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Preface

This doctoral study is composed as an article-based dissertation and consists of 7
chapters, including three research articles produced for journal publication. These
have been rewritten numerous times, and earlier versions of them have been
presented at a number of research conferences and workshops.

At the end of Chapter 5, the first article “Studying complexities of collaboration:
Multimodality in organizational discourse ethnography” appears. The article is
written as a book chapter and accepted for an anthology on organizational
ethnography, published by Routledge (2016). An earlier version was presented at the
11™ International Conference on Organizational Discourse 2014 on ‘Terra Firma,
Terra Nova, Terra Incognito’ at Cardiff Business School, University of Cardiff, UK.

Chapter 6 consists of two analytical parts, including the second article called
“Letting go of managing? Struggling with managerial roles in collaborative
governance”. This is in review for publication in The Nordic Journal of Working Life
Studies in a special issue. Earlier versions have been presented at the 10"
International Conference on Organizational Discourse 2012 about ‘Processes,
Practices and Performances’ at Vrije University, Amsterdam, The Netherlands, and at
the XVII International Research Society for Public Management 2013 at Masaryk
University, Prague, The Czech Republic on ‘Public Sector Responses to Global
Crisis: New Challenges for Politics and Public Management?’.

Chapter 6 also includes the third article called “Negotiating collaborative
governance designs: a discursive approach”. This article is in review for publication
in the Innovation Journal. Earlier versions were presented at the PDW and PhD
course ‘Network Governance: Theories Methods and Practices’ at the XVII
International Research Society for Public Management 2013 at Masaryk University,
Prague, The Czech Republic, and at an Organizational Communication Research
Lunch, April 2013 at the Department of Communication, University of Colorado,
Boulder, USA.



Chapter 1

Introduction
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Collaborative governance — potentials and problems in theory and practice

“In many municipalities the surveys, tests, measurements and evaluations take
up the working hours of daycare teachers and other frontline workers. But as one
ring binder after the other are filled up with paperwork the managerial agenda is
becoming a challenge. Daycare teachers wonder, if they focus on what is important,
or if it is important because they are told to focus on it. Politicians are wondering if
this is really what daycare quality looks like in the local daycare centers. And in the
local government’s daycare departments, they wonder if the ambitions of giving a
realistic impression of the reality are lost in the amounts of paperwork. So what if the
actors instead start collaborating about new, more meaningful — and effective ways
to govern and develop local governments’ core welfare tasks such as the daycare
area? And what if public management could be based on understanding instead of
control?” (From the empirical case, Jensen, Wiirtzen, Chrsitensen & Egelund, 2013:
18)

“We identify [the dilemmas and challenges involved in developing policy
making practices] as a part of an emerging paradigm in public governance that is
still interacting uncomfortably with existing administrative systems.” (Christiansen &
Bunt, 2012: 3)

“The challenge is even greater because cooperation among participants
cannot be secured through market or hierarchical forms of control; although market
or hierarchical concerns may prompt the formation of a collaboration, and all
collaborations occur within the broad context of both markets and hierarchy, these
mechanisms do not operate directly within the collaboration itself. Effective
collaboration therefore depends on the relationships among participating members,
which are negotiated on an ongoing basis throughout the life of the collaboration.
Consequently, collaboration represents a complex set of ongoing communicative
processes.” (Hardy, Lawrence & Grant, 2005: 59)
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This dissertation explores the work of public managers and the challenges that arise
as they engage in collaborative governance — a practice currently developing in
public organizations to involve stakeholders in co-creating solutions for shared
problems such as policy and service innovation. It is often initiated by policy makers
or public managers with the hope of bringing together stakeholders to explore new
solutions and thereby co-create public value and innovation (Ansell & Gash, 2008;
O’leary & Vij, 2012). Collaborative governance manifests itself in various initiatives
and practices of interorganizational collaborations and comprises both long and short
term events such as roundtable discussions, networks, partnerships and community
programs.

According to the literature, there are many reasons for public managers to develop
such initiatives and practices: “Collaborative governance has emerged as a response
to the failures of downstream implementation and to the high cost and politicization
of regulation. It has developed as an alternative to the adversarialism of interest group
pluralism and to the accountability failures of managerialism (especially as the
authority of experts is challenged). More positively, one may argue that trends toward
collaboration have also arisen from the growth of knowledge and institutional
capacity. As knowledge becomes increasingly specialized and distributed, and as
institutional infrastructures become more complex and interdependent, the demand
for collaboration increases. The common metric for all these factors may be, as Gray
(1989) has pointed out, the increasing ‘turbulence’’ faced by policy makers and
managers” (Ansell and Gash, 2008: 544). As such, public management scholars
inscribe these developments within a broader diagnosis indicating changes from
‘government’ to ‘governance’, from hierarchy to networks of collaboration across
public, private and non-profit sectors (Huxham, Vangen, & Eden, 2000; Osborne,
2006; Pedersen, Sehested, & Serensen, 2011).

In the literature such tendencies are seen as part of an emerging public management
discourse referred to as new public governance (NPG) that manifests the need for
practices of networks and interorganizational collaboration (Ferlie, Hartley & Martin,
2003; Christensen & Legreid, 2011). It develops alongside other public management
discourses like new public management (NPM) that emphasize market mechanisms
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and hierarchical forms of control. These discourses and related practices such as
collaborative governance are considered to co-exist more and less uncomfortably
with each other (Newman, Barnes, Sullivan & Knops; 2004). This causes dilemmas
and challenges for the involved actors - especially public managers working across
both hierarchical and interorganizational collaborative ways of organizing (Agranoff,
2006; Pedersen & Hartley, 2008). Nonetheless, studies about NPG, and more
specifically about collaborative governance, argues that practices of
interorganizational collaboration hold the potential to become an advantage when
addressing issues that are not possible to solve alone (Hartley, Serensen & Torfing,
2013; Emerson, Nabatchi & Balough; 2011; Ansell & Torfing, 2014).

With these developments, a bourgeoning literature is particularly concerned with
theorizing and exploring this “growth of collaborations among public, private, and
nonprofit organizations; the context, environment, and constraints within which they
work; the situation of the public manager in a network; the governance processes and
decision rules collaborators use; the ways they define their work, tasks, and goals;
and their impact on public policy and the policy process” argues a recent literature
review (O’Leary & Vij, 2012: 507). Much of the recent literature is concerned with
understanding, conceptualizing and improving the conditions of the complicated
processes of developing new working methods for stakeholder-involvement in
response to contemporary contradicting demands and needs for, for example, both
cost efficiency and policy or service innovation (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Vangen,
Hayes & Cornforth, 2014; Ansell & Torfing, 2014).

As such, collaborative governance studies argue that interorganizational collaboration
may produce nuanced understandings of the matters at hand, generate creative
problem-solving and even consensus in decisions amongst the involved and, in doing
s0, possibly co-create public value and innovation. But it is stressed that it also entails
risks of misunderstandings, conflicts, power struggles and contradictory goals as the
diversity of the actors and organizational interests creates socially dynamic fields of
tension (Huxam & Vangen, 2000; Purdy, 2012; O’Leary & Vij, 2012). So,
paradoxically, the potential of interorganizational collaboration also produces
problems, and this built-in complexity poses challenges to the actors implicated — not
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least the ones working to manage and organize collaborative governance in practice
(Silvia, 2011; Huxham, Vangen, & Eden, 2000). This complexity is theorized and
discussed both in terms of models for design and implementation issues (Ansell &
Gash, 2008; Emerson, Nabatchi & Balough; 2011; Johnston, Hicks, Nana & Auer,
2011; Vangen, Hayes & Cornforth, 2014) and in terms of new managerial roles
(Silvia, 2011; Weber & Khademian, 2008; Vangen & Winchester, 2013).

Taken together, the literature highlights both the promises and challenges of such
initiatives and practices to public problem-solving, value-creation and innovation. It
conceptualizes new conditions for public managers to manage and organize by
facilitating and designing tricky multi-actor processes and nurture their success. But
even though the literature stresses the managerial challenges of establishing such
complicated multi-actor processes, a manager is still taken to be responsible for the
processes and products (Silvia, 2011; Weber & Khademian, 2008; O’Leary & Vij,
2012; Raelin, 2012). Whereas some research seeks to identify best practices and new
management concepts, a stream of literature argues to theorize and explore these
problems by unfolding the paradoxes, socially dynamic tensions and power relations
emerging in practice (Huxham, Vangen, & Eden, 2000; Vangen & Winchester, 2013;
Purdy, 2012). Such studies argue that managing and organizing interorganizational
collaboration is not about reducing paradoxes, but rather about acknowledging the
intrinsic contradictions it holds, e.g. that stakeholder diversity can cause both
problems and generate solutions, and to take that into consideration theoretically and
practically.

When interorganizational collaboration becomes a crucial public management
practice in order to deal with problems concerning issues such as public service and
policy innovation, a lot is at stake. In such instances, many actors, interests and
resources are in play and may collide when attempting to solve a shared issue - all of
which a manager or a smaller group of managers must deal with. They are to manage
such processes by means of the diversity in interests, in understandings and in group
dynamics in between and across collaborative encounters. Therefore, a lot seems to
depend upon the managers’ work when enabling such form of governance at specific
times and spaces alongside more hierarchical work procedures and relationships. As
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such, collaborative governance theory and practice challenge public managers with
both potentials and problems, who are to accomplish this by facilitating and
designing collaboration between actors with both contradicting and shared interests
alongside other management work - preferably with good results.

Puzzled by the destabilization of familiar roles and ways of organizing - and the
challenges this poses to managers, who are still expected to pursue collaborative
problem-solving - this doctoral study is concerned with unfolding the constitutive
processes of managing and organizing this kind of governance construct further.
Although paradoxes and tensions are theorized in the literature as inevitable
challenges for managers enacting collaborative governance practices alongside other
public management work - the discursive struggles over meanings and matters
emerging, as managers undertake new roles and develop new ways of organizing, are
under-explored. Furthermore, taken the central role of communication in
collaboration, the discursive aspects of collaborative governance are surprisingly
under-theorized - particularly considering the fact that this form of governance
implies challenging existing hierarchical roles, communication channels and
governing chains of command to establish new working methods (Hardy, Lawrence
& Grant, 2005; Koschmann, Kuhn & Pharrer, 2012). Although existing hierarchical
roles and concerns are not dissolved altogether through collaboration, the
communicative interactions and the changing relationships of the actors involved are
crucial to negotiating meanings and matters of the subject at hand, and thereby to co-
creating potential solutions. So to further understand the constitution of such kind of
governance in theory and practice, we need to study the communicative processes
and discursive aspects involved in constructing and negotiating the emerging ways of
managing and organizing. To do so this dissertation develops its approach inspired by
organizational discourse studies (Philips & Oswick, 2012; Kuhn & Putnam, 2014).

In the following sections, the scope of present study will be further outlined. First, I
will briefly present the empirical context through which I explore these problems,
and then specify my research questions. This will be followed by the purpose of the
study, theoretical inspirations and key concepts. At the end of the chapter, the
contributions and structure of the rest of the dissertation are presented.
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Empirical cases of collaborative governance practice in Denmark

In a Danish context, the interests in collaborative governance manifest themselves in
various practices of networks, partnerships and laboratories, established to innovate
new solutions to public problems (Christiansen & Bunt, 2012;
www.mindlab.dk/in+english, www.midtlab.dk/in+english). Instead of working by
hierarchical or market incentives, such initiatives experiment through gathering
various participants in co-creative processes and solution-scenarios to embrace
shared problems. With a recent ‘trust reform’, the current Danish government
furthermore supports modernizing the public sector by seven principles for
interorganizational collaboration to innovate core welfare services: “The principles
for collaboration to modernize are supposed to support the many good initiatives
across sectors and authorities, whom rethink and improve the public sector. [...] The
initiatives entail development of new governance forms focusing on trust and
collaboration, experiments with contractual bindings and the establishment of a
center of innovation, which is to support that trust and innovation is spread and
anchored in the public sector” (Ministry of Economic Affairs and the Interior)'.

Following such tendencies, the dissertation empirically explores local governments’
work with developing collaborative governance practices in order to improve quality
management within the education area. More specifically, in 2010, two
municipalities’ along with the Danish Union of Early Childhood and Youth
Educators (BUPL) established a partnership concerned with developing
interorganizational collaborations to innovate new quality-management methods for
daycare governance. The partnership described shared problems such as the growing
amounts of paperwork involved in managing the service quality of daycare, and
questioned its political, managerial and educational use and declared it as
meaningless to the stakeholders. Consequently, they initiated laboratory projects to
explore new quality-management methods, and in 2012 the local governments
decided to continue these initiatives, resulting in a number of collaborative
governance practices and events throughout 2013-2014. During this process, multiple
stakeholders including public managers, politicians, daycare staff, union
representatives, children and parents were involved. As part of a research team
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engaged to study this, I conducted fieldwork with varying intensity in the local
governments from 2010-2014.

Daycare is a public welfare service which is provided by local daycare centers,
governed by daycare departments within each municipality, and enacted under the
daycare law?, and it is therefore an important welfare area. The partnership’s interests
relate to critical discussions on the public management of education and particularly
of the daycare sector in Denmark. Within the past ten years, this area has undergone
significant changes due to the enrolment of education plans in 2004 (Plum, 2012a;
2012b; Hviid & Lima, 2011). These education plans are quality-management
methods to standardize and develop educational quality. Daycare teachers and
managers are required to direct their work with regard to six themes in the education
plans and every second year they are documented and evaluated in reports sent to the
daycare departments and the political committee. The education plans indicate a
political and managerial interest in daycare quality as it is considered a public welfare
service ensuring early childhood education and gender equality in the labor market
(Plum, 2012b).

The partnership is not just expressing critical debates of public management in
education, it also initiates to co-create ‘next steps’ of dealing with problems; the local
governments within the partnership set out to develop interorganizational
collaboration to innovate quality management in daycare. In so doing, their work
produce curious cases of collaborative governance practices; they embody fields of
tension involving multiple stakeholders and various political, managerial, educational
and civil interests, to make up new quality-management methods for daycare
governance. However, thereby they challenge the familiar managerial roles, work
procedures and ways of organizing this welfare area. As such, the working lives of
public managers and others involved are destabilized, but the managers are still
expected to enable this form of governance. Thus, their struggles over meanings and
matters of the challenges emerging become central to explore the constitutive
processes of managing and organizing this form of governance in this particular case.
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Research Questions

As managerial challenges and organizational issues of collaborative governance are
unfolded in terms of paradoxes, socially dynamic tensions and power relations by a
stream of literature (Huxham, Vangen, & Eden, 2000; Vangen & Winchester, 2013;
Purdy, 2012), they stress the potential of turning to practice, in-situ communication
and discourse to advance further. Nonetheless, the theorizing of discursive aspects is
yet under-developed, and the prospects of unfolding constitutive dynamics and
effects in discursive terms have been largely overlooked. Accordingly, I will unfold
this potential in the remainder of the dissertation. Inspired by organizational
discourse studies (Philips & Oswick, 2012) I will explore the following research
questions:

How are public managers challenged through discursive constructions of
collaborative governance and which constitutive effects on managing and organizing
are emerging?

The position, from which I ask this question, is defining to the phenomena and the
means by which I explore them (Andersen, 2003). Such epistemological stance
implies dislocating the attention from realist representations and explanations of the
phenomena, to examining their constitution: “At its most basic, the study of
organizational discourse is about understanding the processes of social construction
that underlie the organizational reality” (Philips & Oswick, 2012: 437). As will be
unfolded shortly, and in the remainder of the dissertation, in present study I draw on
studies defining discourse as more than a linguistic matter (Hardy & Thomas, 2014;
Kuhn & Putnam, 2014). Therefore, when questioning the challenges emerging from
discursive constructions of collaborative governance, I will explore the constitutive
dynamics emerging through relations of discourse, practice and materiality to unpack
the ways in which these affect managerial roles and organizing processes — by which
the ‘manager’ and the °‘organization’ of collaborative governance come into
existence. Inherent in this is a concern about understanding those problematics as
they emerge empirically and produce organizational constructions, in this study as
cases from the Danish daycare sector. To direct my exploration of this further I add
three supporting questions:
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- To explore this question empirically, I ask: How can I develop methods to
approach discursive and material aspects of collaborative governance practices
and which organizational constructions are emerging?

- To explore challenges of managing, I ask: How is the role of the manager
constructed - through which positioning and with which challenges?

- To explore challenges of organizing, I ask: How is the organizing of
collaborative governance designs emerging; through which discursive practices
and with which challenges?

By asking these research questions I address the discursive production and meaning
formations of challenges emerging from collaborative governance theory and
practice, and, in so doing, explore the ways in which such constructs constitute
particular ways of managing and organizing - without assuming that managers
necessarily steer such. The latter is important because, although the ‘manager’ is
usually seen as a privileged actor who manages and organizes the work of others, the
idea of autonomous agency is contested when inspired by organizational discourse
studies (Alvesson, 2010; Cunliffe, 2009). Following this, my interest in managers is
displaced from understanding this actor as having an essential identity, a core self.
Managers, like others, are instead approached as socially constructed and relational
subjects, which is why the attention shifts to their subject positioning and thereby the
construction of identity and agency. Similarly, the phenomenon of the ‘organization’
is seen not as a clearly demarcated entity, but as a precarious accomplishment
constituted through discursive and material intersections in various communicative
modes e.g. of documents, interactions, work procedures etc. (Kuhn & Putnam, 2014;
Hardy, 2004). Organizing processes become (and change) through communication
involving both human and non-human actors in everyday life. Consequently, to study
the challenges that collaborative governance poses to public managers with
inspiration from an organizational discourse perspective, I will explore relations of
discourse, practice and materiality and how they constitute the work of public
managers and ways of managing and organizing interorganizational collaboration —
in this case in relation to daycare governance.

19



The purposes of the study

The purpose of this dissertation is to explore and discuss the challenges emerging
through collaborative practices pursuing public value-creation and innovation;
thereby I aim to extend the critical engagement in collaborative governance theory
and in organizational discourse studies concerned with problematics of managerial
identity and interorganizational collaboration. Before I unfold the approach I develop
to achieve this purpose, I will briefly comment on the focus on managers in the study.

My interest in public managers is not to put such actors on a pedestal as being
generally more important than others, neither is it to be particularly critical regarding
organizational changes that destabilize managerial authority or hierarchy; this
dissertation is not politicized in such a matter. Rather, the interest in public managers
departs from the central role they are expected to play in such governance changes,
by which their person embody the challenges of changing organizational realities that
affect themselves and others involved — in this case in the education area. In that
sense, my research interests are somewhat alike other scholars across organizational
discourse studies and critical management studies emphasizing ways to critically
engage with practice, rather than ‘just’ voice critique at a distance (Iedema, 2007,
Fairhurst & Grant, 2010; Grant & Marshak, 2011).

Nonetheless, I do not have ambitions of concluding a normative stance on neither
NPM or NPG discourses, nor hierarchical public management practices or
interorganizational organizing - that exceeds my research position and perspective.
My research interests are concerned with the ways in which various public
management discourses and related practices are constructed and negotiated, thereby
complicating, but also enabling the working lives of the actors involved and
particular governance constructs. I have engaged with many actors and discussed
their ideas, experiences and practices of diverse forms of governance, their pros and
cons. From my perspective these reality constructions are, as long as they are
considered significant enough to be enacted and debated empirically, relevant for my
study. Therefore, I grapple with how actors construct their work and challenges, and
how they may consider these as ‘new’, ‘old’, ‘better’ or ‘worse’ — and along the way
critically consider my participation in such constructions.
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Developing the approach: Inspirations and key concepts

In this dissertation I explore problematics of managing and organizing collaborative
governance practices inspired by organizational discourse studies (Grant, Hardy,
Oswick & Putnam, 2004). In so doing I will develop an approach that is particularly
complex-sensitive in relation to unpacking the complicated constitution of such
practices. This ambition is in extension to the existing scope of socially dynamic
tensions and power relations in collaborative governance theory (Purdy, 2012;
Vangen & Winchester, 2013), and it aims to refine the theorizing of discursive
aspects in the study of such governance practices.

To do so I draw on exiting organizational discourse studies, including the
communicative constitution of organization (CCO) perspective and more broadly on
Foucault’s (1967; 1994) theorizing of power relations of discourse, practice and
materiality (Hall, 2001; Hardy & Thomas, 2014; Kuhn & Putnam, 2014). They
broadly define discourse as collections of texts and related practices that through their
production, distribution and consumption bring organizational objects into being.
Texts in this sense includes written, visual, technical and otherwise symbolic
inscriptions and practices include both social and material dimensions, and thus both
human and non-human actors (Hardy, 2004; Mumby, 2011). In this regard,
phenomena and problematics are seen as discursive constructions, and the attention
turns to the constitutive dynamics produced through communication and the effects
on managerial roles and organizing processes.

To examine this further I am inspired by studies on identity construction in relation to
NPM discourses (Thomas & Davies, 2005; Ainsworth, Grant & Iedema, 2009), and
studies on collaboration and change (Hardy, Lawrence & Grant, 2005; Koschmannn,
Kuhn & Pharrer, 2012; Thomas, Sargent & Hardy, 2011; Grant & Marshak, 2011).
Furthermore, this study is stimulated by critical discussions about developing
approaches by combining theory and methodology across divisions of discourse-
materiality, macro-micro, and single level-multi level analyses: “The problem is not
just the need to work across levels that has been so often discussed, but also working
across epistemological positions to move to a position that embraces the “discourse
and materiality” and the “discourse as materiality” positions. By widening the
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methods used and bringing together methods that focus on the discursive and the
material, organizational discourse analysis can make much more of a contribution to
our understanding of organization and organizing” (Philips and Oswick, 2012: 470).

In extension to these studies and debates I direct my study of public managers and the
organizing of collaborative governance and thereby seek to expand the scope of
existing studies on social dynamics, power and discourse in collaborative governance
theory (Purdy, 2012, Vangen & Winchester, 2013). This involve moving between
theoretical, methodological and analytical unfolding of the phenomena of managing
and organizing collaborative governance in conversation with relevant literature from
both organizational discourse studies and collaborative governance theory, and in
relation to the particular empirical cases. More specifically, I develop my approach
by means of three key conceptualizations, each related to different parts of the
research questions. As the potentials of these concepts will be argued and explored in
greater detail in the remainder of the dissertation, I will just mention them here:

Article 1: Multimodality is elaborated to develop and discuss methods with which to
approach to the empirical study of public managers and collaborative governance by
combining discourse perspectives with ethnography to create multi-methods.

Article 2: Subjectification is a conceptualization of the relations of organizational
discourse, identity and agency, which is used to analyze the constitutive dynamics
and effects related to the constructions of and changing managerial roles through
positioning.

Article 3: Text-conversation is a central discourse concept to analyze the constitutive
dynamics and effects through which organizing is constituted in communication and
it is unfolded to explore the meaning-negotiations of the organizational design
emerging locally and create particular collaborative governance events and realities.

These concepts are used to enable new theorizing and exploration of challenges
emerging from the work of public managers in the pursuit of collaborative
governance — in this case in the Danish daycare area. As such, the dissertation seeks
to combine conceptualizations and develop its approach to refine the study of
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managing and organizing this type of governance at the intersection of organizational
discourse studies and collaborative governance theory.

Contributions of the dissertation

My ambitions to develop the study at the intersection of collaborative governance and
organizational discourse studies results in the following contributions:

This dissertation contributes to studies on collaborative governance by expanding the
theoretical scope and analytical insights regarding the new managerial roles and the
design and implementation issues conceptualized in the literature. In regard to the
first matter it particularly addresses the discussions of the new role of the manager in
collaborative networks and partnerships, and elucidates struggles over new roles and
agency, demonstrating that it is not only undertaking the new role that is challenging,
but very much also changing between roles through the tensions of diverse,
competing public management discourses (article 2). This suggests considering
ongoing positioning and the discursive struggles involved as part of the complexity of
managing collaborative governance, which both unfolds the constitution of roles —
and their agency in local versions, and expands the theorizing of managing through
tensions and discursive power.

Regarding the second matter, the dissertation critically discusses the conceptualized
issues of design and implementation of interorganizational collaboration in discursive
terms. In particular, it theorizes and examines the emerging organizing collaborative
governance designs in practice, showing the ongoing negotiations of such form of
governance and the power-resistance relations generating changes in the
collaborative design and implementation (article 3). This proposes to view both the
design and implementation as organizing processes emerging through complex
communicative practices, in which negotiation and change is endemic. This nuances
the existing understanding of the socially dynamic, generative mechanisms, through
which collaborative governance designs are taken develop.

More generally, the dissertation explores the challenges emerging through relations
of public management discourses and associated practices which constitute specific
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ways of managing and organizing this kind of governance. In doing so, it unfolds
central discourse concepts and refines the understanding of discursive aspects and
communication relevant to collaborative governance theory and practice. Through
this, the dissertation also contributes to organizational discourse studies. Foremost it
does so by elaborating a particular methodological sensitivity to multimodality with
which to develop methods comprising both discursive and material aspects in order to
produce rich data by which to approach the complexities of those aspects in relation
to their empirical embedding (article 1). This responds to contemporary discussions
on advancing concepts and methods to approach both discourse and materiality.
Furthermore, it also contributes to the field of organizational discourse by unfolding
analytical insights that can be gained through its conceptualizing and thereby
demonstrating the potential of theory-bridging with a field such as collaborative
governance. This also offers empirically grounded understandings of the challenges
of managerial subjectivity in relation to competing public management discourses, as
well as of the discursive practices of organizing such a governance construct.

