards in conformity, such as 
access to resources and increased chances of survival (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). It 
is in this light that neoinstitutionalism understands how institutions restrict action 
within the range allowed by shared understandings (DiMaggio, 1988; DiMaggio 
& Powell, 1983; Meyer & Rowan, 1977). 

Neoinstitutionalism provided a bridge for organizational studies to link to the 
works of cultural approaches such as those of Bourdieu, Foucault and Giddens 
(Scott, 1987). Specifically, it incorporated advances by Bourdieu on social 
phenomena directly and by way of Giddens’s structuration theory (1984) (Mohr, 
2013: 121). These roots, foundational to the alternative path of practice theory, 
are now being reconnected (Smets et al., 2017) as the recent turn to the micro of 
neoinstitutionalism is increasingly complementing macro accounts with 
explanations based on actor-level interactions. Central to Bourdieu’s work were 
the concepts of habitus, capital and field, which to different degrees came to 
inform much of the neoinstitutionalism theoretical agenda.   

One can interpret the development from classic institutional theory to 
neoinstitutionalism and the current plethora of institutional perspectives and 
recent focal turns as a scholarly chase of actorhood or organizational action. Key 
in this literature is the socially constructed environment, or institutional field, 
which comprises the mechanisms of social coordination that shape behavior, and 
the set of rules and norms that is the source of institutional pressures in a given 
field (Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Scott, 2013). However, before I present these 
constructs as developed by the institutional theory literature and the recent turns 
in the way in which they are approached, I briefly set out their roots in Bourdieu’s 
work. Bourdieu’s set of key concepts provides a powerful method to address 
institutional phenomena. This understanding of Bourdieu as a method informs 
much of my analysis of entrepreneurial processes within institutional contexts in 
this kappa.  

Fields, predispositions (habitus) and capital 

According to Bourdieu, practices, as human activities, are explained by the 
conjunction of different forces:  habitus (referred to as a battery of practical 
senses, a set of mental predispositions, bodily schemas or pre-conscious know-
how that is activated in individuals by their experience in a given field), fields 
(bounded realms of activity) and capital (a force, in all its forms, that sets the 
constraints that govern the functioning of the world) (Bourdieu, 1977, 1986, 
1990). The three constructs are profoundly and circularly interlocked. What 
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happens in a given field is governed by the possibilities of action (i.e. pursuits of 
personal interest) granted by capital in specific objective conditions (i.e. the flow 
of events and circumstances that affect the capacity of capital to perform). 
Importantly, capital is always constructed by the field and associated with actors’ 
positions and habitus.  

Fields 

Fields comprise personal interests, different forms of capital, objective conditions 
and a space for actual and possible activities and meanings. In Bourdieu, fields 
are “relatively autonomous social microcosms” that correspond to regions of 
institutional life (Mohr, 2013) in which, in hierarchical spaces of social positions, 
the distribution of power, capital and legitimacy is constantly disputed by their 
members. Fields are thus spaces of relations (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992) and 
the primary arena in which actors compete for power. Fields are “networks of 
social relations, structures systems of social positions within which struggles, or 
maneuvers take place over resources, stakes and access” (Oakes et al., 1998: 260). 
Although fields in neoinstitutionalism are rather a source of stability than change, 
Bourdieu’s sense of competitive power struggle (1975) has permeated 
neoinstitutional views of field transformation (e.g. Fligstein, 1990), as later 
sections detail. Even if a given field is not independent from other fields, each 
field shares a common understanding about the meaning of what occurs in it, 
creating a local market of capital, goals and norms. These field specificities, 
although overly alien to non-members, appear to be given and objective to 
insiders.  

The system of meaning in a given field shapes the mental predispositions of those 
who experience it, that is, their habitus, which, once activated, reproduces the 
field. It is through the reproductive function of habitus that fields, according to 
Bourdieu, conceptually align at a basic level with neoinstitutionalism and that 
“normative and cognitive structures constrain field members, making some 
actions or meanings either unthinkable or inappropriate” (Zietsma et al., 2017: 9). 
Fields also shape the capital (economic, cultural and social) on which actors can 
draw to pursue their stakes (personal interests) in them.  

Predispositions (habitus) 

During their lives, people accumulate skills, experiences, knowledge, traits, 
attitudes and so on in their personal structure. Personal structures generate 
behavior in the form of daily activities that, taking place in specific fields, become 
experience of how to function and perform. Habitus refers to “a system of lasting 
and transposable dispositions which, integrating past experiences, functions at 
every moment as a matrix of perceptions, appreciations and actions” (Bourdieu, 
1977: 95). It is acquired through the experience of daily activities in the conditions 
of the field, mostly during upbringing although also possibly during secondary 
socialization. It is, therefore, “embodied history, internalized as a second nature 
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and so forgotten as history … the active presence of the whole past of which it is 
the active presence” (Bourdieu, 1990: 56). Importantly, because its generation is 
largely an unconscious internalization of cultural rules, it becomes a way of 
knowing “inscribed in bodies” that allows individuals to organize their behavior 
according to different situations without the need to reach the level of discourse. 
Habitus becomes the way in which individuals are “being in the world,” implying 
a “relation of commitment and belonging to a field” that is invisible to them.  

Importantly, habitus, once activated by events in a given field, produces meanings 
and generates actions that reproduce the existing practices and conditions found 
in the field. That is, habitus is a system of “durable, transposable dispositions … 
as principles which generate and organize practices and representations that can 
be objectively adapted to their outcomes without presupposing a conscious aiming 
at ends or by an express mastery of the operations necessary in order to attain 
them” (Bourdieu, 1990: 53). As habitus is a group phenomenon, it also 
harmonizes the practices of the members “without intentional calculation or 
conscious reference to a norm” (Bourdieu 1977: 80), “allowing mutual adjustment 
even in the absence of any direct interaction or explicit coordination” (Nicolini, 
2012: 60). Nevertheless, habitus is not habit. Habitus requires agency (Schatzki, 
2002). Because habitus is “only a set of dispositions,” it needs to be realized to 
become action and therefore there is no determinism in its operation (Nicolini, 
2012: 60).   

Forms of capital 

The concept of capital, “as a potential capacity to produce profits,” is a “force 
inscribed in the objectivity of things so that everything is not equally possible and 
impossible” (Bourdieu, 1986: 46) and embraces everything tangible and 
intangible that can be exchanged. The cruciality of the concept of capital in 
Bourdieu’s theory of the social world cannot be overstated. He suggested not only 
that capital is a “force inscribed in the objectivity of things,” that is, what sets the 
constraints that govern the functioning of the world, but also that, to account for 
the latter, capital needs to be introduced in all its forms, that is, economic, cultural 
and social resources (Bourdieu, 1986: 46). A fourth form of capital, symbolic (e.g. 
prestige, honor attention), refers to any form of capital that is not perceived as 
such, that gains value at the cross-section of class and status (Bourdieu, 1986) and 
that, in the case of cultural capital, would be recognized, for example, as 
legitimate competence.   

Common to all forms of capital is their potential to be accumulated—being prone 
to persist in their being—and exchanged—although to different degrees—
determining changes in legitimacy and power as a result. Also common to all 
forms of capital is that their value depends on the way in which the field is 
constructed so that different types of capital operate in different fields. Indeed, “a 
capital does not exist and functions except in relation to the field” (Bourdieu & 
Wacquant, 1992: 101). Finally, also common to all forms of capital is that the 
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diverse access that individuals have to field-specific capital constitutes power 
relations. Capital equates power—“[it] amounts to the same thing” (Bourdieu, 
1986: 47)—and “each field includes a fundamental metric according to which any 
given individual can be assessed vis-à-vis others” according to their levels of 
possession of field-specific capital (Mohr, 2013: 111).   

Capital is expressed in a variety of field-dependent resources. According to 
Bourdieu, “capital can present itself in three fundamental guises”: as economic 
capital, as cultural capital and as social capital (Bourdieu, 1986: 47). “Economic 
capital is immediately and directly convertible into money and may be 
institutionalized in the form of property rights.” It includes all forms of economic 
and financial assets, including cash, stocks, bonds, bank deposits and the like, land 
and buildings, technology and machinery. As economic capital has been the focus 
of most economic theory, Bourdieu directed most of his attention to cultural and 
social capital. The first form of cultural capital, embodied state, refers to all forms 
of tacit and explicit culture and cultivation, such as related knowledge, know-how, 
information and so on, carried in long-lasting predispositions of the mind and 
body. Cultural capital requires a personal investment of time in the labor of 
inculcation and assimilation. This form of capital is an integral part of one 
person’s habitus and has a strong influence on an actor’s social progress in fields. 
Its transmission is at best complex, because it is linked to his or her biological 
singularity. The second form of cultural capital is objectified by its materiality 
(e.g. writings and art). Finally, cultural capital is the institutionalized state in the 
form of academic qualifications, a certificate of cultural competence that 
formalizes the acquisition of skills and knowledge, the value of which is 
dependent on the economic capital converted for its acquisition and which shows 
relative autonomy face to face with its bearer and the actual cultural capital that 
he or she commands. Cultural capital, in either embodied or institutionalized 
forms, include tastes, manners, mastery of language, general and professional 
knowledge, craft, artistry and skills.   

Social capital is often intangible and refers to “the aggregate of the actual or 
potential resources which are linked to possession of a durable network of more 
or less institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition—or 
in other words, to membership in a group—which provides each of its members 
with the backing of the collectivity-owned capital, a ‘credential’ which entitles 
them to credit, in the various senses of the word” (Bourdieu, 1986: 51). Social 
capital is particularly specific to a given field because often it holds little or no 
value in another. Norms in a field also often specify the extent of access to social 
capital in a specific field, defining the types of activities and practices in which 
mastery provides membership of it. With this definition, Bourdieu encompasses 
various key aspects of this form of capital: first, the possibility that these 
relationships exist only in a practical state, based on exchanges or instituted; 
second, its potential volume, as defined by the extension of the network that one 
actor can mobilize at any given moment and the size of the capital individually 
owned by each of the members of that network; and, third, the key condition that 
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these resources possess in the network, which needs to be available to use or 
credit, that is, “usable.” Bourdieu described networks of relationships as the result 
of endless efforts—through conscious strategies or not—to be established and 
reproduced.  

Key issues arise in Bourdieu’s conceptualization of forms of capital. Capital 
transformation has been suggested not to be easy, fast or costless. Many capital 
transmissions—with the exception of economic capital, which can be used for 
resourcing processes, purchasing other capital and easing other capital 
transformations—are considered to be problematic. This is particularly the case 
for embodied cultural capital, which, because it is literally embodied in the 
individual who possesses it, requires a process of transmission that is theoretically 
similar to the process of acquiring it. In addition, importantly, according to 
Bourdieu, what happens in a given field is governed by the possibilities of action 
granted by the capital—as socially constructed by the field—associated with 
actors’ positions and habitus. 

Capital and institutional processes 

As Sewell (1992) noted, capital issues hold significant implications for 
institutional theory, because treating resources (i.e. capital) and schemas (i.e. 
rules, norms and concepts) as analytically different components can facilitate 
explanations of how “social change, no less than social stasis, can be generated” 
(Sewell, 1992: 19). When resources and schemas are not collapsed together, the 
effects that they have on each other recursively become clearer. Schemas need to 
be “validated by the accumulation of resources” to be reproduced over time, “just 
as resources without cultural schemas to direct their use would eventually 
dissipate” (Sewell, 1992: 13). Sewell concluded that, because resources and 
schemas were multiple and intersecting and potentially transferable and 
transformable, “reproduction was never automatic” (1992: 19). As I elaborate in 
the following sections, neoinstitutionalism has amply incorporated Sewell’s 
concepts of multiplicity, transposability and intersections, although the extent to 
which his clear distinction between resources and schemas has also been 
embraced remains unclear.  

Alas, institutional scholars have paid relatively little empirical attention to the 
concept of capital and resources. This lapse is perhaps understandable, as it 
originates from Giddens’s definition of structure collapsing both “rules and 
resources” (1984) and the assumption that—because resources are rather 
homogeneous within a field institutional—factors had an effect primarily on 
resource selection (Oliver, 1997). Problems related to capital attended in this 
literature usually centered around one conspicuous phenomenon: to the extent that 
its distribution among field members is not even, power struggles about who 
controls available capital (Lawrence & Buchanan, 2017) would abound and the 
outcomes of these competitions would carry consequences. Research in this line 
has shown that resources are dependent on the configuration of the field, stressing 
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that the utility of resources changes as the relationships among participants in a 
field change. As resource disadvantage players, motivated to challenge the 
institutional arrangements behind their deprivation challenge them, the 
undervalued resources they control gain utility and centrality (Leblebici et al., 
1991). Accordingly, resource mobilization became central to institutional 
entrepreneurship processes which required sufficient resources to create or 
change institutions (DiMaggio’s, 1988). These perspectives were consistent with 
Bourdieu’s main problematizations of capital processes as power struggles around 
capital transmissions and capital transformations (Bourdieu, 1986).  

The few institutional studies explicitly building on Bourdieu have remained 
centered on his original focus (e.g. Hill, 2018; McFarland et al., forthcoming; 
Oakes et al., 1998). Beyond these approaches, the use of the concept of capital in 
institutional research has remained a rare move. A search of works in the Web of 
Science Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI) offers only a handful of papers 
citing Bourdieu’s concept of capital in combination with any of the seminal works 
of neoinstitutionalism: Zucker (1977) [1 paper], Meyer and Rowan (1977) [no 
papers], DiMaggio and Powell (1983) [1 paper] or even Scott (1975, 1995, 2000, 
2013) [2 papers]. To make this omission almost complete, these few exceptions 
are mostly research in the human resources field. The neglected role of capital and 
resources in neoinstitutional theory is, however, surprising given the prominent 
role assigned to resources in much organization theory (e.g. resource dependency 
theory and the resource-based view), into which insights from institutional theory 
have been abundantly incorporated (e.g. De Gregori, 1987; Meyer et al., 2011; 
Oliver, 1997).  

The nascent resourcing perspective (Feldman, 2004) is an exception to this 
neglect. This perspective has started to look beyond capital transmissions and 
power struggles for resources and attended how “in addition to field changes, 
changes in internal organizational processes are an important influence on 
resource mutability” (Feldman, 2004: 295). Resourcing—based on the idea 
advanced by practice studies that rules and resources cannot be defined 
independent of their use (Orlikowski, 2000) and Sewell’s analytical contrast 
between schemas and resources—distinguishes between potential resources (i.e. 
inputs, assets, objects…, tangible and intangible, that actors may act on) and 
resources (i.e. inputs that has been acted on to make it useful) (Feldman & 
Worline, 2011; Sonenshein, 2014). This view has successfully attended “to the 
dynamic creation of resources during interaction” (Howard-Grenville, 2007: 562). 
Yet, despite its initial interest in the recurring cycle linking schemas, actions and 
resources (Feldman, 2004), resourcing studies have grown increasingly 
unsensitive to the institutional (e.g. Sonenshein, 2014; Widener et al., 2017) and 
its effects on organizational structures. 
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Sources of institutional pressures 

In the neoinstitutional literature, the diverse forces that, within a given field, exert 
pressure for conformity have gained categorical popularity in the three pillars 
defined by Scott (1995, 2013), which he referred to as ingredients of institutions 
rather than categories of institutions themselves. These elements form a 
continuum moving “from the conscious to the unconscious, from the legally 
enforced to the taken for granted” (Hoffman, 1999: 360, in Scott, 2013).  

The first pillar is regulative and can be perceived conspicuously in rules, laws and 
sanctions. These regulative rules base their compliance on expedience and rely on 
coercive mechanisms. The legitimacy of organizational and individual actions 
informed by this pillar emanates from their legal sanction. These regulative 
components “stem primarily from governmental legislation and industrial 
agreements and standards” (Bruton et al., 2010: 422), which provide guidelines 
and instructions for organizations.  

The second pillar, the normative one, is less instrumental and coercive but does 
not necessarily exert a lesser impact. It is governed by a logic of appropriateness, 
as identified in certifications and accreditations, and based on social obligation 
resulting from specific expectations for all actors. Legitimacy, in this dimension 
of institutions, results from moral foundations of appropriate social, professional 
and organizational interaction. The normative pillar informs conformity behaviors 
rooted in social necessity, defining what actors should be doing (March & Olsen, 
1989).  

The third pillar incorporates the cultural–cognitive elements that can be identified 
in constitutive schemas, such as common beliefs, shared logics of action and 
isomorphic responses. It commits to a logic of orthodoxy and works through 
mimetic mechanisms. This pillar provides legitimacy to organizations and 
individuals, because relying on taken-for-granted and shared understandings 
makes them comprehensible, recognizable and culturally supported. This aspect 
of institutions reduces confusion, increases certainty and strongly limits 
appropriate, and even possible, beliefs and actions. One aspect that makes the 
normative and cultural–cognitive pillars so forceful is the fact that their 
preconscious character is socially constructed over time and operates at the level 
of culture and language. It comes to be “perceived as objective and external to the 
actors: not as man-made but a natural and actual order” (Scott, 1995: 17, in Bruton 
et al., 2010). 

Institutional fields 

Institutional theory has made the concept of fields one of its central constructs 
(Scott, 2000). Zietsma and colleagues (2017) recently brought clarity to this 
cornerstone of institutional theory. As they pointed out, an institutional field is a 
community of organizations that interact together “frequently and fatefully” 
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(Scott, 1995: 207–208) in a “recognized area of institutional life” (DiMaggio & 
Powell, 1983: 148). Important to the theoretical usefulness of the concept of fields 
is that there are differences in fields’ types and conditions. As anticipated above, 
the concept of fields is vital to institutional theory (Scott, 2013), because they are 
both “presumed to be the predominant source of pressures for institutional 
conformity” and comprise the enabling “mechanisms of social coordination by 
which embedded actors interact with one another in predictable ways” (Zietsma 
et al., 2017: 5).  

Like most institutional scholars (Zietsma et al., 2017), I use DiMaggio and 
Powell’s definition, which they usefully appropriated from Bourdieu (Scott, 
2013), that is, “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: 148). This interpretation 
of a field as an exchange field assumes a commercial context (Zietsma et al., 2017) 
that closely captures the social space (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992) in which 
market processes take place and directs the attention of the researcher to the 
totality of actors in the field (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). This notion is strongly 
dependent on Bourdieu’s relational dimension of fields (Scott, 2013), and the 
competition and contestation dimensions have captured the interest of many 
neoinstitutional scholars, such as DiMaggio and Powell (1983) and Fligstein and 
McAdam (2011, 2012). 

Fields, however, are institutional only if they are structured by the manifestation 
of four types of elements: boundaries, hierarchies, shared meanings and identities 
(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). (1) The field is defined by the network of 
interactions among the organizations within it, which implies the existence of a 
defining boundary. These organizational interactions (2) are arranged in 
hierarchical patterns of domination and coalition and (3) require a high degree of 
shared information, that is, meanings and practices. As these interactions proceed, 
(4) mutual awareness develops, resulting in shared identity within the field. This 
conception of fields stresses the nature of both relational (i.e. networks of 
interactions among members) and meaning (i.e. cultural connections) systems. 
However, as Scott (2013: 222) pointed out, meaning has been interpreted in 
neoinstitutional studies in the version of objective indicators of culture (e.g. “the 
analysis of texts, discourse, gestures, and cultural products”) rather than in the 
original approach of Bourdieu as habitus or internalized predispositions. Some 
key components of fields have centered the approach in neoinstitutional theory, 
mainly institutional logics, actors, relational systems and boundaries (see Scott, 
2013, for an overview of these topics), arguably to the neglect of capital 
(Bourdieu, 1986).   

Field members in exchange fields 

An institutional field transcends the more limited concept of industry, as it 
encompasses the role of actors beyond the focal industry, such as professional 
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associations, conveners, regulators, media and the state. According to Bourdieu, 
the members of a field extend even beyond it, as actors and organizations belong 
to a field depending on the extent to which they produce and suffer effects in it 
(Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992). This leaves the definition of the boundaries of a 
field a challenging issue. Common operationalizations of exchange fields have 
included members from specific industries (Tolbert & Zucker, 1983), often 
extended to their interaction partners, namely users, providers, regulators and so 
on (Farjoun, 2002; Reay & Hinings, 2009). Importantly, the isomorphic pressures 
that I discuss in the following section are expected to emerge in exchange fields 
from exchange partners, that is, customers, partners, regulators and so on, those 
on whom actors are resource dependent (Freeman & Audia, 2006; Pfeffer & 
Salancik, 2003) and whose legitimacy judgments carry important effects.   

The populations in a field are collections of similar organizations (Scott, 2013), 
which in organizational ecology would be defined as sharing the same 
organizational form and being subject to similar environmental vulnerability 
(Hannan & Freeman, 1977). The practices and norms in an exchange field are 
more likely to be shared by the members of the same population than by the full 
set of field members (Dhalla & Oliver, 2013). In industry exchange fields, 
members of one population often share meaning systems and identity, collaborate 
in managing common interests and coordinate within the same technology and 
practice standards (e.g. Garud et al., 2002). The boundaries in industry exchange 
fields are expected to be relatively permeable—although there is much variation 
by field—to new entrants (Zietsma et al., 2017), be they start-ups or established 
organizations entering the field. This dissertation, including all the articles that it 
comprises, studies the exchange field of written news and the focal population of 
newspapers, both incumbents and newcomers. Although all the focal cases can be 
identified as newspapers, the analysis of the field (e.g. Chapter 3 and Paper 1) is 
not restricted to the actors and organizations within this population.    

Field populations 

Within the field of written news, the population of newspapers corresponds to an 
industry population (as classified by Zietsma et al., 2017) to the extent that these 
organizations produce the same service–product bundle: keeping their readers 
informed—and entertained—through the production of written news. The 
population of newspapers also partially corresponds to a professional population 
(as classified by Zietsma et al., 2017) to the extent that it includes members of the 
journalism profession, which has come to define much of the identity of 
newspapers. Exchange fields with dominant professional bodies are expected to 
have a high degree of homogeneity in shared meanings and practices. Bourdieu 
warned against the category of professions, as it refers to “realities that are, in a 
sense, too real to be true” (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992: 243, emphasis in the 
original), suggesting that it should be replaced with the concept of fields. In the 
next chapter, although I consider industrial and professional aspects of written 
news, they are treated as a field.     
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Isomorphism and decoupling in institutional fields 

In highly structured fields, “individual efforts to deal rationally with uncertainty 
and constraint often lead, in the aggregate, to homogeneity in structure, culture 
and output” (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983: 147). Although organizations can 
initially modify their ends and introduce new ways of working, as organizational 
members make rational decisions in time, they construct an institutional context 
that constrains the possibility to change and makes units in a population resemble 
other members of it in the same context (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983), that is, 
isomorphism (Hawley, 1968). Although isomorphism does not imply that all 
organizations are neither identical, neither passive recipients of institutional 
pressures (Suddaby, 2010). In any given field, organizational differences abound, 
and actors are not necessary prisoners of existing institutions. Yet, conformity to 
institutional rules can lead, through path dependence processes, to a lock-in into 
specific ways of thinking and doing (Arthur, 1989; David, 1985; North, 1991), a 
sort of threshold that, once reached, drives the adoption of the legitimacy that it 
provides, regardless of the performance results (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Very 
much in the direction suggested by Bourdieu, in these views, at this late stage of 
structuration, what explains isomorphism is the institutional processes by which 
the organizations in a field compete for political power and legitimacy. 

DiMaggio and Powell (1983) analytically untangled the process of institutional 
isomorphism into coercive, mimetic and normative mechanisms that—rather than 
internal efficiency—increase the external rewards emanating from legitimacy and 
similarity for their own sake. Coercive isomorphism derives from pressures from 
the organizations on which a venture is dependent (e.g. government mandates and 
self-regulated industrial standards and rules) as well as from the cultural 
expectations of the societal members who dominate the field. Mimetic processes 
are a strong mechanism in contexts of high uncertainty, such as when goals and 
means are ambiguous and the use and implications of new technologies are 
nebulous. In these circumstances, organizations often model themselves by 
imitating others that are considered to be exemplary in the field because they are 
perceived as being more legitimate or successful. Finally, following Bourdieu 
(Scott, 2013), normative pressures, resulting mainly from professionalization, that 
is, “the collective struggle of members of an occupation to define the conditions 
and methods of their work” (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983: 152). These processes, 
in the character of formal education and networks, consolidate a common 
professional cognitive base for all the members of the profession. Additional 
mechanisms of professionalization include the filtering—and socialization—of 
so-defined professional personnel into the organizations part of a field.   

Institutional theory needed to complement isomorphism processes with a 
mechanism to explain the observed post-adoption heterogeneity in some fields. A 
dominant explanation has been decoupling (Boxenbaum & Jonsson, 2017; 
Bromley et al., 2012). Originally, decoupling was suggested as a coping 
mechanism for organizations facing either competing and mutually inconsistent 
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institutional demands coexisting in complex fields or internal organizational 
inefficiency resulting from institutional compliance (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). 
Recently, the concept has been extended beyond the policy and practice 
dichotomy (some organizations implement policies while others do not) to a more 
processual view that complements this symbolic adoption with versions of 
symbolic implementation (Bromley & Powell, 2012). In these versions, activities 
can be implemented and become routine in an organization, “but their 
contribution to promoting an organization’s primary goals may be tenuous or 
opaque at best, creating ‘means–ends’ decoupling” (Bromley et al., 2012: 470, 
quotation marks in the original). This situation is more likely to occur when strict 
compliance interferes with the flexibility required to achieve goals, for example 
in highly opaque fields (Wijen, 2014). 

Despite the theoretical importance of decoupling, the concept seems to have found 
less empirical backing (e.g. Coburn, 2004) than initially expected (Scott, 2013). 
Decoupling—of the sort of gaps between policy and practice—has been identified 
but, fundamentally, as a result of resistance to the implementation of new policies 
resulting from strong coercive pressures to conform (e.g. Seidman, 1983; Tilcsik, 
2010), low trust in the actors asserting such pressures (Kostova & Roth, 2002), 
questioned efficacy (Westphal & Zajac, 1997) or powerful executives capable of 
avoiding institutional pressures for change (Westphal & Zajac, 2001). Two 
common threads link these studies. First, when researching decoupling processes, 
these studies offered models in which decoupling is strategically decided by 
agents who “choose” to adopt new policies only formally. Second, the origin of 
the pressures resulting in decoupling is invariably institutional. According to these 
studies, new policies are usually imported because of normative or regulatory 
expectations, but their adoption remains intendedly symbolic. These aspects of 
decoupling, however, seem to fit uneasily within the theoretical foundations of 
institutionalism.   

Additionally, decoupling—initially intended as a coping mechanism protecting 
efficiency (Meyer & Rowan, 1977)—has not always been shown to be beneficial 
in practice. Whereas some studies have argued that conformity to institutional 
arrangements increases the market valuation of organizations regardless of their 
practical implementation (e.g. Westphal & Zajac, 1997), others have highlighted 
the possible countereffects of decoupling (e.g. MacLean & Behnam, 2010) and 
the impossibility of sustaining it in the long term, whether the decoupled 
institutional arrangements are organizational structures (e.g. Edelman, 1992) or 
symbolic schemas, such as ratings or certifications (e.g. Haack et al., 2012; Sauder 
& Espeland, 2009). Studies have even shown that decoupling, in some conditions, 
can meet such employee resistance that it leads to organizational failure (Turco, 
2012).  

Less “agentic” and more “beneficial” aspects of decoupling remain poorly 
explored empirically. Coburn (2004), for example, discovered, in her study of 
teachers responding to new education policies, that the outcome that dominates is 



2 Theoretical perspectives 

57 

a form of assimilation that she refused to label as decoupling. Most teachers 
interpreted new policies by drawing on existing tacit assumptions, transforming 
the new policy to fit the existing practice. More recently, Crilly and colleagues 
(2012) suggested that decoupling can result not just from intentionally faking the 
implementation of new policies but also from a process of coping more or less 
satisfactorily—that is, muddling through—with new policies in contexts of 
competing stakeholder expectations. Overall, however, these approaches remain 
empirically underexplored and decoupling remains a relatively controversial 
construct (Scott, 2013) that has often been overlooked in institutional studies. On 
the relatively scarce occasions that empirical attention has been paid to decoupling 
(Boxenbaum & Jonsson, 2017), it has largely remained centered on it as a 
mechanism that protects organizations from the contradictory institutional 
demands present in heterogeneous fields.  

Not surprisingly, intuitionalism—largely focused on isomorphism processes and 
stability—had to rely on exogenous shocks (Meyer & Rowan, 1977) to explain 
institutional change. The traditional approach relied on field-level factors, such as 
social, technological and regulatory disruptive jolts (Scott, 2013), that ease the 
institutional grip on actors. However, the emergence of new institutions 
exogenously generated by new technical and economic imperatives was not 
unproblematic. The basic premise in institutional theory is that institutions define 
and shape both organizational interests and activity requirements (Scott, 1995). 
This implies that, unless other premises add some flexibility to the foundations of 
institutional theory, new available technologies or economic circumstances by 
themselves would not suffice to explain the demise of institutional arrangements 
and their replacement by new ones. Much of this discussion has taken place 
around fields’ evolving conditions.  

Varying responses to fields’ changing life cycles  

Fields can change over their life cycle and their conditions can shift over time. 
Fields in the making are expected to display little consolidation along their above-
mentioned dimensions. Their proto-institutions—“new practices, rules, and 
technologies that transcend a particular collaborative relationship and may 
become new institutions if they diffuse sufficiently” (Lawrence et al., 2002: 
281)—will still be “narrowly diffused and weakly entrenched” as they emerge 
(Maguire et al., 2004: 659). Mature fields, on the contrary, are highly structured. 
Shared meanings and identities are widely accepted, and the institutional 
infrastructure is thick. Sets of rules, norms and concepts overlap and reinforce 
each other (Hinings et al., 2017). This does not mean, however, that mature fields 
cannot change, but traditionally the internal transformation of fields has been 
considered a rare event (Fligstein, 1997). In these exceptional cases, jolted by 
environmental triggers, institutional arrangements surrender part of their taken-
for-grantedness and symbolic value and—although, in these circumstances, 
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incumbents are still expected to try to defend their power base (Fligstein, 1997)—
the opportunities for entrepreneurial action also increase (Sine & David, 2003). 

Environmental jolts, that is, “transient perturbations whose occurrences are 
difficult to foresee and whose impacts on organizations are disruptive and often 
inimical” (Meyer, 1982: 515, when happening at the field level, are external 
shocks that can create the conditions to break the isomorphism expected in 
mature, highly structured fields. Environmental jolts of very different natures 
have been found to be able to disrupt fields: social, technological or regulatory 
changes (Greenwood et al., 2002), political (Fligstein & Mara-Drita, 1996) and 
financial crises (Zilber, 2007) or environmental emergencies (Hoffman, 1999; 
Holm, 1995; Phillips et al., 2000). Neoinstitutional research attending to the way 
in which actors respond to fields in crisis is, however, surprisingly scarce. A 
search in the Web of Science for research addressing “institutional field” and 
“crisis” renders only 48 papers and 3 book chapters—half of them published since 
2014—in management and business-related categories. Fewer than half of these 
studies attend to organizational dynamics in a crisis of the institutional field. 
Indeed, most researched crises are either macroeconomic or exclusively 
organizational. A review of the 256 and 113 publications in the Web of Science 
that cite Fligstein (1997) or Sine and David (2003), respectively, in management 
and business-related categories offers a similar picture. Crises most often refer to 
identity or conflictual logics within organizations without any explicit reference 
to an institutional field in crisis, and field-level crises—when stated—are often 
macroeconomic and seldom specific to the focal institutional field.  

Overall, this very diverse collection of research has agreed that, following an 
environmental jolt, the actors in a field increase their perception of weaknesses in 
the existing institutional arrangements (Fuensfshilling & Truffer, 2016; Rychen 
& Zimmermann, 2002) and their level of uncertainty (O’Brien & Slack, 2004). 
This motivates the evaluation of the current institutions and catalyzes the search 
processes and possibilities for action, mobilizing some actors to reformulate them 
(Kaplan & Orlikowski, 2013; Sine & David, 2003). The interpretation of the 
existing institutions, however, often results in competing interpretations about the 
past, present and future (Kaplan & Orlikowski, 2013), prompting different actors 
to respond differently. While some of them engage in defensive institutional work 
to minimize disruptions and defend the activities within the field (Desai, 2011; 
Maguire & Hardy, 2009), others charge for change (Riaz et al., 2011). Curiously, 
sometimes these contradictory reactions of contestation and maintenance take 
place in the very same actors, which opens up the possibilities for institutional 
entrepreneurs to strike a balance of orientations (Zilber, 2007). In general, 
however, the process described is one of conflict and negotiation about how to 
deal with conflicting pressures (e.g. Benner & Ranganathan, 2012; Palermo et al., 
2017), strongly influenced by asymmetric and shifting power relationships 
(Bjerregaard & Jonasson, 2014), the rewiring of network ties (Corbo et al., 2016) 
and increasing competition for resources (Stephens & Jiusto, 2010).  
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This literature has also generally agreed that incumbents—those actors in control 
of the most important types of capital—will mostly attempt to reinforce their 
power base, often by introducing innovations that, although attempting to provide 
solutions to problems generated by the crisis, rarely challenge the institutionalized 
principles of the field (e.g. Ansari & Phillips, 2011; Garud et al., 2002; Gawer & 
Phillips, 2013). Nevertheless, these studies have not attended to the internal 
dynamics by which incumbents, despite their attempts to innovate, remain within 
the limits of their institutional base. They have rather focused on the role of 
incumbents in institutional change processes. Furthermore, in these processes, the 
apparent agreement is that organizations that are disadvantaged by the existing 
institutions will be more likely to challenge them (e.g. D’Aunno et al., 2000; 
Kraatz & Kajac, 1996; Leblebici et al., 1991; Maguire et al., 2004). In this view, 
challengers—those actors with relatively little influence but “awaiting new 
opportunities to challenge the structure and logic of the system” (Fligstein & 
McAdam, 2011: 13)—will need to cope with the difficulty of building strong 
enough coalitions (Fligstein, 1997), although fields in crisis are social spaces that 
are more receptive to outsiders’ approaches (Cattani et al., 2017). Given this 
common premise, it is hardly surprising that most of these studies have gravitated 
toward power dynamics.  

The consideration of fields as spheres of dispute and power struggles, implicit—
when not conspicuously central—to most of this literature, closely aligns with 
Bourdieu’s construct of fields as competitive arenas. Although much has been 
learnt about how incumbents and challengers wrestle for the reallocation and 
control of resources (e.g. Carnahan, 2017; Ferraro & Gurses, 2009), when 
neoinstitutional research has attended to the forms of capital in a field, it has 
remained overly focused on the power struggle itself (Scott, 2013). Regrettably, 
little attention has been directed to how capital is defined and valued by the actors 
in a given field and in which conditions the practitioners in a field in crisis 
experience capital value redefinitions. 

The turn to institutional change 

As neoinstitutional theory and research have matured, issues related to 
institutional change have become more pressing (Scott, 2013). However, because 
the field only recently started to pay careful attention to the problem of 
emergence, theory is still underdeveloped in trying to explain “how new ideas, 
new practices, new organizational forms […] enter from off the stage” (Padgett 
& Powell, 2012: 1). The new answers have complemented the initial explanations 
of change generated by exogenous shocks, crises and “invasions of foreign ideas 
from other fields,” with endogenous change dynamics resulting from the fact that 
today “actors operate in multiple institutional environments” (Aldrich, 2010: 
341). The diversity of attempts to provide solutions to this problem has 
contributed to the current multiplicity of—often loosely related—strands of 
theorization within institutional theory, such as institutional entrepreneurship (cf. 
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Maguire et al., 2004) and institutional logics (Thornton et al., 2012). Common to 
these approaches is an—occasionally only implicit—assumption of multiple 
embeddedness of actors that would empower them to exploit conflicts and 
mismatches between institutional elements in different fields (DiMaggio, 1988).  

Institutional entrepreneurship 

The analysis of the link between entrepreneurs and institutional emergence and 
change can be traced back to the early work of Veblen (1914), who compared the 
different natures of institutions and technology. While technology is one of the 
most dynamic forces in societies, institutions are relatively stable. Therefore, as 
technological change creates new information and experiences in a society, this 
may in turn require adaptations in the institutional setting. The key role of 
entrepreneurs in the process of capitalist economic development and innovation—
including changes in the economic use of new combinations of technologies—
was pioneered by Schumpeter (1934), who placed entrepreneurship theory at the 
core not only of economics but also of institutionalism. Since then, different views 
of how entrepreneurship influences—and is influenced by—institutions have 
been offered.  

In the Austrian school tradition of Kirzner, Yu (2001) proposed that new 
economic activities are created in the competitive process driven by the discovery 
of opportunities by entrepreneurs. As the existing institutional framework 
struggles to cope with some of these activities, new institutions are needed for 
coordination. On the same line, Spar (2003) argued that new technologies create 
institutional instability only until the new norms and practices of operation that 
follow them are established and accepted. In a similar appreciation of the role of 
opportunities and rational calculation in institutional emergence and change, 
North (1991) traced the origins of institutional innovation to opportunities spotted 
by entrepreneurs. In a rational decision-making fashion, these entrepreneurs 
compare the gains of economic activity under the existing institutional regime 
with the potential gains of investing in changing those institutions. This 
calculation may lead some entrepreneurs to seek institutional change (e.g. 
McCarthy, 2012), an outcome that will eventually occur only in the event of these 
entrepreneurs overpowering those who resist change. This view laid the 
foundations for much of the early academic research within entrepreneurship on 
institutional change and political processes.  

Opposing the previous perspectives, the current dominant view of institutional 
entrepreneurship attempts more explicitly to root its research in neo-intuitional 
theory and deal with the phenomena of entrepreneurs influencing the institutional 
context through direct action. This strand of research deals with the not-easy 
introduction of agency to institutional theory, bypassing the so-called “paradox of 
embedded agency” (Seo & Creed, 2002). This tension between socially 
constructed determinism and agency-constructing environments has proved to be 
hard to resolve without incurring contradicting theoretical premises. In addition, 
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it is in these often-criticized theoretical foundations that institutional 
entrepreneurship has largely tried to build its explanations for “not only how 
institutions influence actors” and their behavior but also how these actors might, 
in turn, “influence, and possibly change, institutions” (Battilana et al., 2009: 69).  

The notion of institutional entrepreneurship itself was introduced by DiMaggio 
(1988), who took the term from Eisenstadt’s (1980) comparative study of 
traditional civilizations and social change.  

Creating new institutions is expensive and requires high levels of both 
interest and resources. New institutions arise […] when organized 
actors with sufficient resources (institutional entrepreneurs) see in them 
an opportunity to realize interests that they value highly.  

(DiMaggio, 1988: 14) 

These notions reintroduced actors’ agency to institutional analysis, becoming a 
central stream of research in institutional analysis (Battilana et al., 2009). 
Additionally, because implementing divergent change is costly, it is likely that 
institutional entrepreneurship requires abundant resources (Misangy et al., 2008). 
This perspective, under the strong influence of its initial twofold sensibility to 
intentional action and sufficient resources, readily focused its searchlight on the 
different strategies by which field-level institutional entrepreneurs work to create 
or significantly transform their institutional context.  

Battilana et al.’s attempt to define the term “institutional entrepreneurs” has 
arguably become the most widely accepted. In their analysis, institutional 
entrepreneurs need to satisfy two requirements: first, they must “initiate divergent 
changes”; second, they must “actively participate in the implementation of these 
changes.” By changes, Battilana et al. (2009: 68) referred to “changes that break 
with the institutional template for organizing within a given institutional context.” 
In their use of the term, the institutional template encapsulates “a field’s shared 
understanding of the goals to be pursued and how they are to be pursued” 
(Battilana et al., 2009: 69). This terminology strongly resonates with the means–
ends relationships referred to in the entrepreneurship literature.  

In their own terms, two elements are of particular interest following Battilana et 
al.’s (2009) definition: 1) the need for institutional entrepreneurs to generate 
divergence from their embedding institutional environment; and 2) the need to 
mobilize resources actively to implement such a change. The concept explicitly 
allows for institutional entrepreneurs not to be successful in their pursuits, so the 
initiated changes do not necessarily need to crystalize into a new institutional 
logic. Additionally, Battilana et al.’s formulation resolved one important question 
that has been attracting institutional entrepreneurship studies: do actors need to 
initiate divergent change intentionally? The concept allows for institutional 
entrepreneurs whose intentions about institutional change can develop along their 
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entrepreneurial journey (e.g. Child et al., 2007) or who even implement such 
change unintentionally (e.g. Lounsbury & Crumley, 2007).  

A common approach in institutional entrepreneurship studies to dealing with the 
paradox of embedded agency has been to research the environmental 
characteristics that enable entrepreneurs to initiate and implement divergent 
institutional changes. Much of this research has drawn, not always explicitly and 
not always closely aligned with its assumptions, on institutional logics (Friedland 
& Alford, 1991; Thornton et al., 2012). This perspective has emphasized cultural 
differentiation and pluralism rather than isomorphism (Ocasio et al., 2017) and 
has often been considered suitable for the study of entrepreneurship (Greenwood 
et al., 2017) because of its focus on both the strategic agency assumed in many 
entrepreneurship studies and the contradictions in the institutional environment 
that facilitate opportunities. More specifically, different—although often 
combined—perspectives have focused on different takes on these enabling 
contextual conditions. These include “institutional stickiness” (e.g. Boettke et al., 
2008), “field characteristics” and “actors’ social positions,” the last two being the 
ones that have attracted the most attention.  

The field characteristics suggested by researchers have included, in line with 
research on field life cycles, jolts and crises—generated by, among others, 
technological disruption—that can potentially disturb the structure of common 
rules and norms and open ways for new institutional logics (e.g. Greenwood et 
al., 2002). As referred to above, these environmental jolts stimulate and encourage 
entrepreneurs to generate entirely new or repackaged institutional solutions with 
the potential to replace the unsettled ones (e.g. Sine & David, 2003). Other authors 
have concentrated not on the change in the environmental conditions but on their 
configuration, suggesting that the degree of boundary strength and heterogeneity 
of different competing categories can also facilitate mechanisms of institutional 
emergence and change (e.g. Rao et al., 2003). While, in the context of institutional 
uniformity, conformance and similarity are expected to reign, in the face of 
institutional complexity, organizations’ responses can vary, including ignorance, 
compliance, defiance, compartmentalization and their combination (Greenwood 
et al., 2011). Studies on this line have suggested that several institutional logics 
could also be embraced simultaneously and embody compound identities, either 
at the individual or at the group level (Dufays & Huybrechts, 2016), resulting in 
hybrid organizational forms (Battilana & Dorado, 2010; Pache & Santos, 2010).    

Multiple embeddedness, that is, organizational positions across fields, has been 
proposed as an enabling condition for actors to become institutional entrepreneurs 
(e.g. Beyers, 2005; Boxenbaum & Battilana, 2005; Cleaver, 2002; Durand & 
McGuire, 2005). First, because institutional complexity is segmented and 
different logics apply to different groups (e.g. Pache & Santos, 2010), multiple 
embeddedness exposes actors to several institutional logics that could enact 
multiple logics (Martin et al., 2017) and embrace them simultaneously. However, 
at later stages, entrepreneurs’ positions across fields allow them to “mobilize a 
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broader set of allies and increase consensus about their institutional initiatives” 
(Cavotta et al., 2015). In other words, social position is important for two reasons: 
first, following Bourdieu (1977), it affects the actors’ perceptions of the field in 
which they are embedded; second, it may provide a supportive infrastructure 
offering wider accessibility to resources (Lawrence, 1999) and therefore play a 
role in the resource mobilization needed for institutional entrepreneurship. Most 
of these studies have dealt with how these positions influence power and political 
dynamics—depicting collaborative or rivalry characteristics—in the diffusion 
phase of institutional change (e.g. Battilana, 2006; Ferner et al., 2012; Helfen et 
al., 2015; Maguire et al., 2004; Phillips et al., 2000; Rao et al., 2000; Wijen & 
Ansari, 2007). Less attention has been paid in this literature to how multiple 
embeddedness affects the process of entrepreneurship itself in the stages prior to 
the implementation of already-envisioned, well-articulated institutional changes. 

Overall, the studies in this literature have tended to research entrepreneurs 
empirically “in the latter stages of practice creation, where new sets of activities 
are theorized” and to focus on the activities of powerful organizations working 
alone to shape institutions (Lounsbury & Crumley, 2007: 993), normally 
depicting institutional entrepreneurs as powerful actors with abundant resources 
(Battilana et al., 2009; DiMaggio, 1988; Misangy et al., 2008) and as skillful 
individuals who are able to integrate several logics (Lee, 2014; Lee & Battilana, 
2013; Pache & Chowdhury, 2012). This literature has been criticized for 
portraying institutional entrepreneurs as being “too aware of their options, too 
shrewd with regard to strategies, and too willing to abandon old habits” (Aldrich, 
2010: 351). Additionally, despite the centrality of resource mobilization in 
institutional entrepreneurship, research remains “vague as to what is meant by the 
term ‘resources’ as well as what is done with them” (Hardy & Maguire, 2017: 
270).  

Institutional work 

Even when studies have looked at the mundane activities of less powerful actors, 
focusing on institutional work, they have often found great levels of autonomy 
(Martin et al., 2017). The perspective of institutional work has attempted to 
complement institutional entrepreneurship by zooming in on “the role of actors 
and their efforts to interact with and influence institutions” (Hampel, Lawrence & 
Tracey, 2017: 559). Defined as “the purposive action of individuals and 
organizations aimed at creating, maintaining and disrupting institutions” 
(Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006: 215), institutional work has dealt with embedded 
agency (Battilana & D’Aunno, 2009) in the particular setting of how people 
confront institutions in their day-to-day activities. Much of the criticism generated 
by agentic accounts of institutional entrepreneurship can, however, be applied to 
the descriptions of lower-profile actors’ reflexive, purposive efforts aimed at 
institutions that this literature produces. Nevertheless, the sensibility that the 
institutional work perspective has brought to frontline activities and individuals 
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has contributed to shifting the scholarly attention to more micro-institutional 
concerns.   

The turn to the micro 

The interest in less agentic accounts of institutional change is not entirely new. 
Often described in naturalistic terms (Strang & Sine, 2002) of an undirected or 
crescive (Sumner, 1906) process (e.g. Berger & Luckmann, 1967; Schutz, 1932), 
these versions of intuitional change have often emphasized “the unconscious ways 
in which activities evolve as multiple actors first engage with and attempt to make 
sense of their common situation and then develop responses that over time 
become habitualized, reciprocally reinforced and passed on to others” (Scott, 
2013: 114). However, they coexist with more agentic accounts of how 
institutional fields are “the product of practical solutions developed at the micro 
level” (Lebledici et al., 1991). In these views, institutional designers often do not 
act instrumentally but are regulated by existing appropriate solutions, even if—
because of the limited knowledge of actors—they do not necessarily apply to the 
circumstances and challenges that they face (Pierson, 2004). This naturalistic 
approach to institutional construction has stressed the inherited set of institutions 
that set the initial conditions in the processes leading to new institutions (Greif, 
2006) and the activities of actors who are not necessarily able to articulate the 
reasons of their choices in advancing their own interests (Emirbayer & Mische, 
1998). 

Many of these accounts, however, remained at macro levels of analysis (e.g. 
Leblebici et al., 1991). These approaches to institutional processes were largely 
based on the analysis of field-level processual dynamics of different ideas and 
practices interacting with one another. This phenomenology of institutionalization 
has included the description of processes of displacement (e.g. Bick, 2016; Rao 
et al., 2003), layering (e.g. Bick, 2016; Thelen, 2004), blending (e.g. Hodge & 
Adams, 2012; Polzer et al., 2016), intercalation (Galison, 1997) and exaptation 
(Gould & Vrba, 1982) or refunctionality (e.g. Padgett & Powell, 2012). 
Nevertheless, in their characterization of institutional dynamics, these studies 
have largely relied on field-level dynamics and changes in existing organizations 
and overlooked both micro-processes and new ventures (Aldrich, 2010).  

In the last decade, however, institutional theorists have become increasingly 
interested in complementing these macro accounts with arguments at the micro 
level. As the attention has turned toward situated interactions of actors, theoretical 
explanations of both change and reproduction of institutions have become 
increasingly integrated with the attributes and circumstances that shape these 
processes and shifted the focus away from typifications (e.g. Oliver, 1997) of 
compliance/conformity and non-compliance/non-conformity responses per se 
(Greenwood et al., 2017). The turn is deeply rooted. The new sociology of 
Bourdieu (1984) had claimed the need to explain social phenomena by looking at 
the daily affairs of people. The call was in tune with March’s (1981: 564)—largely 
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overlooked—recommendation to resist the “search for drama” in the origin of 
change and is materializing in various heterogeneous currents within the family 
of intuitional theory, such as inhabited institutions (Hallett & Ventresca, 2006), 
microfoundations of institutions (Powell & Colyvas, 2008), coalface 
institutionalism (Barley, 2008), practice-driven institutionalism (Jarzabkowski et 
al., 2013; Smets & Jarzabkowski, 2013; Smets et al., 2017), French pragmatist 
sociology (Brandl et al., 2014) or communicative institutionalism (Cornelissen et 
al., 2015). These strands of research, often diverging in theoretical assumptions, 
empirical focus and method strategies, have shown how institutions are created, 
modified or terminated—but also sustained—by activities and work carried out 
by individuals in organizations, demonstrating that the seeds for macro-social 
change and stability are inherent to praxis. 

Despite the differences in these strands, common to all of them is a combination 
of the traditional contextual sensitivity of institutional studies and closer attention 
to the activities that sustain or hinder social prescriptions and what connects them. 
In the understanding that the engine room of social order (Smets et al., 2017) is 
the everyday work of people, the focal actor common to these perspectives also 
tends to be the individual or practitioner (as referred to in practice studies), 
ordinary folk performing ordinary work and trying to complete ordinary jobs. 
When observations of everyday activities and the individuals who perform them 
are connected to the larger institutional arrangements that they reproduce or 
change, new light is cast on the aspects and dynamics of organizational life 
involved in institutional processes. The following exemplary quote by Powell and 
Rerup (2017) manifests with clarity how, while most micro-level adaptations to 
institutions are expected to reproduce and reinforce those existing institutions, 
others—without any plan to bring change on any large scale—may alter them: 

From a micro perspective, institutions are reproduced through the 
routine activities of ensembles of individuals. Members of 
organizations go about their daily practices, discover puzzles or 
anomalies in their work, problematize these questions, posit theories, 
and develop answers to them, drawing on their existing stock of 
knowledge. In turn, participants ascribe meaning to their solutions. In 
so doing, they develop rules of thumb, or more abstractly theories, and 
reproduce new understandings that become taken-for-granted. When 
the established routines for conducting everyday life prove limiting, 
people begin to search and perhaps even experiment with new lines of 
activity. Seen in this light, institutional transformation is often rather 
subtle, not particularly abrupt, and apparent only after a considerable 
period of time.  

(Powell & Rerup, 2017: 311). 

Combined, these traditions have advanced the extant research on situated (i.e. 
context-specific) change and evolving routines in management theory (Smets et 
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al., 2017). The diversity of these strands can, perhaps, be roughly organized into 
two areas: organizational change and learning processes. 

Situated change and evolving routines 

Micro-level studies on organizational change have commonly agreed that changes 
in culture, identities, practices and so on is difficult (e.g. Czarniawska, 2010; 
Hurst et al., 2018; Iveroth, 2012), and, despite managerial momentum (Barton & 
Sutcliffe, 2010), change often fails (Jorritsma & Wilderom, 2012). Central to this 
literature has been the study of how change initiatives—usually strategic—are 
formed, articulated, engaged and contested (Jaynes, 2015), offering details on 
how these processes face both compliance and resistance (Ybema & Horvers, 
2017) and generate contradictions and dualities (Gherardi & Rodeschini, 2016), 
tensions and organizational strain (Hotho & Champion, 2011) in managers, 
employees and professionals. Given the common assumption that change is 
demanding and contested, it is hardly surprising that many of these studies have 
attended the temporal micro-politic dynamics (e.g. Geary & Aguzzoli, 2016; 
Helfen et al., 2017; McGivern et al., 2018; Mørk et al., 2010) and power 
interactions (e.g. Holck, 2016; McGivern & Dopson, 2010) that change triggers. 
Much attention has also been devoted in this literature to leadership patterns (e.g. 
Brink & Tanggaard, 2016; Fitzgerald et al., 2013) and the discursive (Rouleau & 
Balogun, 2011) and rhetoric (Nilsson, 2010) strategies that managers, frontline 
workers and professionals use in these processes of acceptance and resistance, 
such as talk (Dittrich et al., 2016), open dialogue (Di Domenico, 2015), narratives 
(Perey & Bern, 2015), story writing (Gherardi et al., 2018), metaphors (Daskalaki, 
2012) and figurative linguistic expressions (Koenig et al., 2013).     

Research on situated learning (e.g. McLeod et al., 2011; Mørk et al., 2010) has 
been less concerned with the conflict dynamics of strategic change and centered 
its efforts on the study of how organizations learn. Scholars in this field have 
identified how different forms of learning, such as co-created learning (Butcher, 
2018), group learning (Thomas et al., 2018), learning in practice (Weckowska, 
2015), learning by failure and by habits (Cannavacciuolo et al., 2017), trial-and-
error learning (Sosna et al., 2010), critical event learning (Song et al., 2017), 
learning loops (Stary, 2014) or learning as routinized enactment based on social 
cohesion (Kekavelakis & Edwards, 2012), affect activities and routines, 
potentially changing them.  

Micro-level institutional research 

What micro-level institutional research is adding to accounts of situated change 
and evolving routines is a sensitivity to institutional impacts that is often implicit 
or entirely absent in these studies (Smets et al., 2017). The focal interest in micro-
level institutional research has partly remained on situations of contestation 
following the introduction of new institutional arrangements (e.g. Mair & 
Hehenberger, 2014) but has also zoomed in to embrace how individuals, 
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influenced in their praxis by institutions, as they carry out—or attempt to carry 
out—their daily activities, behave in ways that reproduce or change these 
institutions. Environmental jolts, even industry transitions, do not automatically 
change what companies think and do (Ellonen et al., 2015) and the ways of doing 
of organizational members.  

Practice-driven institutionalists have perhaps provided, so far, the richest studies 
empirically on the micro level, although they have largely been limited to 
practitioners in large and established organizations. Research has suggested that 
institutional complexity is rather constructed by individuals than given by the 
context to them (Smets & Jarzabkowski, 2013) and explained how actors can 
manage the conflicting yet complementary logics dynamically, balancing their 
distinctiveness and their interdependence (Smets et al., 2015). Pioneering 
practice-based accounts of cognitive and normative processes in organizations, 
Orlikowski (1996, 2002) showed that—where others found that processes and 
routines dissipate strategic foresight among middle managers in their practice 
(Sarpong & Hartman, 2018)—change is endemic to the practice of organizing, 
because actors improvise and experiment with variations to accommodate their 
evolving use of new tools and technologies. These variations transform from 
solutions and ideas into workplace practice and the structural properties of the 
organizational context (Barley, 1986; Orlikowski, 1996) through processes of 
theorization, encouragement and collective meaning making (Reay et al., 2013). 
Curiously, these processes—as described at the micro level—manifest tensions 
(Groleau et al., 2012) and stages (Reay et al., 2013) that resemble the field-level 
dynamics of institutional change (e.g. Battilana, 2009; Lounsbury & Crumley, 
2007; Morrill, 2017). Commonly, the genesis of practices, that is, “the initial 
emergence of new practices that may eventually become institutionalized at later 
stages” (cf. Lawrence et al., 2002; Padgett & Powell, 2012; in Furnari, 2014: 440), 
has been located at structural intersections between fields (e.g. Powell & 
Sandholdz, 2012; Thornton et al., 2005) but also in microinteractions in 
transitional interstitial situations (Furnari, 2014).   

In sum, with the emergence of micro perspectives, neoinstitutionalism has 
renovated its interest in granular accounts of the various ways in which actors 
interact with the institutional arrangements in which they are embedded. 
Importantly, these perspectives have focused—without having to rely on agenting 
accounts of institutional entrepreneurs—on the individual activities that drive the 
organizational processes of reproduction and novelty. This turn to the micro in 
institutional theory is starting to explain convincingly both persistence and 
emergent change in the dynamics of everyday activities and small improvisations 
of common individuals in response to problems encountered when trying to carry 
out their jobs in established organizations.  

However, some shortcomings linger. First, as macro approaches over-relied on 
external shocks to explain institutional change, micro approaches are overly 
dependent on institutional contradictions (Lawrence et al., 2009) and institutional 
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logic complexity (Thornton et al., 2012), clashing at field intersections to interpret 
institutional transformation (e.g. Furnari, 2014; Groleau et al., 2012). Second, 
despite the potential that the turn-to-the micro brings, research has mainly been 
carried out in large and established organizations, in which actors appropriate new 
tools and technologies in their work (e.g. Orlikowski, 1996) or react to collisions 
of practices triggered, for example, by mergers (e.g. Smets et al., 2012; Smets & 
Jarzabkowski, 2013). The particular context of new ventures and their 
entrepreneurs and organizational members, extensively explored in institutional 
entrepreneurship, has yet to receive sufficient micro-level attention. Third, the 
puzzling empirics of decoupling have yet to be attended to explicitly from a micro 
perspective. Fourth, despite the significance of capital and resources in 
organizations and their principal place in Bourdieu’s (1984) roots of institutional 
theory, studies bringing a micro approach to institutions have replicated, so far, 
the neglected attention to capital and resources in other neoinstitutional traditions. 
And the initial promise of the resourcing perspective (Feldman, 2004) has yet to 
provide clarity to the origins of resource mutability and its effects on 
organizational structures and conformity. Finally, studies have remained overly 
focused on how the institutional context enables (makes some actions possible) 
and constrains (makes some actions impossible) rather than on the myriad ways 
in which a field, the personal trajectories within it and the organizational 
conditions orientate behavior (Cardinale, 2018). This omission is particularly 
surprising for the particular context of fields in crisis. Despite their importance 
for institutional dissolution and formation, how action is—or is not—orientated 
by institutional arrangements in this sort of context remains understudied.  

