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Abstract

This paper develops the notion @lultural broker®1 actors spanning an interstice or gap
between organizational fieldexamining how these actors can initiate institutional change
when the fields that they bridgefeatue competing institutional logic€Competinglogics
exposeculturalbrokers to role tensiong/hich hinder the process of resource mobilization for
institutional change. | investigathe micreprocesses through whiatultural brokes can
overcome these rel tensions, successfully mobilizingsources for changés case of
institutional changel, examinethe selection of Frank Gehry dse new Millenniumé s gl o b all
icon of Chicagobs public architect doased t rad
archtects.| track this iconic changeto the actions of a set @tiltural brokers locatedh the

interstice between thecompeting fields of private business philanthropy and public
government. Findings shothat in the presence of competing institutional Iegaultural

brokers can successfullymobilize resourcessilently, avoiding direct confrontation and
negotiation with defenders of the institutional stequs,decoupling theivision fromaction,

andco-opting representatives of the statjuo in their mobization efforts.

Keywords: institutional changebrokerage; institutional logics; organizational field; cultural

practices.



Introduction
At |l east since Di Ma g gacoheranhtigeoryod praeticdl

action, institutional scholarhave been increasingly concerned with thearicocesses by
which actorreate, maintain and change the institutionshich theythemselvesire
embedded (e.g. PoWand Colyvas 2008; Lawrence and Suddaby 2086veral studies
addressing thiparada of fA e mbe dd e d995 §ee and @réed Z0BRY Hava

focused on change actorso6 position in

(1991

organi

institutional change. This research has emphasized that institutional innovators often occupy

peripheral (Lekebici et al. 1991; McGuire et al. 2004), central (Greenwood and Suddaby

2006) or new entrantsdé positions in a ield
limited attentionand conceptual developmentactors that bridge the boundaries of multiple
fields (Kostova et al. 2008; Tracey et al. 2011; Koene and Ansari 2011).

Yet, actors bridging the gap23000formidgi nt er st

between distincbrganizational fields are particularly interesting for analysis of institutiona

change. On one side, being embedded in multiple organizational fields, these actors can more

easilydistance themselves from existing institutions, thereby envisioning alternative course

of actionbreaking with institutionalized understandi@ewell 192; Boxenbam and

Battilana 2005; Durand and Meiire 2005; Greenwood and Subp&®06).0n the other

side, actors connecting differefields areexposed to the distinctive templates of action and

organizing shared by the members of the respective fietds.overlap of multiple

institutional logics (Thorton and Ocasio 2008) is likely to produce role tensions, ambiguity

and contradiction, making fieldsd trespasser

institutional logics eitherce x i st o(Powell@nd Oweasseith 2008: 603; see also

Rao et al. 2000: p. 251). Despite the crucial importance of actors connecting different fields

for our theories of institutional change, we do not have a systematic understanding of how

they can balance these imstional constraints and opportunities to initiate change.



I n this paper | addr es s tcuituradb rgoakpeachswd d e v e |
spanning an interstice between different organizational fields. If an interstice defines a gap
between twar more organizational fields (Morrill 2000; Rao et al. 2000; see also
Mann1986)culturalbrokers are the inhabitants of thasgerstitialspaces. My notion of
culturalbrokers explicitly blends institutional and social network theories by concepggalizi
social structures as made not only of resource fiagsn the typical network view of
brokerage (e.g. Burt 1992)ut also of institution$ i.e. the shared cultural schemas, beliefs
and durable rules that inforthe use, accesand value othoseresources in a particular
institutional domair(e.g. Giddens 1984; Sewell 1992; Di Maggio 19%r7om this
perspectivegulturalbrokers are a special type of network brokers that span not just structural
holes in networks of resources and information @uyt 1992), but also the more enduring
cul tur al and institutional Asynapseso that c
Examples of this type of brokers are intermediary organizations spaheingstitutionalized
boundaries of distinct organizaal fields, such as private and public health ¢Somtt et al.

2000) or science and commerce (Powell et al. 2005). Differently than for traditional network
brokers, the key challenge faced by thieserstialbrokers consists in balancing constraints

and opportunities originating from the cultural, symbolic and cognitive boundaries that they

bridge. Being located in between culturally distinct domains of activitiesorganizational

fields- culturalbrokers can initiate creative processes producngn onl y o6 good i de:
2004), but radical inventions percolating across multiple social domains (Padgett and

McLean 2006), eventually breaking the reliable reproduction of existing institutions (e.g.

Clemens and Cook 1999). At the same time, theseslsaan be constrained by the multiple

field-level logics that they confront by bridging different fields, thereby facing role tensions

and identity dilemmas that are usually neglected in social network theories of brokerage (but

see Padgett and Ansell %ernandez and Gould 1994 for exceptions). The key challenge



for culturalbrokers ighenhow to balance these institutionalbgased constraints and
opportunities provided btheir inbetweenf i el dsd position, thereby
institutional change.

| examine here this questiamalyzingthe micreprocessethrough whichcultural
brokers can initiate institutional chang€he type of institutional change analyzed is the
transposition (Sewell 1992;denbaum and &tilana2005)of practice across
organizational fields characterized ympetingnstitutional logics For transpositiono
qualify as institutional change, the transposed practice can be legitimized and
institutionalized in the field from which it is transposedurce field)but it must be
divergent from the institutional logic of the figlolwhich it is transposeddrget field).This
is often the case with the transposition of global practicéscial institutional settings:
despite these practices are usually legitimeetthe global level, their transposition in local
contexts can be more problematic (Marquis and Battilana 2B88nples of these practices
include the diffusion of managerial practices and theories (Guillefy B#enbaum and
Battilana 2005) or of cultal practices, such as philosophical theories or architectural styles
(Molnar 2005; Guillen 199. | examine here this latter categorydnyalyzing the
transposition of an explicitly dwral practice or paradigm (i.architectural style), placing
thefi mamingc ar r y i n g of thepraatice at tiye@enter of analysis recently
recommended by institutional scholafscultural practice$Griswold 1987; Lamont 1987