This advances the understanding of the discursive aspects crucial in the constitution
of collaborative governance practices and their challenges. In so doing, it also
emphasizes the cross-fertilizing potential of organizational discourse perspectives in
relation to the research field of collaborative governance and public management.

Structuring the dissertation

These contributions are developed, argued and explored in detail in the following 6
chapters:

Chapter 2 presents empirical cases of collaborative governance in the Danish
daycare sector.

Chapter 3 outlines a literature review that departs from collaborative governance
theory, its extrapolation of potentials and problems challenging public managers and
collaborative governance practices. It concludes by pointing to the potential of
exploring this further through an organizational discourse perspective.
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Chapter 4 Unfolds the theoretical inspirations from organizational discourse studies
and thereby outlines the analytical strategy of the study. In this regard it presents the
analytical concepts used to develop the approach to unfold constitutive dynamics and
effects of significance to collaborative governance practice.

Chapter 5 develops the methodology of the dissertation. This includes the first
article “Studying Complexity in Collaboration: Multimodality in Organizational
Discourse Ethnography”. This article explores the potential of developing
organizational discourse approaches through ethnographic fieldwork. Thereby it
engages recent debates about the relationship between discourse and materiality and
in response it unfolds the concept of multimodality to develop multi-methods. In
order to explore this, it provides two examples of such method-developments. In
conclusion, it reflects on the potential of multimodality to approach complexities of
discourse and materiality, and its implications for engaging with and understanding
issues of collaborative governance.

Chapter 6 unpacks the empirical analyses in two articles:

The second article of the dissertation is called “Letting go of managing? Struggling
with managerial roles in collaborative governance”. This article addresses discussions
regarding complexity in collaborative governance and the managerial challenges in
facilitating such approaches to solving problems such as welfare service and policy
innovation. It also explores the complications involved for managers in constructing
new and changing roles in the pursuit of collaborative governance, an aspect largely
overlooked. It draws on organizational discourse studies to theorize and analyze
managers’ positioning through collaborative governance work. Thereby it unfolds
another aspect of complexity in collaborative governance: namely the challenges of
becoming a facilitating manager, the struggles of identity and agency constitutive to
managers, as well as struggles emerging from multiple roles.

The third article is called “Negotiating collaborative governance designs: a
discursive approach”. This article addresses the discussions on the organizational
design issues of collaborative governance. It is concerned with strengthening the
theorizing of the socially dynamic, emerging processes through which collaborative
governance is considered to be designed. It contributes by elaborating organizational
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discourse concepts used to explore the meaning negotiations and discursive tensions
constitutive to the changing processes of designing such governance. The findings of
a case study of collaborative governance design processes concerned with innovating
new quality management in the Danish education sector suggests that collaborative
governance designs are continuingly negotiable — both during design and
implementation phases. Furthermore it elucidates the generative effects of discursive
tensions and resistance to create changes in local designs.

Chapter 7 concludes the findings and discusses them in relation to each other. In so
doing, it stresses the contributions made and critically reflects upon the approaches
developed at the intersection of collaborative governance and organizational
discourse studies. On a final note it highlights the implications for future research.

Endnotes

'www.oim.dk/nyheder/nyhedsarkiv/2013/jun/ny-aftale-om-principper-for-samarbejde-om-
modernisering-af-den-offentlige-sektor.aspx
Zwww.retsinformation.dk/Forms/r0710.aspx?id=164345). Between 90-97% of all one to six year-
old children are enrolled in daycare (www.sm.dk/arbejdsomrader/dagtilbud/Tal%200g%20statistik
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Chapter 2

Empirical Setting: Quality Management Innovation and Collaboration in
Daycare Governance
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In this chapter I present the empirical research setting of the dissertation, namely
Danish daycare sector. In particular, I study the work practices and results of two
municipalities who, in partnership with the Danish Union of Early Childhood and
Youth Educators (BUPL), were concerned with quality management innovation
(QMI) to find new working methods for daycare governance. During their
partnership and related projects, which 1 will refer to as QMI work, the local
governments developed various types of collaborations, which resulted in local
collaborative governance initiatives and practices such as dialogic quality inspection
and daycare marketplaces.

The physical locations include the daycare departments and political committees at
the city halls, plus a number of local daycare centers involved in this work in the two
municipalities. They are both located in the capital area of Copenhagen, and are of
average population (around 45.000 citizens). Their formal public management
structures are similarly organized in hierarchies (according to the official
organizational charts). These are led by a chief executive, a management team
consisting of the heads of division, and a group of department heads (of specific
policy areas such as daycare, schools, health, employment etc.) in which a number of
managerial consultants work with differing managerial responsibilities and tasks.
Each head of division refer to a political committee concerned with their particular
policy area. In the local QMI work, the management teams (department heads and 2
managerial consultants with specific quality management responsibilities) initiated
the projects and involved a small number of local daycare centers. In total, the actors
participating in the projects include: public managers (head of division, head of
department and managerial consultants), politicians, daycare staff, and periodically
children and parents from daycare centers, as well as union representatives.

In the following sections I present the initial interest in innovating quality-
management methods by means of interorganizational collaboration, as voiced by the
local governments, and the general discussions concerning quality management in
daycare, which they related their interest to. This will be followed by an introduction
to local settings and the local project work, including an overview of their work
processes and results. This presentation of the research setting and the particular
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empirical cases is based on an event database developed throughout the
methodological and analytical work (see Chapter 5, table three), and as such this
case-description is based in methodological considerations and analytical processes
described further in chapter 5.

Shared problems of quality management in the daycare sector

In 2010 the two daycare departments within the local governments established a
partnership with the union concerned with innovating new quality management. The
interests of the partnership and their focus on developing new methods for quality
management were concerned with problems described as: different languages of the
many stakeholders; discrepancy and lost information about quality in existing
quality-management methods such as education plans and quality inspections; and
the meaninglessness and lack of authenticity in their communication about quality,
which is documented in written reports. The partnership saw such problems as shared
between the different stakeholders, including the public managers in the daycare
departments, politicians, daycare managers and daycare teachers, and the union
representatives.

In a newsletter written at the project’s outset by the partnership to the actors involved
and to other interested parties, the heads of department from both municipalities and
union representatives outline the ambitions and scope of the work. One of the
department heads states that:

We want to nuance the dialogue about what we spent money on in the
nurseries and kindergartens, and about what the daycare centers, parents,
administration and politicians see as quality. In this way we see the project as a
possibility to contribute to the nationwide political agenda.

The department head refers to discussions about cost-benefit, and he stresses their
ambition of nuancing the dialogues in relation to the different quality understandings
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of the stakeholders in daycare sector — and that this is of importance as a national
agenda. As such, the local QMI projects refer directly to discussions about
contemporary public management of the daycare sector — along with the education
area and other social service sectors in Denmark. In an article in a public
management magazine called ‘Danish Municipalities’ (Jensen, Wiirtzen, Chrsitensen
& Egelund, 2013) the mayors of the two municipalities and the local union presidents
— as representatives of the partnership — present their experiences and results from the
QMI work, along with their further ambitions of developing collaborative governance
practices in the local governments in order to:

... find alternative ways to the later years extended management approaches,
because it is our belief that the public services of the education area are too
complex to be reduced to simple formula in templates or top-down
management. Too much important knowledge is simply lost in the processes of
documentation between daycare centers, administrations and politicians.

The partnership raises the problems shared by a broader context of public sector
management in the education area, but particularly in relation to daycare. The
daycare sector has, in the past decade, undergone a significant change due of the
enrolment of quality-management methods such as education plans in 2004 (Plum,
2012a; 2012b; Hviid & Lima, 2011). These educational plans are implemented to
ensure and develop a certain pedagogic quality standard in the public services of
daycare (http://sm.dk/arbejdsomrader/dagtilbud/paedagogiske-laereplaner). In the
debates about this educational researchers argue that their emergence indicates a new
managerial focus on the educational content of this policy area in opposition to
earlier daycare policies more concerned with numbers of staffing and seats for
children — in order to allow for the mothers to take part in the labor market (Plum,
2012b). With the education plans, the quality of daycare becomes a managerial and
political matter, as the plans are outlined by the Ministry and enacted by the daycare
law  (http://sm.dk/arbejdsomrader/dagtilbud/pacdagogiske-lacreplaner).  Daycare
teachers and managers are obligated to use the plans in their planning, performance
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and documentation of pedagogical practices, and every second year they are
evaluated in a report sent to the daycare departments and the political committee. The
educational plans consist of six themes, namely personal competence, social
competence, language skills, competence of body and movement, competence of
nature and science, and cultural expressions and values.

With the enrollment of such quality-management methods, the problems of different
languages, discrepancy and meaningless communication follow according to the
partnership. These problems are explained by the different actors as caused by
different understandings of quality and diverging criteria — and thus discontentment
with the work and results of existing quality-management methods. They particularly
stress that they cannot recognize what counts as quality to others when they
communicate about it through existing quality-management methods such as
education plans or quality reports. This is described by a daycare manager in the
beginning of the QMI work, fall 2010, in one of the municipalities:

I think that the organization has become, you know sometimes the people
making the decisions do it from what they know — no matter if it is the public
managers or the politicians. The politicians do it from the inputs they get. But
they got it through the glass wool layer. You know? Who make their decisions
from other things than me, who can see and feel and hear, what it means to the
teachers. Sometimes I think there are too many layers here in order for them to
make the right decisions. I understand the layer, because they are really
focused on economy and standardization, that’s easier to manage. Like really
standardized, like: “if we make some templates, and we do this and this — then
we are in control”. And then I feel like, with all the education plans that we
sent up, then I think, its genius, then the public managers who are really good
are asked to summarize the plans from X daycare centers, and then presented
to the political level as the truth. But there are not X alike daycare centers —
what is this? What are we supposed to gain from it? Can’t you then at the
quality inspections write the plans yourself and hand it in straight away? You
know those kinds of things. But it is because they want to know what they get
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for their money up on the top of the political level. Then you are more secure,
if it has been through a level of government officials, who summarized
something that looks good. But you can’t tell how things are out here.

The daycare manager unfolds the problems in relation to the challenges of
communicating when working in different contexts and with different knowledge and
interests in the matter of hand — in this case, daycare quality. In particular, she
stresses that the focus on economy and standardization differs from her own and she
exemplifies this with the education plans and the rewriting of them from when they
are elaborated locally in daycare centers, summarized in daycare departments, and,
finally, presented to politicians. From her perspective, the problems of
communication involved in such quality-management methods, including the level of
government officials, is that the focus is dislocated to general standards and
hierarchical control, which do not show the local quality of daycare.

The problems are also described by the other stakeholders such as the public
managers who were managing the local projects. In the following extract, one of the
department heads relates the problems to his position as an intermediary between
politicians and professional daycare staff. Frontline workers in welfare areas such as
education, health and social services are often referred to as ‘professionals’ in
Denmark, as they need a Bachelor’s degree to be employed. The department head
says, during fall 2010, that:

Due to the position which really is a position between daycare professional
practice and a more strategic political governing of the municipality, I really
see my job as being the link and the translator between — it’s something we can
return to, between the different logics that steer those fields. The translator of
what’s going on in our daycare centers to the political committee - which
consequences will the decisions they are discussing have there? ‘Why are you
preparing this case like that and which logic is intrinsic to it?” And accordingly
- in relation to the local daycare managers, when the politicians initiate a plan,
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what kind of political logic is behind it? Why is this something, they wish to
focus upon? [...] It’s, you might say, processes with a significant risk of the
political decisions that are made, aren’t recognizable, meaningful or being
heard, in relation to the professionals, when speaking of the daycare sector and
in the local day care, who are to integrate it in everyday work. There are a lot
of links you need to go through here. Also, referring to the task of translating,
there’s a managerial, and this is not just concerning me but to a great extent
also the local daycare managers, a really important task in shaping the centrally
outlined strategies in a way that is manageable and meaningful in relation to
the performing links of the organization.

The public managers are especially concerned with the problems of different contexts
and logics, and work to solve these issues by translating, linking and mediating from
an intermediary position to lower the risks that other stakeholders find the
information, initiatives or tasks meaningless. However, they have found that their
translation is not an enduring solution, especially in relation to quality management,
because they see that information is lost. For example, when an education plan
developed throughout a year in a daycare center covering educational considerations,
theories and plans for a child’s development, is passed on to them, and then they
rewrites it in a condensed summary and includes it in a report along with other
education plans from other daycare centers. Finally, the report summarizing all of
these education plans are presented to the politicians to discuss and make decisions
concerning funding, development, new initiatives etc. Furthermore, they are
concerned with all the man hours spent on such work, especially if such work does
not make sense to those involved, whether producers or receivers.

But they cannot work out how resolve this problem other than through their
‘translations’, which is of deep concern to them. Therefore they are intrigued by the
potential of developing new quality-management methods by interorganizational
collaboration. They stress that they realize that this cannot solve all their problems,
but they hope that it may help to gain a better understanding of other stakeholder-
interests, which, currently, they are left to manage as best they can. However, the
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idea of interorganizational collaboration is also challenging, as stressed in the
following conversation in the management team managing local QMI projects in one
of the municipalities, winter 2010:

Department head: Focusing on the translation competence, the task of
translating, which I feel intrinsic to my position, but also in Britt’s position
[another public manager, eds.], being able to translate between different logics,
being able to link and create coherence between professional practice and the
financial-political agenda. And I don’t know if it’s harder or easier to be in any
of these positions. I think each position holds its own challenges. Conversely,
you might say that it’s much simpler to be in an outer position than being in
the middle position, in which there are more interests that counts, and where
struggling areas of interest might in fact appear, which you in that situation see
are contradictory and consist of dilemmas, that aren’t just solvable.

Managerial consultant: so when we challenge you [the head] on these matters,
you have to account to the politicians and the chief executive in the other end.
That’s how it is, how it must be, because we have different rationalities. That’s
how it is, right?

Department head: In relation to the projects, it’s interesting how we can
discuss this.

Managerial consultant: Yes, that’s exactly what’s interesting.

Department head: Can we do that in ways that are meaningful and fruitful not
just to me as a person participating in it, but also because I can use it in my
work, no matter if I’'m a politician, I’'m an administrator or I’'m a daycare
professional?

Managerial consultant: Yes, and this is where we are in dialogue with each
other, where it’s about the children having a good life in the daycare centers,
that’s the common starting point, right, and how we’ll take that into account
from the different positions, right? [...]
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Department head: It presents new challenges, right? When we allow direct
communication between daycare professionals and politicians; what voices are
articulated then? But let’s deal with that, you know, then we’ll have to work on
that together by discussing what the potentials are and so forth.

The public managers consider their intermediary position and the translation of logics
and quality accounts in different quality-management methods problematic, but
nonetheless necessary, as they have not found alternative management methods. For
this reason, they have initiated the partnership and QMI projects.

Along with the managerial and political interests in the professional practices and
service quality of daycare, manifested in quality-management methods like the
educational plans and yearly quality inspections, the following problems are
discussed among stakeholders. These actors include daycare staff, the Danish Union
of Early Childhood and Youth Educators (BUPL), administrators and politicians, and
educational researchers, (Hviid & Lima, 2011; Andersen, Hjort & Schmidt, 2008;
Plum, 2012a; 2012b; 2014). The debates are varied and stress both the potentials and
problems of the quality-management methods and micro-management through such
education plans and inspections — public management practices that are often related
to new public management (NPM). In the field of education, and specifically the
daycare sector, the debate is particularly concerned with the effects of NPM, e.g. the
increased focus on evidence-based practice and documentation — that demand other
practices of daycare teachers and managers. These practices involve planning
evaluating and written documentation. Educational researchers discuss how this
dislocates the focus of daycare managers and teachers, and results in less interaction
with the children in favor of performing managerial administration, which produced
discomfort and sense of meaninglessness (Plum, 2012a; 2012b; Jensen, Brostrom &
Hansen, 2010; Hviid & Lima, 2011).

Accordingly, the debates across the partnership, which involve daycare teachers,
managers, administrators, politicians and union representatives, as well as the
discussions of educational researchers, emphasize shared problems resulting from
quality-management methods related to NPM. Furthermore, the interests in finding
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new ways to manage and develop quality in daycare are restated across stakeholders
such as daycare staff, the union BUPL, the Danish Evaluation Institute (EVA, see e.g.
this publication with new quality-management methods:
http://eva.dk/publications/narratives-and-evaluation-communities-concerning-
children2019s-language-development) and researchers (Egelund, Hansen, Csonka,
Jorgensen, Davidsen, Sloth, & Jacobsen, 2012). The partnership responds to this by
establishing QMI projects to ensure future relevance, anchoring and support from the
stakeholders involved.

Local QMI projects: work processes and results

The partnership was established in 2010, and the QMI work was initiated late 2010
and were officially ended late 2012. During the QMI projects, the local governments
developed various types of small- and large-scale interorganizational collaboration,
and, in the summer of 2012, it was decided by both municipalities to continue their
efforts to innovate quality-management methods. This resulted in various local
collaborative governance initiatives and practices of designing and implementing
new methods. Although the partnership ceased at the end of 2012, the managerial
consultants continued an informal network in 2012-2014.

During the QMI work the actors developed various types of interorganizational
collaborations, for example through laboratories, conferences and staff development
meetings. Some of these collaborations included all stakeholders, others only a few.
The aim was to enhance daycare governance with new quality management dialogues
and methods developed across daycare centers and city halls. The collaborations are
described in table 1 (below).
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Table 1: QMI collaborations

Governance labs: all stakeholders participated, including politicians, public
managers, daycare managers and teachers, and periodically also children, parents and
union representatives. These laboratories took place at city halls primarily, or at other
municipal locations, but also sometimes at daycare centers. They included workshops
concerning knowledge-sharing, idea-creation and multi-actor discussions of existing
and new quality-management methods, and their potential and challenges.

Public management labs: the head of department and managerial consultants
participated and also sometimes the head of division. These laboratories primarily
took place at city halls. They included workshops concerning quality management
case-tracking, role clarifications, reflective team discussions of public management
challenges, knowledge-sharing and idea-creation, and also discussions of existing and
new quality-management methods.

Daycare manager labs: daycare managers participated from across the
municipalities. These laboratories moved between the different local daycare centers.
They included reflective team discussions of daycare manager challenges, idea-
creation and explorations of new method designs, and also discussions of existing
and new quality-management methods, their potential and challenges.

Daycare teacher labs: daycare managers, teachers and sometimes managerial
consultants participated. These laboratories primarily took place in the daycare
centers. They included education planning, observations, reflective team discussions,
idea-creation and explorations of new method designs, and also discussions of
existing and new quality-management methods, their potential and challenges.

Play labs & daycare manager-children labs: daycare teachers, managers and
children participated. These laboratories primarily took place in the daycare centers.
They included educational practices with children, planning, observations, reflective
team discussions, idea-creation and explorations of new method designs, and also
discussions of existing and new quality-management methods, their potential and
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challenges.

QMI partnership conferences: representatives from unions, public managers,
daycare managers and teachers participated, and sometimes politicians, parents and
children as well. These laboratories took place at city halls or other conference
venues or cultural sites, but sometimes also at daycare centers. They included
presentations of local project work, workshops of knowledge-sharing, idea-creation
and multi-actor discussions of existing and new quality-management methods, their
potential and challenges.

QMI partnership meetings: representatives from unions and public managers
participated. These meetings took place at union locations or conference venues.
They included presentations of local project work and project status accounting,
including discussions of existing and new quality-management methods, their
potential and challenges in terms of results.

In figure 1 (below) photographs from a governance lab are shown. It took place at a
daycare center to include a child’s perspective on daycare quality. It included two
parts; the first part involved public managers, politicians, daycare managers, teachers
and children (when the first picture is taken). In this part the children and their
teacher talked about a day-trip to the woods and different experiences with animals,
with nature and the children’s interactions. This part took 20 minutes, and then the
children left the room to join their parents and a teacher next door making pizza. The
second part of the laboratory involved public managers, politicians, daycare
managers and teachers (when the second picture is taken). This part started with the
teacher and manager explaining their planning of these events, the educational
theories and methods used, and the learning outcome for children. It was followed by
group work concerning the impression of education quality of the participating
actors, and idea generation for new quality-management methods.
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Figure 1: A governance lab at a daycare
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During the QMI work the partnership made repeated efforts to discuss and
communicate the projects with others in the local areas, as well as nationally and
internationally. From 2010-2012 they produced 5 newsletters publicly accessible at a
project website (see the following website, although it is in
Danish:http://www.bupl.dk/forskning/stoettede_projekter/bupls forskningsprojekter/

udvikling_af nye dokumentationsformer?OpenDocument). They also participated in
international conferences such as the European Early Childhood Education Research
Association. In 2012 they appeared at a yearly national congress on the policy area of
children and youth, which provides a platform of stakeholders as an event offering
discussion, networking and political agenda-setting (see the following website,
although it is in Danish: http://www kl.dk/Tema/Bornetopmode/). At each event a
number of selected presenters present projects or initiatives through which to connect
to other stakeholders. In one such presentation the partnership produced a conference
backdrop to decorate the partnership’s booth (see figure 2 below).

On the conference backdrop it says “Innovation partnership Pedagogical
development laboratories New dialogues in the daycare area”, and it provides images
of different work situations in their collaborative governance work; showing
stakeholders of daycare managers, professionals, parents, public managers,
politicians and children together, and daycare managers (‘leder’) with children,
public managers (‘forvaltning”) with children, daycare professionals (‘padagoger’)
with children, daycare professionals and managers, and researchers (‘forskere’)
observing, writing and interviewing this work.
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Figure 2: The conference backdrop of the partnership
(http://www.bupl.dk/iwfile/BALG-937GPZ/$file/Pixe_innovationspartnerskab.pdf).

INNOVATIONSPARTNERSKAB
PAEDAGOGISK UDVIKLINGSLABORATORIER ™~

NYE DIALOGFORMER PA DAGINSTITUTIONSOMRADET

predagoger

The conference backdrop portrays some of the aforementioned laboratories as a way
of communicating the many work processes of local QMI projects. During 2012 the
partnership made a particular effort to conclude and summarize results. In the last
newsletter from August 2012, the different stakeholders are asked about their
experiences and results. One of the department heads states that:
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Traditionally, professionals account for their work in written reports, which the
administration analyses and interprets before the politicians receive the
material. Some information disappears in this governing chain of command
and a discrepancy emerges between what the politicians receive and what
actually happens in daycare practices. In the collaborative laboratories we see a
far more authentic communication about professional daycare. As
administrators and politicians we were told, face-to-face, about theories,
methods and results by means of narratives, and we entered a dialogue that,
among other things, enlightens the municipality about how to create a
framework for good professional daycare practices. The alternative is that the
various actors describe their efforts, goals and results. That might work, but it
easily becomes just another piece of paper lying in a drawer.

Although the partnership of the QMI projects dissolved in 2012, the political
committees in both municipalities decided to continue developing collaborative
governance practices in relation to improving quality management in daycare. In a
booklet from one of the municipalities they outline an index of ideas.” These include:

- Revision of Child and Youth policy: inviting relevant stakeholders to parts of
the policy development workshops.

- Designing new quality-measurement methods: using collaborative forums to
expand the conception of ‘measuring’ quality.

- Qualifying new visions and goals in daycare: developing such visions by
including relevant actors for idea-generation.

- Quality inspections: developing dialogic inspections through visiting daycare
centers and finding themes for discussions to conclude on the inspection.

- Education plans: inviting daycare managers to political committee meetings to
present and talk about quality in greater depth.

- Evaluation of education plans: designing a ‘daycare marketplace’ for all
stakeholders to meet, reflect and discuss the quality of daycare work and
thereby evaluate education plans collaboratively.
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- Dialogue meetings between politicians and daycare boards: establishing
smaller groups in workshops that are thematic and disregard financial issues.

- Daycare boards’ developments: rethinking the use of boards through
collaborative workshops.

With such idea-creations and the political decision to continue developing
collaborative governance practices, the formal partnership ended in 2012. As a result
of the partnership and more than 50 interorganizational collaborative events during
the OMI projects, both municipalities initiated new projects to design and implement
formal collaborative governance practices and events and thereby further develop the
local daycare governance working methods. These decisions and the new projects are
seen as a manifestation of an alternative to NPM practices of control and
standardization. In the aforementioned article in a public management magazine
called ‘Danish Municipalities’ (Jensen, Wiirtzen, Chrsitensen & Egelund, 2013: 18)
the mayors and union representatives conclude that:

The results from a two year partnership project indicates that there is a useful
alternative to the governance form of New Public Management by organizing
trustful dialogues between daycare teachers, politicians and administrations.