Converging entrepreneurship and neoinstitutional 
perspectives 

Research on entrepreneurship, although “not firmly rooted in any particular 
discipline” (Wiklund et al., 2019: 420), has traditionally highlighted innovation, 
change and agency. Institutionalism, on the contrary, has underlined similarity, 
stability and non-agentic accounts of actorhood. The framework presented above, 
however, offers opportunities to find some theoretical common ground between 
entrepreneurship and neoinstitutionalism that may facilitate a systematic and 
unified analysis of the empirics in the papers in this dissertation. Such an 
integration, even if it is as tentative as this exercise manifests, has become 
increasingly possible due to the recent developments in both entrepreneurship and 
neoinstitutional theory. Bricolage, as a mode of entrepreneurship, is gaining 
theoretical traction on the assumptions that resources are socially constructed, that 
most ventures are resource deprived and that, even in deprived conditions, 
creative outcomes and growth are still possible—premises that, no doubt, 
correspond more closely to the ordinary start-up than much of the extant 
entrepreneurship research (Aldrich & Ruef, 2018). Similarly, the turn to the micro 
in neoinstitutionalism is addressing the dynamics of persistence and change in 
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ways and at a level of analysis, that—although not free from contestation 
(Cardinale, 2018)—do not require the relaxing of the basic institutional tenets of 
regularity, taken-for-grantedness and stability as much as previous attempts to 
address institutional change. 

Table 1 lays out the basic concepts and assumptions in entrepreneurship and 
neoinstitutional theory that I use during my analysis and discussion in later 
chapters. All of them have already been presented in this chapter and discussed in 
relation to the relevant literature. The table also indicates how these concepts, 
despite originating in disparate fields concerned with apparently conflicting 
phenomena, can converge in some basic simple propositions. I argue that these 
convergent ideas are consistent with traditions in both the entrepreneurship and 
the neoinstitutionalism tradition.  

Two ideas in my combination of the entrepreneurship and neoinstitutionalism 
concepts are particularly decisive in releasing, at least partly, the traditional 
tension between these two literatures. First, entrepreneurship, when understood as 
the creation of new enterprise (Low & MacMillan, 1988), can incorporate the 
initiation of projects, undertakings, operations, endeavors and other activities that 
do not require the creation of a new organization or fundamentally involve 
change. This approach to entrepreneurship does not seem intrinsically 
incompatible with the emphasis that institutionalism places on the regularity of 
some patterns of social action and isomorphic structural outcomes. Nevertheless, 
at the same time, it directs the researcher’s attention to the generative possibilities 
of situated solution-orientated interactions of actors trying to carry out jobs. 
Second, primarily, neoinstitutionalism theory brings to the fore the taken-for-
granted, socially constructed aspect of value definitions that shape the means and 
ends of actors (Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Scott, 1987). This perspective, without 
neglecting the central role of economic factors in organizations, complements the 
traditional notions of economic value that, responding to technical and exchange 
demands, dominate the entrepreneurship literature. The pursuit of situated higher 
value, in this sense, is charged by the nonmonetary normative and symbolic 
utilities and outcomes that often pass unnoticed in entrepreneurship studies 
(Wiklund et al., 2019).  

A third theoretical consideration is also important. The explicit use of Bourdieu’s 
theoretical apparatus, at the root of institutionalism, provides a fruitful analytical 
method that helps to bridge entrepreneurship and neoinstitutionalism. It allows a 
consistent combination of the concept of capital and resources—largely neglected 
in institutional studies as a clearly separate component of structure but central to 
the entrepreneurship literature—with other constructs that resonate well with the 
differing emphases of institutional and entrepreneurship theory: context (i.e. 
fields) and personal predispositions (i.e. habitus). 

The combination of concepts presented in Table 1, I argue, provides a consistent 
theoretical ground to explore how and why the entrepreneurial activity of 
individuals searching for solutions to organizational challenges in a field in crisis 
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either reproduce or depart from the institutional arrangements that regulate it. 
Particularly, they offer some common space in which to explore empirically the 
recursive effect of schemas, scripts or norms on capital and resources and vice 
versa (Sewell, 1992), giving priority to the previously neglected role of actors’ 
capital as mechanisms that may mediate reproduction and divergence in context. 
It is on these conceptual foundations that I build the analysis and discussion in 
this kappa.  

This relatively coherent system of thought also departs from the current 
definitions of institutional entrepreneurship and the commonplace use of the 
theoretical appliances of contradictory institutional logics. This does not suggest 
that those concepts are not useful per se but rather that those perspectives have 
proved to be less useful in the understanding of the empirical phenomena that this 
dissertation studies. Thus, 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 et al., 2004: 657), is not the focal point of this research. Neither are the 
stress of institutional logic studies on the complexity of alternative ways of 
thinking and the generative effect of institutional contradictions and clashes in my 
spotlight. 
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Chapter 3. Written news: A field in 
crisis 

Institutional processes are difficult to examine “because institutions, as totalizing 
structures, tend only to reveal their inner workings during times of disruption” 
(Barney, 1986; Suddaby, 2010: 17). The setting of this research is the field of 
written news, in which massive changes triggered by new digital technologies 
have caused widespread failure of legacy newspapers, attempts by dominant 
organizations to transform themselves and a proliferation of start-ups entering the 
gaps left by retrenching players. In the exchange field of written news, existing 
populations of actors interact with formal and informal, cognitive, cultural and 
regulative scripts, resulting in complexly embedded professional practices, 
technology developments, regulatory regimes, ownership structures, attitudes and 
assumptions (Nerone, 2013). In defining the structure of an organizational field, 
a priori considerations should be replaced by “empirical investigation” 
(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983: 148).  

In the following sections, I argue that written news can be considered an 
established exchange field, of which newspapers—legacy and new newspapers 
undergoing intense difficulties—represent the central population. This chapter 
attempts, first, to approximate this field and the population of newspapers, and, 
second—starting from the presumption of organizational difference and as a way 
to measure its lingering institutions—to identify and describe the “dozens, even 
hundreds, of institutions” (Voigt, 2013: 16) that may compose the homogenizing 
templates in it.  

Approximating the field of written news and the 
population of newspapers 

Different perspectives on fields have commonly agreed that established exchange 
fields are constituted by different types of interconnected actors, delimiting 
boundaries, differentiating hierarchies and diverse conflict dynamics (Bourdieu, 
1985; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Fligstein & McAdam, 2011; Scott, 2013; 
Zietsma et al., 2017). Within exchange fields, it is expected that a given 
population shares common regulations, norms and concepts, which structure their 
relationships around shared meanings and common interests. It is the extension of 
these webs of meaningful connections that delimits the boundaries of the field. 
Actors in any given field, however, are not equal. Different levels and 
configurations of the available capital determine relative positions within the 
field, shaping what different members of any population can say and do and the 
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effect of these. Power, status and influence are not equally distributed among the 
members of any population, which results in various possible dynamics of 
contestation, competition and struggle.     

The written news media contain different populations of exchange partners 
(newspapers, advertisers, journalism schools, regulators, readers, bloggers et 
cetera). The field is currently being affected by the actions of actors as diverse 
and apparently external to the field as social media platforms (SMPs) and branded 
content providers (BCPs). As such, it could be argued—in line with Bourdieu’s 
definition of field boundaries—that these types of organizations already belong 
to the field. Written news today is, however, still largely produced in journalism 
organizations, mainly newspapers, the organizational form that provides most 
journalism (Pew Research Center, 2014, 2018).  

Even when novel actors enter the field, they do so in ways that fail to transform 
the field’s current structures (Grafström & Windell, 2012). Newcomers, such as 
readers and bloggers, are mainly incorporated into the field of written news by 
dominant actors. Journalism organizations—by allowing these newcomers to 
comment and link their blogs to articles—are opening the written news production 
to non-journalists. Yet, as Grafström & Windell (2012: 74) show, “the reshaping 
of field borders in order to incorporate novel actors is achieved by dominant field 
actors themselves, rather than through for example technological innovations”. 
As a result, journalism organizations remain in control.  

Thus, my focal population is written journalism organizations, specifically print 
and online newspapers, arguably the ones that still occupy a pivotal position in 
the field of written news, and I center my analysis on them. These organizations 
are composed of individuals, or teams of them, who also belong to different 
populations (journalists, managers, sales representatives, entrepreneurs et cetera), 
each one of them with their own identities, ambitions and struggles. 

“News organizations are pluralistic organizations” (Raviola, 2017: 737). 
Professional journalists and management bring to newspapers their diverse 
identities, each of them based on their own field of expertise, knowledge, norms 
and ideals. Much literature, both in media management and in journalism studies, 
has explored this organizational duality (e.g. Achtenhagen & Raviola, 2007, 2009; 
Tuchman, 1973, 1978; Tunstall, 1971). Most often, these studies have stressed the 
tension resulting from this “opposition between two logics” (Raviola, 2012: 932; 
e.g. Deuze, 2008; Deuze & Fortunati, 2010; Fengler & Ruß-Mohl, 2008; 
Westlund, 2011) or the uneasy clash between the editorial ideals and the market 
demands taking place within newspapers (e.g. Eide, 2002; Franklin & Murphy, 
2005; McManus, 1994). Recent research, however, has started to question these 
accounts as simplistic representations, outdated by the current efforts to increase 
collaboration and integration across departments (e.g. Bilton, 2010; Gade, 2004, 
2008; van Weezel, 2009).   
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More importantly, studies that have closely investigated the relationship between 
journalism and business management in newspaper organizations show that “they 
are coexisting, none of them setting a clear-cut opposition between the two logics 
nor delineating a clear trend of supremacy for one or other” (Raviola, 1992: 951). 
To be sure, this coexistence does not mean an absence of disagreements, which 
“can be temporarily resolved in compromises,” sustaining a composite 
configuration (Raviola, 2017: 738). What this coexistence implies is the mutual 
recognition of these “logics” and their influence beyond the sharp divides between 
professional identities: reciprocal awareness that does not require integrated ways 
of working. In newspapers, actors—despite their different identities—commonly 
acknowledge a composite system of meaning around what the product called news 
and the business supporting it involve. 

In fact, the process of social construction of the product called “news” (Stonbely, 
2015) and the mesh of practices related to its production and support have become 
one central topic in journalism and media management studies. Journalism studies 
have explained how news work happens and have come to identify and articulate 
a number of values constituting the occupational ideology of journalism (Deuze, 
2005)—such as objectivity, immediacy, interactivity, participation, ethics and so 
on—strongly dependent on an occupation “exercised by professional journalists 
working in industrially organized newsrooms under the supervision of editors, 
usually in newspapers” (Nerone, 2013: 17–18). Research has noted that “many of 
the routines and practices of news production observed in the golden era [mid-
twentieth century] of news ethnography remain constant” (Usher, 2014: 228, 
emphasis and square brackets added), and work surrounding these key values—
carried in the norms of the journalist profession—has extended to new settings, 
such as online news outlets (Domingo & Paterson, 2011; Picard, 2015). Similarly, 
the emergent field of media management has paid close attention to the economics 
of reporting, the differentiating concepts and dynamics (e.g. Albarran, 2002; 
Albarran et al., 2006; Alexander et al., 2003; Doyle, 2013; Hamilton, 2016; 
Picard, 2010) and the way in which journalism organizations have merged around 
specific models for the distribution and support of written news. The conditions 
under which the production and support of news are practiced are briskly 
changing. 

Written news in crisis 

The objective conditions in which newspapers operate are undergoing rapid and 
dramatic transformation (John & Silberstein-Loeb, 2015). The digital revolution 
has disrupted the business of newspapers, challenging their financial 
sustainability (Küng, 2008, 2015; Küng et al., 2008; Picard, 2009a, 2009b, 2010, 
2014). Digital technologies are transforming consumer behaviors and advertising 
patterns, challenging the revenue streams of news organizations and demolishing 
the traditional entry barriers to the industry, opening the news market up to an 
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almost limitless number of competitors, news publishers or otherwise. The current 
competitors of legacy newspapers include not only those journalism start-ups 
entering the field but more importantly also the technological giants, such as 
Google and Facebook, that now dominate news distribution and control online 
advertising revenue. These developments have collectively disrupted the 
traditional business model of newspapers (Karini & Walter, 2016), caught in the 
“innovator’s dilemma” (Christensen, 1997). In addition, although the industry has 
witnessed new developments among both incumbents and newcomers during 
recent years (e.g. Davis, 2018), there is no clear alternative for the current business 
model supporting journalism, particularly at the local level (Clemons et al., 
2002/3; Holm et al., 2013; Newman et al., 2013, 2017, 2019; Pew Research 
Center, 2018; Sehl, 2019).  

In Western societies, newsroom employment has dropped by almost a quarter in 
less than 10 years, with the greatest declines apparent in local newspapers (e.g. 
Pew Research Center, 2018), giving rise to what journalism organizations have 
called “news deserts.” Communities, particularly those that are less wealthy and 
have less empowered citizens, have no newspaper covering local news: a 
phenomenon that has been closely followed in the United States of America (CJR, 
2017) but that is not exclusive to that country in the Western world. Importantly, 
news in these communities is still produced and distributed, although in an 
“unjournalistic” manner. Neighbors, in these communities and elsewhere, gather 
around SMPs—they form groups on Facebook, WhatsApp, Twitter and others in 
which they exchange the information that they find relevant to themselves. 
Journalism start-ups are also sprouting (Sehl, 2019), first in the form of heavily 
funded technological ventures that claim to be redefining the business model of 
journalism and second in the form of frugal new organizations. The field of 
written news does not demand extensive production assets today, so, despite little 
or no access to venture funding, newcomers have little difficulty in entering the 
field. In some communities, these journalism start-ups—while facing “the same 
challenges as legacy media” (Sehl, 2019: 1)—are replacing or complementing the 
role played by incumbents and reporting on local stories.  

The population of newspapers today, I argue, is composed—no doubt—of legacy 
players but also of well-founded technological news publishers and humbler 
journalism enterprises entering the field. In the following sections, I present the 
meaning system that structures the relationships among the members of this 
population, the evolving discourses of different actors in the field—whether or 
not they belong to the mentioned population—and some important dynamics of 
which they are part.  

I organize the remainder of this chapter as follows. First, I introduce the value-
laden and taken-for-granted scripts normally acknowledged by members of the 
newspaper population in the exchange field of written news, which I organize 
through two templates: journalism as an occupational ideology and the two-sided 
business model of written news. Second, I elaborate on the current 
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problematization of these templates by discussing how the transformation of the 
objective conditions in the field are clearing spaces for new—often ambiguous 
and contradictory—discourses and practical solutions and identify the ones that 
are being incorporated into the previously mentioned templates and those that 
remain deviations from them. Following Hamilton (2016), I structure these 
descriptions in three separate sections: how written news is (1) supported, (2) 
produced and (3) distributed. In the final section, an overview of the diverging 
scholarly perspectives that interpret these developments briefly suggests why this 
research may contribute to this discussion.  

Templates for written news media 

Journalism as an occupational “ideology” 

In Western democratic societies, journalism is a system of norms. Based on the 
elemental concepts of independence, corroboration and accountability, a complex 
set of espoused values has helped to legitimize the profession of journalism and 
its business. Journalism theory agrees on a core of central values that inform the 
ideological occupation of journalism and define what journalism is and/or ought 
to be (Coddington, 2015b; Deuze, 2005; Kovach & Rosenstiel, 2014; Reese, 
2016). (1) Journalism, through the collection and dissemination of information, 
monitors those in power. This watchdog role is at the core of the positive 
spillovers attributed to journalism as a public service (Hamilton, 2016). (2) 
Journalism is impartial, neutral, objective, fair and thus credible. Objectivity, 
despite having been dropped from the ethics code of the American Society of 
Professional Journalists, persists as a goal because it separates journalism from 
partisan news provision. The practice of corroboration and verification, as a way 
to discover the truth, is at the core of the value of objectivity. Objectivity, 
however, causes news to be driven by the zeitgeist, because reporters are often 
hesitant to inject issues into the news that are not already out there. (3) Journalism 
must be autonomous, free and independent from those whom it covers. Its first 
loyalty is to citizens, to whom it is accountable and to whom it provides a forum 
for public criticism. (4) Journalism requires a sense of immediacy, actuality and 
speed, inherent to the concept of news, which it provides by making points 
interesting and relevant. Finally, (5) journalism is exercised with personal 
conscience and a sense of ethics. Those who practice journalism have rights and 
responsibilities and need to remember that citizens have rights and responsibilities 
too.  

Despite the historic contingency of this system of values and its questionable 
effectiveness (Coddington, 2015b; Conboy, 2010, 2011; Nerone, 2013), it has 
traditionally dominated not only incumbent newspapers but digital native news 
ventures entering the exchange field of written news. The current dominant 
themes in the written news field are interpreted through the prism provided by the 
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above-mentioned system of norms and occasionally instrumentalized for their 
defense. The crisis of “fake news” that emerged during the American elections in 
2016 is a good example of this. Fake news propagated in SMPs—although also 
present in publishers and other news media—furnished newspapers and other 
members of the field with claims of echo chambers, filter bubbles and propaganda 
content that, despite little or no empirical support from scholarly research (Bozdag 
& van den Hoven, 2015; Haim et al., 2018; Nechushtai & Lewis, 2019; Nguyen 
et al., 2014; Pariser, 2011; Borgesius et al., 2017), would justify public 
intervention to protect independent, corroborated and accountable journalistic 
content and regulate the role of SMPs as publishers.  

The professional defensiveness provided by these ideals has shown great 
resilience in the most stringent objective conditions, such as the increasing 
precarity of the journalistic profession. The number of journalistic jobs has been 
decreasing sharply for more than a decade, increasingly stressing the working 
conditions of journalists and stripping many newspapers of their reporting 
capabilities. In this resource-depleted context, readers’ contributions beyond cash 
are on the rise but commonly limited to “gifts of content.” Seen by most journalist 
professionals and many scholars as a threat to the values of objectivity and 
corroboration, citizen-based journalism attempts remain weird approaches with 
little or no legitimacy outside of journalism deserts (i.e. areas with no active 
newspaper). Journalists’ defensive professionalism is also evidenced even in the 
face of less menacing approaches, such as cooperative reporting. Despite strong 
economic incentives and some academic support (e.g. the Center for Cooperative 
Media), cooperative journalism initiatives have only flourished on rare short-lived 
occasions, such as the coverage of elections and politically contested issues. 
However, non-journalistic cooperative approaches, for example sharing ad 
inventories, content management systems (CMS) and customer relationship 
management (CRM) technologies, are thriving. 

This system of norms, though, is not entirely static. It is continuously being 
finetuned in line with the current developments in the field. Coddington (2015b) 
made a forceful point regarding how autonomy and objectivity were being 
updated as issues such as native advertising and entrepreneurial journalism were 
permeating their boundaries. Similarly, for example, as non-profit provision 
models are on the rise, the ideal of autonomy is being further updated with 
reflections about how to deal with bias from agenda-driven donors. Likewise, 
driven by the increasing awareness of the low trust that the public grants to news 
media, journalistic objectivity is transcending the basic approaches of 
corroboration and representation (i.e. offering both sides of the story) with 
enhanced efforts—mainly in still-wealthy legacy players—to provide more 
analysis and expertise. These updates, however, do not challenge the core 
assumptions of the value system of journalism; they rather reinforce them. For 
example, novel approaches, such as “solutions journalism,” which stress rigorous 
reporting on responses to social problems, have faced criticism from professional 
associations for their potential bias and advocacy, and their praxis remains 
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extremely rare. Later sections provide a more systematic account of how these 
actualizations take the form of some dominant emerging solutions. 

The “failing” two-sided business model of written news 

On the business side of newspapers, a combination of advertising and subscription 
support for the provision of news has remained the norm for almost a century. The 
business of written news is organized around the provision of journalistic content 
for readers—free or not—and, with rare exceptions, such as in advertising-free 
formats, package the resulting audience for advertisers. The central ideas in this 
model include the following. (1) Revenue streams are largely dependent on 
audience maximization. The larger the audience, the larger the potential 
circulation (subscriptions and other content-related payments made by the public, 
such as donations and memberships) and advertising (the publication of content 
of commercial value, which can take many different forms: display, search, 
sponsorships, content, etc.) streams. (2) Additional supplementary revenue 
streams are organized around brand extension initiatives, such as merchandising, 
services or events. (3) Journalist (reporting, editing, etc.) and business-side 
functions (sales, management, etc.) are distinctly separated, although this does not 
necessarily require that these functions are always performed by different 
individuals. (4) The produced journalistic content, along with other 
complementary content, is directly distributed to end readers via the newspaper’s 
own publications, print and online. Often, some content is also distributed via 
SMPs as a promotional tool to gain new readers, but direct access to the audience, 
when possible, remains a priority. 

This business strategy worked well for newspapers for a long time, but readers 
have shifted their attention to an ever-expanding array of media and advertisers 
have followed them, disrupting the traditional revenue streams of newspapers. A 
large chunk of companies’ advertising budgets, previously spent on newspaper 
ads, has moved online. Thus, many newspapers are currently facing the paradox 
of reaching a bigger than ever audience thanks to their free online activities while 
gaining the lowest advertising revenue in 40 years (WAN-IFRA, 2018). 

Traditional print advertising in most developed countries has declined by 60 
percent in the last decade, and even the increasing online digital advertising—
with its stress on measurability and efficiency—cannot compensate for this 
decline (Pew Research Center, 2018). Even if the circumstances in the European 
context—in which newspapers have traditionally relied less on advertising 
revenue—are not on average as dire as in the US, advertising revenue losses have 
put the viability of the economic model in legacy newspapers to the test. Internet-
based advertising methods have dramatically affected the advertising and media 
landscape by reducing the transaction costs between merchants and consumers 
(Evans, 2009; Goldfarb, 2014) and shifted the focus from graphic advertising to 
a new array of alternatives, such as search engine optimization, owned media and 
content marketing (e.g. Koiso-Kanttila, 2004; Rowley, 2008), consumers’ 
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information and dynamic retargeting (e.g. Lambrecht & Tucker, 2013): 
advertising features and possibilities for which legacy news providers are today 
ill positioned. In fact, journalist organizations are not currently benefiting from 
the expanding digital advertising spending, which is increasingly being absorbed 
by a reduced number of big technological players (Pew Research Center, 2018).  

In the last decade, the circulation revenue has remained relatively steady due to 
sharp increases in unit prices masking the effect of plummeting print 
subscriptions. Additionally, the hard-to-weigh willingness to pay for 
multiplatform newspapers—for example, Chyi (2012) and Newman et al. (2017, 
2019) offer contradictory assessments—befuddles the prospects of online 
subscriptions. Recently, the revenue from online readers has shown some sway 
thanks to contingent circumstances, for example the Trump Bump in the US 
(Newman et al., 2017) and a better understanding of the relationship between 
paying intent, predictor variables and operational drivers (e.g. Goyanes, 2015; 
Goyanes & Dürrenberg, 2014; Graybeal & Hayes, 2011; Hansen & Goligoski, 
2018; Kammer et al., 2015; Sindik & Graybeal, 2011; Yan et al., 2015). 
Nevertheless, relatively successful metered paywalls and digital subscriptions 
(Pew Research Center, 2018) have so far failed to generate, with some very 
prominent exceptions (e.g. The New York Times), a sufficient alternative revenue 
stream to print subscriptions (Myllylahti, 2014; Newman et al., 2017, 2019).  

Collapsing advertising revenues and no obvious alternative to the current print 
circulation turnover have resulted in a sharp reduction in newsroom sizes and the 
number of newspapers in most Western societies. Legacy newspapers, to 
compensate for their current lower returns, are restructuring and reducing their 
journalist workforce (American Press Institute, 2006; Currah, 2009; Franklin, 
2012; Küng et al., 2008; Levy & Nielsen, 2010; Picard, 2010; Pew Research 
Center, 2014, 2018; Sterling, 2008). The latest available figures from the US 
Census Bureau show a decline of roughly 30 percent in the number of newspapers 
in the US from 1980 to 2016, a trend that seems to be accelerating and, to a lesser 
extent, is shared by most Western societies (WAN-IFRA, 2018). Additionally, as 
previously mentioned, the poor perspectives for online journalism to break even 
on any large scale (BBC Business, 2019; McChesney, 2017) have triggered 
serious concerns in academic centers (e.g. the Shorenstein Center on Media, 
Politics and Public Policy, Harvard Kennedy School; Tow Center for Digital 
Journalism, Columbia Journalism School) and professional organizations (e.g. 
Investigative Reporters & Editors) about the future and quality of journalism. 
These worries are only increasing as newspapers in Western societies every year 
hit new minimums in their overall revenue, total circulation, number of employees 
in newsrooms and number of players (Pew Research Center, 2018; WAN-IFRA, 
2018). 
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 Lingering practices and norms in changing objective 
conditions: Areas of problematization and dominant 
solutions 

Despite the current organizational inefficiency of journalism and its supportive 
business model, they still define the working logic of the economics of written 
news media. The current calls to innovate these cognitive templates problematize 
the details of some journalism’s activities and business strategies, but they, I 
argue, do not modify its inner value and meaning structure. The most 
controversial areas of problematization commonly originate from the increasing 
pressure that economic strains are building in the division between journalistic 
and business-oriented activities (Coddington, 2015b).  

For example, as digital advertising is increasingly questioned as a sustainable 
revenue stream for news providers, the revenue mix, traditionally skewed towards 
advertising, is pivoting today towards being more reader based. Even innovative 
new ventures that have been attempting to develop advertising-only revenue 
models are turning to other mixed-revenue streams (mainly the licensing of 
contents and marketing). This transition to a diversity of revenue sources is hardly 
problematic at all, as it falls in line with the traditional business model of 
newspapers. However, as decreasing advertising is seldom compensated for by 
circulation revenue, there is still a strong interest in inventive advertising 
solutions. Native advertising has been suggested as a potential one, but its 
similarity to editorial content has triggered criticism, as it manifests the often-
ambiguous separation of news and advertising content in practice.    

Likewise, as difficulties in monetizing readership directly from the readers expose 
possible underlying explanations, such as the declining trust and interest in news, 
there is pressure to develop “new” journalism solutions for the production of 
news. Some of these solutions seem not to challenge the existing norms, such as 
a refocus on “quality,” understood as unique content that people would be 
prepared to pay for but that is still defined by the template provided by the 
occupational ideology of journalism. Others, however, imply—subtle and not so 
subtle—actualizations of some central ideals and concepts in the field. For 
example, a new focus on audience engagement and “quality reach” may question 
the traditional approach to building big numbers for a conversion funnel from 
users to customers. Similarly, as audiences shrink, the understanding that publics 
are, in fact, diverse is catching up, questioning the traditional “general store 
approach” to audiences and topics and suggesting that many newspapers could be 
attempting an iteration toward more targeted audiences and more differentiated 
and unique content. 

These and other areas of problematization require detailed examination, including 
the identification of the multiplicity of answers that different actors are bringing. 
Although both the business model of newspapers and the occupational ideology 
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of journalism persist, it is important to stress that the field is diverse in many 
respects and that the population of newspapers is responding to its crisis in diverse 
ways. These ways can, however, be systematized to gain a detailed sense of what 
is being said and done today—and by whom—about the population of 
newspapers, incumbents and new entrants alike. This analysis will help to 
establish the extent to which the activities of the cases that Chapter 6 studies are 
significantly different or not.    

I organize the coming sections following the key elements in the templates 
described above, which—in line with Hamilton (2016)—I structure in three areas: 
how written news is supported, produced and distributed. Although this analysis 
is mainly based on the specific context of the United States of America—the one 
relevant to Papers 3 and 4 in this dissertation—its conclusions closely apply, with 
minor exceptions, to other Western societies. Some of the exceptions, when 
considered to be particularly relevant, are mentioned when corresponding.    

How written news is supported 

Falling advertising revenues and concerns about the strategic capability to 
compete with SMPs are increasingly causing most actors in the field to perceive 
direct revenue from readers as the new center of sustainable business models. 
Following recent success stories of online subscription campaigns by big players 
(e.g. The New York Times) and smaller ones (e.g. Shawnee Mission Post), legacy 
newspapers and new entrants are equally oriented toward circulation-based 
revenue, be it subscriptions and paywalls or memberships. The actual 
implementation of these strategies is, however, far from successful in many cases. 
In appearance, new advertising approaches are similarly moving slowly away 
from an exclusive focus on page views and click-based readership monetization, 
yet this remains very much at the discourse level of consultants, scholars and 
newspaper managers, with little impact so far on most newspapers. Sponsorship 
and paid content models are, however, expanding widely and are common 
practice for newspapers with very different profiles. 

Subscriptions—online and offline, perceived as a transaction approach—
dominate legacy newspapers’ circulation revenue streams. After years of 
“strategic doubts” about their potential, subscriptions are picking up in some 
countries. This phenomenon has been labeled the “Trump Bump” in the US, 
although the trend is not exclusive to this nation. Across Western societies, there 
is an increasing perception that willingness to pay for news is gaining some 
traction among young payers (Newman et al., 2017), although the limits around 
single-publication news subscriptions are also becoming clearer (Newman et al., 
2019). Common steps in newspapers that are actually developing circulation 
strategies include increased attention to email lists, a focus on some stories with 
great reach potential as a sampling tactic and the traditional sales conversion 
funnel, that is, transforming occasional users into habitual and paying loyalists. In 
practice, newspapers are testing different approaches from metered models, often 



Jönköping International Business School 

82 

with the help and support of specialist organizations, such as the News Revenue 
Hub. Today, many actors in the field expect some robust paywall models to appear 
relatively soon, possibly in line with what has been coined the “Scandinavian” 
model. This model is based on a combination of technology orientation (e.g. big 
data processing) and customer segmentation (e.g. high–low-intensive users). 
Successful cases, apart from the ones that make it regularly into the headlines and 
industrial events (e.g. The New York Times, Shawnee Mission Post and some 
others), are rare. The field has recently witnessed some attempts to provide 
platforms for micropayments linked to the development of digital news 
marketplaces in cryptocurrencies (e.g. Civil). The case of Civil has received 
abundant attention in industry publications, but the initial results are very 
uncertain, and entrepreneurs and managers of newspapers, even online natives, 
still view these initiatives with great suspicion. 

Membership approaches are different from subscriptions because they imply—in 
some definitions (e.g. Hansen & Goligoski, 2018)—a two-way knowledge 
exchange between journalists and members. Membership as circulation revenue 
with no paywall in place is increasingly popular among digital native news start-
ups, although the “exchange” dimension that some definitions suggest has had a 
very limited effect in practice, with extremely seldom exceptions (e.g. De 
Correspondant in the Netherlands). This case has taken part in academic events in 
the US and is commonly offered in scholarly conversations as an exemplary case 
of a cooperative approach to journalism that leverages on readers’ knowledge and 
contributions. Journalists and managers of newspapers, however, react to this case 
with disbelief if not open criticism. Partly, the poor implementation of 
membership exchange models results from the fact that successful membership 
programs are thought to require a great amount of time and effort and a different 
culture from everyone in the organization—journalists above anyone else. As for 
subscriptions, different models are being tested, and scholars, perhaps wishfully, 
expect some robust approaches to emerge at any time. Some non-profit news sites 
are allowing their audiences to decide how much to pay depending on what they 
think the content that they produce is worth, but this activity remains exceptional. 

Donations, as an alternative to circulation revenue, are on the rise. This approach 
is a charitable one that is strongly linked to non-profit news production models. 
For-profit newspapers, unless owned by a foundation (an increasingly common 
form in some countries, e.g. Sweden), have so far avoided this revenue stream, 
although in practice membership approaches—as described above—are almost 
undistinguishable from donation schemes. Scholars have seen donations as a 
complement, particularly in poorly covered areas, but not as a sustainable large-
scale alternative to non-profit operations. Industrial events now usually include a 
not-for-profit track, followed exclusively by actors enrolled in this type of 
organizations. These written news outlets are slowly converging on some basic 
money collection tactics that seem to be working. These founders and 
professionals, however, acknowledge that there is a need to build a culture of 
philanthropy to support journalism. Actors who are particularly prone to 
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philanthropy include publishers with products in areas lacking sufficient coverage 
(e.g. news deserts). They commonly request a better alignment between 
philanthropists, funders and donors. Currently, however, most of the 
philanthropic funding is being channeled to established and well-known legacy 
players, although initiatives such as ProPublica are contributing to the 
redistribution of these funds and capabilities to deprived local newspapers. In the 
US, actors in not-for-profit written news providers borrow ideas through 
analogies from donation models in public radio and art institutes. In this country, 
scholars expect an entirely new sort of population to arise if philanthropy is to 
stabilize as a new normal in revenue: civil society players who will provide 
legitimacy and resources to written news approaches in this area.  

Part of the current conventional wisdom in the field—shared by scholars, 
managers and journalists alike—is that paid subscriptions, donations and 
memberships, whatever their mix, are not likely to be enough and need to be 
supplemented. Revenue diversification is key, although chasing too many revenue 
opportunities at once is also considered, by consultants and scholars, to be a 
potential waste of investment. Other common revenue streams complementing 
advertising and direct revenue from readers include the following: sponsored 
content and events (favored by top newspaper brands and copied by many), spin-
off services (e.g. website building, app creating, digital marketing and printing 
presses) and video licensing (particularly for distributed media corporations 
supported by venture capital and facing insufficient advertising revenue). 
Curiously, spin-off services are commonly targeted almost exclusively to other 
members of the population of newspapers. Legacy newspapers that retain their 
presses print other newspapers in their region. Digital native newspapers provide 
technology and marketing consultancy services to legacy newspapers that are 
struggling in their digital transformation.  

There are reports of start-ups occasionally obtaining seed funding through 
crowdfunding campaigns, but most cases then become stuck because little venture 
capital is funneling through to them. At this point, everyone in the field agrees 
that the available funders have lost any interest in advertising-based models. 
Apparently, however, there is increased interest among venture capitalists in 
funding start-ups that explore non-advertising-based ways to monetize reader 
attention, but it is not clear which ways. other than subscriptions, donations and 
memberships. they could be. Although data-supported revenue models are a 
trading idea (à la Facebook) that experts mention, these are still at too early a stage 
to have delivered well-proved success stories in any media organization. Finally, 
contributions beyond cash are increasing in resource-depleted contexts. When 
entrepreneurs, managers and journalists are asked about this possibility, common 
ideas refer to “gifts of content” (from the audience, e.g. in the form of tips and 
leaks) and software and other assets that local actors donate to written news 
organizations, particularly in impoverished community contexts. 
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How written news is produced 

Objectivity, corroboration and accountability  

Trust from the public in media players is decreasing, reaching all-time lows in 
some Western societies on a yearly basis, some of them well under the 50 percent 
mark (Newman et al., 2017, 2019). The underlying drivers of mistrust in media 
lie in the current conjuncture of deep-rooted political polarization but also in the—
not so recent—public perception that mainstream media are biased. The dominant 
responses by written news organizations remain largely consistent with their self-
image and uncritically combine: (a) a strong defense of the legitimizing ideals of 
independence, corroboration and accountability in journalistic production of 
news, (b) a sort of “philosophical shift” in ways to retain objectivity in 
combination with fairness and balance and (c) an increased interest in data-driven 
journalism.  

Journalism scholars claim that the increasing divide between the public and 
journalists partly results from an aspect of objectivity that needs to be corrected. 
In this view, objectivity has traditionally made reporters hesitant to inject issues 
into the news that are not already out there, limiting—to some extent—their 
ability to help set the public agenda (Cunningham, 2003; McLeary, 2007; 
Wallace, 2018). These voices call for more issue-engaged journalism yet without 
questioning the ideal of objectivity itself. Despite its questionable empirics, this 
ideal persists in the field because it is useful to separate journalism from partisan 
reporting, and journalist professionals cling to it faithfully. However, when 
questioned about their objectivity, journalists commonly provide answers that 
claim their independence rather than objectivity, such as “I am not here to please 
anyone” or “I only trust my own gut feeling when reporting what I see.” Common 
attempts to rethink objectivity in the current context include reaching beyond the 
traditional approach of offering “both sides of the story” with enhanced efforts to 
provide more analysis and expertise, mainly in powerful and affluent players.  

The current formulations of the ideals of objectivity and corroboration have 
another important practical effect on news coproduction approaches. Journalists 
in legacy and digital native newspapers have very little practical interest in ideas 
of coproduction of content in cooperation with knowledgeable and engaged 
readers. When unique exemplars of these initiatives (e.g. De Correspondant’s 
“unbreaking news,” East Lansing Info’s “news militia,” City Press’s “reporter’s 
boot camp” and others) have taken part in industrial and scholarly events, while 
academics have tended to analyze them with interest, professionals have rejected 
them as “unjournalistic,” impossible to manage in practice or useless for solving 
the current problems in written news organizations. In private, scholars have 
acknowledged that these initiatives, when presented to struggling written news 
organizations as a possible remedy for their shrinking resources, receive strong 
contestation. Timid co-production attempts in newspapers meet harsh resistance, 
are poorly implemented and eventually peter out.  
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Practical solutions to data-driven journalism are just scratching the surface of 
what it is technically possible. Despite the opportunities, critical studies on 
journalism stress the high level of confusion and delay in the way in which data 
journalism is thought of and conducted. Empirical studies on news organizations 
and newsrooms have pointed out their relatively low use of technological assets 
(Steensen, 2011), their high degree of “hesitancy towards numbers and 
computational literacy” (Borges-Rey, 2016), their insufficient data journalism 
skills (Appelgren & Nygren, 2014), the “vague, patchy and imprecise” role of 
statistics in journalistic storytelling (Cushion et al., 2017) and the long and costly 
process of data journalism artifacts in the established epistemologies of 
journalists’ investigations (Parasie, 2015). The exercise of data journalism today 
is largely restricted to the use of free online options that are not easily 
customizable and use unsophisticated interaction techniques (Young et al., 2018). 
These accounts confirm the very underdeveloped state of the field. Top journalism 
schools are promoting pioneering computational journalism as a way to lower the 
costs of discovering stories and tell them in more personalized and engaging ways 
(e.g. Stanford Computational Journalism Lab). However, the field still seems to 
be trapped by the dominant narrow definitions of the innovative solutions that 
data journalism can bring to newsgathering, storytelling and the dissemination of 
news (Young et al., 2018). 

Immediacy of news 

The digital and mobile consumption of news dominates, unbundling access to 
news and challenging the general store approach to audiences and topics common 
to traditional print formats. In this context, a new mantra is gaining currency 
among media managers, journalists and scholars: to pursue audiences with 
targeted content that no one else is covering. This has some implications, 
particularly for the 24 hour cycle of news, now increasingly complemented—at 
least in many newspapers’ declared intentions—with investigative journalism, 
subject to longer time cycles. The practical implementation of these declarations 
is often strongly compromised by shrinking newsrooms and reduced journalist 
teams in most newspapers.  

In under-covered urban and suburban areas, a newly emerging down-sized digital-
based model seems to be forming (although still rare and tentative) around a new 
concept of “immediacy.” The focus is on offering news coverage that is actionable 
and that local residents deem necessary and valuable. This approach requires 
fewer stories (perhaps as few as two or three stories a week), a morning email 
letter (most often packed with curated news) and a reader-based revenue model 
centered on membership and networking events and marginally complemented 
with some advertising. Players in this model position their efforts in a strong sense 
of belonging to the community that they serve.  

Other conceptualizations include the idea of vertical journalism, occasionally 
mentioned in academic events by influential scholars as a possible way to create 
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value in news reporting. However, actual references are scarce, and, when 
influencers are asked to provide models for the implementation of this idea, none 
are offered.  

Common public good 

The field is united in the agreement that journalism provides a public service as a 
watchdog, active collector and disseminator of information. Nevertheless, most 
practitioners tend to question the extent to which other players, particularly their 
direct competitors, are delivering on the task. Despite the current limited 
approaches to data-driven journalism, the digitalization of information is 
increasingly facilitating the discovery of new journalistic sources, including 
media archives and publicly available and crowdsourced data, as the basis of new 
products. User-generated reports are slowly appearing as a very unconventional 
approach that involves the community in deciding and reporting on the issues 
arising in local areas. These approaches, as mentioned earlier, despite their 
potential for the common public good, clash directly with defensive versions of 
journalistic ideals, such as objectivity and corroboration. These rare non-profit 
citizen-reported journalism cases produce a hybrid of volunteer and paid-off 
reporting in journalism deserts. They can integrate fellowships, public newsroom 
events and documenters’ programs that help to define the standards that limit what 
is publishable. These exceptional cases often base their revenues on donations and 
membership programs. Exemplars of this approach are appearing in some urban 
areas (e.g. East Lansing Info in Lansing, MI; City Press in Chicago, IL) and are 
examined by scholars and often praised by civic organizations. Journalists as well 
as most managers in written news organizations, however, reject these 
approaches. As a mild alternative, occasionally, some local newspapers 
experiment with group pages on SMPs, which they gatekeep and on which they 
post some stories and look for cues for stories that they can report. 

Solutions journalism (i.e. a combination of putting problem solving at the center 
of the narrative, focusing on the details of implementation and presenting 
evidence of the results) has often been suggested by scholars and some journalists 
as a way to bring value to news, but emerging initiatives remain rare. Because 
solutions journalism requires consistent and lengthy coverage of topics that have 
previously often been thought to be intractable, it is challenging and requires 
cultural change in newsrooms. Successful cases are rare. Organizations that 
promote solutions journalism (e.g. the Solutions Journalism Network) 
acknowledge the difficulties involved in expanding this practice. Newspapers that 
focus on solutions journalism are extremely rare. Successful exemplars are 
unique, and different industrial events need to showcase the same ones 
continuously (e.g. Richland Source). Despite the obstacles, solutions journalism 
stories are becoming more prevalent, even in top legacy players such as The 
Washington Post, The Guardian, The Chicago Tribune and many others 
(Solutions Journalism, 2017).  
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Transparency and autonomy  

Transparency and autonomy—a clear separation of editorial and advertising 
content and functions—remains a claimed value in the population of written news 
providers, invariably argued by advertisers and journalists, sales reps and 
managers in newspapers. Collapsing revenue streams, however, have prompted 
calls from media professional publications and academic organizations (e.g. 
Reynolds Journalism Institute) to remove the silos between advertising and 
editorial sides, engaging all members of newspapers in designing and 
implementing long-term strategic planning that may contribute to the future of 
their organizations. These claims are devised as attempts not to challenge 
transparency or autonomy but as a demand for mutual awareness between 
journalistic and business-side functions. The fluctuating interest in journalism 
entrepreneurship can also be understood as part of the argument that journalists 
should not ignore the business aspects of their occupation. These ideas trigger 
conversations (among scholars and practitioners) about how business elements 
could be put at the core of journalism. Today these conversations continue to be 
shaped by the risks that entrepreneurship brings in the form of influence on 
coverage.  

A particular aspect of these conversations is far from new: transparency. In the 
1990s, advertorials—an advertising format “mimicking the storytelling aesthetic” 
of the host publication (David Carr, media critic in the New York Times)—were 
common practice, even though they triggered widespread contestation because 
they were considered to be deceptive. The hot format today is native advertising, 
different from previous editorial–advertising hybrids in its stress on content that 
is “valuable to the readers” and distinguishable from editorial content 
(Coddington, 2015b: 76). Native advertising remains an ambiguous practice. It is 
widespread in legacy players and elsewhere, yet it faces similar criticism to that 
received by advertorials: its potential deceptiveness. Practitioners formally 
reaffirm their commitment to a clear separation between editorial and advertising 
content but combine it with “the rhetoric of survival, describing native advertising 
as a key to maintaining journalism’s viability” (Coddington, 2015b: 77).    

The current conventional wisdom, particularly favored by journalists, is that the 
“true opportunity” lies in the current trend toward more circulation-oriented 
revenue models. As journalism will be moving away from advertising, the way in 
which newsrooms will actively participate in revenue is thought to be mainly 
through understanding how readers use data and active listening. The argument 
works as follows: data will help journalists to produce unique valuable content for 
which readers are willing to pay. On this line of thought, some newspapers are 
testing new incentive structures and systems for journalists to engage with their 
audience members. No standard model has arisen yet, but these moves are already 
producing questions related to the kind of organizational indicators and goals that 
journalists should have. Questions related to who, in newspapers, will eventually 
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decide what to report and how are not asked in the common understanding that 
journalists should keep control of the process.  

As an exception to the taken-for-granted journalism autonomy, some scholars 
have questioned the effect on independence that revenue mixes increasingly 
depending on agenda-driven donors may have. Members of organizations that are 
heavily dependent on donations and grants—mostly not-for-profits—offer 
solutions that mostly rely on unrestricted funding (i.e. to cultivate sources of 
unrestricted funding rather than subject area funding or to dilute the role of major 
individual donors with appeals to less restrictive smaller donors). Restricted 
funding, however, seems to be prominent in many newspapers, although this fact 
is seldom proactively disclosed and almost never discussed. Emerging 
sophisticated approaches include the development by some non-for-profit 
entrepreneurs and journalists of guidelines for transparency, disclosing sources of 
philanthropic support (e.g. The Texas Tribune). These practices remain 
exceptional. 

Not only have newsrooms shrunk in the last decade, but the population of 
newspapers has lost its attractiveness to managerial talent. Top managers in 
newspapers acknowledge that they need to rebuild capabilities, whether human or 
automated. Often, in the current conjuncture, partnering is seen as at least part of 
the solution to expand capacity and capabilities at a lower and more flexible cost. 
Traditional partnering across newspapers has included ad inventories as well as 
approaches to develop and share technologies in content management systems 
(CMSs) and customer relationship management (CRM). More ambitious new 
initiatives to cooperate among newspapers in their coverage efforts are being 
undertaken. These initiatives often relate to the coverage of local elections and 
complex topics with geographically divided conversations, fact checking, 
misinformation content tools and shared databases. Initiatives promoting 
cooperative journalism at local levels (e.g. New Jersey News Commons, Center 
for Cooperative Journalism; ProPublica election coverage) are gaining some 
traction among new ventures. Elsewhere, aggressive approaches to cooperative 
journalism, despite remaining project based and temporally limited, often face 
great resistance from journalists in legacy organizations, usually subject to very 
strong competitive dynamics, and have low success rates. 

How written news is distributed 

Digital and mobile consumption of news dominates, pushing the boundaries 
beyond the traditional print, web page and news-feed algorithm model (Bell et al., 
2017; Newman et al., 2017, 2019; Radcliffe & Ali, 2017). Media convergence—
the combination of internal print and online news operations in newspapers—has 
been a hot topic of conversation among scholars, journalists, managers and 
consultants for decades but is already abating. The initial resistance by journalists, 
under pressure to acquire new technological capabilities and to produce more for 
less, has publicly receded. However, while many legacy newspapers are still 
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struggling internally in their convergence process, traditional digital formats (e.g. 
front-page, article and multimedia add-ons) are increasingly questioned by 
advertisers.  

The dominating multimedia add-on is video. All types of written news 
organizations are extensively incorporating short video formats. Initially, video 
expansion was mainly driven by managers’ belief that it would increase online 
advertising and the SMP dissemination of their brands. This has shown to deliver, 
at least partly, on both accounts, but, beyond those intentions, video is being 
embraced by journalists as a strong complement to written news. The 
incorporation of video, however, is not uniform. While well-resourced top legacy 
brands have made video production an important complement to their written 
content, and some are even expanding to innovative virtual reality (VR), 360-
degree formats (e.g. The New York Times; ekstrabladet.dk) and live streaming 
(e.g. The New York Times, The Washington Post, The Guardian and many 
others), small and medium-sized newspapers are still struggling to find the 
funding and journalists’ time to produce them. Well-funded digital native new 
ventures, originally orientated toward distribution on SMPs, have made video, 
along with listings, quizzes and photo galleries, an important format in their 
audience strategy (e.g. BuzzFeed, NowThis News, Vice or TicToc by 
Bloomberg). In less-well-funded start-ups entering the field, video remains an 
unusual format.  

Other add-ons have often come and gone in short cycles of high expectations and 
early disappointment. The emerging new channel today seems to be podcasting, 
currently experiencing a revival as a result of smart speakers being “the next big 
thing” according to industrial publications, scholars and practitioners in dominant 
legacy newspapers. Top newspaper brands are launching podcast products, some 
of them with strongly advertised success (e.g. The Daily by The New York 
Times). Podcasts are considered to be an excellent way to reach new young 
readers but also—through sponsorship—a medium that could be sustainable in 
itself, that is, not just another promotional tool to sell subscriptions. Just a few 
years ago, that “next big thing” was the tablet, but this device failed to meet the 
expectations of written news executives and journalists.  

Besides podcasting, email and newsletters are increasingly seen as a product for 
building loyalty and conversion. This approach, conceptually close to the “daily 
print edition” in many respects, is becoming common practice in most 
newspapers, particularly in start-ups, the founders of which see newsletters as a 
way to bypass SMPs and establish a direct relationship with readers. Additionally, 
there are continuous attempts in the field to optimize news products for search 
engines (SEO): an area in which journalists and marketers have cooperated more 
easily than in others. The extent to which these attempts bring changes to 
personalization remain in question. In new ventures, there are rare instances of 
partnering with other publications to increase exposure to coverage. In legacy 
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players, new syndicated forms of sharing content are explored, but deeper 
cooperative attempts, as referred to above, remain limited. 

Audience maximization, a traditional taken-for-granted pillar of the written news 
business model, is facing plummeting returns. The decline of print and low 
advertising returns on, even exploding, digital audiences are prompting questions 
related to “maximum reach” as a driving key performance indicator for some 
newspaper boards. This is bringing some changes. The posting behavior of 
publishers is morphing with a decrease in free natives, an increase in native 
paywalls and a resurgence of networks as a marketing platform. The common 
strategy to build audiences today in legacy players with well-established customer 
bases focuses on (a) publishing on the SMP used by targeted audiences as a way 
of testing their products and gaining new readers; and (b) producing and 
publishing continuously in their own platforms to match audience members’ lives. 
In practice, however, the pressure to maximize the marginal advertising revenue 
keeps pushing journalists and marketers to publish abundantly on SMPs, on which 
most of the traffic is generated. Only exceptionally are top newspaper brands 
managing to escape this dynamic. New ventures depend even more strongly on 
SMP-generated traffic. Attempts to build a direct relationship with readers 
through newsletters and direct traffic work only very slowly.  

As a result, in newspapers, the standard aspiration in distribution remains centered 
on their own publications, print and online. SMPs, however, dominate as the main 
source of news in most Western societies. Thus, online micro-local newspapers 
with very limited audiences on their websites maintain a strong orientation toward 
SMPs as their only available alternative to reach readers. Actors in the field, 
however, mainly legacy newspapers and some central academic and professional 
positions in journalism, often claim that access to news via these platforms results 
in echo chambers and filter bubbles. However, the emerging data mostly suggest 
that users of social media, aggregators and search engines experience more 
diversity than non-users (Borgesius et al., 2016; Bozdag & van den Hoven, 2015; 
Haim et al., 2018; Nechushtai & Lewis, 2019; Newman et al., 2017; Nguyen et 
al., 2014). Reluctantly, many newspapers, particularly local news sites, remain 
heavily dependent on readership generated on SMPs, although the associated 
revenue remains, in these cases, largely negligible. Often, these newspapers are 
so dependent on it that changes in their algorithms can strip them of almost all 
their readers.  

Because news brands are struggling to cut through on distributed platforms (their 
branding, access to audience data and revenue are all at stake and with dubious 
results on SMPs), the extensive use of SMPs is increasingly questioned. Even new 
ventures that have been attempting to develop wholly distributed strategies (i.e. 
distribution of content only through SMPs) are moving toward mixed approaches. 
Wholly distributed approaches on SMPs, common in heavily funded native digital 
ventures (e.g. BuzzFeed, NowThis, etc.), are increasingly questioned not only by 
other actors in the field but even by these same organizations, which are 
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increasingly announcing plans to reduce their dependence on SMPs. Declared 
attempts from SMPs to support news sites are often received with incredulity or 
even open contestation by influential scholars and top executive journalists in 
dominant legacy newspapers. The reactions in start-ups are diverse: entrepreneurs 
complain about their SMP dependence but also acknowledge the opportunities 
that SMPs have brought to them to distribute their content, often massively. These 
views are rarely voiced at academic events. The future relationship between SMPs 
and written news is one of the current hubs of “hot topics” in the field. Specific 
issues include how to share revenue produced by news consumption, how to 
supervise the “publisher role” of SMPs and how SMPs should respond to and 
control “fake news.” These topics, which are conceptually different, often 
interweave as different actors see, in the possibility to define them through new 
regulations, opportunities to advance their confronted interests. This subject, 
however, is beyond the focus of this work.  

Perspectives on the state of written news and 
newspapers 

Sterile innovation efforts 

As the previous sections detail, in the current context of negative results, most 
newspapers are trying new approaches. Often, however, the strategic actions that 
newspapers take in their attempts to innovate receive unfavorable reviews. 
Scholars, industrial associations and other media have stressed how, so far, 
newspapers have failed to reshape their strategies to create sustainable growth 
and, as a result, remain largely locked into an obsolete business model (American 
Press Institute, 2006; Koch, 2008, 2011; Pew Research Center, 2014, 2018; 
Rothman & Koch, 2013; Teece, 2010; The Economist, 2011; Wikström and 
Ellonen, 2012; WAN-IFRA, 2018). These views highlight that the traditional 
newspaper business model—built on low consumer selling prices, high 
circulation and dependency on advertising—remains largely unmodified despite 
the transformation of consumers’ and advertisers’ behavior.  

For example, Wiktröm and Ellonen (2012) investigated why Scandinavian print 
media firms have not transformed their business model despite the potential 
changes in its value propositions and key competences triggered by the social 
media features that have been newly added to their online services. According to 
the authors, this potential has not been realized because legacy firms “have not 
allowed the social media features to affect their online revenue models” (Wiktröm 
& Ellonen, 2012: 63). On a similar line, Casero and Izquierdo (2013) and Günzel 
and Holm (2013) pointed out that the various innovation approaches in news 
media organizations have been dented by poor internal coordination and relatively 
unstructured strategies. Similarly, studies have shown the level of confusion, 
struggle and delay in legacy newspapers’ attempts to incorporate artificial 
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intelligence into journalism practices (Young et al., 2018), despite its glorified 
capacity (Coddington, 2015a). To explain the apparent paradox of continuous 
activity innovation and organizational inertia, Rothman and Koch (2014: 66) 
analyzed the case of legacy newspapers in Germany, dealing with the 
digitalization of their strategies, and proposed that “organizations tend to use up 
all their creative potential to maintain problematic strategies rather than explore 
new ones.” This results in effortful activities that, compared with inactivity, have 
a relatively positive effect but fail to revise their strategic pattern. As I elaborate 
in Chapter 6, my findings in Paper 2 support this view.  

At the same time, digital native new players—like Buzzfeed, Quartz, Huffington 
Post, Vox, Now This, the crowdfunding platform Byline, the cryptocurrency-
driven marketplace Civil and a myriad of other ventures—are entering the written 
news scene. Unlike legacy newspapers, these companies are built around an innate 
understanding of technology, and some bring revenues produced in other areas of 
their business, technological knowhow and top talent to their news operations. 
Attracted by some of these initiatives, new venture capitalists, insiders of the tech 
industry but outsiders to journalism, are entering the field (Pew Research Center, 
2014, 2018). However, the fate of lacking financial sustainability that looms over 
legacy news players also appears to be casting its shadow over emerging news 
providers, causing journalism operations’ sustainability to remain unclear (CJR, 
2019; CNN Business, 2019; Nel, 2015). 

Emerging opportunities 

Despite the impending doom, some media management and economics scholars 
have claimed that the current changes are producing opportunities for fresh 
organizational forms of operation. These relatively more optimistic views 
combine the assumption that the outstanding profitability of news provision 
during the twentieth century is a historic anomaly and that today “workable new 
business models are appearing in news provision” (Hansen & Goligoski, 2018; 
Picard, 2014: 280). In this opportunity mode view, others have highlighted the 
unmet potential that big data hold for the value-creating process of legacy 
newspapers and the implications for their business model (Evens & Van Damme, 
2016; Hamilton, 2016) or focused on the emergence of innovative public interest 
journalism models from non-profit institutions and community-funded platforms 
(e.g. Carvajal et al., 2012). Acknowledging that not-for-profit and foundation 
support is not a “panacea for contemporary challenges,” Picard (2014: 275 and 
280) stated that “news providers are becoming less dependent on any one form of 
funding than they have been for about 150 years.”  

Optimistic scholars have reported that they are witnessing a momentum of new 
market enablers, business ideas and developments in the news field. Significantly, 
in these views, these new opportunities would be pursued not only by start-ups 
and online ventures but also by legacy newspapers (Küng, 2015; Picard, 2014). 
Despite the barriers and inertia, legacy players would manage to develop new 
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cognitive foundations in the field. Drawing on an opportunity mode (although 
without disregarding the existing challenges), Doyle (2015) suggested that the 
current evolution of media legacy players toward multi-platform suppliers of 
content is modifying processes and output in news provision and, more 
importantly, making media managers conceptualize what content is. On a similar 
line, Picard (2014) suggested that the field is undergoing a process of unbundling 
of the traditional news production system into two separate modes: one of service 
production (basically the transformation of news products into multiplatform 
distributed services) and one of craft production (the consolidation of the 
production of unique and quality news in highly specialized organizations). He 
concluded: “more independent, entrepreneurial journalists and production 
cooperatives will emerge to provide specialized coverage and localized news and 
information” (Picard, 2014: 280). Küng (2015: 92) took a step further and recently 
identified—in innovators coming from the ranks of either legacy newspapers or 
pure digital news providers—a few features common to successful journalistic 
organizations today: “they know what they are trying to do, which audiences they 
serve, and how to create value for them.” More specifically, these innovators 
integrate technology into editorial processes and create content through 
“processes that are response and data driven,” have achieved a “pro-digital 
culture,” start early in their digital innovations and, finally, allow a high degree of 
autonomy in how the organization innovates and responds to the market (Küng, 
2015: xi).  