Empirically, | examnethecase ofthé¢ r ansposi ti on of Frank Gel
architectr al style in the | ocal i nstit,dcusiognal dol
onhowarculturalbor ok er 6s resource mobilization proce
transpositionSpecifically, lanalyzethis transposition in the contextbfh e Ci ty of Chii
Mi I I enni um P a r2R08)slinpestigate ¢he anexpetd@eldsion to invite Frank

Gehry for a completee-designof the largest and most visible partasf earliemaster plan



of Millennium Park, which wasnitially conceved as a classioeauxarts garden to complete
the vision "axénturgardhiecurgl icénDanielBurnham. Thiadicaliconic
shift fr om DleauxatplarBaFrank ibehnpdstmodernarchitectural stig
occurred, totally unexpead, via the unprecedentéd25$ million total fund-raising
mobilization of Chicagods cultural and phil a
member of Chi c ago desg.thetuburalibrekersn my casejppaointet lyy
the Mayor of Chiago as the civitund-raiserof the project. Being backed by the earli@stl
single largest, 15$ milliodonation, to the project,éfGe hr y 6 s dhe pumpgtarting a s
and key defining moment of tlseiccessful hybridation of fundraising anddesign which
was doomed to revolutionize the whole design plan of Millennium Park.

Datashowthat he br oker 6 successful resource mot
presence of two competing institutional logocsexisting in thanterstice between thao
organizational fields that the broker happened to bridge: the field of business and cultural
elite philanthropy, on one side; the field of public government and local architectural
professionals, on the other side. These competing institutional logics shapadbilization
context for the civic fundtaiser broker in the project, which faced role tensions due to the
contradictory expectations on his role from private philanthropic donors and business elites,
on one side; and from the Mayor, public officialséd Chi cagods | ocal archi
While the former actors expected the broker to actesentative of private interestsy
pushing for the introduction of global icons in the design of the park; the latter actors
expected the broker to amsgatekeeper of public interestsy defending the approved classic
master plan of the park and incooporaesnhbegl
enhancements on this plavly analysis otulturalbrokemage behaviouwill be devoted to

understand exactljpow this crucialrole paradoxin mobilizing resources has been solved.



Findings focs on the micrgprocesses by which tloellturalbroker successfully
mobilized resources around the Gehryé&gs chang
level, originating from the conflicting institutional logics surrounding the mobilization
context. The process identified is defifed i | e nt mndudihgiseverd sulo n 0
processes: targetingrategic resources supporting change and constgathe autonomy of
the defenders of the institutional statyg; developing a vision for changathout
disclosing itto thedefenders of thenstitutionalstatusquo (i.e. via decoupling of vision and
action in mobilizing for change) araloiding directtonfrontation and negotiation withem
co-opting in mobilization efforts representatives of ith&titutionalstatusquo by exploiting
conflicts and fragmentaticemong themwrongfooting defendersf the institutional status
guo by negotiating only &t the strategic resources for change have been seBeafede
turning to an exposition of the case study data and findings, | devellowthe concept of
culturalbrokers focusing on theole that these actors can play in instances of institutional

change.

Theory: Cultural Brokers and Institutional Change

Rao et al (2000: 251) define an interstice as a gap between distinct organizational fields,
arising when problems, issues or opportunities persistently spill over from one field to
another (see alddorrill 2000; Mann 1986). Building on the notion of interstice, | define
culturalbrokers as actors spanning an interstice between different organizational fields.
Culturalbrokers are then the inhabitants of interstitial spaces forming across fields.
Examples of interstice include the overlap between practitionefdraditional and
alternative medicine (Kleinman 1996) or between commercial science and basic biomedical
science (Powell et al. 2005). Interstices are by definition heterogeneous, contailtipte,

sometimes contradictory, institutional logics and organizational practices, thereby facilitating



the emergence of alternative practices (Morrill 20@@\lturalbrokers can be individuals,
organizations or interstitial networks of players tt@dlesce around an interstice,
experimenting with alternative practices to solve problems or pursue opportunities affecting
multiple organizational fields.

Culturalbrokers are different from traditional network brokers (e.g. Burt 1992). A
long tradition & network studies has identified many advantages accruing to brokers because
of their intermediate structural positions in between disconnected actolBue,dlL976,
1992;2004;Galaskiewicz, 1979 arsden, 1982; Gould and Fernandez, 193Sstfeld 2005
Fleming 2007; Rider 2009However, this predominantly positive conception of brokers pays
surprisingly limited, if any, attention to the broader institutional and cultural context in which
brokers operate, and to the institutional constraints thatean®i bl y | i mit br oker
see Baker and Obstfeld 1999,dgatt and Powell 2011%ocialnetwork studies of brokerage
mostly focused on the structural and material aspects of social embeddedness, implicitly
conceiving social structures as netwooksnformation and other resources flowing through
social relationsYet, social structures are made not only of resources but also of the shared
cultural schemas, rule and beliéfs. the institutionsthat informthe useand value othose
reources imna particular institutional domaie.g. Giddens 1984; Sewell 199Zhe concept
of culturalbrokers focuses on thesegnitive, symbolic, and most genuinely cultural, aspects
of social structur¢Di Maggio 1997, which have been generally-denphasized ithe
literature on network brokerage

Differently thanaresouce-basedconception of brokerage, the notioncoidtural
brokers intends to capture si t-ieabtokesns wher e
mediate between are separated or segmentbdrers of culture, language, distance or
mi strustodo (Glonuladt LB 9wo v Bs,) . tcditwwalbéokeotdkesd br i d g

thef orm of a more or |l ess institutionalized ci



1956)rather than a gamiaresourcenetwork Thus, & culturalbroker is a special type of
network broker spannintpe enduring cultural differences which can uri@ethe existence
and persistence of an interstloetween distinct organizational fields. Take, for example, the
case of Professor Paul Sachs described by Di Maggio (1992:v13d connected the
distinctiveorganizational fields of art and finance, playacentral role in the emergence of
museums as a legitimate mod&tcording to Di Maggio (1992), hat made thiroker
crucial was the cultural distancaédiebtheet ween th
different meanings attached to roles and practices in the two distinct organizational fields of
finance and art. The existence of institutional and culdifldrences among members of
different fields gives rise to constraints and opportunities of a different riaage@bove)
than the resource and information advantages usually examined in social network studies of
brokerage. Thee differentconstraints ash opportunities on brokerage behaviour are not fully
captured by a purely structunalaterial network approach to brokerage. This motivates the
need for alifferent culturalsymbolic conception of brokera@gghlighted by the concept of
culturalbrokers.