Over 2013-14 the local governments thus initiated further collaborative governance
practices across the daycare sector, again both in small- and large-scale events. In
both municipalities, one of the managerial consultants became a key figure in these
new projects to design and implement collaborative governance. These included,
among others, a number of interorganizational organizing team meetings, a number
of cross-municipal network meetings, 5 dialogue meetings concerning new daycare
policies, goals and endeavors, 5 daycare marketplaces to present, reflect upon and
evaluate education planning, and a number of dialogic inspection events. These
collaborative governance practices are described in table 2 (below).
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Table 2: Local collaborative governance practices

Interorganizational organizing team meetings: managerial consultants and daycare
managers participated. These meetings took place at the city halls. They were used
for idea generation, to consider design and implementation issues, including hands
on-discussions of existing and new quality-management methods.

Cross-municipal network meetings: managerial consultants participated. They took
place at city halls. They were used for idea generation and the exchange of
experiences, and to reflect on shared or different design and implementation issues,
including hands on-discussions of existing and new quality-management methods.

Dialogue meetings for new daycare policies, goals and endeavors: politicians,
public managers, daycare managers, daycare staff and parents participated. These
meetings took place at local government premises. They included short presentations,
group work in relation to different themes of a new national daycare policy.

Daycare marketplace: politicians, public managers, daycare managers, daycare
teachers and parents participated. These events took place at city hall or other local
government premises. They included two parts: one part of interaction in daycare
‘booths’; in which local daycare centers had decorated a small area with different
media: videos, PowerPoints, photographs, music, backdrops, materials from the
centers such as toys, natural materials, foods etc. The second part involved
workshops in which local daycare centers presented, reflected upon, and evaluated
their education planning to a greater depth with workshop participants.

Dialogic inspection events: daycare managers, teachers, public managers and
children participated, and they took place in the local daycare centers. They involved
two parts: one in which the public manager participated in the everyday activities in
the daycare center in order to gain an understanding of the quality of real-time
daycare practice; the other included a discussion based on the visit, in which the
public manager along with the daycare manager considered discussion themes, on the
basis of which the public manager summarized a quality inspection account.
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At one of the marketplaces in September 2014, the political committee chairman
welcomes all the participants (around 400) to the event and says:

This pedagogic marketplace is among other things replacing the yearly quality
reporting, we politically receive every year. Earlier every daycare center wrote
a quality report on how they worked with the educational plans. That went to
the daycare department where it was condensed, then it was presented at a
committee meeting. This offers the opportunity to see with our own eyes and
have a dialogue and hear you talk about, what’s going on in the daycare centers
[...]- And that is indeed more interesting for us to experience in this way. It is a
new way, a really good way. And it is really nice to see the continuing support
to it. Furthermore, I think it is a unique possibility for the whole daycare area
to inspire and share knowledge across contexts. You also have the opportunity
to create networks, but you can also walk around and see how other daycare
centers work with the action areas of the educational plans, which you can
bring home and be inspired to further develop. I think that’s partly the most
important of this.

Through this, the politician stresses the significance of sensing how the quality of
daycare work is performed - by seeing, listening and having dialogue with daycare
managers and teachers. In contrast to earlier methods of predominately written
quality accounts the politicians find this more ‘living’ method (as it is also referred to
by the municipalities) as much more interesting and useful. She also foregrounds the
potential of knowledge sharing. In figure 2 (below) marketplace booths are shown.
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Figure 3: Daycare marketplace

The first photograph depicts a booth presenting
education planning on creative expression through
experiencing nature and everyday life. The
daycare manager and teachers talk about the
different things they have made with the children,
how they have made them and how this supports

| the children’s development and learning processes.

Their talk refers to many materials; photographs;

’ paintings, pieces of wood and leaves, painting

tools, colors.
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The other photograph in figure 2 shows a booth presenting the pedagogic work done
with natural sciences in this specific daycare center; here they use natural (leaves,
wooden sticks etc.), technological (computer), visual (videos and pictures) and
textual (booklets) materials. The computer plays pictures and videos of daytrips to
the woods, and the booth set-up is made from natural materials such as wooden cases,
leaves, wooden sticks and plants. The posters contain pictures of animals from the
woods such as birds and snails, and the text gives information on these. The teacher
explains that:

We have a series of pictures on what we’ve done. We collected things in the
woods, and we trained their motor function in the woods, and we have a
wooden playground out there as well that we visit and do different activities
on, right? And then we enjoyed the woods, right? Also that the kids have time
to sit around and dig in the ground, right? Or play with a stick. You know it
hasn’t been that structured so there wasn’t time to do what the children wanted.
It is not just the politics of the adults. It’s often that the plan of the adults
overrule what the children want to do, right?

In this way she communicates a natural science project they worked on, their trips to
a cabin in the woods, and the pictures and videos of the children learning to climb in
trees, play with natural materials and get familiar with the changing seasons.

Summarizing notes

Accordingly, through the QMI work from 2010-2012 and furthermore by means of
the formalization of developing collaborative governance initiatives and practices in
the two municipalities from 2013-2014, a variety of quality-management methods
emerge through interorganizational collaboration. All this include multiple
communicative modes such as videos, photographs, storytelling and narratives,
facilitated dialogues and workshops, walk-and-talks, informal and formal interactions
and presentations and much more across the stakeholders in both municipalities.
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During the cross-municipal network meetings the managerial consultants discuss and
share how their local efforts are developing and received by themselves, politicians,
daycare managers, teachers, parents, children and other colleagues and
municipalities. They also share their ideas and concerns related to designs, results and
implementation.

Both municipalities see great value in the collaborative governance practices
developed, and both managerial consultants stress their conclusion of the work as
producing better, more nuanced and authentic methods for managing and
communicating quality in daycare. In particular, they stress that events like daycare
marketplaces are considered a much more meaningful communication mode for
quality management as it allows actors to share, discuss and reflect upon issues in
relation to education planning, thereby elaborating and nuancing the initial quality
account or presentation. Despite the fact that daycare staff reported that they spend
more time on writing, planning and reflecting, it makes more sense to them in
relation to daycare marketplaces.

As such, both local governments find that the collaborative governance practices
have the intended effects and thus as the being a positive result of the various QMI
projects started in 2010. However, both managerial consultants also stress that
developing such more collaborative forms of governance and sustaining their value-
creation and use in a busy, goal-oriented, public management reality is challenging.
In the network meetings they discuss this in relation to other public management
tasks and for having sole responsibility for developing collaboration:

Managerial consultant A: that’s the other part - you know on one side these
quality-measurement methods, which count the old model that I don’t really
appreciate, and then there’s the opposite in this way, more diffuse, in which
case I am more fumbling and it is frustrating, but also much more interesting.
So I think that says a lot, that shows where we are [...] and the problem in our
municipality is that this project is on my table. It succeeds or fails with me.
Except for the two daycare centers where it is already working. No doubt about
that, they are really, really happy. But in relation to implementing it in the local
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government, here it’s me. I have to find a way. And I think it is tough. And I
think it is a pity. That’s also why I looked forward to seeing you today, right?

But also in relation to anchoring and finding support from other stakeholders:

Managerial consultant B: and it is interesting, because I don’t think I had the
support from the new head of division or chief executive, if none of the
politicians had pushed for it. The three politicians who were in the projects,
they push for the formalization. They ask: “how far are you? When are we
implementing it? We need to include it in the new initiatives”, because we
have started another big innovation project at the moment on the future daycare
in our municipality, and they want to make sure that this is part of that. And
that’s great! I think it is great because I have fought a one-man-army
concerning this enrolment for a while, and if they weren’t there to push right
now, I don’t think it would get any attention.

Therefore, although the QMI work, and the further initiatives and practices of
collaborative governance in the two local governments are considered successful, this
also challenged the actors included, and, in particular, the public managers with the
managerial responsibility to design and implement them, the complications of which
I explore further in the remainder of the dissertation.

Endnotes

*http://www.google.dk/url ?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CCAQFjAA&url=
http%3A%2F%2Fwww.frederikssund.dk%2FRenderers%2FShowMedia.ashx%3Fid%3D30D5DC
D5-C28E-45C1-94B1-B4ABFA951030&ei=ilhUVazHJ4KjsgGb64DwBA &usg=AFQjCNF3y9m-
Kjd90-20s54R3d4TIc8Yaw. See page 2.
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Chapter 3

Literature Review: Collaborative Governance in Theory and Practice
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The purpose of this chapter is to review the literature on collaborative governance
describing existing definitions, understanding and challenges identified in relation to
its management and organization. This is conducted in order to position the present
study in relation to this. The literature searches showed multiple studies on
collaborative governance with various interests and theoretical foundations — some
are concerned with political tendencies and general societal issues, while others work
to establish a new research area by developing models and concepts, including
studies analyzing and discussing the processes and practical implications for
managers and organizations.

The review shows that across the literature it is acknowledged that, when
interorganizational collaboration becomes a central means of governance, the social
interactions and relations within the collaborations become crucial factors to consider
in the study of its conduct, management and organization. It is through the social
interactions within and across collaborations that both potential solutions and
problems are created — a built-in complexity which challenges the managers since
they are expected to manage and organize the processes. This complexity and its
managerial challenges in terms of dealing with social dynamics, power relations,
interest-conflicts and competing goals are recognized in the literature, but
nonetheless often captured in a single or few boxes within general models (Ansell &
Gash, 2008: 550; Emerson, Nabatchi & Balogh, 6; Ansell & Torfing, 2014: 14;
Johnston, Hicks, Nan & Aurer, 2010: 702), and conceptualized as part of the new
managerial role of facilitating and organizing interorganizational collaborations and
networks (Silvia, 2011; Weber & Khademian, 2008; O’Leary & Vij, 2012; Huxham,
Vangen, & Eden, 2000). As such, the new features are identified in models and their
operationalization ascribed within management concepts of process facilitation and
organizational design, which restores the manager in a central position.

This position, however, is not static in a formal hierarchy, rather it leaves the
manager in an unstable position - with the responsibility to manage by facilitating
collaborative relationships and by organizing collaborative design and
implementation processes, alongside other public management work. As such, the
destabilization of familiar roles and work procedures causes renegotiations of

58



concerned actors’ roles and organizations’ interests and goals, making
communication and discursive aspects critical to consider. However, these aspects are
largely overlooked in the literature (Purdy, 2012), and so the discursive struggles
over the meanings and matters of new roles and the complicated new organizational
features and processes are unexplored in greater detail, how public managers make
sense of such challenges and how this constitutes particular realities are not given
sufficient attention. As it is, the conceptualizing of communication and discursive
aspects is under-developed, and so I argue that the study of collaborative governance
will gain from theorizing and exploring the complex communicative constitution of
new roles in relation to managing and organizing this kind of practice.

This argument relates to a few studies on collaborative governance concerned with
managerial challenges in terms of social dynamics, management tensions, ambiguity
and power (Purdy, 2012; Vangen & Winchester, 2013). They seek to unravel
problems of, for example, diversity management in multi-actor processes or the effect
that discursive power may have in process facilitation through practice-based
theorizing and multi-dimensional frameworks. But even though they argue to turn to
practice, to in-situ communication and discourse to advance theory and discuss
practical implications, they do not elaborate on the significance of communication
and discursive theorizing thoroughly. Nonetheless, the challenges of managing
interorganizational relationships and of organizing collaborative governance practices
are critical matters for managers to deal with, which is all the more reason why we
need to study the discursive struggles over meanings and matters significant to
realizing this kind of governance, and thereby refine our understanding of such. The
research position developed in chapter 4 theorizes and explores perspectives on
organizational discourse and communication, and thereby offers analytics and
methods that extend the existing conceptualizing and unpacking of the challenges
emerging from this kind of governance in practice.

In the following sections I first look into studies that show collaborative governance
as a field and new practice by defining it and building models. Then I turn to the
managerial implications that these studies argue for, and their conceptualization of
the new role of managers. Next I discuss the challenges to be dealt with in practice in
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relation to a stream of studies that theorize and unpack this complexity. In
conclusion, I stress the potential of expanding the scope of this research field by
means of organizational discourse studies concerned with managerial identity,
collaboration and organizational change. It is at this intersection that present study
positions itself and develops its approach. This review is based on literature searches;
in chapter 5 I argue for the methodological considerations of these searches and the
composing of the review.

The field of collaborative governance — definitions and models

As noted in the previous chapters, the empirical phenomenon of collaborative
governance can be seen as part of a paradigm shift between or co-existence of new
public management and new public governance discourses in contemporary society -
and that in some studies this is addressed in relation to more general issues such as
administration reform, policy innovation, public value etc. (Newman, Barnes,
Sullivan & Knops, 2004; Hartley, Serensen & Torfing; 2013; Christensen & Laegreid,
2011; Osborne, 2006; Ferlie, Hartley & Martin, 2003). My initial literature searches
showed several studies that locate issues of collaborative governance, cross-
organizational or interorganizational collaboration and networks in a more general
discussion of new features and discourses of public governance characterized by
‘hybridity’ and ‘complexity’ (Christensen & Lagreid, 2011; Andersen & Sand, 2012;
Teisman & Klijn, 2008) or ‘pluricentric coordination’ (Pedersen, Sehested &
Sarensen, 2011). These studies examine some of the overall themes and problematics
discussed in the public management field, and have therefore been useful to me in the
framing of this dissertation — to construct the empirical phenomena and problems of
the public manager in collaborative governance studies and to demarcate my position
in relation to them.

A stream of studies approach collaborative governance as an empirical phenomenon
on its own terms, but also in need of further theoretical conceptualization and
practical improvement (Ansell & Gash, 2008; O’leary & Vij, 2012; Emerson,
Nabatchi & Balogh, 2011; Bingham, Nabatchi & O’leary, 2005; Skelcher & Sullivan,
2008; Skelcher, Mathur & Smith, 2005). These studies discuss how to enhance
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collaborative governance theory and practice by stronger common definitions,
frameworks, models and evaluative or test criteria. In the next section I will
foreground four articles that seek to frame the field — and hereby create an overview
of the various definitions and concepts flourishing in the theorizing of this field.

I start with a recent piece of work by Ansell and Gash (2008) that is often referred to
as offering one of the first definitions and the most sophisticated model of this kind
of governance practice (Johnston, Hicks, Nan & Auer, 2010). This work is based on a
literature review and meta-analysis of 137 cases; it starts by referring to empirical
tendencies of collaborative modes of governing in contemporary society and a need
to theorize such developments. Ansell and Gash (2008: 544) define collaborative
governance as follows: “A governing arrangement where one or more public
agencies directly engage non-state stakeholders in a collective decision-making
process that is formal, consensus-oriented, and deliberative and that aims to make or
implement public policy or manage public programs or assets”. Here they argue for
six characterizing features: the initiating role of public agencies, the inclusion of non-
state actors, the shared decision-making, the formal organizing, the aim of consensus,
and the collaborations concern of policy or management issues. They use these
features as a definition to demarcate the phenomena of ‘collaborative governance’
from other forms of public management. The term of ‘governance’ is conceptualized
as the laws, rules and practices involved in collective decision making with regard to
public goods, and ‘collaboration’ as collective work between public and private
actors. Through a contingency approach they develop a model of collaborative
governance, including: four wvariable starting conditions, institutional design,
facilitative leadership and collaborative processes (for details see Ansell & Gash,
2008: 550). They conclude by stressing that this contingency model of cause-and-
effect relationships is a work in progress and needs further empirical testing and
theorizing.

A few years later Emerson, Nabatchi and Balough (2011) published an ‘integrative
framework’ in which they argue for a broader definition as: “the processes and
structures of public policy decision making and management that engage people
constructively across the boundaries of public agencies, levels of government, and/or
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the public, private and civic spheres in order to carry out a public purpose that could
not otherwise be accomplished” (2011: 2, original emphasis). They consider this
necessary in order to include emerging forms of ‘cross-boundary’ governance, which
they elaborate with terms like multi-partner, joined-up and hybrid organized
arrangements, not necessarily between public and private actors. Instead of a model,
they develop a framework consisting of three dimensions comprising the general
system context, the collaborative governance regime, and collaborative dynamics and
actions (Emerson, Nabatchi & Balough. 2011: 6). In the argument developed they
integrate existing collaborative governance theory with new observations on the
variables, their interaction and effects on events and outcomes. Like Ansell & Gash
(2008), they conclude by stressing their conceptualization of such causal mechanisms
as a working model in need of further validation.

The following year an article by O’Leary and Vij (2012) reviewed literature on
interorganizational collaboration in public management by questioning where this
field has been and where it is going. This study outlines a number of issues, concepts
and ideas which include multiple definitions, organizational changes demanding
collaboration, interdisciplinary issues, management challenges, paradoxes of
autonomy and interdependence, collaborative considerations, individuality,
leadership challenges, weaknesses in research and the missing link between research
and practice (O’Leary & Vij, 2012: 508-517). Unlike the two previously mentioned
articles, this article uses the term ‘collaborative public management‘, rather than
‘governance’ in their definition which is adopted from Agranoff & Mcguire (2003).
In so doing, they stress that: “Collaborative public management is a concept that
describes the process of facilitating and operating in multi-organizational
arrangements to solve problems that cannot be solved or easily solved by single
organizations. Collaborative means to co-labor, to achieve common goals, often
working across boundaries and in multi-sector and multi-actor relationships.
Collaboration is based on the value of reciprocity and can include the public”
(O’Leary & Vij, 2012: 508). Like Ansell & Gash (2008), they stress the central role
of the public agency, but like Emerson, Nabatchi and Balough (2011) they do not rely
on private or public participation. In continuation of this definition they discuss the
aforementioned points and call for agreement on definitions, on pressing challenges
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and research questions, on theoretical models of behavior, and on measurement
criteria.

Most recently, Vangen, Hayes and Cornforth (2014) reviewed the literature on
‘collaborative governance’ and inter-organizational collaboration. They identify a
contrast in the literature between studies of collaborative governance and governing
collaborations — where the former studies: “describe new patterns of government and
governing” (Vangen, Hayes, & Cornforth, 2014: 3). In the former case a deliberate
choice to use interorganizational collaboration for public policy or public
management purposes is made, whereas in the latter case they are merely concerned
with the governance of collaboration — which is not necessarily initiated by public
agencies. They identify two definitions, in which ‘collaborative governance’ defines
a mode and means of public governance, and ‘governing collaboration’ is a practice
focused on a common goal, but which is not necessarily initiated by public
organizations. However, they also identify key components across the two streams as
common issues of organizational design and implementation, but which are handled
differently (Vangen, Hayes, & Cornforth, 2014: 7). These issues regard stakeholder-
inclusion, decision making, power, trust/distrust, goals and values, leaders and
accountability. Thus, by contrasting different interests in collaboration within
governance literature, the authors demonstrate how different approaches are
contrived using the same components. With their own theorizing of ‘governing
collaboration’, they conceptualize a model of structures, processes and actors. Hereby
they argue to dislocate the focus from policy and public management issues to the
complexity of social dynamics, competing governance logics and management
tensions in play, when studying and informing the managing and organizing of
collaborative processes in practice.

In the literature on collaborative governance there is a common interest in
establishing a research field of the empirical phenomena recognized as
interorganizational collaborative initiatives and practices across formal and informal
organizational boundaries. However, the studies are not in agreement with regard to
demarcations and to what extent they include/exclude each other. Some of the more
excluding definitions (Ansell & Gash 2008, O’leary & Vij, 2012) argue to unify the
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studies by general concepts and models, while other more inclusive definitions, hold
that various forms of collaboration in governance may be of interest, and build in
room for maneuvering within their frameworks (Emerson, Nabatchi & Balough,
2011; Vangen, Hayes & Cornforth, 2014; see also e.g. Purdy 2012). Despite these
differences, they all work to enhance both theory and practice by developing models;
however, the assumption of cause-effect-causality differs as does the emphasis on
further advancement by theory-testing. With regard to these latter two points, the
study of Vangen, Hayes & Cornforth (2014) differ from the other studies — as these
scholars, along with other studies highlighting complexity as constitutive (e.g.
Huxham & Vangen, 2000; Vangen & Huwham, 2011; Vangen & Winchester, 2013;
Purdy, 2012) stress the highly dynamic aspects of social processes, competing
governance discourses, power relationships and tensions. They still produce
frameworks in models, but instead of boxing social dynamics like ‘interaction’ or
‘dialogue’ in a causal relation of a larger framework, their modelling seeks to unpack
the dynamics of such boxes by looking at e.g. management tensions or different
forms of power.

Due to my interest in the literature’s conceptualization of collaborative governance
and the theoretical and practical constitution of the phenomena of ‘the manager’ and
‘the organization’, I see the multiple definitions as co-existing readings of empirical
phenomena alike. I see the definitional differences mostly concerned with whether or
not a public agency is taken to be initiating the arrangement or not in order to be
categorized as ‘collaborative governance’. In this regard I see collaborative
governance as emerging initiatives and practices, in which a deliberate choice to use
interorganizational collaboration for public policy or public management purposes is
made — and thus it must at least include public organizations, but it may not be
initiated by them. Therefore, I agree with the latter study’s demarcation (Vangen,
Hayes & Cornforth, 2014) — and in my study I particularly refer to collaborative
governance theory as studies that see the participation of public organizations as
defining.
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The new role of the manager in collaborative governance

Common in the collaborative governance literature is that collaboration denotes
social work processes involving diverse actors from across different work contexts
and implies ambitions of exploring the means and exploiting the potentials of this
collaboration amongst participants and their negotiations of roles, contents and
outcomes. This kind of governance practice is obviously not easy to achieve, which is
why the managers become central actors and many scholars work to describe,
prescribe and discuss the new managerial skills required, and the organizational
design and processes which could optimize this governance potential. A significant
amount of studies thus look into the new role of managers and the significance they
have in enabling such form of governance (see e.g. Agranoff, 2006; O’Leary & Vij,
2012; O’Leary & Bingham, 2009; Silvia, 2011; Weber & Khademian, 2008; Munro,
Roberts & Skelcher, 2008; Johnston, Hicks, Nan & Auer, 2010; Raelin, 2012;
Huxham & Vangen, 2005; Vangen & Winchester, 2013). In general these studies
argue that the new practices and processes of collaborative governance function by
other means than top-down management, and they formulate new ‘best practices’ and
management concepts.

In a special issue on collaborative public management in Public Administration
Review, Agranoff (2006) calls for advancing the understanding and conception of
“how public networks are organized and how they are managed” (Agranoff, 2006:
56). He outlines ten lessons for public managers, suggesting that they pay attention to
points such as the co-existence of collaboration and other management ‘vehicles’
such as hierarchical structures, the importance of public value creation to involve
others, the collective structuring, organizing and knowledge-sharing, and conflict and
power issues. Thus the study seeks to explain and help public managers with
‘managing complex partnerships, with blurry boundaries’ (Argranoff, 2006: 59).

In similar terms Silvia (2011) considers existing management concepts related to
collaborative governance. He argues that much work has been done at a so-called
‘network-level’ referring to research constructed on a meso- and macro-level. He
stresses that: “The shift to collaborative arrangements to deliver services has changed
the job of public administrators who now find that they are working in and leading
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networks (Kettl 1996). Because managers in networked settings do not supervise,
traditional management and leadership techniques are often not appropriate in the
collaborative setting. As a result, public sector management in the twenty-first
century will need to better understand the skills, processes, structures, tools, and
technology needed for working across organizational boundaries” (Silvia, 2011: 67).
For that matter he argues that further research is still needed, but he also makes an
effort to start this by highlighting concepts of activation, framing, mobilizing and
synthesizing to offer insights for new ‘best practices’ of the managerial role in
collaborative governance.

Other studies make a case of defining not just the new organizational structures and
environments to be managed, but also what skills the managers need to do so and,
thus, who the managers must become. In the aforementioned study by O’leary and
Vij (2012), managerial paradoxes frame a set of demands for the manager to meet:
they must work with both autonomy and interdependence, with both common and
diverse goals in the collaboration, and with being both participatory and authoritative.
They conclude that such paradoxes are to be accepted, embraced and transcended, but
how is not unfolded further. Another effort is made by Weber and Khademian
(2008), whom argue for the necessity of a collaborative capacity builder. They
conceptualize the mind-set of the collaborative capacity builder as significant to the
manager of collaborative networks, and it involves the following: a commitment to
governance with government, to govern within the rules yet think creatively, to
networks as mutual-aid partnerships, to be open to informal managers, to understand
the entanglement of performance and accountability in wicked problem settings and
to the collaborative process (Weber & Khademian, 2008: 341). They also remind
public managers that, if they are not in a position to become a collaborative capacity
builder, they must nurture or discover somebody else to do so through facilitating
collaborative capacity, stressing their role as facilitator.

The manager as a facilitator of dialogue is suggested in a recent study by Raelin
(2012: 819) in order to foster “critical and collaborative engagement”. Although this
article doesn’t conceptualize the manager as facilitator by exclusively locating itself
in the collaborative governance literature, it relates to it by discussing the new role of
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the manager: to establish inclusiveness in dialogues and ensure legitimate democratic
participation. With such ambitions, Raelin (2012: 826) conceptualizes: “The adoption
of an alternative role that empowers others likely requires an individual agency that
in turn harnesses the agentic capacity of others to serve goals that lie beyond self-
interest and that result in an intersubjective collaborative process”. Alongside this,
Raelin offers a set of norms and criteria of authenticity and fairness by which the
manager may seek to enact the role of facilitator of emancipatory dialogue for
collaborative action.