The above-mentioned perspectives share an appreciation of the moderate 
optimism arising among a few succeeding news company executives. On this line, 
researchers who are not in the media economics and management field have 
recently testified—from different theoretical perspectives—to the current 
progress of newspapers in finding sustainable business models. Within the field 
of institutional theory, Ocasio and Radoynovska (2016), following Gilbert’s 
(2005) research on organizational responses to changes in the news industry, 
speculated—although without empirical backing—that regional newspapers, 
exposed to incompatible contradictions between institutional logics, can modify 
their business model while preserving their governance strategy. In the corporate 
entrepreneurship field, Karimi and Walter (2016: 355) surveyed 148 newspapers 
in the US to find that “size, autonomy, risk-taking, and proactiveness have 
significant direct impact on disruptive business model innovation adoption in 
responding to digital disruption.” The authors suggested that an autonomous and 
proactive mode is helping large newspaper organizations in adopting disruptive 
new business models, which they defined as “producing and selling digital 
noncore products” (Karini & Walter, 2016: 54). 

Institutional arrangements 

In sum, as the previous sections have illustrated, the current strategic pursuits of 
newspapers are interpreted alternatively as non-innovative activity variation or as 
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moderately successful attempts that combine reasonable exploration of 
opportunities with the exploitation of the remaining current business. These 
conflicting interpretations have only very recently turned to account for the 
existing rules, norms and taken-for-granted ideas about the business of journalism 
written news (e.g. Hampton & Conboy, 2014; Nerone, 2013; Ohlsson, 2012), 
although—with the exceptions already mentioned above (e.g. Grafström & 
Windell, 2012; Raviola, 2012; Raviola, 2017)—these analyses have largely 
remained within the confines of journalism history. Organization studies have yet 
to attend explicitly to the effect of these institutions on the way in which 
organizations construct and respond to the current challenges and opportunities in 
news provision. 

Concerns about the sustainability of the traditional political economy of 
journalism are, however, raising the academic interest in how, in a digital era 
dominated by a few high-performance technology companies, the current 
institutional arrangements of news provision will change (John & Silberstein-
Loeb, 2015). The concern is arguably becoming more urgent as consumers 
increasingly rely on SMPs to obtain their news and studies report the shaky levels 
of trust that citizens place in journalists (e.g. FT Focus: The Future of News, 2019; 
Newman et al., 2019). Although the initial research suggested that the emergence 
of native and pure online news suppliers was only supplementing legacy media 
by specializing in niche audiences and/or niche contents (e.g. Sirkkunen & Cook, 
2012), there is little scholarly disagreement today about the radical transformation 
of the way in which news is consumed. In many Western societies, SMPs have 
already become the main source of news, although this trend seems to be 
flattening out in some markets (Newman et al., 2017) and SMPs (Newman et al., 
2019). This is a trend that, if sustained and combined with the decreasing levels 
of public trust in journalism organizations, will accelerate the dissolution of both 
the long-existing locality-based monopolies that have supported the traditionally 
costly production of professional journalism and the democratic function that it 
arguably provides (John & Silberstein-Loeb, 2015; Picard, 2014).  

Again, two alternative perspectives seem to polarize the academic research. One 
suggests that journalism, in its current form, needs to be protected. In this view, 
journalism has always been subsidized anyway (by advertising revenues or other 
forms of financial support), thus proving that journalism is not a commercial 
undertaking (McChesney, 2016). On this front, dramatic statements about the end 
of newspapers are gaining momentum, prompting calls for the design of new 
regulations that may support journalism (Dumpala, 2009; John & Silberstein-
Loeb, 2015; McChesney, 2016). This position argues in favor of the creation of 
new regulations to “protect the organizational capabilities that up to until now 
have proved necessary to the making of high-quality news” (John & Silberstein-
Loeb, 2015: 243) and, additionally, of public funding so that journalism—a 
classic public good—can be provided: policies that would direct public money 
but without government control to “create an independent, uncensored, 
competitive news media systems with lots of voices” (McChesney, 2016: 129) 
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and provide regulations and tax relief to secure better commercial treatment for 
news publishers (Cairncross, 2019).      

Alternatively, a different view—largely based on the assumption that the current 
media struggle results not only from a market problem but mainly from a product 
idea problem—questions the fascination with media subsidies and other 
supportive regulations (Picard, 2015). This perspective focuses on how the online 
news providers in the digital era, as they cooperate with other information 
producers and end users, are more networked and open than traditional legacy 
players (Picard, 2014). Adding to that, as news providers distribute their contents 
and engage with the public through different platforms, the traditional concepts 
of audience, information needs, distribution and user participation will naturally 
evolve (Picard, 2014). Therefore, journalism’s future lies in the opportunity to 
shift to an open system in which (1) different players can specialize in different 
functions (e.g. the gathering of data, interpretation of facts and crafting of stories), 
(2) journalist independence incorporates the notion of liberation from corporate 
control and (3) news emerges from a wider array of sources than ever, including 
public observations and commentaries (Van der Haak et al., 2012). In other words, 
the opportunity for written news would lie in the emergence of new norms and 
concepts. 

This scholarly discussion has been gaining momentum inside and outside 
academia and has increasingly suggested that, rather than the recent fixation with 
the monetary challenges that news production faces today, what deserves closer 
analytical attention is how, by whom and by which means the new factors 
resulting from the digital business transformation of the objective environment 
are bringing changes (or not) to the institutional arrangements that surround 
organizations and activities in news provision. It is in the boiling cauldron of this 
friction between old structures, norms, rules, practices, relations, concepts and so 
on and the new objective conditions of the field that the entrepreneurial processes 
of individuals in their search for solutions to organizational challenges unfold.  
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Chapter 4. Method 

This chapter outlines the reasons behind the method design and execution in this 
dissertation, which unfold in each stand-alone paper and in the findings and 
discussion that this kappa revisits in Chapters 6 and 7. However, before I deal 
with the theory–method fit and detail the methodological tools and their 
configurations used in this dissertation, let me present the philosophical 
foundations that guide them. 

 Preliminary ontological and epistemological 
reflections 

Toward a reduction of scientific knowledge  

Since Kant suggested the impossibility of “pure reason to discover the object in 
itself, objectively and independently of our ways of discovering it,” science—in 
particular social science—has increasingly limited itself to the phenomenological 
world (Gombrowicz, 1971: 20). Reality is personally experienced by our contact 
with it, contact that is mediated by our senses and intellect (Russell, 2001). This 
collection of subjectively experienced appearances is one main resource of 
materials to produce knowledge. However, if these materials are “contaminated” 
by our acts of perception, how can we make sense of them in a way that produces 
certainty? Russell suggested that, if we discard idealistic approaches to reality (i.e. 
that the nature of reality needs to be in some sense mental), judgment can allow 
humans to apprehend reality without having to experience it personally. The 
identification of commonalities in sense data among different people and at 
different times and the discovery of the rules that sense data follow may allow 
humans to approach reality such as it exists. Knowledge can therefore be inferred 
by a careful study of commonalities and rules that integrate and make sense of the 
different subjective experiences of reality manifested in the available sense data. 
These scientifically based descriptions of reality can facilitate the production of 
knowledge.  

However, the line of reasoning advocated by Russell is based on a primal choice: 
that idealistic accounts of reality—such as the idea that reality is a sophisticated 
dream in the mind of one individual (Borges, 1944) or, in more updated accounts, 
that reality is an incredibly complex computer simulation in which human beings 
are just unaware characters in a digital game (Bostrom, 2003)—are less plausible 
than naturalistic ones. Russell’s choice is based on the belief that naturalistic 
accounts provide simpler explanations of reality, but would this choice of 
simplicity not be evidence of ungrounded favoritism? This ultimately aprioristic 
choice is not exclusive to Russell. In every theory—regardless of the 
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completeness and robustness of its system of thoughts—there is an initial factor 
of favoritism. Ideas often precede arguments. The development of bodies of 
reasoning within given perspectives serves only to justify previous choices. It is 
this conviction that has led philosophy to a better understanding of the limits of 
thought—an increasing reduction of thinking. The influence of the 
phenomenological reductionism of Husserl and Hegel demanded, particularly in 
the social sciences, alternatives to positivism. These alternatives have ranged from 
close to traditional science postpositivism to “relativist” postmodernism. 
Particular attention requires, for the purpose and methods undertaken in this 
research, critical realism and social constructivism.    

Social constructivism and new realism 

Social constructivism (Berger & Luckmann, 1967) argues that the world is 
constructed through processes of intersubjective common sense. It is this sort of 
social processes that produces the “objectivations” of reality of which the world 
is made. In this view, the social order is not something inherent in the “nature of 
things” but “an ongoing human product.” This ontological view has one important 
implication: the social does not—cannot—express itself in any “natural law.” 
Given this understanding of the nature of reality as socially defined and 
negotiated, social constructivism epistemology restricts itself to (inter)subjective 
construction processes and outcomes. Is this reductionism imposing inappropriate 
limits on the scope of scientific exploration of the social world? Some scholars 
have argued that, in any case, social science—despite the obvious difficulties—
should aspire to look beyond the surface of social phenomena. Different new 
versions of realism (e.g. Bhaskar, 1975; Gabriel, 2015; Garcia, 2014) are 
attempting to rescue science from both the traditional grip of empirical positivism 
and the reductionism of social constructivist accounts of reality. 

Bhaskar’s systematic realist account of science (1975) was one of the earliest of 
these attempts. Bhaskar built on the notion that there is an ontological distinction 
between the real, the actual and the empirical. The empirical is what is 
experienced, a subjective and negotiated account—such as in constructivism—of 
what happens, but reality does not stop there. Factual events (the actual), although 
experienced by our imperfect observations of them, can respond to scientific laws 
and patterns (the real). In other words, theory is a “picture of a natural mechanism 
or structure at work” that is independent of the specific events that it generates, 
events that can often be “out of phase” with the mechanisms that govern them 
(Bhaskar, 1975: 12). These events also occur independently of the experiences 
that humans have of them. Bhaskar did not negate that knowledge is a social 
product but stated that the objects of this knowledge “exist and act” independently 
of men. Two dimensions of the object of knowledge therefore exist: a transitive 
dimension that materializes in socially constructed knowledge and an intransitive 
dimension in which objects of knowledge respond to a real structure that “exists 
and acts independently of men and the conditions which allow men access to it” 
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(Bhaskar, 1975: 17). Against post-positivism, critical realism argues that it is not 
possible to reduce the world only to observable objects and facts. Opposing social 
constructivism, it argues the possibility to discover the underlying dimension of 
the real. 

In critical realism, therefore, science is about producing both taxonomic—or 
definitions of the actual and empirical kinds that exist—and explanatory 
knowledge—how these kinds behave because of causal laws. In this view, 
something is “real” if it has a causal effect on the social world, that is, if it affects 
cognition, affect or behavior. Emotions, ideas, meaning, discourse, individual and 
aggregated personal experiences, definitions of material arrangements and many 
other strongly social phenomena are also real because they can have causal 
effects. Because underlying structures “exist,” building theory requires attempts 
to find them—even if the possibilities of these attempts are necessarily limited 
and ever changing. Critical realism provides a conceptual framework that, while 
recognizing the “reality” of the objects of science (ontological realism), and 
therefore the possibility to discover them, also embraces a phenomenological 
perspective that recognizes the theory-laden, historically contingent and socially 
situated nature of knowledge (epistemological realism).  

More recent versions of realism discard ontological distinctions of the kind 
suggested by critical realism. In these accounts, “everything is equally real, 
meaning that nothing is a mere derivative or representation that could be reduced 
to a presumably more fundamental and real substance, process or structure” 
(Kleinherenbrink, 2018: 129–130). These new versions of realism do not 
associate it “with a reality in any sense independent of how we think of it” 
(Gabriel, 2015: 9). Any perspective on an object is as real as the object itself. Still, 
new ontological realism differs from constructivism in that the objects that 
constructions serve to individuate do not need to be constructions themselves. 
Facts are, thus, relational but not in the sense that they only involve observers. 
They involve both the object and the observer.     

Importantly, from a methodological perspective, a new ontological realism stance 
would not only accept a constructionist element in research but, as a starting point, 
require it. In the critical realism of Bhaskar, this is the case because the only way 
to reach the real is through the actual and the actual is only observable in the 
empirical. In the sort of speculative realism of Gabriel, this is because 
perspectives and constructions are world-involving relations and real in 
themselves. This notion that reality encompasses subjective experiences 
involving not only the subjects who experience them informs my approach to 
methods.   

From what it is to how to change it 

The phenomenological reductionism of Husserl and Hegel also led philosophy to 
replace the more traditional question “What is the world?” with “How can the 
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world be changed?” approaches (e.g. Marx) (Gombrowicz, 1971). Critical 
realism’s stress on critical approaches, valid for entrepreneurship research 
(Neergaard & Ulhøi, 2007), has also moved in this direction and contributed to 
the political discussion. Political intentions for scientific research need not be 
illegitimate, although not at the expense of a reflexive mindset and the proficient 
use of sophisticated methodological tools. New speculative realism (Gabriel, 
2015: 11) takes a step even further when explicitly supporting an epistemological 
pluralism that acknowledges the plurality of methods “for finding out how things 
are” and rejecting the needed justification of knowledge through privileged 
discursive scientific practice.  

It is, however, not my purpose to bring new political arguments to an already-
crowded political discussion but rather to contribute to a depoliticization of 
science in media and journalism studies. The discipline deserves to reflect on the 
normative foundations on which it builds much of its research. This may strip the 
field of any instrumentality in silencing the needed political discussion (Latour, 
2000) about the role of written news and newspapers in larger societal issues. It 
may also provide some insights into which others can build better-informed 
claims and policy recommendations. I elaborate this further in the final chapter of 
this thesis. 

Neither is it my purpose to find out how things are in my focal area of interest 
through methods that are alien to social science. The rest of this chapter elaborates 
on my choice of methods and my attempts to design and carry them out in a 
reflexive way.  

One pragmatic assumption and some reflexive 
methodological intentions 

Based on the position elaborated above, I build my methodology on one pragmatic 
assumption that I frame in terms similar to those of Alvesson and Sköldberg 
(2009): I assume that there is reality beyond the researcher but also that empirical 
social reality is not external either to the experience—that is, consciousness and 
language—of people or to the objects themselves. This research, therefore, 
navigates in the epistemological tension between developing phenomenological 
detail and achieving some—albeit limited—conceptual closure that attempts to 
produce explanations. At the baseline, this research, at least, describes a process 
of understanding in the researcher (me and those who coauthored my papers, 
supervised my studies and discussed and reviewed my research) that allows me 
to try to say something insightful (Alvesson & Sköldberg, 2009) about the reality 
that I analyze.  

Although it is pointless to defend the idea that common-sense naturalistic 
observation is objective, dependable or unbiased, “it is all we have, [and] the only 
route to knowledge, fallible, and biased though it be” (Campbell, 1975: 191). In 
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this study, I rely on this conviction to make—even if provisionally and 
contextually situated—truth claims. These claims, however, are based, to the best 
of my possibilities, on skeptical reflexivity. I seek to achieve this in two ways. 
First, following Alvesson and Sköldberg (2009), I try to challenge both the 
phenomenon of study and the approaches to reach it through reflexivity at and 
among different levels: empirical material and construction of data, interpretation 
of them, reflections on social issues related to interpretation frameworks and self-
criticism. Second, I attempt, to the best of my skills, to use the accepted scientific 
tools today to provide—the best possible at this time—“discipline” to my 
imagination, in Weick’s terms (1989, 1999).  

In the following sections, I articulate the methodological strategies by which these 
intentions unfold in this kappa and the papers that compose this thesis. In Chapter 
8, I add some final considerations about the methodological limits met in this 
research. These observations may suggest further research possibilities.  

Process of understanding: Modes of inquiry 

This research deals with institutional arrangements and the entrepreneurial 
processes that either reproduce or diverge from them in the empirical setting of 
the exchange field of written news and the population of newspapers. I approach 
my research strategy with a combination of qualitative modes of inquiry.  

Abduction 

To understand my object of study, both the empirical material and the existing 
theories are relevant. My interest in micro-approaches that pay close attention to 
the activities of ordinary actors and what they experience in searching for 
solutions to organizational challenges in an institutional field in crisis moves this 
research towards social constructivism. My interest in contributing to the existing 
theories in entrepreneurship and neoinstitutionalism requires the study of the 
underlying structures and patterns, moving this research towards social realism. 
In the previous section, I have already anticipated the pragmatic way in which I 
accept and meet these opposing forces. Methodologically, abduction may provide 
some tools to cope with them. 

Empirical material is of prime importance, but observed facts are always theory 
laden. What we see is interpreted data, necessarily placed within a certain frame 
of reference (Hansen, 1958). In an abductive mode of inquiry, “theory and 
empirical facts are successively reinterpreted in the light of each other” (Alvesson 
& Sköldberg, 2009: 4). Qualitative methods start from the perspective and actions 
of the subjects studied and produce a style of understanding that facilitates 
reflection and theory generation. An abductive qualitative methodology may 
serve to strike an uneasy balance between theory and empirical material. All the 
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stand-alone papers in this dissertation share this mode of inquiry, although each 
of them has its own epistemological leaning. This dissertation, however, 
combines them, bringing an additional challenge to achieving this consistently. In 
this kappa, the abductive approach may also allow a somehow heretic 
combination of two traditions: theory building from cases rooted in the tradition 
of grounded theory (Glasser and Strauss, 1967) and the constructivism of 
Bourdieu and others (1992). For Alvesson and Sköldberg (2009), these two 
traditions need not be mutually exclusionary. Following their suggestion, Chapter 
7 attempts to complement them by focusing on theory generation and “building 
on a looser coupling to data and a more reflective focus upon the empirical 
material” (Alvesson & Sköldberg, 2009: 73).   

In Chapter 6, I find, perhaps too pragmatically, that keeping a focus on the 
micro—understood as accounting for the details of the way in which ordinary 
actors “interpret” their experience in a field—allows the researcher a view of the 
volatile processes of construction of the social. However, it also helps to 
approximate some underlying relationships, perhaps not deep structures and 
mechanisms as one would expect in natural sciences, with explanatory power. In 
the study of entrepreneurship phenomena, Neergaard and Ulhøi (2007) advised 
researchers not to confine research to the direct experiences or accounts of human 
actors. This work follows this suggestion. Certainly, it starts at the level of 
individuals’ perceptions, but it also synthesizes and moves beyond them to 
identify possible underlying patterns that can explain some social phenomena.  

As I develop further in a later section, to try to understand these patterns in my 
data, this research centers on intensive studies of a small number of cases. This 
approach facilitates the handling of context and process issues, which I also 
elaborate in a corresponding section. Reflections on where and when these 
underlying dynamics may operate and some implications for the transferability of 
my findings are developed in the final chapter.  

Genealogy 

Foucault, in his research, featured rationality as normative, not transcendental and 
un-emancipatory, an assumption that is widely shared by institutionalism. His 
approach—for which Foucault himself rejected the term postmodernist—offers 
some promise as a mode of inquiry that is aware of the historicity and temporary 
nature of knowledge and that, in its attempt to see the ordinary with a fresh vision, 
proposes alternative modes of thinking to confront and reject received opinion. A 
Foucauldian analysis allows “for both the search of generic principles and for 
detailed empirical investigations of strange local events in single organizations” 
(Burrell, 1988: 23). 

Foucault’s genealogy (1972, 1977) attempts to unearth the formation rules of 
discursive practices, that is, their origins. The production of these forms, the 
origins of which are often aleatory and purely materialistic, do not necessarily 
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result in a sense of progress. Importantly, genealogy is not historicism but a mode 
of research of the present. “Genealogy records the singularity of events outside of 
any monotonous finality; it must seek them in the most unpromising places” 
(Foucault, 1971: 76). Therefore, genealogy is interested in what is apparently 
superficial and, by viewing practices from the inside, rather than from the 
viewpoint of the detached observer, attempts to find knowledge in unexpected 
places, actors and circumstances (Foucault, 1977, 1982). A genealogical focus 
helps to shift the focus from the obvious to the micro-physics of organizational 
life: the complexity of things; the things within things. It involves a collection of 
activities in which understanding is enmeshed in institutional contexts (Burrell, 
1988). 

This research partly draws some of its findings on discourses as “configurations 
of assumptions, categories, logics, claims and modes of articulation” (Miller & 
Dingwall, 1997: 32). The focus is on how what is said—and concealed—
constitutes objects and subjects. The focus here is neither the speaker as an 
independent actor nor the details of the language that he or she uses. This displaces 
subjects and their consciousness from the center of theoretical concern while also 
allowing a search for common features in a desire to point to underlying 
commonalities in a wide range of practices (Burrell, 1988; McKinlay & Starkey, 
1998). Discourses, understood as forms of knowledge, establish normality and 
deviation. Nevertheless, because they are often ambiguous, complex, 
contradictory and unstable, the researcher needs to reconstruct them with careful 
attention to what is said and not said, by whom and in which positions and 
contexts.  

This mode of inquiry predisposes the researcher to see organizations as totally 
contingent. This approach places the methodological effort on patient, meticulous, 
documentary research on organizations’ individuality, while it also predisposes 
the researcher to view these minutiae as manifestations of underlying institutions 
(Burrell, 1988). Against Giddens’s structuration approach (1984), which diverts 
part of the researcher’s attention toward agency and power dynamics, the research 
mode in this dissertation narrows its focus and assumes—as a starting point and 
only for methodological purposes—that the institutional organization of our lives 
is total, that is, that even reflexive actors cannot fully disembed themselves and 
escape the organizational world to act on it.  

In this dissertation, Paper 1 is approached from this mode, so the exchange field 
formation dynamics are identified in the historical evolution of newspapers. 
However, this interest in the past stems only from a deep commitment to 
understanding the present. It has been suggested that to understand how 
something works, one must first understand how it got that way (Myers, 2014). 
In this work, what the analysis of the past intends is the identification of traces of 
the present in it. This leads to a genealogic mode that becomes ever more 
prominent in the research mode of Papers 2, 3 and 4. Chapter 3 in this kappa 
attempts to summarize the relevant details of the current discourses in the field of 



4 Method 

103 

written news. While previous studies of entrepreneurial phenomena based on 
institutional theory have largely focused almost exclusively on the cultural 
dimension of institutions (Bruton et al., 2010), this research aims to take special 
care in the identification of the details that articulate the existing institutions in 
the field. This attention to the particulars allows the identification of normality 
and deviation in the contingent and fragile activities of members of the population 
of newspapers in the field of written news.  

A collaborative approach to research 

Being a researcher who comes to academia with years of experience in 
newspapers, I share the views of Pettigrew (2002) and Van de Ven (2007) when 
they proposed that knowledge is produced not only in academia but also in 
industry. Researching can also be a form of active social engagement. The 
methodology of this dissertation aims to qualify for engaged scholarship as the 
mode of inquiry, favoring a pluralist approach in which researchers and 
practitioners coproduce knowledge. Engagement is mainly about managing a 
plurality of interests, views, information, actors and so on in the research process; 
it requires “negotiation, mutual respect, and collaboration to produce a learning 
community” (Van de Ven, 2007). Informants from start-ups eagerly engaged in 
the research because of the potential gains from a better understanding of what 
others in similar situations were experiencing and doing. Informants from 
academia, professional bodies and institutes engaged initially just to “promote” 
their views. As the research progressed, those who stayed engaged did so because 
it was instead sharpening their thinking about the field. I promised all the 
participants executive summaries of my findings and critical feedback on their 
strategies, perceptions and opinions. It was also agreed that no deliverables would 
be produced before the fieldwork had ended. 

The research question raised in this research is firmly embedded in a specific 
context: the field of written news. The population of newspapers operating in this 
context is composed of organizations that include entrepreneurs, journalists, 
managers and many other members. However, various other actors are also 
relevant in this field, such as an array of suppliers and vendors, readers and 
supporters, donors and financial contributors, policy makers and researchers. I 
include in this research participants in many of these segments to allow a more 
reflexive approach to the identification and framing of some of the issues that 
arise in the field. Thus, the participants in this research include not only journalist 
entrepreneurs and legacy newspapers’ managers but also a wide array of 
stakeholders of the focal organizations. Paper 2 and particularly Papers 3 and 4 
include different actors in these segments to allow not only a triangulation of data 
but also a more reflexive approach to the identification and framing of the relevant 
research problems.  

One benefit of this collaborative mode is that the research questions originate not 
only from possible theoretical gaps and puzzles but also from practitioners’ 
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doubts, complications, struggles and frustrations. The research question that ties 
the studies in the stand-alone papers and this kappa together originated from my 
conversations with informants. Many of them encountered difficulties when 
trying to make sense of why, despite general calls and widespread efforts in the 
field, significant innovation in written news remained so rare and mysterious.    

A collaborative approach also involves participants being confronted with 
aggregate data and actively reflecting on them. For example, informants have in 
every case reviewed the write-ups of their single cases (redacted to exclude 
second-order coding and analytic interpretations) and provided their own 
explanations for what, according to them, was taking place in their organization. 
Apparently, interviewees can react “adversely whenever they are confronted with 
individualized data” (Yin, 1981: 64). However, as the cases were built with the 
collaboration of various informants, this approach also minimized their negative 
reactions. A different and more profound collaborative approach was also carried 
out during my conversations with my co-authors, supervisors, discussants, 
opponents and attendees at many seminars and conferences at which I presented 
my research at different stages. Here reflections transcended the mere data to 
handle theoretically informed interpretations of them as well. 

Selection of a method 

Authors have suggested that entrepreneurship studies, too dependent on existing 
theory and narrowly defined methodologies, have largely produced “pedestrian 
findings” with little, if any, interest to practitioners (Bygrave, 2007: 24). 
Similarly, neoinstitutionalism has invested a great deal of effort in theoretical 
developments, perhaps at the cost of empirical studies that are close to the field 
and rich in data—something that the current turn to the micro is well poised to 
remedy. In both cases, more field research, more longitudinal studies and more 
empirically driven models can be helpful. Although I did not disregard the 
existing theory, my selection of a method was partly driven by these concerns. 

Case study method 

The questions that this work addresses are located in conceptual and focal areas 
(e.g. entrepreneurial bricolage or the micro-level of institutions) that—despite the 
considerably expanded theoretical traditions that they belong to (entrepreneurship 
and neoinstitutionalism)—are still emerging. Bricolage studies have recently 
relied on quantitative approaches that have produced empirical results that 
demand theoretical integration and development. Inversely, neoinstitutionalism 
has flourished in elaborate conceptualizations that demand close-to-the-field 
empirical research and “a return to the study of organizations with an emphasis 
upon comparative analysis” (Greenwood et al., 2014: 1206). In both cases, 
empirically based theorization seems to be required.  
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Qualitative methodologies can stem from different scientific traditions, such as 
new ontological realism or social constructivism. As referred to above, these 
traditions differ in the degree to which the researcher accepts subjectivity (Morgan 
& Smircich, 1980) and in the extent to which they lean towards more inductive or 
deductive approaches. With the exception of their extreme poles, qualitative 
research in both traditions shares an interest in coming close to the field and 
learning from it (Wigren, 2007) and in grounding those findings theoretically. 
Case studies have been used, although differently, in both positivist and 
interpretivist leaning approaches. More positivist approaches would start by 
identifying a research gap and developing research questions that address it (e.g. 
Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007), in the basic assumption that different researchers 
would find similar results. More interpretivist views would alternatively argue 
that findings are produced by engaging with the personal experience of actors (e.g. 
Gioia et al., 2013). Such insights do not correspond to the “truth claims” of 
positivist positions, but they, nevertheless, demand a progression from first-order 
raw data to higher-order concepts that are well grounded in theory. Thus, the 
central methodological approach in this thesis is theory building from case 
studies.  

Qualitative case studies are adequate for generating novel theory, particularly 
when the current theory is problematic or partial (Eisenhardt, 1989), and 
particularly suitable for answering process questions, such as “how something 
happens” (Langley, 1999). Case studies also allow an examination of “(a) a 
contemporary phenomenon in its real-life context, especially when (b) the 
boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident” (Yin, 1981: 
59). Because of this, they have also been advised for the study of contextualized 
entrepreneurship phenomena (Welter, 2011) and are particularly suited to 
analyzing institutional dynamics in which different activities, actors and contexts 
interact in complex ways and with different outcomes (Battilana et al., 2009; 
Flyvbjerg, 2006; Johns, 2017). Additionally, case study research strategy is well 
suited to interpreting complex processes and dynamics present within single 
settings: either to explore subjectivity openly and explicitly address the lived 
experience of actors as a source of knowledge (e.g. Gioia et al., 2013) or to 
understand complex configurations of variables or constructs that are hard to 
measure and isolate (Eisenhardt, 1989). Case studies also facilitate an 
examination of “(a) a contemporary phenomenon in its real-life context, 
especially when (b) the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not 
clearly evident” (Yin, 1981: 59). Finally, the case study approach has also been 
suggested to facilitate access to evidence in a friendly way that is particularly 
valid to inform policy intervention (Flyvbjerg, 2006). All these circumstances are 
particularly relevant to this research.  

In sum, the case study method relies on grounded theory building in the tradition 
of Glaser and Strauss (1967), “where researchers walk in the door and don’t have 
a preconception of what relationships they are going to see” (Gehman et al., 2016: 
287). This abductive methodological manner facilitates the previously outlined 
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reflexive (Alvesson & Sköldberg, 2009) and collaborative (Van de Ven, 2007) 
modes of inquiry. The baseline of a case study is “a rich empirical instance of 
some phenomenon” (Gehman et al., 2016: 287). However, the case study is a 
systematic research tool only if it transcends mere storytelling (Miles, 1979). For 
that to happen, a proper selection of empirical cases, data collection techniques 
and analysis strategies is key. The following sections detail these aspects of my 
research design. 

However, before I specify these details, it is important to note that case studies 
are approached in multiple ways in this dissertation. Although, in every paper, I 
have (1) approached my analysis abductively, with some previous knowledge of 
the relevant literature but no a priori hypotheses, and, in all the papers, I have (2) 
aimed to facilitate the generation of insights into processes, the similarities end 
there. Some papers rely on a single case (in Paper 1, the case is the regional press 
in the UK; in Paper 2, the case is one single organization: a legacy newspaper) 
and others on multiple cases (Papers 3 and 4 are built on a number of new ventures 
entering the field of written news) and even cases within cases (Paper 4 adds, as 
subcases, instances of novel solutions within the researched new ventures). Some 
articles stay at single levels of analysis (Papers 2 and 3 remain at the actor and 
firm levels and Paper 1 largely at the field level), but Paper 4 combines the micro, 
meso and macro levels. Most of the research is in real time, occasionally with 
sufficient engagement with the empirical setting to claim longitudinality (Papers 
3 and 4), but one paper focuses on and remains within historic processes (Paper 
1). Figure 2a provides a diagram of the different approaches to case studies 
adopted in all the papers in this dissertation.  

The combination of these approaches complements and enriches their individual 
findings as this dissertation elaborates in the final chapters of this kappa. Here, 
the analysis progresses in a dialogue among the data and the findings that each 
stand-alone paper develops within the convergent theoretical framework outlined 
in the final section of Chapter 2. Because different papers bring different strategies 
to the case study approach, in the following sections, I present the different 
research designs, theoretical sampling, data collection techniques and analyses in 
every one of them.  
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Research design and theoretical sampling 

Single case and multiple cases 

Paper 1 is based on the historical case of the provincial press in England. The case 
in this article is defined by the group of regional papers operating in that country 
as they pioneered the written news field to current times. Because the first 
newspapers were founded in England and developed there prior to developing in 
most other Western countries, this exemplary case is well suited to understanding 
the formation of current institutional arrangements in the field of written news. 
Paper 2 builds an exemplary case too, although in this article the case is restricted 
to one single project, an internationally awarded innovation project in one leading 
newspaper in Sweden. Again, this case—an apparent polar type in the dimension 
of novelty—offered a rare opportunity to study the impact of institutional 
arrangements on the innovation efforts of newspapers.  

To understand organizational behavior in an institutional context, it is important 
to pay attention to both mature and new organizations (Greenwood et al., 2014: 
1211). Papers 3 and 4 incorporate multiple cases, all of them newspaper start-ups 
located in the greater NYC area. The theoretical sampling in both papers was 
initiated by attending industrial events in the area and visiting schools and centers 
related to journalism entrepreneurs. In both research projects, snowballing from a 
small initial set of organizations allowed the final theoretical selection of cases. 
Both papers combine a sampling of polar types (Eisenhardt, 1989; Pettigrew, 
1997) along the variation of interest. Paper 3, containing six cases, is anchored by 
one outcome: the persistence of entrepreneurial efforts, allowing variation in full-
time versus part-time entrepreneurship forms. Paper 4 extends the sample of Paper 
3 with two other organizations and adds cases within these cases, as it identifies 
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instances of novelty within some of these organizations, which are analyzed 
comparatively, controlling for antecedent conditions. Paper 4 focuses on the 
variation of resource scarcity.  

The combination of a case study approach with the final number of cases in Papers 
3 and 4 facilitates the approach to two common limitations in the research on 
entrepreneurship phenomena in highly institutionalized contexts. First, Battilana 
et al. (2009) pointed out the limits resulting from the fact that most analyses of 
institutionally innovative entrepreneurs have been based on single, in-depth, 
longitudinal case studies. Second, following Aldrich’s (2010) concern about the 
common inclusion in institutional entrepreneurship studies of incredibly rare and 
only retrospectively predictable “black swans,” I considered regular entrepreneurs 
for this research (Su et al., 2016), intentionally selecting a balanced mix of cases. 
Network theorists have suggested that marginality is a determinant of innovation, 
because it benefits either from structural holes (Burt, 1992) or from diversity 
resulting from weak ties (Granovetter, 1973). Fringe players have also been 
suggested to be instrumental in the generation of new practices in the media 
(Leblebici et al., 1991). In my sampling, I initially contacted a total of 23 written 
news start-ups. Some of them such, as NowThis News or BuzzFeed, belong to the 
segment of well-funded technological ventures that represent but a minimal 
fraction of the new ventures entering the field. None of these organizations were 
finally considered as case studies in this research. Certainly, the information 
gathered in and about these organizations is part of the data supporting the 
analysis of the context of the field of written news. 

Media systems 

The papers in this dissertation combine the study of legacy and start-up 
newspapers located in three countries: the US, England and Sweden. An extensive 
literature has discussed how different countries compare—and diverge—in their 
media systems. Hallin and Mancini (2004) initially suggested that, when 
considering Western societies, three different media system models could be 
identified depending on different configurations of four dimensions: the 
inclusiveness of the press market, the degree and forms of political parallelism, 
the degree and forms of journalistic professionalism and the role of the state. In 
their classification, the US and Great Britain would belong to the North Atlantic 
Liberal model, characterized by a long reach of the mass press, a relative lack of 
pluralism and political diversity in the media (e.g. a dominant role of the local 
press), the absence of representative media, well-established and dominant 
journalistic professionalism, the lack of an active role of the state and relatively 
little differentiation between media and market. Sweden, according to Hallin and 
Mancini (2004), would belong to a different model, which they labeled Northern 
European Democratic Corporatist. The differences between the latter and the 
North Atlantic Liberal model consist of the greater role of the state and the lower 
political parallelism that they found in countries under the Northern European 
Democratic Corporatist model. 
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Such an approach to media systems, however, has been highly criticized for its 
lack of both empirical support and a standardized set of indicators, and various 
alternative typologies have been suggested (e.g. Brüggeman et al., 2014). Taking 
the Hallin and Mancini model—or any other alternative—at face value, however, 
misses the fact that what they offer is, rather than a close taxonomy of systems, 
an ideal framework for comparative analysis (Hallin & Mancini, 2010). 
Furthermore, increasing tensions for convergence have contributed to eroding the 
differences among countries, particularly in the more normative dimensions, such 
as journalistic professionalism (Hallin & Mancini, 2010). On this line, recent 
research on journalism organizations in Western countries has stressed the strong 
similarities of the organizational strategic responses to the changing business of 
news both cross-nationally and among incumbents and start-ups (Cornia et al., 
2018). In my study, centered on key aspects of the mass press business and 
journalistic professionalism, the differences between Sweden, the UK and the US 
are in fact largely insignificant and, when existing, noted (see Chapters 3 and 6).     

Data collection 

To improve the comprehension of the setting, this research combined proximity 
to the field with the collection of rich-in-points empirical material, such as 
detailed accounts of activities and experiences in the field obtained through 
extensive interviews with a diverse collection of informants. Access to the field 
was perhaps eased by my previous experience of about 10 years in management 
positions in newspapers. The collaborative approach to this research facilitates the 
necessary “closeness of the cases studies to real-life situations” and the 
appreciation of their “multiple wealth of details.” These are important 
prerequisites for the development of the “nuanced view of reality” needed to 
produce learning and advance theory (Flyvbjerg, 2006: 223). Table 2a 
summarizes the chosen cases’ characteristics, their main sources of data and the 
papers of which they are part. 

The data collection techniques included multiple forms. Primary sources, such as 
interviews and live observations, were complemented with internal strategic 
documents, venture pitch videos, web pages, posted videos, Twitter feeds and 
other SMP posts by the focal actors. Secondary sources included industry reports, 
thesis write-ups and press coverage. Because the research in all the papers was 
sensitive to contexts, the sources of information covered not only the focal 
organizations and practitioners but the state of the exchange field and wider 
contextual circumstances. The nature of the field under study, written news, 
greatly facilitated the access to all types of multimedia resources on the 
organizations and their contexts.  
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In Paper 1, with a historical approach, the primal sources of information were 
secondary and archival sources on the historical developments of the provincial 
press in England, which were enriched with written testimonies from journalists 
and other practitioners working in the field. Papers 2, 3 and 4 share a real-time 
approach, and the primal source of information was a combination of in-depth, 
semi-structured interviews, meetings, observations, follow-up emails and archival 
material.  

In Paper 2, the main data source was abundant external and internal archival 
material on the focal innovation project and its organization, complemented with 
in-depth conversations with four key members of the project, followed by a high 
number of clarifying follow-up emails and observations made at the 
organization’s headquarters. The data gathering lasted for a period of 11 months 
(September 2016 to July 2017). The in-depth interviews were conducted after a 
careful examination of the available secondary data and included conversations 
with highly knowledgeable participants. Interviews were arranged with the CEO, 
Head of Communication, Editor in Chief and Head of Marketing. All the 
interviews were transcribed. The observations made were annotated during the 
visit and later revised in contrast with the collected corporate materials. Secondary 
sources included press coverage on the case, corporate presentations about the 
focal project, other internal strategic documents, interviews with the CEO 
available from news sites and blogs on industrial trends in the media. 

The data sources in Papers 3 and 4 overlapped. Aggregately, the main source of 
information was—at the time of drafting this version of the thesis—105 semi-
structured interviews with 74 different informants. Initial interviews allowed the 
identification of additional actors in the exchange field of written news in the 
greater NYC area, facilitating the sampling process. The informants primarily 
included founder-entrepreneurs but also key employees and external stakeholders, 
such as funders, vendors and partners. At this point, at least 3 informants per 
venture were interviewed. The interviews had a duration of between 20 minutes 
and over 2 hours and were usually organized following a similar structure that 
included historic information about the venture, the personal background of the 
informant and detailed accounts of the activities of the organization and the tasks 
of the interviewees. Almost all the interviews were taped and transcribed.  

Because the interviews often took place at the locations where the practitioners 
work, these visits, which occasionally continued well after the interviews were 
over, offered opportunities to participate in informal conversations, observe 
meetings and witness routine activities. Memos were produced soon after every 
visit, mostly on the same day, including not only extended notes about these 
observations but also the context, tone and topics of the interviews. These 
personal observations helped to grasp the essence of both the visits and the 
interviews performed during them. The memos also referred to a list of follow-up 
questions and identified needs to cross-check information as well as new possible 
informants and additional sources of data. At this point, the transcriptions and 
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memos together amount to over 1,000 pages of written material. So far, the total 
field research time spent on both interviews and observations adds up to over 200 
hours. 

In many cases, I had access to internal documents and materials, including grant 
applications, strategic plans, financial budgets, KPI spreadsheets and even 
videotaped business pitches. These useful additional sources of information 
allowed the verification of facts referred to in informers’ utterances in formal 
interviews and informal conversations and provided a deeper understanding of 
business activities and decisions, ventures’ internal dynamics, personal roles and 
organizational circumstances. The media field is a highly (self-)reported one. The 
initiatives and deeds in most of the cases have been covered by other media 
outlets, on some occasions extensively. External coverage has been 
complemented with self-produced documentation: many activities of media 
outlets, in their pursuit of readers and awareness, became evident in their news 
reporting, customer acquisition practices and audience engagement in SMPs. 
Occasionally, the same key activities were, in fact, directly registered in their own 
reporting.  

Paper 4 pays particular attention to the context of the exchange field of written 
news, critical for the assessment of divergent organizational novelty. For the study 
of this context, I attended a total of 15 industrial conferences, seminars and 
showrooms. Although none of these events was taped, memos were produced in 
a similar fashion to the ones reporting visits. These reports not only included 
extensive notes on what was said and what happened during these events but also 
details of a great number of informal conversations that I held personally with the 
participants in these events. The total field research time spent on these events 
amounts to over 70 hours, which produced over 100 pages of notes. In addition to 
these events, during the fall quarter of 2018, as a participant observer, I audited 
the graduate course Perspectives on American Journalism at Stanford University 
(C225), consisting of 18 additional sessions in lectures and seminars. The analysis 
of the field was complemented with hundreds of news pieces, reports and studies 
on the state of written news. The complete list of the meetings and industrial 
events that I attended and the key secondary sources that I additionally consulted 
for the specific purpose of understanding the exchange field of written news is 
shown in Table 2. A stylized summary of these findings is presented in Chapter 
3. 

Figure 2b depicts the timeline of the data collection in Papers 3 and 4, and Table 
2a presents all the researched cases and data collected and indicates the papers in 
which these cases appear. 

This research has been developed through data collection and analysis proceeding 
together and simultaneously influencing each other. The data collection for the 
longitudinal papers, Papers 3 and 4, was initiated in July 2017 and is ongoing. 
The overlapping of these activities has been suggested to be a key feature of 
theory-building case research and an advantage for the resulting freedom “to make 
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adjustments during the data collection process” (Eisenhardt, 1989: 539). As this 
dissertation has been unfolding over the last years, it has made use of that 
freedom. “Emergent themes,” such as part-time entrepreneurship, and “special 
opportunities,” such as auditing the course on Perspectives on American 
Journalism at Stanford and the exemplary case in Paper 2, have been incorporated 
as they happened.  
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Analytical approaches to levels and processes  

Different approaches to analysis are used in this thesis. Some papers pay attention 
to field-level dynamics (Paper 1 and to a lesser extent Paper 4), others pay close 
attention to processes at the organizational level (Papers 3 and 4 and only partially 
Paper 2) and all the articles (even if only to a limited extent, such as in Paper 1) 
consider micro-level dynamics and explore interpretations of different individuals 
living through the same processes. In this section, I justify and describe these 
different analytical approaches. 

The choice of levels of analysis should be informed by the definition of the 
phenomenon under study. Entrepreneurship takes place and has effects on 
different levels simultaneously (Davidsson & Wiklund, 2001), a case that is 
particularly relevant when the institutional context is in focus. In addition, 
although authors have suggested that institutional theory would benefit from 
multi-level research, studies of this kind remain a minority (Battilana et al., 2009; 
Greenwood et al., 2017). This dissertation is focally interested in the 
entrepreneurial processes of organizational actors in their attempts to perform 
their jobs within an institutional field in crisis, and understanding these processes 
benefits from a cross-level study approach in two senses. (1) Organizational 
processes are shaped by actor-level activity, which requires micro-level 
sensitivity to individual aspirations and motives, tensions and trade-offs, 
decisions and so on. (2) If the focal context is an institutional field in crisis, one 
can only make sense of the organizational processes against the contextual 
conditions and institutional arrangements in which the organizational activities 
take place. This transcends the mere identification of a contextual background. 
Activities need to be interpreted and tied to the context, and specific outcomes, 
such as novelty or reproduction, can only be evaluated contextually. 

The multi-level methodological approach in this work does not imply an 
ontological positioning. The architecture of reality could be multiple levels of 
social structures and individual action (e.g. Giddens, 1984; Lévi-Strauss, 1962) or 
a flat plenum of constellations of practices (e.g. Schatzki, 1996, 2002, 2010). 
Multi-level structures seem to resonate well with critical realism, while flat 
ontologies are closely related in appearance to speculative realism and social 
constructivism. However, perhaps this does not need to be the case. How flat 
ontologies may or may not be connected to critical realism and its ontological 
structures of the real, the actual and the empirical falls beyond the limits of this 
work. This study neither enters nor adds to this conversation. Flat ontologies and 
practice-based research are promising avenues to understand the social, but, for 
analytical practicalities, this research remains within a multi-level approach. This 
choice is exclusively methodological. Furthermore, despite the close attention that 
some of the studies included in this dissertation pay to interactions among 
ordinary individuals in their daily work, the method of this research is not 
ethnographic. A sufficiently deep and longitudinal immersion in the sites was not 
possible. Nevertheless, as detailed above, during the field research, I combined 
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significant proximity to the field with the collection of vast and diverse empirical 
material on actors’ activities and their experiences and interpretations. 
Aggregated patterns from a bird’s eye view only would have said very little about 
how individuals acted and why.  

The consideration, at different levels, of conditions, activities and outcomes also 
orientates this research toward processes. Process thinking is interested in how 
things evolve over time and pays attention to flows of activities and events 
(Gehman et al., 2016). In this research, process is understood, in line with 
Bergson’s recent interpretations, as “ongoing unfolding advancings” (Schatzki, 
2018), in which creation is the actualization of the virtual, unforeseeable and 
improvisable and grounded in difference but also containing convergence (Helin 
et al., 2014). In this work, processes are affirmative and practical (Scott, 2013) as 
opposed to dialectical confrontation, as in Hegel. This view sensitizes the 
researcher to finding dynamism in heterogeneous multiplicity, looks at strategic 
foresight with incredulity and gives priority to the exploration of links between 
organization and context.  

In the light of my approach to levels and processes, Paper 1 is designed to define 
the contextual setting of the dissertation and determine how some of the most 
relevant institutions in the field have formed. Based on the historical case of the 
regional press in the UK, the paper combines the macro and micro levels in its 
analysis, although the main outcome in focus stays at the macro level: institutional 
arrangements that are active in the field. Because the case is historical, micro-
level dynamics are inferred rather than observed. Papers 2, 3 and 4, based on real-
time case studies, delve deeper into the micro-level analysis of practitioners’ 
activities and cognitions, which are contrasted with organizational-level outcomes 
and field-level scripts. Although the contextual conditions are always kept in sight 
in all these papers, Paper 4 specifically makes explicit the context of the exchange 
field of written news. Papers 1 and 4 add to each other in the understanding of the 
deep structure of this exchange field, which is now in crisis. Chapter 3, Written 
news: a field in crisis, presents a summary of these findings that is instrumental 
to the assessment of novelty that I will describe later. The findings and discussion 
that I advance in Chapters 6 and 7 would not be possible without this explicit 
account of the institutional context of written news.   

Analytical process: Within and cross-case analysis 

The analysis in Papers 1 and 2 was determined by the fact that both are single-
case studies based on theoretically sampled exemplars. However, my approaches 
to each of these papers differed. Paper 1 is a historical case that precluded most 
of the possible interpretation of thoughts, intentions and actions in actors. Paper 
2, however, provided a great opportunity to explore in real time and account for 
the informants’ experience. Because the informants’ interpretations were 
particularly important to understand the effect of shared meaning in their 
activities, the analysis in this article followed a process of reduction from close to 
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the data codes and categories toward theoretically grounded concepts in a data 
structure reminiscent of that of Gioia et al. (2013). First-order codes gave way to 
a more parsimonious structure of themes and aggregated dimensions that 
explained the presence and role of taken-for-granted norms and concepts in the 
innovation project under focus.       

Papers 3 and 4 do not disregard actors’ activities and experiences. In fact, these 
aspects are key in the patterns and underlying relationships that they try to 
identify. Yet, the study of individuals does not overshadow “how organizations 
are designed and function” within their institutionalized context (Greewood et al. 
1211) These papers are both multi-case studies and share a similar iterative 
within- and cross-case analytical process. Like the single-case papers, I started 
with a within-case analysis. I followed a nonlinear process that, for the sake of 
simplicity, I need to describe as stepwise. First, by triangulating all my data, I 
developed thick descriptions of each case. These write-ups paid special attention 
to my areas of interest: key events in the venture’s development, past and current 
activities, the personal experiences and interpretations of the informants, the 
particular conditions under focus in each paper and the organizational 
characteristic standing out in each case. As drafts of all the cases were developed, 
data inconsistencies (i.e. conflicting versions of factual details related to specific 
events) and new information needs arose, leading to additional interviews and the 
identification of other data sources. Second, I incorporated the identified focal 
outcomes into the corresponding cases tracing the links between events, actors, 
moments and places and the key elements driving these events, such as the 
availability of inputs, trade-offs, intentions, motives and so on. These 
chronological drafts, redacted in non-factual aspects that I considered could be 
controversial, were then validated with key informants in each case and—when 
needed—revised, resulting in the current case versions used for this study. These 
write-ups were not mere data points representing single observations but complete 
longitudinal analytic units that combined multiple information sources to show 
sequences of interconnected events, activities, choices and so on. Constructs and 
analytical interpretations were, however, censored to the informants. Third, still 
using within-case analysis, I proceeded to identify the key issues present in each 
individual case as a stand-alone entity focusing on unique patterns (Eisenhardt, 
1989). These emergent issues, showing temporal relations among entities, often 
led me to insights that developed into preliminary explanations of individual and 
organizational dynamics. These initial conclusions were based on the best 
possible alternative among different explanations (Yin, 1981, 1989). In Paper 4, 
this process needed to be extended. To understand how divergent novelty 
happened, I had to pay attention to particular instances of novelty in the ventures 
with higher aggregated divergent novelty. These instances of novelty became 
subcases that I could study individually. The next section explains, in more detail, 
how I interpreted novelty. 

Because Papers 3 and 4 are multi-case studies, the analysis proceeded to compare 
the within-case preliminary inferences using replication logic among the different 
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cases. Some consistent regularities emerged at this point (Yin, 1989), which I 
tested in a general cross-case analysis (Eisenhardt, 1989). The validated patterns 
drove me to existing theories and concepts relevant to these phenomena. This 
literature was useful to clarify and improve the initial inferences theoretically and 
facilitated their refinement into preliminary theoretical relationships and 
constructs that explained the phenomena under focus. Although I have described 
these analytical processes as progressive phases from raw data to theoretical 
interpretations, I largely proceeded in an iterative way, with continuous backward 
and forward jumps. This analytical cycling improved the production of insights 
and the emergence of working hypotheses and theoretical explanations. The 
resulting theory building and sharpening of concepts (Eisenhardt, 1989) that these 
papers suggest are the result of the outlined analytical process. 

The analysis behind the findings of Chapter 6 does not diverge greatly from the 
one already described but differs in a few facets. First, the analysis is largely based 
on the analytical materials already produced for the stand-alone papers (memos 
and collections of secondary material and case write-ups, for example). Second, 
the accumulated data and materials were interpreted within the compatible 
concepts outlined in Table 1. Often, this required returning to the raw data to 
resolve doubts. Occasionally, it called for the collection of additional evidence. 
Third, because the theoretical framework was baggy, or better less tight than in 
the stand-alone papers, it functioned more to clarify the data than to inform any 
validation of a priori propositions. Fourth, the process of revisiting the data and 
analysis in the independent papers added distance between interpretations and 
data, allowing greater analytical freedom and creativity. 

All the papers, as well as Chapter 6, attempt to visualize both the analytical 
process and the emerging insights with abundant “explicit citations of particular 
pieces of evidence” (Yin, 1981: 63) and tables reporting the insights and 
constructs emerging from data. 

Assessing novelty 

To differentiate entrepreneurial processes based on their outcome, it was essential 
to identify what was new, in relation to the field in which they took place, in the 
solutions that they were developing. The section on data gathering and Table 2 
detail the activities performed to collect information on the institutional 
arrangements lingering in the exchange field of written news. The prescriptive 
templates identified are summarized in Chapter 3. These templates provide a 
consistent framework that integrates the various parts—values, concepts, 
activities, expectations about the future and so on—that define the occupational 
ideology of journalism, the current two-sided business model of newspapers and 
the type of solutions that are being integrated in these scripts.   

By juxtaposing the activities in my cases with these templates, I could identify the 
solutions incorporated into the organizing structures of these organizations 
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(Orlikowski, 1996) that did not replicate the mentioned scripts. Previous 
definitions of novelty in micro approaches to institutions have referred to 
challenges and enactments (Groleau et al., 2012: 665). While “challenges” 
encapsulate “newly created patterns of interaction deemed incompatible with 
existing institutionalized practices and norms,” “enactments” apply to “situated 
changes compatible with an existing institutionalized practice” and therefore 
reproduce existing institutionalized contexts. However, institutional 
arrangements, as the templates referred to above manifest, are not holistic entities 
devoid of parts. In addition, my focus is not the emergence of institutional 
contradictions and subsequent clashes and contestation dynamics. Importantly, 
the regulative, normative and cultural–cognitive elements in the exchange field of 
written news do not regulate all the action that takes place in it. Many activities 
and routines in the field vary among actors and contexts and remain within the 
shared understandings that dominate it. Therefore, I considered as novel all 
solutions and actions that—whatever their institutional disruptive potential—
were “significantly different” (Schatzki, 2018) from the templates referred to and 
the organizational solutions currently arising in the field. In many of these 
instances of novelty, the solutions and actions incorporated into the organizing 
structures of the focal firm were simply rare solutions, adding “significantly” to 
those templates and, therefore, changing them in the organization under 
consideration. On other occasions, these occurrences of novelty “significantly” 
contradicted relevant parts of these templates. Both cases were interpreted as 
novelty. Why some differences were “significant,” and therefore accounted as 
novelty, is a relevant component of Papers 2 and 4 and is further elaborated in 
Chapter 6. 

Reflexivity in this research 

It has been said that research on entrepreneurship benefits from holistic 
approaches because it “tends to decompose when researchers try to break it into 
its component parts” (Bygrave, 2007: 20). In a similar sense, perhaps, Alvesson 
and Sköldberg (2009) advised authors to approach qualitative research with a 
holistic reflexivity that should combine different levels of reflection that are 
mutually informing and question each other. Bourdieu’s approach to reflexivity 
stemmed from a radical doubt able to “break with common sense” and question 
through critical examination the same concepts on offer to explain our object of 
research (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992: 235). Because just “being on the alert is 
important but hardly suffices” (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992: 238), I provide here 
some remarks on how I sought to follow these recommendations. 

Data-constructing level 

Data come first, perhaps not in chronological order, but there can be no truth 
claims, no understanding, no patterns or underlying relationships and no 
knowledge without at least some sort of observation of the researcher and the 
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surrounding world. I believe that no theory can be totally absent of data. In this 
dissertation, data are important: they have been given importance and have played 
an important role. The following paragraphs detail some strategies taken in the 
collection of the data, herein referred to as data generation. Data generation, 
however, needs to be understood here as a process of construction and 
deconstruction. Data are necessarily constructed, because the same act of 
collection requires and carries interpretation. Data are also deconstructed when 
the object of research is the “social work of construction of the pre-constructed 
object” (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992: 229). The analysis of the field of written 
news and its lingering institutional templates in Chapter 3 is an explicit—and 
priority—attempt to achieve this in this work.    

Much effort in this research has been directed to, and is still being directed to, 
data generation. As a novel researcher, I tried to learn how to design and execute 
empirical research. My previous experience in market analysis and marketing 
research and my participation in the field of written news as an executive in a 
group of legacy newspapers sometimes helped to expedite my access to 
informants and empirical materials. It did not help so much, however, in building 
rigorous research designs and methods, which, regardless of the progress, I owe 
to my PhD education. This chapter, and the method sections in the stand-alone 
papers, provide details about the timeline and stages of data collection. Figure 2b 
further specifies them for the data generated about new ventures in the US, which 
support Papers 3 and 4. Further information is provided as appendixes, such as 
the complete list of interviews performed, events attended and the most significant 
reports and documents used. Further information tracing and documenting the 
process of data construction can be provided on request. This includes OneNote 
files with snippets of key documents preparing each case, all interview and event 
transcriptions and memos, change-tracked write-ups for every case, Nvivo files 
and the coding process (for the case of SvD) and analytical figures in all their 
iterations.  

The generated data were also shaped by two other aspects that deserve attention: 
sampling and triangulation. The theoretical sampling criteria are described in 
every paper, but it should be noted that the cases resulted from a combination of 
theoretical and convenient reasons. All the cases were theoretically sampled, but 
not all the case respondents approached agreed to take part in this research, and I 
did not manage to develop enough trust in all those who consented. The cases 
presented in this work combine the two. Not only did they engage in this research 
willingly, but they also granted sufficient access to internal and external 
informants. Occasionally, some cases were identified and selected as a result of 
unexpected discoveries. It was a lucky strike that SvD, a leading legacy 
newspaper in Sweden, won the International Newspaper Marketing Association 
prize in 2016 and that its CEO was a personal contact of a senior colleague in my 
research center, the Media, Management and Transformation Centre (MMTC). I 
was also lucky to meet so many helpful scholars and experts in the New York 
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area, without whom I would have never been able to give the initial push to the 
snowball sampling that produced so many interesting cases there.  

The quality of the data gathered can only be assessed in terms of appropriateness 
rather than quantity (O’Reilly & Parker, 2013) to address my research question. 
Details about the data that were collected can be found in the previous sections 
and more extensively in every independent paper. Overall, the strands of 
information that I have prioritized are threefold. The first consists of the data on 
the context, its changing objective conditions and the multiplicity of discourses, 
not just what dominates and is dominated but what is said and concealed, by 
whom and in which conditions. This context is present in every paper, in Chapter 
6 of this kappa and, in a summarized form, constitutes Chapter 3. The second 
contains data on the experience and interpretations of informants. I paid attention 
in face-to-face interviews and observations to instant feedback and the multiple 
cues that informants provide. Hopefully, this attention allowed me to retain at 
least part of the high fidelity that meaningful interaction with informants can 
produce. Third, I also tried to identify key events, actions, results and so on: those 
“identifiable facts” that provide the matter for personal experience and subjective 
interpretation. To achieve this, I made an effort to check the consistency of the 
data gathered across different sources through triangulation (Denzin, 1970) but 
also through other techniques, as I elaborate below.  