Differently than network brokers spanning structural holes (e.g. Burt 1&98)ral
brokers do not derive advantages from being unique points of contact between otherwise
unconnectedactdrs but to the | oosening ofMaggihand i nst it
Powell 1983) happening in the interstice among fields. Indrédralspaces offer
opportunities for institutional change exactly because in thebeent we e nrulsspaces 0
identities and conventional practices are loosened from their-takgmanted moorings and
alternative practices can emergeo (Morrill 2

changing institutions can become fAimore chall

! Indeed, while a network broker benefits from the disconnectiatterfs, arculturalbrokermay in principle
not be the only actor connecting distinct fields, and still enjoy advantages (compa@ninterstitial actors
embedded in only onedfid) due to the loosening tdkenfor-granted institutions an interstice.



organizational fields, due to the diverse interest, multipieil competing) frames, and

entrenched sources of resistanceo (Rao et
These opposite interstitial forces are likely to be reflected in constraints and opportunities

for the inhabitants of the interstid®y being simultaneously expostmthe multiple

institutional logics characterizing the different fields that they bridge, interstitial brokers can

more easily distance theselves from existing institutions, theredyvisioningalternative

course of action for insitutional change (e.d3oxenbam and Battilana 2005; Durand and

McGuire 2005; Greenwood and Sudg&®06).While interstitial brokers may hawsion

advantages for initiating institutional change, they can also face hurdles to concretely realize

the envisioned change. Partiat, mobilizing and combining resources across different

fields-in order to support a change breaking with existing institutisngely to be difficult

for an interstitial broker. Members of the different fields adjacent to the interstice aredikely

have different expectations on a brokerds

incongruent demands on brokerage behaviour (e.g. Fernandez and Gould 1994).Thus,

interstitial brokers will probably face the problem of engaging multiple esjgectations,

incurring into potential sanctiofisuch as overt opposition or passive resistawben

conforming to any specific role in the eye of the different constituencies located in the fields

that they bridge (Padgett and Ansell 1993). For theasans, it becomes fundamental to

understand the micrprocesses through which interstitial brokers can balance these opposite

forces and successfully initiate institutional change dynamics.

Data and Methods
Historical case studies offer tremendous opputies to examine how social
structural processésuch as brokeragean contribute to change ways that both cross

sectional and eveturrentlongitudinal research cannot. Indeed, as Kieser (1994: 61 1) noted,

10
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historical analysis provides the ability understand how existing actions and social
structures are not determined by laws but, rather theerésult of decisions in past choice
opportunities, some of which were made intentionally and others more implichig."
ability is what we need tonglerstand more fully the reciprocal links between the concrete
actions ofbrokersand the social forcef the larger social structes in which these
individualsare embedded. Ultimately, the purpose of such an analysis is not to develop a set
of general ules that apply across all cases but, instead, to look at the concreteadetails
actionin the context of a particular social and institutional structure.

To establish a relationship between the resource mobilization-pricoesses enacted
by the brokeat the local project level and the presence of competing institutional logics at
the macrdevel, | adopted a multievel research design focused on the key event examined
(Sewell 1996)e.g. the decision to invite Gehrytedee si gn a porti on of Chi
Millennium Park. Sarting from thisevent as epicentréfirst zoom out on the socio
structural context surrounding the event, with a network analysis of the multiple social
structures in which the actors involved in the change event were embeddetina¢ tine
which the change happendtis analysis allows identifying the two organizational fields
surrounding the Millennium Park project, whi
position in between these two fields. Second, drawmthe data desc@dbelow, |
empirically derived the two institutional logics of business/cultural elite philanthropy, and
public government, as these logics had been concretely enacted and played out in the local
Chi cagods cont e2004). kirfallytlahadyzedthe coaceté actres of, and
micro-interactions amondhe actors involved in the specific sequence of events from which
t he Gehryos c¢hang@&hug leadopta madeveleemimeddgde d out .
longitudinal case study research design (Yin 20B@)Jooking at the interactions across three

levels as described in Figure 1 below.

11



Multi-level, Embedded,

Case Study Research Design (Yin, 2003)

- LEVEL 3: LOGICS
""", (Institutional Environment):
~ " Institutional logics and
/ structures at the field level,
/"/ relevant to explain Gehry's
: «/f/ change
y / LEVEL 2: PROCESSES f i
‘/" [ (Millennium Park Project): } )
l, i\ g Organizational processes and .,.:/x'
\ structures at the projectlevel, Lo ///
< relevant to explain Gehry's | s
LEVEL 1: ACTIONS change
(Gehry’s Decision) X
Individual actors and V\l /l
actionsinvolved in the
decision to hire Gehry in L ‘5;7
the project Ve’

Figure 17 Multi -level Research Design

These three analysesly on multiple types of data and methodologies. The bulk of
the data is constituted by two primasgurceinternal archives of the project providft-
handby the project manager and thaeaf fundraiser broker. These archives proviotes-
grained data on the temporal sequence of interactions among the key decikérs in the
Gehr yo6s c h ahe game timeitedordireg ingortant traces of the perceptions of these
actors at the time in whidhheevents occurred. | integrated these prirmsoyrcearchival
data with botrsecomlary-source archival data (e.gewspapersspecialized publications,
histoiical documentsand withinterviewson the field, which | used jointly to derive the
institutional logics surrounding the mobilization cont&dble 1below illustrates the number

and type of primary interviews conducted and the secondary interviewsctetdiuring the