In the literature on managing collaborative governance the relational aspects are
stressed, often as opposed to formal power structures and roles in hierarchical
settings, which is denoted as, for example, command-and-control management
(Raelin, 2012: 818) or hiring and firing power (Silvia, 2011: 67). Instead, the
manager becomes the one to ’build’ and ‘facilitate’ collaborative governance
relationships and organize their processes, a position concerned with ‘people-oriented
behaviors’, as Silvia (2011) puts it. As such these studies embed the public managers
in collaborative networks and identify the new organizational design features for such
actors to manage by conceptualizing new roles for them to play. Thereby, the public
managers are reinstated in a central, but unstable position in the mix of collaborations
alongside other already existing more hierarchical governance forms and managing
roles. In this position the managers have the responsibility to manage by facilitating
collaborative relationships and organizing collaborative processes by designing. But
how managers deal with the challenges of changing roles to become facilitators in
practice, and with the complications of organizing collaborative processes and
outcomes alongside other public management practices, are not given a great deal of
attention.

Managing and organizing practices: socially dynamics, tensions and powers

As shown, the literature develops new organizational models and managerial roles to
improve collaborative governance theory and practice. In so doing they stress the
challenges implied, as the social interactions and communication within and between
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collaborations become the potential source of both solutions and problems. As such,
the challenges of social dynamics and stakeholder-relationships to managing and
organizing this form of governance are critical issues conceptualized in the literature.
However, considering the central role that communication plays within
collaborations, as well as the importance of the meaning making of public managers
as they undertake new roles and organize new collaborative designs, both
communication and discursive aspects are critical, however under-explored matters.

Therefore, I will argue that the understanding of collaborative governance and in
particular the issues of managing and organizing such governance form in practice
gain from studying its discursive aspects. This can help exploring meanings and
matters of particular challenges that emerge as crucial to practice, and thereby
possible struggles over meanings as managers undertake new roles and new ways of
organizing and thereby facilitating new interorganizational relationships.
Furthermore, it can help elucidating the significance of actors’ communication and
interactions within and in between collaborations regarding issues such as
stakeholder-inclusion, decision making, power relations and trust-distrust. As such,
challenges emerging in the practices of managing and organizing become the central
matters to explore further, how they are communicated and affect collaborative
governance actors, practices and outcomes. The scope of this will be argued and
unfolded further in the remainder of the dissertation, for now I will relate it to the
literature.

A few studies on collaborative governance are particularly concerned with
understanding its complexity — not by reducing it, but by discussing it as managerial
challenges in terms of social dynamics, management tensions, ambiguity and power
(Huxham & Vangen, 2000; 2005; Vangen & Winchester, 2013; Purdy, 2012; Karlsen
& Villadsen, 2008; Metze, 2009; Brown, 2009; Pedersen & Hartley, 2008). They
seek to unravel problems of, for example, diversity management in multi-actor
processes or the effects that discursive power have in process facilitation and
designing through practice-based theorizing and multi-dimensional frameworks To
become the facilitating manager and to organize collaborative designs involves
dealing with tricky multi-actor and multi-interest processes working towards
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unknown outcomes (Vangen & Huxham, 2011). Therefore, the complexity involved
in the making of such a form of governance, is not to be reduced in the theorizing and
practice-engagement, but rather to be conceptualized and analytically unfolded
through exploring specific empirical realities (Huxham, Vangen, & Eden, 2000).

I echo these studies in their interests in the complex challenges of collaborative
governance in terms of socially dynamic tensions and power - matters considered
more complicated than theorizing new concepts to be applied in practice. In
particular, their conceptualizations of management tensions, tangled webs, and
discursive power are interlocking points of interests, so before I argue for my
approach in further detail (see chapter 4 and 5), I will elaborate a little more on these
points.

Social dynamics are stressed as constitutive to collaborative governance, in particular
by studies that refer to Huxham and Vangen (2000; 2005). Their work is practice-
based theorizing (their term, see also Huxam, 2000; Vangen & Huxham, 2011,
Vangen & Winchester, 2013; Vangen, Hayes & Cornforth, 2014) stemming from
action research in which the scholars have developed theory of managing and
organizing collaboration in tensions of ‘collaborative advantage-collaborative inertia’
(Huxham & Vangen, 2005). The theorizing entails conceptual unfolding of
constitutive elements emerging from studying collaborative practices. Their interest
is to understand the tensions between gaining full potential of interorganizational
collaboration (the purpose for managers and organizations to pursue collaboration
about common problems) on the one side, and on the other facing problems,
frustrations and inefficient collaboration. A range of articles conceptualize various
socially dynamic tensions to demonstrate the challenges of managing and organizing
collaboration, whereby these scholars emphasize the ever-changing vitality of such
governance endeavor in practice. In an earlier piece (Huxham & Vangen, 2000), the
ambiguity and complexity of membership is highlighted as significant constituents
that challenge interorganizational collaboration, because it will never be a clear and
simple entity. Thus the nurturing processes of facilitation are seen as never-ending
relational practices.
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More recently, they explore the challenges of managing collaborations by
conceptualizing it’s organizing as a tangled web of goals (Vangen & Huxham, 2011:
757): “The goal paradox may not be the most comforting of concepts as it recognizes
that there will be underlying tensions and that managerial responses need to
incorporate these. Consistent with both the theory of collaborative advantage
(Huxham and Vangen 2005) and theory of paradox (Smith and Lewis 2011), there
will be both positive and negative sides to alternative ways of addressing goals. The
tangled web suggests that any managerial mechanism seeking to integrate congruent
and diverse goals in collaborations should emphasize acceptance of the paradox and
its inherent tensions rather than seeking resolutions free of any compromises or trade-
offs”. By stressing this tensional nature they offer insights for reflective practice
rather than guiding actors that are engaged in interorganizational collaboration.

In another article, the notion of management tensions is outlined further (Vangen &
Winchester, 2013). Management tensions are conceptualizations of the manager and
managing practices as working through tensions of e.g. diverse organizational
cultures, diverse actors and interests. With this concept this study explores the
challenges following a so-called culture paradox - when the diversity of stakeholders
may both cause success and conflicts in collaborations. As such, they stress how the
multiplicity of diverse actors and contradicting, even competing goals and logics
complicate the manager’s work to establish and facilitate those processes. The use of
tensions highlights the constitutive complexity of diverse actors and
interorganizational relationships to managing and organizing collaboration. The point
is that managing collaboration is not about assuming that a manager has the power to
steer it; it is more about acknowledging its intrinsic paradoxes (e.g. that the same
collaborative resources can cause problems and generate solutions) and approaching
these as they emerge when culturally diverse actors work together. Because they are
seen as active resources in joint problem-solving: “We suggest, however, that
management practice should not be constrained by such rigid evaluations but
embrace the culture paradox at the heart of our account. In doing so, responding to
these tensions necessitates adopting practices and interventions in a context specific
manner and monitoring, adapting and refining practice throughout the life of a
particular collaboration. Hence managers operate through tension as they seek
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collaborative advantage.” (Vangen & Winchester, 2013: 703). This inspires present
study to approach managers — and their new role through managing practices
involving empirically embedded tensions.

Alongside the theorizing of tensions emerging from social dynamics, power is also
seen as a constituent in collaborative governance; however, it is argued that “little
theory exists to guide conveners, participants, and researchers in understanding how
power shapes collaborative processes and outcomes. Huxham and Vangen note that,
“there is no coherent body of literature on power in collaborative settings” (2005,
174)” (Purdy, 2012: 410). Contrary to the hierarchical power structures traditionally
seen as dominant in public management (Pedersen, Sehested & Serensen, 2011;
Silvia, 2011; Raelin, 2012), the power conceptualized in collaborative governance
theory concerns the more networked, relational governance form enacting ideals of
sharing definitional power, the right to speak and participatory opportunities to affect
local management developments and policy innovation (Purdy, 2012; Huxham &
Vangen, 2005; Karlsen & Villadsen, 2008; Ansell & Torfing, 2014). This means that
formal power structures of authority in hierarchy are not necessarily dominating, but
co-existing with the powers of social dynamics and communication, which then
become forces by which this form of governance works to define roles, meanings,
practices and outcomes.

In particular, Purdy (2012), referring to Hardy (1994), and Hardy and Philips (1998),
makes an effort to reframe power in the study of collaborative governance, and
discuss its managerial and organizational problematics. In her framework, she
describes three arenas of power, namely formal authority, resources and discursive
legitimacy. She explains that these are not static and separate entities, but work
dynamically through the enactment of participants, process design and content. In
that sense discursive power is central, it is conceptualized as the production of
legitimacy and meaning, a form of power produced and negotiated through the
connotation and enactment of values and norms of social relevance with constitutive
effects on the managing and organizing of collaborative governance (Purdy, 2012:
677). She builds a framework in which multiple dimensions of power can be studied
in continuous analyses, but also calls for further theorizing of discursive power. In
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conclusion she stresses that: “The elements of power in a collaborative governance
process are often intertwined, as when a participant uses discursive power to
challenge the authority of the convener to establish the process design. Such a move
might result in a negotiation that changes the structure of meetings, participation, or
the availability of resources to participants. Because power is an emergent
phenomenon that is shaped by interaction, the static representation of power in table
1 is limited in its ability to describe ongoing power dynamics in a collaborative
governance process” (Purdy, 2012: 416).

Likewise Karlsen & Villadsen (2008) argue that: “Contrary to hierarchical ways of
exercising power dialogue technology is a form of power that not merely fosters
capacities in the ‘superior’ but also in the ‘subordinate’ [...] In so far as patients,
social clients and employees are constructed as legitimate speakers, as
knowledgeable in relation to cure, integration, and leadership issues, this new right to
speak may dislocate or open up relations of power. How specific agents may utilise
new capacities and possibilities, and with which effects, however, cannot be
determined a priori or ‘from outside’, but must be examined in each particular
organisational domain.” (Karlsen & Villadsen, 2008: 360). As such, these scholars
note the significance of discursive power to collaborative governance practices. This
raises critical issues of power in relation to its discursive production and how this
comes to affect the managing and organizing collaborative governance. In the
literature power elements are seen as intertwined, as negotiable and emergent and as
shaped in interaction. Nonetheless, the conceptualizing of discursive aspects and
communication in relation to producing power within this form of governance
practice can be unfolded further.

Summarizing notes: positioning present study

In the beginning of this chapter we saw how theories of collaborative governance
define it as a concept of government approaches to stakeholder-involvement in local
problem-solving and how they build general models and criteria to be tested. Then
we looked into how this kind of governance affects the theorizing of managers, their
new roles and practices. These, too, are embedded in interorganizational
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collaborations but still expected to manage and organize such practices, however, not
by the more hierarchical roles and chain of command, but now by becoming capacity
builders who manage by facilitating and designing new collaborative relationships
and work procedures. However, the challenges of this are left to be dealt with in
practice — a problematic that a stream of studies is particular concerned with. They
argue to enhance the understanding of collaborative governance through unpacking
its socially dynamic complexity and its managerial challenges in notions like
ambiguity, tangled webs, management tensions and power.

But even though such challenges are acknowledged across the literature, and by some
theorized, the idea of managing such governance practices by facilitating and
organizing collaborative designs permeates much of the conceptualizing visualized in
models and concepts, despite the built-in complexity. The weakness of a too simple
or static conception of power has already been pointed out by Purdy (2012), along
with the need to strengthen the conceptualizations of relations between power,
discourse and practice. She argues that her power framework can be deployed
multiple times, but, as noted by herself and others (Huxham & Vangen, 2005;
Karlsen & Villadsen, 2008; Brown, 2009; Metze, 2009) multiple and changing forms
of power are in play in collaborative governance practices. Therefore the
conceptualizing needs to address multiple dimensions. However, the existing
theorizing of power in relation to communication and discourse - and the ways in
which these aspects affect practices of managing and organizing collaborative
governance, can be refined.

Present study positions itself in relation to these studies. It shares the existing interest
in the challenges, which collaborative governance theory identify as confronting the
public managers’ practice in terms of complexity, paradoxes, socially dynamic
tensions and discursive power relations. Following these, I argue to dislocate the
focus from general models and managerial concepts to the constitutive dynamics and
effects emerging through the social interactions and communication associated with
managing and organizing this form of governance. Although communication and
discursive aspects are critical to collaboration, they are nevertheless under-theorized
matters that need further consideration to explore novel facets of collaborative
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governance practice and thereby refine its theory. From this position, I will therefore
argue to expand the research scope to include communication and discursive aspects
in greater detail and by means of more nuanced conceptualizations. This entails
questioning the formation of roles, of managing and organizing practices in dialectic
movements between conceptualizing and analyzing empirical data, and thereby
exploring new understandings and shedding new light on this kind of governance
practice and its emerging phenomena.

My ambition is to extend the theorizations of such governance practice and the
challenges involved in managing and organizing it - not by developing new models
or management concepts, but by expanding existing conceptualizations and adding
insight on social dynamics and power through elaborating perspectives on
organizational discourses. This, I argue, will help to hone our understanding and
exploration of the problems emerging in relation to managing and organizing
collaborative governance in practice. In this regard, I will grapple further with
unfolding the challenges of creating and making sense of new managerial roles and
the complicated organizing processes of collaborative governance, both of which are
critical matters for managers to deal with in practice, and therefore implications that
we need to theorize and unpack in greater detail. A lot more can be learned about
these issues by engaging further with them as they crystalize into specific managing
and organizing practices.
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Chapter 4
Theoretical Inspirations & Analytical Strategy
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This chapter presents the analytical strategy composed for this study and the
theoretical inspirations I draw on to do so. To develop one’s approach through
elaborating an analytical strategy and theorizing phenomena is an epistemological
stance. Hereby, the researcher acknowledges her/his work as compositions: “of a
strategy that addresses how the epistemologist will construct the observations of
others — organizations or systems — to be the object of his own observations in order
to describe the space from which he describes. From an epistemological point of view
the perspective constructs both the observer and the observed. Hence analytical
strategy as a way to stress the deliberate choice and its implications, and to highlight
that this choice could be made differently with different implications in respect of the
emerging object” (Andersen, 2003: XIII, original emphasis). Therefore, this chapter
will argue for certain choices central to developing an analytical approach at the
intersection of collaborative governance theory and organizational discourse studies.

The previous chapter found that when collaboration becomes a mean of governance
the managers are challenged by the complexity of social dynamics and power
relations of collaboration. The literature conceptualizes such complexity to be part of
larger organizational systems and depicts it in general models with boxes and arrows
of causal dynamics. In some studies it becomes managers’ new role to realize the
models and their challenges (Ansell & Torfing, 2014; Silvia, 2011). However, those
challenges imply more complicated issues than applying new concepts to practice,
and thus other studies argue for unfolding the socially dynamic tensions and power
relations of such issues (Purdy, 2012; Vangen & Winchester, 2013). They see such
aspects as producing both potentials and problems, and they argue for practice-based
theorizing of management tensions and multi-dimensional frameworks of power.
Thus, the understanding of causal dynamics is altered, although only by a few, and
even though they argue for turning to practice, to interaction and discourse, the
theorizing of communication and discursive aspects in collaborative governance is
under-developed. Consequently, discursive struggles over meanings and matters
significant to managing and organizing such governance practice are unexplored in
greater detail.
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The abovementioned studies focusing on challenges in terms of tensions and power
are points of interlocking interests, and likewise, I will approach challenges of
collaboration not as matters that managers can solve per se, but as problematics
emerging through complicated constitutive dynamics that affect the manager (and
others involved) and the organizing of this kind of governance practice. The
analytical strategy composed in the following by means of organizational discourse
perspectives allows me to explore such problems as emerging through discourse and
related social and material practices and thereby producing specific constitutive
effects on the conduct of such form of governance — in this case, in the Danish
daycare area. As will be argued in the next sections, the analytical strategy
foregrounds two conceptualizations framing the study of managing and organizing: a)
subjectification processes and the positioning of managers and b) text-conversation
dialectics and meaning negotiations in organizing. Hereby, the interest in phenomena
such as the “manager” and “organization” is dislocated from management concepts
and general models, to the discursive constructions of such phenomena and their
problems in relation to such governance practice.

So even though managers are usually seen as privileged agents who manage and
organize others’ work, the idea of autonomous agency is contested (Thomas &
Davies, 2005; Alvesson, 2010). Instead the role of managers is seen as constructed
through their positioning in subjectification processes, which entail struggles of
identity and agency. This means that managers are approached as both discursively
produced and producers (Bergstrom & Knights, 2006; Davies, 2006). Likewise, the
organization of such form of governance is seen not as a pre-existing entity or model
to be operationalized, but as accomplished through complex communicative
processes of text-conversation dialectics and meaning negotiations (Hardy,
Lawrence, & Grant, 2005; Koschmannn, Kuhn, & Pharrer, 2012). This foregrounds
the communication (broadly speaking) through which the manager is positioning and
negotiating meaning and matter with other actors to create collaborative governance
practices, their relationships, and their organizing (Fairhurst & Grant, 2010; Grant &
Marshak, 2011; Ashcraft, Kuhn, & Cooren, 2009; Kuhn & Putnam, 2014). In this
sense, discourse comprises communicative interactions of both social and material
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practices, and thus both human and non-human actors co-produce and are affected by
such constitutive dynamics.

In the following, I will shortly outline basic inspirations and current discussions in
organizational discourse studies that have affected present analytical strategy. This
leads to specific theoretical choices and their conceptualizing of central phenomena
to this study. Then I will specify my strategy by unfolding the analytical concepts of
subjectification processes, including positioning, and text-conversation dialectics,
including meaning negotiation. This, I argue, help me to develop a complex-sensitive
approach inspired by organizational discourse studies, with which I will contribute to
theorize and explore challenges of managing and organizing -collaborative
governance practices further. I will attend to the implications for methods of this
approach in the next chapter and demonstrate its potential in the articles.

Organizational discourse studies — basic inspirations and debates

The interest in discourses and their constitution of organizational phenomena has
intensified within the past 30 years in organization and management studies
(Fairhurst & Putnam, 2014; Kuhn & Putnam, 2014; Reed, 2006; Grey, 2007;
Cunliffe, 2009), although these still form a fairly marginal research stream (Hardy &
Grant, 2012). This follows a turn to language emerging across the humanities and
social sciences in the 20™ century: “In organization and management theory, this
[linguistic turn] led to an appreciation and interest in the social construction of
organizations and in all the related issues of power, knowledge, and meaning that lie
at the core of organization studies. Instead of a view on language as a conduit for
communication, language becomes something much more complex and dynamic. It
becomes an arena where organizational members communicate, while simultaneously
providing a space for the processes of organizing upon which organizations depend”
(Philips & Oswick, 2012: 441). This understanding of language, and of
communication (as more than linguistic interactions), as constitutive of the social
world has been central to incorporating social constructionist and poststructuralist
epistemologies into the study of management and organization (Grant, Hardy,
Oswick, & Putnam, 2004; Fairhurst & Grant, 2010; Jones, 2009).
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As a result, organizational discourse studies is considered a flourishing, “plurivocal”
field (Hardy & Grant, 2012; Philips & Oswick, 2012; Hardy & Grant, 2012;
Fairhurst & Putnam, 2014). Although this field comprise a multi-facetted body of
knowledge, it is demarcated by somewhat common interests in challenging “the
commonplace assumption that causal forces are rooted in either ‘subjective’ or
‘objective’ features of the social world — indeed, they reject the dualism of subject
and object and assert that experience is not best understood as a psychological
phenomenon. They argue instead that the processes of meaning formation that
produce social reality are already linguistically conditioned and, thus, that our
experiences of subjects, objects, contexts and organizations can never be separated
from language and the power relationships embedded in it” (Kuhn & Putnam, 2014:
414). This stresses an anti-realist epistemological stance by which organizational
phenomena are seen neither as subjective nor as objective matters, but rather as
effects of meaning formations — and thus the interest is in the discursive powers
produced to form meanings and matters of particular phenomena, and the analytical
attention turns to examining such constitutive dynamics and effects (Hardy, 2004;
Grant, Hardy, Oswick, & Putnam, 2004; Grant & Iedema, 2005).

In this field, a common definition often states that: “discourse comprises sets of
statements that bring social objects into being (Parker, 1992) and, in using the term
organizational discourse, refers to structured collections of texts that bring
organizationally related objects into being as they are produced, disseminated and
consumed” (Hardy, 2004: 416; see also Philips & Oswick, 2012: 436; Grant &
Marshak, 2011: 208; Fairhurst & Putnam, 2014: 272; Hardy & Thomas, 2014a: 324).
This implies an interest in understanding and exploring the ways in which
organizational reality comes into being, and thus, examining the constitutive
dynamics and effects becomes a central point of analysis. But this exceeds the purely
linguistic; these sets of statements are structured in collections of texts, making texts
a primary analytical point, but “texts” does not refer just to text in terms of, e.g.,
written documents. Texts comprise various forms of symbolic inscriptions like
written documents, talk and interaction, pictures, charts, installations, etc., and are
thus considered more than linguistic building blocks; they include all sorts of
symbolic inscriptions and related practices of meaning making that may be spoken,
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written, visualized, or otherwise materialized communications shaping particular
organizational subjects and objects (see definitions referred to above). Thus, the
attention on the constitution processes and their effects concerns various
communicative practices that enact, reproduce, resist, or change discourses in the
making of organizational life (Mumby, 2011; Fairhurst & Putnam, 2014; Kuhn &
Putnam, 2014). Nonetheless, the predominantly linguistic focus in organizational
discourse studies remains a point of critique, which I will shortly touch upon now.

Although these common tenants saturate much of the work, the methodological and
analytical approaches used in organizational discourse studies vary a great deal —
hence the expression of a “plurivocal” field (Hardy & Grant, 2012; Fairhurst &
Grant, 2010; Philips & Oswick, 2012). But this plurivocality is also subject to
discussion and critique, and in relation to developing my approach and the choices
central to present analytical strategy, two interrelated debates have been particularly
relevant. One is concerned with the multiple discourse concepts, whether we need to
unify their determinism or relativism and specify analytical levels (Iedema, 2011,
Mumby, 2011; Hardy & Grant, 2012; Kuhn 2012; Alvesson & Kirreman, 2011a;
2011b), and the other with specifying the relations of discourse and materiality in
constituting organizational phenomena (Putnam, 2014; Hardy & Thomas, 2014;
Fairhurst & Putnam, 2014; Ashcraft, Kuhn, & Cooren, 2009). I will shortly refer to
them here because they reconsider central definitions and concepts — and thus have
had direct influence on my approach.

These debates discuss the variety of co-existing but sometimes contradicting
definitions and concepts (Grant & Iedema, 2005). Questions are raised concerning
the potentials or restraints of different definitions, the following variations of
analytical levels, and whether the lack of common concepts is problematic or
generative (Leclercq-Vandelannoitte, 2011; Fairhurst & Grant, 2010). For example,
Alvesson and Kéarreman (2011a; 2011b) claim that plural discourse concepts form a
“messy confusion” (p. 1134) and advocate for unified definitions of macro/micro
levels of discourse (Discourse/discourse). They argue for three analytical strategies
by which to deal with the problems that, according to them, include reductionism,
overpacking, and colonization (2011a). Mumby (2011), Iedema (2011), and Hardy
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and Grant (2012) reply with counterpoints by referring to multiple studies that show
the richness and potential of various discourse studies and definitions as generative
for developing novel understandings of organizational phenomena. As Hardy and
Grant (2012: 561) express it: “If the study of organizational discourse is to continue
to generate new knowledge, then establishing boundaries between discourse and
Discourse, between discursivity and materiality, and between discourse and practice
is more likely to hinder us than help us.” This particular debate is useful because it
provides critical grounds to qualify choices of theory, analytical concepts, and
methods, which I will return to shortly.

Related are discussions of the relationship between discourse and materiality
(Putnam, 2014; Hardy & Thomas, 2014; Philips & Oswick, 2012; Ashcraft, Kuhn, &
Cooren, 2009; Iedema, 2007). Thereby, the conceptualizing and exploration of the
co-constitutive interrelation of discourse and materiality are contested. These efforts
are still developing, and in a recent literature review of organizational discourse
studies, Philips and Oswick (2012: 470) stress that: “The problem is not just the need
to work across levels that has been so often discussed, but also working across
epistemological positions to move to a position that embraces the “discourse and
materiality” and the “discourse as materiality” positions”. In this piece, they call for
developing research practices that integrate both discursive and material aspects of
organizational phenomena. Through the debates, these scholars discuss advancements
in terms of combining theory, analytics, and methodology across divisions of more or
less determining relations of macro/micro, discourse/materiality, and single/ multi-
methods. T will use their points and counterpoints when developing my approach
further.