Informant bias and memory transformations, such as memory decay, hindsight 
bias and rationalization after the fact, are a potential setback in research that, at 
least partly, relies on remembered accounts of events, even if very recent ones, 
and easily romanticized versions of past achievements and failures. I tried to 
minimize this effect in different ways. First, all the informants were offered 
anonymity before their first interview. Second, I interviewed informants who 
were directly involved in the organizational events under research. Third, most 
events central to the analysis in the papers based on real-time cases happened 
during the field research and were reported while or soon after they happened. 
Fourth, importantly, I attempted to separate events from subjective experiences. 
To establish events in most interviews, I remained as close to the facts as possible, 
avoiding speculative discussions, although I always let the informants elaborate 
their answers to the best of their knowledge. Subjective experiences, however, 
were also important in this research. Many interviews and conversations explored 
extensively how practitioners interpret their own actions and reactions, what 
motivates them and what meaning actors give to and extract from events. Fifth, 
the triangulation of methods within a reflexive engaged approach to research 
increases reliability and validity while maximizing learning and discovery (Van 
de Ven, 2007). The information extracted from the interviews was cross-checked 
against other sources, such as other informants, internal documents and, when 
available, press coverage or external reports. Unconfirmed data and conflicting 
versions about specific events were resolved (i.e. by finding credible accounts of 
them) or discarded for this analysis when not strictly related to personal 
experiences and informants’ motives. Finally, as already reported to some 
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informants, I offered feedback—once the field research was over—on their 
ventures’ business strategies or interpretations about what occurs in the field of 
written news, enhancing the informants’ eagerness to contribute trustworthy 
information. 

To the best of my abilities, I gave priority to data and treated them with care. Data, 
however, also played an important “proactive” role in this research. Many 
theoretical ideas would never have been considered in this dissertation without 
the questions that data inspired. For example, part-time entrepreneurship and 
behavioral decision making (in Paper 3) were never part of the theoretical 
framework that I intended for this research, but the dominance of part-timers in 
my informants triggered questions that these perspectives helped to understand. 
Similar comments can be made about service-dominant logic (in Paper 2) and 
cognitive creativity (in Paper 4). Importantly for this kappa, resourcing from 
institutional theory was triggered by the findings of Paper 1: the current lock-in 
of legacy newspapers could not be explained by knowledge integration 
mechanisms. That puzzle pushed me to take two routes that I had not envisioned: 
first, to question purely mechanistic approaches to explain my data and, second, 
to embrace institutional theory as a promising explanatory meta-framework for 
the field of written news. Finally, the theoretical contributions that some of the 
findings in this dissertation triggered—for example reshaping some of the 
assumptions in the part-time entrepreneurship literature (in Paper 3)—were 
developed to accommodate the emergent data within the extant theory. The active 
role played by empirical material also prompted the use of various alternative 
ways to interpret it. 

Repertoire of interpretations 

Alvesson and Sköldberg (2009) proposed embracing the possibility of various 
interpretations in reflexive qualitative research. This research combines a 
diversity of interpretations. At a basic level, it contains a triangulation of analysts, 
different people who analyzed the same data and applied different theoretical 
frameworks to interpret them (Patton, 2002). Papers 1 and 2 were coauthored, and 
their findings and discussion were produced with my coresearchers acting as 
external reviewers who checked my initial interpretations, questioned them and 
contributed to refining the final findings and theoretical discussion. Papers 3 and 
4 followed a similar process with the active participation of my third supervisor 
(Ted Baker), who relentlessly challenged my way to address data and to make 
sense of them. Often, we saw different things in the same data; often, we favored 
different theories to interpret them. The reflections that followed even opened 
additional ways of thinking. The current state of Papers 3 and 4 distils these 
analytic dynamics. This process of reduction, however, left many dilemmas 
unaddressed. Some of them are discussed in Chapter 8, because they open 
opportunities for further research.  
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Other emerging questions were so relevant to the empirical setting that they 
suggested complementary interpretations within this dissertation. These puzzles 
included, for example, the resilience of some values in financially 
underperforming ventures and the surprising role of capital—or rather the absence 
of it—in the emergence of novel solutions to organizational problems. These 
questions offered opportunities to interpret the data in the different papers from a 
new perspective that perhaps could unify them. This is the reason for this kappa 
extending beyond a summary of the papers that comprise this work. That new 
interpretive framework was institutional theory, and—in my view—it forcefully 
adds to what each of the stand-alone papers already states. It complements their 
findings, but I believe it also unifies them at a kind of metatheoretical level, as it 
required the development of the common basic set of compatible concepts that 
Table 1 outlines. 

Critical interpretation and self-criticism 

The interpretations favored in this work do not necessarily correspond to the ones 
dominating entrepreneurship and institutional theory. Entrepreneurship is still 
dominated by positivistic views supported by quantitative research measuring 
stylized constructs in which the entrepreneur is often out of view and the ordinary 
actor is mostly absent (Aldrich & Ruef, 2018). In neoinstitutionalism, institutional 
logics populate research and the turn to the micro remains a promise that requires 
more empirical research to be fulfilled (Powell & Rerup, 2017). I cannot, 
however, claim that my interpretive frameworks are fringe ones either. The ones 
presented and used in this dissertation are those that made more sense to me and 
my coauthors. This does not imply that the interpretation process was free of 
doubts and ambiguities, but our final findings were convincing for us, and I hope 
that the way in which this work transparently illustrates its qualitative 
methodology and displays empirical evidence supporting its findings allows the 
reader to see the same as the authors.  

In the media field, critical interpretation demands—beyond problematizing 
received theories and methodologies—“taking a step back from the media 
industry and reflexively uncover which taken-for-granted assumptions inhabit the 
field” (Achtenhagen & Cestino, forthcoming). Much in this dissertation was 
undertaken as an attempt to expose the cultural norms, unconscious logics and 
professional ideologies present in the field of written news. It is a value-laden 
field, and I tried to be precautious and critical. Two factors helped me in whatever 
my possible achievement was here: first, my main supervisor’s (Olof Brunninge) 
watchful eye on me and call for my attention when I was letting my critical guard 
down; second, the possibility that this research granted me to reenter the field as 
an alien to it. The years that passed between my experience as an executive in 
newspapers and this research built the distance needed to gain reflexivity. When, 
during my PhD, I reentered the field, this time as the empirical setting of my 
research, I still knew the special vocabularies and the intricacies of the business 
and its professions. However, surprisingly, when conducting my interviews, 
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something struck me: behind what the informants were saying, often, there was 
something else: a layer of hardly concealed data that had never been obvious to 
me before. I could also see at least some, possibly not many and certainly not all 
meaningful shortcuts, taken-for-granted assumptions, ideological values and 
wishfully imagined outcomes. The findings, discussion and implications that I 
present in Chapters 6 and 7 will tell the reader the extent to which I may have 
succeeded in this.   

One additional way to tell, perhaps, could be to consider the winners and losers 
that the implications of this study may generate. In case study research, “the 
resultant theory is likely to be empirically valid” (Eisenhardt, 1989: 547). Rich 
and qualitative empirical material generated in close contact with the field of 
study can generate quality insights (Alvesson & Sköldberg, 2009) that help 
interpretations beyond the obvious and may facilitate an impact on practice and 
policy. In Chapter 8, I suggest that resource-scarce journalism start-ups are the 
undeservedly forgotten population in written news. I also propose that any new 
regulatory framework should not be designed on the assumption that journalism 
can only be performed in the protective form that newspapers provide. Moreover, 
I suggest that protecting those values that democratic societies want to preserve 
perhaps requires the social function of journalism to be unbundled first and then 
reassembled.   
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Chapter 5. Original findings and 
contributions in the stand-alone 
papers 

This chapter replicates, with only minor redactions, the original introductions of 
the stand-alone papers. It exposes their purposes, theoretical perspectives, 
methods, findings and contributions in their original form. The chapter ends with 
a short discussion of the research areas and opportunities related to the research 
question that this thesis addresses but that these papers left outstanding. This will 
justify the revisiting of the findings and implications that Chapters 6 and 7 
develop. 

Introductions to the original papers 

Paper 1. A perspective on path dependence processes: The 
role of knowledge integration in business model persistence 
dynamics in the provincial press in England   

Extensive literature has tried to explain how technological changes and new 
business strategies generate industry transformations (Anderson & Tushman, 
1990; Teece, 2010; Vlaar et al., 2005). Scholars have stated that, in these 
circumstances of change, while new entrants engage in profitable pursuits, 
incumbents struggle to abandon their existing know-how, acquire a new skill base 
and transform their business model (BM) successfully. Recently, there have been 
calls for a more integrative analysis of the mechanisms that lead to persistence 
and—eventually—immobility (Schreyögg & Sydow, 2009).  

In this paper, we attempt to provide a conceptually integrated reasoning of 
organizational persistence building on (1) the knowledge-based view (KBV) of 
the firm (Grant, 1996a, 1996b), (2) strategy understood as a process (Pettigrew, 
1992, 2012) and (3) the emerging literature on BMs (Wirtz et al., 2015). The field 
of legacy newspapers offers a suitable ground for such an analysis. In a media 
industry context in which the contours, structures and strategies are rapidly 
changing (Küng, 2008), a doomed atmosphere has recently dominated traditional 
newspapers. The digital revolution is transforming consumer practices and 
advertising patterns, challenging the traditional revenue streams of traditional 
media. Legacy newspapers, caught in the “innovator’s dilemma” (Christensen, 
1997), have so far failed to develop clear alternative opportunities to create 
sustainable growth and significantly reshape their organization. This has mostly 
been interpreted in the literature as the result of a locked-in, obsolete dominant 
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BM in the industry (American Press Institute, 2006; Teece, 2010; The Economist, 
2011; The Pew Research Center, 2014).  

Path dependence has been furnished as a plausible theoretical explanation for the 
locked-in dominant BM of legacy newspapers (Djerf-Pierre & Weibull, 2011; 
Ibrus, 2014; Koch, 2008, 2011; Rothman & Koch, 2013; Ryfe & Kemmelmeier, 
2011). However, studies on legacy newspapers adopting this perspective have 
usually referred to path dependence in rather general terms as synonymous with 
organizational inertia, have been insensitive toward multi-level contextual 
inquiries, have offered a limited focus on knowledge and reflexivity and have not 
attempted to operationalize BM innovation in a theoretical way.  

This paper analyzes the sociocultural contexts, practices and self-reinforcing 
mechanisms that shape the dominant BM in legacy newspapers using the example 
of the English provincial press. It specifically contributes to the theoretical 
framework showing how organizations become path dependent (Sydow et al., 
2009). This research provides insights into the role of the integration of 
knowledge as a relevant mechanism at the heart of organizational path 
dependence and the boundary conditions in which it operates. Because our 
analysis explicitly accounts for the role of context and business model dynamics 
through the different stages of a path-dependent process, we also contribute 
theoretical approximations for the definitions of a lock-in, activity variation 
within a lock-in and de-locking. In doing so, we also explore what it would take 
for newspapers to break their current lock-in and how this might happen.  

Paper 2. Institutional limits to service-dominant logic and 
servitization in innovation efforts in newspapers 

In the current changing environment of the media industry, many service aspects 
are becoming increasingly critical and visible, yet analyzing media as a service 
has been “rare in media management studies” (Viljakainen & Toivonen, 2014). 
This paper intends to address this important gap and explore these service-
oriented strategies in newspapers from the marketing theoretical perspectives of 
service-dominant logic (SDL) (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008, 2016) and 
servitization (Baines et al., 2009; Vandermerwe & Rada, 1988) in its focus on 
value co-creation among various actors, always including customers (the readers).  

While servitization is a mid-level theory with a clear priority for the analysis of 
service implementation managerial strategies, SDL aims to achieve a marketing 
grand theory status, favoring a high level of abstraction. In this paper, we combine 
the SDL and servitization perspectives to facilitate a better grasp of the 
organizational implications for newspapers of their service aspect. This analytical 
approach, we argue, is fruitful to assess the potential impact of and barriers to 
many of the current innovation activities in the newspaper industry. Servitization 
has received a great deal of research in the manufacturing sector (Baines et al., 
2009; Kowalkowski et al., 2016; Militaru, 2015; Vandermerwe & Rada, 1988), 
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yet it has not received the same attention in the media industry apart from the 
study by Fließ and Hagenhoff (2016). In addition, although SDL has arguably 
become the new dominating paradigm in marketing studies, no research has, to 
our knowledge, explored current innovation activities in the media industry from 
an SDL perspective. This paper supports the view that the current challenges and 
strategic changes that the newspaper industry faces cannot be addressed properly 
without accounting for the service dimension thereof. Accordingly, this research 
attempts to join and promote a scholarly conversation on newspapers as service 
providers and link to the existing service theory. 

We base our analysis on the exemplary case of The Pyramid in the Swedish 
newspaper Svenska Dagbladet (SvD), a project that received accolades from the 
International News Media Association (INMA) in 2016 and that therefore has 
attracted attention as a state-of-the-art role model for innovation in the newspaper 
industry. The Pyramid is an initiative that explicitly aims to boost paid content 
and subscriptions in SvD as part of an emerging strategy that attempts to connect 
the current trends in customer needs with the brand values of SvD. The approach 
intends to develop a competitive SvD positioning that is specifically focused on 
the business opportunities that the digitalization of the business brings. Despite 
the fact that The Pyramid gives priority to the circulation revenue stream and only 
partially addresses the advertising side of the SvD’s business model, largely as a 
side effect of an improved customer experience, the INMA has described the 
initiative as a strategy that was designed for success, with “excellent brand 
positioning and outcomes” (McMullan, 2016). Although we are aware that the 
case largely addresses only one side of the current business model of newspapers, 
the significance and prominence of the case suggest that it still deserves a close 
study, which we perform from the servitization and SD logic perspectives.  

Equipped with our combined theoretical tools of SDL and servitization, our 
research on the SvD case supports the claim that newspapers have added services 
without “developing a deeper understanding of the service relationship” 
(Viljakainen & Toivonen, 2014), capable of fully transforming their business. 
Additionally, we suggest that this limitation possibly results from some current 
institutions in the news provision industry that integrate and condition the value 
creation process of newspapers. Institutions provide meaning and certitude, a 
shortcut to cognition, communication and judgment (Vargo & Lusch, 2016: 11), 
and, because they can sustain themselves, they result in persistent structures that 
condition organizational and individual behavior (Scott, 2013). In this sense, our 
service sensitive analysis allows us to expose some shared beliefs, values and 
ideals behind the aggregate dimension of “qualitative news” that define clear-cut 
boundaries for what is possible (or not) in the innovation efforts in the newspaper 
industry.  

Our approach, we argue, opens interesting avenues for conceptualizing a better 
integration of the role of institutions into the discussion of servitization and SDL. 
In doing so within the newspaper industry, this paper also provides some practical 
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implications for news providers. While previous research has focused on 
identifying the strategies that newspapers currently consider in their design and 
implementation of service offerings connected to existing products or core 
competencies (Fließ & Hagenhoff, 2016) or on how legacy news organizations 
develop new digital news products and the motivations driving these projects (e.g. 
Cornia et al., 2017), our approach also offers clues about how the industry may 
also progress. Since, in the SDL view, “customers alter their roles, improve their 
capabilities, and contribute their own resources to the process of creating value” 
(Michel et al., 2008), this paper suggests how newspapers could increase their 
own capabilities and those of their users through customization, resource 
development and coordination, and dialogue-based marketing communication, 
resulting in the co-creation of value. As we analyze in our discussion, this possibly 
requires the reconsideration of some of the institutional components that today 
compose the current understanding of qualitative news. This, in turn, will possibly 
imply the end of knowledge monopolies (Chesbrough, 2003)—and watchdog and 
trust monopolies—and the adoption of new meaningful interactions between 
newspapers and the audience, blurring the traditional lines between the two. 

Paper 3. Hybrid entrepreneurship as the pursuit of valued 
forms of work 

Most entrepreneurship research assumes that the venture is the entrepreneur’s 
primary work activity. The creation of part-time ventures, however, is vastly more 
common than full-time entrepreneurship. Of those who start a new venture, 80 
percent simultaneously hold paid jobs (Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, 2017), 
resulting in up to 60 percent of ventures being operated on a part-time basis in 
many Western countries (Ebbers & Piper, 2017; Feenstra et al., 2003). To make 
matters more complex, more than one-third of the members of the American 
population “freelances” (Burke, 2015; Freelancers Union, 2018)—organizing part 
or all their work efforts around temporary job assignments—and this emerging 
new form of workforce is blurring further the traditional boundaries between 
employment and self-employment (McKeown, 2015). Because of this mismatch 
between the focus of research on “full-time” ventures and the empirical 
prevalence of hybrid entrepreneurship, it is unclear whether and how the current 
theoretical models can explain what turns out to be the most common forms of 
entrepreneurship.   

Scholars have offered two contrasting portrayals of hybrid entrepreneurship, that 
is, the process of initiating a business while simultaneously remaining employed 
for wages (Folta et al., 2010). In the positive depiction, hybrid entry allows some 
entrepreneurs either to pursue nonmonetary benefits that are not available in their 
primary jobs or to try a low-risk step toward full-time entrepreneurship (Folta et 
al., 2010). Part-time founders can test their ideas without giving up their full-time 
employment and income (Raffiee & Feng, 2014; Wennberg et al., 2006). The 
empirical evidence suggests that engaging in hybrid entrepreneurship makes 
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transitioning to full-time entrepreneurship more likely and that the experience and 
learning during the period of hybrid entrepreneurship result in higher survival 
rates for those who make the transition to full-time ventures (Wennberg et al., 
2006). In contrast, other scholars have stressed a much grimmer picture of 
hybrids, focusing on issues of marginality (Thompson et al., 2009), a lack of 
independence and wage job constraints (Block & Landgraf, 2016), lower self-
perceived success, sluggish business growth (Jacobs et al., 2016) and poor 
satisfaction levels (Bögenhold & Klinglmair, 2015; Ebbers & Piper, 2017). Thus, 
the current theory treats hybrid entrepreneurs either as beneficiaries from a risk-
reducing learning path to full-time entrepreneurship or as victims, marginalized 
by the need to make a living in an environment of increasingly fractured 
employment. However, neither of these perspectives has tackled the mounting 
empirical evidence suggesting that entrepreneurs who hold a secondary wage 
persist longer in their hybrid forms (Gimeno et al., 1997; Raffiee & Feng, 2014). 

Quantitative research (e.g. Folta et al., 2010) has recognized the likelihood that 
hybrid entrepreneurs intentionally enter their hybrid form to attempt to gain 
nonmonetary benefits that are not available in their primary job. There is a long-
standing tradition in entrepreneurship studies to explain entrepreneurs’ behavior 
as the result of their very diverse spectrum of motivations, aspirations and 
meanings (Shepherd et al., 2019). Perspectives addressing the relevance and 
heterogeneity of nonmonetary benefits include studies on entrepreneurial 
motivations (e.g. Scheinberg & McMillan, 1988), motives (Sapienza et al., 2003) 
and utilities (e.g.  Benz & Frey, 2008), social entrepreneurship (e.g. Battilana et 
al., 2015; Mair & Marti, 2006) and founder identity (e.g. Brickson, 2007; Nag et 
al., 2007; Petriglieri et al., 2018; Powell & Baker, 2014, 2017). To my knowledge, 
none of these growing strands of research has recognized the specificity of hybrid 
entrepreneurial forms, and hybrid entrepreneurs’ intentions and motivations, 
largely inferred (e.g. Folta et al., 2010), remain unobserved. As a result, questions 
such as why individuals would prefer to receive nonmonetary benefits as hybrids 
rather than as full-time entrepreneurs remain empirically unanswered.  

In this study, I therefore explore two theoretically and practically important 
questions: why and how do individuals sustain their entrepreneurial ventures in 
non-transitioning hybrid forms? I address these questions in the research setting 
of the disrupted written local news industry in the US, which has experienced a 
proliferation of online start-ups as the traditionally dominant players—local 
newspapers—struggle in the transformation of their business (Küng, 2015). 
Relying on organizational paradoxes and decision-making theories, I investigated 
these questions through a longitudinal study of six start-ups, four of which are 
hybrids and all of which are situated in the same industry and geographic area. By 
following these cases as they strived towards different goals and confronted trade-
offs, I was able to observe their motivations and determine how they made 
decisions about different issues, including transition to full-time, exit and/or 
persistence of their entrepreneurial efforts. Some of my observations were 
predicted by prior work; most were not.  
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In contrast to early depictions, my findings challenge the notion of hybrid 
entrepreneurship as being essentially about transition to full-time engagement or 
about learning how to make such a transition. Instead, I detected that—despite 
hybrids having mixed motivations that are similar to those of full-time 
entrepreneurs—the conditions in which hybrids make their decisions can shield 
them from market demands. In these cases, organizations deal with trade-offs, 
dilemmas and other tensions with leadership and management practices that tend 
not to integrate monetary and nonmonetary utilities, setting their reference points 
around valued forms of work—their dominant utility—which hybrids prioritize 
and safeguard. This decision-making process can eventually sustain a self-
reinforcing path toward the persistence of hybrid forms. As a result, transition 
intentions can become abstract and dormant, losing priority in hybrid 
entrepreneurs’ goals and activities. This situation tends to stabilize, because, 
against speculative propositions in previous research (e.g. Block & Landgraf, 
2016), hybrids can also achieve a deep sense of independence.  

Overall, my findings suggest a decision-making process in hybrids that, not 
discounting the possibility of testing the business potential of their ideas, provides 
answers to the question of why constrained individuals “prefer” to receive 
nonmonetary benefits as hybrids rather than as full-time entrepreneurs (Folta et 
al., 2010). These answers demand an understanding of how hybrid entrepreneurs’ 
conditions influence their decision-making process, facilitating options that avoid 
putting their valued form of work at risk and forging a persistent orientation of 
their efforts. This approach contributes to developing the foundations for a more 
richly contextualized and nuanced theoretical understanding of hybrid 
entrepreneurship. The proposed model also directly confirms previous accounts 
of hybrids’ resilience to low financial performance, commonly attributed to 
unobserved threshold levels of performance in socio-emotional goals (e.g. 
Gimeno et al., 1997; DeTienne et al., 2008; Folta et al., 2010). However, I 
complement these accounts with insights into how that happens. Additionally, the 
suggested model expounds one phenomenon that has passed unnoticed in 
previous studies: reverse transitions from full-time self-employment to a hybrid 
form. In my cases, reverse transitions are intentional moves that allow 
entrepreneurs to continue to engage in valued forms of work that yield insufficient 
monetary returns. Finally, this research broadens the theoretical palette of 
entrepreneurial motivations, paying attention to some situational and social 
factors that determine the predominating utilities in hybrids that are able to endure 
economic hardship. Through this process, hybrid entrepreneurship may contribute 
to the conservation of institutionalized values in the face of dramatic industrial 
change. 
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Paper 4. Organizational innovation and resource constraints: 
How entrepreneurial bricolage generates divergent novelty 

Occasionally, a hot funding market manages to rally substantial resources behind 
innovative start-ups and routine oversize investments and mega-rounds make the 
headlines (Griffith, 2018). News reporting funding frenzies, however, hide the 
fact that one of the most notorious challenges in most new ventures is their lack 
of resources. Management theory agrees that, in new ventures, resource 
acquisition is the primary task for achieving growth and becoming viable (Gilbert 
et al., 2006; Stinchcombe, 1965). Management scholars have also stressed that 
innovation is one of the most important determinants of firm performance 
(Crossan & Apaydin, 2010). However, most new ventures emerge as mere 
replications of established organizations (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983), and 
innovation is often in short supply (e.g. Hausman & Johnston, 2014). Considering 
the importance and scarcity of both resources and innovation, it is surprising how 
little agreement exists on the effect of the former on the latter.  The two dominant 
perspectives on this issue seem to provide contradictory evidence: where the 
innovation literature has seen resource constraints impeding innovation, recent 
entrepreneurship and creativity research has observed that innovation can happen 
despite—or even because of—resource constraints.  

The dominant perspective in organizational behavior, creativity and innovation 
studies posits the benefits of some slack, that is, having more resources than 
needed to meet the current commitments (Mishina et al., 2004). Resources are a 
key driver of creativity and innovation performance, and, although at very high 
levels of slack innovation curbs, some slack is a key determinant of innovation 
(Amabile et al., 1996; Cyert & March 1963; Damanpour, 1991). Alternatively, 
entrepreneurship studies have suggested that constrained resources do not 
necessarily impede growth but can even be a path to survival and innovativeness 
(Baker & Nelson, 2005; Garud & Karnøe, 2003; Senyard et al., 2014). Works in 
cognitive psychology and creativity research, based on individual-level 
experiments, align with this perspective, as they have demonstrated that a 
constraint mindset can drive creativity, innovation and novel solutions (e.g. Dahl 
& Moreau, 2007; Finke et al., 1992; Goldenberg et al., 2001; Mehta & Zhu, 2015; 
Moreau & Dahl, 2005; Ward, 2004). Additional support for a positive relationship 
between resource constraints and innovation has been provided by some context-
specific exploratory studies (e.g. Gibbert & Hoegl, 2006; Gibbert & Scranton, 
2009; Nonaka & Kenney, 1991) and research on team-level innovation 
performance (Keupp & Gassmann, 2013; Weiss et al., 2011), indicating that some 
constraints in some circumstances can promote, rather than impede, some types 
of innovation. Despite the mounting evidence, this body of work is far from 
homogeneous, and there is still little theory linking resource constraints to 
innovation. It is in this emerging field that I position my research. 

Among the diverse literature streams focusing on resource constraints, 
entrepreneurial bricolage has provided the most theoretically elaborated account 
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of how scarcity can be beneficial for organizational innovation. Early work on 
entrepreneurial bricolage—making do with what resources are available at hand, 
resulting in a creative recombination of them (Baker & Nelson, 2005)—primarily 
defined its use as a coping mechanism allowing the survival of highly resource-
constrained young firms (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Baker et al., 2003; Garud & 
Karnøe, 2003). Recent work has begun to focus more narrowly on links between 
bricolage and innovation (Senyard et al., 2014), suggesting that, for resource-
constrained firms, bricolage facilitates the processes of recombination of 
resources that are core to innovation. This research has provided clues about how 
the processes tying resource constraints to innovation through bricolage might 
work. For example, Baker and Nelson (2005) suggested that resource-constrained 
entrepreneurs, because they refuse to accept socially constructed definitions of 
resources, can provide unique services by creatively exploiting inputs that other 
firms reject or ignore. Senyard and colleagues (2014) extended this and provided 
quantitative evidence linking a measure of bricolage behavior with 
innovativeness. Overall, however, this research has yet to incorporate insights into 
this relationship from cognitive psychology, creativity and innovation 
performance research, and we still know very little about the underlying processes 
of innovation that are supported through the behaviors of bricolage. Moreover, 
prior work has largely ignored the strong evidence that most small and new firms 
are under a great deal of pressure to conform to the rules, norms and concepts of 
the institutional environment (Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Scott, 2013). The vast 
majority of start-ups are “me too” organizations (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983), 
emerging as close copies of many other organizations and operating in accordance 
with established industry norms and templates. Organizational innovation is a 
challenge for any new organization, and developing a persuasive theory of 
innovation under resource constraints needs to take into explicit account the 
effects of the institutional context in which the start-ups operate (Welter, 2011).  

As Hoegl and colleagues (2008) have noted, resource scarcity can hardly be the 
sole driver of innovation when innovation in deprived contexts does not abound. 
This suggests that, perhaps, the relevant question is not whether resource 
constraints drive or impede innovation but rather why and how “resource 
constraints constitute an enabler of innovation” (Gibbert et al., 2014: 199). My 
research question, therefore, is: How does organizational innovation emerge in 
resource-constrained new firms entering a highly institutionalized industry? 
Given my purpose, I choose a theory-building case study approach (Eisenhardt, 
1989) and address my research question by conducting an abductive field study 
of eight new organizations in the industry of written news. This industry—despite 
the current transformation of its objective environment (John & Silberstein-Loeb, 
2015)—is dominated by two overlapping templates: the occupational ideology of 
journalism (Deuze, 2005; Kovach & Rosenstiel, 2014) and the lingering two-
sided business model of newspapers (Cornia et al., 2018; Küng, 2015). I address 
my question with careful consideration of different areas. First, examining the 
context to which organizational actors react, I operationalize innovation as 
divergent novelty, that is, activities constituting the venture that fall outside of the 
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dominant templates in the industry. My definition of novelty, as I compare firm 
outcomes with organizing templates at the industrial level, advances previous 
approaches to innovation in resource-constrained ventures that stop at new-to-the-
organization outcomes (e.g. Baker & Nelson, 2005; Keupp & Gassmann, 2013) 
or new-to-the-industry intentions (e.g. Senyard et al., 2014). Second, I expand the 
existing perspectives on resource scarcity as nonobjective and heterogeneous 
resource constraints (Baker & Nelson, 2005) and analyze their breakdown into 
different tangible (equipment and financial) and intangible (human and social) 
resource conditions and the way in which these are perceived (Keupp & 
Gassmann, 2013) and experienced (Rosso, 2014). Third, I pay attention to the 
organizational conditions in which activities take place and identify some patterns 
that can explain why and how experiences of resource constraints result in 
divergent novel outcomes.  

Building on the concept of entrepreneurial bricolage, my study provides a non-
predictive process model showing how divergent organizational innovation 
occurs in resource-constrained ventures and presents some first steps toward a 
theoretical framework linking constraints to innovative outcomes in new firms. 
This study suggests that novelty in highly institutionalized fields can originate in 
deprived new organizations as a result of the way in which these ventures 
experience their resource constraints in their attempt to complete—or 
approximately complete—their projects. As organizational members scramble for 
solutions, the lack of resources both inhibits automatic common responses and 
directs their attention to the available intangible inputs. It is the personal 
background of the entrepreneurial team, other firm members and external 
stakeholders that provides these inputs. Divergent novelty emerges when the 
commitment of actors to a firm’s projects, in liminal—or transitional—sites, 
enacts disparate intangible resources, including apparently useless ones that 
connect and recombine into novel solutions. This novelty becomes organizational 
when these solutions are incorporated into the unfolding activities that constitute 
the new venture. My model provides answers concerning the link between 
resource constraints and innovation and details previously unknown aspects of the 
process of entrepreneurial bricolage. Because I identify a form of organizational 
innovation that is particularly relevant to highly institutionalized contexts—what 
I call divergent organizational novelty—and show how resource scarcity pushes 
new players off industrial templates, I also contribute to the literature on the 
emergence of new organizational forms (Padgett & Powell, 2012). 

Interlude 

The papers presented above deal with institutional influences, organizational 
problems, actors’ activities, decisions and goals, a field in crisis, the possibility of 
sustaining normatively informed aspirations and values, the possibility of novelty 
and many other aspects that relate to entrepreneurial processes and institutional 
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reproduction and novelty dynamics. These papers, however, do not deal explicitly 
with any of these issues from an institutional point of view. Institutional 
arrangements are often relegated to the background and institutional dynamics are 
just implicit or, worse, overlooked. Furthermore, entrepreneurial processes tying 
individuals’ activities are frequently disregarded or only referred to in passing. 
The empirical data in these papers, however, is often rich enough to allow a more 
granular and integrative analysis of what takes place in them. This offers 
opportunities—by combining them within a common theoretical framework—to 
study explicitly the entrepreneurial processes of reproduction and novelty, the role 
of capital in them and the institutional dynamics of conformity and decoupling. 
The next chapter attempts to undertake such a job. 
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Chapter 6. Findings revisited: 
entrepreneurial processes of 
reproduction and novelty 

This work asks how and why the entrepreneurial activity of individuals searching 
for solutions to organizational challenges in a field in crisis either reproduces or 
departs from the institutional arrangements that regulate it. In the following 
sections, I address these questions by presenting a combined reinterpretation of 
the findings in all papers in the light of the theoretical framework outlined in 
Chapter 2. As data and findings that were separated in their paper silos combined, 
new possibilities of understanding developed. These findings, however, remain 
consistent with the ones each paper develops and with the data that support them. 
The new insights and implications that follow from this process inform the 
theoretical discussion that follows this chapter.  

Findings revisited 

This chapter reconsiders the findings included in each of the standalone papers 
under the common theoretical framework outlined in Chapter 2. Findings are 
presented here in a rather stylized way in the understanding that detailed empirical 
support and data illustrations are offered abundantly in the standalone papers. 
However, when needed, I provide additional data illustrations not included in the 
original papers. The presentation that follows then departs in some respects from 
what the individual papers do. Some areas have gained priority and detail, 
others—necessarily—have lost them. To allow the reader to situate where these 
findings originate and how they relate to the original papers, I provide indications 
of the papers that originally covered the data and findings I expose here. 

In these overviews, my focus is the work and decisions of individuals searching 
for solutions to organizational challenges and I identify different entrepreneurial 
processes within the institutional field of written news that can either result in 
institutional reproduction or novelty. Figure 3 displays how the data in each paper 
lean either towards reproduction or novelty outcomes. Because the definition of 
the institutional field and its crisis is important for understanding how these 
processes unfold and result in these different outcomes, I begin with my findings 
in this area. Thus, I organize the exposition of my findings in the following way. 
First, I present insights related to the emergence of the institutional field of written 
news. Then, I introduce three entrepreneurial processes that take place at the 
micro level within this field. Figure 1 (included in Chapter 1) presents these 
processes in relation to the papers in which they are mainly covered. One of them, 
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which I call “reproduction by decoupled innovation,” is identified in an exemplary 
case of a large incumbent in the field, while the other two, “reproduction by 
sheltering” and “novelty by new situated capital,” happen in new entrants. 
Although, in my data, these processes are recognized in these specific 
organizational contexts, what matters is not necessarily the size or age of the 
organizations where they take place but the capital conditions and the experience 
of problems and constraints that shape them.   

 

The institutional field of written news 

For an institutional field to be in crisis, it must be institutionalized in the first 
place. In the study of the historic development of the English press, Paper 1 finds 
the rather accidental chain of events that resulted in the current form of journalism 
and newspapers. Taken-for-granted institutional arrangements that dominate the 
exchange fields of written news—such as the concept of the “Fourth Estate,” the 
ideals of impartiality and autonomy, the norm that news requires wide appeal, et 
cetera—originated in specific chains of historic events, often in processes driven 
by the consolidation of working practices and homogenization of products. 
Despite the current changes in the objective conditions in which these norms and 
concepts operate, they are showing an extreme resilience. But before I explore the 
entrepreneurial processes in incumbents and newcomers that support, or may 
challenge, this resilience, it is important to understand how these institutional 
arrangements came into being.  

Newspapers in England can be traced back to the seventeenth and beginning of 
the eighteenth centuries. These early newspapers were produced by printers 
seeking to profit from the emerging need for news to facilitate trade, which 
underpinned early industrial capitalism. Newspapers back then were 
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entrepreneurial products filled with “cut and paste” content from other 
publications and adverts for other business interests – such as “quack” medicines 
– which were produced alongside the papers. These papers were not produced by 
“journalists,” and the news they published was not fact-checked. These 
newspapers, however, soon became periodical and were characterized by the 
inclusion of time-sensitive information. The stamp duty that applied to all titles 
from 1725 restricted newspaper ownership to those who could afford to stock up 
on the costly sheets of pre-stamped paper. An advertising duty was also imposed 
by this legislation. Under these rules, newspaper copies were expensive the 
equivalent of $20 in today’s money—and newspapers were an uncertain business, 
often lasting only a few years. Of the 150 papers founded in England from 1701 
to 1760, half are thought to have lasted fewer than five years. The scope of 
activities and forms in the business was significant, with no regular patterns in 
how these papers were organized, produced or supported.  

The context of newspapers changed significantly with the repeal of stamp duty in 
1855, as it became economically viable to use paper supplied in bulk on a roll and 
to feed into the newly developed steam presses. For the first time, newspapers 
developed into a low-cost, mass-circulation product. Press owners were also able 
to specialize and concentrate on the business of newspapers alone. The number of 
newspapers rose dramatically. By then, the titles were expected to make a profit 
and would generate around 50% of their income from advertising. Key political 
figures interested in the communication possibilities that the product offered 
sought to establish chains of newspapers with a political stance. However, by the 
1880s, coincidentally with the removal of taxation on advertising, the link 
between the press and politics weakened as titles that widened their appeal 
managed to build mass circulation and gain an upper competitive hand. The 
process had been anticipated in the United States in about 50 years by the 
phenomenon of the Penny press, which, by then, already played a major role there. 
Newspapers in England, intentionally or not, soon modeled some of their 
activities in line with the Penny press and shifted to a standard of low cost and 
high circulation that required nonpartisanship and claimed objectivity (Dovifat, 
1927, in Raviola, 2012). Technology, in the form of better presses and mechanical 
composition, helped in this process. One of these technological advances, the 
Linotype composition machine, which was first used in 1889, also required a 
specialized workforce. This shift, both technological and organizational, 
coincided with the development of the nonpartisan and society-wide appeal 
rhetoric of the “Fourth Estate” and the emergence of an increasingly segmented 
and professionalized workforce. The National Association of Journalists was 
founded in 1886 and was soon followed by the Institute of Journalists in 1890 and 
the national Union of Journalists in 1907. The increasingly codified conditions 
and methods of journalism amalgamated with the developing rhetoric of the 
Fourth Estate. The ideals of impartiality and autonomy and the watchdog role 
assigned to the press acquired meaning during these years. Simultaneously, as 
cover prices fell with the rise of mass circulation, the significance of advertising 
as a revenue stream rose. The relevance of editorial content to the newspaper’s 
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circulation increased. The coverage of relevant news widened further and became 
even more cohesive, covering everything important happening to a whole local 
community, region or to the entire nation. The tone was lightened to attract as 
many readers as possible and make news understandable to everyone, and new 
sections such as sports, that had a wide appeal and offered commercial 
opportunities were also incorporated.    

The early twentieth century deepened the above-mentioned developments with 
the professionalization of journalism and the adoption of editorial directives, 
norms and routines such as the inverted pyramid style—with key information 
included at the top of the story—and the particular journalistic discourse with 
information presented in the third person and as objective facts telling the truth. 
At the same time, newspapers refined their commercial operations so that 
editorial, advertising and managerial functions were increasingly demarcated and 
subject to their own hierarchies (e.g. a chief reporter, an editor, subeditors and 
reporters in the newsroom), interrelations (e.g. managerial staff have no say in 
journalistic content and readers are passive recipients of news) and professional 
routines. Journalism’s basic task was understood to be to provide news content 
allowing publishers to sell advertising (Bücher, 1926, in Fengler & Ruß-Mohl, 
2008). The adoption of this shared structure of meaningful and relational rules, 
norms and cultural-cognitive aspects of newspapers was, however, not sudden, 
but a process of subtle change led by the education and filtering of personnel. The 
National Council for the Training of Journalists was formed in 1951 and put in 
place a training scheme to codify the practice of journalists learning their trade in 
the press. The resulting similarities among newspapers’ routines only grew deeper 
during the mid and late twentieth century, as the most successful newspaper 
corporations grew into publishing centers and had to develop ever more complex 
coordinating rules, concepts and routines, consolidating specific managerial 
solutions across newspapers. By 1974, the top 10 newspaper groups controlled 
81% of all regional newspaper circulations in England, a figure only higher if 
national titles are also considered. This consolidation of working practices also 
coincided with an increasing homogenization of products. The process of 
concentration of ownership merged titles in many regions, with only one single 
title remaining, and incited the development of well-established high-quality 
standards that all players had to abide by in order to remain competitive.  

The advent of digital jolted the field by modifying many of the objective 
conditions that gave rise to the current form of journalism and newspapers. News 
could be delivered online without the physical limitations imposed by print 
formats and distribution. Readers could also search for news at any time, from 
their own personal computers first and smartphones and other devices later. 
Advertisers soon found out about the increasingly accurate alternatives that digital 
offered them in terms of reaching and interacting with their potential customers. 
A number of new forms of players, such as SMPs, now interacted with the 
traditional populations of the field. While these new developments were 
transforming the conditions in which the field of written news had worked for 
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decades, in newspapers the Internet was fundamentally regarded as a new 
distribution channel that had to be added to print operations. Because circulation 
revenue online was considered problematic for both technological and news 
consumption reasons, online revenue was expected to come, initially, from 
advertising only. As advertising revenue in print operations was closely linked to 
mass circulation and readership, newspapers also escalated their efforts to 
increase reach and engagement in their online audiences. In the new conditions of 
the field, however, newspaper activities were losing economic traction. Yet, 
despite the increasing economic strains that newspapers were experiencing, the 
taken-for-granted assumptions, i.e. institutional arrangements, that came to 
dominate the exchange fields of written news lingered. Paper 1, however, remains 
silent about what goes on in the work and decisions of individuals in the 
population of newspapers as they search for solutions to their mounting 
organizational challenges. And in particular, it does not explore whether these 
activities reproduce these institutions or not and how it happens. Papers 2, 3 and 
4 provide granularity to these processes, showing details that have passed 
unnoticed in previous literature.  

Institutional reproduction in a field in crisis 

This research asks in what ways, in times of crisis, institutional arrangements 
shape entrepreneurial processes, and particularly why and how, in their search for 
solutions to organizational challenges, individuals’ decisions and work shape 
entrepreneurial processes that either reproduce those institutional arrangements or 
divert from them. Papers 2, 3 and 4 study at the micro level, in a collection of 
different cases, processes that reproduce norms and concepts that “defy” purely 
technological and economic demands. For new entrants, these processes are 
analyzed in a combination of the findings offered by Papers 3 and 4 in the 
empirical setting of eight new ventures in the greater New York metropolitan area. 
Paper 2 studies what goes on among incumbents, focusing in on the exemplary 
case of one corporate entrepreneurship initiative in Sweden: SvD’s “Pyramid” 
project. I begin this section by explaining the theoretical sampling of this latter 
case, followed by the findings it provides. 

Organizational solutions within an incumbent  

Case selection 

Sweden’s SvD innovation model “Pyramid” won, among 699 entries from 264 
brands in 40 countries, the “Best in Show” award at the INMA Global Media 
Awards 2016 competition. The prize contributed to the image of Scandinavia as 
a hotspot of innovative approaches in the population of newspapers. In the current 
context of business uncertainty and poorly understood new technologies, some of 
these initiatives have become benchmarks for other newspapers elsewhere. INMA 
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is a nonprofit organization dedicated to the advancement of marketing in 
newspapers and the reinvention of their business. The organization has around 
7000 members in more than 80 countries and pursues its mission by identifying 
and disseminating global best practices for written news organizations, 
particularly newspapers. SvD, founded in 1884, is one of the largest newspapers 
in Sweden in terms of circulation, readership, revenue, economic assets and 
number of employees. In 1998, SvD was sold to the Norwegian Schibsted group, 
the largest media group in Scandinavia, and has become its majority shareholder 
since then. The group has a declared strategy to “build up product and technology 
capabilities as (…) essential in order to strengthen the foundation for profitable 
growth and value creation” (Schibsted Media Group Annual Report, 2016).  

Towards entrepreneurial processes of institutional reproduction by 
decoupled innovation 

Figure 4 depicts the process model that explains how, in a field in crisis, the 
problems and constraints that actors, in an incumbent organization, experience 
following capital losses result in the adoption of new ideas that despite bringing 
changes to day-to-day activities do not disrupt institutional reproduction. This 
happens because, in the articulation and implementation of the imported new 
ideas, these are interpreted within the meaning structure provided by existing 
norms and concepts. Thus, day-to-day activities change, but—decoupled from the 
imported ideas—their differences are nonsignificant when compared to the 
institutional arrangements in the field. When these new activities, at least in the 
short term, contribute to a perception of immediate capital gains, they reinforce 
both organizational persistence and institutional reproduction. 

 

SvD, like most newspapers in Western economies, had been facing diminishing 
returns since the burst of the financial bubble in 2008. It was not until 2012, 
however, that the board of directors grasped the structural dimension of their 
declining performance. The combination of economic losses that year and the 
availability of statistics showing the explosion of SMPs as a primary source of 
news in Sweden made the board of directors perceive the “structural dimension” 
of SvD’s declining performance. Economic capital was curving even if the 
financial crisis was now over, but, more strikingly, the capacity to produce profits 
from their assets of social and cultural capital seemed to be subsiding. Puzzled by 
the changing nature of the problems they were encountering, the board agreed that 
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to “secure a future for SvD” (CEO) a strategic shift was needed (Table 3a provides 
some details about this stage, Period 1). 

The design of the new strategy, conceptualized at the top management level as a 
“new business logic,” engaged—under the leadership of SvD’s CEO—employees 
at all levels in various project groups, workshops, creative meetings and so on 
during most of 2013 and 2014. The CEO of SvD had joined in 2005 as marketing 
and sales director—and then promoted to CEO in 2009—bringing to the 
newspaper her knowledge on business, the Internet, disruption theory and 
leadership (gained at high-ranked education institutions such as Harvard Business 
School), as well as her executive experience with one of the global leaders in fast-
moving consumer goods (Unilever). The plan was finally operationalized around 
some selected drivers: (1) increase engagement and willingness to pay; (2) design 
and promote a new subscription initiative; (3) sustain a “profusely awarded 
winning journalism”; (4) overhaul the multi-channel strategy; (5) gain 
understanding of customer needs; (6) segment the audience and target different 
segments differently; and (7) grow digital readership (Table 3a posts details about 
this stage, Period 2). 

The new strategy—reached almost with unanimity among the participants and 
launched in 2015—materialized in specific practical solutions in three main areas: 
(a) the implementation of a metered paywall; (b) a customization of contents 
online; and (c) a cross-functional approach to teams and organizational structures. 
Metered paywalls were a solution for online circulation revenue which was still 
rare. The Pyramid approach targeted online readers differently depending on their 
type of engagement and monetization potential and brought immediate results. In 
2016, increases in online circulation managed, for the first time, to offset declines 
in print subscriptions. The customization of contents, however, had a more limited 
impact. Its most advanced solution resulted in the “Everything about/Quick 
about” choice offered to readers, who by clicking on either of these options would 
access different types of content related to any piece of news. This solution, 
however, was soon replaced by the more standard “Related stories” caption 
common in most online newspapers. Finally, the cross-functional organizational 
transformation required a strong focus on organizational education and 
investment in information technologies (IT). And although top management in the 
organization claimed that “this whole transformation has changed our 
organization” (CEO), its impact has been limited. Collaboration among 
journalistic and managerial positions, which now work in cross-functional teams 
more often than before, has increased. So far, however, functions in their 
operation remain neatly separated. A content management solution (CMS) that 
combines algorithms and big data to maximize readership is currently used in the 
following way: Journalists decide what news to cover and how to do so, marketing 
staff help to make sense of the readership data and A/B tests different ways of 
increasing engagement and eventually online subscriptions (see details in Table 
3a, Period 3). 



Jönköping International Business School 

142 

Actors in the organization commonly agree that these solutions brought a new 
logic to SvD. Associations in the field also recognized them in 2016 as “the 
world’s most innovative initiatives” and part of “a sophisticated road map boldly 
designed to thrive in the news media ecosystem” (Senior Editor, INMA). 
Certainly, the Pyramid project brought many differences to SvD. Concrete walls 
between departments were torn down and replaced with glass panels; some office 
spaces were now open and shared by staff from different areas; new technologies 
were developed and adopted, such as the new algorithm-based CMS fed with big 
data, and huge screens showing real-time readership behavior were installed 
everywhere; journalists engaged more often than ever with readers in SMPs, such 
as Facebook and Twitter, searching for tips, reading their comments on their 
articles and assessing their reactions to breaking news and topics; marketing staff 
now had access to engagement metrics and A/B tested every possible detail they 
could think of in the conversion funnel to subscriptions; and the spirit of 
commitment and collaboration was high across the organization.  

These “innovative” differences, however, were not significant when assessed on 
what followed from them when compared to the dominant templates in the field 
of written news. From a business model perspective: Online circulation revenue 
was a replication of print subscriptions online (replicated activity); content 
customization, largely abandoned, had not made a dent in the traditional “general 
story approach” (new nonsignificantly different activity); and journalist and 
management functions remained clearly separated (modified nonsignificantly 
different activity). From the perspective of journalism as an occupational 
ideology, the differences were even less significantly novel. Journalists were now 
“listening” to readers in new ways, such as monitoring big data on readers’ 
engagement and, when needed, corrections were made in some content following 
readers feedback in ways that were unconceivable before the Internet. Yet, the 
new activities and solutions were bringing no significant differences when 
compared to the institutional arrangements in the field. In the day-to-day work 
and decisions of individuals, these concrete practical solutions—in their 
institutionally abiding operationalizations—hollowed the imagined, but abstract, 
possibilities found in the narratives of these actors: declarations such as “together 
with the reader we can create news” (editorial head of communication) or “we are 
not separate organizations anymore” (head of marketing) or “everything from 
security to editorial content, to how the business model is implemented… 
everything comes down to customer needs. Everything goes in there” (CEO).  

Innovative schemas brought nonsignificant change to SvD because, to 
operationalize these grand possibilities into particular organizational solutions, 
the new ideas had to be interpreted. Alien to the organization and the field, 
imported innovative schemas such as “customization of content,” “coproduction 
of news” or a “cross-functional organization” had little meaning to members of 
SvD. For the interpretation process, actors at SvD had to rely on existing norms 
and concepts belonging to dominant schemas in the field. Meaning had to be 
added or assigned to empty schemas. In the process, uncertain—and alien to the 
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field—meaning was also pruned or eliminated. As a result, both the formal 
policies of the organization and the practices in it remained largely unchanged, 
conforming to existing templates. 

Practical solutions related to the customization of content, for example, were 
restricted by pruning meaning and possibilities: “The site won’t be completely 
personalized [because] I think our strength is to sort, to explain, and to make the 
society and the news (…) more understandable” (Editor in Chief), so that the 
readers get “the most important content they need to get a deeper understanding 
of their own life and the society” (CEO). This limits customization because people 
“are clustered, so they don’t communicate [among each other] often enough” 
(editorial Head of Communication). Similarly, when meaning had to be assigned 
to the schema of personalization, it was provided by one concept that was 
common already in the print-only era in the organization and field: the need to 
pack and present news in an attractive way to readers. When practitioners in SvD 
had to imagine a newspaper that could be different depending on the reader, what 
they managed to envision was to “package and present it differently to different 
groups” (HoM).  

Curiously, newly imported ideas, reinterpreted in the meaning of preexisting 
schemas and decoupled from practice, survived in the organization as empty 
declarations of policy; what I term “decoupled innovation.” Not only did these 
ideas coexist with practice conforming to existing templates in the field, but they 
could also concur with formal declarations of policy conformity. The potential 
conflict between old and new schemas had dissolved from practitioners in the 
organization. After all, the new ideas had already been interpreted within the 
meaning structure provided by preexisting schemas and therefore made consistent 
with the dominant templates in the field.  

Importantly, preexisting schemas, ideas and beliefs were supported by the 
possibilities of action granted by SvD’s abundant resources in terms of field-
related forms of capital. Despite the financial hardship, SvD held unmatched 
economic and financial assets in the population of newspapers and remained an 
economic superpower in the written news landscape in Scandinavia. Cultural and 
social capitals were not lagging behind. The well-staffed newsroom and 
management teams at SvD were among the best educated, most experienced and 
most knowledgeable in the field. As a market leader, its network of ties with 
politicians, businessmen, professionals and common citizens alike—in their 
multiple roles as sources, vendors, customers or mere readers—was second to 
none. 

The short-term economic results of the Pyramid seemed to avert existing doubts 
about the survival of the organization and largely reinforced the described 
dynamic. The metered paywall’s immediate success contributed—along with the 
improvement of the macroeconomic conjuncture—to a slow recovery in ordinary 
revenue from external contracts, although it peaked again in 2016. Along with 
economic capital, the other forms of capital persist as the newspaper has 



Jönköping International Business School 

144 

maintained its relative position in the exchange field of written news in Sweden 
and much of its cultural and social capitals have been sustained. As long as this is 
the case, although the challenges brought by the changing objective conditions of 
the field have not changed much, the work and decisions of individuals at SvD 
will likely reproduce their ideals and beliefs; even if they defy technological and 
economic demands and their own grand claims. Table 3a provides details on the 
stages in SvD’s search for solutions. Table 3b presents the data structure of the 
case with evidence supporting the findings presented above. 

The case of Sweden’s SvD, further explored in Paper 2, finds aspects of what goes 
on when actors in an incumbent player—with high capital and a central position 
in the field—search for solutions to organizational challenges within a field in 
crisis. The case says nothing about less privileged players.  

 



 

145 
 



146 
 



 

147 
 



Jönköping International Business School 

148 

Organizational solutions within new entrants 

In this section I present my findings in a very different empirical setting: new 
ventures entering the field of written news. Before I outline the distinct 
entrepreneurial processes that I identify, it is convenient to introduce the studied 
context and the criteria that have led its theoretical sampling.  

New entrants to the field of written news: empirical setting and case 
selection 

Papers 3 and 4 focus on new entrants in a different geographical context: the 
greater New York metropolitan area. Despite the obvious distance between 
Sweden and the USA, the two contexts share many key similarities. Sweden and 
the USA post relatively similar levels of trust in news (39% of Swedes and 32% 
of Americans express an overall trust in news), and also a similar percentage of 
readers use SMPs for news (around 46% of the population in both countries), 
although, overall, online sources of news have a lower penetration in the USA 
(72%) than in Sweden (84%) (Newman et al., 2019). The main differences 
between these two contexts lie in their diverse competitive environment and their 
contrasting approaches to press subsidies and other forms of state support for 
journalism.  

In the USA, some national newspapers such as the New York Times, and others 
to a much lesser extent, enjoy the scalability provided by their potentially global 
target market, a possibility that no national newspaper in Sweden experiences. 
Inversely, while local newspapers in Sweden remain relatively profitable thanks 
to a revenue mix that is traditionally less dependent on advertising, local and 
metro newspapers in the USA are suffering from slumping ad sales and 
retrenching fast, giving way as they reduce their covered areas to what has been 
termed “news deserts” (CJR, 2017). These communities, particularly those that 
are less wealthy and have less empowered citizens, are left with no one reporting 
on their local news. These differences in their market structures favor two 
dynamics that are relevant to the sampling and data gathering in this work: on the 
one hand, the pressure to think differently that Sweden’s bigger newspapers need 
to confront with no foreign news markets to compensate for their shrinking 
domestic revenues. This pressure, evident in the case of SvD, reinforces its 
adequacy as a polar case in the population of incumbent newspapers: high 
pressure to innovate and high public consideration of successful innovation; on 
the other hand, the possibilities that news desserts—void of any written news 
competition—may offer to new entrants in local news in the USA. This dynamic 
is evident in the study that will follow in the coming sections.   

The gradual liberalization of European media markets (Ots & Picard, 2018: 5), “a 
decreased use of market interventions in the form of press subsidies and public 
service initiatives, and an increased reliance on market mechanisms in the 
functioning of markets for cultural products,” has eroded many of the initial 
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differences in the regulatory frameworks in the USA and Sweden. Yet differences 
linger basically to the extent that some operation and distribution subsidies to the 
local press in Sweden, some of them intended initially to avoid market 
concentration at the local level, are still in place and provide—despite discussion 
about its sustainability in the future—a certain stability to local newspapers. 
Importantly, although they diverge in their regulative frameworks and their 
competitive dynamics, both contexts—despite many differences and variations 
among and within them—also share the same sets of institutional norms and 
cultural-cognitive elements. These elements, as Chapter 3 describes, shape a 
similar understanding of journalistic professionalism and the business of the press 
market, i.e. newspapers.  

 

All the studied new entrants are active members of the population of newspapers. 
Table 4 (adapted from Table 1 in Paper 4) presents the new entrant cases and 
Table 5 (adapted from Table 5 in Paper 4) overviews their main areas of activity 
and catalogs their most important structural properties. Their activities center in 
written news, their members define their activities as journalism and, when asked 
to identify their main “competitors,” invariably name incumbent newspapers. 
Additionally, in the mixed motives of the entrepreneurs behind these new entrants, 
I find a common pursuit of higher value. All cases manifest a social purpose to 
serve the good of the communities they report about. This externally oriented 
motivation shapes organizational goals in all cases (SvD and the new ventures), 
and it is normally shared by entrepreneurs, top executives and employees in them. 
Individuals across these organizations commonly declare their interest in serving 
their community, whether it is a local neighborhood, a whole city or the nation, 
by reporting on it and, therefore, helping their members know and understand 
what is important for them (Table 3.1 in Paper 3 and Table 5 in Paper 2 provide 
abundant pieces of evidence about this).    
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Capital, however, is not evenly distributed among the cases. One key aspect that 
sets all studied new entrants apart from SvD is their relatively lower levels of 
capital as defined by the field. All the new entrants, despite their disparities, 
enjoyed much weaker levels of field capital than SvD. Table 6 (adapted from 
Table 6 in Paper 4) provides some details on the levels of capital in the sampled 
cases, which I aggregate at the level of the entrepreneurial team. At the highest 
range of capital, LocalNext, BoroughNet (Corp.) and PlazaMedia, all three full-
time organizations, enjoyed a relative abundance of economic, cultural and social 
capital. For example, LocalNext—founded by a respected executive in the field 
with past roles at top brands in the news industry and an extensive network of 
contacts in the media sector—started with about $500,000, an exceptional amount 
for a written local news startup. The figure was enough to make the founder feel 
safe for a minimum of 18 months. This funding allowed LocalNext to start with a 
team of four full-time employees, including one developer who was flown over 
from Europe before the launching of the news site. Another good illustration of 
moderate to high capital availability is PlazaMedia. It was started by a well-
regarded personality in the field of local news, with extensive management and 
journalism experience and a relevant preexisting network of contacts—some of 
them top personalities—acquired during years of involvement in the field. The 
venture was also founded with enough funding—resulting from the sale of a 
previous news outlet—to employ staff upfront.  