12



development of the project by historian Timothy Gilfoyle (2006) and accessed through the
archives of the Chicago Historical Sociggnally, for the network analyses, | relied on a

series of biographical informatigne . g . CV s ) and\ulidly savailMbieodatasets

(e.g. guidestar.org, Proquest, lllinois election database) to analyze the multiple network
structures in which these actors were embedded at the time of the dlatigedologically,

| used a longitudinal case study desigis€Bhardt, 1989; Pettigrew, 1990), adopting an
historical perspective to understand the phenomenon as it unfolded over time (Kieser, 1994).
While in the analyses | use different techniques depending on the type of data, the bulk of the
primary-source archial data have been analyzed inductively, throughténative qualitative

data analysis techniques defined by Miles and Huberman (1984).

TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

Research Setting

The selection of Frank Gehry as new Mill e
archite¢ure occurred in the contextofh e devel opment of City of C|
Par k 6 s p r2004)eThig parkislar@eably the most important architectural project in
thelast50years f Chi cago6s jpandxirabrdinardyrsucdessfiuker sStmillione
total, urban park featuring an unprecedented combination of glebhatgardearchitecture,
interactive monumental sculpturediinnovative landscape desigi@&lfoyle 2006) A
picture describindpow this park looks today is provided in &ig 2 below.As discussedni
the context of this project,focus onthe mobilizationprocess leading tthe unexpected
decision to invite Frank Gehry for a complegedesignof the largest and most visibpeart of

an earliemaster plan of Millennium Pk

13
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Figure 27 The Final Design ofMillennium Park (July 2004)

Case StudyFindings

Case studyifidings are organized in two main sections. In the first section, |
document the main events connected tab t he
change occurred at the intersection of two petimg institutional logicsllustrating the main
differences between the two logi@nd providing evidence on the role tensions experienced
by the interstitiabroker in the presence of the two competowjcs For convenience, in this
preliminaryversion of this paper, | explicitly structured my discussion of this section teasing
out alternative explanations of this institutional change, in order to emphasize the relevance
and necessity of an analysiskwbkerage behaviour to properly understand the mechanisms
behind this changd.he second sectidiocusesonthe specific micreprocesses through
which the interstitiabroker was able to overcome the rtdasions, successfully mobilizing

resourcesaroundh e Gehrydés change.



Frank Gehry as New |l con of Chi catpods Mil |l enn
Intersection of Two Competing Institutional Logics

Table2 belowreports the chronology of the events leading to the selection of Frank
GehryasnewiconofChiagoés public architecture. As di s
occurred in the context of the Millennium Park project, a pripatelic project launcheoh
1998byCi ty of Chicagobés Mayor Richard M. Dal ey
the nev Millennium. This park was initially conceived as the completiortleé most popular
public park in Chicagoi.e. Grant Parkwhich was designed by DanielBiham, onef the
iconic architect® f Ch i ¢ a g o d"centugy brehttectard.his designdvisually

depicted in Figur& below.

Figure 371 The Initial Design Master Plan for Millennium Park (July 1998)

This beauxarts masteiplan was approved by the Mayor, by the architects of record

and city planneof the projectand byChicagocommunityorganizations which were long

15



advocating the completion of Grant Pdgkerything seems to proceed so smoothly in the
Millennium Park project thats soon as approvdtie classic master plan was put under
construction on a  ftethe parktinrtimefér the Millenniom. théhis t o ¢
context, the Mayor asked the CEO of a global corporation headquartered in Carchgo
well-known civic leader and furrhiserin the city, to chair a private donor committee to
raise private donatiorferf undi ng a f ew smal |l Afartistic enh
garden landscapes, etc.) to be put on top of the approved master plan. This small event was
doomed to revolutionize the destiny of the Millennium Park project, and the history of
Ch i c a g degtsral imanscwlith it.
Indeed, as part of the fuadising campaign led by the civic fumdiser, a prospect
philanthropic donor asked, in exchange of a major 15$ million dollar donation from her
family, to invite Frank Gehry to rdesign the most visibland central architectural element
of the classibeauxarts master plan of Millennium Park. Despite the clagsauxarts
project was already publicly approved aticectly sponsored byhe Mayor of Chicago, the
fund-raiser brokewvas able to smoothlyesurethe donation of the dwmr and to have the
Mayor changing his mind, approvingh e G eadical gharsge of the Burnhaimspired
beauxarts park plan.

TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

At a first glance,lerelativelysmooth procesieading to the introduction @ehry in
the Millennium Park projealescribed aboveightbee x p| ai ned by a number
alternative explanations, which would make awl@pth analysis of the behaviour of the
broker unnecessary. A first alternative explanation couldha¢the hgh legitimacy and
reputation of Frank Gehry as a global asstair at the timei.g. in 1998, Frank Gehry had just
compl et ed GuggenhddrMuseéum,ah@ smasterpiece project which made him

famous arond the world)acilitated the smoothdoptionof Frank Gehryn the local context

16



of Chi cagoo6s pfuhisblternative expldnatibnascstpportesldmpirical
evidence, the Chicagods Millennium Park Gehr
gualified as a case diffusion of a widely lgitimated cultural practiceather than as a case
of institutional change. A second alternative interpretation of the process above would point
to an obvious fundaisingplusmoney, purely resouredriven, explanation.