Central definitions: Discourse, practice, and materiality

From my point of view, the revitalizing of central questions in organizational
discourse studies portrays the variety of concepts and a certain room for
maneuvering. By unifying concepts, scholarly divisions may be stressed accordingly
with the risk of limiting theoretical developments and analytical creativity, when
approaching organizational discourses by their complex qualities (Mumby, 2011:
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1153). Thus, I have seen the debates as a palette of discourse scholar positions in a
“field of possibilities” (Barad, 2003: 819). Thereby, I use the discussions to qualify
my theoretical choices and their analytical implications and to develop fruitful
methods in relation to the phenomena in question. This has resulted in a strategy
where 1 combine organizational discourse studies, including the communicative
constitution of organization perspectives (CCO), with poststructuralist psychology to
study the challenges of managing and organizing collaborative governance practices.

When focusing on constitutive dynamics and effects of discourse, I draw on a broad
discourse notion inspired by Foucault (1969; 1994a; 1994b) and readings of him
(Howarth, 2000; Barad, 2003; Hardy & Thomas, 2014b; Hall, 2001). This involves a
shift of focus on discourse from a purely linguistic matter to power relations of
discourse, practice and materiality and the ways in which they construct objects and
subjects (Foucault, 1980). It implies an understanding of power as productive and
generative by its functioning through discursive power/knowledge complexes; the
ways in which knowledge is constructed and becomes defining of the social reality,
of what is considered true — which happens through discourse (Hard & Philips, 2004;
Hall, 2001): “(T)here are manifold relations of power which permeate, characterize
and constitute the social body, and these relations of power cannot themselves be
stablished, consolidated nor implemented without production, accumulation,
circulation and functioning of a discourse” (Foucault, 1998: 93). This notion of
power is very complex, and I will not assume to unpack it in full detail here, instead I
refer to studies dedicated for that matter (Hardy & Philips, 2004; Hall, 2001; Mumby
& Stohl, 1991; van Dijk, 2008). Instead I will relate to how it affects the study of
organizational discourse, and, drawing on these, how it is important to present study.

In “The Archaeology of Knowledge” (Foucault, 1969: 120-121), Foucault explains
that discourse is a group of statements in which relations of objects, subjects, and
normative positions are practiced both socially and materially, and thus assign
particular modalities of existence. This is unfolded by Hall, stressing (2001: 72) that
“it is about language and practice. It attempts to overcome the traditional distinction
between what one says (language) and what one does (practice). [J]ust as discourse
‘rules in’ certain ways of talking about a topic, defining an acceptable and intelligible
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way to talk, write, or conduct oneself, so also, by definition it ‘rules out’ other ways.”
This means that discourse creates conditions for, and is in turn reproduced or changed
by the formation of, certain meanings and matters of coming to existence through
language in both social and material practices.

This point is elaborated by Karen Barad, who stresses the performativity of discourse
by rejecting it as a synonym for language (2003: 819): “To think of discourse as mere
spoken or written words forming descriptive statements is to enact the mistake of
representationalist thinking. Discourse is not what is said; it is that which constrains
and enables what can be said. Discursive practices define what count as meaningful
statements. Statements are not the mere utterances of the originating consciousness of
a unified subject; rather, statements and subjects emerge from a field of possibilities.
This field of possibilities is not static or singular but rather is a dynamic and
contingent multiplicity.” Hereby, she argues, like Hall (2001), that discourses are
working through practice in tensions of constraining and enabling action and thereby
define what count as meaningful/meaningless practices in the making of subjects
within an array of possibilities. In doing so, discourse is performative through both
social and material practices.

I find both Hall’s and Barad’s definitions resourceful as readings of Foucault.
Furthermore, they align much with the definitions often used in organizational
discourse studies earlier mentioned and elsewhere given as: “discourses are
collections of interrelated texts and practices that ‘systematically form the object of
which they speak’ (Foucault, 1972, p. 291)” (Hardy & Thomas, 2014a: 324) — such
as, e.g., the manager or the organizing of a certain form of governance. As baseline
definitions, I find them important to demarcate my position and its implications for
analytical strategy in relation to the aforementioned debates. Even though the existing
discourse definitions often describe discourse as collections of texts and related
practices of production, distribution, and consumption (see, e.g., Hardy, 2004: 416;
Grant & Marshak, 2011: 208; Philips & Oswick, 2012: 436; Fairhurst & Putnam,
2014: 272), and although sets of statements and texts are considered not just
linguistic building blocks but as all sorts of symbolic inscriptions and related social
and material practices, it can be a point of misunderstanding. At least the critique of
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overemphasizing the power of language is still present, maybe because “texts” has a
linguistic connotation, maybe because organizational discourse studies are still
challenged in their presentation of discourse by other means than linguistic in the
traditional journal articles (Iedema, 2007). This has been a challenge for me, because
showing other aspects of social and material practices in, e.g., photographs requires
openness from the journal and a lot of space for explanations on top of analyses.

Nonetheless, this demands that we to stress these aspects further (Hardy & Thomas,
2014b). With regard to the discussions on discourse and materiality, I have found it
critical to supplement the common definition of sets of texts with discourse notions
that stress its power production as working through social and material practices. For
this purpose, I found Hall’s and Barad’s conceptualizations useful as they stress these
aspects: its performativity as a constitutive dynamic working in movements of the
becoming actors and realities through their social and material embedding. This is
useful in the study of public managers and collaborative governance practices
because it helps to approach the challenges of new managerial roles and emerging
ways of organizing governance practice, by the ways that the practices of actors
(human and non-human) make sense of, reproduce, change, and struggle over
meaning and matters. This aligns with the abovementioned definitions, and as such
emphasizes the works of discourse through both social and material practices of texts,
bodies, spaces, and also working methods and procedures.

Inspired by these definitions, I approach organizational discourse as collections of
texts and related (social and material) practices that bring an object into being
through their production, distribution, and consumption. This then takes discourse to
saturate the social and material by the way these aspects come to mean something
and matter to the subject at hand, in this case the public managers and the managing
and organizing of collaborative governance practices. However, it does not mean that
discourses “bear down in a deterministic way [but they] are instantiated over time as
multiple actors engage in local practices that help to normalize and diffuse them”
(Hardy & Thomas, 2014a: 321). Thereby, the relations between micro and macro,
and between organizational discourses and agency, are not constitutive dynamics that
are determined by the pre-analytical conceptualization. Rather, I argue that by
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focusing on the constitution of particular phenomena when analyzing, we can
determine how the dynamics play out locally and whether micro/macro distinctions
are invoked and thus become relevant attentions (Kuhn, 2012). As such, I echo
conceptions of discourse as working in local practices, which can be scaled up to
work across time and space and produce a “macro” construction of organizations
(Hardy, 2004; Cooren, Kuhn, Cornelissen, & Clark, 2011).

These points echoes some perspectives on the communicative constitution of
organization (CCO) — a stream that stresses communication in particular as the point
of analysis to study constitutive dynamics and their effects in terms of creating
organizing and “the organization” (Kuhn & Putnam, 2014). CCO argues that
communication is the central process through which the discursive and material
constitute organizational realities. In so doing, they redefine organizational
communication as an “ongoing, situated, and embodied process whereby human and
non-human agencies interpenetrate ideation and materiality toward meanings that
are tangible and axial to organizational existence and organizing phenomena”
(Ashcraft, Kuhn, & Cooren, 2009: 34, original emphasis). Thereby, they argue to
study discourse and its material aspects in communicative actions and events, through
which organizations and organizing are constituted in more or less ordered manners
(Cooren, Kuhn, Cornelissen, & Clark, 2011; Kuhn & Putnam, 2014). This means that
we can see discourse as working through communication, which, in CCO’s broad
definition, includes both social and material practices. Thus, analyzing the works of
discourse through communication elucidates how meanings and matters are produced
and affect the making of organizations in specific ways.

These understandings and definitions respond to the debates and draw in particular on
organizational discourse studies that stress both social and material practices through
which discourse works (Philips & Oswick, 2012; Hardy & Thomas, 2014b; Mumby,
2011; Kuhn & Putnam, 2014), making materiality a potential part of the study
depending on the ways in which the phenomena is playing out. Materiality include,
e.g., written documents, booklets, meeting minutes — but also technologies, bodies,
spaces etc. Furthermore, I am inspired by the studies that do not conceptualize static
relations between micro and macro, and between discourse and agency, but instead
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approach these relations as constitutive dynamics, of which the analyses determine
their power production and effects and whether micro and macro distinctions are
important (Kuhn, 2012; Cooren, Kuhn, Cornelissen, & Clark, 2011). This allows me
to direct the analytical attention to the discursive constructions as they are emerging
through various social and material practices and create, reproduce, change, or resist
meanings in the making of managers and collaborative governance realities.

Returning briefly to the notion of power, it is important to stress that power, in this
sense, is not considered a possession, a static state, or to be secured by a formal chain
of command in a governance setting (Purdy, 2012; Hardy, Lawrence, & Grant, 2005;
Koschmann, Kuhn, & Pharrer, 2012, Hall, 2001). Rather, the power relations critical
to this study is taken to be produced through discourse when actors engage in the
production, dissemination, and consumption of texts and thereby construct the
meanings and matters of their reality and in effect create that reality — in this case
collaborative governance in daycare (Mumby, 2011; Hardy & Thomas, 2014b;
2014a; Thomas, Sargent & Hardy, 2011).

“Discourse works to produce particular meanings, as a result of which particular
kinds of objects and subjects become ‘known” (Hardy & Thomas, 20144), which
implicates that certain ways of talking, thinking and practicing becomes ‘right’ or
‘wrong’ and thus affect the formation of actors and organizations — this point I will
return to in the next section. As such, the power relations of discourse have
disciplining and normalizing effects, but not in a determining way: “[PJower can be
conceived neither as located purely in individual actions (as in ‘power to’ or ‘power
over’) nor as a deterministic feature of organizational structure, but rather must be
viewed as constructed through and instantiated in the discursive practices which
structure organizational life.” (Mumby & Stohl, 1991: 317). Thereby the attention
turns to how discursive power relations are (re-)produced, resisted and changed in
more and less interactions between actors (human and non-human), as they produce
meanings. As such, discourse and its relations of “[pJower is never complete and,
instead, is always open to the possibilities of resistance as actors struggle to maintain
or promote their preferred meanings” (Thomas, Sargent & Hardy, 2011: 24). In this
way, the power relations of discourse, practice and materiality entail a constructive
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and creative potential of resistance and renegotiation as actors struggle over
meanings and matters of their realities — in this case collaborative governance in
daycare.

Developing the approach: Analytical conceptualizing

Following these theoretical inspirations and definitions, I develop my analytical
strategy through three conceptualizations relating specifically to the phenomena
questioned in chapter 1, namely the challenges of public managers emerging through
discursive constructions of collaborative governance. The first supporting research
question concerns method-developments, which I attend to in the next chapter. The
second one questions the managers’ role, for which I use the concepts of
subjectification and positioning. The third question concerns the organizing of such
kind governance design in practice, for which I use the concepts of text-conversation
and meaning negotiations. To do so, I draw on studies on managerial subjectivity in
relation to, e.g., NPM discourses (Thomas & Davies, 2005; Leonard & Halford,
2006; Ainsworth, Grant, & Iedema, 2009; Alvesson, 2010) combined with
poststructuralist psychology (Davies, 2006; Hojgaard & Sendergaard, 2011), and on
discourse studies concerned with interorganizational collaboration and organizational
change, although these are not concerned specifically with public management
(Hardy, Lawrence, & Grant, 2005; Koschmannn, Kuhn & Pharrer, 2012; Thomas,
Sargent & Hardy, 2011; Grant & Marshak, 2011; Buchanan & Dawson, 2007).

Analyzing the role of public managers: Subjectification processes & positioning

Even though managers are usually seen as privileged agents whose role is to manage
and organize others’ work, the idea of autonomous agency is generally contested in
organizational discourse studies (Thomas & Davies, 2005; Bergstrom & Knights,
2006; Cunliffe, 2009; Alvesson, 2010). Following this, my interest in managers’ roles
is displaced from an understanding of the actor — in this case, managers — as having
an essential identity, a core self. Managers are instead seen as socially constructed
and relational subjects, which is why the attention shifts to their subject formation
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and the construction of identity and agency (Thomas & Davies, 2005; Ainsworth,
Grant, & Iedema, 2009). This involves turning toward the discursive constraints and
enablement of subject positions created through discursive struggles over meanings
and matters of self, by which managerial identity and agency take form — in this case,
in relation to collaborative governance practices. For this study, I conceptualize the
constitutive dynamics of organizational discourse and managerial subjectivity
through subjectification processes because this concept pays particular attention to
the emerging identity and agency, which is relevant in relation to approaching
discursive aspects of the new role of managers and the following challenges, assumed
in the collaborative governance literature.

Subjectification has been theorized as a concept to analyze power relations of
discourse and subjective agency with reference to Foucault (Bergstrom & Knights,
2006; Foucault, 1994: 326-348; Butler, 1997) but with varying degrees of
determinism between discourse and subjects and with macro/micro distinctions
(Alvesson, 2010). The perspective on subjectification, which I draw on here, sees the
subject not as a micro actor determined by macro discourses, but rather as an ongoing
process of subjective becoming through power-producing relations of organizational
discourse and subjectivity forming tensions of agentic constraints and enablement
(Davies, 2006). This relies on elaborations of Foucault’s subjectivity concept,
wherein discursive subjection and agency work simultaneously as: “subject to
someone else by control and dependence, and tied to his own identity by a conscience
or self-knowledge. Both meanings suggest a form of power that subjugates and
makes subject to” (Foucault 1994: 331). Hence, a tension is intrinsic to the
constitution of identity and agency working simultaneously through intersecting
discourses and materialities (Hojgaard & Sendergaard, 2011).

For elaboration, I draw on Bronwyn Davies (2006), who quotes Butler in her
reworking of Foucault’s theorizing of “The Subject and Power” (1994b). Davies
(2006: 426) argues: “In becoming that possible subject, however, it reiterates and
confirms those conditions that make it, and go on making it, possible. Those
conditions of possibility are embedded not in discourse alone, but in mutually
constitutive social acts: “At the most intimate levels, we are social; we are comported
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toward a 'you'; we are outside ourselves, constituted in cultural norms that precede
and exceed us, given over to a set of cultural norms and a field of power that
condition us fundamentally” (Butler, 2004a, p. 45). This should not be confused with
a determinism in which subjects are passively and inevitably shaped according to one
set of discursive practices within a monolithic moral order. Butler’s subjects have
agency, albeit a radically conditioned agency, in which they can reflexively and
critically examine their conditions of possibility and in which they can both subvert
and eclipse the powers that act on them and which they enact: “[T]o claim that the
subject is constituted is not to claim that it is determined; on the contrary, the
constituted character of the subject is the very precondition of its agency”.

Drawing on this, I see subjectification processes as the constitutive dynamics through
which identity and agency are constructed by means of organizational discourses.
This occurs in the struggle over meanings and matters to demarcate and negotiate
particular subject positions made available in various communicative practices (both
social and material) of positioning, which thus become the point of analysis. In such
conceptualization lies an empirical dependency; the phenomenon of, e.g., managers
cannot be explored without engaging in the specific communication in which certain
empirically embedded meanings and matters are made significant to, in this case
managerial subjects in relation to collaborative governance practices. It is in the
situated communications that discourse is forming subjectification processes through
positioning acts, and so discourse becomes resourceful to construct particular
identities and agency in that situation. Therefore, the analysis will concern the
situated struggles over meaning and matters of, in this case, managing collaborative
governance practices, by which the constitutive dynamics and effects of discourse
will be indicated and thus whether analyzing micro/macro levels are relevant to that
specific case.

Like other organizational discourse studies of managerial identity and subjectivity, I
find poststructuralist and social constructionist theorizing in psychology inspiring
(Thomas & Davies, 2005; Fairhurst, 2007). To analyze subjectification processes and
their production of identity and agency, I use the concept of positioning (Davies,
2000; 2006; Harré, Moghaddam, Cairnie, Rothbart & Sabat, 2009) as the analytical
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tool. Positioning is a discursive practice performing both subjection and agency.
Positioning refers to the changing practices in which subjects form clusters of
normative meanings and identify with such and thereby condition themselves, but
also become agentic. This means that subjects through their communication negotiate
and change actual and possible positions: “Change in positioning can change the
meanings of the actions people are performing, since beliefs about positions partly
determine the illocutionary force of members’ actions. Change in the meanings of
actions can consequently modify, sometimes drastically, the storylines that are taken
to be unfolding” (Harré, Moghaddam, Cairnie, Rothbart & Sabat, 2009: 10). Many of
these practices are “recognizable, conventional, collective and social procedures
through which character, self, identity, the psychological, the emotional, motives,
intentions and beliefs are performed, formulated and constituted” (Wetherell, 2008:
80).

This involves studying the ways in which the actor — in the present study, the
manager — is categorized through discourse; how managers categorize themselves
and others, how they are categorized in texts, including what is included/excluded in
these characteristic subject positions, how they become value-laden (e.g. what counts
as good/bad, meaningful/meaningless, easy/hard etc. ) and with which effects in the
discursive practices of those subject positions (Davies & Harré, 1990; Sendergaard,
2000). Furthermore, it means to study such acts of how positioning identification and
subscription to the categorized subject positions, or to nuance or even resist it
(Thomas & Davies, 2005). This include following positioning acts in various
discursive practices, including both social and material communication. In other
words how managers talk about themselves and others, how they and their work in
relation to collaborative governance is described in documents and how they enact
themselves prior to and during collaborations, as well as how they are positioned
bodily and spatial. For example where they are placing themselves at tables in
meetings. Moreover, it also includes studying how this relates to public management
literature about the manager, insofar as the positioning acts invoke broader macro-
discourses, that may be unfolded through literature-mirroring (this point is explained
further in the next chapter in the sections on data-analysis).
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In this regard, the analytical strategy is to approach the challenges involved in
managing collaborative governance practices and their effects on the role of
managers through the concept of subjectification. Thereby, I see the role of managers
as constituted through struggles over meanings and matters of particular subject
positions, whereby situated identity and agency are constructed. This is analyzed in
various communicative practices of positioning, including what agency is gained
through certain ways of positioning and the restraining and/or enabling practice
conditions created thereby. In relation to present study, this involves studying the
communication through which public managers (or communication about them) use
particular value-laden categories, their constitutive effects in relation to their work of
collaborating with others and to their role, and the challenges this involves in relation
to managing collaborative governance practices. This part of the analytical strategy is
applied in article 2, and the analytical processes related to it are further explained in
the next chapter in the section on analysis.

Analyzing the organizing of collaborative governance: Text-conversation and
meaning negotiations

Referring to the discourse perspective outlined earlier, the phenomenon of
collaborative governance as an “organization” is not approached as a clearly
demarcated, pre-discursive organizational design or model. Rather, it is seen as
emerging in effect of discursive practices, moving the central analytical interests to
the constitutive dynamics, through which texts and related practices interrelate across
time and space to organize particular local reality constructions of collaborative
governance. With this approach to the phenomenon of collaborative governance, and
more specifically to analyzing the challenges related to accomplishing such
organizational designs in practice, I am particularly inspired by a few organizational
discourse studies on collaborative communication, including a CCO perspective
(Hardy, Lawrence, & Grant, 2005; Koschmannn, Kuhn, & Pharrer, 2012), as well as
a few studies on the discursive aspects of organizational change (Thomas, Sargent, &
Hardy, 2011; Buchanan & Dawson, 2007; Grant & Marshak, 2011).
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As mentioned, CCO (Ashcraft, Kuhn, & Cooren, 2009; Cooren, Kuhn, Cornelissen,
& Clark, 2011) integrates discourse perspectives with practice theory and actor-
network theory: “In this approach, scholars focus on ‘the’ organization as manifested
in discursive practices and in the meanings that actors construct for what is
considered ‘organizational’. Scholars examine how organizations and organizing
practices become an accomplishment, a more or less fragile creation that has an ever-
present potential for contestation and that is produced, sustained, and altered in
meaning-generating practices based on linguistic distinctions” (Kuhn & Putnam,
2014: 424, original emphasis). This entails approaching the study of ‘organizations’
as they are becoming through complexes of communicative processes and practices
forming and changing in effect of various agencies relating and entangling in the
making of specific organizational images, representations, events, procedures etc.

These studies stress that order and convergence of meanings are not necessarily
expected to shape the organizing. In CCO thinking this is inscribed by a focus on the
“simultaneous possibility of disjuncture, dissonance, and dilemma. Organizations, in
turn, are often portrayed as heterogeneous sites of conflicted communicative practice,
evident in tensions, paradoxes, and contradictions [...]. Thus, understanding the
nature of organizing requires turning to disorganization” (Kuhn & Putnam, 2014:
436). Instead of assuming that organizations are characterized primarily by orderly
and well-organized work, this emphasizes their equally disorganized nature,
demanding attention to this as well (Tretheway & Ashcraft, 2004; Kuhn & Burke,
2014). This stresses the relational agency, the incompleteness and ambiguous claims
on practice, by which discourse through means of communication is taken to form
(dis-)organizing/organizations.

Inspired by this, I approach the constitutive processes of a collaborative governance
organizations — or ‘design’ as it is denoted in collaborative governance theory and
practice (Ansell & Torfing, 2014; Vangen, Hayes & Cornforth, 2014) by its
discursive constructions emerging through communication spanning across various
actors, time and space. Thereby I will dislocate the attention from the existing
contingency models and design concepts to study the ways in which collaborative
governance becomes organized through everyday interactions as well as in formal
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events and thereby possibly constitute certain ‘designs’. For the further analytical
conceptualizing, two streams of studies become especially interesting — one on
collaborative communication and one on change (Hardy, Lawrence, & Grant, 2005;
Koschmann, Kuhn, & Pharrer, 2012, Thomas, Sargent, & Hardy, 2011; Grant &
Marshak, 2011).

The first stream of studies is inspiring as they conceptualize interorganizational
collaboration, although not related to public organizations specifically. They both
conceptualize analytical models on collaborative communication, on in relation to
understanding effective collaboration (Hardy, Lawrence, & Grant, 2005), the other in
relation to value-production in partnerships (Koschmann, Kuhn, & Pharrer, 2012).
Most importantly to present strategy, however, is their unfolding of text-conversation
dialectics, as useful to understand the constitutive dynamics of discourse in relation
to interorganizational collaboration. The analytics of text-conversation is
conceptualized as follows: “Conversations are observable interactions - the “site”
where organization is accomplished and experienced [...]. Texts, in turn, are the
symbolic “surface” upon and through which conversations develop; they are how
organizational forms are identified, described and represented. Texts can be
figurative and metaphorical, such as cross-sector partnership’s implicit norms of
operation, or they can be relatively concrete inscriptions of procedures, as in a cross-
sector partnership’s bylaws or a memorandum of understanding” (Koschmannn,
Kuhn, & Pharrer, 2012: 335).

As such, the analysis of discursive constructions through text-conversation dialectics
is directed toward the ways that interrelated texts are (re-)produced, disseminated,
used and possibly changed through participants’ conversations and other
communications. Furthermore, also to how the interrelations build up across actors
time and space and thus become an emerging formation of particular — in this case
collaborative processes and events. Moreover, these studies are inspiring as they
stress a nuanced conception of conversations and dialogue as not necessarily
consensus-driven or emancipating, but as infused with discursive tensions between
different, even conflicting and competing understandings and constructions affecting
the meaning negotiations prior to or during collaborations: “participants hold
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different (and often deeply opposed) position; the “generative mechanism” of
intersubjective meaning making is “the interplay of different, often opposing, voices”
(Koschmannn, Kuhn, & Pharrer, 2012: 340, citing Baxter, 2006: 105). This is
important when studying collaborative governance, because the dialogues and social
interactions of collaboration are hoped to produce potential solutions to shared
problems and even consensus in decision making, which the collaborative
governance literature conceptualizes as organizational design issues (Vangen, Hayes,
& Cornforth, 2014; Ansell & Torfing, 2014). The above described understanding can
therefore help to direct the analysis toward the “generative mechanisms” of
communication including both convergence and divergence in meanings — and how
this produces the emerging organizing of collaborative governance designs locally.
Thus, 1 will explore the works of discourse when managers seek to organize
collaborative governance designs — including the challenges arising, by following the
patterns of texts and conversations and their constitutive effects.

With this interest, the meaning negotiations become central, as such embody the
generative potential of discursive tensions between diverging and converging
meanings. To conceptualize this matter, another relevant stream of studies concerned
with change is useful. They approach change as multi-story processes emerging in
ongoing meaning negotiations connected to power-resistance relations (Thomas,
Sargent, & Hardy, 2011; Buchanan & Dawson, 2007; Grant & Marshak, 2011). The
meanings of a change program, such as a collaborative governance initiative, are
negotiated in interactions between involved actors relating to relevant discursive
resources and producing discursive tensions insofar as diverging meanings are
voiced. As meanings are negotiated in conversations and produce discursive tensions
with regard of affecting the issues, they become infused with resistance, although not
necessarily in a destructive or repressive way (Thomas, Sargent & Hardy, 2011).
Rather - inspired by Foucault — these studies see the resistance as generative; it can
both become restringing and enabling, and thereby affect and change the local
discursive constructions (Mumby, 2005). As such, the negotiations are both active
parts and effects of text-conversation dialectic, and they become useful points of
analysis.
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These concepts entail studying the communicative actions occurring in everyday
organizational life — and in relation to present study, in particular in the interactions
concerning the organizing of collaborative governance designs, as they emerge across
actors, time and space in the cases. More specifically, this includes examining the
interrelation of communicative actions that concern the organizing of such
governance form, e.g. where is this topic, which meetings and in which documents,
how are decisions being taken, how are they retained and accounted for, taken up
again and possibly changed, what actions are associated, and which events are taking
place along the way. As such, following text-conversation dialectics demands
analyzing communicative practices and events across actors, time and space in order
for one to examine how the situated discursive constructions may be retained,
negotiated, reproduced or changed with effects that go beyond the situation. This may
help unfold how collaborative governance as an organizational construction comes
into existing through practice, rather than as a pre-discursive design construct.
Thereby, the analysis of text-conversation and meaning negotiations may unfold the
emerging processes of collaborative governance as discursive constructions, and in so
doing examining discursive aspects of central design issues conceptualized in
collaborative governance theory in terms of social dynamics, power, decision making
etc. This part of the analytical strategy is applied in article 3, and the analytical
processes related to it are further explained in the next chapter in the section on
analysis.