At the lowest end of capital availability, organizations such as UseNews, 
RevToday, FreshReport and ComPublishing were started with almost no 
equipment, or technological or physical resources, and very limited—or no—
initial funding. The lack of economic capital did partly replicate in lower to 
moderate levels of social and cultural capital. The founder of UseNews had no 
education and no experience in professional journalism, although he enjoyed a 
relatively relevant network of followers on social media, while the founders of 
RevToday, FreshReport and ComPublishing are all professional journalists but 
with no management education and experience. Their social networks—with the 
exception of ComPublishing—were also extremely limited, or nonexistent, and 
provided little access to key resources for their ventures, whether in terms of local 
sources, possible advertisers or even readers in the communities they intended to 
report about. Also, none of these organizations were launched with any employee. 

Two other organizations, BoroughNet (Local) and TailStory, can be placed 
somewhere in the middle ground between high capital availability and extreme 
capital scarcity. Both counted on some limited initial funding, although in the case 
of TailStory, with two founders entirely relying on the new venture, its economic 
capital became exhausted after only three months. Their relative levels of social 
and cultural capital were also moderate. BoroughNet was launched by a small 
team of freelancers and built on an existing base of customers, equipment and 
technology solutions provided by the franchise network it was affiliated to. 
TailStory also enjoyed the relatively extensive network of contacts the founders 
had amassed during years of experience as professional international 
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correspondents and the affiliation of one of the founders to an entrepreneurship 
university program. Their website was developed, pro bono, by one of these 
contacts. Culturally, both ventures also display a moderate (rather than high) level 
of capital. While the founders of TailStory had education and professional 
experience in journalism, they knew little about management. The enrollment of 
one of the founders in an entrepreneurship program was a late attempt to remedy 
this. Inversely, the founder of BoroughNet (local) had neither education nor 
professional experience in journalism but had run for many years his own firm of 
communication services. TailStory is the only aggregated capital-deprived 
venture that started with some level of symbolic capital. It was launched with a 
board of directors that, despite having no practical management responsibility, 
included top executives in three relevant players in the field: Human Rights 
Watch, Thomson Reuters and HuffPost. The founders skillfully used these names 
to get the attention of existing and new relationships. 

Table 6 (adapted from Table 6 in Paper 4) presents additional pieces of evidence 
for every case on their available forms of field capital and their relative levels: 
aggregated and by form.  

Towards an entrepreneurial process of institutional reproduction by 
sheltering 

The studied new ventures displayed, as was the case in SvD, many differences in 
their properties. Some were advertising revenue oriented; some were circulation 
revenue oriented; others relied on grants and donations; and in each case their 
day-to-day activities were organized around these lines. Their ways of reporting 
were also diverse. Some were narrowly centered on hyperlocal community 
stories, others were more interested in specific topics, or even in 
sociodemographic segments, and their daily problems and search for solutions 
were informed by these different approaches to news. All of them, however, 
shared a strong interest in the social purpose associated with journalism—to play 
a democratic role by keeping their readers informed—and claimed to be doing 
just that: quality journalism, although with their own particular version of 
“quality.” The studied organizations, however, varied a lot in their time 
perspectives and the range of alternatives they considered for the future. These 
variations, strikingly, had little to do with their objective capital conditions. Some 
organizations showed a resilience to a lack of capital, particularly economic 
capital. This resulted from the organization by the entrepreneurs of a particular 
type of activity: sideline supportive economic activity not related to the venture. 
Coincidentally, informants in these part-time new ventures did not make 
statements similar to SvD’s “strategic shift to secure a future” for the organization, 
so common otherwise in other ventures. 
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In sum, in some deprived organizations, thanks to the organization of nonrelated 
supportive activities, low economic capital seemed to have little effect on their 
persistence. This fact, closely linked to the generation of nonrelated economic 
gains, had important implications. When the experience of constraints and 
problems was mediated, in some new ventures, by the organization of sideline 
occupations providing alternative sources of revenue to the entrepreneurs, two 
dynamics unfolded: first, a perception of being shielded from market demands; 
and second, a long-term orientation in goals and decisions, which these actors 
claimed was needed to do things “in the right way.” This process averted exit 
scenarios and—to the extent that novelty is rare in these organizations—largely 
contributed to reinforcing the conformity of daily activities resulting in 
institutional reproduction even in conditions of economic unsustainability. Figure 
5 depicts the referred entrepreneurial process. In the following lines, before I 
provide details and empirical support to this process, I explain what I mean by 
nonrelated supportive activities and how “hybrid entrepreneurship” in this study 
does not correspond to the notion of the term as used in some neoinstitutionalism 
traditions.  

In half of the cases, the focal ventures are the only main activity of their 
entrepreneurs. For the other half, the venture is run on a part-time basis, which I 
refer to as “hybrids.” Hybrid entrepreneurs hold other primary occupations that 
procure them with an alternative source of revenue. J, founder of UseNews, has a 
full-time wage job as a consultant in land development. At BoroughNet (local), 
S, its owner, has also kept providing communication services under retainer 
agreements to a few customers for years, becoming almost a member of their 
organizations. M has been freelancing since long before starting ComPublishing. 
The founders of FreshReport, E and B, have also been engaged in freelancing, 
although E briefly stopped her freelancing to fully commit to FreshReport. All 
these occupations, in the economic scarcity of these ventures, provide significant 
alternative sources of revenue that become the solution these entrepreneurs find 
to get their jobs done.   

It is important to note here that “hybrid” in this work does not refer to “hybrid 
units” (D’Aunno, Sutton & Price, 1991) or “hybrid organizations” (Battilana & 
Dorado, 2010; Pache & Santos, 2010) in the sense that the institutional logics 
tradition has assigned to the term. Research in this literature has applied the hybrid 
denomination to organizations that combine different logics and need to cope with 
their competing demands and expectations. All my cases, if considered as subjects 
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to the different “logics” of journalism and business, would qualify, from an 
institutional logics perspective, as hybrids. My use of the term “hybrid,” however, 
is different. In this work, hybrids are entrepreneurs who engage in their ventures 
while simultaneously remaining employed for wages (Folta, Delmar & 
Wennberg, 2010), which I extend to retainer agreements for nonemployment 
long-term contracts and significant and regular freelancing to a lasting set of 
patrons. Both are commonplace modes of “wage employment” in the service 
industries of media and communication. Hybrids, in this connotation, are a 
common form of entrepreneurship in the field of written news.   

The referred to nonrelated-to-the-venture supportive activities bring important 
implications to hybrid entrepreneurs. The generation of nonrelated-to-the-venture 
economic capital gains to the entrepreneur is accompanied by two key 
developments: first, a perception of being shielded from market demands; and 
second, a long-term goal orientation. Both are important in terms of their 
organizational persistence and the possibilities of institutional reproduction even 
in the direst economic conditions.  

The perception of economic stability resulted in my cases from very different 
objective circumstances, but because the entrepreneurs in hybrid ventures felt they 
could make their living from the sideline set of work activities, their ventures were 
shielded from market demands in a way that other ventures were not. Hybrid 
entrepreneurs, as a result, were running their organizations with greater autonomy 
and with fewer financial worries than their full-time counterparts. This, in turn, 
protected their institutionally informed purposes and goals as their “occupation in 
quality reporting” was shaping them. In all these cases, day-to-day activities 
related to their local community reporting occupation were safeguarded by the 
“solution” provided by sideline occupations. These solutions were in some cases 
already in the conditions under which the ventures were founded. But in other 
cases, sideline occupations were purposefully organized when the sustainability 
of the venture was at stake. FreshReport exemplifies this. The venture was started 
with minimal freelancing and one initial investment from the private savings of 
the founders. When – as they were running out of money – they faced the 
possibility that they may have to stop reporting on their community, they 
increased their sideline occupations (initially with more freelancing and later with 
one wage job). Immediately, their initial allocation of commercial and reporting 
roles to both founders was abandoned, and both allocated their available venture 
time to their priority commitment: reporting related activities. 

A second consequence is the dominant timespan orientation of actors in hybrid 
ventures. Across all nonhybrid cases, entrepreneurs and organizational members 
place expected outcomes in the short to medium term. PlazaMedia monitors 
performance in the short run and has no time to waste to land results that will 
guarantee – for a period of time – its survival. Similarly, LocalNext, while still 
assessing the returns on its recently launched membership campaign, has already 
initiated negotiations for a third venture round and the whole venture’s future 
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hinges on the immediate results of this movement. Even TailStory is setting high 
expectations and defining goals that need to be achieved in the coming year, as 
one of its founders claims referring to 2019: “[T]he big thing for the next year is 
figuring out how to do products that will generate money and increase our 
journalism at the same time.” Hybrids, however, commonly take the long view, 
which they link to doing things “the right way.” S, owner of BoroughNet (Local), 
says: “I could take it slowly and get it done the right way.” One of the 
entrepreneurs of FreshReport agrees: “Right now it feels we can continue in this 
pattern” [B]. M (ComPublishing) adds: “I can live modestly and try to grow this 
thing slowly because… right now my ambitions aren’t that great.” Importantly, in 
these cases, as institutional purposes take over and everyday activity aligns with 
them, other goals that may conflict with them are postponed or, provisionally, 
forfeited. FreshReport again provides an exemplary illustration of this. Its 
founders understand that, with almost no commercial activity and all their 
available time centered on their daily occupation of community reporting, their 
initial goal – to become a market alternative to the local legacy player – is 
currently unachievable. Yes, “it is a long-term project, and it is going to take a 
really long time” [E].  

Table 7 (adapted from Tables 4.2 and 5 in Paper 3) presents pieces of evidence 
for the future orientation of every case, detailing their considered alternatives for 
the future and the time perspective that frames them. 

When the perception of shielding from market demands combines with a long-
term perspective, institutionally informed motives and day-to-day uneconomic 
activities – which otherwise could be compromised – reproduce unchallenged. 
While SvD or LocalNext, with abundant capital, even in economic form,  
PlazaMedia, with moderate economic capital, and TailStory, in conditions of 
capital scarcity, share a framing of current strains as threatening the future 
survival of the organization (and therefore the activities their members carry out), 
hybrids do not. In ComPublishing, FreshReport, UseNews and BoroughNet 
(local), all the hybrids in my sample, exit is not considered as a possible 
immediate scenario, even if the economic returns in none of these ventures are 
enough to sustain them. Even when hybrids are directly questioned about which 
conditions may result in exit, entrepreneurs fail to imagine such an outcome as 
voluntary for the time they remain engaged in the venture. J only imagines exit if 
a fatality occurs to him: “[I]f something happens to me, right?” (Founder of 
UseNews). For M of ComPublishing, exit would be an existential epiphany he 
expresses with a touch of irony: “I know that there is a price to that freedom, but 
I don’t think it is the price of my existence [laughter].” 

In nonhybrids the possibility of exit is a pressing reality that shapes many 
behaviors. During the field research, the founder of PlazaMedia, when working 
on the business plan for 2018, understood that the business was not sustainable. 
Then, in a mode similar to SvD, she decided to change strategy, question some of 
her assumptions about the business and launch a membership program that would 
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change its advertising-only revenue strategy. She set specific goals and outcomes: 
“If by the end of this year I haven’t reached the 3000 subscribers mark, I am 
closing down… I have already informed my employees.” The results met 
expectations and the business continues but, as the founder and employees 
acknowledge, the possibility of exit lingers. Similarly, only a few weeks before I 
was withdrawing from the field, LocalNext announced it was selling off its local 
sites and pivoting to consulting. In stark contrast, in RevToday, doubts about the 
economic sustainability of the venture were prompting the founder to consider an 
“imaginative” solution: Start to freelance and, by becoming a hybrid, perhaps 
manage to sustain what he cares most about, i.e. his daily occupation in 
community reporting.  

In sum, all the studied hybrids share a sense of being shielded from market 
demands and frame their goals and aspirations in a long-term time perspective 
that dispenses with exit scenarios that would put an end to their activities. In these 
conditions, with the organizational fix that part-time occupation procures, their 
valued daily work persists in reproducing—despite economic unsustainability—
the ideals and concepts that shape it. Because, as I show in the following section, 
novelty in these organizations is a rare occurrence (I could only identify one 
instance of divergent novelty, specifically, in the case of UseNews), the 
replication of schemas resulting from this process largely contributes to the 
reproduction of preexisting institutional arrangements in the field.  
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Significant differences emerging in a field in crisis: 
the case of new entrants 

Novelty: significant differences in some structural properties 

The organizations I study here are diverse and present a high degree of formal 
heterogeneity. SvD is a legacy newspaper with more than 100 years in the field, 
occupies a primary position in the Swedish market and its entrepreneurship has 
recently become a role model for many other newspapers around the globe. 
LocalNext is an emergent online native news provider targeting millennials with 
local sites that now cover three metropolitan areas along the western coast of the 
USA and has become a flagship of the new entrants that are expected to shape the 
future of written news. PlazaMedia covers one large borough in New York city 
with a small newsroom run by a founder whose journalism entrepreneurship has 
been covered by the New York Times. In FreshReport, a marriage of two 
investigative journalists, both working part-time, is bringing high-quality news to 
an impoverished beach community on the western coast of the USA. The sole 
owner and employee at ComPublishing, M, struggles to make ends meet, juggling 
different occupations while managing to provide uncompromising reporting to a 
small town wrestling with its own post-industrialism challenges.  

As expected, there were plenty of differences in their daily activities. Sometimes 
and in some places, the differences were apparently immense. At SvD’s 
impressive headquarters in central Stockholm, journalists and management staff 
share glass-walled state-of-the-art open offices, where monitors throw in real-time 
readership data. Journalists there will start their day by consulting how readers 
have been reacting to the latest news, how they are, perhaps, commenting on other 
topics and incorporate these tips into their reporting, perhaps suggesting to a 
junior marketing staffer that a particular topic is becoming hot and that something 
should be done to promote it online. Most read articles may also be picked and 
considered in the planning of the newspaper’s landing page so that the chances of 
getting new subscribers increase. That day at PlazaMedia two reporters would talk 
over their desks about a recent local story, to which the sales rep—with whom 
they share their light-drenched single-room office—would also add her own 
comments in an open discussion about what really matters to their neighbors, the 
conversation eventually dying when the founder, from her own desk, gave 
direction. At the same time, M, the sole man at ComPublishing, would be sitting 
behind his laptop at The Revolution: an old abandoned cinema theater turned into 
a noisy coffeeshop and co-working space where he spends most of his day 
surrounded by mechanics’ workshops, a bakery, a coffee roaster and many other 
“indi” ventures. While he edits a recent interview to a local business developer in 
town, he will also engage in informal conversations with a passerby, perhaps a 
mother with two toddlers, and learn about her opinion on some local news. The 
passerby could perhaps also be a customer, who (on his/her own initiative) has 
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been advertising on ComPublishing for the last couple of years, just because “it’s 
the place to be [if you live and work here].” That same morning, E and B from 
FreshReport would be at home, working on the standup stations they have tailored 
with used cardboard box cutouts. They have just moved in, and the move is not 
yet complete. Half-empty boxes litter everywhere. Their youngest child is staying 
at home today, sick, and will be walking around and demanding attention until he 
finally falls asleep on a sofa. This would not interfere much with their work. B is 
finishing the introductory text to the daily roundup he prepares curating news 
published elsewhere in their community. He will soon send it out to their paying 
members—not subscribers, because those who have registered will also receive it 
even if they do not pay. E would be hastily finishing an in-depth report on last 
year’s financial statements of the casinos that populate the area. The report breaks 
news that will eventually make it to the national press, but she cannot enjoy the 
work; she is in a real hurry because the deadline for a freelance assignment is 
approaching and there is still much to do. 

Despite the extensive diversity, nothing in these activities—when part of the 
organizational structure of these firms—is not specified, covered or anticipated in 
the templates that Chapter 3 describes. Certainly, many of these activity parts of 
the structural properties of these organizations exhibit some degree of novelty. 
Daily roundups, curation and memberships, as combined by FreshMedia, are 
relatively new and still uncommon in the population of newspapers. Yet, these 
differences are part of the identified solutions arising in the field of written news 
and therefore not significant.  

Yet, other organizations in my sample (TailStory, UseNews and RevToday) 
feature in their structural properties an assemblage of particularistic unfolding 
activities that do not reproduce arising organizational solutions in the field of 
written news, which I identify as instances of significant differences to the 
institutional arrangements that Chapter 3 details. Table 8 provides summaries of 
evidence of significant and nonsignificant differences in the structural properties 
of the studied new ventures. Extensive details about existing templates in the field, 
wider contextual conditions and instances of novelty in the sampled cases can be 
found in Tables 3, 4 and 5 in Paper 4. Behind I literally reproduce from Paper 4 
the five instances of significant difference accumulated in the structural properties 
of TailStory, UseNews and RevToday.  

RevToday is a bilingual, hyperlocal and community-focused newspaper 
supported by advertising, memberships and grants, and distributed on its website, 
SMPs and in sporadic print editions. Apart from its exploration of memberships, 
nothing in how this newspaper is supported and distributed is new to commonly 
arising approaches in the field of written news. However, the way RevToday 
produces news is significantly different. Content in this newspaper is partly 
produced by local citizens who volunteer for very low pay to deliver an activist-
driven investigative reporting strongly oriented to generate local impact. 
Although citizen-reported journalism and activist-driven solutions journalism are 
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not unknown to the field of written news, they remain extremely uncommon and 
are often contested, and no solution templates seem to be available in these areas. 
Approaches to user-generated reports appear to be a very unconventional solution 
that involves the community in deciding and reporting on the issues going on in 
local areas. These approaches are commonly defined as nonjournalistic and are 
often questioned and contested. Solutions journalism (i.e. a combination of 
putting problem solving at the center of the narrative, focusing on the details of 
implementation and presenting evidence of results) is often suggested by some 
actors in the field (e.g. the Solutions Journalism Network and the International 
Journalists’ Network) as a way to bring value to news, but emerging initiatives 
are uncommon, successful cases remain extremely rare and all attempts to 
introduce lasting “solutions journalism” approaches in legacy newsrooms have so 
far failed.  

Similarly, TailStory accumulates a large number of areas featuring novel 
approaches. As a not-for-profit news outlet its revenue model is heavily dependent 
on donations and grants, although it is also exploring memberships and other 
revenue streams such as coproduction fees and licensing. As a result of its 
coproduction strategy, it partners with other news outlets to produce and distribute 
its contents. All these activities are low-to-moderately innovative in the field. 
What makes TailStory significantly different, however, is its approach to locally 
based topical journalism in single-story reporting and native multimedia 
multiformats. TailStory’s single-story reporting strongly resonates with the idea 
of vertical journalism. This is a concept that is occasionally mentioned in “future-
of-news” forums as a possible way to create value in news reporting, but practical 
references are scarce, and no organizing scripts in this area are available. The 
combination of formats in TailStory is also significantly different. New formats 
beyond video are still rare, and although podcasting is in revival, the combination 
of long texts, video, animations and podcasts that TailStory deploys significantly 
departs from multimedia approaches in written news outlets that largely enhance 
dominant text formats by adding short videos and complementary podcasting.  

Finally, UseNews also demonstrates a high degree of significant difference. This 
community-based reporting news outlet reaches its audience almost exclusively 
through SMPs (Facebook, Instagram and Twitter) and coproduces and 
codistributes much of its contents in partnership with a local radio station. Its 
approach to a wholly distributed audience (no distribution role assigned to its own 
website) and strong dependence on a partnership for production, distribution and 
revenue are uncommon in the field of written news. Early attempts to monetize 
wholly distributed strategies (e.g. BuzzFeed and Now This) are today considered 
unsustainable and their practitioners are retrenching to mixed distribution designs. 
It is a coproduction strategy with the audience, however, that differentiates 
UseNews most significantly from current templates and arising organizing 
schemas. Although a basic flow of contents and news curation is provided by the 
ventur’'s team, most of UseNews’s content is organically produced by the 
audience. While curation is a moderately novel approach in some written news 
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startups, a news outlet whose content is dominated by audience participation 
significantly differs from journalistic solutions to the production of news.  

Common to these three cases is the emergence of significantly different solutions, 
which I will refer to as “novelty,” as an endogenous process in which activities 
are not copied from other organizations in the field, but “discovered” in the work 
of actors as they deal with organizational challenges or problems in their attempts 
to get their jobs done, carry out their projects, finish their tasks, do what their 
valued occupation requires and so on in conditions of capital scarcity. Why and 
how does this happen? 

Towards an entrepreneurial process of novelty by new 
situated capital  

All instances of significant difference are forged in problem-dealing activities 
completed in overall conditions of low capital as defined by the field—and 
particularly deprivation of economic capital (Table 6 provides details on capital 
availability for all cases). Importantly, not all cases experiencing low field capital 
ended with significant differences. Only some of them did. Although individuals 
in all the organizations faced capital constraints, resource trade-offs, tensions and 
paradoxes in their decisions, those bringing novelty experienced the combination 
of (a) encountering challenging problems with (b) the constraints imposed by low 
capital in a specific way. First, extreme scarcity of economic capital significantly 
inhibited—at least some of—the initial ideas the actors (entrepreneurs but not 
only them) had in mind when considering and starting their activity. Second, 
while in many individuals, constraints often deactivated action, in startups 
exhibiting instances of divergent novelty, constraints did not obstruct the 
commitment of their focal actors to activities, tasks and projects. And third, 
crucially, in their attempts to get their jobs done, these actors directed their 
attention towards “capital alternatives.” By capital alternatives, I mean 
available—but often functionally uncertain—inputs not considered capital in 
relation to the field. These capital alternatives were invariably provided by the 
diverse personal structures of the focal actors. In the conditions provided by this 
situated “new capital,” the emerging differences in day-to-day activities, when 
sustained, were incorporated into the structural properties of these ventures. 
Interestingly, novelty in organizational structures, in these cases, did not 
compromise claims of organizational policy conformity, even if some of their 
activities now, as a result of their significant differences, evidence poor fit with 
those claims. Figure 6 depicts this process. 
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With only one exception (single-story reporting in TailStory), in each of the 
instances of significant difference I could document, or directly observe, how in 
conditions of low capital, constraints inhibited common responses, did not 
obstruct commitment to activities and directed the attention of the focal actor to 
uncertain forms of “noncapital” inputs. In the following lines I illustrate with 
empirical evidence from some selected exemplary cases the whole process 
resulting in structural properties significantly diverging from institutional 
templates. Tables 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12 provide supporting pieces of evidence for all 
the cases. 

Experience of problems/constraints 

TailStory’s solution to native multimedia formats exemplifies perfectly the 
process of novelty emergence by new situated capital. The initial solution for 
TailStory’s founders was to produce multimedia content. It made perfect sense 
for their rather abstract idea of single reporting, and both entrepreneurs—one 
coming from print news, the other from broadcasting—were bringing the right 
complementary skills to do it. Ideas of multimedia content dominate the field of 
written news, with an increased focus on complementary video and audio 
contents. However, nothing in their initial approach suggested their current 
radically original combination of illustrations, short videos, audio and long reads 
in most of their stories. The first time such a combination appeared in TailStory, 
it resulted from a particular experience of resource constraints. One of the 
entrepreneurs articulates this vividly: “We wanted to do a video on a man who 
was raped... then, because of the content we didn’t want to show his face, and he 
was also talking about the past... we could not do a video. So that’s when we 
thought we would do illustration. That’s the first illustrated video we did” 
(Entrepreneur). Their common response, to produce a video, was this time not an 
option. In this specific instance, the organization did not have the economic 
capital that commonly fixes this problem (a studio in which to shoot anonymized 
interviews, cash to purchase archival video material to portray the context where 
the events had occurred, and so on). Importantly, this constraint did not obstruct 
their commitment to the project. Participants in the project “assumed they could 
fix it” (Entrepreneur) and kept trying to complete the task, even if their lack of 
capital made the optimal approach not available anymore. As participants in the 
project scrambled for solutions, one unexpected and, otherwise, of little value 
input became apparent: Someone in the team, K (husband of one of the founders) 
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had drawing skills and could illustrate the events. The solution was not optimal, 
but the task was completed, and it worked well enough to be used in other projects, 
becoming a structural property of TailStory today. For the other instance of 
significant difference in TailStory, single-story reporting, I could not find 
evidence supporting two of the elements of the experience of problems and 
constraints just described: inhibition of a common response and attention directed 
toward capital alternatives. Single reporting is already present in the very first 
sketches of the venture and solidly conditioned by a central form of capital in the 
field available to both founders: proficient investigative journalism skills gained 
from years of experience as international reporters in legacy news organizations. 
Yet, at least partly, the current form of single-story reporting that TailStory uses 
differs from its original conception, which I suspect can be explained at least 
partly by a lack of sufficient resources. In any case, I do not consider this instance 
to be supportive of the model I presented above and discuss later.   

An experience of constraints similar to TailStory’s drives all the instances of 
significant difference in the other studied organizations, even in those ones in 
which the entrepreneur claims that their solutions had already been anticipated by 
their original designs. Table 11 provides supporting evidence for the way every 
sampled case experiences problems and constraints. UseNews provides another 
vivid example of the particular experience of problems and constraints that drives 
the process of novelty by new situated capital. In his blog, J, the founder, had been 
asking media players to increase their coverage of community planning issues. 
An excerpt of one of his blog entries in January 2010 (years before he started 
UseNews) highlights his view on new media:  

Nascent new media has spawned a culture of self-creators and a brave 
new world of hyperlocal publications and news aggregation sites… The 
people are empowered. They’re listening to what their neighbors are 
saying on Twitter, writing about issues of local concern on their blog 
platforms, and reading hyperlocal sites.  

This simple idea was at the core of the inception of UseNews. A natural disaster 
hitting his community encouraged him to start to self-publish, mutating his former 
reporting on his personal SMP accounts (Twitter and Facebook) into a branded 
product: UseNews. “I created it to fill a need, a niche that I saw... as a journalist. 
I started reporting as a citizen” (Entrepreneur). His initiative attracted attention 
but remained strongly limited to his own first-hand reporting. As he engaged in 
his reporting, he noted, however, that—thanks to the dramatic expansion that 
social media were experiencing during those years—many photos, videos and 
other information provided by residents had gone viral during and after this 
natural disaster. When, one year later, another hurricane—with forecasted 
devastating effects—approached, he wanted to increase his commitment. J still 
had no economic capital to hire journalists who could help him produce the first-
hand reporting the needed. This time, however, he would do it differently. His 
attention went to the freely available alternative resources he had observed the 
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previous year. This time, instead of relying primarily on his own reporting, he 
used—as his primary source of information—all the social media content that he 
knew his neighbors were to produce and share on SMPs. J managed that year to 
provide—by tracking, selecting, fact-checking, curating, redistributing and 
amplifying pieces of information and rumors produced and posted by his 
neighbors—extensive breaking news that remained vital in the area even months 
after the catastrophic event. These contents—“dependent on more than 200,000 
contributors” (Entrepreneur)—became the central source of his reporting. This 
time, the role of UseNews attracted national attention as a “critical information 
resource during the hurricane and the ensuing recovery efforts” (Excerpt from 
Champions of Change, The White House, 2013). Note that this atypical 
journalism is not a mere echo of what the founder was anticipating in his blog 
years before. 

What kept some of these individuals committed to activities despite the limitations 
that low capital was imposing on them? Invariably, it was the occupational 
ideology of journalism that provided these actors with bigger-than-themselves 
duties that required resources they apparently lacked. It was a deep sense of 
normative responsibility, in the form of social purpose articulated in reporting 
news, that sustained the efforts of these practitioners ‒entrepreneurs and other 
organizational members—despite the disadvantages they encountered. But the 
emergence of novelty required more than remaining committed to activities and 
tasks in conditions of scarcity. 

In the studied cases, significant differences arose in activities of individuals 
dealing with organizational challenges and problems when a lack of capital—as 
defined by the field—restricted the actual availability of common-in-the-field 
responses. But, crucially, these instances resulted in novelty only when they 
directed their attention to available but valueless and functionally uncertain 
inputs. It is the varied personal structure of the actors involved that provided these 
inputs.  

Diversity in personal structures 

All the actors involved in the emergence of significantly different solutions, when 
confronted with the limitations that capital scarcity imposed on them, in their 
commitment to get their jobs done, directed their attention toward what their own 
experience, skills, abilities, artistry, knowledge, interests et cetera could provide. 
Key inputs in the emergent solutions always originated in their personal histories 
and were, therefore, retrieved from memory. In all the cases, significant 
differences originated in the confluence of low capital with highly diverse 
personal structures. Sometimes the inputs retrieved from memory had been 
acquired as individuals engaged with the exchange field of written news, 
sometimes they did not, but in all cases, they were at hand in the idiosyncratic 
personal histories of the actors involved. Illustrations on the personal structures 
of actors in all the focal organizations are detailed in Table 9.  
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For example, in UseNews, J had gained knowledge on the possibilities of freely 
available content posted by residents in his experience of the market during a 
hurricane emergency. When he was unable to hire journalists to cover yet another 
hurricane approaching his community, that knowledge provided him with a way 
to act. K, in TailStory, knew how to do illustrations. This self-taught hobby came 
in handy when they could not afford the video infrastructure that they needed to 
cover one sensitive story. RevToday prints educational flyers as an alternative to 
costly print editions and hard-to-reach online audiences. One of the founders, C, 
had been engaged in activism during his years in college. None of these inputs 
were part of the initial predispositions in these actors when entering the field of 
written news, yet they have become standard activity in their ventures.  

New situated capital 

Key to the outcome—in the outlined entrepreneurial process—of significant 
differences in the structural properties of surviving ventures is the transformation 
of valueless, uncertain inputs at hand into situated new-to-the-field capital that -
granting new possibilities of action- is incorporated to the organization. That is, 
the inputs at hand that actors use to approximate solutions are freely—or very 
cheaply—available and rarely used as resources by other players in the field, 
simply because, as such or in such use, they are not considered capital in relation 
to it. In other words, what becomes capital for individuals in these ventures is not 
considered capital by other actors in the field. Therefore, when these inputs are 
incorporated to the ventures—because there is not a capital market for them in the 
field—it does not require acquisition in any formal process.  

In UseNews, the founder uses content generated in SMPs by a network of over 
200,000 local residents to construct his reporting. This free input, which—at that 
time and there—no other player considered of any value for journalism purposes, 
performs as central capital in UseNews. This situated capital is appropriated by 
UseNews at the same time as participants “agree” to become active in the 
organization. C, entrepreneur of RevToday, largely depends for his reporting on 
citizen reporters, some of them undergraduate students in journalism but many 
others just neighbors in the community with no education or experience in 
journalism: an aggregated form of cultural capital other newspapers consider of 
little or no value. In RevToday, activism ideas and mobilization tactics that have 
no perceived value in legacy newspapers also play a key role in how C carries out 
his activities: “We definitely did some articles on it but also made a flyer and I 
went to every house in that neighborhood and gave them a flyer… it was an 
educational flyer… and then at the public meeting, 40 people came to the public 
meeting... they came out and they spoke out. And we got the meeting on video 
and we put the video out [on the newspaper’s website] to everybody” 
(Entrepreneur). In this case, the educational flyer and the community attending a 
public meeting perform as aggregated cultural capital that provides the resources 
needed for the production of news in RevToday. Again, there is little formality in 
the way these resources are “transferred” to the venture. In the instances of 
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significant difference in TailStory the dynamics are different. The illustration 
skills of the spouse of one of the founders became a key free input, not acquired 
by any formal process and rarely used as such in the field of written news. 
Similarly, the codistributed and coproduction approach in TailStory results from 
cultural and economic capital informally “acquired” in the performance of casual 
partnerships with other media players, which they access through their network 
of personal contacts.  

It is the performance of these inputs at hand as they are part of approximate 
solutions in the activities of actors getting their jobs done that, as new situated 
capital, grants new possibilities of action. Two notions follow from this. First, 
through experiencing these activities, individuals involved in them develop new 
predispositions. Some valueless inputs gain value, some unexpected solutions 
work, some differences in organizational activities gain traction in the changing 
objective conditions of the field. All these experiences of specific events that 
happen in the field as they carry out their activities are integrated into how these 
practitioners think and act. Second, when succeeding in providing a solution, 
albeit not a perfect one, these inputs become capital that as it aggregates at the 
organizational level is key for keeping the venture going.  

(Significant) differences in day-to-day activities 

Across all cases, ex ante ideas largely corresponded to solutions commonly 
offered as responses to the current challenges experienced by written news 
organizations and therefore not significantly different for the field. This does not 
preclude the possibility of original new-to-the-field ideas, particularly when the 
field is dominated by a sense of innovative urgency, but at moderate levels of 
related-to-the-field cultural capital, this—in my cases—was a very rare 
occurrence (perhaps the vertical journalism ideated by TailStory). Also, 
importantly, the final execution of these ideas, strongly shaped by the experience 
of economic capital constraints, greatly diverged from their original sketch. Video 
illustrations, one of the most significant differences in TailStory, were not part of 
its novel approach to native multimedia formats. Similarly, the single-story 
reporting that this organization does today in codistributed and coproduction 
partnerships can only partially be found in its original conception: a general 
approach to single-issue reporting that gave no role to partners. In UseNews—the 
only case with initially low cultural capital—the earlier ideas of its founder were, 
however, already relatively different, although, as in the other cases, the distance 
between their original sketch (an abstract interest in the possibilities of online self-
creation) and final execution (a wholly distributed, community-based, audience 
coproduced news flow) is substantial.  

In sum, significant differences in my data can hardly be traced back to “original” 
ex ante ideas. Rather, they are emergent solutions that originate in the experience 
of capital—specifically economic—constraints. 
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Organizational conformity (partly decoupled) 

Importantly, even if the significant differences in day-to-day activities shape the 
structural properties of these organizations, the actors involved do not necessarily 
manifest new institutional interests. Across all the cases with novel structural 
properties, the new possibilities for action that these actors experience are not the 
result of discursive strategies attempting to theorize intended different activities, 
but of specific actions at concrete moments and places in which valueless inputs 
become new-to-the-field capital. Old and new in these cases blend together in 
claims of policy conformity to existing institutional arrangements that differ little 
from the ones I find in organizations with no significant differences in their day-
to-day activities. I illustrate this below with exemplary data of each case bringing 
novelty. Table 12 provides supporting evidence for all cases. 

RevToday consists of an assemblage of activities that only approximate to quality 
journalism. It provides impact-oriented investigative journalism, but it does it 
thanks to the local citizens who volunteer for very low pay to produce reporting 
and to use activism tactics that rally members of the community in the generation 
of some of the news that gets reported. C, the founder, but also other members of 
the organization know that these inputs can work and behave accordingly. To 
some external stakeholders, particularly those with little or no direct experience 
of RevToday, what they do is at best “intriguing” and the venture has received 
critics. The organization, however, for those involved in it, works well enough to 
keep the daily activities of its members going. The combination of these 
resources—not considered capital in the field of written news—blends into the 
activities of its members with a stringent abidance to the journalistic norms of 
corroboration and autonomy. This “standard”, in the view of the entrepreneur, 
differs little from journalism, perhaps, in that “I don’t hold back in the way that a 
traditional journalist who worked for a corporate newspaper would bite their 
tongue” (Entrepreneur). Similarly, in TailStory its novel multimedia native 
formats originate in various iterations of approximate solutions to projects that 
worked thanks to a similar combination of resources from new capital: the initially 
valueless illustration skills of an informal member of the organization or the 
discovered podcasting knowhow in a personal contact one of the entrepreneurs 
originally contacted just for a text-only-based project. These resources have 
cumulatively combined into original multimedia formats that work well enough 
to be driving the future direction of the venture. These and other inputs, actions 
and goals in this organization have become an intrinsic part of how their 
organizational members think and act in their daily occupations. Although many 
activities in this venture are strikingly—and significantly—different to what 
templates in the field prescribe, no one in the organization claims to be doing 
anything really new. All they want is to produce the “best possible investigative 
journalism” they can. After being repeatedly asked about the possibility that they 
are significantly different from other news organizations, one of the founders 
concedes that they could be “more experimental when it comes to content.” 
Finally, UseNews delivers community-based reporting because most of its 



6 Findings revisited: entrepreneurial processes of reproduction and novelty 

173 

content is organically produced by the audience, curated—only occasionally—by 
informal journalism norms and distributed by members of the community and 
external media outlets. This solution—initially a tentative approximation to solve 
a public emergency situation—proved to work well enough to launch the business 
and now plays a central role in how J and his current employee understand and 
engage with journalism and the business of written news. In previous sections I 
have shown how these activities in UseNews were not designed but emerged in a 
particular experience of constraints. Yet, in this case—a hybrid shielded from 
market demands—declarations of stringent obeyance to existing norms in the 
field – “I apply journalism to everything I get” (Entrepreneur) —mix more openly 
than in other cases with claims of compliance to innovative schemas – “I saw that 
[user-generated content, i.e. people’s ability to become their own reporters] was 
going to be a big deal.” The marriage of schemas has not always fit together 
seamlessly. Organizational members know that the audience is sometimes not 
engaged enough to produce a continuous flow of news and the founder has needed 
to recycle and outsource content. Occasionally the founder has also encountered 
difficulties in fact-checking what is published… Despite the difficulties, in the 
aftermath of the weather emergency that consolidated the venture, J became a 
“media superstar” and was honored at the White House as a Champion of Change 
for his “accurate news reports” in a moment of crisis. 

 

 

 



174 

 



 

175 

 



176 

 



 

177 

 



178 

 



 

179 

 



180 

 



 

181 

 



182 
 



 

183 
 



184 
 



 

185 

 



 

 



 

 



 



 
 

189 

Chapter 7. Discussion 

Introduction 

Usually, studies sensitive to institutions have alternatively focused either on the 
distinct features of similarity, stability, resilience and homogeneity that 
institutionalization processes generate or on the differences, heterogeneity and 
processes of change that make institutions evolve (Greenwood et al., 2017). This 
thesis attempts to keep both in sight and finds that when focal priority is given to 
the activity of practitioners, both reproduction and novelty brim with “chance and 
naivete” (Powell & Rerup, 2017: 332) and are intimately linked. My findings, 
however, provide details about specific aspects of that “chance and naivete” and 
how they are alternatively tied to outcomes of reproduction and novelty. Feldman 
and Orlikowski (2011) suggested that reproduction or novelty are different 
outcomes of the same dynamic. What I find is that, although they do not result 
from dramatically different dynamics and their clarification does not require 
different theoretical assumptions or sensibilities, reproduction and novelty result 
from distinct processes. These processes coincide in many aspects, but as some of 
these elements work differently, their outcomes also differ.   

This research also combines two empirical settings that have often been separated 
by different theoretical perspectives. While new ventures and startups have 
normally been scrutinized through institutional entrepreneurship lenses, the 
different sensibilities to the micro in neoinstitutionalism research have mainly 
focused on individuals in large and established organizations. As far as I know, 
research that attends—within the same mature but jolted exchange field—to the 
activities of actors in both large well-positioned firms and new ventures entering 
it remains rare. 

The particular research approach mentioned above provides findings related to 
entrepreneurship processes that, based on the same set of compatible concepts and 
assumptions, explain why and how the experience of constraints and problems by 
actors searching for solutions in different capital conditions can alternatively 
contribute to institutional reproduction or novelty. These processes do not exhaust 
the possibilities, nor do they offer a systematic taxonomy of what goes on in 
incumbents and new entrants in a field under an environmental jolt. They do not 
suggest either that novelty can only take place in new entrants, although a large 
literature suggests that, and, in my data, the rare instances of significant novelty 
emerge in these organizations. The processes I discuss are only those that 
approximate better to what I see goes on in the cases studied here. With these 
precautions in mind, the collection of findings presented in the previous chapter 
do bring some implications to institutionalism and entrepreneurship theories. 
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I explore these implications in the coming sections. Although this discussion does 
not incorporate all contributions that each standalone paper independently 
develops, it attempts to be consistent with all of them.  

Implications for institutionalism 

Fields in crisis: changing objective conditions, conformity and 
decoupling  

My research brings insights to one specific type of conflicted environment: an 
exchange field in crisis. In his seminal work, Fligstein (1997) did not clarify what 
he meant by a field in crisis, implicitly suggesting that the term may apply to all 
fields that experience a disruption in their internal structure of power relations. 
Institutionalism has traditionally perceived conflicted environments as contexts 
leading organizations operating in them to “exhibit greater administrative 
complexity and reduced program coherence” (Scott & Meyer, 1994: 129). This 
complexity has commonly been explained as a result of a process of 
deinstitutionalization and independent innovation (Tolbert & Zucker, 1996) based 
on two alternative explanations, both originating in environmental jolts (Meyer, 
1982). One suggests that shocks introduce new rules, norms or ideas, increasing 
institutional arrangement contradictions. The other suggests that jolts disturb the 
efficiency of existing solutions. In both cases, some sort of shock smacks into 
stable institutional arrangements (Sewell, 1992) undermining their taken-for-
grantedness and offering actors some cognitive space to imagine and adopt 
alternatives (Clemens & Cook, 1999; Lounsbury, 2002; Thornton, 2002). 
Received theory explains that when, in a field, institutional arrangements do not 
comprise efficient solutions or different institutional arrangements contradict, 
organizations decouple their activities from their conforming formal structures 
(Meyer & Rowan, 1977). As decoupling increases, so does heterogeneity in any 
given field (Boxembaum & Jonsson, 2017).  

The study of the field of written news can be conceptualized as one particular kind 
of field in crisis: a field that goes through an increasing efficiency mismatch 
between the objective conditions in which actors and organizations operate and 
the regular patterns of social action that shape both their goals and means. In this 
sort of crisis, an environmental jolt shifts the objective conditions of a field, 
increasing inconsistencies between isomorphic goals-ends schemas and 
organizational efficiency, further eroding the link between conformity and the 
possibility of persistence. As problems accumulate and organizations fail, theory 
expects that not only decoupling but also entrepreneurial action (Sine & David, 
2003) will increase. Decoupling increases because “technical activities and 
demands for efficiency create conflicts and inconsistencies in an institutionalized 
organization’s efforts to conform to the ceremonial rules of production” (Meyer 
& Rowan, 1977: 355). Entrepreneurial action will also increase because—
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according to accepted theory (Greenwood et al. 2002)—actors, increasingly 
aware of institutional weaknesses, will evaluate current institutions, search for 
solutions and eventually mobilize to reformulate them (Fuensfshilling & Truffer, 
2016; Kaplan & Orlikowski, 2013; Rychen & Zimmermann, 2002).  

My data support the view that innovative solutions originate in the experience of 
problems that jolts precipitate, although they do not necessarily lead to a process 
of deinstitutionalization understood as reflexive problematizations of existing 
institutions. Practitioners in the field continue to interpret their organizational 
problems within the meaning system provided by existing templates in the field, 
and do not engage in field-level purposive action. To this extent, they do not 
engage in institutional work (Lawrence & Subbaby, 2006). Certainly, they need 
to practically cope with the arising problems they encounter and mostly they do 
so in ways that reproduce existing norms and concepts dominating the field, 
helping, therefore, with their maintenance. But this maintenance work is not 
aimed at the institutions per se but at the resolution of present issues. Yet, it is, 
paradoxically, this orientation towards getting their jobs done that opens up to 
committed actors the possibility of independent innovations.   

My findings complement this literature in different ways. First, they provide some 
clarity to how jolts smack into existing arrangements, not directly, but through 
changes in the objective conditions in which a field operates. Second, they 
illuminate what changing objective conditions may mean and what personal 
experiences may follow from them. And third, they flesh out what goes on in those 
actors that theory expects to become aware of options and opportunities and how 
it relates to concepts of decoupling. These insights will help me elaborate on 
additional discussions related to lingering debates in neoinstitutionalism: the role 
of capital beyond power struggles, the origin of ideas and the multiplicity of 
actorhood.  

Changing objective conditions 

Bourdieu (1986) gets into the objectivity of things through the concept of capital. 
It is the potential capacity of capital—to produce profits—that distinguishes what 
is possible from what is not. Objectivity refers to the former. In this view, ever-
changing conditions in social life become objective when they affect what is 
possible. In a field, objective conditions will change when the continuous flow of 
events affects the efficiency of capital, i.e. its capacity to consummate actions, 
generate results, effect change et cetera. In turn, objective conditions realize 
themselves only as they are internalized by actors through their system of 
dispositions, affecting their conducts (Bourdieu, 1968). In the field of written 
news, objective conditions changed, for example, when—driven by the arrival of 
the Internet—new behaviors in readers and advertisers eroded the capacity of field 
capitals (such as journalism skills and access to a mass audience) to produce 
profits. As these objective conditions are internalized by actors in the field, they 
also affect behavior. As I have shown before, most of the observable new 
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activities, however, do not bring significant differences when compared with 
existing templates in the field.  

This perspective is useful not only to define what a field in crisis might be—one 
that is experiencing a change in its objective conditions—but also to understand 
how the changing conditions of a field in crisis come to be perceived by 
individuals and organizations. Elaborating on Meyer and Rowan’s (1977) 
distinction between problems of efficiency and conflicts among rules, a field in 
crisis can be analytically distinguished from a complex field in that in the former 
mismatches between objective conditions and available schemas are manifested 
in the erosion of capital. It is a field in crisis of this kind, the one I refer to. In a 
field in crisis of this sort, what used to work, to be effective, to produce profits, 
begins not to. In more affluent actors, it is the sense of puzzlement this lack of 
traction in capital brings that triggers the adoption of new activities. In less 
affluent actors, this experience is further enhanced by resource constraints. In this 
sort of environment, potential institutional complexity and clashes would be 
outcomes of changing objective conditions, not antecedents of them.   

Conformity and decoupling 

This research also illustrates why and how decoupling may occur in some 
circumstances (Scott, 2013). In particular, my findings can contribute to a better 
understanding of the dynamics in very early stages of decoupling. Institutional 
arrangements can only produce stability at the field level through being exercised 
by individuals in daily activities. Inconsistencies and conflict between what is 
considered pertinent in a field—covered, specified or anticipated by available 
templates—and what goes on in the activities that constitute it increase 
heterogeneity and “entropy” (Zucker, 1988: 44). In fields in crisis, inconsistencies 
are expected to arise, contributing to the gradual decline of the traditional 
structures in the field, and perhaps to the emergence of new ones (Fligstein, 1997; 
Greenwood et al., 2002; Morrill, 2017). My findings suggest that this process of 
decline is far from homogeneous and unidirectional and provide some insights 
into the micro-level decoupling dynamics through which this happens.  

First, when objective conditions in a field shift, the efficiency fit—whatever its 
actual level of fitness—between institutional arrangements and activities may 
worsen. This is the case in written news, where since the Internet revolution 
players have commonly been exposed to capital losses, subsiding capital 
efficiency and an insecure future (see Table 3b for the case of SvD). Under 
pressure to find solutions, actors have imported from elsewhere ideas, structures, 
myths… The case of SvD shows how this happened. Models of “cross-functional 
organization,” “coproduction” and “customization” were imported by managers 
with experience in other fields. In the tension generated by perceived decreasing 
functionality, alien ideas and structures can enter a field through individuals 
acting in it. In the implementation of these ideas, however, I observed that daily 
activities—in conditions of relative abundance of field capitals—changed only 
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insignificantly: replicating old activities, modifying insignificantly existing ones 
and introducing not significantly different new ones (see Table 3b for the case of 
SvD).  

Thus, the tight preexisting coupling among practice and institutional 
arrangements in the field endured. My data did not allow me to discover many 
details of how this happened, but nothing suggested the active avoidance and 
defiance (Pache & Santos, 2010) or contestation and resistance (Turco, 2012) of 
professionals refusing to act suggested or described in other studies. In line with 
the assimilation process of new policies that Coburn (2004) observed in 
classrooms, what my data indicate is that “avoidance” can be a relatively 
harmonic process in which organizational actors interpret new ideas within the 
meaning structure provided by existing institutional arrangements. My findings 
provide some insights into how actors figure out how to fit new ideas into their 
organizations (Bromley et al., 2012). Preexisting templates dominating an 
organization provide the interpretative system actors use. These schemas, when 
used by practitioners in an organization, both prune and assign meaning to newly 
imported ones. By pruning, existing concepts and norms discard off-limits 
significance that new schemas may carry. By assigning meaning, poorly known 
new schemas gain substance. Surprisingly, this collective process of sense 
making, in my data, seemed—even in a field in crisis—less prone to conflicts and 
disputes than others have suggested (Pache & Santos, 2010; Turco, 2012). It is 
important to note here that all actors in SvD had already been engaged in the field 
for years when the new project was designed and implemented, which suggests 
that their personal dispositions had been relatively aligned in their common 
experience in the field. As such, the interpretative process seemed to be 
characterized by accordance and consistency. In this context, a new idea could 
purposely be imported into the organization. Yet, as its members (collectively) 
had to interpret it, its implications for bringing significant differences to everyday 
activities were neutralized by organizational members’ dominating preexisting 
beliefs. However, because the new ideas were formally kept but—contrary to 
Coburn (2004) —not incorporated, a sort of different decoupling emerged, which 
I term “decoupled innovation.” In this sort of decoupling, new and old schemas 
can harmoniously coexist because the new ones are co-opted when interpreted 
within the meaning structure of old ones.  

The sort of decoupling described above did not result from the processes 
commonly reported in extant literature, resulting from low consensus among 
stakeholders (Crilly et al., 2012), or “decided” by powerful organizational 
members (Tilcsik, 2010). Decoupling didn’t even provide a buffer between 
institutional demands and efficiency goals, but rather a buffer between efficiency 
demands and institutional arrangements, contributing to the sustainability of the 
latter. Implicit in this idea there is also a secondary consequence. As 
organizational activities partly changed to comply with the new ideas—although 
not to the point of bringing significant differences to them—activity variation 
increased, but only within what was already considered pertinent within the field. 
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Increases in entropy, in these cases, may reflect weakly connected institutional 
elements entering a field (Scott & Davis, 2007). However, as long as the described 
sort of decoupling persists, increased entropy will not contribute per se to the 
decline of the traditional structures in the field. 

Second, in some of the new ventures, a process strikingly different to decoupling 
occurred. When facing severe efficiency problems, some entrepreneurs managed 
to organize ranges of new activities out of the venture that helped them to get 
enough support to generate a perception of financial stability capable of shielding 
these firms from market demands. Rather than efficiency demands resulting in 
widespread decoupling (Meyer & Rowan, 1977), in my data, activities often 
remained strongly coupled to the dominant templates in the field. This finding 
offers one key insight into how, even in the face of stringent economic 
inefficiency, institutional arrangements do not lose their stickiness and can still 
reproduce in mature fields in crisis. Actors in—otherwise failing—organizations, 
by organizing sideline occupations that shield their valued forms of work from 
market demands, manage to buffer their compliance with institutional 
arrangements from efficiency challenges. Conformity finds its way even when 
changes in the objective conditions of a field make it obvious that the link between 
adoption and efficiency does not work. 

Finally, in the new ventures bringing novelty in their activities, the dynamics I 
find are, in some respects, different to the ones described above. In these cases, a 
more classic form of decoupling emerges. My findings provide insights into how 
it originates. Activated by their experience of constraints, actors in these 
organizations use inputs (e.g. ideas, knowledge, schemas…) available in their 
personal structures that may not correspond to the institutional arrangements that 
dominate the field. Those inputs—in situated interactions with other 
organizational members and external actors—become new-to-the-field capital 
and significantly transform activities in the organization, adding elements to these 
organizations not connected to existing templates in the field. This process 
contrasts sharply with a purposeful importation of ideas from alien institutional 
fields. One extreme example of this takes place in RevToday. The firm has 
incorporated aspects of activism alien to the field of written news not as a result 
of purposeful ex ante design but in the experience of constraints. At these very 
early stages, however, I did not observe the elaborate attempts to theorize and 
legitimize these new schemas other studies have extensively documented in 
perhaps later moments of novelty (e.g. Emirbayer & Goodwin, 1994; Zimmerman 
& Zeitz, 2002; Zott & Huy, 2007). Across all cases bringing significant 
differences, actors’ allegations of conformity to institutional arrangements take 
priority over formal claims of novel schemas, even in those organizations where 
novelty is at the root of the sustainability of their practice. Furthermore, in my 
data, actors’ allegations of conformity to any institutional arrangement alien to 
written news were muffled, or entirely muted, even though these significant 
differences were largely responsible for the situated interactions supporting the 
survival of the venture and already part of its structural properties. In these cases, 
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the decoupling I observed was conceptually akin to the buffer between conformity 
claims and organizational efficiency that Meyer and Rowan (1977) suggested. But 
because these instances of loose coupling only happened in those organizations 
displaying novelty, they were rare.  

Even rarer in my data were open and public attempts to theorize blending 
schemas. At best, theorizations—such as UseNews’s announcements of a new 
paradigm: user-generated data—were cautiously pronounced and happened in 
conditions sheltered from market demands by nonrelated-to-the-venture capital 
gains. The case of UseNews, a hybrid, suggests the possibility that public 
theorizations—an activity commonly linked to the role of institutional 
entrepreneurs in field-level dynamics of institutional change (Battilana et al., 
2009; Lounsbury & Crumley, 2007; Morrill, 2017)—may be shaped by capital 
conditions. In the following section, I discuss how my consideration of capital 
adds to traditional accounts of its role by institutional studies. 

The role of capital  

Traditional accounts of capital in institutional theory have focused on the 
influence of institutional factors on resource selection (Oliver, 1997), resource 
mobilization for institutional entrepreneurship (DiMaggio, 1988) and power 
struggles about who controls available capital (e.g. Lawrence & Buchanan, 2017). 
Only occasionally have researchers followed Sewell’s suggestion to differentiate 
resources from schemas (Sewell, 1992), empirically exploring how they 
recursively have effects on each other. Studies within a resourcing perspective 
(Feldman, 2004), despite its initial focus in the dynamic creation of resources, 
have yet to provide more clarity on why and how resources mutate and with what 
effects on conformity to the institutional arrangements dominating a field. 

The problems related to capital attended to in institutionally sensitive literature 
have usually centered around one conspicuous phenomenon: Capital can be 
relatively homogeneous at the field level but, to the extent that its distribution 
among field members is not even, power struggles about who controls available 
capital (Lawrence & Buchanan, 2017) will abound and the outcomes of these 
competitions will carry consequences. Research in this line expected that those 
resource-disadvantaged players in the field would either fail and exit or be 
motivated to challenge the institutional arrangements behind their deprivation 
(Leblebici et al., 1991). Accordingly, resource mobilization became central to 
institutional entrepreneurship processes that required sufficient resources to create 
or change institutions (DiMaggio, 1988). These perspectives were consistent with 
Bourdieu’s main problematizations of capital processes: capital transmission—
particularly for embodied cultural capital—and capital transformations 
(Bourdieu, 1986). The rare institutional studies explicitly building on Bourdieu 
have remained centered on his original focus (e.g. Hill, 2018). My findings 
complement these views.  
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Capital at the root of performance concerns 

The conditions imposed by capital are a common antecedent in the entrepreneurial 
processes I identify. In their everyday activities, in trying to get their jobs done, 
actors seek solutions to the problems and challenges they encounter. Greenwood 
and Suddaby (2006) have suggested the key role of adverse performance in 
triggering a motivating dynamic in incumbents that can eventually result in 
institutional change. In my data, adverse performance manifests in various ways 
depending on differences in the availability of forms of capital as defined by the 
field and their efficiency—i.e. their capacity to produce profits. Although both 
incumbents and new entrants share performance concerns, these concerns 
originate in two capital dynamics that are distinctively different: While constraints 
and problems in incumbents reveal capital losses, constraints and problems in new 
entrants result from initially low levels of capital.  

Actors in incumbents find that they face problems when environmental jolts result 
in apparent losses of capital, and its efficiency, to their organizations, triggering a 
search for solutions that only recedes when following the implementation of new 
activities—in my data not significantly different to the institutional arrangements 
that dominate the field—actors perceive a recovery, albeit only partial, of capital. 
Figure 7 identifies this as “short-term capital gains.” In new entrants, low levels 
of capital, particularly economic, and low efficiency of available capitals, 
particularly social and cultural, are at the origin of the constraints and problems 
their organizational members experience, which also triggers their search for 
solutions and affects their activities in ways that can either reproduce the 
institutional arrangements in the field or divert from them. 

Diverging capital dynamics: resource interpretations 

What sets reproduction and novelty processes apart is not only relative levels of 
available capital and their changes, but—importantly—aspects related to capital 
interpretations, i.e. what makes a resource a resource in the corresponding field. 
In my data, new activities—significantly different because they do not reproduce 
schemas in the field—occur when the experience of constraints “forces” actors to 
use inputs not considered capital in relation to the field. When these inputs work, 
at least partly, they become resources or, what I call, “new situated capital.” In 
other cases, when no new situated capital emerges and capital constraints persist, 
while some entrepreneurs need to consider the possibility of exit, others shield 
their organizations from market demands by organizing nonrelated-to-the-venture 
supportive activities (e.g. taking a primary job). As a result of these “nonrelated 
capital gains,” the venture increases its chances of survival and—because novelty 
is not a common occurrence—its day-to-day activities remain in conformity with 
the institutional arrangements in the field. Figure 7 depicts the performance of 
capital in each of the papers in this dissertation. 
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This consideration of interpretations of capital, and the possibilities it sheds on 
the emergence of situated new forms of it, adds to previous accounts of 
institutional processes that have centered on capital acquisition and control. In 
these views the agent-driven solutions that invent or modify activities “necessarily 
come from those possible within available resources, technology and regulatory 
constraints” (Leblebici et al, 1991: 363, emphasis added), remaining vague, 
however, as to what is meant by the term “resources” (Greenwood et al., 2017). 
In my findings, “available resources” at the micro level can be inputs that fall out 
of what is considered capital within a field, i.e. nonresources.  

My findings align with the resourcing perspective and add insights into the origin 
of a recurring cycle between actions, resources and schemas (Feldman, 2004) 
resulting in novelty. Resource mutations originate in conditions of low available 
capital that inhibit common responses in actors looking for solutions to problems 
encountered in their daily activities. It is the personal structures of the actors 
involved that provide the freely available new inputs or schemas that are capable, 
if useful, of creating more resources that do not correspond to capital as defined 
by the field. Research on resourcing has found that resourcing is triggered by a 
lack of scrutiny and minimal coordination costs in strategic change initiatives 
(Wiedner et al., 2017), or by hierarchically imposed enactments of alternative 
schemas (Feldman, 2004). In my findings, resourcing results from the experience 
of constraints.  