In the next couple of paragraphsyduld provide evidence that contradicts the first
alternative explanationrb y s howi ng that Gehryods | egitimacy
was actually a liability for adoption in the local contexCoii cago, the city of
American Architecture proud of its ownhomegrown, architectural iconsn addition, |
will show thatthe second alternative explanatian. e. t hat fAbi g moneyo e
of the mobilization for changeovers only part of the story. | will provide evidence tiinet
local context in which the resource mobilization process occurred was constrained by the
presence afwo competing institutional logics which made the mobilization prodassting
and difficult for the funeraiser brokersin fact, e smooth process si@ibedabove was
punctuated by a series of ungamp tensions behind the scenes, wiiebeal that a more
compl ex dynamics of change underlise the intr

Millennium Park

Teasing Out Alternative Explanation no.1: Adogin of Gehry as Chicagobo

by Gehryés Legsttamacy as AArchi

Although at the time of transpositidtrank Gehry was already legitimized as a star
architect at the global levednd his postmodern architectural style was celebrated as an
exampl @l ofoafi  ar c hi tiretletpnofesaidnal field of mrchaecture (8klair
2005yd at a r e v e a lashitdactbrabtyle aBdhik glopad aschistar status actually

diverged significantlyrom theinstitutionsgoverning the reproducin of architectural

17



symbolsi n Chi cagods public archi tlecaismande of t he
aesthetic conservatism

Chicagodbs public architecture has al ways b
Before Gehry and Millennium Park, neajpublic projects in Chicago wetgpically
commissioned to local Chicadmased architects and constructors. At the time of his
appointment, Frank Gehry was the first fdhicago based architect to be commissioned the
designofamajoCi t y of pabhciprojacgsach as a Millennium Park. Being proud of
Chi c a g o ésd identitgas tbergreaiAmerican city of architectute and taking
advantage of the vast architectural knowledge and professionalism embedded in the city,
Chicago Mayors angolicy-makers have alwaysad a strongreferance for local architects
Not surprisingly, when the Frank Gehryds des
editorials accused Mayor Daley to look fofigilbao effecd (Gilfoyle 2006) Similarly, some
of the reactions of Chicago architects and civic leaders of the time vividly testify the local
tendency of Chi c a dlts@sifthe Brenchistarted immoting wviee; whatr e :
do they think? Nob o d(€ivicLaader)tit's Chgagoisenilldnniumg her e ?
and what do we do?06 We go get somebody from
regener ate her e i(Ghicagb Architectt v by our sel veso

Not only the introduction of Gehry ran against the traditional principle of localism
pernmeating Chicago public architectuteut al so Gehr yods sipgshat ur e &
modern, iconic andvantgarde significantly diverged from the prototypical, aesthetically
conservative, repertoirdsstoricallydominatingCh i cag o 6 s puoehwithispecidr c hi t e
reference to Chi c ahlyiosdtso rpiuchd lilcy pianrskpsi rdeeds i bgyn t
peopl eo, Chicagobs public parks have been tr
amenitiesover art and iconic structures (Vinci, 198Blore specifically, at the time of

Gehrtyrbasnsposition in Chbalhgpyodos Mdmieinsi uat i o

18



forward a new beautification program aimed at restoring the aesthetic repertoires of the great
Chicago of the early 2bcentury.As testified by the beautification projects proposed by the

Dal eydos administration before 1998, these pr
architectural elements of theauxarts style that constituted the typical aesthetic repertoires

of thepast.ndeed,h e Mi | | enni um Park project in which
initially envisioned as the culmination of this beautification program. Consistently, the early

design of the park was envisioned as classic baaixgarden emphasizingrinality and

symmetryl n contrast, Gehryoés design and signatuli
acknowledged as th@oneer of aravantgarde postmodern andconic, architectural style

Thus, architecturally andtlhesMihlelte cmil um, Parmhle
was in stark contrashot onlywith the architectural vision behirttde beauxarts plan

approved by the Maypbut alsowitht he aest hetic symbols of Mayc
programand, more generally, with the tradi@lly conservative aesthetic repertoires of

Chi cagods p u lFibured belpvasunkmarnize teeseghree typical institutions of
Chicago public architecture and il lustrates

deviation from these institions:

19



Institutions of

Chicago’s Public

Architecture

Localism

Aesthetc Conservatism

Figure4i Fr an k

Gehry

Why Frank Gehry Design
Proposal
was Divergent
from Institutions

* Gehry has been the first non-
Chicago based architect to be
commissioned the design of a
major public project

*Gehry's post-modern
architectural style was in
explicit contrast with recent
public projects emphasizing the
restoration of traditional 19%
century beaux arts architectural
repertoires (iron fences, flower
ornamentations, etc.)

as

Architecture

Di vergent

Mlustrative Quote

"It’s as if the French started
Importng wine, what do they

think? Nobody can do something

here?"(Civic Leader)

"It's Chicago's millennium. and
what do we do?" We go get
somebody from Los Angeles. It's

disappointing we can't regenerate

herein the city by ourselves.
(Chicago Architect)

"My goal is to restore and
complete the vision of the great
fathers of Chicago's architecture
for the lakefront park area”
(Mayor Daley)

Change

from

Alternative Explanation no.Zhe Institutional Environment Facilitated the Mobilization of

Resources in Favour of Gehry

A second alternative elgnationfor the successful and smooth introduction of Frank

Gehry as

a

new i

con of

Chicagobs

Mi |

enni

surrounding the local context in which the change occurred (i.e. the Millennium Park project)

facilitated e mobilization of resources in favour of this change. For example, a close

interconnection between the Mayor and city officials and the private philanthropic actors

supporti

ng

Gehry

coul d

have

f aswaleemnativedn at h e

public project such as Millennium Parsonstituting evidence in support of this alternative

explanation.
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In contrast, a structural analysis of the social networks surrounding the Millennium
Park project reveals that this projéeind the specific decistemaking process leading to the
introduction of Gehry was located at the intersection of two relatively separate
organizational fields whighas | will illustrate,feature competing institutional logidsSigure
5 below is a stylized illustration othe two different organizational fields surrounding the
Millennium Park projectdrawing ona network representattnh e boar ds -of dir
membership network for the 83 people involved in the Millennium Park project at the time of

the project inceptiof.