Summarizing notes: An analytical strategy for a complex-sensitive approach

When one is developing an analytical strategy, the theoretical inspirations and
definitions imply certain approaches to phenomena; thus it is an epistemological
stance that positions both the researched and the researcher (Andersen, 2003). In
present study, I draw on existing organizational discourse studies to define
organizational discourse as collections of texts and related (social and material)
practices that bring organizational objects into being through their production,
distribution, and consumption. This stresses that discourse works through the social
and material by the way these aspects are made significant to the issues in question,

929



in this case, public managers and their work to manage and organize collaborative
governance practices. Consequently, these phenomena and the problematics they
embody are seen as discursive constructions, and the attention turns to
communicative interactions and the ways in which this has constitutive effects on
managerial roles, agency, and organizing — by which the “manager” and
“organization” of collaborative governance come into existence.

The analytical strategy developed with inspiration from organizational discourse
studies, comprises two analytical conceptualizations: One is subjectification
processes to study the challenges of managerial roles as matters of creating identity
and agency by positioning. The other conceptualization is concerned with the
emerging processes of organizing by means of text-conversation dialectics and
meaning negotiations. This, I have argued, allows me to explore the challenges by the
ways they emerge through relations of discourse, practice, and materiality and
thereby get constitutive effects on managerial roles, and ways of managing and
organizing this governance form — in this case in cases from the Danish daycare area.

In implies an attention to constitutive dynamics and effects as they emerge and
create, reproduce, change, or resist meanings in the making of such governance
practices. However, it does not mean that discourses determine such phenomena pre-
analytically, but rather that the local practices show how discourses are instantiated
across time and space as actors co-produce and diffuse them. This demands being
sensitive to the complexities of discourse in social and material practice, and thereby
unfold how the dynamics play out locally and constitute particular phenomena. Such
attention can be cultivated in both analytical conceptualizations of present strategy,
with which I will work in “conversation” with my data (Sendergaard, 2000). This
involves critically considering the ways in which present analytical strategy directs
my attention and lets me see some challenges of public managers and organizing of
collaborative governance while not seeing others. The analytical processes thus entail
dialectic movements between these conceptual understandings, the analytical
attentions they imply, and the empirical communications, in order to allow empirical
“voices” to elucidate meanings and matters relevant to challenges of collaborative
governance, which I go into in the next chapter.
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With the analytical strategy presented here, I aim to develop a complex-sensitive
approach with which to contribute to theorizing and exploring the discursive aspects
of managing and organizing collaborative governance practices further. This is
complementary to collaborative governance theory because complexity is presumed
to characterize and problematize its practice — which, as we saw in the previous
chapter, is conceptualized in design and implementation issues of general models that
are to be handled by the new role of managers. But in so doing, I grapple with central
concepts and responds to debates in organizational discourse studies especially
concerning discourse and materiality, and multi-method approaches, which I now
turn to.
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Chapter 5
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This chapter presents the methodological considerations, the research design and
methods developed prior to and during fieldwork, as well as the processes of data-
analysis. Furthermore, it includes the first article of the dissertation. As such, it offers
an overview of a long and sometimes messy process of moving between research
methods in fieldwork, literature reading, theorizing, and analyzing. This may sound
smoothly iterative, but it has been a more and less ordered process — a point I will
discuss along the way. It requires balance to communicate such research processes in
a way that gives the reader the right information to understand the methodological
choices and their implications for data collection and analysis, so he or she can
critically follow and evaluate the research processes and outcomes without having to
be told every little detail. Knowing that this presentation could be told differently, I
hope to compose one here with enough information about the methodological
inspirations and research design choices to discuss both potentials and problems of
my study, without overwhelming the reader.

So in the following, I will present the research design, the methods developed in
fieldwork, and how this produced data on collaborative governance practice in
daycare. Then the analytical processes are presented to show movements between
open and focused coding, theorizing, and literature reading in relation to article
writing. However, I will first explain the initial methodological positioning that
became the basis of my research design, which I will return to at the end of the
chapter in relation to discussing my role as researcher. In continuation of this, the
first article of the dissertation appears, as it concerns potentials and challenges of
developing methods to approach the multimodality of organizational discourse
through ethnographic fieldwork.

Methodological considerations

In the previous chapters, I presented the puzzles of the present study, namely the
discursively produced constitutive dynamics and effects emerging though public
managers’ work to manage and organize collaborative governance. I presented the
problematics in terms of the empirical setting of quality-management innovation in
the Danish daycare sector (chapter 2), in terms of collaborative governance theory
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(chapter 3), and in terms of the organizational discourse studies that inspire my
conceptualizations for the analytical strategy (chapter 4). As elucidated thereby, my
approach is based on anti-realist perspectives and epistemological stances, which also
affect the methodological considerations. At the most basic level, this means that |
have not constructed a research design to apply methods that produce data of a fixed
reality to be represented in a certain way to uncover the truth about the phenomena
(Fairhurst & Grant, 2010; Cunliffe, 2003). Rather, it means that I have developed a
qualitative research design to produce rich data with which to explore the challenges
of empirically embedded complexities discursively produced through the working
life of public managers and collaborative governance practices in order to theorize
and discuss the ways in this constitutes managerial subjectivities and ways of
organizing such kind of governance.

With this interest, I position myself in a tension; on the one hand, I see the everyday
life of the empirical reality constructions as crucial qualities to access through
fieldwork. On the other, I acknowledge the research design, data collection, and
analyses as compositions with which I participate in co-producing the phenomena
and inscribed problems (Andersen, 2003). Thus, I do not assume that empirical
problems are represented and accounted for unmediated as they are per se “out
there”; the way I go about approaching them is part of constructing them, and thus I
include myself as co-productive prior to, during, and after data-collection (Philips,
Kristiansen, Vehvildinen, & Gunnarsson, 2013; Buchanan & Dawson, 2007;
Fairhurst & Grant 2010). That being said, articulating the design choices and method
developments done throughout fieldwork is all the more important to show how they
produced data and how they are used analytically. In the following I will first
mention what my research design choices were inspired by and then present the
design and fieldwork.

Research design: Discourse-based and ethnographic approaches

In 2010 I became part of a cross-disciplinary research team* that was partly funded to
study the work of the two municipalities involved in the partnership presented in
chapter 2. Although the site selection was determined by the partnership, the
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researchers had free choice of methods, so the first task was to develop a research
design. With a master’s degree in social sciences and an interest in education
management, I knew the field of public management only in relation to education and
from mainstream discussions in media. Therefore, my knowledge of new public
management and new public governance discourses and the tendencies of
collaborative governance in relation to public problem-solving and innovation was
limited. Thus, I informed my research design by reading literature about public
management and collaborative governance to get familiar with the vocabulary and
with central issues that could be of use to my design and help me when entering the
field.

The literature searches done initially showed both conceptual and empirical research
on collaborative governance, networks, and public management innovation. I looked
for reviews to get an overview and to let them guide me to general considerations in
terms of research approaches and central issues. I categorized and prioritized them
through their aims (to review, theorize, conceptualize, analyze, empirically study,
and/or prescribe), subjects (governance, management, organization, policy, etc.), and
focus (actors, practices, processes, systems, models). This led to smaller piles like
“reviews of collaborative governance research,” “the manager of collaborative
governance,” and “the organization of collaborative governance,” which became the
basis for the literature review in chapter 3. In addition to this, I also searched for
discourse studies concerned with managing and organizing collaboration, public-
private partnerships, networks, etc. This secondary search was due to my interest in
social constructionist perspectives on public management — and due to the lack of
studies concerned with discursive aspects on collaboration, which had surprised me
in the previous searches.

Moreover, I was looking for studies to inspire my research design, for which current
methodological discussions in organizational discourse studies and organizational
ethnography became especially inspiring (Fairhurst & Grant, 2010; Shotter, 2010;
Buchanan & Dawson, 2007; Cunliffe, 2009; Grant & Marshak, 2011; Yebema,
Yanow, Wels, & Kamsteeg, 2009). Literature reviews on organizational discourse
informed my choice of research design by elucidating a diverse array of available
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research positions and methods often depicted in contrasts like micro-level vs. macro-
level, single-method vs. multi-methods, and monomodal vs. multimodal (Grant,
Hardy, Oswick, & Putnam, 2004; Fairhurst & Grant, 2010). In particular, I was
inspired by the discussions on the multimodality of discourse — the multiple modes of
expression (linguistic, visual, bodily, and spatial) through which discourse works and
so the intertwinement of discourse and materiality as interrelated (Iedema, 2007;
Fairhurst & Grant, 2010). In relation to studying challenges of collaborative
governance practice, this was intriguing because it could help me attend to the ways
that discourse constructs the manager and the organizing of collaborative governance
through both social and material practices.

However, the literature also highlighted challenges: “Given the dominance of single-
level, single-method discursive approaches, we believe that if organizational
discourse analysis is to make further progress as a worthwhile area of organizational
inquiry, it is essential that scholars utilize multi-method approaches” (Philips &
Oswick, 2012: 462). Thereby, current debates discuss the potential of methodological
developments to grapple with the multimodality of discourse — and include the
material aspects of meaning production in everyday organizational life (Iedema,
2007; Hardy & Grant, 2012). This stimulates a methodological creativity in relation
to the specific research questions: “Collect the data that make sense [...]. Consider
ethnography, traditional discourse analysis, other forms of textual analysis,
interviewing, shadowing, videotaping — in fact, any appropriate method that helps to
shed light on the issues under investigation” (Hardy & Grant, 2012: 560). Informed
of the research positions available in organizational discourse studies (Grant &
Fairhurst, 2010), I had an ambition to develop methods along the way to collect rich
data that might unpack and elucidate complicated entanglements of discursive
matters through all sorts of communicative modes.

This made me consider how to create a research design that allowed for developing
methods responsive to the challenges emerging through the communicative practices
of managers and collaborative governance, without attending only to linguistic
aspects (Iedema, 2007). Furthermore, I was concerned with opening up to the
empirically embedded constitutive dynamics emerging in relation to managing and
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organizing interorganizational collaboration, and not being too affected by my pre-
empirical knowledge from the literature reading. Also, I wanted to explore the
complexity of diversity across involved actors and multiple, potentially contradicting
interests and the following problematics by the ways that actors constructed them
more and less intentionally. Therefore, I wished to focus on both the meanings and
matters talked into existence and enacted by actors on the one hand, and on the other
look for things, doings, and sayings that may not be attended to explicitly by actors
but that nonetheless emerged as significant (Buchanan & Dawson, 2007; Shotter,
2010). Thus, I saw the potential in ethnographic fieldwork but also the need to
develop my approach, because: “While there are instances of work where the
conceptual-analytical and ethnographic dimensions of discourse analysis are
integrated, tensions remain between discourse research defined as the application of a
conceptual-analytical procedure to ‘a text’, and discourse research defined as a way
of engaging with a workplace, its politics and its (dis)organization.” (Iedema, 2007:
933).

With an interest in unfolding and discussing the challenges that emerge through the
communicative practices of managing and organizing collaborative governance, I
decided to develop a research design that combines a discourse-based approach with
ethnographic methods for the study of collaborative governance. This was to engage
in empirical sites in an open and flexible way, in order to develop methods along the
way that could qualify my exploration of the situated constructions of meanings and
matters important to empirical actors in relation to managing and organizing
collaborative governance in the daycare. So the simultaneous reading of
organizational discourse studies and their current methodological discussions
combined with organizational ethnography made me critically consider how to
balance etic and emic approaches (Fairhurst & Grant, 2010; Shotter, 2010; Buchanan
& Dawson, 2007; Grant & Marshak, 2011; Yebema, Yanow, Wels, & Kamsteeg,
2009). This meant that I became very attentive to balancing pre-empirical theorizing
(a more etic approach) and an empirical openness to learning about empirically
embedded issues from within the field- (a more emic approach) (Cunliffe, 2009:
229).
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Without over-estimating “being in the field” (Hardy & Grant, 2012), organizational
ethnography offers methods to produce rich data for thick descriptions and tales from
the field — not as generalizable case studies but as cases of particularity and situated
communicative actions producing specific meanings and matters that come to
constitute certain organizational cultures and realities (Yebema, Yanow, Wels, &
Kamsteeg, 2009). Through the researchers’ “tales” the phenomena are unpacked, and
hereby the researcher addresses discussions relevant to a wider audience (Van
Maanen, 1979; Cunliffe, 2009; Shotter, 2010). However, even though the production
of rich qualitative data and thick descriptions sounds promising, it is also time
consuming and involves challenges concerning data-management and the role of the
researcher when working onsite: “Ethnography is not a quick dip into a research site
using surveys and interviews, but an extended period of time in which the
ethnographer immerses herself in the community she is studying: interacting with
community members, observing, building relationships, and participating in
community life” (Cunliffe, 2009: 227).

With that in mind, I found inspiration in the organizational ethnographic studies to
approach the field with an openness to learn about relevant discursive constructions
of challenges from the actors embodying the partnership (Shotter, 2010). Without
ambitions of producing a “classic” ethnography as a research outlet, I did want to
take part in the actors’ workplace and working lives in order to produce rich data that
could amount into a multifaceted data set allowing me to analytically explore nuances
of the challenges involved in the pursuit of collaborative governance, without
determining pre-empirically the modes of communication and discursive contents I
was going to study.

By reading up on organizational ethnographic (Yebema, Yanow, Wels, & Kamsteeg,
2009; Cunliffe, 2009) and discourse-based methods to do participatory fieldwork
(Fairhurst & Grant, 2010; Buchanan & Dawson, 2007; Shotter, 2010; Beech,
Maclntosh, & MacLean, 2010), I was inspired to infuse them. This helped me to take
part onsite and in so doing become attentive to discursive constructions significant to
the emerging collaborative governance practices and affected working lives. So, as a
starting point for the research design, these approaches made me explore fruitful
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method-combinations both prior to and during fieldwork. This led me to two initial
fieldwork methods: participant observations and exploratory interviews. Along the
way, | changed and developed methods, including various forms of participant
observations at collaborative meetings, workshops, conferences, and everyday work
related to quality management in daycare centers and city halls in the two
municipalities, formal and informal interviews, corridor talks and telephone calls,
quality-management documents tracking, and reflection notes. I will return to these
shortly, but first I will explain a little more about the empirical cases.

Case construction: Multi-site fieldwork and field access

As mentioned, I became part of a research team gathered to study the ‘quality
management innovation’ (QMI) project work of two local governments that had
established a partnership with the Danish Union of Early Childhood and Youth
Educators (BUPL). The partnership’s aim was to search for new quality-management
methods for the daycare sector by means of interorganizational collaboration (for
further details on the daycare sector and the empirical settings, problems and cases,
see chapter 2). Prior to my engagement, the partnership had described its interests in
developing new methods for quality management due to problems such as “different
languages” of the many stakeholders and “discrepancy” and “lost information” about
daycare quality in existing quality-management methods (e.g., education plans and
quality inspections) and thus a “meaninglessness” and lack of “authenticity” in the
communication about quality (these descriptions were summarized for me throughout
my fieldwork, but especially in initial interviews, and in the first newsletters of the
partnership, see table 3 below). The partnership described these problems as shared
between the different stakeholders, like the public managers, politicians, daycare
managers, and daycare teachers, and the union, and thus the need for developing new
methods by means of interorganizational collaboration. The QMI work therefore
concerned involving actors from across the daycare departments, the political
committee, and daycare centers in order to develop new ideas for quality
management in laboratory workshops, both separately in local workplaces and in
interorganizational collaborative workshops.
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Thus, a few things were decided prior to my doctoral study, namely 1) the empirical
problems and interests in QMI concerned with interorganizational collaborative
practices and events across 2) the site locations of local governments’ premises (city
halls) and daycare centers, and 3) the actors involved within the two municipalities.
More specifically, these comprised the management teams of the daycare
departments in the local governments and the political committee members, plus a
number of daycare centers, including local managers and staff volunteering to
participate in QMI work. With this as empirical cases on collaborative governance
initiatives, locations, and actors, I decided to approach the partnership in general, and
particularly the local QMI work, as multisite case studies (Marcus, 1995), rather than,
e.g., comparative case studies. The potential of this was to include multiple actors
and the multiple discursive practices emerging within and between QMI work both in
city halls and in daycare centers. This, I hoped, would open my eyes to empirical
richness when collecting and analyzing data, rather than, e.g., trying to identify
similarities or differences from day 1. Furthermore, I could reduce the risks of the
different actors and workplaces seeing each other as competitors and me as an
external observer judging them from an elitist position.

However, the challenge of multisite cases is that the researcher faces the problem of
doing fieldwork at more locations simultaneously. The combination of organizational
ethnography and discourse-based approaches helped to strategize ways to do this;
e.g., I found inspiration to approach this as multi-stories of co-existing discursive
practices from discourse studies on change processes and ethnographic studies on
everyday life complexity (Buchanan & Dawson, 2007; Grant & Marshak, 2011;
Yebema, Yanow, Wels, & Kamsteeg, 2009; Marcus, 1995; Falzon, 2009). Thus, I
developed methods to collect data while not being physically present onsite; e.g., |
invited actors to do reflection notes and share them with me. Such methods I will
return to later.

But first, in order to access the various empirical sites involved in the local QMI
work, I spent some time prior to the fieldwork identifying and planning with key
actors from the municipalities, both in city halls and in daycare centers. In each of the
daycare departments in the municipalities, a management team consisting of a
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division head, department head, and managerial consultants, was responsible for the
QMI work. In both teams, one of the managerial consultants became project manager
and thus my local gatekeeper. My initial access to the empirical sites and other actors
such as politicians and daycare staff was gained through them. They established
contact with local daycare centers, the managers of which also became gatekeepers to
the sites of the local daycare departments that were to participate in the QMI work.

After visiting all empirical sites in the fall of 2010, I gained initial access to the
empirical sites and planned the first period of fieldwork in accordance with the
gatekeepers (see table 3). This including the following:

e Doing interviews with the different actors about their interests in QMI and
local challenges and potentials from their point of view and work position.

e Doing participant observations with regard to existing quality-management
practices, and participant observations in laboratory workshops both at city
halls and at daycare centers.

Thus, the key actors, the managerial consultants and the daycare managers, were
critical to my gaining access to the workplaces and other actors, as they informed me
and asked me to participate in work they found relevant to the QMI projects. But I
also saw them as knowledgeable and insightful discursive producers of meanings and
matters constitutive to their everyday life and the issues I was to study (Shotter, 2010;
Philips, Kristiansen, Vehvildinen, & Gunnarsson, 2013; Dencin & Lincoln, 2008;
Silvermann 2006). Thus, establishing a respectful relationship with them and
negotiating my empirical participation were critical to get access. As the methods
referred to above differ, and I changed and developed new methods along the way by
which my role changed, this will be discussed accordingly and reflected upon at the
end.

Interviews: Single and groups

During my fieldwork, I conducted a range of both single and group interviews with
actors that had formal managerial roles in the QMI work, namely the public
management teams (one or two public servants and the head of department,
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sometimes also the head of division) in each municipality and the daycare managers
and sometimes also teachers, when they were involved in the collaborative
governance approach to quality management. The research interview is seen not as a
method to portray an organizational reality but rather as a method that situates single
actors or smaller groups to socially construct and negotiate particular versions of
specific issues, identities and realities — in this case, in relation to collaborative
governance in quality management of the welfare area of daycare (Alvesson, 2003;
Sederberg, 2006; Cassell, 2006; Denzin & Lincoln, 2008). “Contemporary qualitative
researchers, taking the social constructionist path now commonly followed in
qualitative research, view their data as the product of an active negotiation of
meanings  between  themselves as  researcher-interviewer and  their
informants/respondents — that is, as a form of co-production (e.g., Silverman 2006).
The interview guide is often semi-structured in order to accommodate the responses
of informants and allow the informants to shape the agenda” (Philips, Kristiansen,
Vehvildinen, & Gunnarsson, 2013: 5).

Following these lines of argument, the interviews were semi-structured and planned
to explore themes revolving around actors’ interests in and challenges of QMI work
and interorganizational collaboration. Questions concerned information about 1)
actors’ work positions, practices, and organizational contexts, 2) their formal/non-
formal participation and view on interorganizational collaboration in general and in
relation to the QMI work, 3) new things, events, changes, hopes, or fears connected
to the QMI work, and 4) anything they found important to talk about (for full details,
see the interview guides, appendix A). Although this sounds very structured, they
were very explorative, and I let the actors define and denote as much possible as what
was relevant from their point of view in relation to both problems and potentials of
developing quality management by means of collaboration.

The single-person interviews with public managers — both administrative, like
managerial consultants and head of department, and daycare managers — were
designed as explorative interviews to give them voice to tell me about what was
important in relation to their role, work, and interests. The group interviews with
management teams, typically the head of department and one or two consultants, and
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sometimes also the head of division, and the daycare managers were designed with
likewise unstructured interview guides, also revolving around their local
collaborations to establish a space to unpack and construct issues of quality
management and collaborative governance practice, and their specific roles without
actors from the daycare area other than managers, which also produced data on their
internal social dynamics and meaning negotiations. Although I constructed
unstructured, exploratory interview guides for all interviews, the second and third
rounds of interviews rather turned into conversation-like talks on the topics important
to them instead of formal interviews, because of my time in the field.

The research interview is an unnatural, socially constructed event different from
everyday organizational life, but I find that the interview creates a space where actors
can talk the problematics of situated relevance into existence. This is especially true
in the case of semi-structured exploratory interview guides because participants then
lead the discussion and communicate significant discourses in play — and thus
elucidate the situated ways of negotiating and possibly struggling over particular
meanings and matters in question. When one is using interviews, one has, of course,
an ethical responsibility to critically consider how the interview and the themes
questioned might affect the participants during the interview and, afterward, in
relation to their ongoing communication in everyday life. Furthermore, in group
interviews, the researcher must attend to the emerging group dynamic, and reflect
upon the situated dynamics in relation to analyzing the data as situated in interviews.
This implies keeping in mind that the interview is an artificial construction — and thus
taking that into account when analyzing and writing (Alvesson, 2003; Buchanan &
Dawson, 2007; Beech, Maclntosh, & MacLean, 2010).

Variations of participant observations

It can be argued that “all social research is a form of participant observation, because
we cannot study the social world without being part of it. [F]rom this point of view
participant observation is not a particular research technique but a mode of being-in-
the-world characteristic of researchers” (Atkinson & Hammersley, 1994: 249).
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Accordingly, I use this notion as an overall label for the various modes and methods I
applied and developed during fieldwork to approach the organizational discourses
and related social and material practices emerging empirically as constitutive to
collaborative governance. This involved changing my research practices (e.g., writing
field notes and sound recording) and role (being very quiet or very participatory) in
relation to the particular location (at daycare centers, e.g., playgrounds, hallways,
staff rooms, managerial office, meeting rooms, or at city halls and other local
government premises, €.g., administration offices, hallways, meeting rooms, council
chambers, entrance areas), and in relation to what field actors invited me to do (e.g.,
children asking me to play or help them, or daycare managers asking me to read their
quality-management reports, or public managers asking me to help framing a
collaborative event).

So the participant observations changed between being more and less participatory:
between predominantly watching and listening to what was happening, to becoming
part of the conversations and discussions (due to my time onsite, the actors often
regarded me as a conversation partner), and to being active by asking questions and
interacting in, e.g., workshops. This enabled me to access all sorts of interactions and
produce a varied data-set. Across the changing participant observations I asked for
and attended to explicit formations and struggles over meanings and matters of issues
related to the QMI work, to collaboration, as well as to taken-for-granted meaning
constructionsa dn practices, without questioning the matters explicitly. I thereby
sought to enable myself as a discourse-oriented ethnographic “stranger” attending to
both the strange and familiar of everyday life complexities that may not be seen as
relevant or voiced by “insiders” but that might be analyzed as constitutive — in this
case, to collaborative governance in relation to local QMI work of two local
governments (Yebema, Yanow, Wels, & Kamsteeg, 2009). As such, I directed
attention to the explicit, implicit, silenced, and even unnoticed by other actors
involved in the communications.