In light of this, and very much in line with Sewell’s idea that resources are 
polysemic (1992), capital identification and definition are important for 
understanding both institutional reproduction and the possibility of change in a 
field. And since capital values are predefined by the field, new forms of it will 
only show—and only tentatively—their possible value when enacted and for the 
situated conditions of the actors involved in it. My findings empirically support 
the notion that emergent new forms of capital are only validated, and only 
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situationally, when put into action. Sewell suggested that “resource consequences 
of the enactment of cultural schemas [were] never entirely predictable” (1992: 
18). This unpredictability could, perhaps, be clarified—at least partly—by 
unbundling it. The process by which cultural schemas become situated new 
capital or resources and, perhaps eventually, new forms of field capital requires 
first its identification (a given input becomes situated capital even if not 
considered as such by the field), then its validation (it situationally works) and 
eventually its definition (what it does and means for the organization is 
understood by situated actors). I elaborate this in a later section in the light of the 
concept of bricolage (Lévi-Strauss, 1962) applied to the entrepreneurial concepts 
of discovery and alertness. It will suffice to say here that resource interpretations 
in my findings, and the creative possibilities they bring, do not depend, as 
commonly suggested, on the availability of complex topographies of institutional 
fields “composed of multiple intersecting and competing styles of valuation” (e.g. 
Mohr, 2013). This insight also departs from institutional entrepreneurship 
accounts of emerging “value propositions” that result from expectations to 
incorporate critically important cultural elements because of their “symbolic 
value,” whatever little obvious economic value they may bring (David et al., 
2017). In my findings, novel resource interpretations originate in constraints 
imposed by low capital availability. 

In their everyday activities, in trying to get their jobs done, actors seek solutions 
to the problems and challenges they encounter. In a field in crisis, many of these 
problems in my cases arose as actors attempted to realize value from their 
transactions; a phenomenon also noted elsewhere (e.g. Leblebici & Salancik, 
1982). In incumbents, solutions made use of extensively available established 
forms of capital in the field, did not significantly modify actors’ day-to-day 
activities and provided short-term results that reinforced a perception of capital 
gains. In new entrants, solutions often implied the generation of capital gain by 
activities not related to the venture. Sometimes, however, new entrants modified 
their activities significantly, but not as choices among alternative critical 
resources, or because in these less powerful actors, “experimentation” was “less 
costly in final outcomes” (Leblebici et al. 1991: 358). Novelty in my cases is 
linked to situated resource interpretations resulting from the situated performance 
of valueless inputs freely available in the personal structures of the actors 
involved. 

Endogenous change processes: constraints on constraints and 
sustained commitment to projects 

Zooming in on the role of capital at the micro level also sheds some light on the 
notion of institutions as constraints. Institutionalism, centering on how thoughts 
and actions are usually constrained by today’s social patterns, has explained how 
organizations are driven to incorporate the practices and procedures defined by 
prevailing institutionalized concepts (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Others have 
complemented this view suggesting that when “the established routines for 
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conducting everyday life prove limiting” (Powell & Rerup, 2017: 311), people 
searching for solutions may generate new ways of acting that bring new 
institutional potential. My findings confirm that limits have creative potential. 
They also add to the idea that, because “human knowledge and capability is the 
prime resource and the one that defines all others” (De Gregori, 1987: 1241‒
1242), the experience of scarcity is intrinsic to, or a condition of, the processes of 
reproduction and novelty. De Gregori was referring to technology and physical 
resources, while my findings confirm the possibility suggested by resourcing 
perspectives that anything can be a potential resource. These findings go further 
and provide empirical details about how limits on creative solutions can have 
generative effects. The experience of capital constraints can act as a constraint on 
constraints, opening creative possibilities not as a result of choices among 
alternatives but as a result of constraints on sustained action. Also, because, even 
in constraining conditions, action is sustained by normative goals and aspirations, 
institutional arrangements in the form of social purpose play their own role in 
their possible change.  

In this light, when exploring the very early moments of novelty in a field, change 
seems to be less imported than internally produced. Even when triggered by 
incidents happening outside of the system, novelty requires “the operation of 
structures internal” to it (Sewell, 1992: 16). My findings shed some light on these 
endogenous processes: While low availability of normatively defined forms of 
capital acts as a constraint on constraints, normative goals and aspirations sustain 
the commitment of individuals even in conditions of severe scarcity. Significant 
novelty in organizational structures emerges in the concurrence of both.  

The above-mentioned insights flesh out some specific dynamics driving the 
recursive effect between resources and schemas that Sewell (1992) had suggested. 
Sewell remarked that schemas or templates not empowered by resources will 
eventually wane. My findings, however, suggest that this process is not 
necessarily lineal and straightforward. Even when objective conditions challenge 
the efficiency of normatively defined forms of capital, existing norms continue to 
reproduce, sheltered from market demands or as interpretative systems of 
meaning that largely deactivate the possibility of change in new solutions. Still, 
novelty that departs from schemas, sometimes, is possible, and as Sewell 
perceived, it is an effect of resources. He proposed that new ideas were possible 
because the multiplicity and intersection of structures allows “actors embedded in 
different structural complexes” to apply “a wide range of different and even 
incompatible schemas and have access to heterogeneous arrays of resources” 
(Sewell, 1992: 19, 17). My findings, not assuming the existence of these readily 
available alternatives, provide complementary insights to questions related to the 
origin of new ideas.  
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Where ideas come from 

In the tension between deliberate choices by organizational actors among 
alternative structural models (Scott, 1987; Sewell, 1992) and mimetic or 
normative mechanisms (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) that incorporate 
organizational structures reflecting institutional arrangements in a field, 
institutionalism has only recently started to attend to questions related to the initial 
moments of new norms and concepts. Extant research has studied how new ideas 
transform into practice and therefore get institutionalized (e.g. Reay et al., 2013), 
but attention to how new ideas enter the stage (Padgett & Powell, 2012) remains 
scarce, partly at least because these “initial moments are often lost in historical 
reconstructions” (Furnari, 2014: 440). 

So far, studies attending these early junctures have commonly built on two not 
necessarily incompatible ideas. The first one is intimately linked to the previous 
discussion on fields in crisis. Precipitating jolts, such as technological disruptions 
and competitive discontinuities (e.g. Fox-Wolfgramm et al., 1998), trigger a 
process of deinstitutionalization characterized by the emergence of problems and 
institutional weakness and uncertainty (Fuensfshilling & Truffer, 2016; Rychen 
& Zimmermann, 2002; O’Brien & Slack, 2004). As incumbent and new players 
independently seek solutions to these problems, possibilities open up for the 
introduction of new ideas and innovative solutions (Tolbert & Zucker, 1996), 
often carried by outside actors who enter the field bringing with them “practices 
rooted in logics from other fields” (Maguire et al., 2004; Greenwood et al., 2011: 
336). The second idea does not require fields themselves to be in crisis and actors 
to migrate across fields. As organizational members deal with strategic 
contingencies, “organizations come to mirror or replicate salient aspects of 
environmental differentiation” (Scott, 1987). Organizations occupying interstitial 
places among different fields would be exposed to institutional contradictions 
and, naturally, be the most likely to import to a given field aspects from alien 
ones. These intersections have been identified at structural boundary-bridging and 
boundary-misaligning positions (e.g. Greenwood & Suddaby, 2006; Powell & 
Sandholtz, 2012; Thornton et al., 2005) but also in situated interactions, durable 
or transitional, and even when part of mere occasional and informal activities 
(Furnari, 2014).  

This work adds to these views in different ways. First, it suggests that interstitial 
positions do not necessarily antecede novel solutions but can emerge as a result 
of them. In my findings, significantly different ways of acting do not emerge 
because actors, located at intersections, enjoyed available alternative possible 
repertoires to employ in their pursuits (Scott, 1987; Greenwood & Suddaby, 
2006), nor because they had to deal with different logics clashing (e.g. Furnari, 
2014; Groleau et al., 2012) due to logic complexity and institutional 
contradictions (Thornton et al., 2012). In my data, multiplicity, rather than being 
littered on the social landscape opening opportunities for action, “enters” a field 
at the micro level in the experience of constraints and problems. In these cases, 
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intersections appear when, in their search for solutions, actors are pushed by 
constraints to rely on inputs that the field does not consider to be capital. 
Intersections, in this sense, emerge first within individuals who realize that 
valueless schemas work and, therefore, follow action or happen simultaneously 
to the performance of it.  

Second, my findings illuminate the possible role institutions play at early stages 
of independent innovation in a field in crisis. Actors—or better, skills, knowledge 
and attitudes accumulated in their personal structures (Bourdieu, 1977) through 
their lived previous experiences—are indeed carriers of ideas. As my findings 
show, many of these ideas and inputs correspond to schemas originally acquired 
in the experience of other institutionalized fields (e.g. the activism tactics in 
RevToday or the coproduction of social media in UseNews). The possibility of 
diverging action is therefore not necessarily free from institutional influence but 
still orientated by it (Cardinale, 2018). Yet, new schemas are not transposed 
because they are carried in the practices of new actors entering a field, but rather 
activated in particular ways. In my cases, these alien-to-a-field schemas do get 
activated, but in the personal experience of problems and constraints deep within 
a given field, not in the boundaries, intersections or overlaps among fields, nor 
carried in ready practices new actors bring. In line with recent discoveries in 
practice-driven institutionalism, my findings subscribe to the belief that 
“individuals, and not just organizations, can ‘carry’ multiple logics” (Smets et al., 
2017: 381, quotation marks in the original). But they go further, adding a key 
insight into how this multiplicity can be activated in the first place.  

In fact, at any time, a multiplicity of possible inputs populates a given field as 
they—stored in personal biographies—are part of individuals acting in it. Most of 
them, however, not being relevant to the field, remain dormant. In the experience 
of a field, some schemas get transposed from one institutional field to another “to 
tackle unfolding situations” (Cardinale, 2018), but only when specific ways of 
experiencing problems and constraints awake them. Extant research has framed 
this process as one of filtering of institutional logics (Greenwood et al., 2011) 
linked to organizational attributes such as field position, structure and ownership 
and governance. Peripheral positions within a field would facilitate the filtering 
of new schemas because these organizations would be less aware of institutional 
expectations (Davis, 1991) and less likely to receive the incentives of conforming 
practices (e.g. Westphal & Zajac, 2001). Complex structures of different groups 
and communities inhabiting institutions (e.g. Hallett & Ventresca, 2006) within 
organizations would also trigger dynamics that can facilitate filtering, a process 
that would also include power dynamics shaped by ownership and governance 
arrangements. My findings add to these perspectives by explaining why and how, 
in new ventures, schemas filter, or enter, new organizational structures in the 
experience of constraints. D’Aunno and colleagues (2000: 698) found quantitative 
evidence linking market forces (proximity to competitors and disadvantages in 
their service portfolio) in fragmented fields with divergent change. They inferred 
that heterogeneous institutional forces would “make searches for new templates 
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acceptable and successful” for market-disadvantaged organizations limited in 
their critical resources to support their templates. My findings offer qualitative 
details as to why and how—even if the field is not yet exposed to institutional 
contradictions—the experience of constraints can activate schemas. If, in the 
situated interactions that follow, they contribute to solving these problems, 
suddenly the stage is theirs.  

Emergence and reproduction of new personal predispositions 

My findings also contribute to bringing clarity to how personal predispositions 
(i.e. habitus) and field can recursively change each other, an area where previous 
studies adopting Bourdieu’s apparatus have attracted criticism (Smets et al., 
2017). In any given field, objective conditions will eventually be subject to 
change. Recently, Pratap and Saha (2018) have shown how—when an external 
incident disrupts the value of capital forms in a field—those practitioners’ 
predispositions that benefit from the new conditions imposed by the jolt shape the 
new emerging forms of capital. I add to this insight by identifying one of the 
possible early dynamics by which changing objective conditions can modify 
habitus and therefore “realize themselves” in any given field (Bourdieu, 1968: 
705). Occasionally, in the experience of constraints, some individuals may resort 
to inputs in their personal structures that do not belong to their habitus in the field. 
If these inputs—even if only approximately—work, they become situated new 
forms of capital that consolidate in the organizational structures in which they 
emerge. This process, as it integrates personal experiences, can modify in the 
involved individuals the system of lasting and transposable dispositions that 
habitus is composed of. As this allows for the introduction and reproduction of 
new personal predispositions (i.e. habitus) in any given field, some of them may 
eventually diffuse and accumulate sufficiently to bring field-level change.  

From responses to complexity to the possible multiplicity of 
action 

These insights somehow suggest that there is potential in complementing the 
traditional attention paid to the activity of individuals as manifestations of 
organizational responses to institutional complexity (Greenwood et al., 2011) in 
a sort of reverse causality mode. At very early stages of novelty, what my findings 
suggest is that rather than individuals and organizations responding to institutional 
complexity, what emerges is situated entanglements of schemas responding to 
practitioners’ activities in their constrained attempts to approximate solutions to 
their organizational issues. In this sense, organizational responses precede 
institutional complexity. This may explain why, when studying everyday 
activities of actors, practice scholars have commonly found that institutional 
complexity is typically more constructed than encountered (Smets et al., 2017). 
In my findings, alien-to-the-field inputs do not get activated as a result of actors’ 
exceptional foresight or willingness to bring or avert change. In my cases, in fact, 
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simplicity dominates. New ideas lose their novelty potential because they are 
either assimilated (process of reproduction by decoupled innovation) or directly 
avoided (process of reproduction by sheltering). Significant complexity in my 
data is therefore rarer than in much practice research. When it arises and gets 
embraced (process of novelty by new situated capital), albeit in its initial steps 
reluctantly and partly decoupled, it results from constrained and situated emerging 
solutions that consolidate into organizational day-to-day activities. In my data, 
significant novelty emerges in constraints. 

Paradoxically, this perspective aligns with and complements views that stress the 
limitations of trying to explain possible action only in terms of constraint and 
enablement (Schatzki, 2002; Nicolini, 2012; Cardinale, 2018). In institutional 
fields, norms and taken-for-granted concepts prefigure—i.e. make pertinent—
large aspects of the ends actors in the field pursue and the means to achieve them. 
Shaped by the institutional arrangements that dominate a field, some activities, 
tasks, projects and actions are pertinent, others are not. Actors who act pertinently 
get rewarded. Organizations that incorporate these institutionalized elements in 
their structures increase their resources and survival capabilities (Meyer & 
Rowan, 1977). But in studies on these categories and processes, institutionalism 
has often backgrounded the same actors that reproduce—or divert from—the 
institutionalized ways of acting. When attention is paid to the actors themselves, 
however, individual activity does not seem to be just enabled or constrained by 
what is pertinent and what is not. Given ends and the means to achieve them are 
no longer just enabled or constrained, “cleared or obliterated,” but courses of 
action become:  

Easier, harder, simpler, more complicated, shorter, longer, ill-advised, 
promising of ruin, promising of gain, disruptive, facilitating, obligatory 
or proscribed, acceptable or unacceptable, more or less relevant, riskier 
or safer, more or less feasible, more or less likely to induce ridicule or 
approbation ‒ as well as physically impossible or possible and feasible 
or unfeasible.  

(Schatzki, 2002: 225‒226). 

In the analysis of how individuals experience problems and constraints in an 
institutional field, the multiplicity of possible action becomes clearer. Yet, against 
dominant views in practice theory that “celebrate a world of endless improvisation 
and potential for change” (Smets et al., 2017: 371, emphases added) and detect 
continuous and widespread change (Nicolini, 2012), my findings suggest that 
differences significant enough to amount to change (Schatzki, 2018) are a rare 
occurrence. They also shed some light on how what seems to be endless 
improvisation can be explained—when looking at the “box,” i.e. at organizations 
and their specific properties (Smets et al., 2017)—in particular dynamics of 
individual experiences of problems and constraints in specific organizational 
circumstances and conditions.  
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Studies have acknowledged that individuals “actively mediate [institutional] 
pressures in a process that is framed by their preexisting beliefs and practices, 
which, in turn, are rooted in past encounters with institutional pressures” (Coburn, 
2004: 212). Certainly, although—even in highly institutionalized fields—that 
potential for multiplicity is always there (stored in the personal structure of 
individuals), it needs to be activated. In my data, it happens in singular 
experiences of constraints in practitioners as they attempt to deal with problems 
and challenges in organizational conditions of capital scarcity in new entrants. 
These particular conjunctures and organizational conditions facilitate courses of 
action that do not reproduce social patterns in the field. Yet, they are still 
orientated by those socially acquired schemas that, accumulated in the personal 
structure of the actor, constraints turn on.  

In sum, the entrepreneurial processes I describe in my findings exhibit dynamics 
more complex than compliance versus noncompliance binary options. In my data, 
it is the changing objective conditions of a field that triggers the experience of 
problems in individuals, who—despite sharing similar socially informed 
purposes—organize their activities very differently. Actors in incumbents make 
insignificant adjustments in their activities that suffice to create a perception of 
capital gains. Meanwhile, in new entrants some actors manage to shield their 
normatively informed activities from the objective conditions in the field and 
avoid exit scenarios. In others, however, when the experience of constraints 
switches on inputs in their personal structures that become new forms of situated 
capital, solutions and ideas display significant differences. Multiplicity of action 
transpires in these nonreproductive differences in ways that an exclusive focus on 
constraint and enablement falls short of explaining. 

My findings also bring insights to forms of entrepreneurial action. Because these 
contributions require an explicit dialogue in relation to entrepreneurship theories, 
I elaborate them separately in the following section. 

Implications for entrepreneurship 

Introduction 

This research combines the study of individuals engaged in new enterprises 
(Davidsson & Wiklund, 2001) in both a large established organization and new 
ventures entering the field of written news. The findings presented in the previous 
chapter align with views of entrepreneurship as contextualized (Welter, 2011) 
idiosyncratic activity (Roberts, 1991) related to problems of designing within 
constraints (Venkataraman et al., 2012) that can result in means-ends 
reconfigurations driving an exchange field from unstable situations towards new 
equilibria (Kirzner, 1973).  
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A central initial insight is that, in an institutional field in crisis, entrepreneurial 
action takes forms that are strikingly different to the ones most often described in 
institutional entrepreneurship studies (DiMaggio, 1988; Misangy et al., 2008; 
Battilana et al., 2009). In my data, resources do not abound; capitalized actors 
manage to invent new activities without challenging the institutional 
arrangements that support them; resource-deprived individuals succeed in defying 
the changing objective conditions in the field by organizing activities that shield 
their organizations from market demands so that they can sustain the 
institutionalized forms of work they value; and seemingly powerless actors, 
because of their experience of constraints, manage to bring novelty.  

At the very initial moments of novelty, my findings question two common 
understandings in neoinstitutional takes on entrepreneurship. First, although in 
my data novelty emerges—as anticipated in previous studies—in disadvantaged 
organizations (e.g. Kraatz & Zajac, 1996; Leblebici et al., 1991), it does not 
happen because, as this literature suggests, having less to risk and more to gain, 
actors in these organizations are motivated to act entrepreneurially. In a field in 
crisis, practitioners in all sorts of organizations commonly need to deal with 
problems they are set to solve entrepreneurially. What explains why novelty 
emerges in some of these organizations—albeit exceptionally—and not in others 
is not differences in their motivations to act “more or less” entrepreneurially in 
the way they deal with their problems and challenges; it is a particular way of 
experiencing constraints in an organizational context of severe scarcity. This links 
to the second idea my findings challenge. At late stages of institutional change, 
empirical studies have confirmed the initial intuition of DiMaggio (1998) that 
resources play a determinant role in the chances of implementing divergent 
change by institutional entrepreneurs (Battilana et al., 2009). Yet, at very early 
stages of novelty—before concrete forms of institutional change can be 
envisioned and therefore before institutional entrepreneurship as conceived in 
received literature forms—my findings question the necessity, even the utility, of 
abundant resources. This insight perhaps deserves some additional discussion in 
the light of how approaches to contexts in entrepreneurship literature build on 
links between search and resources.  

Search and resources in entrepreneurship 

Recent attempts to sensitize entrepreneurship to contexts have built on two ideas: 
first, that “entrepreneurship depends primarily on the ability of entrepreneurs or 
enterprises to constantly search for knowledge across different domains in order 
to prospect, develop and exploit opportunities” (Levinthal & March, 1981; March 
& Simon, 1958; Nelson, 1982; in De Massis et al., 2018: 7, emphasis added); and 
second, that prospecting, developing and exploiting opportunities implies 
“reconfiguring human, social and financial resources with and across industry 
sectors” (De Massis et al., 2018: 8, emphasis added). My findings provide some 
insights in relation to these ideas.  
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In my data, entrepreneurial behavior in problem-solving processes facilitate the 
search for knowledge across different domains. This observation is hardly novel. 
Extant literature has also amply praised the benefits of searching for knowledge 
and other resources across fields (e.g. Ahuja & Morris Lampert, 2001; Fleming, 
2001; March, 1991; Rosenkopf & Nerkar, 2001; Stuart & Podolny, 1996) and 
stressed how entrepreneurs identify “new solutions to market and customer 
needs” with a combination of alertness to opportunities, prior knowledge and 
experience, and search of information (e.g. Baron, 2006: 105; Ko & Butler, 2007). 
My findings complement this literature in different ways. First, in my cases, the 
problems at stake are not entirely external to the organizations. Certainly, all 
organizations in my cases, incumbents and newcomers, attempt to solve problems 
among their intended customers (e.g. a lack of information about their 
communities). What triggers the processes I study, however, is the actual 
experience of problems and constraints among individuals either in starting or 
sustaining their organizations, so that those external customer-centric problems 
can be attended to. Second, my findings detail contextual conditions and 
organizational processes that sterilize entrepreneurial search for new knowledge. 
New useful knowledge and resources (e.g. management ideas and new 
technologies in the case of SvD), even if identified and purposively imported, can 
lose their transformative potential when they become assimilated within the 
meaning system dominating the field. Third, and more importantly, my data 
provide some novel insights into how entrepreneurial search is triggered, 
contributing to definitions of entrepreneurial alertness.  

According to Kirzner (1979), entrepreneurs’ prescience and foresight allow them 
to see what others do not, allowing them to identify and bring new means-ends 
configurations. Not focally interested in the entrepreneur per se, he did not 
elaborate on this idea much further. The conceptual attractiveness of 
entrepreneurial alertness, however, has attracted the interest of many scholars, 
who have identified and theorized it in many alternative ways. Some have 
suggested that it is “a propensity to notice and be sensitive to information” with 
special awareness of—among other things—possible “novel combinations of 
resources” (Ray & Cardozo, 1996). Gaglio has stressed alertness connotations of 
“heightened sensitivity to the unusual or unexcepted” (Gaglio, 2004: 539). Others 
have linked it to cognitive biases such as overconfidence and lower risk 
perception (Keh et al., 2002) or to a combination of personal traits, experiences, 
prior knowledge, access to social networks and other environmental influences 
(Moreno, 2007).  

Significant novelty in my cases, because of the role played by situated new capital 
and its assessment against exchange field dominant templates, closely resonates 
to new market-related means-ends configurations in the “Kirznerian” sense. In 
those cases, practitioners —not only founders and owners, but also managers and 
frontline employees getting their jobs done—commonly identify new solutions 
when capital constraints, not breaking their commitment to projects, direct their 
attention to freely available inputs (i.e. knowledge that become a resource) 
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accumulated in their personal biographies. In these cases, alertness—at the 
baseline—is being sensitive to commonly available information that can solve 
organizational problems resulting in ends and means reconfigurations. The way 
this sort of alertness activates tacit knowledge and subjective experience carries 
some implications. First, it suggests that alertness does not necessarily refer to an 
a priori condition entrepreneurs carry with them. It is triggered by particular 
experiences of constraints that do not stop efforts. This does not discard other 
possibilities for entrepreneurial alertness, such as an unrestricted search for 
optimal solutions to real or imagined problems, but I have not been able to identify 
them in my data. Second, this version of alertness clarifies why entrepreneurs 
seem to discover only those opportunities related to their own knowledge (Shane, 
2000), but also why many forms of knowledge, despite their widespread 
availability and obvious relevance, only get activated in some actors and 
circumstances.  

Finally, these insights align with a recent surprising observation: While 
researchers on resources largely focus on issues related to their ownership and 
control, practicing entrepreneurs do not (Kellermans et al., 2016). Kirzner (1973) 
theoretically anticipated that entrepreneurship does not require the actual 
ownership of resources. My data suggest that situated new forms of capital, linked 
to the experience and knowledge entrepreneurial actors already possess, need not 
to be formally acquired, owned or controlled by the organizations where they 
produce effects. Literature on bricolage has emerged from similar observations. 
In the following section I discuss how my findings might complement it. 

Bricolage as a basic process of entrepreneurship 

Entrepreneurial bricolage, creativity and alertness to available 
resources  

When interpreted within the conceptual framework of bricolage, as originally 
elaborated by Lévi-Strauss (1962), my findings expose new details on how 
organizations can create something from what seems to be nothing. These details 
also provide linkages between bricolage behavior and the sort of entrepreneurial 
creativity, alertness and discovery behind market-level processes in Austrian 
economics. Kirzner has always claimed that his theory has nothing to say about 
the way actual entrepreneurs behave and what makes them successful or not (Foss 
& Klein, 2018). Analyzed as a process of entrepreneurial bricolage at the 
organizational level, my data can explain microlevel aspects of the 
entrepreneurship function as a market driving mechanism.  

Entrepreneurial bricolage and the function of entrepreneurship in Austrian 
economics share some relevant points. In Austrian economics, entrepreneurship 
works, first, as the needed market mechanism reallocating resources to their best 
use and, therefore, enabling reconfigurations of the ends and means given at any 



Jönköping International Business School 

208 

time (Kirzner, 1973). In this tradition, the “true function of the entrepreneur” is to 
recombine resources (Lachman, 1956: 16); resources that, as Kirzner (1973) 
warned, do not need to be owned. Contemporary approaches to entrepreneurial 
judgment can be seen as an update of this perspective: entrepreneurial decision-
making is—above anything else—about the use of scarce resources (Foss & 
Klein, 2018). In my data, entrepreneurial bricolage emerges from the way actors 
experience changes in the objective conditions in which a given field operates, i.e. 
from problems and constraints related to efficiency and availability of capital. 
Kirzner emphasized the generative possibilities of the limitations of the price 
system in bringing about efficient resource allocations. My findings suggest that 
bricolage behavior can play a relevant role in driving the discovery of new means. 
New-to-the-field forms of capital, i.e. new means when no market has yet defined 
rules for their ownership or set their pricing mechanisms, situationally emerge 
through a process akin to bricolage.  

A second central aspect of the entrepreneurship function in Austrian economics 
is that it is idiosyncratic and nonreplicable. Entrepreneurship is idiosyncratic 
because, even if information is in a continuous state of flux, it is based on 
packages of information not replicable by others (Roberts, 1991). Information is 
learnt “through the experience of market participation” (Kirzner, 1973: 13) thanks 
to the combination of individual creativity and alertness to resources not 
necessarily owned by the entrepreneur (Kirzner, 1973). Studies of entrepreneurial 
bricolage have also highlighted a form of “local, incremental and experimental” 
action that is not subordinated to the availability of resources (Klein & Bylund, 
2014: 272). Much management science using the concept of bricolage has largely 
remained focused on field-level dynamics (e.g. Gundry et al., 2011; Hardy & 
Maguire, 2008; Rao, 2005) or used bricolage as a useful metaphor of unobserved 
intrafirm processes of recombination (e.g. Ciborra, 2002; Salunke et al., 2013). 
These approaches, however, have struggled to clarify how, in resource 
environments where valuable resources are socially constructed, individuals 
within organizations can create something from what seems to be nothing. More 
recently, Baker and Nelson (2005)—by providing a clear definition for 
entrepreneurial bricolage heavily supported by rich-in-insights empirical 
evidence—brought microlevel precision to this process and its expected 
outcomes.  

In contemporary entrepreneurship literature, the term bricolage is commonly 
understood today as a process characterized by making do with resources 
available at hand that creatively recombine into novel solutions allowing 
organizations to meet new challenges (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Kickul et al., 2018; 
Senyard et al., 2014). In this light, bricolage processes manifest in a refusal to 
“treat (and therefore see) the resources at hand as nothing” (Baker & Nelson, 
2005: 359) that flesh out the rather abstract “alertness to resources” in Kirzner 
(1973). Similarly, entrepreneurial bricolage has been shown capable to create 
“economic value without withdrawing resources from any current use” (Baker & 
Nelson, 2005: 361): very much in line with Kirzner’s (1973) intuition that the 
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function the entrepreneur performs in putting resources to their best use does not 
require ownership of resources. This dominant version of entrepreneurial 
bricolage, however, may have not gone far enough. In my findings, the process 
“Novelty by new situated capital” provides some details about the process of 
bricolage that, I argue, have passed relatively unnoticed in its current streamlined 
version. 

In the process of novelty by new situated capital I have proposed, bricolage 
transpires in the combination of five elements. (1) Those organizations bringing 
novelty to their structural properties commonly share low levels of initial capital 
as defined by the field. In other words, these organizations lack those resources 
(such as video infrastructure in CodaStory or a team of journalists in UseNews) 
individuals in the field demand for the purpose of their organizational projects. 
(2) Yet, individuals in these organizations, although unable to follow common 
responses in the field, do not subordinate their tasks to the availability of 
resources. In their commitment to these tasks they need to direct their attention to 
capital alternatives. Their attention however remains within their closed universe 
of inputs. (3) Invariably, they scan inputs— knowledge accumulated through 
experience in their personal structures (such as the amateur illustration skills in 
one organizational member of CodaStory or the observation made by the founder 
of UseNews that neighbors had posted and shared social media content during a 
previous natural disaster in the area)—interrogating how they can contribute to 
their project. (4) Occasionally, when these inputs are put to use, in conditions 
largely defined by their meaning, they do work, becoming new situated capital. 
(5) The outcomes, however, are not initially as originally preferred or intended. 
In my data, none of the solutions originated through bricolage (such as native 
multimedia illustration-based formats in CodaStory and coproduction and 
codistribution of reporting with the audience in UseNews) were in the original 
approaches of these organizations.  

In my view, two aspects in my findings, although present in the original 
theorization by Lévi-Strauss (1960; 1962), have not been sufficiently emphasized 
in extant literature on entrepreneurial bricolage. First, that bricoleurs discover new 
resources by interrogating available inputs accumulated in their personal histories. 
It is this process of questioning what defines the set of available inputs they enact 
in addressing organizational problems and challenges. In this light, the superior 
foresight traditionally assigned to entrepreneurial alertness (Kirzner, 1979) seems 
to be mainly introspective and knowledge based. In bricolage, entrepreneurial 
discovery, in this sense, implies an investment of personality and life from the 
entrepreneur. This observation, common in studies of new ventures, seems to be 
driving the expanding interest in identity dynamics in entrepreneurship literature 
(e.g. Fern et al., 2012; Powell & Baker, 2014). And second, discovery is also prior 
to the use of resources. Alertness, or curiosity—in the term used by Lévi-Strauss 
(1962)—, antecedes practical purpose. Inputs become useful because they are first 
of all known. It is later, when inputs get activated as resources, or tools, that they 
can be granted some extra causal power. Yet—in the early moments of 
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bricolage—they are expected to act as they did before. When the founder of 
UseNews resorted to freely available social media content he did so to cover a 
natural disaster similar to the one that had previously hit the area, and that had 
prompted neighbors for the first time to post and share online what they were 
experiencing. In the other cases, the meaning of available inputs that turn into 
resources was also predetermined by their particular history and previous use.  

If inputs, expected to perform as they had done before, are pre-constrained by 
their meaning, they impose constraints that go beyond the traditional emphasis on 
limited resources at hand made by entrepreneurial bricolage literature. Bricoleurs, 
in this sense, face indeed two distinct levels of constraints. First, those—heavily 
stressed in entrepreneurial bricolage literature—imposed by the closed universe 
of existing resources and inputs and, second, those resulting from the inputs’ 
meaning possibilities and necessary relations among them. The possibilities that 
inputs grant are always limited by the meanings they have acquired along the 
history of their use and necessary relations. This second level of constraints 
becomes more apparent when research pays attention to the institutional; and 
helps to understand the type of immediate outcomes that can be expected from the 
process of entrepreneurial bricolage. Let’s explore this in turn.   

Entrepreneurial bricolage and significant novelty 

Lévi-Strauss (1962: 21) suggested that bricoleurs—in their constraints—would 
inevitably accomplish their projects “at a remove from [their] initial aim”. But 
being removed from initial aims does not necessarily imply significant novelty in 
itself.  

Empirical studies of bricolage behavior have struggled to tie it to novelty. Baker 
and Nelson (2005) cleverly suggested this possible consequence but restricted 
their empirical findings to growth outcomes. Later studies have either normatively 
proposed bricolage for innovative results without measuring them (e.g. Andersen, 
2008; Engelen et al., 2010) or wrestled with their measure of innovation, offering 
innovativeness as their dependent variable (e.g. Senyard et al., 2014). But 
innovativeness assesses innovation intentions and says little about the possibility 
that bricolage behavior may traverse institutionalized activities (e.g. Baker & 
Nelson, 2005; Baker et al., 2013). Recently, Kickul and colleagues (2018) have 
quantitatively explored the relation between bricolage and various forms of social 
innovation, finding a positive linear impact on low-end disruption, i.e. product 
offerings based on simpler and less costly alternatives to existing ones. However, 
they also find a puzzling curvilinear effect of bricolage on new market disruption, 
meaning that beyond a point bricolage would negatively affect offerings to market 
segments considered unattractive and, therefore, ignored by existing players. 
Thus, my study is the first—to the best of my knowledge—to qualitatively explore 
the inner workings in the process of entrepreneurial bricolage resulting in novelty 
that departs from institutional templates dominating a field.   
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In my findings, the process of bricolage can end in the sort of novelty I have 
defined as differences in the structural properties of organizations that 
significantly depart from dominating templates in a field. These differences are 
not just at a remove from the bricoleurs’ initial aims, importantly, they do not 
reproduce available solutions in the field. What makes my deprived cases deliver 
significant novelty is one extra particularity not within the elements traditionally 
considered to define bricolage. Certainly, bricoleurs who bring significant novelty 
make do with resources at hand they recombine, but significant novelty originates 
only when their limited universe of available inputs inhibits initial common 
responses. There is no significant novelty in my cases when low levels of initial 
capital inhibiting common responses in the context of organizational projects do 
not trigger bricolage behavior. There is no significant novelty either in those 
bricoleur cases when the limits imposed by their closed universe of inputs does 
not suffice to inhibit common responses or solutions. Bricolage in itself will not 
suffice to bring significant novelty. 

When bricolage results in significant novelty, it does it in ways that contrast, first, 
with the innovative intentions some researchers expect in bricoleurs and, second, 
with accounts of institutional entrepreneurship and institutional work. In initial 
conditions of low capital, the co-occurrence of (1) the unavailability of common 
solutions with (2) bricolage behavior will, occasionally, generate significant 
novelty. Available inputs may recombine into newly working solutions that, 
despite being significantly different, contribute to situated efficiency and, as 
projects are sustained, become part of the structural properties of the organization. 
As such, the significant novelty that bricoleurs may bring will not result from any 
innovativeness bricolage may trigger but from compromises between the set of 
available inputs and the structure of the project—what Lévi-Strauss labeled as 
“objective hazard” (1962: 21). Besides that, previous accounts of bricolage have 
sometimes reported its outcomes as apparent blatant violations of rules (e.g. Baker 
& Nelson, 2005; Baker & Pollock, 2013). This view does not exclude an 
alternative interpretation. Significant differences in my cases are better described 
as novel working solutions emerging from constrained cross-examination of 
resources by actors who, being well aware of existing norms, do not intend to 
break them. It is, in fact, a deep sense of institutionally informed social purpose 
that often sustains the efforts of these deprived organizations.  

The perspective on bricolage that I offer closely aligns with the original definition 
of Lévi-Strauss (1962: 19), who originally proposed the idealized roles of a 
bricoleur and an engineer to depict two distinctive approaches to thought and 
tasks. In his view, while the “engineer is always trying to make his way out of and 
go beyond the constraints,” the bricoleur “remains within them.” In my data, 
entrepreneurs remain within the limits of their own constraints to the extent that, 
when low levels of capital inhibit more pertinent solutions, they invariably turn to 
old skills, knowledge, attitudes, et cetera available in their own personal 
structures. When these activated predispositions perform new functions in 
significantly different ways, novel organizational properties diverging from 
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existing templates are possible. Yet, these differences do not emanate from 
questioning and trying to make a way out of the constraints imposed by them— 
“the universe” in terms of Lévi-Strauss (1962: 19)—, but from the situated 
performance of the predefined set of inputs at hand. So divergent solutions fall 
out of existing institutional templates not necessarily as a result of intentional 
challenging “engineers,” but rather as part of, often, day-to-day work in struggling 
projects carried out by ordinary “bricoleurs.” Accordingly, bricoleurs remain 
within their existing constraints—even when new situated capital emerges from 
their inputs—imprisoned in the received meaning of the “events and experiences” 
their inputs are made of.  

Yet, even if immediate novelty outcomes of bricolage remain within the same 
constraints they emerge from, bricoleurs, as they carry out their projects, create 
conditions for new knowledge.  Lévi-Strauss (1962: 22) acknowledged that 
bricoleurs generate “structures by means of events”. As these novel structural 
properties are sustained by new forms of situated capital, the resulting 
reconfigurations of resources and their relations update the lived history of these 
inputs. This may trigger an engagement with concepts that would eventually turn 
a bricoleur into an institutional entrepreneur or worker. Much research has shown 
how theorization processes of sense making contribute to the emergence and 
diffusion of new institutions (Emirbayer & Goodwin, 1994; Reay et al., 2013; 
Zimmerman & Zeitz, 2002; Zott & Huy, 2007). In my data, centered on very early 
stages of significant novelty, there is still little of this. There are, at best, faint 
theorization attempts. For bricoleurs, their inputs—even when working as situated 
new capital—still possess limited theoretical relations with other elements in their 
organizations and the field they populate. They will need to make a qualitative 
shift to directly question their meaning and be able to play with “structures” to 
create “events” (Lévi-Strauss, 1962: 22). By them, and to be consistent with Lévi-
Strauss’ distinction between bricoleurs and scientists, they should not be 
considered bricoleurs anymore. 
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Chapter 8. Limitations and 
implications 

This research has many limitations. Many of them relate to the nature of my 
findings: contextually dependent “possibly true” claims whose contingent validity 
requires an understanding of their boundary conditions. Many other limitations 
result from my data and analysis, which I will argue open opportunities for further 
research. In the following sections I elaborate on these ideas under the headings 
“Transferability” and “Further research.” Despite the limitations, my findings 
may also shed some light on the specific context of written news. This dissertation 
started by stating that the primary concern of this research is not what the future 
of written news will look like. Yet, my findings may provide some clues about 
actors and activities helping and preventing change in different aspects of that 
future. One area where contextually rich critical approaches often contribute is 
policy discussions. Thus, perhaps presumptuously, I finish this book with some 
implications for both policy and practice. 

Transferability 

A reduction of the possibilities of our thinking has resulted in views that assert 
that “social science has not succeeded in producing general, context-independent 
theory and, thus, has in the final instance nothing else to offer than concrete, 
context-dependent knowledge” (Flyvbjerg, 2006: 223). This is entirely possible, 
and this research carries no universalistic pretensions. I do not intend to hide the 
locality to which my findings pertain. It is, however, also possible that by noting 
the boundary conditions relevant to my findings, some of them may be 
transferable to other empirical settings (cf. Bacharach, 1989). The accumulation 
of cases in this research and their use in different but interconnected analytical 
processes argue in favor of the potential transferability of my findings to other 
empirical settings sharing similar conditions: individuals searching for solutions 
to organizational challenges in an institutional field in crisis.  

I would expect entrepreneurial processes like the ones described in this work in 
other highly institutionalized exchange fields in crisis where changing objective 
conditions affect the efficacy of capital. In particular, I would expect, in such 
fields, the emergence of diverging novelty in the presence of two conditions: (1) 
the experience of capital constraints and (2) the availability of valueless inputs 
accumulated in the personal structures of the actors involved. But do all fields in 
crisis depict a similar ability in their institutions to find ways to reproduce? The 
stickiness of institutions that the suggested reproduction processes manifest, 
however, could be relevant only to some types of fields in crisis. The societal role 
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played by written news in the last generations has offered to actors in this field 
the opportunity to make grand claims about the central function of journalism in 
the workings of democracy. Perhaps other players in other fields do not have 
similar opportunities to claim links to institutions as central to our societal system 
as democracy is – and crises easily wipe away preexisting norms and concepts. 
Moreover, not in all fields, for example in many manufacturing industries, are 
actors able to run their ventures or join the population of producers with such little 
upfront investment, particularly in terms of physical assets. Hybrid forms in other 
fields may not be available—or not in the conditions described in this study—to 
actors to shield their valued occupation from market demands.  

Further research 

Longitudinal real-time research and behavioral experiments 

One major limitation of this research is the relatively short period of real-time 
field research (about 21 months for the cases in the NY city area) of which I was 
only physically present at the site for nine months. For the case in Sweden the 
period of field research was noticeably shorter. Thus, many junctures in the 
described entrepreneurial processes were not directly observed in real time, 
although many others were.  

For example, while I witnessed every described aspect of the process 
“reproduction by sheltering” unfolding in all the corresponding cases, key 
moments in the other processes had to be reconstructed retrospectively. For 
instance, in “reproduction by decoupled innovation,” the initial experience of 
problems, the resorting to new management ideas and the early steps in the 
interpretation of those ideas had already taken place within the year prior to my 
first interview with the sampled case. So, many details of how this sort of 
decoupling emerged were lost and threads of evidence were not too convincing or 
impossible to verify, and therefore discarded in my analysis. The same applies to 
the process of “novelty by new situated capital”: The very moments instances of 
novelty were born had already happened months, in some cases years, before I 
entered the field. In my reconstructions I triangulated sources, paid extra attention 
to the details that emerged from every one of them and analyzed these threads of 
data critically. The inhibition of common responses and the attention directed to 
capital alternatives appeared to be reliable accounts of what had happened in all 
these cases, but I cannot claim I directly witnessed their occurrence.  

Longitudinal approaches may facilitate direct and more complete observations of 
these processes. Experiments may also offer interesting alternatives to test, in 
controlled conditions, the behavioral decision-making aspects of these processes. 
Several studies in cognitive psychology have, for example, shown in consumer 
and artistic contexts that time and input constraints can enhance creativity by 
inhibiting conventional responses to a problem (e.g. Burroughs & Mick, 2004; 
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Goldenberg et al., 2001; Reitman, 1965; Scranton & Gibbert, 2009; Stokes, 2001). 
Scopelliti and colleagues (2013), based on self-reported information, have 
empirically proved a similar effect in financial constraints, but the behavioral 
mechanisms that may link novelty to economic and other forms of capital 
constraints remain underexplored.  

Practice research 

Perhaps one of the most promising new strands of literature in the neoinstitutional 
turn to the micro is practice research (Powell & Rerup, 2017; Jarzabkowski et al., 
2013; Smets & Jarzabkowski, 2013). An important strength of this emerging body 
of studies is its linkages to a quite well-developed philosophical framework, 
practice theory. Research in this tradition shares a keen interest in both contexts 
and the wide array of understandings, prescriptions, acceptable aims et cetera that 
shape action. The methodology in this dissertation, however, diverts from what 
practice research demands. Observations are an important part of my data, but 
they are insufficient for the purpose of researching practices. Multilevel analysis 
of microprocesses within macrostructures are also, somehow, alien to the flat 
ontologies that practice theory favors. Yet, some aspects of the processes I 
identify can possibly be better understood, perhaps revised or corrected with a 
practice approach. One of these aspects is particularly relevant: context, or sites, 
in practice terminology. What practice theory brings is a fine-grained, 
theoretically consistent way to make sense of different types of phenomena that 
demand ethnographic research.    

For practice theory, social life cannot be understood if not tied to a context of 
which it is inherently part (Schatzki, 2005). This implies that social phenomena 
are not only “constructions of or out of individuals and their relations” but that “a 
certain type of context (sites) is central to analyzing and explaining social 
phenomena” (Schatzki, 2005: 467). These sites are more than mere spatial and 
historic contexts in the sense that context and contextualized events constitute one 
another, i.e. “what the event is is tied to the context, just as the nature and identity 
of the context are tied to the event” (Schatzki, 2005: 468). Sites are distinct social 
settings that constitute the features of the actors in them, but which are also 
constituted by these actors and therefore not diverse in character to them. The 
mutually constitutive nature of sites and actors is somehow implicit in this 
dissertation: journalists are what they are because of the field of written news, but 
also the field is constituted—and therefore is what it is—by what journalists 
(among other actors) do and say in it.  

A practice approach would allow the sites in my empirical data to be dissected in 
a way that is very different—and possibly promising—to my approach to fields, 
institutional templates, populations of organizations, daily activities, individual 
actors and so on. I see this promise in the alternative detailed classifications of 
phenomena that practice theory proposes and the implications these descriptions 
may bring to what can be observed and understood in the data. For example, sites 
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in practice theory are composed of (a) practices and (b) material arrangements 
(Schatzki, 2010). The former, (a) practices, are understood as “an organized, 
open-ended special-temporal manifold of actions” (Schatzki, 2005: 471; 2010). 
In turn, these actions include: (1) practical and general understandings of how to 
do things, (2) rules or explicit formulations that provide prescriptions, 
requirements or instructions, and (3) a teleoaffective structure of acceptable ends, 
projects, uses or emotions for those actors participating in the practice. The latter, 
(b) material arrangements, include setups of material objects such as human 
beings, artefacts or things (Schatzki, 2010; 2012). Additionally, different 
practices and material arrangements mesh and interlace to configure larger nets 
and confederations of practices and material arrangements. Organizations are seen 
in practice theory as bundles of practice arrangements that result from actions 
performed in existing practices. Organizations “embrace existing, to varying 
degrees altered, practices and a mix of new and old material arrangements” and 
“continue in existence via a perpetuation of its practices and a maintenance of its 
arrangements that accommodates evolution and focused changes” in them 
(Schatzki, 2005: 476).  

To understand how organizations behave, practice researchers need to identify the 
practice arrangement bundles of which the actions they study are part, how these 
bundles cohere or compete and how they are tied to larger nets of bundles. 
Explanations of complex social changes from a practice perspective imply 
providing overviews of the multitude of causal nexuses that give rise to them. “An 
overview conveys the gist and significant, salient or essential features of a field 
of entities, for instance, multitudes of causal nexuses” (Schatzki, 2018). From this 
perspective, fields would perhaps be closer to the conceptualizations of 
complexes favored in coalface institutionalism (Barley, 2008), and the 
multiplicity of logics (Thornton et al., 2012) less a matter of sustained conflict 
and tension than a matter of diverse ways of activating general understandings, 
rules and teleoaffective structures in relation to specific courses of action.  

Moreover, for some practice researchers, change is so widespread and continuous 
that it hardly needs explanation; what is puzzling is persistence (Nicolini, 2012). 
My findings suggest that change is perhaps less common than these views 
celebrate; nevertheless, the emphasis that practice scholars put on change is a 
welcome advantage for microstudies of institutional phenomena. Institutional 
studies have often explained reproduction and novelty separately. The initial 
interest in reproduction seems now to be forfeited in the current neoinstitutional 
turn to the micro. Practice-based research may strike, with the focus on 
individuals and organizations, an uncommon balance between change and 
persistence in institutional studies. The aim here would be not to explain 
institutional processes per se but as a way into understanding organizations 
(Greenwood et al., 2017). Finally, practice studies are well positioned to develop 
theorizations of the institutional that may conform to flat ontologies and strip 
social structures of hierarchical connotations. Developments in this direction may 
contribute fruitfully to current discussions about the utility of multilevel 
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methodological approaches in addressing the structure vs. agency debate (c.f. 
Cardinale, 2018; Harmon et al., 2018; Lok & Willmott, 2018).  

Delivering—at least some of—these promises, however, requires not only a 
consistent and detailed grounding in practice theory but also empirical approaches 
that get closer to the data than what this study manages to do. 

Capital, decoupling, growth and legitimacy  

Some additional opportunities for further research do not directly emerge from 
methodological limitations but are related to how I use—and disregard—some 
theoretical constructs that seem relevant to explain my data. Some of these 
opportunities lie in my limited use of some concepts (capital and decoupling). 
Other opportunities result from the likely relevance for entrepreneurship and 
institutional theory of other concepts this thesis does not explore at all (growth 
and legitimacy). I briefly refer to these concepts in the following paragraphs. 

I have attempted to explicitly understand the role of capital in entrepreneurial 
processes in an institutional field in crisis. My analysis of capital, however, 
remains very limited. Bourdieu (1986) detailed a typology of capital (i.e. 
economic, cultural, social and symbolic) suggesting that different forms of capital 
work differently. In my analysis, this remains relatively unexplored. Different 
forms of capital are assessed, and it is the scarcity of economic capital that seems 
to trigger the search for solutions in actors. The particular experience of 
constraints that results in novelty also takes places in contexts of low economic 
capital and various combinations of moderate to low levels of the other forms of 
capital. Yet, my sample and available data at the moment of drafting this text did 
not allow further elaborations.  

In addition, capital availability at individual and organizational levels, even in 
very small organizations, do not necessarily coincide. While economic capital can 
be easily tied to organizations, cultural and social capitals are intrinsically 
individual. Even if cultural and social capitals can be aggregated, shared, even 
transferred, at the venture level it is likely that these operations will perform 
differently depending on the type of capital, the possibilities of action they grant 
and their contexts. In my analysis I have largely made an abstraction of these 
issues and assumed aggregations of capital at the organizational level as triggers 
of the different processes this dissertation identifies. For the emergence of 
novelty, however, it is individual capital scarcity that seems relevant, as the 
available inputs provided by the personal structure of the focal actor initiating 
novelty necessarily originate at the individual level. These analytical jumps 
between levels may mask nuanced aspects in the processes I study. Real-time 
observations and closer zooming in on individual data may prove useful.  

Similarly, my exploration of decoupling processes is limited. Somewhat 
surprisingly, I find decoupling mechanisms both in reproduction and novelty 
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processes. This suggests that decoupling potentially generates both homogeneity 
and heterogeneity. In other words, decoupling—treated as a singular construct—
cannot be tied to one single type of institutional outcome. So, rather than trying 
to use decoupling as a mechanism behind field-level outcomes (e.g. heterogeneity 
of practices in Meyer & Rowan, 1977; heterogeneity of ends in Bromley et al., 
2012), what perhaps deserves more attention is the organizational processes by 
which different forms of decoupling happen and how they distinctively help in 
understanding organizational outcomes (e.g. Bromley & Powell, 2012). Research 
could pay supplementary empirical attention to how and why mismatches among 
what individuals do and say—and interpretative misalignments—emerge in the 
first place, in which initial conditions and with what organizational effects. 
Discursive research—through the contextual analysis of written and verbal 
discourses—seems well positioned to advance in the role of decoupling within 
meaning structures, power dynamics and sense-making processes at the core of 
organizational dynamics (e.g. Czarniawska, 2010; Vaara et al., 2010).   

Many of my observations raise questions my data cannot answer about the role of 
growth in the stabilization of significant difference in firms’ structural properties. 
I can only guess in my cases about the critical role of growth as “fuel” required to 
sustain these emergent structures that still lack the legitimacy of field-level 
institutional arrangements. This would suggest there is potential for further 
research, for example, on bricolage behaviors in which growth is not considered 
an outcome in itself (e.g. Baker & Nelson, 2005) but an intermediate condition 
for other consequences at different levels. Similar arguments can be made in 
relation to legitimacy.   

The questions that some findings in this research open up in relation to legitimacy 
deserve attention. Legitimacy—a conceptual bedrock both in institutional studies 
and entrepreneurship theory—has become a pivotal concept in management 
studies (Suddaby et al., 2017). The most widely used definition of the term refers 
to “the generalized perception” that the actions of an organization are “appropriate 
within some socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs and definitions” 
(Suchman, 1995: 574; Deephouse & Suchman, 2008). It is generally accepted, 
both in entrepreneurship and institutional literature, that achieving legitimacy 
allows new ventures to acquire resources, reducing their liability of newness 
(Stinchcombe, 1965) and improving organizational survival and performance 
(Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Aldrich & Fiol, 1994). Yet, what would be the role of 
legitimacy if resources were not formally acquired but—as in my findings—
discovered and enacted in alternative forms of situated capital? Would these 
organizations be illegitimate as they do not incorporate proper, adequate, rational 
and necessary institutional elements from their social context (Parsons, 1956, 
1960; Scott, 1995)? How would the subjective legitimacy judgments of 
individuals (Bitektine, 2011; Tost, 2011; Bitektine & Haack, 2015) form in these 
cases? Through which interactive processes (Überbacher, 2014) may these 
organizations achieve legitimacy?  



8 Limitations and implications 

219 

Similarly, studies of legitimation in new ventures—the process by which an 
organization demonstrates its legitimacy to stakeholders (Maurer, 1971)—also 
largely assume that organizations start with low legitimacy and need to gain it in 
the first place by demonstrating its fit with preexisting categories and institutions 
(Deephouse et al., 2017). It is this need that would explain why so many new 
ventures fail and what would justify acquiring legitimacy as the central purpose 
of legitimation processes, processes that have often been described as consecutive 
to organizational design and led by entrepreneurs who skillfully gain legitimacy 
via impression management (Zott & Huy, 2007), social mobilization (Weber et 
al., 2008) or cultural agency (Emirbayer & Goodwin, 1994; Lounsbury and 
Glynn, 2001). But does legitimation also follow a stepwise progress in bricolage 
forms of entrepreneurship? What is the role those stakeholders involved in new 
forms of situated capital play in the legitimation process? How do legitimacy 
judgments—made by internal and external stakeholders—interact with 
organizational activities and outcomes? 

None of these questions my findings trigger has been addressed in this research, 
although the answers they demand seem key in better understanding key aspects 
of the entrepreneurial processes this dissertation has presented.  

Implications for policy and practice 

This work has tried to cast light on lingering institutional arrangements in the field 
of written news and a type of actor in it who, so far, has received scant attention: 
individuals in resource-scarce journalism startups. These organizations have, 
somehow, got lost in the open crevasses between retrenching legacy newspapers 
and heavily funded but never-quite-achieving technology-oriented digital natives. 
Curiously, one initial baseline finding in this research is that this type of 
organization experiences similar problems to those of incumbent players, 
triggering—in their search for solutions—processes that are all entrepreneurial. A 
second finding is that, in these processes, reproduction and novelty are intimately 
interconnected. Certainly, the processes I identify are different, but they share 
central constructs in them. In all of them there are perceptions of capital scarcity 
or capital losses, personal experiences of constraints and problems, a search for 
solutions that brings new activities, some sort of decoupling. Outcomes, however, 
differ, but these differences are not based on entirely alien dynamics. 
Reproduction or novelty happens depending on minor aspects of these processes 
that can hardly be assigned to crude binary categories, and cannot be easily 
anticipated from afar either. A final basic, but not necessarily new, finding 
common to this kappa and the papers it wraps is that institutions—including in 
the field of written news—come in bundles: Ideals and activities fuse in ways that 
become indistinguishable to actors, and concepts become interpretative systems 
that impose meaning on initially different ideas. These apparently simple findings 
have some, perhaps important, implications for written news. 
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The growing concerns about the business sustainability of written news have been 
feeding calls to re-envision how the production and distribution of news can be 
protected. Most of these calls are based on the growing assumption that market 
incentives and technological imperatives on their own may not suffice to provide 
a way forward (e.g. John & Silberstein-Loeb, 2015; McChesney, 2016). There is 
a sense of despair barely hidden in these calls—particularly in the regulatory 
adverse context of the US—that increasingly regret having “wasted a great deal 
of time and money talking about a profitable future and entrepreneurial 
journalism, when we should all have been digging deep policy trenches around 
protecting what was so clearly under threat” (Bell & Marshall, 2019: 3, emphasis 
added). This dissertation has little to add for or against regulation as such. What 
this research suggests is that what is key is the definition of that “what” that needs 
to be protected. It is too easy to fall under the spell that the idealistic societal 
contributions of journalism, the ways it has been traditionally practiced and the 
forms of organizations that have supported journalism are the same thing or, even 
worse, an indivisible bundle.  

Most extant research in media management and political communication has 
focused on strategic processes in legacy organizations and the design of flashy 
ideas in well-funded startups. Because the findings have so far been considered 
largely disappointing, protective regulation of “news production as a public good” 
(Ots & Krumsvik, 2016: 126) has emerged as the obvious priority. Specific 
proposals, generated in the US (e.g. McChesney, 2016), the UK (e.g. Cairncross, 
2019) and the Nordic countries (e.g. Kammer, 2016), reflect and, partly, react to 
the different media systems they originate from. While in continental Europe the 
state has traditionally played a very active role in the design and control of 
infrastructures aimed at supporting public deliberation, the Anglo-American 
model has consistently avoided public intervention as the right approach to 
achieving similar goals. Despite these systemic differences, in the current state of 
crisis, many of these proposals have often gathered interest and sparked 
conversations out of their national boundaries. These recommendations normally 
center on one or combinations of the following lines:  

• Improve commercial terms for publishers: for example, rebalancing the 
commercial treatment SMPs and other technological giants give to news 
publishers, so that the latter can benefit more from online advertising; or 
extending a zero rating for VAT for all publications, digital or print. 

• Increase or initiate direct or indirect public funding to support news 
providers: such as, granting tax reliefs for public interest journalism, like 
those in the creative sector; or establishing public subsidies supported by 
taxpayers’ money, like “the citizenship news voucher” for nonprofit 
news media (McChesney, 2016) or the “Institute for Public Interest 
News,” which would administer an innovation fund (Cairncross, 2019).  

• Regulate characteristics of quality journalism: in particular, 
promulgating guidelines about what online news is trustworthy and what 
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is not; or extending to SMPs the consideration of publishers and, 
therefore, the rules that apply to them. 