Key Actors Embedded in Different Organizational

Fields and the Fund-raiser Brokerin Between Them

BOARD OF DIRECTORS’' CO-MEMBERSHIP NEWTORK
before Transposition,1998

CITY POLITICS

o

BUSINESS O1g Field of Private Business

) and Cultural Elite
W

Philanthropists
ART&CULTURE

CONTRACTORS,
ARCHITECTS,
SUBs

O1g Field of Public Government 8
and Professionals B i’t
ki

ST i

Source: Individuals ¢
82 mdividualsx 3

GREEN= 14 co s and architects

Figure 57 The Millennium Park Project at the Intersection of Two Different

Organizational Fields

% The 83 people have been selected if they had some formal role and the capability to influence the decision
making processfahe project. According to this criterion, the sample include members of design committees
in the project, president, vigaresidents and representatives of the different firms involved in the project. As
said, for collecting network data | mostly asseendl i ndi vi dual CVs for t hese pe
various online sources (e.g. zoominfo) and-lme datasets of board of directors in business corporations
(proquest historical reports) and nprofit organizations (guidestar). Beyond the broker, infitpere | also
indicated the specific network position of the Mayor and the architect of the record of thediusarts plan,
with the respective | abels of fAMayor o and AArchitect
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Figure7 showsthat the Millennium Park project put together people coming from two
different, and relatively separate, organizational ficllls:fieldd Chi cago0s Dbusi ne
cultural elite philanthropy, on one side; the field of public government and local architectural
professionals, on the other sidie addition, & shown in the figure, the furrdiser broker
which facilitated the approval of Gehinappened to bridgiese two fieldsThe first field
encompasses Chicago business eultural philanthropic elite(typically, CEOs ofarge
corporationheadquartered in Chicagmemberof family-owned businessmpiresin
Chicagq presidents and offidisof largeChicagofoundations, arand community patrons,
presidents of museums and art and architeexpert3. Outside the MP project organization,
these people atgpically connected through diffee nt o6 soci al circleso6 th
For exanple, these people typically share memberships inprofit organizations directed
towards the promotion @fmostly highbrow)arts and culturactivities in Chicago (e.g. the
Chicago Symphony Orchestithe Chicago Lyric Opera, the Art Institute, the Glgic
Horticultural Society, etc.)The second organizational fiedthcompasses construction
contractors and professionals in the field of architectanelscap@lesign and engineering, as
well as City of a@Gdiepresangabvésorkingfeifrer ic endrdl afficesof the
City administration e . g . Ma vy, or in agenciesf specialized in the governance of the
constructiorprojects (e.g. CDOT, Chicago Department of Transportatidrgs@ people are
connected to each other through an esthbll history of cavorking relationships ipublic
construction projects and special urban planning committees, as well as through professional
associations. They typically shareembershipin board of directors of neprofits devoted
to improve urban planing andarchitecture in Chicago (e.g. Metropolitan Planning Council,
ChicagoCentral Area Committee, etc.) ormfofessiondl specializecassociations (such as

American Institute of Architects, American Transportation Association, etc.).
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Preliminary aalysis of nterview and archival dataevealthat actors in these fields

had different shared, fiel@tvel, understandings @everal important aspects of their shared

organized life 1) the role of private philanthropy in relation to public acton®int private

publ i c

projects,;

2)

the basi

s of

| egi ti macy

community (local vs global);)4heconceptiorfunction and role of public architecture and

aestheticsFigure6 below provides a synthetic desdign of the major features of the

competing institutional logics emerging from this preliminary analysis.

Two Competing Institutional Logics: Public Actors and

Professionals vs Private Business and Philanthropy

Features of
Institutional Logic

Publicin Joint agenda. Supplementary/

Projects complementary role of
private actors.

Basis of Legitimacy Democracy

in Defining the Representation of

“Public Good” Community Interests

Conception of Local, in-ward focus:

Community integration and economic

(Local vs Global) development oflocal
community

Conception Emphasis on

of Public Design/Functionality and

Architectare community’s use

Public Govand
Professionals

Role of the Private vs Stronggovernment setsthe

Business/

Philanthropic Actors

Government sets guidelines

foraction. Adversarial role of

private actors
(challenging/changing govs
agenda)

Efficiency and Innovation in
proposing better solutions to
community problems

Global, out-ward focus:
reputation and role of
Chicago in the world

Emphasis on Iconicity,
Beauty, Aesthetics

Strength

of Evidence

Interview
Archival

Interview

Interview
Archival

Interview

Figure 617 The Competing Logics Featured in the Two Organizational Fields

Surrounding the Millennium Park Project

8 Following previous studies (Thorton&Ocasio 1999; 2007), | identifitutional logics at the field level in
three steps: 1) Integrating both interview data and arthiegerial (one periodic newslettef the City of
Chicagoon public projectsvs onebusinesp hi | ant hr opi ¢
Chi c ago 6s ) rReGuestdnteanalyang the words used by members of the two fields intdrgiew
texts and look for differences; 3) Inductively coding from text categories and patterns of relationships (Miles
and Huberman 1987) to identify main cooments of institutional logicsThus, | followed ataxonomic
approachHowever, please note that this ata shouldbe interpreted with care and caution at this stage

associ

ati

onds

as the coding of archival material is still in process.
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At the local project level, thescompetingnstitutional logics shapetivo very
different design visionghat the two groups haalith respect a celebratory project for the new
millennium. While the first grougthe business and cultural elite pee@mphasized public
arti and particuldy, interactive contemporary public ags icon of the new Millennium; the
second groujppublic city officials, city planners and urban plannesphasized nature and
historyasmeansafel ebr ati ng Chi c ag oirslinewahsGrantP prle& e nt
spirit of |l arge plain spaces f oTogitelasensgeopl ed
of the different visios of these two groups, Figure 7 beloantrasts the pictures at which the
two groups were looking during the development of tloget (pictures are drawn from the

original archives)