With regard to both being more or less participatory and attending to particular
meanings and matters either explicitly or implicitly, I do not believe it possible to be
onsite without affecting the situation in one way or another; neither do I imply that
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not being there prevents affecting the data-collection (Atkinson & Hammersley,
1994; Cunliffe, 2009). Rather, I emphasize this because it both involves changing
one’s methods along the way and thereby embodies an opportunity to produce rich
data, because by accepting himself or herself as part of the field, the researcher can
engage in conversations and community life that can help him or her gain access to
both formal and informal organizational constructions. For the same reasons,
however, it of course also demands that the researcher critically reflect upon how her
participation constructs the data — both during fieldwork, analysis and writing
(Shotter, 2010; Alvesson, Hardy, & Harley, 2008; Davies, Browne, Gannon, Honan,
Laws, Mueller-Rockstroh, & Bendix, 2004).

This involves changing research participation and attention according to the situation
— which, in relation to my fieldwork, could occur in the same day, at the same event
or meeting — although one kind of behavior or attention had been decided
beforehand: part of my participation being continuingly negotiable. At the start of the
fieldwork, I would, e.g., explicate my positioning by stressing, “I don’t know much
about this kind of work. Please tell me whatever you think is important” or “I will
just try to watch and learn” or “Don’t mind me. I’'m not evaluating you; I’'m just
trying to get a grip on what is going on.” Or the opposite, if I was part of a meeting or
workshop, saying, “Can I ask you what you mean by that?” or “Can you show me
how or give an example?” or in some situations asking actors if they could write a
short reflection note after a meeting or a work task related to the QMI projects. The
latter, however, worked only if T asked actors as part of an interview or workshop
situation where I had brought paper for them to write on. Later in the process, when
actors were used to me, I could change my mode of participation easily according to
the situation and my interest in, e.g., a conversation between two actors, as they took
me as part of the community.

This is useful to produce rich data — e.g., informal corridor conversations and e-mails
about issues not otherwise told — but it is also a challenge for the researcher not to
become too familiar and then not keep her critical curiosity and “strangeness,” and to
distance himself or herself to critically analyze data (Yebema, Yanow, Wels, &
Kamsteeg, 2009). I experienced this challenge by sometimes being conceived of as
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an insider and thus became part of some conversations and activities. Sometimes
being seen as an outsider enabling me to ask certain “stupid” questions but also to be
“used” by actors to listen to their version of given issue. Although this may be
challenging, it produces interesting data, which, however, also demands certain
ethical considerations regarding, e.g., which narratives and storylines can be used in
the analyses and writing up (Buchanan & Dawson, 2007). To deal with the
challenges of distancing myself, I took periods of time away from the empirical sites
to allow myself to detach and position myself as a researcher at a university. To
affect how field actors treated me as insider/outsider, explicating my approach as
more or less observant also helped at times. But these challenges are not solvable per
se; rather they are ongoing matters to consider and reflect on during and after
fieldwork (Cunliffe, 2009; Yebema, Yanow, Wels, & Kamsteeg, 2009).

I planned always to fill in observation notes with info on time, place, participants,
and activities for all fieldwork, but when I started, various types of field notes
became relevant (Atkinson & Hammersley, 1994). When I spent time at a daycare
center at staff meetings, management meetings on during educational activities
concerned with quality management, I would write field notes and audio-record the
meeting, sometimes also shooting photos. Other times I had to rely on my memory
and the audio recorder if it was not possible to write (e.g., when at playgrounds and I
was following teachers and children moving a lot) or it was inappropriate (e.g., when
there was a big disagreement between staff at meetings, or when a sensitive subject
was taken up). The participant observations at city halls mostly concerned meeting
activity and workshops and time in between. Sometimes I could watch and write, but
mostly the public managers included me in the discussions, or I was part of the
meeting agenda or workshop interaction. At these times, I would have to wait to write
field notes on the train ride home. But I always carried an audio recorder, and much
of these recordings was used to reconstruct field notes and was often transcribed
shortly after the events. I will return to this in relation to my analytical processes
further down.
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Developing methods for multiple modes of actors, practices, and sites

As often done in ethnographic fieldwork, the methods are varied and developed along
the way to follow the situated production of meanings and matters within the local
organization (Atkinson & Hammersley, 1994; Yebema, Yanow, Wels, & Kamsteeg,
2009; Cunliffe, 2009; Shotter, 2010). Inspired thereby, I sought to be
methodologically responsive according to the local situations, and so changed my
participation in that relation.

Much of the fieldwork involved participating in meetings about or actual events of
interorganizational collaborations. Informed by participatory engagements in
organizational discourse and social constructionist research (Fairhurst & Grant, 2010,
Shotter, 2010; Grant & Marshak, 2011; Beech, MacIntosh, & MacLean, 2010) and
the idea of engaging in community life in organizational ethnography (Cunliffe,
2009; Yebema, Yanow, Wels, & Kamsteeg, 2009), I sought to critically participate in
the QMI work between and within collaborations by both observing and taking part
in discussing with the actors alone, in meetings, and during group work when invited
to (e.g., at workshops, but also in the explorative interactions of interviews). The
participant observations then also involved participatory engagement by my asking
specific questions or initiating certain interactions to, e.g., unfold versions of
“problems,” “possible solutions,” or “good vs. bad quality” in relation to their
collaborations to develop new quality-management methods in daycare governance.

But even though I sometimes took part in the discussions and group work, I always
sought to distance myself in a meta-position to enable myself to observe and follow
the ways in which various actors reacted and communicated in collaboration and in
everyday work life. For example, during the fieldwork at interorganizational
collaborations, when asked to voice my view or present my perspective as an
observant, I used the words and problematics voiced by the partnership or other
actors involved so that the discourses I might help address were locally embedded,
coproduced, and recognizable. Thus, there is no doubt that through my fieldwork, I
have participated in the communications and thus co-produced the data. But from my
point of view, this has also given me access to rich data, because field actors
addressed me as one of them.
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A critique often aimed at discourse studies in relation to both fieldwork and analyses
is the overemphasis on linguistic practices (Iedema, 2007; Philips & Oswick, 2012;
Fairhurst & Putnam, 2014; Kuhn & Putnam, 2014). During my fieldwork, I also
developed methods in response to the local situations with a particular sensitivity to
multimodality - multiple modes of expression. These were both concerned with
multimodality in terms of human and non-human actors and modus (written, oral,
bodily, technical, physical or other materials) as well as expression (what
organizational construction was emerging). The idea was to engage in studying the
constitutive dynamics of discourse in terms of the production, dissemination, and
consumption of texts and related social and material practices emerging through or in
relation to collaboration in the QMI work. For example, asking actors for things,
objects, or texts of importance for quality management or collaboration was one
method to collect data of both linguistic (by the way they described the objects’
importance to their work) and other material modes (of the objects such as
computers, photographs, phones, reports, particular spaces) from within particular
sites. Examples of such methods for collecting data sensitive to the multimodality of
discourse include the following:

Reflection notes: Occasionally, actors told me about their ideas, hopes, or concerns in
relation to QMI and the emerging collaborative governance practices. I started to ask
participants to write their thoughts in relation to QMI work and the collaborative
encounters they took part in, and give the notes to me if they felt like it. The
reflection notes could concern specific things, e.g. “What are your biggest fears and
what are your biggest hopes for the local collaborative governance work?” or “How
does the workshop today affect your work tomorrow?” This was one way of
collecting data without necessarily being there, but also giving actors a possibility to
voice their ideas, thoughts, worries, and hope concerning the QMI work without
having to share it with the other actors, or even with me, if they did not want to.

Document tracking: Throughout the fieldwork, actors told me about existing
problems with quality-management methods and ideas for new forms of quality
management, and many of the challenges that were described were exemplified by
written documents and the lack of quality actors found to be represented in the
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writings. Thus, I developed the idea of tracking some of these problematic cases; e.g.,
at or after managerial meetings or workshops, I asked both daycare managers and
public managers to help me track such documents in relation to where they were
authored, who was involved, where they were sent, what happened to them, who
rewrote them, and so forth. In that way, actors helped me produce data sources of
texts and reflected on their quality along the way.

Organizational images and mapping: In relation to some of the interviews, but also in
a few workshops where I was invited to participate in collaborations, I asked actors
to, e.g., draw an image or map out their view of the organizations they worked
in/with. This was both to mix methods that could produce different types of data and
also to activate modes of meaning production other than linguistic (Iedema, 2007).
The first time I did this with, e.g., the management teams, it created confusion. In one
situation, a head of division just referred to the formal organizational charts on the
website of the municipality. However, in other situations, the actors were intrigued
by the different questions and responded by unfolding and discussing the issue with
great interest. In the article following this chapter, I explore potentials and problems
of developing methods sensitive to the multimodality of organizational discourses.

Data collection and sources

As mentioned, I started the fieldwork in the fall of 2010, and it continued on and off
until fall 2014 (disrupted by 10 months of maternity leave). A fieldwork timeline is
illustrated below in table 5.°
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Table 3: Data collection timeline and total data set

Date | Activity and data Participants
4 interviews (unstructured, exploratory)
Data: audio recording, photos, field notes, org. docs | Daycare managers
and charts
4 interviews (unstructured, exploratory)
Data: audio recording, photos, field notes, org docs | Public managers
and charts
Aug | 2 governance labs, participant observations. Management teams,
—Dec | Data: field notes, photos, audio recording, e-mails, daycare staff,
2010 | reflection notes politicians
1 group interview (unstructured, exploratory)
Data: audio recording, photos, field notes, org. docs | Public managers
and charts
40 days of participant observations, daycare/city | Daycare managers,
halls teachers, children,
Data: field notes, audio recording, photos, org. docs, | parents, public
listening notes, meeting and workshop agendas management teams
1 group interview (unstructured, exploratory)
Data: audio recording, photos, field notes, org. docs | Public managers
and charts
2 QMI workshops, partlclpaflt observ.atlons . O,
Jan— | Data: field notes, photos, audio recording, materials:
. . . daycare staff
June | QM reporting, e-mails, reflection notes
2011 | 4 governance labs, participant observations Management teams,

Data: field notes, photos, audio recording, materials:
QM reporting, e-mails, reflection notes

daycare staff,
politicians

4 public management labs, participant observations
Data: field notes, photos, audio recording, org.
charts, e-mails, reflection notes

Public managers
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2 partnership conferences, at daycare centers/city
halls

Data: field notes, photos, audio and video recording,
materials: children’s drawings, listening notes, e-
mails, reflection notes

Management teams,
daycare staff,
politicians, children
and parents, union
representatives,
public managers from
other sectors (app. 60

people)

1 governance lab across municipalities and
partnership, participant observations

Data: field notes, photos, audio recording, video
recording, org. mapping, listening notes, e-mails

Public managers,
daycare managers,
teachers, union
representatives

40 days of participant observations, daycare/city
halls

Data: field notes, audio recording, photos, org. docs,
listening notes, meeting and workshop agendas

Daycare managers,
teachers, children,
parents, public
management teams

—Dec
2011

1 partnership meeting, participant observations
Data: field notes, audio recording, agenda, e-mails

Public managers,
union representatives

5 public management labs, participant observations
Data: field notes, photos, audio recording, new org.
charts and political committee, e-mails, reflection
notes

Public managers

2 daycare manager labs, participant observation
Data: field notes, photos, audio recording, agenda:
managerial docs, org. charts, listening notes, e-mails,
reflection notes

Daycare managers

3 governance labs, participant observations
Data: field notes, photos, audio recording, video
recording, materials: education plans, posters,
listening notes, e-mails, reflection notes

Management team,
daycare staff,
politicians
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1 interview (unstructured, exploratory), on the phone
Data: audio recording, photos, field notes, official
docs and charts

Public manager

15 days of participant observations, daycare/city
halls

Data: field notes, audio recording, photos, org. docs,
listening notes, meeting and workshop agendas

Daycare managers,
teachers, children,
parents, public
management teams

Jan—
June
2012

1 partnership workshop at national conference
Data: official docs, booklet, posters

Public managers,
politicians

2 public management lab, participant observations.
Data: field notes, photos, audio recording, org. charts
and mapping, e-mails, reflection notes

Public managers

3 governance labs, participant observations

Data: field notes, photos, audio recording, video
recording, meeting agenda, booklets, listening notes,
e-mails

Management team,
daycare staff,
politicians

2 daycare manager labs, participant observations
Data: field notes, photos, audio recording, agenda:
managerial docs, org. charts, listening notes, e-mails,
reflection notes

Daycare managers

1 governance lab (policy), participant observations
Data: field notes, photos, audio recording, agenda:
managerial docs, org. charts, listening notes, e-mails,
reflection notes

Politicians (10 from
all sectors),
management teams (6

people)

3 group interviews (unstructured, exploratory)
Data: audio recording, photos, field notes, official
docs and charts

Public managers

1 group interview & workshop (unstructured,
exploratory)

Data: audio recording, photos, field notes, official
docs and charts

Daycare managers,
teachers
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1 partnership conference, participant observations
Data: field notes, photos, audio and video recording,
materials: children’s drawings, listening notes, e-
mails, reflection notes

Management team,
daycare staff,
politicians, parents,
union representatives,
other sector managers
(90 people)

1 partnership conference, participant observations
Data: field notes, photos, audio and video recording,

Management team,
daycare staff,
politicians, parents,

Aug . . , . . . union representatives,
materials: children’s drawings, listening notes, e- .
—Dec . . public managers from
mails, reflection notes
2012 other sectors (app.
150 people)
1 CG network meeting, participant observations
Data: audio recording, photos, field notes, e-mails, Public managers
org. docs like posters, booklets, etc.
Public managers,
daycare staff,
1 partnership conference, participant observations | politicians and the
Data: audio recording, photos, field notes, e-mails, Ministry of Interior,
org. docs like invite, article, booklets, etc. union representatives,
public managers from
Jan—
other sectors
June P . —
2013 1 CG organizing team meeting, participant

observations
Data: audio recording, photos, field notes, e-mails,
org. docs like posters, booklets, etc.

Public managers,
daycare managers

2 CG network meetings, participant observations
Data: audio recording, photos, field notes, e-mails,
org. docs like posters, booklets, etc.

Public managers
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July 2013—May 2014 Maternity leave

May

Sept
2014

2 CG network meetings, participant observations
Data: audio recording, photos, field notes, e-mails,
org. docs like posters, booklets, etc.

Public managers

2 CG daycare marketplaces, Participant
observations.

Data: field notes, audio recording, video recording,
photos, org. docs, and presentations

Management team,
daycare staff,
politicians, parents,
union representatives,
public managers from
other sectors (app.

200 people)
1 CG network workshop, participant observations | Public managers,
Data: audio recording, photos, field notes, e-mails, workshop

org. docs like posters, booklets, etc.

participants from
public sectors

Total

Data set:
95 days (3-8 hours) of participant observations of

- Everyday work activities

- 16 governance labs

- 10 public management labs

- 4 daycare manager labs

- 2 QMI workshops

- 6 partnership meetings/conferences

- 7 CG network meetings/organizing team
- 2 CG daycare marketplaces

- 15 interviews (single/group)
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Data sources:

- Field notes

- Audio recording

- Video recordings and partnership-produced 1 daycare marketplace
video

- Photographs

- 5 partnership newsletters

- 1 partnership article

- Participants’ drawings, maps, notes, reflection notes, e-mails

- Organizational charts, quality reports, education plans, meeting
agendas

- Municipal websites

I worked in various participant observation modes in multisite fieldwork during two
municipalities’ development of new quality-management methods by means of
multiple collaborative practices and events. Although the period is extensive, the
intensity of fieldwork varied from being onsite for longer periods in the fall of 2010,
during which I also participated in existing quality-management work, and in shifts
between tasks, and contexts of the different collaborative meetings and workshops.
Throughout 2011-2014 my fieldwork focused primarily on the emerging
collaborations, and thus my onsite participation focused on particular events and the
shifts between those and other work situations. During this period, the fieldwork
became adapted to the calendar of the municipalities and to my doctoral studies,
including time for PhD courses, analyzing, reading, writing, and attending
conferences. In the following, I will describe the data sources collected and the
activities of fieldwork depicted in the above table.
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Interviews: Data sources include field notes, audio recording, reflection notes,
participant-authored organizational images and mapping, formal organizational
charts, and documents referred to by actors during interviews.

Participant observations from everyday work activities: Data sources include field
notes, audio recording, and some video footage and photographs from everyday work
activities related to existing quality-management methods and developing new
quality-management methods across sites of city halls and daycare centers. The
participant observations at daycare centers included taking part in daycare managers’
and teachers’ meetings about existing and new quality-management methods like
education plans and reporting, but also shadowing them during their use of these
methods, e.g., in relation to supporting a group of children’s development of
friendship, language skills, motor function skills, etc. In relation to participant
observations at city halls, this included my participation when public managers
discussed existing and new methods and use of education plans, quality reports, and
quality measurements, plus reading existing documents. It also included participant
observations between meetings, in laboratories, in hallways, and outside of the city
halls or conference venues.

Governance labs: Data sources include field notes, audio recording, some video
footage and photographs, and participant-made notes from governance laboratories
with actors from all stakeholder groups, such as politicians, public managers, daycare
managers, and teachers, and from time to time also children, parents, and union
representatives. These laboratories took place primarily at city halls or other
municipal locations, but sometimes also at daycare centers. They included workshops
on knowledge sharing and idea creation and multi-actor discussions of existing and
new quality-management methods, their potentials, and their challenges.

Public management labs: Data sources include field notes, audio recording,
photographs and participant-made drawings, and maps and notes from public
management labs with actors such as head of department, managerial consultants and
sometimes also the head of division. These laboratories took place at city halls
primarily. They included workshops on quality-management case tracking, role
clarifications, reflective team discussions on public management challenges,
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knowledge sharing, and idea creation, plus discussions of existing and new quality-
management methods.

Daycare manager labs and QMI labs: Data sources include field notes, audio
recording, photographs, and participant-made notes from daycare manager labs with
daycare managers from across the municipalities. These laboratories moved around
between the different local daycare centers. They included reflective team
discussions of daycare manager challenges, idea creation, and explorations of new
method designs, plus discussions of existing and new quality-management methods,
their potentials, and their challenges. QMI labs included daycare managers, daycare
staff, and public managers discussing existing and new quality-management methods.

Partnership meetings and conferences: Data sources include field notes, audio
recording, photographs, and participant-made notes, articles, meeting agendas, and
minutes from partnership meetings and conferences, which included actors such as
representatives from unions, public managers, daycare managers, and teachers, and
sometimes politicians, parents, and children too. These meetings took place at city
halls or other conference venues or cultural sites, but sometimes also at daycare
centers. They included presentations of local project work, workshops on knowledge
sharing and idea creation, and multi-actor discussions on existing and new quality-
management methods, their potentials and challenges in terms of results.

Network meetings and organizing team: Data sources include field notes, audio
recording, photographs, and participant-made notes, articles, meeting agendas, and
minutes from network meetings and organizing team meetings with public managers
and sometimes daycare managers involved in the organizing of daycare marketplace.
These meetings took place at the city halls. They were used to idea generation, to
deal with design and implementation issues, including hands-on discussions on
existing and new quality-management methods.

Daycare marketplace: Data sources include field notes, audio recording, photographs,
video footage, and meeting agendas and minutes from daycare marketplaces, which
included actors from all stakeholder groups such as politicians, public managers,
daycare managers, daycare teachers, and parents. These events took place at city halls
or other local government premises. They included two parts: One was in an area of
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daycare booths, in which local daycare centers decorated a small area with different
media: videos, PowerPoints, photographs, music, posters, materials from the centers
like toys, natural materials, foods, etc. The second part involved workshops in which
local daycare centers presented, reflected upon, and evaluated their education
planning in depth with workshop participants.

Data management

When I started fieldwork, I kept a logbook that was connected to my calendar, where
I noted date, time, place, participants, activities, data sources, and initial analytical
curiosity. In my office, I also established a system to keep things in relation to when,
where, who, and how. This data management produced an order in connection to a
chronological timeline and multi-site conception of the collaborative governance
cases. As a baseline for systematically assuring the management of data, this way of
ordering was fine, but when I started the analytical processes, I used various
techniques for exploring analytical categories and patterns. I will return to this
shortly.

In relation to my data management, I also started transcribing data sources into texts,
after importing them into the program NVivo. I (and a student assistant) transcribed
selected audio recordings (nearly 400 hours) immediately after the recordings were
made when I had recorded something I was puzzled by or found defining or critical.
Other times I replayed the recordings and transcribed parts of them. I transcribed
loosely in the sense that I wrote who said what and what sounds were recorded, but
not in a conversation analytical manor. I noted longer pauses, laughter, noises, etc.
(this guidance also applied to the student assistant) but only in direct relation to
analyzing I listened and transcribed in greater details if it was necessary to explore
the analytical point (e.g., if an argument or reformulation, meaning change of subject
or meaning production, occurred).

This also applied to videos, although I did not do a lot of video recording due to
ethical restrictions (e.g., parents’ acceptance is needed at daycare and other
colleagues’ acceptance at city halls). Another thing is that people may be more

134



affected when a camera is recording than when one is walking around with a small
voice recorder, although they always knew that I used a recorder. Also, analyzing
video is a very demanding task, as the complexity of multimodality is highlighted in
such visual representation, both offering the retrospective analyses rich data but also
complicating the work to direct and determine one’s focus. I noted in the logbook
when I also had video footage and photos, to be aware of these data sources in
relation to the analyses.

Although this was prior to the analytical work, it was quite important as an initial
coding of which data sources to use later. I thus put coding ideas and emerging
analytical points in the logbook connected to my calendar. Although I had started
using NVivo, and I found it useful to manage data in terms of, e.g., timelines, themes,
etc., I also found it to have a distancing effect, meaning that I felt it was harder to
grapple with my data when analyzing. Thus, I kept on using and developing the
logbook in an Excel document. This I found to produce a more accessible overview
of all my data, although it was a less sophisticated and complex system, where I
could not technically connect, e.g., transcripts, photos, and organizational documents.
Instead, I noted which data sources I had produced in relation to the events. This may
sound old fashioned, but throughout my fieldwork and analytical processes, I found
that this helped along with the digital data management of NVivo. The logbook also
proved useful when I started the actual analyzing, which we turn to now.

From data management to analysis

Within the first couple of months after I started my fieldwork, I had developed three
parallel data management systems: one physical in my office, one analog in a
logbook, and one in NVivo. Along the way, I worked in all three, but when the
analytical work became more dominant time-wise than empirical fieldwork, I found
my logbook especially important. This logbook was written and rewritten several
times in both Excel and Word documents when I was trying to find and create
analytical patterns. Thus, the timeline shown earlier is a result of multiple iterations
and a version I find helpful to communicate the connections between fieldwork, data
and analytical foci. As such, it has become part of “a ‘discursive event history
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database’ that depicted ‘who said what and when’” (Hardy & Thomas, 2014: 327) in
the data I collected through fieldwork. Thus, I will unfold the analytical iterations
involved in producing this.

The logbook firstly consisted of three columns, one on date and place, one on
participants, and one on activities. But I quickly found that I needed two extra
columns, namely one with a space to put in empirical categories (quotes, subjects,
issues with ‘local’ language, communications, and resources) and one with initial
coding ideas and analytical curiosities. For example, early in the data collection, I
became curious about especially the managers talking about their own roles and how
they were challenged in their work with quality management and development in
daycare governance, with their (lack of) collaboration with other actors within the
daycare sector, with their collaboration with such actors in the laboratory workshops,
and with the expectations of their role in connection to different governance forms.
So in the logbook, I noted local categories like “I see my role as the translator or a
link” and then “managerial identity construction” as my analytical curiosity.

EEINA3

This, of course, amounted to many empirical categories like “translator,” “them-us,”
“hierarchy,” “daycare quality,”

so I needed to work in a more focused way in analytical iterations. I thus selected an

collaboration,” “dilemmas,” “field of tensions,” etc.,

amount of different data (field notes, transcripts, documents, photos, e-mails, etc.)
from various sites, and I performed an open coding in terms of analyzing these data
by following what was being said, shown, or done (broadly communicated) by whom
to whom about whom, where, and how in relation to developing quality management
through collaborative governance. This amounted to local categories such as “the
manager” (old, new, good, bad), the “public management work” and “quality
management” (hierarchy, accounting, reporting, politicians vs. daycare staff, public
service, political systems, and democratic rights), and needs, potentials, and problems
with public organizational changes and innovation (fiscal crisis, cost efficiency, cuts,
NPM, lacking resources, bureaucracy) and daycare quality development (the good
life of children, educational practices, good staff, political visions).

This led me back to the literature searches I had done at the start of the study. I
worked by continuously moving between the data produced and the phenomena
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voiced therein and the literature echoing such. When I analyzed, e.g., interview
transcripts and field notes and a certain local category emerged and reemerged across
data, I “mirrored” it in both collaborative governance and other public management
literature and in organizational discourse studies to explore the phenomenon and
problematize it at the intersection of empirical data and these theorizations. This
mirroring qualifies the analyses by asking about the relevance and scope of a
potential unit of analysis in “conversation” with the empirical field and with studies
of other such empirical fields in various theorizations. This point will be unfolded in
the section on analyzing further down.