Often, these ideas of state intervention, where the socioinstitutional character of 
written news media takes over its private business nature, raise concerns both in 
the continental European and Anglo-American systems. In continental Europe, 
authorized voices have warned that “public service institutions tend to be more 
focused on market reach to legitimate their financing privileges, rather than 
fulfilling the role of providing desired content not available due to market failure” 
(Ots & Krumsvik, 2016: 126). In the Anglo-American model, the dominant view 
still insists on the conflicts of interest that even indirect funding may generate 
(Bell & Marshall, 2019). These concerns are important but, to the extent that they 
reflect on past dynamics and remain within their own reference systems, they also 
miss the point. This research, rather than raising additional concerns about the 
risks of regulation or lack of it, may complement these considerations by pointing 
out some situations these policies, and elite actors in the field of written news, 
should not ignore. 

First, this dissertation has embraced within its focus the humblest forms of 
entrepreneurship in the exchange field of written news: resource-constrained 
journalism entrepreneurs—and their organizational members—struggling to 
accomplish their aspirations and projects. In these forms, I have found the 
possibility of both novelty and sustainability. Novelty in these ventures originates 
in working—even if imperfect—solutions to organizational problems. The 
generative possibilities of constraints and problems should in any case be taken 
with precaution. It does not seem reasonable to advise on innovation by 
suggesting actors increase their misery, obstacles and difficulties. What policies 
could consider, as they tend to shift from supporting news organizations to 
supporting journalism and from supporting ongoing operations to supporting 
innovation and entrepreneurship (Ots & Krumsvik, 2016; Ots & Picard, 2018), is 
the role that humble new entrants play in the generation of new solutions. Actors 
in these and other organizations in the field may also find some comfort in the 
finding that novel solutions can emerge in unexpected places. Perhaps new 
entrants, and incumbents alike, do not need to keep copying others’ solutions 
emerging in the unlikely rising star or the unoriginal legacy player. 

Moreover, these small organizations often find ways to sustain their value-laden 
efforts not available—perhaps not conceivable—in bigger firms. As many have 
suggested, extravagant profits—so common in the media business for decades 
before the Internet revolution—distorted the economics of written news (Picard, 
2014, 2015). Some experts are beginning to suggest that the way to think about 
the business of written news should not center as much on profits as on 
sustainability (Bell & Marshall, 2019). Perhaps it is not impossible to imagine a 
future where the provision of written news is sustained not by disproportionate 
financial profits but by socially oriented entrepreneurial motives arranged in some 
form of microorganizations, or networks of them. Many barriers, particularly in 
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the US, such as health insurance costs, limiting social security schemes and not-
for-profit legal requirements, hinder the formation of such ventures.  

Policy measures have so far been aimed at directing entrepreneurial efforts, such 
as innovation subsidies, or at sustaining existing journalism organizations, like 
the Scandinavian press subsidies. Results indicate that, so far, they have been 
unsuccessful in delivering a way forward (Ots & Picard, 2018). My findings may 
help explain why this is the case. Innovations in written news, when interpreted 
and implemented within the meaning system provided by existing institutional 
arrangements in the field, get assimilated and fail to bring significant novelty. The 
sustainability of journalistic socially valuable services does not seem to depend 
on monetary incentives but on long-term commitments to valued forms of work 
that only require minimal sheltering from market dynamics. And eventually, in 
the current context of problems and constraints, significant innovation will arise 
in the most unexpected places. Policy recommendations may consider dumping 
unrealistic intentions to shape the future of written news—either sustaining 
current organizational forms where journalism is done or intervening in the design 
of new ones—and concentrate on just dealing with those difficulties that deter the 
start of new entrants.  

And finally, this work exposes institutional arrangements that—despite their 
current misalignment with the objective conditions in the field—continue to shape 
business and professional practices in the field of written news. This research also 
identifies some, perhaps not fully conscious processes—such as decoupled 
innovation—by which these institutional arrangements reproduce. These 
observations may provide some means of reflection to actors in the field. They 
also suggest that new regulatory frameworks may benefit from questioning the 
assumption that ideals traditionally associated with written news can only be 
achieved under the supporting form of professional journalism practices and 
newspapers. Protecting those values democratic societies want to preserve 
perhaps requires the social function of journalism—its constitutive system of 
rules, norms and concepts—to be unbundled first and then reassembled, securing 
what deserves to be kept without the handicap of possible free-riding elements.  

 



 
 

223 

References 

Achtenhagen, L. (2008). Understanding entrepreneurship in traditional 
media. Journal of Media Business Studies, 5(1), 123-142. 

Achtenhagen, L. & Cestino, J. (forthcoming). Qualitative Methods in Media 
Management Research. In von Rimscha, M.B. & Kienzler, S. (Eds.), Management 
and Economics of Communication. Series: Handbooks in Communication 
Science. De Gruyter Mouton. Berlin. Germany. 

Achtenhagen, L. & Raviola, E. (2007). Organizing Internal Tensions: Duality 
Management of Media Companies. In Achtenhagen, L. (Ed.), Organizing media: 
Mastering the challenges of Organizational Change, 127-146. Jönköping: JIBS. 

Achtenhagen, L. & Raviola, E. (2009). Balancing tensions during convergence: 
Duality management in a newspaper company. The International Journal on 
Media Management, 11(1), 32-41. 

Ahuja, G., & Morris Lampert, C. (2001). Entrepreneurship in the large 
corporation: A longitudinal study of how established firms create breakthrough 
inventions. Strategic Management Journal, 22(6–7), 521–543. 

Albarran, A.B. (2002). Media Economics: Understanding Markets, Industries 
and Concepts. 2nd Edition. Iowa, Iowa State Press. 

Albarran, A., Mierzejewska, B., & Jung, J. (2006). Handbook of media 
management and economics. New York, NY: Routledge. 

Aldrich, H.E. & Fiol, C.M. (1994). Fools rush in? The institutional context of 
industry creation. Academy of Management Review, 19(4), 645-670. 

Aldrich, H.E. & Martinez, M. (2003). Entrepreneurship as social construction: a 
multi-level evolutionary approach. In Handbook of entrepreneurship 
research, 359-399. Boston, MA: Springer. 

Aldrich, H.E. & Ruef, M. (2006). Organizations evolving. 2nd Edition. Thousand 
Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Aldrich, H. E., & Ruef, M. (2018). Unicorns, gazelles, and other distractions on 
the way to understanding real entrepreneurship in the United States. Academy of 
Management Perspectives, 32(4), 458-472. 

Aldrich, H.E. & Wiedenmeyer, G. (1993). From traits to rates: An ecological 
perspective on organizational foundings. Advances in Entrepreneurship, Firm 
Emergence, and Growth, 1, 145-195. 



Jönköping International Business School 

224 

Aldrich, H.E. (2010). Beam me up, Scott(ie)! Institutional theorists’ struggles 
with the emergent nature of entrepreneurship. Research in the Sociology of 
Work, 21, 29-364. 

Alexander, A., Owers, J.E., Carveth, R., Hollifield, C.A., & Greco, A.N. 
(2003). Media economics: Theory and practice. New York, NY: Routledge. 

Alvarez, S.A., & Barney, J.B. (2007). Discovery and creation: Alternative 
theories of entrepreneurial action. Strategic entrepreneurship journal, 1(1‐2), 11-
26. 

Alvesson, M., & Sköldberg, K. (2009). Reflexive methodology: New vistas for 
qualitative research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Amabile, T.M. (1998). How to kill creativity (Vol. 87). Boston, MA: Harvard 
Business School Publishing. 

American Press Institute (2006). Newspaper Next: The Transformation Project. 
American Press Institute. 

Amit, R., MacCrimmon, K.R., Zietsma, C., & Oesch, J.M. (2001). Does money 
matter? Wealth attainment as the motive for initiating growth-oriented technology 
ventures. Journal of business venturing, 16(2), 119-143. 

Andersen, O.J. (2008). A bottom-up perspective on innovations: Mobilizing 
knowledge and social capital through innovative processes of 
bricolage. Administration & Society, 40(1), 54-78. 

Anderson, P. & Tushman M.L. (1990). Technological Discontinuities and 
Dominant Designs: A Cyclical Model of Technological Change. Administrative 
Science Quarterly, 35(4), 604-633 

Ansari, S. & Phillips, N. (2011). Text me! New consumer practices and change in 
organizational fields. Organization Science, 22(6), 1579-1599. 

Appelgren, E., & Nygren, G. (2014). Data Journalism in Sweden: Introducing 
new methods and genres of journalism into “old” organizations. Digital 
Journalism, 2(3), 394-405. 

Arthur, W.B. (1989). Competing technologies, increasing returns, and lock-in by 
historical events. Economic Journal, 99, 116-131. 

Bacharach, S.B. (1989). Organization theories: Some criteria for evaluation, 
Academy of Management Review, 14(4), 496-515. 

Baines, T., Lightfoot, H., Peppard, J., Johnson, M., Ashutosh, T., Shehab, E., & 
Swink, M. (2009). Towards an operations strategy for product-centric 
servitization. International Journal of Operations & Production Management, 
29(5), 494–519. 



References 

225 

Baker, T., Miner, A.S., & Eesley, D.T. (2003). Improvising firms: Bricolage, 
account giving and improvisational competencies in the founding process. 
Research policy, 32(2), 255-276. 

Baker, T. & Nelson, R.E. (2005). Creating something from nothing: Resource 
construction through entrepreneurial bricolage. Administrative Science Quarterly, 
50, 329–366. 

Baker, T., Pollock, T.G., & Sapienza, H.J. (2013). Winning an Unfair Game: How 
a Resource-Constrained Player Uses Bricolage to Maneuver for Advantage in a 
Highly Institutionalized Field. Advances in Entrepreneurship, Firm Emergence 
and Growth, 15, 1-41. 

Barley, S.R. (2008). Coalface institutionalism. In Greenwood, R., Oliver, C., 
Sahlin, K., & Suddaby, R. (Eds.), The Sage handbook of organizational 
institutionalism, (p. 491-518). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Barney, J. (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal 
of management, 17(1), 99-120. 

Baron, R.A. (2006). Opportunity recognition as pattern recognition: How 
entrepreneurs “connect the dots” to identify new business opportunities. Academy 
of management perspectives, 20(1), 104-119. 

Barton, M.A. & Sutcliffe, K.M. (2010). Learning when to stop momentum. MIT 
Sloan Management Review, 51(3), 69. 

Barzel, Y. (1997). Economic Analysis of Property Rights. Cambridge, UK: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Battilana, J. (2006). Agency and institutions: The enabling role of individuals’ 
social position. Organization, 13(5), 653-676. 

Battilana, J., & D’aunno, T. (2009). Institutional work and the paradox of 
embedded agency. In Lawrence, T.B., Suddaby, R., & Leca, B. 
(Eds.), Institutional work: Actors and agency in institutional studies of 
organizations (p. 31-58). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Battilana, J., & Dorado, S. (2010). Building sustainable hybrid organizations: The 
case of commercial microfinance organizations. Academy of management 
Journal, 53(6), 1419-1440. 

Battilana, J., Leca, B., & Boxenbaum, E. (2009). How actors change institutions: 
towards a theory of institutional entrepreneurship. Academy of Management 
annals, 3(1), 65-107. 

Battilana, J., Sengul, M., Pache, A.C. & Model, J. (2015). Harnessing 
productive tensions in hybrid organizations: The case of work integration social 
enterprises. Academy of Management Journal, 58(6), 1658-1685.  



Jönköping International Business School 

226 

Baumol, W.J. (1990). Entrepreneurship: Productive, Unproductive, and 
Destructive, Journal of Political Economy, 98(5), 893–921. 

Begley, T.M., & Boyd, D.P. (1987). Psychological characteristics associated with 
performance in entrepreneurial firms and smaller businesses. Journal of business 
venturing, 2(1), 79-93. 

Bell, E.J. & Marshall, J. (2019). Debate: Emily Bell of the Tow Center and Josh 
Marshall of Talking Points Memo on government funding for journalism.  
Columbia Journalism Review. February/March 2019. Retrieved 2019-03-05, from 
https://gallery.cjr.org/public/conversations/-LZ6UQtyqrLlgbwffpkB 

Bell, E.J., Owen, T., Brown, P.D., Hauka, C., & Rashidian, N. (2017). The 
platform press: How Silicon Valley reengineered journalism. New York, NY: 
Tow Center for Digital Journalism. Columbia Journalism School. 

Benner, M.J. & Ranganathan, R. (2012). Offsetting illegitimacy? How pressures 
from securities analysts influence incumbents in the face of new 
technologies. Academy of Management Journal, 55(1), 213-233. 

Benz, M. (2009). Entrepreneurship as a non-profit-seeking activity. International 
Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 5(1), 23-44. 

Benz, M., & Frey, B.S. (2008). The value of doing what you like: Evidence from 
the self-employed in 23 countries. Journal of Economic Behavior & 
Organization, 68(3-4), 445-455. 

Berger, P., & Luckmann, T. (1967). The social construction of reality: A treatise 
on the sociology of education. New York: Doubleday Anchor. 

Beyers, J. (2005). Multiple embeddedness and socialization in Europe: the case 
of Council officials. International Organization, 59(04), 899-936. 

Bhaskar, R. (1975). A realist theory of science. London, UK: Verso. 

Bick, E. (2016). Institutional layering, displacement, and policy change: The 
evolution of civic service in Israel. Public Policy and Administration, 31(4), 342-
360. 

Bilton, C. (2011). The management of the creative industries: From content to 
context. In Deuze, M. (Ed.) Managing Media Work (p. 31-42). Los Angeles, CA: 
Sage Publications. 

Bitektine, A. (2011). Toward a theory of social judgments of organizations: The 
case of legitimacy, reputation, and status. Academy of management review, 36(1), 
151-179. 

Bitektine, A., & Haack, P. (2015). The “macro” and the “micro” of legitimacy: 
Toward a multilevel theory of the legitimacy process. Academy of Management 
Review, 40(1), 49-75. 



References 

227 

Bjerregaard, T. & Jonasson, C. (2014). Organizational responses to contending 
institutional logics: the moderating effect of group dynamics. British Journal of 
Management, 25(4), 651-666. 

Block, J.H., & Landgraf, A. (2016). Transition from part-time entrepreneurship 
to full-time entrepreneurship: the role of financial and non-financial motives. 
International entrepreneurship and management journal, 12(1), 259-282.  

Boettke, P.J., Coyne, C.J., & Leeson, P.T. (2008). Institutional stickiness and the 
new development economics. American journal of economics and 
sociology, 67(2), 331-358. 

Borgesius, F.Z., Trilling, D., Moeller, J., Bodó, B., de Vreese, C.H. & Helberger, 
N. (2016). Should we worry about filter bubbles? Internet Policy Review, 5(1), 16 

Borges, J.L. (1944). Ficciones. Obras completas. Buenos Aires: Emecé. 

Borges-Rey, E. (2016). Unravelling Data Journalism: A study of data journalism 
practice in British newsrooms. Journalism Practice, 10(7), 833-843. 

Bostrom, N. (2003). Are we living in a computer simulation? The Philosophical 
Quarterly, 53(211), 243-255. 

Bourdieu, P. (1968). Structuralism and theory of sociological knowledge. Social 
Research, 35(4), 681. 

Bourdieu, P. (1977). Outline of a Theory of Practice. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 
University Press. 

Bourdieu, P. (1986). “The Forms of Capital.” In Handbook of Theory of Research 
for the Sociology of Education, J. E. Richardson (Ed.), 241–258. Translated by 
Richard Nice. Santa Barbara, CA: Greenwood Press.  

Bourdieu, P. (1990). The Logic of Practice. Stanford, CA: Stanford University 
Press. 

Bourdieu, P., & Wacquant, L.J.D. (1992). An Invitation to Reflexive Sociology. 
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. 

Boxenbaum, E., & Battilana, J. (2005). Importation as innovation: Transposing 
managerial practices across fields. Strategic organization, 3(4), 355-383. 

Boxenbaum, E. & Jonsson, S. (2017). Isomorphism, diffusion and decoupling: 
Concept evolution and theoretical challenges. In Greenwood, R., Oliver, C., 
Lawrence, T.B. & Meyer, R.E. (Eds.), The Sage handbook of organizational 
institutionalism (p. 79-104). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Bozdag, E. & van den Hoven, J. (2015). Breaking the filter bubble: democracy 
and design. Ethics and Information Technology, 17(4), 249-265. 



Jönköping International Business School 

228 

Brandl, J., Daudigeos, T., Edwards, T., & Pernkopf-Konhäusner, K. (2014). Why 
French pragmatism matters to organizational institutionalism. Journal of 
Management Inquiry, 23(3), 314-318. 

Brickson, S.L. (2007). Organizational identity orientation: The genesis of the 
role of the firm and distinct forms of social value. Academy of Management 
Review, 32(3), 864-888.  

Brinck, L. & Tanggaard, L. (2016). Embracing the unpredictable. Leadership, 
learning, changing practice. Human Resource Development International, 19(5), 
374-387. 

Bromley, P., Hwang, H. & Powell, W.W. (2012). Decoupling revisited: Common 
pressures, divergent strategies in the US nonprofit sector. Management, 15(5), 
469-501. 

Bromley, P. & Powell, W.W. (2012). From smoke and mirrors to walking the talk: 
Decoupling in the contemporary world. Academy of Management Annals, 6(1), 
483-530. 

Bruton, G.D., Ahlstrom, D., & Li, H.L. (2010). Institutional theory and 
entrepreneurship: where are we now and where do we need to move in the 
future? Entrepreneurship theory and practice, 34(3), 421-440. 

Brüggemann, M., Engesser, S., Büchel, F., Humprecht, E. & Castro, L. (2014). 
Hallin and Mancini revisited: Four empirical types of western media 
systems. Journal of communication, 64(6), 1037-1065. 

Burke, A. (2015). A Freelancer and Independent Professional Research 
Agenda: The IPSE Global Workshops. International Review of 
Entrepreneurship, 13(1), 1-6.  

Burrell, G. (1988). Modernism, post modernism and organizational analysis 2: 
The contribution of Michel Foucault. Organization studies, 9(2), 221-235. 

Burroughs, J.E., & Glen Mick, D. (2004). Exploring antecedents and 
consequences of consumer creativity in a problem-solving context. Journal of 
consumer research, 31(2), 402-411. 

Burt, R.S. (2004). Structural holes and good ideas. American journal of 
sociology, 110(2), 349-399. 

Burton, M.D., Sørensen, J.B., & Beckman, C.M. (2002). Coming from good 
stock: Career histories and new venture formation. In Lounsbury, M. & 
Ventresca, M.J. (Eds.), Social structure and organizations revisited (p. 229-262). 
Bingley, UK: Emerald Group Publishing Limited. 

Butcher, T. (2018). Learning everyday entrepreneurial practices through 
coworking. Management Learning, 49(3), 327-345. 



References 

229 

Bygrave, W.D. (2007). The entrepreneurship paradigm (I) revisited. In 
Neergaard, H., & Ulhøi, J.P. (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research methods in 
entrepreneurship (p. 17-48). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Bögenhold, D., & Klinglmair, A. (2015). Micro-entrepreneurship: tendency 
towards precarious work? empirical findings for Austria. Athens Journal of 
Economics and Business, 1(2), 107-121.  

Cainarca, G.C., Colombo, M.G., & Mariotti, S. (1992). Agreements between 
firms and the technological life cycle model: Evidence from information 
technologies. Research Policy, 21(1), 45-62. 

Cairncross, F. (2019). The Cairncross Review. A sustainable Future for 
Journalism. Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport. Gov.UK. 
Retrieved 2019-02-12, from https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-
cairncross-review-a-sustainable-future-for-journalism 

Campbell, D.T. (1975). “Degrees of freedom” and the case study. Comparative 
political studies, 8(2), 178-193. 

Cannavacciuolo, L., Iandoli, L., Ponsiglione, C. & Zollo, G. (2017). Learning by 
failure vs learning by habits: entrepreneurial learning micro-strategies as 
determinants of the emergence of co-located entrepreneurial 
networks. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, 23(3), 
524-546. 

Cardinale, I. (2018). Beyond constraining and enabling: Toward new 
microfoundations for institutional theory. Academy of Management 
Review, 43(1), 132-155. 

Carnahan, S. (2017). Blocked But Not Tackled: Who Founds New Firms When 
Rivals Dissolve? Strategic Management Journal, 38(11), 2189-2212. 

Carvajal, M., García-Avilés, J.A., & González, J.L. (2012). Crowdfunding and 
non-profit media. The emergence of new models for public interest journalism. 
Journalism Practice, 6(5–6), 638–647. 

Casero-Ripollés, A., & Izquierdo-Castillo, J. (2013). Between decline and a new 
online business model: The case of the Spanish newspaper industry. Journal of 
Media Business Studies, 10(1), 63–78.  

Casson, M. (1982). The entrepreneur: An economic theory. Totowa, NJ: Barnes 
& Noble Books.  

Cattani, G., Ferriani, S. & Lanza, A. (2017). Deconstructing the outsider puzzle: 
The legitimation journey of novelty. Organization Science, 28(6), 965-992. 



Jönköping International Business School 

230 

Cavotta, V., Ramus, T., & Vaccaro, A. (2015). How Multiple Embeddedness Can 
Facilitate the Implementation of Institutional Change. Working paper. In 
Academy of Management Proceedings, 1, 11112.  

Cestino, J. (forthcoming). Journalism startups in USA: covering news deserts. In 
Matthews, R. and Hodgson, G. (Eds.), Comparing Local Journalism: Local 
Newspapers, Global Views. Abingdon, UK: Routledge. 

Cestino, J. & Berndt, A. (2017). Institutional limits to service dominant logic and 
servitisation in innovation efforts in newspapers. Journal of Media Business 
Studies, 14(3), 188-216. 

Cestino, J. & Matthews, R. (2016). A perspective on path dependence processes: 
the role of knowledge integration in business model persistence dynamics in the 
provincial press in England. Journal of Media Business Studies, 13(1), 22-44. 

Chesbrough, H. (2003). The logic of open innovation: Managing intellectual 
property. California Management Review, 45(3), 33–58.  
Child, J., Lua, Y., & Tsai, T. (2007). Institutional entrepreneurship in building 
an environmental protection system for the People's Republic of China. 
Organization Studies 28(7), 1013– 1034.  

Christensen, C. (1997). The Innovator’s Dilemma. Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
Business School Press. 

Chyi, H.I. (2012). Paying for what? How much? And why (Not)? Predictors of 
paying intent for multiplatform newspapers. International Journal on Media 
Management, 14(3), 227– 250. 

Ciborra, C. (2002). The Labyrinths of Information: Challenging the wisdom of 
systems. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 

CJR (2017). America’s Growing News Deserts. Columbia Journalism Review. 
Retrieved 2018-10-06, from https://www.cjr.org/local_news/american-news-
deserts-donuts-local.php 

CJR (2019, January 31). The Kicker. Podcast: Layoffs and the argument of civic 
media. Columbia Journalism Review. Retrieved 2019-01-31, from 
https://www.cjr.org/podcast/podcast-layoffs-digital-buzzfeed-huffpost-civic-
media.php  

Cleaver, F. (2002). Reinventing institutions: Bricolage and the social 
embeddedness of natural resource management. The European journal of 
development research, 14(2), 11-30. 

Clemens, E.S. & Cook, J.M. (1999). Politics and institutionalism: Explaining 
durability and change. Annual review of sociology, 25(1), 441-466. 



References 

231 

Clemons, E.K., Gu, B., & Reiner Lang, K. (2002/3). Newly vulnerable markets 
in an age of pure information products: An analysis of online music and online 
news. Journal of Management Information Systems 19(3), 17–41. 

Clough, D.R., Fang, T.P., Vissa, B., & Wu, A. (2019). Turning Lead Into Gold: 
How do Entrepreneurs Mobilize Resources to Exploit Opportunities? Academy of 
Management Annals, 13(1), 240-271. 

CNN Business (2019, January 24). Media industry loses about 1,000 jobs as 
layoffs hit news organizations. CNN Business. Retrieved 2019-01-24, from 
https://edition.cnn.com/2019/01/24/media/media-layoffs-buzzfeed-huffpost-
gannett/index.html 

Coburn, C.E. (2004). Beyond decoupling: Rethinking the relationship between 
the institutional environment and the classroom. Sociology of education, 77(3), 
211-244. 

Coddington, M. (2015a). Clarifying journalism’s quantitative turn: A typology for 
evaluating data journalism, computational journalism, and computer-assisted 
reporting. Digital journalism, 3(3), 331-348. 

Coddington, M. (2015b). The wall becomes a curtain: Revisiting journalism’s 
news–business boundary. In Carlson, M. & Lewis, S.C. (Eds.), Boundaries of 
journalism (p. 79-94). New York, NY: Routledge. 

Conboy, M. (2010) The Paradoxes of Journalism History. Historical Journal of 
Film, Radio and Television, 30(3), 411-420. 

Conboy, M. (2011) Journalism in Britain. A historical introduction. London, UK: 
Sage Publications. 

Corbo, L., Corrado, R. & Ferriani, S. (2016). A new order of things: Network 
mechanisms of field evolution in the aftermath of an exogenous 
shock. Organization Studies, 37(3), 323-348. 

Cornelissen, J.P., Durand, R., Fiss, P.C., Lammers, J.C., & Vaara, E. (2015). 
Putting communication front and center in institutional theory and analysis. 
Academy of Management Review, 40(1), 10-27. 

Cornia, A., Sehl, A., & Nielsen, R.K. (2017). Developing digital news projects in 
private sector media. Oxford, UK: Reuters Institute for the Study of Journalism.  
Cornia, A., Sehl, A., & Kleis Nielsen, R. (2018). Comparing legacy media 
responses to the changing business of news: Cross-national similarities and 
differences across media types. The International Communication Gazette, 81(6-
7-8), 686-706. 



Jönköping International Business School 

232 

Covin, J.G., & Miles, M.P. (1999). Corporate entrepreneurship and the pursuit of 
competitive advantage. Entrepreneurship theory and practice, 23(3), 47-63. 

Crossan, M.M. & Apaydin, M. (2010). A multi‐dimensional framework of 
organizational innovation: A systematic review of the literature. Journal of 
management studies, 47(6), 1154-1191. 

Crilly, D., Zollo, M., & Hansen, M.T. (2012). Faking it or muddling through? 
Understanding decoupling in response to stakeholder pressures. Academy of 
Management Journal, 55(6), 1429-1448. 

Cunningham, B. (2003, July-August). Rethinking objectivity. Columbia 
Journalism Review. Retrieved 2018-05-23, from 
https://archives.cjr.org/feature/rethinking_objectivity.php  

Currah, A. (2009). What’s Happening to Our News. Oxford, UK: Reuters Institute 
for the Study of Journalism. 

Cushion, S., Lewis, J., & Callaghan, R. (2017). Data journalism, impartiality and 
statistical claims: Towards more independent scrutiny in news 
reporting. Journalism Practice, 11(10), 1198-1215. 

Cyert, R.M., & March, J.G. (1963). A behavioral theory of the firm. Englewood 
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Czarniawska, B. (2010). Women, the city and (dis) organizing. Culture and 
Organization, 16(3), 283-300. 

Dahl, D.W., & Moreau, C.P. (2007). Thinking inside the box: Why consumers 
enjoy constrained creative experiences. Journal of Marketing Research, 44(3), 
357-369. 

D'aunno, T., Succi, M., & Alexander, J.A. (2000). The role of institutional and 
market forces in divergent organizational change. Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 45(4), 679-703. 

Damanpour, F. (1991). Organizational innovation: A meta-analysis of effects of 
determinants and moderators. Academy of management journal, 34(3), 555-590. 

Daskalaki, M. (2012). Recontextualizing new employee induction: 
Organizational entry as a change space. The Journal of Applied Behavioral 
Science, 48(1), 93-114. 

D'Aunno, T., Sutton, R.I., & Price, R.H. (1991). Isomorphism and external 
support in conflicting institutional environments: A study of drug abuse treatment 
units. Academy of management journal, 34(3), 636-661. 



References 

233 

David, P.A. (1985). Clio and the economics of QWERTY. American Economic 
Review, 75, 332-337. 

David, R., Sine, W.D., & Serra, C.K. (2017). Institutional theory and 
entrepreneurship: Taking stock and moving forward. In Greenwood, R., Oliver, 
C., Lawrence, T.B. & Meyer, R.E. (Eds.), The Sage handbook of organizational 
institutionalism (p. 671-688). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Davidsson, P. & Wiklund, J. (2001). Levels of analysis in entrepreneurship 
research: Current practice and suggestions for the future. Entrepreneurship 
Theory and Practice, 25(4), 81–99. 

Davidsson, P. (2004). Researching entrepreneurship. New York: Springer. 

Davidsson, P. (2015). Entrepreneurial opportunities and the entrepreneurship 
nexus: A re-conceptualization. Journal of Business Venturing, 30, 674-695. 

Davis, G.F. (1991). Agents without Principles? The Spread. Administrative 
science quarterly, 36(4), 583-613. 

Davis, K. (2018, March 15). A new wave of digital media startups are launching 
in Chicago. But will they survive? ChicagoInno. Retrieved 2018-12-10, from 
https://www.americaninno.com/chicago/inno-insights-chicago/a-new-wave-of-
digital-media-startups-are-launching-in-chicago-but-will-they-survive/ 

De Gregori, T.R. (1987). Resources are not; they become: An institutional 
theory. Journal of economic issues, 21(3), 1241-1263. 

De Massis, A., Kotlar, J., Wright, M. & Kellermanns, F.W. (2018). Sector-based 
entrepreneurial capabilities and the promise of sector studies in entrepreneurship. 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 42(1), 3-23. 

Deephouse, D.L., Bundy, J., Tost, L.P., & Suchman, M.C. (2017). Organizational 
legitimacy: Six key questions. In Greenwood, R., Oliver, C., Lawrence, T.B. & 
Meyer, R.E. (Eds.), The Sage handbook of organizational institutionalism, (p. 27-
54). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Dees, J.G., & Elias, J. (1998). The Challenges of Combining Social and 
Commercial Enterprise-University-Business Partnerships. Business ethics 
quarterly, 8(1), 165-178. 

Denzin, N.K. (1970). The Research Act in Sociology. Chicago: Aldine. 

Desai, V.M. (2011). Mass media and massive failures: Determining 
organizational efforts to defend field legitimacy following crises. Academy of 
Management Journal, 54(2), 263-278. 

DeTienne, D.R., Shepherd, D.A., & De Castro, J.O. (2008). The fallacy of “only 
the strong survive”: The effects of extrinsic motivation on the persistence 



Jönköping International Business School 

234 

decisions for under-performing firms. Journal of Business Venturing, 23(5), 
528-546.  

Deuze, M. (2005). What is journalism? Professional identity and ideology of 
journalists reconsidered. Journalism, 6(4), 442-464. 

Deuze, M. (2008). The professional identity of journalists in the context of 
convergence culture. Observatorio, 2(4). 

Deuze, M. & Fortunati, L. (2010). Journalism without journalists. In Meikle, G. 
& Redden, G. (Eds.), News online: Transformations and Continuity (p. 164-177). 
Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Dew, N., Sarasathy, S., Read, S., & Wiltbank, R. (2009). Affordable loss: 
Behavioral economic aspects of the plunge decision. Strategic Entrepreneurship 
Journal, 3(2), 105-126. 

Dhalla, R., & Oliver, C. (2013). Industry identity in an oligopolistic market and 
firms’ responses to institutional pressures. Organization Studies, 34(12), 1803-
1834. 

Di Domenico, M. (2015). Evolving museum identities and paradoxical response 
strategies to identity challenges and ambiguities: changing ethical understandings 
in the handling of human remains. Journal of Management Inquiry, 24(3), 300-
317. 

DiMaggio, P.J. (1988). Interest and agency in institutional theory. In Zucker, L.G. 
(Ed.), Institutional patterns and organizations: Culture and environment (p. 3-
21). Cambridge, MA: Ballinger. 

DiMaggio, P. J., & Powell, W.W. (1983). The iron cage revisited: Institutional 
isomorphism and collective rationality in organizational fields. American 
Sociological Review, 48, 147-160. 

DiMaggio, P.J., & Powell, W.W. (1991). The New Institutionalism in 
Organizational Analysis. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. 

Dimov, D. (2010). Nascent entrepreneurs and venture emergence: Opportunity 
confidence, human capital, and early planning. Journal of Management 
Studies, 47(6), 1123-1153. 

Dimov, D. (2011). Grappling with the unbearable elusiveness of entrepreneurial 
opportunities. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 35, 57-81. 

Dittrich, K., Guérard, S. & Seidl, D. (2016). Talking about routines: The role of 
reflective talk in routine change. Organization Science, 27(3), 678-697. 

Djerf-Pierre, M. & Weibull, L. (2011). From Idealist-entrepreneur to corporate 
executive. Provincial newspaper editors’ and publishers’ ways-of-thinking from 
the mid-1800s to the present. Journalism Studies, 12(3), 294-310. 



References 

235 

Domingo, D., & Paterson, C. (2011). Making Online News: Newsroom 
ethnography in the second decade of internet journalism. Nueva York, NY: Peter 
Lang. 

Douglas, M. (1986). How institutions think. Syracuse: Syracuse University Press. 

Doyle, G. (2013). Understanding media economics. London, UK: Sage 
Publications. 

Doyle, G. (2015). Multi-platform media and the miracle of the loaves and fishes. 
Journal of Media Business Studies, 12(1), 49–65. 

Dufays, F., & Huybrechts, B. (2016). Where do hybrids come from? 
Entrepreneurial team heterogeneity as an avenue for the emergence of hybrid 
organizations. International Small Business Journal, 34(6), 777-796. 

Dumpala, P. (2009, July 4). The Year the Newspaper Died. The Business Insider. 
Retrieved 2018-09-12, from http://www.Businessinsider.com/the-death-of-the-
american-newspaper-2009-7 July 4 

Durand, R., & McGuire, J. (2005). Legitimating agencies in the face of selection: 
The case of AACSB. Organization studies, 26(2), 165-196. 

Ebbers, I., & Piper, A. (2017). Satisfactions comparisons: women with families, 
full-time and parttime self-employed. International Journal of Gender and 
Entrepreneurship, 9(2), 171-187.  

Edelman, L.B. (1992). Legal ambiguity and symbolic structures: Organizational 
mediation of civil rights law. American journal of Sociology, 97(6), 1531-1576. 

Eide, M. (2002). The Power of Editing. Nordicom review, 23(1-2), 125-136. 

Eisenstadt, S.N. (1980). Cultural orientations, institutional entrepreneurs, and 
social change: Comparative analysis of traditional civilizations. American journal 
of sociology, 85(4), 840-869. 

Eisenhardt, K.M. (1989). Building theories from case study research, Academy of 
Management Review, 14(4), 532-550.  

Eisenhardt, K. & Graebner, M. (2007). Theory building from cases: Opportunities 
and challenges. Academy of Management Journal, 50(1), 25-32. 

Ellonen, H.K., Jantunen, A.R.I. & Johansson, A. (2015). The interplay of 
dominant logic and dynamic capabilities in innovation activities. International 
Journal of Innovation Management, 19(5), 1550052. 

Emirbayer, M. & Goodwin, J. (1994). Network analysis, culture, and the problem 
of agency. American journal of sociology, 99(6), 1411-1454. 



Jönköping International Business School 

236 

Emirbayer, M., & Mische, A. (1998). What is agency? American journal of 
sociology, 103(4), 962-1023. 

Engelen, E., Erturk, I., Froud, J., Leaver, A. & Williams, K. (2010). 
Reconceptualizing financial innovation: frame, conjuncture and 
bricolage. Economy and Society, 39(1), 33-63. 

Evans, D. S. (2009). The online advertising industry: Economics, evolution, and 
privacy. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 23(3), 37–60. 

Evans, T. & Van Damme, K. (2016). Consumers’ Willingness to Share Personal 
Data: Implications for Newspapers’ Business Models. International Journal on 
Media Management, 18(1), 25-41. 

Farjoun, M. (2002). The dialectics of institutional development in emerging and 
turbulent fields: The history of pricing conventions in the on-line database 
industry. Academy of Management Journal, 45(5), 848-874. 

Feenstra, G.W., Lewis, C.C., Hinrichs, C.C., Gillespie, G.W., & Hilchey, D. 
(2003). Entrepreneurial outcomes and enterprise size in US retail farmers' 
markets. American Journal of Alternative Agriculture, 18(1), 46-55.  

Feldman, M.S. (2004). Resources in emerging structures and processes of 
change. Organization Science, 15(3), 295-309. 

Feldman, M.S. & Orlikowski, W.J. (2011. Theorizing practice and practicing 
theory. Organization science, 22(5), 1240-1253. 

Feldman, M.S. & Worline, M. (2011). Resources, resourcing, and ampliative 
cycles in organizations. In Cameron, K.S., & Spreitzer, G.M. (Eds.), Oxford 
handbook of positive organizational scholarship (p. 629-641). Oxford, UK: 
Oxford University Press. 

Fengler, S. & Ruß-Mohl, S. (2008). Journalists and the information-attention 
markets: Towards an economic theory of journalism. Journalism, 9(6), 667-690. 

Fern, M.J., Cardinal, L.B. & O'Neill, H.M. (2012). The genesis of strategy in new 
ventures: Escaping the constraints of founder and team knowledge. Strategic 
Management Journal, 33(4), 427-447. 

Ferner, A., Edwards, T., & Tempel, A. (2012). Power, institutions and the cross-
national transfer of employment practices in multinationals. Human Relations, 
65(2), 163-187. 

Finke, R.A., Ward, T.B., & Smith, S.M. (1992). Creative cognition: Theory, 
research, and applications. Bradford, MA: The MIT Press. 

Fitzgerald, L., Ferlie, E., McGivern, G. & Buchanan, D. (2013). Distributed 
leadership patterns and service improvement: Evidence and argument from 
English healthcare. The Leadership Quarterly, 24(1), 227-239. 



References 

237 

Fleming, L. (2001). Recombinant uncertainty in technological search. 
Management Science, 47(1), 117–132. 

Fließ, S., & Hagenhoff, S. (2016). Servitization strategies in the publishing 
industry: A document analysis. Paper presented at the Servsig Conference, 
Maastricht, Netherlands.  

Fligstein, N. (1997). Social skill and institutional theory. American Behavioral 
Scientist, 40, 397–405. 

Fligstein, N. & Mara-Drita, I. (1996). How to make a market: Reflections on the 
attempt to create a single market in the European Union. American journal of 
sociology, 102(1), 1-33. 

Fligstein, N., & McAdam, D. (2011). Toward a general theory of strategic action 
fields. Sociological theory, 29(1), 1-26. 

Flyvbjerg, B. (2006). Five misunderstandings about case-study 
research. Qualitative inquiry, 12(2), 219-245. 

Folta, T.B., Delmar, F., & Wennberg, K. (2010). Hybrid entrepreneurship. 
Management Science, 56(2), 253-269.  

Foss, K., & Foss, N.J. (2008). Understanding opportunity discovery and 
sustainable advantage: The role of transaction costs and property rights. Strategic 
Entrepreneurship Journal, 2(3), 191-207. 

Foss, N.J., & Klein, P.G. (2012). Organizing entrepreneurial judgment: A new 
approach to the firm. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Foss, N. and Klein, P. (2018). Entrepreneurial Opportunities: Who Needs 
Them? Academy of Management Perspectives, (In-press). Retrieved 2019-08-17, 
from https://journals.aom.org/doi/abs/10.5465/amp.2017.0181 

Foucault, M. (1971). Nietsche, Genealogy, History. Paris, France: Presses 
Universitaires de France.  

Foucault, M. (1972). The Archaeology of Knowledge: Translated from the French 
by AM Sheridan Smith. New York, NY: Pantheon Books. 

Foucault, M. (1977). Discipline and punish: The birth of the prison. New York, 
NY: Vintage. 

Fox-Wolfgram, S.J., Boal, K.B., & Hunt, J.G. (1998). Organizational adaptation 
to institutional change: a comparative study of first-order change in prospector 
and defender banks. Administrative Science Quaterly, 43, 87-126. 

Franklin, B. (2012). The future of journalism. London, UK: Routledge 



Jönköping International Business School 

238 

Franklin, B. & Murphy, D. (2005). What news?: The market, politics and the local 
press. London, UK: Routledge. 

Freelancers Union (2017). Freelancing in America: 2017. Retrieved 2018-4-23, 
from https://s3.amazonaws.com/fuwt-prodstorage/content  

Freeman, J.H. & Audia, P.G. (2006). Community ecology and the sociology of 
organizations. Annual Review of Sociology, 32, 145-169. 

Freeman, J., Carroll, G.R., & Hannan, M.T. (1983). The liability of newness: Age 
dependence in organizational death rates. American sociological review, 692-710. 

Friedland, R. & Alford, R.R. (1991). Bringing society back in: Symbols, 
practices, and institutional contradictions. In Powell W.W., & DiMaggio, P.J. 
(Eds.), The New Institutionalism in Organizational Analysis (p. 232-263). 
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. 

FT Focus: The Future of News (2019). The Financial Times. Retrieved 2018-10-
14, from https://live.ft.com/Events/2019/FT-Future-of-News 

Fuenfschilling, L. & Truffer, B. (2016). The interplay of institutions, actors and 
technologies in socio-technical systems: An analysis of transformations in the 
Australian urban water sector. Technological Forecasting and Social 
Change, 103, 298-312. 

Furnari, S. (2014). Interstitial spaces: Microinteraction settings and the genesis of 
new practices between institutional fields. Academy of management 
review, 39(4), 439-462. 

Gabriel, M. (2015). Fields of sense. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press. 

Gade, P.J. (2004). Newspapers and organizational development: Management and 
journalist perceptions of newsroom cultural change. Journalism & 
Communication Monographs, 6(1), 3-55. 

Gade, P.J. (2008). Journalism guardians in a time of great change: Newspaper 
editors' perceived influence in integrated news organizations. Journalism & Mass 
Communication Quarterly, 85(2), 371-392. 

Gaglio, C.M. (2004). The role of mental simulations and counterfactual thinking 
in the opportunity identification process. Entrepreneurship Theory and 
Practice, 28(6), 533-552. 

Galison, P. (1997). Image and logic: A material culture of microphysics. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press. 

Galunic, D.C., & Rodan, S. (1998). Resource recombinations in the firm: 
Knowledge structures and the potential for Schumpeterian innovation. Strategic 
management journal, 19(12), 1193-1201. 



References 

239 

Garcia, T. (2014). Form and object. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press. 

Gartner, W.B. (1988). “Who is an entrepreneur?” is the wrong question. American 
journal of small business, 12(4), 11-32. 

Gartner, W.B. (1995). Aspects of organizational emergence. In Bull, H.T., & 
Willard, G. (Eds.), Entrepreneurship: Perspectives on theory building (p. 67-86). 
Oxford, UK: Pergamon. 

Gartner, W.B., Bird, B.J., & Starr, J.A. (1992). Acting as if: Differentiating 
entrepreneurial from organizational behavior. Entrepreneurship theory and 
practice, 16(3), 13-32. 

Gartner, W.B., Carter, N.M., & Hills, G.E. (2003). The language of 
opportunity. In Steyaert, C. & Hjorth, D. (Eds.), New Movements in 
Entrepreneurship (p. 103-124). London, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Garud, R., & Karnøe, P. (2003). Bricolage versus breakthrough: distributed and 
embedded agency in technology entrepreneurship. Research policy, 32(2), 277-
300. 

Garud, R., Jain, S., & Kumaraswamy, A. (2002). Institutional entrepreneurship in 
the sponsorship of common technological standards: The case of Sun 
Microsystems and Java. Academy of management journal, 45(1), 196-214. 

Garud, R., & Karnøe, P. (2003). Bricolage versus breakthrough: distributed and 
embedded agency in technology entrepreneurship. Research policy, 32(2), 277-
300. 

Gawer, A. & Phillips, N. (2013). Institutional work as logics shift: The case of 
Intel’s transformation to platform leader. Organization studies, 34(8), 1035-1071. 

Geary, J. & Aguzzoli, R. (2016). Miners, politics and institutional caryatids: 
Accounting for the transfer of HRM practices in the Brazilian multinational 
enterprise. Journal of International Business Studies, 47(8), 968-996. 

Gehman, J., Lounsbury, M., & Greenwood, R. (2016). How institutions matter: 
From the micro foundations of institutional impacts to the macro consequences of 
institutional arrangement. In J. Gehman, M. Lounsbury, & R. Greenwood (Eds.), 
How institutions matter! Research in the sociology of organizations (48A, p. 1-
34). Bingley, UK: Emerald Group Publishing Limited. 

Gherardi, S., Cozza, M. & Poggio, B. (2018). Organizational members as 
storywriters: on organizing practices of reflexivity. The Learning 
Organization, 25(1), 51-62. 

Gherardi, S. & Rodeschini, G. (2016). Caring as a collective knowledgeable 
doing: About concern and being concerned. Management Learning, 47(3), 266-
284. 



Jönköping International Business School 

240 

Giddens, A. (1984). The constitution of society: Outline of the theory of 
structuration. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press. 

Gibbert, M., & Hoegl, M. (2006). In praise of Resource Constraints. MIT Sloan 
management review, Spring 2006, 15-17. 

Gibbert, M., Hoegl, M., & Valikangas, L. (2014). Introduction to the special issue: 
Financial resource constraints and innovation. Journal of Product Innovation 
Management, 31(2), 197-201. 

Gibbert, M., & Scranton, P. (2009). Constraints as sources of radical innovation? 
Insights from jet propulsion development. Management & Organizational 
History, 4(4), 385-399. 

Gilbert, B.A., McDougall, P.P., & Audretsch, D.B. (2006). New venture growth: 
A review and extension. Journal of management, 32(6), 926-950. 

Gilbert, C.G. (2005). Unbundling the Structure of Inertia: resource versus Routine 
Rigidity. Academy of Management Journal, 48(5), 741-63. 

Gimeno, J., Folta, T.B., Cooper, A.C., & Woo, C.Y. (1997). Survival of the 
fittest? Entrepreneurial human capital and the persistence of underperforming 
firms. Administrative science quarterly, 42(4), 750-783.  

Gioia, D.A., Corley, K.G., & Hamilton, A.L. (2013). Seeking qualitative rigor in 
inductive research: Notes on the Gioia methodology. Organizational research 
methods, 16(1), 15-31. 

Glaser, B., & Strauss, A. (1967). The discovery of grounded theory. London: 
Weidenfeld and Nicholson. 

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (2017). Global Report 2016/17. The Global 
Entrepreneurship Research Association.   

Goldenberg, J., Lehmann, D.R., & Mazursky, D. (2001). The idea itself and the 
circumstances of its emergence as predictors of new product 
success. Management science, 47(1), 69-84. 

Goldfarb, A. (2014). What is different about online advertising? Review of 
Industrial Organization, 44(2), 115-129. 

Gombrowicz, W. (1971). A guide to philosophy in six hours and fifteen minutes. 
New Haven: Yale University Press.  

Gould, S.J., & Vrba, E.S. (1982). Exaptation—a missing term in the science of 
form. Paleobiology, 8(01), 4-15. 

Goyanes, M. (2015). The value of proximity: Examining the willingness to pay 
for online local news. International Journal of Communication, 9, 1505-1522.  



References 

241 

Goyanes, M., & Dürrenberg, C. (2014). A taxonomy of newspapers based on 
multi-platform and paid content strategies: Evidences from Spain. International 
Journal on Media Management, 16(1), 27-45. 

Grafström, M. & Windell, K. (2012). Newcomers conserving the old: 
Transformation processes in the field of news journalism. Scandinavian journal 
of management, 28(1), 65-76. 

Granovetter, M.S. (1973). The strength of weak ties. American journal of 
sociology, 1360-1380. 

Granovetter, M.S. (1985). Economic action and social structure: The problem of 
embeddedness. American journal of sociology, 481-510. 

Grant, R.M. (1996a). Prospering in dynamically-competitive environments: 
Organizational capability as knowledge integration. Organization science, 7(4), 
375-387. 

Grant, R. M. (1996b). Toward a knowledge-based theory of the firm. Strategic 
Management Journal, 17, 109–122 

Graybeal, G.M., & Hayes, J.L. (2011). A modified news micropayment model for 
newspapers on the social web. International Journal on Media Management, 
13(2), 129–148. 

Greenwood, R., Hinings, C.R., & Whetten, D. (2014). Rethinking institutions and 
organizations. Journal of Management Studies, 51(7), 1206-1220. 

Greenwood, R., Oliver, C., Lawrence, T.B., & Meyer, R.E. (2017). The Sage 
handbook of organizational institutionalism. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 
Publications. 

Greenwood, R., & Suddaby, R. (2006). Institutional entrepreneurship in mature 
fields: The big five accounting firms. Academy of Management journal, 49(1), 
27-48. 

Greenwood, R., Suddaby, R., & Hinings, C.R. (2002). Theorizing change: The 
role of professional associations in the transformation of institutionalized fields. 
Academy of management journal, 45(1), 58-80. 

Gregoire, D.A., Shepherd, D.A., & Schurer Lambert, L. (2010). Measuring 
opportunity-recognition beliefs: Illustrating and validating an experimental 
approach. Organizational Research Methods, 13(1), 114-145. 

Greif, A. (2006). Family structure, institutions, and growth: the origins and 
implications of western corporations. The American Economic Review, 96(2), 
308-312. 



Jönköping International Business School 

242 

Griffith, E. (2018, August 16). The start-up funding frenzy. The New York Times 
International Edition, p. 7. 

Groleau, C., Demers, C., Lalancette, M., & Barros, M. (2012). From hand 
drawings to computer visuals: confronting situated and institutionalized practices 
in an architecture firm. Organization Science, 23(3), 651-671. 

Gundry, L.K., Kickul, J.R., Griffiths, M.D., & Bacq, S.C. (2011). The role of 
entrepreneurial bricolage in social entrepreneurs' catalytic innovations. In 
Lumpkin, G.T. & Katz, J.A. (Eds.), Social and sustainable entrepreneurship (p. 
1-24). Bingley, UK: Emerald Group Publishing Limited. 

Günzel, F., & Holm, A.B. (2013). One size does not fit all—understanding the 
front-end and back-end of business model innovation. International Journal of 
Innovation Management, 17(01), 1340002. 

Haack, P., Schoeneborn, D. & Wickert, C. (2012). Talking the talk, moral 
entrapment, creeping commitment? Exploring narrative dynamics in corporate 
responsibility standardization. Organization Studies, 33(5-6), 815-845. 

Haim, M., Graefe, A. & Brosius, H.B. (2018). Burst of the filter bubble? Effects 
of personalization on the diversity of Google News. Digital Journalism, 6(3), 
330-343. 

Hallett, T., & Ventresca, M.J. (2006). Inhabited institutions: Social interactions 
and organizational forms in Gouldner’s Patterns of Industrial 
Bureaucracy. Theory and society, 35(2), 213-236. 

Hallin, D.C. & Mancini, P. (2004). Comparing media systems: Three models of 
media and politics. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Hallin, D.C. & Mancini, P. (2012). Comparing media systems: A response to 
critics. In Esser, F., & Hanitzsch, T. (Eds.), Handbook of comparative 
communication research (p. 207-220). New York, NY: Routledge. 

Hamilton, J. (2016). Democracy’s Detectives. Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press. 

Hampel, C.E., Lawrence, T.B., Tracey, P., Greenwood, R., & Oliver, C. (2017). 
Institutional work: Taking stock and making it matter. In Greenwood, R., Oliver, 
C., Lawrence, T.B. & Meyer, R.E. (Eds.), The Sage handbook of organizational 
institutionalism (p. 558-590). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Hampton, M., & Conboy, M. (2014). Journalism history—a debate. Journalism 
Studies, 15(2), 154-171. 

Hannan, M.T., & Freeman, J. (1977). The population ecology of 
organizations. American journal of sociology, 82(5), 929-964. 



References 

243 

Hannan, M.T., & Freeman, J. (1984). Structural inertia and organizational 
change. American sociological review, 149-164. 

Hansen, N.R. (1958). Patterns of Discovery. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 
University Press. 

Hansen, E., & Goligoski, E. (2018). Guide to audience revenue and engagement. 
New York, NY: Tow Center for Digital Journalism. Columbia Journalism School. 

Hardy, C., & Maguire, S. (2008). Institutional entrepreneurship. In Greenwood, 
R., Oliver, C., Sahlin, K., & Suddaby, R. (Eds.), The Sage handbook of 
organizational institutionalism (p. 198-217). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 
Publications. 

Hardy, C. & Maguire, S. (2017). Institutional entrepreneurship and change in 
fields. London, UK: Sage Publications. 

Harmon, D., Haack, P., & Roulet, T.J. (2018). Microfoundations of institutions: 
A matter of structure vs. agency or level of analysis? Academy of Management 
Review, 44(2), 464-476. 

Hausman, A., & Johnston, W.J. (2014). The role of innovation in driving the 
economy: Lessons from the global financial crisis. Journal of Business 
Research, 67(1), 2720-2726. 

Hawley, A. (1968). Human ecology. In Sills, D.L. (Ed.), International 
Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences (p. 328-337). New York, NY: Macmillan. 

Hayek, F.A. (1945). The use of knowledge in society. The American economic 
review, 35(4), 519-530. 

Hechavarria, D.M., Terjesen, S.A., Ingram, A.E., Renko, M., Justo, R., & Elam, 
A. (2017). Taking care of business: the impact of culture and gender on 
entrepreneurs’ blended value creation goals. Small Business Economics, 48(1), 
225-257. 

Helfen, M., Nicklich, M. & Fortwengel, J. (2017). Enacting global competition in 
local supply chain environments: German “Chemieparks” and the micro-politics 
of employment relations in a CME. The International Journal of Human Resource 
Management, 28(18), 2656-2683. 

Helfen, M., Schüßler, E., & Botzem, S. (2015). Legitimation strategies of 
corporate elites in the field of labor regulation: Changing responses to global 
framework agreements. Research in the Sociology of Organizations, 43, 243-68. 

Helin, J., Hernes, T., Hjorth, D., & Holt, R. (2014). The Oxford handbook of 
process philosophy and organization studies. Oxford, UK: Oxford University 
Press. 



Jönköping International Business School 

244 

Hill, I. (2018). How did you get up and running? Taking a Bourdieuan perspective 
towards a framework for negotiating strategic fit. Entrepreneurship & Regional 
Development, 30(5-6), 662-696. 

Hinings, C.R., Logue, D.M., & Zietsma, C. (2017). Fields, institutional 
infrastructure and governance. In Greenwood, R., Oliver, C., Lawrence, T.B. & 
Meyer, R.E. (Eds.), The Sage handbook of organizational institutionalism (p. 163-
189). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Hmieleski, K.M., & Corbett, A.C. (2008). The contrasting interaction effects of 
improvisational behavior with entrepreneurial self-efficacy on new venture 
performance and entrepreneur work satisfaction. Journal of business 
venturing, 23(4), 482-496. 

Hoag, A. (2008). Measuring media entrepreneurship. The International Journal 
on Media Management, 10(2), 74-80. 

Hodge, I.D., & Adams, W.M. (2012). Neoliberalisation, rural land trusts and 
institutional blending. Geoforum, 43(3), 472-482. 

Hoegl, M., Gibbert, M., & Mazursky, D. (2008). Financial constraints in 
innovation projects: When is less more? Research Policy, 37(8), 1382-1391. 

Hoffman, A.J. (1999). Institutional evolution and change: Environmentalism and 
the US chemical industry. Academy of management journal, 42(4), 351-371. 

Holck, L. (2016). Putting diversity to work: An empirical analysis of how change 
efforts targeting organizational inequality failed. Equality, Diversity and 
Inclusion: An International Journal, 35(4), 296-307. 

Holm, P. (1995). The dynamics of institutionalization: Transformation processes 
in Norwegian fisheries. Administrative Science Quarterly, 398-422. 

Holm, A.B., Günzel, F., & Ulhøi, J.P. (2013). Openness in innovation and 
business models: lessons from the newspaper industry. International Journal of 
Technology Management, 61(3/4), 324-348. 

Hotho, S. & Champion, K. (2011). Small businesses in the new creative 
industries: innovation as a people management challenge. Management 
Decision, 49(1), 29-54. 

Howard-Grenville, J.A. (2007). Developing issue-selling effectiveness over time: 
Issue selling as resourcing. Organization Science, 18(4), 560-577. 

Huang, L. (2012). A theory of investor gut feel: A test of the impact of gut feel on 
entrepreneurial investment decisions. Berkeley, CA: University of California 
Press. 



References 

245 

Hurst, J., Leberman, S. & Edwards, M. (2018). Women managing women: An 
holistic relational approach to managing relationships at work. Journal of 
Management & Organization, 24(4), 500-516. 

Ibrus, I. (2014). Path dependencies in media design: evolutionary dynamics of 
early mobile web and its textual forms. Social Semiotics, 24(2), 191-208. 

Iveroth, E. (2012). Leading global IT-enabled change across cultures. European 
Management Journal, 30(4), 340-351. 

Jacobs, S., Cambre, B., Huysentruyt, M., & Schramme, A. (2016). Multiple 
pathways to success in small creative businesses: The case of Belgian furniture 
designers. Journal of Business Research, 69(11), 5461-5466.  

Jarzabkowski, P., Smets, M., Bednarek, R., Burke, G., & Spee, P. (2013). 
Institutional ambidexterity: Leveraging institutional complexity in practice. In 
Lounsbury, M., & Boxenbaum, E., (Eds.), Institutional logics in action, Part B 
(p. 37-61). Bingley, UK: Emerald Group Publishing Limited. 

Jaynes, S. (2015). Making strategic change: a critical discourse analysis. Journal 
of Organizational Change Management, 28(1), 97-116. 

Jepperson, R. (1991). Institutions, institutional effects, and institutionalism.  In 
Powell, W.W., & DiMaggio, P.J. (Eds.), The new institutionalism in 
organizational analysis (p. 143-163). Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. 

Johannisson, B. (2011). Towards a practice theory of entrepreneuring. Small 
Business Economics, 36(2), 135-150. 

John, R.R., & Silberstein-Loeb, J. (2015). Making News: The Political Economy 
of Journalism in Britain and America from the Glorious Revolution to the 
Internet. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 

Johns, G. (2017). Reflections on the 2016-decade award: incorporating context in 
organizational research. Academy of Management Review, 42(4), 577-595. 