Contrasting Icons for Chicago’s

Millennium
ARCHITECTS AND
PLANNERS GROUP’
MILLENNIUM VISION

Figure 77 Contrasting lconsf or Chi cagodés Mill enni um
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Most importantlythese competing institutional logics shapedldaal mobilization
context for the civic fundaiser broker in the projeathich faced contradictory expectations
on his role from private philanthropic donors and business elites, on one side; and from the
Mayor, public officials and Ti@eMayoraigChiéago, | oc a l
Richard M. Daley, was backingé initial traditional plan and had envisioned the role of the
broker and the private sect-theultimdescliesafthe si oned
projecct o be | imited to tboeodafinstioneohaactew!
sculptures, grden landscapes, etc.) to be put on top of the appréagsiaccmaster plan. In
contrastdonos wanted the architecture of the park to be contemporary, iconic and
spectacular, and had a significant larger vision for the role of private actbesparkIn
sum, whiledonoss expected the broker to actr@presentative of private interestsy
pushing for the introduction of global icons in the design of the park; the latter actors
expected the broker to actgatekeeper of public interestsy defendig the approved classic
master plan of the park and incooporaeshnbengi
enhamements on this plakigure 8 representsisuallythe competing expectations of the
Mayor and the donoronthebroké s r ot pewi t hheeparticul ar cas
design proposal. The figure depicts a stylized version of the origgaaixarts masterplan
of the park, indicating with red circles or squares the déunmted design ideas (i.e. the
aesthetic enhancements ci@sed above) which the broker was expected to fund according
to, respectively, the Mayor and city architects and planners (on the left side of the figure) and
the donor sponsoring Gehry (on the rigide of the figure). As illustrated by these
representdons and by the quotes beldlem, the donor wanted the private sector to have a
much bigger role on the design of the park, significantly extending the area devoted to the
donorfunded design ideas. More details on this difference in expectations \pilbtaeled in

the narrative reported in the next section.
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Competing Expectations on the Broker’s Role at

the Local Project Level

Mayor’s and City Architect’s Donor’s Visual
Visual Representation of the Representation of the
Broker’s Task Broker’s Task

'.v

N

X

Red = Donor-funded design ideas Red = Donor-funded design ideas
* The Mayor wanted us to stick to few | *The donor wants to be able to tell
minor aesthetic adds-on to the plan Gehry that “he will have full latitude”
» They wanted us to respect the * Donors thought the classic design was
aestheticintegrity of the classic plan way too conservative

Figure8T Competi ng Expectations on the

In order to successfully mobilize resources from the donor without incurring into the
active opposition of public actors, the broker hageadorm both these contradictory roles.
At the same time, the visible performance of both these roles would have exposed the broker
to sanctions and resistance from public actors, or, alternatively, to a failed attempt to mobilize
from the donorMost of ny analysis of brokeragaicro-processes will be deted to
understand exactly how the brolsaived this cruciatole paradoxin mobilizing resources,
by smoothlyintroducing Gehry, thereby making one of the two logics prevailing on the other,
without incuring into any sanctions kthe ultimate clientand decisiormaker of the project

(i.e.the Mayor) which had a radically different view on the project.
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Silent Mobilization as a BrokerageProcess ofinstitutional Change in the Presence of
Competing Institutional Logics
In this section, | describae micreprocesses byhich the brokesuccessfully
mobilized resources arourithieGe hr y 6 s ¢ h a npgessuresce lsspastthe lodalh e
level exercised from the conflictingpstitutional logicssurrounding the mobilization context
As reported inTable 3below, t is possible to distinguish fiyehases of this proceddabel
the overall process MfAsi | enmansubdocdssex ati ono pr

illustrated in the table as phases ansicdéed more in detail below.

TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

Phase 1Crafting a Vision for Change and Targeting Strategic Resources for Change

Right after his inception in the projethe broker did strategize with his advisors

how to approach funthising. Togi ve an i dea of the brokerods v
intentionality behind his actions, it is i mp
fund-raising was significantly different from tlexpectations on his role in the formal
organizational strcture of the project.

The fundraiserbrokerwas expected tperform two tasks: 1gollect small gifts (500
10.000%), selhig fbricksd or fAplaques of the originalbeauxarts masterplan of the park
through a major public campaign; &lect through oneor moread-hocdesigncommittees
appositely formed for this purpgsatistst o d e si gn enhahcemenddlanmedinst i c
the original master plan of the paMore specifically, the task of the design committees was

to select set 6 smallscale sulptures and a landscape designddrounded gardearea,

* Since this point in time, thieind-raiser worked so closely with two other associates (a-farging consultant
and a PR professionathat it is difficult to distinguish his actions from those of his associates. Thus,
throughout this papeéser bt hdeab & aledivwe naun tb iedicataitiedvork of
this small group of people.
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initially identifieda s 6 c aaristicechaathnec e ment sé t o be added on
locations of the park mastplan(see figure below)Thus, when the Millennium Park project
was founded tte two activities of the brokefifundr a i sandfidgsig ( e. g. sel ect i
artistic enhancementd)ad been envisioneasseparatemodular activities, to be carried out
through different organizational devices (private citizen committees vs pubtedising
campaign).
However,empirical evidencshows that, right atthe beginning of their activitiethe
fund-raisers had their own brainstorming sessions on the relationship betweenifimgl

and design in the MP project:

Al was n cdaboutthepeawrtsaesign, | thought we could do much better than

t hat €l memaai simgfwymad candt just go out and |
have a clear vision, you have to explain and
fundr ai sing, everything is about strategy. You
appealing to the audience youbve got it and

everybodyods i(intervi2l with thegbookene r e 0

While fundraising and th overall design of the park were loosely coupled activities
in the formal organizationfdhe projectthe brokem nder st ood t he Od6appeal
(e.g. the overall design of the park) and the opportunities forfuad si ng from a &b
a udi e nnsepabablec®mponents of its furaising role With this overall visiorin mind,
the fundraiser envisioned a differentfumda i si ng strategy for the peé
gi fts ciraconrasiwigthbe O6small gifts caimgeadttggm d i ni t
asking for small donations from a multitude
the fundraiser would select a few major donors among Chicago most prestigious
philanthropic families and corporations and ask them to contribuiga@ donation to the
project (5% million and up) as a gift from the leadership to the people of Chicago at the time

of the millennium. In exchange of their major gifts, major donors will have their names on
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large areas of the park and they will eventuaflye also the opportunity to participate in the
design and development of these spacHse cornerstone of this new funaising strategy
was the identification of neVargerareas on the existing master plan of the park
Afenhancement areas?o.

Figure9 below contrasts the expected role of the broker in the project organization
and the envisioned, coveted, role of bineker. In the figure, | conceptualize the role of the
brokerin terms of the relationship between furadsing and design activiti€genoduar vs not
modular)and in terms of the expected design scope of the enhancements to be added to the
original master plan of the paiks illustrated above, the broker was expected to carry out the
activities of design selection and furalsing separatelythrough two modular committees
as depicted in thieottom left side of Figure.Differently, the envisioning of the major gifts
campaign implied a renterpretation of these two activities as strictly intelated, as major
donors were understood to the primary source for both financial resources and design
ideas (se bottom right side of Figurg.9n addition, n thetop right-hand side othe figure |
illustrate the new areas thaetbrokeldentified as enhancements (indichte wi t h A E0)
map of the existinglesign planNotably, te scope of the new enhancements identified for
the major gifts campaign is significant larger than the planned enhancements to be selected
by the fundraiser accordingp his expected role in the projdotdicatedas E on théop left-

hand side of Figure)9The new funeraising strategy developed by the keonecessarily

implied a larger design scope in the project for the private sector, and, as consequence, more

significant design changes of the originaste plan of tle park

® The fundr ai s er We started outshinkingj we were going to have a broad based campaign. We would
sell bricks and all kinds of stuff, as they did with Ellis Island. Andt got increasingly uncomfortable with it

and | thought we could do it simply by engaging people in the development of the enhancements here. We
would choose the people whose names we wanted to be on there. Make the presentation of the project and get
an amount of money sort of reflective of how valuable the space might be to them, and obviously there will be

naming opportunities and we would control that well 0
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Expected Organizational Role vs Coveted Role of the Fund-raiser

A NARROW DESIGN SCOPE FOR AN EXTENDED DESIGN SCOPE FOR
FUND-RAISING FUND-RAISING

X <<

A.; 7T\
EIE =]

Multitude of Donors
(Public Campaign)

Major
Gifts

: Major Donors .
Fund-raiser {hssslacio)) ——— Fund-raiser

Design
Private Citizen /Besign Proposals
Committee Proposals for E
or Art Experts for E

Figure 91 Expected vs Coveted Role of the Funcdhiser Broker

In the context of the mdags in which the broker devele@dthis new funéraising
vision, hestrategically targeteégéxante.a s el ect ed donor tabinback t hi
order to influence and constrain the approval of the decision by the Magleed,
gualitative evidencé r om t he br ok eghdws that thesbmkerstrategicaltyh i v e
targeted the selected donor to bduk mew design idea in orderitdluence and constrain the
approval of the new idea by the Mayo¢postn We s houl d f donadinvalvedvay t o
in the project, the family is very close to the Mayar.ji We have to have a co
Mayor 6s buddi es aimven ¢ daceatbeisésahatahe Mayor will niot
|l i ke the artistobés i dfeom the pemsondl drahiveofathe brekert. of t h
Preliminary inspection of quantitatieidence drawn from individudével electoral
contribution dadto the Mayor by th philanthropic families selected by the brokas
compared by the ones not invited to contribsgems to confirm this stratedyigure 10
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below describes the network of electarantributions of the top 15 Millennium Park (MP)
decisionmakers for thgrears 2002007. The network includes two types of nodes (i.e. it is

a twomode network): 1) electoral committees of different Chicago politicians; 2) the
individual donors present in the initial list developed by the fasker broker. Links

between th@odes indicate the amount of money donated by an individual donor to a political
electoral committee. Given that this is a value network, the more close an individual donor is
to an electoral political committee the more money that donor is contribatthgtt

committee. From an visual examination of the figure, we can see that the donors selected by
the broker as fkey pr os p-imndicatsdwithflaoge red chiocdkes maj o r
seem to be much more close to the political committee of Magtay (indicated with the

large bl circle) than the other individual donors initially targeted by the broker but
eventually not selected by the furalser broker. In other words, donors targeted for the

maj or gifts campai gn \veetgrabsupdatgrer Dal ey d6s pri

® Mayor Richard M. Daleyf Chicagohas been in office fromi989to 2010with no interrupion. These data

include electoral contributi@only for the years 200@007. The data available for the two campaigns before
the Millennium Park project (1995 and 1999)ntained too many missing values to be considered reliable
The top 15 MP decisiemakers include only the chairs of the project committees and presidents and vice
presidents of the firms involved in the project (see network illustrated above).
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Figure 1071 Electoral Contribution Network of MP Top Decision-makers, 20002007

Phase?: Decoupling Vision and Action in Mobilizing for Change

Despite the broker understotuthd-raising and design as strictly interlated
activitiessince his inception in the project, in a next stage we assist to aated@coupling
of these activities in two separate organizational structures which carried out these activities
separately. Indeed, two different and separate committees weredian order to accomplish
t h e bstaskkTdneeddesigtommittees with the mission of providing guidance for the
selection of few adden enhancements of the existing park master plan; and a separate fund
raising committee with the task of rising fownilom private donors. This modular structure
was partly the result of intentional design by the broker and partly was the result of self
selection of different members of the two members of the project into the different

committees proposed by the broker

"The broker organized a f i rd®&citizenplipcenmigde inwhiate iinvitgd o f a n
many members of the business and philanthropic community in Chicago and let them meet with the architects
of record and city planners of the Millennium Park project (in order to introduce and present the approved
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