Jorritsma, P., & Wilderom, C. (2012). Failed culture change aimed at more service 
provision: a test of three agentic factors. Journal of organizational change 
management, 25(3), 364-391. 

Kaish, S., & Gilad, B. (1991). Characteristics of opportunities search of 
entrepreneurs versus executives: Sources, interests, general alertness. Journal of 
business venturing, 6(1), 45-61. 

Kammer, A. (2016). A welfare perspective on Nordic media subsidies. Journal of 
Media Business Studies, 13(3), 140-152. 

Kammer, A., Boeck, M., Hansen, J.V., & Hadberg, H.L.J. (2015). The free-to-fee 
transition: Audiences’ attitudes toward paying for online news. Journal of Media 
Business Studies, 12(2), 107-120. 



Jönköping International Business School 

246 

Kaplan, S. & Orlikowski, W.J. (2013). Temporal work in strategy 
making. Organization science, 24(4), 965-995. 

Karimi, J., & Walter, Z. (2016). Corporate entrepreneurship, disruptive business 
model innovation adoption, and its performance: The case of the newspaper 
industry. Long Range Planning, 49(3), 342-360. 

Kakavelakis, K. & Edwards, T. (2012). Situated learning theory and agentic 
orientation: A relational sociology approach. Management Learning, 43(5), 475-
494. 

Keh, H.T., Der Foo, M. & Lim, B.C. (2002). Opportunity evaluation under risky 
conditions: The cognitive processes of entrepreneurs. Entrepreneurship theory 
and practice, 27(2), 125-148. 

Kellermanns, F., Walter, J., Crook, T.R., Kemmerer, B. & Narayanan, V. (2016). 
The resource‐based view in entrepreneurship: A content‐analytical comparison of 
researchers' and entrepreneurs' views. Journal of Small Business 
Management, 54(1), 26-48. 

Keupp, M.M., & Gassmann, O. (2013). Resource constraints as triggers of radical 
innovation: Longitudinal evidence from the manufacturing sector. Research 
Policy, 42(8), 1457-1468. 

Khajeheian, D. (2017). Media entrepreneurship: A consensual definition. AD-
minister, 30, 91-113. 

Kihlstrom, R.E., & Laffont, J.J. (1979). A general equilibrium entrepreneurial 
theory of firm formation based on risk aversion. Journal of political 
economy, 87(4), 719-748. 

Kickul, J., Griffiths, M., Bacq, S. & Garud, N. (2018). Catalyzing social 
innovation: is entrepreneurial bricolage always good? Entrepreneurship & 
Regional Development, 30(3-4), 407-420. 

Kirzner, I.M. (1973). Competition and Entrepreneurship. Chicago, IL: University 
of Chicago Press.  

Kirzner, I.M. (1997). Entrepreneurial discovery and the competitive market 
process: An Austrian approach. Journal of economic Literature, 35(1), 60-85. 

Klein, P.G. & Bylund, P.L. (2014). The place of Austrian economics in 
contemporary entrepreneurship research. The Review of Austrian 
Economics, 27(3), 259-279. 

Kleinherenbrink, A. (2018). Fields of Sense and Formal Things: The Ontologies 
of Tristan Garcia and Markus Gabriel. Open Philosophy, 1(1), 129-142. 



References 

247 

Ko, S. & Butler, J.E. (2007). Creativity: A key link to entrepreneurial 
behavior. Business Horizons, 50(5), 365-372. 

Koch, J. (2008). Strategic Paths and Media Management: A Path Dependency 
Analysis of the German Newspaper Branch of High Quality Journalism. Media 
Management SBR, 1, 50-73.  

Koch, J. (2011). Inscribed Strategies: Exploring the Organizational Nature of 
Strategic Lock-in. Organization Studies, 32 (3), 2011, 337-363. 

Koenig, A., Walton, J., Wessels, A.C., Fehn, A., Weiss, M. & Enders, A. (2013). 
Silver bullet or ricochet? CEO metaphorical communication behavior and 
analysts’ evaluations. Working paper. In Academy of Management 
Proceedings, 1, 13417. 

Koiso-Kanttila, N. (2004). Digital content marketing: a literature synthesis. 
Journal of Marketing Management, 20(1-2), 45-65. 

Kostova, T. & Roth, K. (2002). Adoption of an organizational practice by 
subsidiaries of multinational corporations: Institutional and relational 
effects. Academy of management journal, 45(1), 215-233. 

Kovach, B., & Rosenstiel, T. (2014). The elements of journalism: What 
newspeople should know and the public should expect. New York, NY: Three 
Rivers Press. 

Kowalkowski, C., Gebauer, H., & Oliva, R. (2016). Service growth in product 
firms: Past, present, and future. Industrial Marketing Management, 60, 82-88.  
Kraatz, M.S., & Zajac, E.J. (1996). Exploring the limits of the new 
institutionalism: The causes and consequences of illegitimate organizational 
change. American sociological review, 812-836. 

Küng, L. (2008). Strategic Management in the Media. Theory to practice. 
London, UK: Sage Publications. 

Küng, L., Towse, R., & Picard, R.G. (2008). The Internet and the Mass Media. 
London, UK: Sage Publications.  

Küng, L. (2015). Innovators in Digital News. New York, NY: I.B. Tauris & Co. 

Lachmann, L.M. (1956). Capital and its Structure. Auburn, AL: Ludwig von 
Mises Institute. 

Lambrecht, A., & Tucker, C. (2013). When does retargeting work? Information 
specificity in online advertising. Journal of Marketing Research, 50(5), 561-576. 

Langley, A. (1999). Strategies for theorizing from process data. Academy of 
Management review, 24(4), 691-710. 



Jönköping International Business School 

248 

Lanzara, G.F. (1998). Self‐destructive processes in institution building and some 
modest countervailing mechanisms. European Journal of Political 
Research, 33(1), 1-39. 

Latour, B. (2000). When things strike back: a possible contribution of “science 
studies” to the social sciences. The British journal of sociology, 51(1), 107-123. 

Lawrence, T.B. (1999). Institutional strategy. Journal of management, 25(2), 
161-187. 

Lawrence, T.B., & Buchanan, S. (2017). Power, Institutions and Organizations. In 
Greenwood, R., Oliver, C., Lawrence, T.B. & Meyer, R.E. (Eds.), The Sage 
handbook of organizational institutionalism (p. 477-506). Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage Publications. 

Lawrence, T.B., Hardy, C., & Phillips, N. (2002). Institutional effects of 
interorganizational collaboration: The emergence of proto-institutions. Academy 
of management journal, 45(1), 281-290. 

Lawrence, T.B., & Suddaby, R. (2006). Institutions and institutional work. In 
Clegg, S.R., Hardy, C., Lawrence, T., & Nord, W.R. (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook 
of Organization Studies (p. 215-254). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Lawrence, T.B., Suddaby, R., & Leca, B. (2009). Institutional work: Actors and 
agency in institutional studies of organizations. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 
university press. 

Leblebici, H., & Salancik, G.R. (1982). Stability in interoganizational exchanges: 
Rulemaking processes of the Chicago Board of Trade. Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 227-242. 

Leblebici, H., Salancik, G.R., Copay, A. and King, T. (1991). Institutional change 
and the transformation of interorganizational fields: An organizational history of 
the US radio broadcasting industry. Administrative Science Quarterly, 333-363. 

Lee, M. (2014). Mission and markets? The viability of hybrid social ventures. 
Working paper, Harvard Business School, Cambridge, MA.  

Lee, M., & Battilana, J. (2013). How the zebra got its stripes: Imprinting of 
individuals and hybrid social ventures. Harvard Business School Working Paper, 
14(5), 1-50. 

Lévi-Strauss, C. (1960). La structure et la forme: Réflexions sur un ouvrage de 
Vladimir Propp. Paris: ISEA, Institut de sciences économiques appliquées. 

Lévi-Strauss, C. (1962). La pensée sauvage. Paris: Plon. 

Levinthal, D., & March, J.G. (1981). A model of adaptive organizational search. 



References 

249 

Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 2(4), 307–333. 

Levy, D., & Nielsen, R. (2010). The Changing Business of Journalism and Its 
Implications for Democracy. Oxford, UK: Reuters Institute for the Study of 
Journalism. 

Ling, Y. A.N., Simsek, Z., Lubatkin, M.H., & Veiga, J.F. (2008). 
Transformational leadership's role in promoting corporate entrepreneurship: 
Examining the CEO-TMT interface. Academy of Management journal, 51(3), 
557-576. 

Lok, J., & Willmott, H. (2018). Embedded Agency in Institutional Theory: 
Problem or Paradox? Academy of Management Review, 44(2), 470-480. 

Lounsbury, M. (2002). Institutional transformation and status mobility: The 
professionalization of the field of finance. Academy of Management 
Journal, 45(1), 255-266. 

Lounsbury, M., & Glynn, M.A. (2001). Cultural entrepreneurship: Stories, 
legitimacy, and the acquisition of resources. Strategic management journal 22(6‐
7), 545-564. 

Lounsbury, M., & Crumley, E.T. (2007). New practice creation: An institutional 
perspective on innovation. Organization studies, 28(7), 993-1012. 

Low, M.B., & MacMillan, I.C. (1988). Entrepreneurship: Past research and future 
challenges. Journal of management, 14(2), 139-161. 

Lumpkin, G.T., & Dess, G.G. (1996). Clarifying the entrepreneurial orientation 
construct and linking it to performance. Academy of management Review, 21(1), 
135-172. 

MacLean, T.L. & Behnam, M. (2010). The dangers of decoupling: The 
relationship between compliance programs, legitimacy perceptions, and 
institutionalized misconduct. Academy of Management Journal, 53(6), 1499-
1520. 

Maguire, S., & Hardy, C. (2009). Discourse and deinstitutionalization: The 
decline of DDT. Academy of management journal, 52(1), 148-178. 

Maguire, S., Hardy, C., & Lawrence, T.B. (2004). Institutional entrepreneurship 
in emerging fields: HIV/AIDS treatment advocacy in Canada. Academy of 
management journal, 47(5), 657-679. 

Mair, J. & Hehenberger, L. (2014). Frontstage and backstage convening: The 
transition from opposition to mutualistic coexistence in organizational 
philanthropy. Academy of Management Journal, 57(4), 1174-1200. 



Jönköping International Business School 

250 

Mair, J. & Marti, I. (2006). Social entrepreneurship research: A source of 
explanation, prediction, and delight. Journal of world business, 41(1), 36-44.  

March, J.G. (1981). Footnotes to organizational change. Administrative science 
quarterly, 563-577. 

March, J.G. (1991). Exploration and exploitation in organizational learning. 
Organization Science, 2(1), 71–87. 

March, J.G., & Olsen, J.P. (1989). The organizational basis of politics. New York, 
NY: The Free Press. 

March, J.G., & Simon, H.A. (1958). Organizations. New York: John Wiley. 

Martin, G., Currie, G., Weaver, S., Finn, R., & McDonald, R. (2017). Institutional 
complexity and individual responses: delineating the boundaries of partial 
autonomy. Organization Studies, 38(1), 103-127. 

Maurer, J.G. (1971). Readings in organizational theory: Open system 
approaches. New York: Random House. 

McCarthy, G. (2012). Marx’critique of science and positivism: The 
methodological foundations of political economy. Berlin, Germany: Springer 
Science & Business Media. 

McChesney, R.W. (2016). Journalism is dead! Long live journalism? Why 
democratic societies will need to subsidize future news production. Journal of 
Media Business Studies, 13(3) 128-135. 

McClelland, D.C. (1961). The achieving society. Princeton, NJ: D. Van Nostrand. 

McGivern, G. & Dopson, S. (2010). Inter-epistemic power and transforming 
knowledge objects in a biomedical network. Organization Studies, 31(12), 1667-
1686. 

McGivern, G., Dopson, S., Ferlie, E., Fischer, M., Fitzgerald, L., Ledger, J. & 
Bennett, C. (2018). The silent politics of temporal work: A case study of a 
management consultancy project to redesign public health care. Organization 
Studies, 39(8), 1007-1030. 

McGrath, R.G. (1999). Falling forward: Real options reasoning and 
entrepreneurial failure. Academy of Management review, 24(1), 13-30. 

McKeown, T. (2015). What’s in a name? The value of “Entrepreneurs” compared 
to “SelfEmployed” but what about “Freelancing” or “IPro”. In Burke, A.E. (Ed.), 
The handbook of research on freelancing and self-employment (p. 121-134). 
Ireland, Dublin: Senate Hall Academic Publishing.  



References 

251 

McKinlay, A., & Starkey, K. (1998). Foucault, management and organization 
theory: From panopticon to technologies of self. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 
Publications. 

McLeary, B. (2007, August 13). The objectivity problem. Columbia Journalism 
Review. Retrieved 2018-09-14, from 
https://archives.cjr.org/behind_the_news/post_41.php  

McLeod, C., O'Donohoe, S. & Townley, B. (2011). Pot noodles, placements and 
peer regard: creative career trajectories and communities of practice in the British 
advertising industry. British Journal of Management, 22(1), 114-131. 

McManus, J.H. (1994). Market-driven journalism: Let the citizen beware? 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

McMullan, D. (2016). 40 INMA Global media awards winners announced, 
Svenska Dagbladet takes top prize. Retrieved 2017-01-12, from 
http://www.inma.org/blogs/main/post.cfm/40-inma-globalmedia- 
awards-winners-announced-svenska-dagbladet-takes-top-prize 

McMullen, J.S., & Shepherd, D.A. (2006). Entrepreneurial action and the role of 
uncertainty in the theory of the entrepreneur. The Academy of Management 
Review, 31(1), 132-152. 

McNair, B. (2012). Journalism and democracy: An evaluation of the political 
public sphere. Abingdon, UK: Routledge. 

Meek, W.R., Pacheco, D.F., & York, J.G. (2010). The impact of social norms on 
entrepreneurial action: Evidence from the environmental entrepreneurship 
context. Journal of Business Venturing, 25(5), 493-509. 

Mehta, R., & Zhu, M. (2015). Creating when you have less: The impact of 
resource scarcity on product use creativity. Journal of Consumer Research, 42(5), 
767-782. 

Meyer, A.D. (1982). Adapting to environmental jolts. Administrative science 
quarterly, 515-537. 

Meyer, J.W., & Rowan, B. (1977). Institutionalized organizations: Formal 
structure as myth and ceremony. American journal of sociology, 340-363. 

Meyer, K.E., Mudambi, R., & Narula, R. (2011). Multinational enterprises and 
local contexts: The opportunities and challenges of multiple embeddedness. 
Journal of management studies, 48(2), 235-252 

Michel, S., Brown, S.W., & Gallan, A.S. (2008). Service-logic innovations: How 
to innovate customers, not products. California Management Review, 50(3), 49-
65.  



Jönköping International Business School 

252 

Miles, M.B. (1979). Qualitative data as an attractive nuisance: The problem of 
analysis. Administrative science quarterly, 24(4), 590-601. 

Militaru, G. (2015). An exploratory study of the impact of servitization on 
customer perceived value. Applied Mechanics and Materials, 760, 727-732.  
Miller, G., & Dingwall, R. (1997). Context and method in qualitative research. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Miller, D., & Friesen, P.H. (1984). A longitudinal study of the corporate life 
cycle. Management science, 30(10), 1161-1183. 

Misangy, V.F., Weaver, G.R. & Elms, H. (2008). Ending corruption: The 
interplay among institutional logics, resources, and institutional entrepreneurs. 
Academy of Management Review, 33(3), 750-770. 

Mises, L. V. (1949). Human Action: A Treatise on Economics. Auburn, AL: 
Ludwig von Mises Institute. 

Mishina, Y., Pollock, T.G., & Porac, J.F. (2004). Are more resources always 
better for growth? Resource stickiness in market and product expansion. Strategic 
Management Journal, 25(12), 1179-1197. 

Mohr, J.W. (2013). Bourdieu’s relational method in theory and in practice: From 
fields and capitals to networks and institutions (and back again). In Depelteau, F., 
& Powell, C. (Eds.), Applying relational sociology, (p. 101-135). New York, NY: 
Palgrave Macmillan. 

Mol, A. (2002). The body multiple. Durham, NC: Duke University Press. 

Moran, P., & Ghoshal, S. (1999). Markets, firms, and the process of economic 
development. Academy of management review, 24(3), 390-412. 

Moreau, C.P., & Dahl, D.W. (2005). Designing the solution: The impact of 
constraints on consumers' creativity. Journal of Consumer Research, 32(1), 13-
22. 

Moreno, J.J. (2007). An Empirical Analysis of Entrepreneurial Opportunity 
Identification and Their Decisive Factors: the Case of new Spanish Firms. 
Working paper, Business Department, University of Alcala. 

Morgan, G., & Smircich, L. (1980). The case for qualitative research. Academy of 
management review, 5(4), 491-500. 

Morrill, C. (2017). Institutional Change through Interstitial Emergence: The 
Growth of Alternative Dispute Resolution in US Law, 1970-2000. Brazilian 
Journal of Empirical Legal Studied, 4(1), 10-36. 



References 

253 

Morrow, W.R., Qi, H., Kim, I., Mazumder, J., & Skerlos, S.J. (2007). 
Environmental aspects of laser-based and conventional tool and die 
manufacturing. Journal of Cleaner Production, 15(10), 932-943. 

Myers, P.Z. (2014). Everything Is the Way It Is Because It Got That Way. In 
Brockman, J. (Ed.), This explains everything: Deep, beautiful, and elegant 
theories of how the world works (p. 172-173). New York, NY: Harper Perennial. 

Myllylahti, M. (2014). Newspaper paywalls: The hype and the reality. A study of 
how paid news content impacts on media corporation revenues. Digital 
Journalism, 2(2), 179-194.  

Mørk, B.E., Hoholm, T., Ellingsen, G., Edwin, B. & Aanestad, M. (2010). 
Challenging expertise: On power relations within and across communities of 
practice in medical innovation. Management Learning, 41(5), 575-592. 

Nag, R., Corley, K.G. & Gioia, D.A. (2007). The intersection of organizational 
identity, knowledge, and practice: Attempting strategic change via knowledge 
grafting. Academy of Management Journal, 50(4), 821-847.  

Nechushtai, E. & Lewis, S.C. (2019). What kind of news gatekeepers do we want 
machines to be? Filter bubbles, fragmentation, and the normative dimensions of 
algorithmic recommendations. Computers in Human Behavior, 90, 298-307. 

Neergaard, H., & Ulhøi, J.P. (2007). Handbook of qualitative research methods 
in entrepreneurship. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Nel, F. (2015). Taking the pulse: Impressions from the Journalism 
Entrepreneurship Summit, 2015. Retrieved 2015-12-20, from 
http://BIT.LY/JES2015TAKINGTHEPULSE 

Nelson, R.R. (1982). An evolutionary theory of economic change. Cambridge, 
MA: Harvard University Press 

Nerone, J. (2013). The historical roots of the normative model of journalism. 
Journalism, 14(4), 446-458. 

Newman, N., & Levy, D. (2013). Digital news report 2013. Oxford, UK: Reuters 
Institute for the Study of Journalism.  

Newman, N., Fletcher, R., Kalogeropoulos, A., Levy, D., & Nielsen, R.K. (2017). 
Reuters Institute Digital News Report 2017. Oxford, UK: Reuters Institute for the 
Study of Journalism.  

Newman, N., Fletcher, R., Kalogeropoulos, A., & Nielsen, R. K. (2019). Reuters 
Institute Digital News Report 2019. Oxford, UK: Reuters Institute for the Study 
of Journalism. 



Jönköping International Business School 

254 

Nguyen, T.T., Hui, P.M., Harper, F.M., Terveen, L. & Konstan, J.A. (2014). 
Exploring the filter bubble: the effect of using recommender systems on content 
diversity. International World Wide Web Conference, 14, 677-686. 

Nicolini, D. (2012). Practice theory, work, and organization: An introduction. 
Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 

Nilsson, T. (2010). The reluctant rhetorician: senior managers as rhetoricians in a 
strategic change context. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 23(2), 
137-144. 

Nonaka, I., & Kenney, M. (1991). Towards a New Theory of Innovation 
Management. Journal of Engineering and Technology Management, 8, 67-83. 

North, D.C. (1991). Institutions. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 5(1), 97-112. 

Oakes, L.S., Townley, B., & Cooper, D.J. (1998). Business planning as pedagogy: 
Language and control in a changing institutional field. Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 257-292. 

O’Brien, D. & Slack, T. (2004). The emergence of a professional logic in English 
rugby union: The role of isomorphic and diffusion processes. Journal of Sport 
Management, 18(1), 13-39. 

Ocasio, W., & Radoynovska, N. (2016). Strategy and commitments to 
institutional logics: Organizational heterogeneity in business models and 
governance. Strategic Organization, Special Issue: Strategic Responses to 
Institutional Complexity, 1-23. 

Ocasio, W., Thornton, P.H. & Lounsbury, M. (2017). Advances to the 
institutional logics perspective. In Greenwood, R., Oliver, C., Lawrence, T.B. & 
Meyer, R.E. (Eds.), The Sage handbook of organizational institutionalism (p. 509-
531). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Ohlsson, J. (2012). The Practice of Newspaper Ownership. Fifty Years of Control 
and Influence in the Swedish Local Press. Göteborg: University of Göteborg. 

Oliver, C. (1997). Sustainable competitive advantage: combining institutional and 
resource‐based views. Strategic management journal, 18(9), 697-713. 

O’reilly, M., & Parker, N. (2013). “Unsatisfactory Saturation”: a critical 
exploration of the notion of saturated sample sizes in qualitative 
research. Qualitative research, 13(2), 190-197. 

Orlikowski, W.J. (1996). Improvising organizational transformation over time: A 
situated change perspective. Information systems research, 7(1), 63-92. 

Orlikowski, W.J. (2002). Knowing in practice: Enacting a collective capability in 
distributed organizing. Organization science, 13(3), 249-273. 



References 

255 

Ots M. & Krumsvik A.H. (2016). Media policy’s new challenges, Journal of 
Media Business Studies, 13(3),125-127.  

Ots, M., & Picard, R.G. (2018). Press subsidies. In Oxford Research Encyclopedia 
of Communication. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 

Pache, A.C., & Chowdhury, I. (2012). Social entrepreneurs as institutionally 
embedded entrepreneurs: Toward a new model of social entrepreneurship 
education. Academy of Management Learning & Education, 11(3), 494-510. 

Pache, A.C., & Santos, F. (2010). When worlds collide: The internal dynamics of 
organizational responses to conflicting institutional demands. Academy of 
management review, 35(3), 455-476. 

Padgett, J.F., & Powell, W.W. (2012). The emergence of organizations and 
markets. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Palermo, T., Power, M. & Ashby, S. (2017). Navigating institutional complexity: 
The production of risk culture in the financial sector. Journal of Management 
Studies, 54(2), 154-181. 

Parasie, S. (2015). Data-driven revelation? Epistemological tensions in 
investigative journalism in the age of “big data”. Digital Journalism, 3(3), 364-
380. 

Pariser, E. (2011). The filter bubble: What the Internet is hiding from you. 
London: Penguin UK. 

Parsons, T. (1956). Suggestions for a Sociological Approach to the Theory of 
Organizations. Administrative science quarterly, 1(1). 

Parsons, T. (1960). Structure and process in modern societies. New York, NY: 
The Free Press. 

Patton, M.Q. (2002). Designing qualitative studies. Qualitative research and 
evaluation methods, 3, 230-246. 

Perey, R. & Benn, S. (2015). Organising for ecological repair: Reconstructing 
land management practice. Organization & Environment, 28(4), 458-477. 

Peters, J.D. (2015). The marvelous clouds: Toward a philosophy of elemental 
media. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. 

Petriglieri, G., Ashford, S.J., & Wrzesniewski, A. (2018). Agony and ecstasy in 
the gig economy: Cultivating holding environments for precarious and 
personalized work identities. Administrative Science Quarterly, 64(1), 124-170.  

Pettigrew, A. (1992) The Character and Significance of Strategy Process 
Research, Strategic Management Journal, 13, Special Issue, 5-16. 



Jönköping International Business School 

256 

Pettigrew, A. (1997). “What is a Processual Analysis?” Scandinavian Journal of 
Management, 13(4), 337-348. 

Pettigrew, A., Thomas, H. & Whittington, R. (2002). Handbook of Strategy and 
Management. London, UK: Sage Publications. 

Pettigrew, A. (2012).  Context and action in the transformation of the firm; A 
reprise. Journal of Management Studies, 49(7), 1404-1328. 

Pew Research Center (2014). The State of the News Media 2014. Retrieved 2014-
4-2014, from http://www.journalism.org/packages/state-of-the-news-media-
2014/ 

Pew Research Center (2018). The State of the News Media 2018. Retrieved 6-4-
2019, from https://www.journalism.org/fact-sheet/newspapers/ 

Pfeffer, J. & Salancik, G.R. (2003). The external control of organizations: A 
resource dependence perspective. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press. 

Phillips, N., Lawrence, T.B., & Hardy, C. (2000). Inter‐organizational 
collaboration and the dynamics of institutional fields. Journal of management 
studies, 37(1), 22-43. 

Picard, R.G. (2009a). Blogs, tweets, social media, and the news business. Nieman 
Reports, 63(3), 10. 

Picard, R.G. (2009b). Why journalists deserve low pay. The Christian Science 
Monitor, 19(9). 

Picard, R.G. (2010). The future of the news industry. Media and society, 5, 365-
379. 

Picard, R.G. (2014). Twilight or New Dawn for Journalism? Digital Journalism, 
2(3), 273-283 

Picard, R.G. (2015). Protecting News Today. In John, R.R., & Silberstein-Loeb, 
J. (Eds.), Making News: The Political Economy of Journalism in Britain and 
America from the Glorious Revolution to the Internet (p. 223-237). Oxford, UK: 
Oxford University Press. 

Pierson, P. (2004). Politics in time: History, institutions, and social analysis. 
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Polanyi, K. (1957). The economy as instituted process. In Polanyi, K, Arensberg, 
C.M. & Pearson, H.W. (Eds.), Trade and Market in the Early Empires: Economies 
in History and Theory. New York, NY: The Free Press. 

Polzer, T., Meyer, R.E., Höllerer, M.A., & Seiwald, J. (2016). Institutional 
Hybridity in Public Sector Reform: Replacement, Blending, or Layering of 
Administrative Paradigms. In Gehman, J., Lounsbury, M., & Greenwood, R. 



References 

257 

(Eds.), How Institutions Matter: The Macro Consequences of Institutional 
Arrangements. (p. 69-99). Bingley, UK: Emerald Group Publishing Limited.  

Powell, E.E. & Baker, T. (2014). It's what you make of it: Founder identity and 
enacting strategic responses to adversity. Academy of Management Journal, 
57(5), 1406-1433.  

Powell, W.W., & Colyvas, J.A. (2008). Microfoundations of institutional 
theory. In Greenwood, R., Oliver, C., Sahlin, K., & Suddaby, R. (Eds.), The Sage 
handbook of organizational institutionalism, (p. 276-298). Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage Publications. 

Powell, W.W., & DiMaggio, P.J. (2012). The new institutionalism in 
organizational analysis. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago press. 

Powell, W.W., & Rerup, C. (2017). Opening the black box: The microfoundations 
of institutions. In Greenwood, R., Oliver, C., Lawrence, T.B. & Meyer, R.E. 
(Eds.), The Sage handbook of organizational institutionalism (p. 311-337). 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Powell, W.W., & Sandholtz, K.W. (2012). Amphibious entrepreneurs and the 
emergence of organizational forms. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 6(2), 94-
115. 

Pratap, S. & Saha, B. (2018). Evolving efficacy of managerial capital, contesting 
managerial practices, and the process of strategic renewal. Strategic Management 
Journal, 39(3), 759-793. 

Radcliffe, D. & Ali, C. (2017). Local News in a Digital World: Small-Market 
Newspapers in the Digital Age. New York, NY: Tow Center for Digital 
Journalism, Columbia Journalism School.  

Raffiee, J., & Feng, J. (2014). Should I quit my day job? A hybrid path to 
entrepreneurship. Academy of Management Journal, 57(4), 936-963.   

Rao, H., Morrill, C., & Zald, M.N. (2000). Power plays: How social movements 
and collective action create new organizational forms. Research in 
Organizational Behavior, 22, 237-281. 

Rao, H., Monin, P., & Durand, R. (2003). Institutional change in Toque Ville: 
Nouvelle cuisine as an identity movement in French gastronomy. American 
Journal of Sociology, 108(4), 795-843. 

Rao, H., Monin, P., & Durand, R. (2005). Border crossing: Bricolage and the 
erosion of categorical boundaries in French gastronomy. American Sociological 
Review, 70(6), 968-991. 



Jönköping International Business School 

258 

Raviola, E. (2012). Exploring Organizational Framings: Journalism and business 
management in newspaper organizations. Information, Communication & 
Society, 15(6), 932-958. 

Raviola, E. (2017). Meetings between frames: Negotiating worth between 
journalism and management. European Management Journal, 35(6), 737-744. 

Raviola, E. & Norbäck, M. (2013). Bringing technology and meaning into 
institutional work: Making news at an Italian business newspaper. Organization 
Studies, 34(8), 1171-1194. 

Ray, S. & Cardozo, R.N. (1996). Sensitivity and creativity in entrepreneurial 
opportunity recognition: a framework for empirical investigation. Sixth Global 
Entrepreneurship Research Conference. Imperial College, London. 

Reay, T., Chreim, S., Golden‐Biddle, K., Goodrick, E., Williams, B.E., Casebeer, 
A., Pablo, A. & Hinings, C.R. (2013). Transforming new ideas into practice: An 
activity-based perspective on the institutionalization of practices. Journal of 
Management Studies, 50(6), 963-990. 

Reay, T., & Hinings, C.R. (2009). Managing the rivalry of competing institutional 
logics. Organization studies, 30(6), 629-652. 

Reese, S.D. (2016). The new geography of journalism research: Levels and 
spaces. Digital Journalism, 4(7), 816-826. 

Reitman, W.R. (1965). Cognition and thought: an information processing 
approach. Ann Arbor, MI: Wiley. 

Riaz, S., Buchanan, S. & Bapuji, H. (2011). Institutional work amidst the financial 
crisis: emerging positions of elite actors. Organization, 18(2), 187-214. 

Roberts, E.B. (1991). Entrepreneurs in high technology: Lessons from MIT and 
beyond. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 

Rosenkopf, L., & Nerkar, A. (2001). Beyond local search: boundary-spanning, 
exploration, and impact in the optical disk industry. Strategic Management 
Journal, 22(4), 287–306. 

Rosso, B.D. (2014). Creativity and constraints: Exploring the role of constraints 
in the creative processes of research and development teams. Organization 
Studies, 35(4), 551-585. 

Rothman, W. & Koch, J. (2013). Creativity in strategic lock-ins: The newspaper 
industry and the digital revolution. Technological Forecasting & Social Change, 
83, 2014, 66-83. 

Rouleau, L., & Balogun, J. (2011). Middle managers, strategic sensemaking, and 
discursive competence. Journal of Management Studies, 48(5), 953-983. 



References 

259 

Rowley, J. (2008). Understanding digital content marketing. Journal of marketing 
management, 24(5-6), 517-540. 

Russell, B. (2001). The problems of philosophy. Oxford, UK: Oxford University 
Press. 

Ryan, R.M., & Deci, E.L. (2000). Self-determination theory and the facilitation 
of intrinsic motivation, social development, and well-being. American 
psychologist, 55(1), 68. 

Rychen, F. & Zimmermann, J.B. (2002). Birth of a cluster: The microelectronics 
industry in the Marseilles metropolitan area. International Journal of Technology 
Management, 24(7-8), 792-817. 

Ryfe, D.M. & Kemmelmeier, M. (2011). Quoting practices, path dependency and 
the birth of modern journalism. Journalism Studies, 12(1), 10-26. 

Salunke, S., Weerawardena, J., & McColl-Kennedy, J.R. (2013). Competing 
through service innovation: The role of bricolage and entrepreneurship in project-
oriented firms. Journal of Business Research, 66(8), 1085-1097. 

Sapienza, H. J., Korsgaard, M.A., & Forbes, D.P. (2003). The Self-determination 
motive and entrepreneurs’ choice of financing. In Katz, J.A. & Shepherd, D.A. 
(Eds.), Cognitive approaches to entrepreneurship research (p. 105-138). Bingley, 
UK: Emerald Group Publishing Limited. 

Sarasvathy, S.D. (2001). Causation and effectuation: Toward a theoretical shift 
from economic inevitability to entrepreneurial contingency. Academy of 
management Review, 26(2), 243-263. 

Sarpong, D. & Hartman, D. (2018). Fading memories of the future: the dissipation 
of strategic foresight among middle managers. Technology Analysis & Strategic 
Management, 30(6), 672-683. 

Sauder, M. & Espeland, W.N. (2009). The discipline of rankings: Tight coupling 
and organizational change. American Sociological Review, 74(1), 63-82. 

Schatzki, T.R. (1996). Social practices: A Wittgensteinian approach to human 
activity and the social. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Schatzki, T.R. (2002). The site of the social: A philosophical account of the 
constitution of social life and change. Penn State, PA: Penn State Press. 

Schatzki, T.R. (2010). The timespace of human activity: On performance, society, 
and history as indeterminate teleological events. Plymouth, UK: Lexington 
Books. 

Schatzki, T.R. (2018). SAP Distinguished Keynote at AOM Annual Meeting 2018. 
Lecture. 



Jönköping International Business School 

260 

Scheinberg, S., & McMillan, I.C. (1988). An 11/country study of motivations 
to start a business. In Kirchhoff, B.A. (Ed.), Frontiers of entrepreneurship 
research, 1988: Proceedings of the eighth annual Babson College 
entrepreneurship research conference (p. 669-687). Wellesley, MA: Center for 
Entrepreneurial Studies, Babson College.   

Schreyögg, G. & Sydow, J. (2009). Understanding Institutional and 
Organizational Path Dependencies. In G. Shreyögg and J. Sydow (Eds.), The 
Hidden Dynamics of Path Dependence. Institutions and Organizations. 
Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Schumpeter, J.A. (1934). The Theory of Economic Development: An Inquiry into 
Profits, Capital, Credit, Interest and the Business Cycle. Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press. 

Schutz, A. (1932). The Phenomenology of the Social World, tr. George Walsh and 
Frederick Lehnert. Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press. 

Scopelliti, I., Cillo, P., Busacca, B., & Mazursky, D. (2014). How do financial 
constraints affect creativity? Journal of Product Innovation Management, 31(5), 
880-893. 

Scott, W.R. (1975). Organizational structure. In Inkeles, A. (Ed.) Annual Review 
of Sociology, 1 (p. 1-20). Palo Alto, CA: Annual Reviews. 

Scott, W.R. (1987). The adolescence of institutional theory. Administrative 
science quarterly, 493-511. 

Scott, W.R. (1995). Institutions and organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 
Publications. 

Scott, W.R. (2000). Institutional change and healthcare organizations: From 
professional dominance to managed care. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago 
Press. 

Scott, W.R. (2013). Institutions and organizations: Ideas, interests, and identities. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Scott, W.R., & Davis, G.F. (2007). Organizations and organizing: 
Rational. Natural and Open System Perspectives. Upper Saddle River, NJ: 
Pearson Prentice Hall. 

Scott, W.R., & Meyer, J.W. (1994). Institutional environments and 
organizations: Structural complexity and individualism. Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage Publications. 

Sehl, A. (2019). Digital News Start‐Ups. In Vos, T.P., Hanush, F., & Sehl, A. 
(Eds.), The International Encyclopedia of Journalism Studies (p. 1-7). Hoboken, 
NJ: John Wiley & Sons.  



References 

261 

Seidman, W.H. (1983). Goal ambiguity and organizational decoupling: The 
failure of “rational systems” program implementation. Educational Evaluation 
and Policy Analysis, 5(4), 399-413. 

Selznick, P. (1949). TVA and the grass roots: A study in the sociology of formal 
organization. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press. 

Selznick, P. (1957). Leadership in administration: A sociological 
interpretation. Evanston, IL: Row, Peterson. 

Senyard, J., Baker, T., & Davidsson, P. (2009). Entrepreneurial bricolage: 
Towards systematic empirical testing. Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Research, 
29(5), 5. 

Senyard, J., Baker, T., Steffens, P., & Davidsson, P. (2014). Bricolage as a path 
to innovativeness for resource‐constrained new firms. Journal of Product 
Innovation Management, 31(2), 211-230. 

Seo, M.G., & Creed, W.D. (2002). Institutional contradictions, praxis, and 
institutional change: A dialectical perspective. Academy of management 
review, 27(2), 222-247. 

Sewell Jr, W.H. (1992). A theory of structure: Duality, agency, and 
transformation. American journal of sociology, 98(1), 1-29. 

Shane, S., & Venkataraman, S. (2000). The promise of entrepreneurship as a field 
of research. Academy of management review, 25(1), 217-226. 

Shane, S. (2000). Prior knowledge and the discovery of entrepreneurial 
opportunities. Organization science, 11(4), 448-469. 

Shane, S. (2012). Reflections on the 2010 AMR decade award: Delivering on the 
promise of entrepreneurship as a field of research. Academy of Management 
Review, 37(1), 10-20. 

Shepherd, D.A. (2015). Party On! A call for entrepreneurship research that is 
more interactive, activity based, cognitively hot, compassionate, and 
prosocial. Journal of Business Venturing, 30(4), 489-507. 

Shepherd, D.A., Wennberg, K., Suddaby, R., & Wiklund, J. (2019). What Are We 
Explaining? A Review and Agenda on Initiating, Engaging, Performing, and 
Contextualizing Entrepreneurship. Journal of Management, 45(1), 159-196. 

Sindik, A.R., & Graybeal, G.M. (2011). Newspaper micropayments and 
Millennial Generation acceptance: A brand loyalty perspective. Journal of Media 
Business Studies, 8(1), 69–85. 

Sine, W.D., & David, R.J. (2003). Environmental jolts, institutional change, and 
the creation of entrepreneurial opportunity in the US electric power 
industry. Research Policy, 32(2), 185-207. 



Jönköping International Business School 

262 

Sirkkunen, E., & Cook, C. (2012). Chasing sustainability on the net. International 
research on 69 journalistic pure players and their business models. Tampere: 
Finland. Comet. Tampere Research Centre for Journalism, Media and 
Communication. 

Sirmon, D.G., Hitt, M.A., Ireland, R.D., & Gilbert, B.A. (2011). Resource 
orchestration to create competitive advantage: Breadth, depth, and life cycle 
effects. Journal of management, 37(5), 1390-1412. 

Smets, M., Aristidou, A. & Whittington, R. (2017). Towards a practice-driven 
institutionalism. In Greenwood, R., Oliver, C., Lawrence, T.B. & Meyer, R.E. 
(Eds.), The Sage handbook of organizational institutionalism (p. 365-391). 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Smets, M., & Jarzabkowski, P. (2013). Reconstructing institutional complexity in 
practice: A relational model of institutional work and complexity. Human 
Relations, 66(10), 1279-1309. 

Smets, M., Jarzabkowski, P., Burke, G.T., & Spee, P. (2015). Reinsurance trading 
in Lloyd’s of London: Balancing conflicting-yet-complementary logics in 
practice. Academy of management journal, 58(3), 932-970. 

Solutions Journalism (2017). The 17 Best Solutions Journalism Stories of 2017. 
Retrieved 2017-12-21, from https://thewholestory.solutionsjournalism.org/the-
17-best-solutions-journalism-stories-of-2017-df4fdbef4461 

Sonenshein, S. (2014). How organizations foster the creative use of 
resources. Academy of Management Journal, 57(3), 814-848. 

Song, Z., He, L. & Zhang, Y. (2017). How do entrepreneurs learn from critical 
events? A case study of critical event learning. Chinese Management 
Studies, 11(4), 778-796. 

Sorenson, O., & Stuart, T.E. (2008). Entrepreneurship: A Field of Dreams? 
Academy of Management Annals 2(1), 517-543. 

Sosna, M., Trevinyo-Rodríguez, R.N. & Velamuri, S.R. (2010). Business model 
innovation through trial-and-error learning: The Naturhouse case. Long range 
planning, 43(2-3), 383-407. 

Spar, D.L. (2003). Managing international trade and investment: casebook. 
London, UK: World Scientific Publishing Company. 

Stary, C. (2014). Non-disruptive knowledge and business processing in 
knowledge life cycles–aligning value network analysis to process 
management. Journal of Knowledge Management, 18(4), 651-686. 

Steensen, S. (2011). Online journalism and the promises of new technology: A 
critical review and look ahead. Journalism studies, 12(3), 311-327. 



References 

263 

Stephens, J.C. & Jiusto, S. (2010). Assessing innovation in emerging energy 
technologies: Socio-technical dynamics of carbon capture and storage (CCS) and 
enhanced geothermal systems (EGS) in the USA. Energy Policy, 38(4), 2020-
2031. 

Sterling, J. (2008). A plan for a US newspaper industry counterattack against 
disruptive innovators. Strategy & Leadership, 36(1), 20-26. 

Stevenson, H.H., & Jarillo, J.C. (1991). A new entrepreneurial paradigm. In 
Etzioni, A., & Lawrence, P.R. (Eds.), Socio-economics: Toward a new synthesis 
(p. 185-208). New York, NY: Routledge. 

Steyaert, C., & Katz, J. (2004). Reclaiming the space of entrepreneurship in 
society: geographical, discursive and social dimensions. Entrepreneurship & 
regional development, 16(3), 179-196. 

Stinchcombe, A.L. (1965). Organizations and social structure. Handbook of 
organizations, 44(2), 142-193. 

Stokes, P.D. (2001). Variability, constraints, and creativity: Shedding light on 
Claude Monet. American Psychologist, 56(4), 355. 

Stonbely, S. (2015). The social and intellectual contexts of the US “Newsroom 
Studies,” and the media sociology of today. Journalism Studies, 16(2), 259-274. 

Strang, D. & Meyer, J.W. (1993). Institutional conditions for diffusion. Theory 
and society, 22(4), 487-511. 

Strang, D., & Sine, W.D. (2002). Interorganizational institutions. In Baum, J.A.C. 
(Ed.), The Blackwell Companion to organizations (p. 497-519). Oxford, UK: 
Blackwell. 

Strömbäck, J. (2005). In search of a standard: Four models of democracy and their 
normative implications for journalism. Journalism Studies, 6(3), 331-345. 

Stuart, T.E., & Podolny, J.M. (1996). Local search and the evolution of 
technological capabilities. Strategic Management Journal, 17(1), 21–38. 

Su, J., Zhai, Q., & Karlsson, T. (2016). Beyond Red Tape and Fools: Institutional 
Theory in Entrepreneurship Research, 1992–2014. Entrepreneurship Theory and 
Practice, 41(4), 505-531. 

Suchman, M.C. (1995). Managing legitimacy: Strategic and institutional 
approaches. Academy of management review, 20(3), 571-610. 

Suddaby, R. (2010). Challenges for institutional theory. Journal of management 
inquiry, 19(1), 14-20. 

Suddaby, R., Bitektine, A., & Haack, P. (2017). Legitimacy. Academy of 
Management Annals, 11(1), 451-478. 



Jönköping International Business School 

264 

Summer, W.G. (1906). Folkways. Boston: Ginn.  

Sydow, J., Schreyögg, G. & Kock, J. (2009). Organizational path dependence: 
opening the black box. Academy of Management Review, 34(4), 689-709. 

Teece, D.J. (2010). Business Models, Business Strategy and Innovation. Long 
Range Planning, 43, 172-194. 

The Economist. (2011, July 9). Reinventing the newspaper. Special report: The 
news industry. The Economist. 

Thelen, K. (2004). How institutions evolve. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 
University Press. 

Thomas, A., Dorrington, P., Haven-Tang, C., Mason-Jones, R., Francis, M. & 
Fisher, R. (2018). The application of group consensus theory to aid organizational 
learning and sustainable innovation in manufacturing SMEs. Cogent Business & 
Management, 5(1), 1423788. 

Thompson, E.R. (2009). Individual entrepreneurial intent: Construct 
clarification and development of an internationally reliable metric. 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 33(3), 669-694.  

Thornton, P.H. (1999). The sociology of entrepreneurship. Annual review of 
sociology, 25(1), 19-46. 

Thornton, P.H. (2002). The rise of the corporation in a craft industry: Conflict and 
conformity in institutional logics. Academy of management journal, 45(1), 81-
101. 

Thornton, P. H., Jones, C., & Kury, K. (2005). Institutional logics and institutional 
change in organizations: Transformation in accounting, architecture, and 
publishing. Research in the Sociology of Organizations, 23, 125-170. 

Thornton, P.H., Ocasio, W., & Lounsbury, M. (2012). The institutional logics 
perspective: A new approach to culture, structure, and process. Oxford, UK: 
University Press. 

Tilcsik, A. (2010). From ritual to reality: Demography, ideology, and decoupling 
in a post-communist government agency. Academy of Management 
Journal, 53(6), 1474-1498. 

Tolbert, P.S., & Zucker, L.G. (1983). Institutional sources of change in the formal 
structure of organizations: The diffusion of civil service reform, 1880-1935. 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 28, 22-39. 

Tolbert, P.S. & Zucker, L.G. (1996). The institutionalization of institutional 
theory. In Clegg, S., Hardy, C., & Nord W.R. (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook of 
organization studies (p. 175-190). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 



References 

265 

Tost, L.P. (2011). An integrative model of legitimacy judgments. Academy of 
management review, 36(4), 686-710. 

Tuchman, G. (1973). Making news by doing work: Routinizing the 
unexpected. American journal of Sociology, 79(1), 110-131. 

Tuchman, G. (1978). The news net. Social Research, 253-276. 

Tunstall, J. (1974). Journalists at work; specialist correspondents: their news 
organizations, news sources, and competitor-colleagues. Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage Publications. 

Turco, C. (2012). Difficult decoupling: Employee resistance to the 
commercialization of personal settings. American Journal of Sociology, 118(2), 
380-419. 

Usher, N. (2014). Making News at The New York Times. Ann Arbor: MI. 
University of Michigan Press. 

Vaara, E., & Monin, P. (2010). A recursive perspective on discursive legitimation 
and organizational action in mergers and acquisitions. Organization 
Science, 21(1), 3-22. 

Van de Ven, A.H. (2007). Engaged scholarship: A guide for organizational and 
social research. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 

Van der Haak, B., Parks, M., & Castells, M. (2012). The future of journalism: 
Networked journalism. International Journal of Communication, 6, 2923-2938. 

Van Weezel, A. (2009). Organizational changes in newspaper firms and their 
relation to performance. The International Journal on Media Management, 11(3-
4), 144-152. 

Vandermerwe, S., & Rada, J. (1988). Servitization of business: Adding value by 
adding services. European Management Journal, 6(4), 314–324. 

Vargo, S.L., & Lusch, R.F. (2004). Evolving to a new dominant logic for 
marketing. Journal of Marketing, 68(1), 1–17. 

Vargo, S.L., & Lusch, R.F. (2008). Service-dominant logic: Continuing the 
evolution. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 36(1), 1–10. 

Vargo, S.L., & Lusch, R.F. (2016). Institutions and axioms: An extension and 
update of service-dominant logic. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 
44(1), 5. 

Veblen, T. (1914). The instinct of workmanship: and the state of industrial arts. 
New York, NY: Routledge. 



Jönköping International Business School 

266 

Venkataraman, S., Sarasvathy, S.D., Dew, N., & Forster, W.R. (2012). 
Reflections on the 2010 AMR decade award: Whither the promise? Moving 
forward with entrepreneurship as a science of the artificial. Academy of 
Management Review, 37(1), 21-33. 

Viljakainen, A., & Toivonen, M. (2014). The futures of magazine publishing: 
Servitization and co-creation of customer value. Futures, 64, 19–28.  
Vivarelli, M. (1991). The birth of new enterprises. Small Business 
Economics, 3(3), 215-223. 

Vivarelli, M. (2004). Are all the potential entrepreneurs so good?. Small Business 
Economics, 23(1), 41-49. 

Vlaar, P., De Vries, P., & Willenborg, M. (2005). Why Incumbents Struggle to 
Extract Value from New Strategic Options: Case of the European Airline 
Industry. European Management Journal, 23(2), 154-169. 

Voigt, S. (2013). How (not) to measure institutions. Journal of Institutional 
Economics, 9(1), 1-26. 

Wallace, L. (2018, July 3). To rebuild trust, we need to change journalistic 
process. Columbia Journalism Review. Retrieved 2018-09-10, from 
https://www.cjr.org/opinion/trust-journalism-process.php 

WAN-IFRA (2018). World Press Trends. Paris, France: WAN-IFRA. Retrieved 
2019-03-20, from http://www.wptdatabase.org/world-press-trends-2017-facts-
and-figures  

Ward, T.B. (2004). Cognition, creativity, and entrepreneurship. Journal of 
business venturing, 19(2), 173-188. 

Weber, K., Heinze, K.L., & DeSoucey, M. (2008). Forage for thought: Mobilizing 
codes in the movement for grass-fed meat and dairy products. Administrative 
Science Quarterly, 53(3), 529-567. 

Weckowska, D.M. (2015). Learning in university technology transfer offices: 
Transactions-focused and relations-focused approaches to commercialization of 
academic research. Technovation, 41, 62-74. 

Weick, K.E. (1979). Enactment and organizing. The social psychology of 
organizing. New York, NY: Random House. 

Weick, K.E. (1989). Theory construction as disciplined imagination. Academy of 
management review, 14(4), 516-531. 

Weick, K.E. (1999). Theory construction as disciplined reflexivity: Tradeoffs in 
the 90s. Academy of Management Review, 24(4), 797-806. 



References 

267 

Weiss, M., Hoegl, M., & Gibbert, M. (2011). Making virtue of necessity: The role 
of team climate for innovation in resource‐constrained innovation 
projects. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 28(1), 196-207. 

Welter, F. (2011). Contextualizing Entrepreneurship: Conceptual Challenges and 
Ways Forward. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice. Special Issue: Future of 
Entrepreneurship, 35(1), 165–184 

Wennberg, K., Folta, T.B., & Delmar, F. (2006). A real options model of stepwise 
entry into self-employment. In Babson College Entrepreneurship Research 
Conference (BCERC).  

Westlund, O. (2011). Cross-media news work-Sensemaking of the mobile 
Media (R) evolution. Gothenburg, Sweden: University of Gothenburg. 

Westphal, J.D. and Zajac, E.J. (1997). Defections from the inner circle: Social 
exchange, reciprocity, and the diffusion of board independence in US 
corporations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 161-183.  

Westphal, J.D., & Zajac, E.J. (2001). Decoupling policy from practice: The case 
of stock repurchase programs. Administrative Science Quarterly, 46(2), 202-228. 

Wiedner, R., Barrett, M. & Oborn, E. (2017). The emergence of change in 
unexpected places: Resourcing across organizational practices in strategic 
change. Academy of Management Journal, 60(3), 823-854. 

Williams, T.A., Zhao, E.Y., George, G., Sonenshein, S. & Ucbasaran, D. (2019). 
Special Issue of Journal Business Venturing. Getting More for Less: The Role of 
Resourcefulness in Entrepreneurship. Call for papers. Retrieved 2019-08-10, 
https://ent.aom.org/HigherLogic/System/DownloadDocumentFile.ashx?Docume
ntFileKey=93821a2b-b084-4bf9-8385-768c4efb7462 

Wigren, C. (2007). Assessing the quality of qualitative research in 
entrepreneurship. In Neergaard, H., & Ulhøi, J.P. (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative 
research methods in entrepreneurship (p. 383-405). Cheltenham, UK: Edward 
Elgar Publishing. 

Wijen, F. (2014). Means versus ends in opaque institutional fields: Trading off 
compliance and achievement in sustainability standard adoption. Academy of 
Management Review, 39(3), 302-323. 

Wijen, F., & Ansari, S. (2007). Overcoming inaction through collective 
institutional entrepreneurship: Insights from regime theory. Organization 
studies, 28(7), 1079-1100. 

Wiklund, J. (1998). Small firm growth and performance: Entrepreneurship and 
beyond. Jönköping, Sweden: Internationella Handelshögskolan. 



Jönköping International Business School 

268 

Wiklund, J., Davidsson, P., Audretsch, D.B., & Karlsson, C. (2010). The future 
of entrepreneurship research. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 35(1), 1-9. 

Wiklund, J., Wright, M. & Zahra, S.A. (2019). Conquering Relevance: 
Entrepreneurship Research's Grand Challenge. Entrepreneurship Theory and 
Practice, 43(3), 419-436. 

Wikström, P., & Ellonen, H.K. (2012). The impact of social media features on 
print media firms’ online business models. Journal of Media Business Studies, 
9(3), 63–80. 

Wirtz, B.W., Pistoia, A., Ullrich, S., & Göttel, V. (2016). Business Models: 
Origin, Development and Future Research Perspectives. Long Range Planning, 
49(1), 36-54. 

Woodward, S.E., & Hall, R.E. (2010). Consumer confusion in the mortgage 
market: Evidence of less than a perfectly transparent and competitive 
market. American Economic Review, 100(2), 511-15. 

Wyrwich, M. (2015). Entrepreneurship and the intergenerational transmission of 
values. Small Business Economics, 45(1), 191-213. 

Yang, L., Ha, L., Wang, F., & Abuljadail, M. (2015). Who pays for online 
content? A media dependency perspective comparing young and older people. 
International Journal on Media Management, 17(4), 277–294. 

Ybema, S. & Horvers, M. (2017). Resistance through compliance: The strategic 
and subversive potential of frontstage and backstage resistance. Organization 
Studies, 38(9), 1233-1251. 

Yin, R.K. (1981). The case study as a serious research strategy. Science 
Communication, 3(1), 97-114. 

Yin, R.K. (1989). Case study research: Design and methods. Thousand Oaks, 
CA: Sage Publications. 

Young, M.L., Hermida, A., & Fulda, J. (2018). What makes for great data 
journalism? A content analysis of data journalism awards finalists 2012–
2015. Journalism Practice, 12(1), 115-135. 

Yu, T.F.L. (2001). Entrepreneurial alertness and discovery. The review of 
Austrian economics, 14(1), 47-63. 

Zahra, S.A. (1991). Predictors and financial outcomes of corporate 
entrepreneurship: An exploratory study. Journal of business venturing, 6(4), 259-
285. 

Zahra, S.A. (2007). Contextualizing theory building in entrepreneurship 
research. Journal of Business venturing, 22(3), 443-452. 



References 

269 

Zahra, S.A., Gedajlovic, E., Neubaum, D.O., & Shulman, J.M. (2009). A typology 
of social entrepreneurs: Motives, search processes and ethical challenges. Journal 
of business venturing, 24(5), 519-532. 

Zietsma, C., Groenewegen, P., Logue, D.M., & Hinings, C.R. (2017). Field or 
fields? Building the scaffolding for cumulation of research on institutional 
fields. Academy of Management Annals, 11(1), 391-450. 

Zilber, T.B. (2007). Stories and the discursive dynamics of institutional 
entrepreneurship: The case of Israeli high-tech after the bubble. Organization 
Studies, 28(7), 1035-1054. 

Zimmerman, M.A., & Zeitz, G.J. (2002). Beyond survival: Achieving new 
venture growth by building legitimacy. Academy of Management Review, 27(3), 
414-431. 

Zott, C., & Huy, Q.N. (2007). How entrepreneurs use symbolic management to 
acquire resources. Administrative Science Quarterly, 52(1), 70-105. 

Zucker, L.G. (1977). The role of institutionalization in cultural persistence. 
American sociological review, 726-743. 

Zucker, L.G. (1988). Where do institutional patterns come from? Organizations 
as actors in social systems. Institutional patterns and organizations: Culture and 
environment, 20(3), 23-49. 

Überbacher, F. (2014). Legitimation of new ventures: A review and research 
programme. Journal of Management Studies, 51(4), 667-698. 

 





 
 

271 

Appendices 1 and 2 

 

  



 

 



 

 



274  



 

275  



 



 

277 

 



278 

 



 

279 

 



280 
 



 

281 
 



282 
 



 

283 
 


	Tom sida


 
 
    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: cut top edge by 80.79 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
     Keep bleed margin: no
      

        
     D:20191014140323
      

        
     32
     0
     0
     No
     651
     320
     None
     Up
     0.0000
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         AllDoc
              

       PDDoc
          

     Smaller
     80.7874
     Top
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     419
     418
     419
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: cut bottom edge by 80.79 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
     Keep bleed margin: no
      

        
     D:20191014140325
      

        
     32
     0
     0
     No
     651
     320
     None
     Up
     0.0000
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         AllDoc
              

       PDDoc
          

     Smaller
     80.7874
     Bottom
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     419
     418
     419
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all odd numbered pages
     Trim: cut right edge by 127.56 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
     Keep bleed margin: no
      

        
     D:20191014140326
      

        
     32
     0
     0
     No
     651
     320
     None
     Up
     0.0000
     0.0000
            
                
         Odd
         AllDoc
              

       PDDoc
          

     Smaller
     127.5591
     Right
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     419
     418
     210
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all even numbered pages
     Trim: cut left edge by 127.56 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
     Keep bleed margin: no
      

        
     D:20191014140327
      

        
     32
     0
     0
     No
     651
     320
     None
     Up
     0.0000
     0.0000
            
                
         Even
         AllDoc
              

       PDDoc
          

     Smaller
     127.5591
     Left
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     419
     417
     209
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   StepAndRepeat
        
     Trim unused space from sheets: no
     Allow pages to be scaled: no
     Margins and crop marks: none
     Sheet size: 6.496 x 9.449 inches / 165.0 x 240.0 mm
     Sheet orientation: best fit
     Layout: rows 1 down, columns 1 across
     Align: centre
      

        
     D:20191014140337
      

        
     0.0000
     10.0000
     20.0000
     0
     Corners
     0.3000
     ToFit
     0
     0
     1
     1
     0.7000
     0
     0 
     0
     0.0000
     0
            
       D:20160907105002
       680.3150
       165x240
       Blank
       467.7165
          

     Best
     629
     273
     0.0000
     C
     0
            
      
       PDDoc
          

     0.0000
     0
     2
     0
     0
     0 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

   1
  

 HistoryList_V1
 qi2base