I started rereading and mirroring some of these categories in the public management
and collaborative governance literature, which made me add another column, namely
public management studies on collaborative governance. Here I found some
definitions, foci, and analytical findings that resonated with the empirical categories,
so I put in discursive constructs from the public management literature in this
column, e.g., “hybrid organizing”, “PA-NPM-NPG”, “complexity”, “challenges”,
“the new role of managers”, “co-creation”, “public innovation”, “collaborative
design”, “power”, and “management tensions”. Concurrently, I was affected by my
readings from organizational discourse studies and social constructionist,
poststructuralist interests, so I also added a column to put in analytical foci from
these studies. This produced a layer of analytical points concerned with “identity and

< EEIT3

agency constructions”, “positioning and subjectification”, “quality management and

EEINNT3

development communication”, “public management and governance discourses” of,
bR T3

e.g., PA, NPM, and NPG, “organizational change and organizing processes”, “power
relations”, and “struggles over meaning and matter.”

Thus, the analyses in the articles developed in the tensions of these iterations through
which I explored various patterns, intersections and unfolding potentials — sometimes
on the analysis’s own terms (very empirically embedded), sometimes more strongly
guided by theoretical interest and specific analytical concepts. These analytical
explorations were presented and developed at various doctoral courses and at
conferences, and I have ended (thus far) with pursuing and saturating three analytical
foci, namely (a) one concerned with my methodological exploratory approach to
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fieldwork and multi-methods, (b) another on the changing roles of managers, and (c)
a third on emerging design and implementation issues of collaborative governance.
The logbook thus exists in multiple versions, all of which have been important for my
analyses; however, four versions are especially useful to communicate the
conceptualizing and analytical points of the articles: One logbook version was of a
discursive event history database,® of which a condensed version was shown earlier in
table 5. The other three are focused particularly on the analytical processes and
theoretical conceptualizing for article 1, 2, and 3 (see Appendix B, C, and D).

In the analytical processes, I have tried to follow empirically embedded movements,
patterns, ruptures, and inclusive/exclusive categorizations, enactments, etc. and work
through these in relation to the analytical attentions (derived from theorizing) and
thereby construct and reconstruct coding clusters of both empirically and
theoretically grounded analytical foci. Thus, the idea of putting aside clearly defined
a priori analytical categories and “giving voice” to the empirical worlds has been
somewhat guiding, though I do not deny the influence of my poststructuralist
theorizing and analytical interests. My point is that the analytical process is
conducted through several re-readings of the data looking for descriptions, categories,

CEINT3

practice narratives, and discursive practices of “the manager”, “the organization”,
“the collaborative governance”, “the managerial relations”, “the problems”, and “the
solutions” communicated. Therefore, the record shows different codes that I have
worked with, which clustered up, guided my attention, and amounted to three

particular analyses along the way.

Figure 3 (below) shows an example of the analytical processes conducted in relation
to working out the data source displays and data coding patterns portrayed in
appendix B, C, and D. Figure 3 is an example of the processes enacted to produce
article 2 and thus relates to appendix C. The same procedure was used for article 3.
Although the analytical processes are iterative and often messy, I have marked
numbers (in red) to fixate some of the stages in the processes. These are as follows:
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1) Open coding: Reading through data and marking particular local practices, which
stand out in an open coding but may be related to a particular subject matter. In
this example, the empirical actors were concerned with the role of the manager; so
many local practices embodied this category. Letting the local practices “speak”
of the issue — which words, connotations, visualizations, bodily, technical, and or
spatial modes are use, with which effects — thereby identifying local categories, in
this case, “new” and “old” roles.

2) Reading local categories through literature about collaborative governance (CG):
In collaborative governance studies, as explicit theory (more and less descriptive
and prescriptive) of this form of governance practice, and thus offering
conceptualizing and analyses articulating characteristics of this and related
phenomena, and thereby identifying and co-producing discourses related to such
issues. In this case, mirroring the local categories in the literature points to issues
of the new role but also shows that the literature does not discuss the challenges of
changing roles.

3) Reading local categories through organizational discourse studies (ODS): In this
literature the problems of public managers and struggles over meanings are
connected to identity constructions, turning attention to the local production
and/or invocation of certain emerging, dominating or marginal discourses, and
offers conceptualizing to understand the struggles over roles in terms of
subjectification processes.

4) Focused coding: In order to qualify these readings and their analytical potential,
analytical rereadings are done through several iterations of the same data and new
data to see whether I find the same local practices and to destabilize my analytical
patterns. This is done through both open and focused coding processes.

5) Focused coding involves reading the same and new data with the
conceptualizations in mind, in this case, management tensions and power (from
CG) and subjectification processes (from ODS). When these iterations have been
conducted and a certain analytical pattern has reappeared, the focused coding
leads to a detailed analysis of a selected data set.
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1 process, example from article 2

Analytica

Figure 3

'sAem |e20| Je|naied ul asayy

10BUS pue1INIISud 0] Asuase

W3yl SMOJ|e Os|e 1ng ‘s3]0,

ulepad o1 suafeuew a3lgns

1ey} :uoileay11aalgns Jo suoneas

Jamod Supnpoud syoe Buluonisod

JlweuAp Ajje120s Jo swiay

ul sajou jdiynw jo sadua)|jeyo
ay3 pueisiapun 03 Sulsaging -

S3SINOISIP

SdN pUe |AldN JO suoisuay
ul sassaooud uonesyndalgng -
uoponiisuod Aguafe g Anuspp -
Suonisod 122lgns o} sjos wou4 -
sajoJjo sBujueaw Jano sa|88nnns -
Sao

ésajou SuiBuey,

Jo sagua|jeyd 1noge eym Ing Wajqold

‘siamod

pue suojsualsojeudp Ajjeisos jo
swial ul safuajeyo sy Buissnasig -

*3]0J Mau ayy
Suizijenidaouco pue SulApiuap) -
:Aoay1 o)

:Aioayl & sishjeue < Suizijenidaouod
& sauofaned eandwy ssishjeuy

Z3p|ue Joj sshieuy

Suwomsed y3noayysaiianasigns
w3 BSIN0ISIP JO SUOILE|3S
Jamod :sass3004d uoneayiaaigng -
(9dN) uonesoge|jca
pue (dN) Ayosesaiy
Josuoisua) aaIsInIsIp Bujoau) -
SUOIINIISUOD
AouzBe puediusp) -
Bulueaw Janosa|g8nns
ul,sajo4, Buidueys Jsaoss|F8nns -
500 YBnouyy Buipeay

i53]04, Buifueyd Jan0
s3|38nnsinoge 1leym ing -
siamod pue saiweulp
|eos jossBua|eya xajdwo)y -
uoisnpaul AYSIaAIP
“appng Apedes ‘uoneujoed -
:135eueWw Jo 3|01 MaN
:foay1 92 ydnoayy Buipesy

Focused
coding

0,

®
¢

®

Buposiwaanies=an

suonesal) [eatheuy .u

0} 101E[SUBI]
IO, Woi
sadueyo

pue sajol
|eusFeuey
:3pod B30T

Buipoa
uadp

- heporwaisAs Buiuisacd |eso) syl vl papasu
5,11 pUE ‘PUBLUSP UI §,1BYL 3[04 M3U B §,1] "U2JP[IYI YLIM |22 OUM S3IIAISS |euoissajold
13410 OS|e puE — U3Jp[IYd pue sjuaied ‘s1a1u30 auea-Aep ‘suepnijod usamiag anSojelp
SU131E1|108) 01 SABY 3Mm MoU pue diSo] sanensiuiwpe/|eaijod sy} 012180 |EuciiEanps
2y Sunejsues} —Suiyeads A|peoiq — woay 3FueYD |1 3|01 INO S10JEIISIUILUPE S,
:580110e4d SAIEIILNWLICD [EDOT]

140



6) This detailed analysis is conducted with selected analytical concepts to see which
analyses are produced and how they inform the subject matter. Through this
process, I found that the concepts of management tensions and power relations
within the CG literature could not help unfolding the challenges of changing
constructing new and between roles. In this case, ODS and post structural
psychology offered valuable analytics in terms of subjectification processes and,
more specifically, positioning.

7) Article analysis: The detailed analysis is then condensed into particular analytical
points relating to the literature mirroring and accumulating into findings that both
show empirical aspects of the issue and offer conceptual discussion and
theoretical suggestions, in this case, at the intersection of collaborative governance
literature and organizational discourse studies.

In this way, the analyses are compositions accumulated through iterative movements
between empirical engagements, reading literature on collaborative governance and
public managers, and theorizing, analyzing, and writing papers. In this aspect, they
have emerged in a process that is much messier than the linear way they are
presented in the papers’ sections on findings. Another important aspect of this
composition of analytical findings is the translation from Danish to English. All the
data in this study is in Danish, so during and after the analyses, I translated parts of
the data used in the papers to English. In this respect, some of the signifying points of
the data examples may be lost, but I have tried to accommodate the Danish meanings
in the English translation, meaning that translating the point has been more important
than word-by-word translation. As some of the points refer to very local signifiers,
this has been challenging, e.g., when actors refer to cultural or political characters
invoking certain humor, approval, or resentment by using their names or other
referencing examples. However, I have tried to use examples that were more easily
translatable.
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Returning to the role of the researcher: Potentials and problems

During my fieldwork in the two municipalities QMI work from 2010-2014, 1
combined discourse-based and ethnographic approaches. Thereby, 1 developed
variations of participant observations and exploratory interviews, including different
multi-methods developed along the way. This meant that I studied the emerging
collaborative practices and events by both watching, discussing and questioning the
work in more and less participatory modes, and in so doing sometimes highlighting
my interests in certain issues, e.g. the diversity of actors, of “many languages” and in
potentially multiple interests, and thus of multiple local versions of subjects such as
“quality”, “collaboration”, “co-creation”, “better quality-management methods”, and
“results”. This in interest I showed sometimes supported, while other times
challenged the actors’ in their attention to collaborative governance without
“romanticizing” the idea of collaboration (Huxham, Vangen, & Eden, 2000; Purdy,
2012).

If the idea was to produce “objective” data, the changing modes of participant
observations might be problematic, because the researcher role and bias always
would be arguable. However, from a social constructionist stance this is always the
case, as the way we produce data and ‘read’ them, too, are situated meaning
productions (Philips, Kristiansen, Vehvildinen & Gunnarsson, 2013; Fairhurst &
Grant, 2010; Dencin & Lincoln, 2008; Silverman, 2006). Both studies concerned
with organizational ethnography and organizational discourse discuss the data
collection as a construction, and thus the empirical actors and the researchers are co-
productive of the “knowledge result”; in relation to the researcher, this is the case
both on site, seeing particular things and asking specific questions, and when coding,
analyzing, and writing up the research narratives (Buchanan & Dawson, 2007;
Cunliffe, 2009; Yebema, Yanow, Wels, & Kamsteeg, 2009). This demands that the
researcher critically reflects upon the potential bias that might become in effect
(Alvesson, Hardy, & Harley, 2008).

In present study, I was concerned with not having an expert role, in the sense that
other actors would see me as having the answers to their problems, or as a researcher
who was going to judge or evaluate the success of their work. In relation to the
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former, this was particularly important, because the point of their collaborative
practices was to co-create new solutions and possibilities together in relation to
quality management, and my interest was in the constitutive processes and effects of
this work; therefore it was important to me to avoid producing the answers to their
problems. As the partnership stressed the complexity of the multiple actors and
thereby the many voices as both the problem and potential solution, I was attentive to
the fact that I participated in exploring this problem — by talking about it, questioning
it and addressing the challenges that actors voiced, but not to define potential
answers. But my being part of the field was an ongoing challenge, which meant that I
often tried to strengthen their role as the experts and my role as a researcher visiting
them to learn about their work, its issues, and its potentials from their point of view.

A critique often aimed at discourse studies in relation to both fieldwork and analyses
is the overemphasis on linguistic aspects (Philips & Oswick, 2012; Fairhurst &
Putnam, 2014; Kuhn & Putnam, 2014). As mentioned, I developed methods with a
particular sensitivity to multimodality during my fieldwork. These methods were
both concerned with multiple modes of expressions in terms of modus (written, oral,
bodily, technical, physical or other materials) and expression (what organizational
construction was emerging) that might be constitutive to the QMI work and more
specifically the public managers’ pursue of collaborative governance practices. The
potentials of such methods will be discussed in the following article. However, in
relation to biases I will just shortly mention that all sorts of interviews and participant
observations may support voicing some issues, rather than others, and as such, these
fieldwork methods can be used by actors more and less strategically. I have at least
considered this as I analyzed the data, not necessarily to then not use the data, but to
include it as a potential effect in the data.

The methods I have enacted directed attention to issues of multiple (competing,
sometimes silenced) voices and discursive practices in the development and
implementation of collaborative governance in relation to innovating new quality-
management methods for daycare governance (Grant & Marshak, 2011; Beech,
Maclntosh, & MacLean, 2010). My participation has been concerned with collecting
data to enable analyses of constitutive dynamics and effects in relation to the
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discursive constructions of social interactions and power relations emerging within,
between, and across collaborations. I find that I have produced a quite rich but also
massive data set of the significant discourses that have come into play in the
formation of meanings and matters of texts and related social and material practices.
This was possible due to the sometimes rather challenging varying forms of
fieldwork — to become part of the community, as argued in organizational
ethnography, and thus accept the co-productive role in articulating certain issues and
affecting the discursive formations (Cunliffe, 2009; Shotter, 2010). But it has also
demanded extremely disciplined data management, and due to the article-based
format of this dissertation, only a small percentage of the data is used explicitly.
Although this is a pity from my viewpoint, because I see so many nuances and issues
at play, it is both the condition of such a format and also, I think, part of my
education to learn to focus and determine the analytical extent to which I am
concerned. This, I hope, is evident in the following three articles.

Endnotes

*This consisted of Professor Preben Melander, Copenhagen Business School, and Associate
Professor Pernille Hviid, Copenhagen University. From 2010-2011 I was a research assistant, and
my responsibility was method-development and conduction of fieldwork. But I had freedom of
choice concerning both theoretical and methodological inspirations, so when my position was
converted to a PhD scholarship, I was able to use the data and field access already produced.
Although the research team collaborated, we had different study areas. My work focused especially
on managerial and organizational processes of collaborative governance, and I will present the
research design and methods I developed, although some of it occurred in collaboration with the
team. Thus, the arguments in this dissertation are only on my account; I alone am responsible for
any parts that may be subject to critique. I am nonetheless grateful for my collaboration with the
team, and in particular the methodological creativity developed with Pernille Hviid.

’Abbreviations: CG = collaborative governance, QM = quality management, QMI = quality-
management innovation.

¢ As this document is 48 pages, I have not attached it in the appendix, but will send it upon request.
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Article 1

Title:

Studying complexities of collaboration: Multimodality in organizational
discourse ethnography

Abstract: This chapter explores the potential for developing organizational discourse
approaches through ethnographic fieldwork in the context of collaborative
governance: a procedure to involve stakeholders in public problem-solving of, for
example, policy and service innovation. In doing so I engage with recent debates
concerning the relationship between discourse and materiality and the calls to
develop multi-method approaches to study their co-constitutive effects on
organizing,. This chapter unfolds the concept of multimodality in order to develop
methods for approaching discourse-material complexities emerging from
collaborative governance practices. I provide two examples of such methods
developed through ethnographic fieldwork in interorganizational collaborations
across actors from the welfare area of education. In conclusion, I reflect on the
potential of multimodality to approach complexities of discourse and materiality, and
its implications for engaging with, and understanding, issues of collaborative
governance.

Form of publication: peer reviewed book chapter
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Introduction

In this chapter 1 explore the potentials in approaching the multimodality of
organizational discourse through ethnographic fieldwork in collaborative governance
settings. Collaborative governance is a public management practice to involve
stakeholders in interorganizational arrangements and thereby deal with public
problems such as welfare policy and service innovation (Ansell & Gash, 2008). In
such settings multi-actor collaboration is hoped to enable idea generation and value
creation, but its socially dynamic tensions and power imbalances are also known to
be conflictual and ineffective (Vangen & Winchester, 2013). Such complexities make
discursive aspects and communication between actors collaborating across time and
space critical issues, although they are largely overseen (Purdy, 2012). From an
organizational discourse perspective these issues are matters of discursive
constructions and meaning negotiations (Hardy, Lawrence & Grant, 2005). The
discursive formations and communicative actions become central points of study:
how are multiple actors from across multiple sites creating, and possibly struggling,
over meanings of collaboration and outcomes to accomplish such forms of
governance?

Organizational discourse studies offer various approaches to such a study (Grant,
Hardy, Oswick & Putnam, 2004; Putnam & Mumby, 2014). By theorizing
constitutive dynamics and effects of discourse they stress the role of communication
and meaning-making in understanding organizational issues of e.g. power-resistance,
identity construction and change processes. But discourse is considered more than a
linguistic matter; it is often defined as structured collections of texts and related
practices that, through their production, dissemination and consumption bring
organizational elements into being (see e.g. Grant & Marshak, 2011: 208; Philips &
Oswick, 2012: 436; Fairhurst & Putnam, 2014: 272). Even though organizational
discourse and texts comprise both linguistic and other modes of expression such as
social, visual and spatial, and therefore encompass different organizational levels, the
over-emphasizing of language at the expense of material aspects remains a critique
(Kuhn & Putnam, 2014).
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Thus scholars are challenged to advance, because: “The problem is not just the need
to work across levels that has been so often discussed, but also working across
epistemological positions to move to a position that embraces the “discourse and
materiality” and the “discourse as materiality” positions. By widening the methods
used and bringing together methods that focus on the discursive and the material,
organizational discourse analysis can make much more of a contribution to our
understanding of organization and organizing” (Philips and Oswick, 2012: 470). In
response, efforts are made to develop concepts approaching the relationship of
discourse and materiality in terms of, for example, infused or imbricated (Putnam,
2014; Hardy & Thomas, 2014; Kuhn & Putnam, 2014). Despite these nuances, such
conceptual-analytical efforts stimulate the discussions of “how Discourses are
materialized and how the material (economic, political, ideological, institutional, etc.)
shapes everyday discursive practices” (Mumby, 2011: 1154). However, they also
make the challenges of method-developments all the more pressing, because “while
there are instances of work where the conceptual-analytical and ethnographic
dimensions of discourse analysis are integrated, tensions remain between discourse
research defined as the application of a conceptual-analytical procedure to ‘a text’,
and discourse research defined as a way of engaging with a workplace, its politics
and its (dis)organization.” (Iledema, 2007: 932).

Accordingly, this chapter contributes by exploring ways to engage with the discursive
issues of collaborative governance organizing — including material aspects through
ethnographic fieldwork. In so doing I unfold the potential of multimodality as a
concept with which to develop methods to approach discursive-material complexities
of organizing — in this case collaborative governance practices in the education
sector. Multimodality means multiple modes of expression, and, as such, it can
sensitize the researcher’s attention to aspects other than linguistic; when integrating
this sensitivity during method-developments, it can help us to engage in, and collect,
data comprising all sorts of communication modes. Combining approaches of
discourse and organizational ethnography is not novel, its implications are contested
and often not made an explicit subject, but rather mentioned in terms of shadowing or
observing (Hardy & Grant, 2012). As both approaches share interests in engaging
with local meaning creation in everyday hardships and their constitutive effects on
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the working lives of involved actors and particular workplace issues (Cunliffe, 2009;
Shotter, 2010; Yebema, Yanow, Wels & Kamsteeg, 2009) the cross-fertilizing
potential is evident, although in need for discussion.

Drawing on these efforts to advance methodologically, I will explore how
multimodality enables me to approach discourse-material complexities and their
constitutive effects through ethnographic fieldwork in collaborative governance cases
from the welfare area of education. This will not be as a conceptual-analytical
application, but as a way to develop methods sensitive to both discursive and material
aspects of the issues emerging in situ, as well as across actors, time and space of
collaboration. Initially, however, I will briefly present the phenomenon of
collaborative governance and the case study, I will draw on. Following this, I will
unfold the concept of multimodality, and then explore two examples of a method
called organizational mapping, which I developed through ethnographic fieldwork in
collaborative governance practices. The chapter concludes with reflections and the
implications for research.

The phenomena of collaborative governance

As mentioned collaborative governance is an approach allowing public organizations
to involve stakeholders in interorganizational problem solving or innovation in
specific welfare policy areas and services. In governance literature various definitions
exist, but broadly it can be defined as: “the processes and structures of public policy
decision making and management that engage people constructively across the
boundaries of public agencies, levels of government, and/or the public, private and
civic spheres in order to carry out a public purpose that could not otherwise be
accomplished” (Emerson, Nabatchi and Balough, 2011: 2, original emphasis). Such
definitions of collaboration to co-create public problem-solving and innovation may
be positively connoted (Ansell & Torfing, 2014) but they are not naive; the literature
also discusses the challenges of complexity in such governance and theorizes them in
organizational and management concepts (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Johnston, Hicks,
Nan & Auer, 2010).
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The complexity of organizing collaborative governance is connoted in terms such as
‘paradox’, ‘power arenas’, ‘diversity inclusion’ and ‘management tensions’ (Vangen
& Huxham, 2011; Purdy, 2012; Vangen & Winchester, 2013). Therefore, the
literature highlights both the potentials and problems emerging from the diversity of
actors involved and the possible conflicts of interest, which makes collaborative
governance practices a major challenge — not just to managers and others affected,
but also to scholars interested in studying them. One challenge is to ‘access’
collaborative governance practices empirically, another is to produce relevant data of
the problematics at stake, accepting that stakes are high as collaboration is:
“associated with high costs, conflicts and inertia to the extent that advantage can be
hard to achieve” (Vangen & Winchester, 2013: 287). I will return to this shortly.

The empirical cases of present study involve two local governments’ work to
improve quality management in the governance of early childhood education — a state
provided welfare good in many Scandinavian countries. In 2010 these local
governments formed a partnership with a national education union and involved a
research team that I became part of. Ambitions of collaborative governance in the
education area emerge along with political discourses concerned with co-creation,
which manifest in collaborative initiatives in the pursue of public innovation in many
welfare states currently (Ansell & Torfing, 2014). One problem voiced by the
partnership to be addressed through collaborative governance was the failure of
existing quality-management methods due to their written mode and one-way-
communication, which was considered ‘meaningless’ by politicians, administration,
education managers and teachers. ‘Different languages’ of stakeholders were seen as
causing this problem, and a need to develop new working methods through
collaborative governance was stressed.

From 2010-2012 various types of interorganizational collaborations developed in the
local governments. In both small- and large-scale workshops, actors collaborated and
developed new quality-management methods. In each municipality 4-6
interorganizational workshops of around 20 actors from across the education sector
were enacted a year; these involved administrators, politicians, education managers,
teachers and to some extent citizens (children and parents) too. In between these
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events local workshops were held at the city halls with the management team and at
education facilities with local managers and professionals, and some including
children. In both local governments it was politically decided to continue developing
collaborative governance practices for quality management resulting in annual ‘Early
childhood education markets’ and ‘Dialogic inspections’ throughout 2013-2014.
These events are being evaluated during 2015.

The interest in such cases of collaborative governance from an organizational
discourse perspective shifts from general organizational models and management
concepts to the discursive constructions and complex communicative actions
emerging across multiple actors within and across collaborative practices and sites.
Inspired by organizational discourse studies, I am puzzled by local issues voiced as,
for example, ‘different languages’ and ‘meaningless communication’ causing the
need of collaborative governance. From a discourse perspective this entails studying
local discursive formations and meaning negotiations, e.g. by interviewing or doing
document analysis of relevant texts, in order to study how this affects ways of
managing and organizing collaborative governance locally. For example, how are
‘different languages’ talked into existence by various actors, how are they practiced
in everyday communication, through particular work procedures or places spanning
educational, administrative and political sites? Also, what makes some
communication about quality ‘meaningless’ — and others ‘meaningful’? Furthermore,
how are ‘different languages’ and actors negotiated in collaborations? These
questions are starting points, but my interest in studying them in depth - knowing that
stakes are high for those involved, led me to consider the potential of a discourse-
based ethnographic approach rather than, for example, ‘just’ interviewing, as a way
of engaging with and developing methods sensitive to discursive and material
complexities constituting particular collaborative governance issues and realities.

Approaching complexities of discourse and materiality by multimodality

As mono-modal approaches (language-based) dominate organizational discourse
studies (Iedema, 2007; Fairhurst & Grant, 2010; Philips & Oswick, 2012), 1 will
explore the potential of multimodality as a concept with which to develop methods to

154



approach discursive-material complexities constitutive to organizing collaborative
governance in education. In doing so I draw on the efforts made to stress that
“discourse is not limited to language but also include image, design, technology and
other modes of meanings making; discourse and materiality co-emerge; and discourse
manifests a specific, historically situated form of life” (Iedema, 2007: 931).

In response to the critique of the over-emphasizing of language in the study of
organizational discourse, conceptual-analytical efforts are made to approach the
relationship of discourse and materiality in terms of e.g. infused and imbricated
(Hardy & Thomas, 2014; Putnam, 2014; Kuhn & Putnam, 2014). Some scholars
theorize communication as the interactive process through which discourse and
materiality imbricate in dialectic movements of texts and conversations, creating
networks of organizing — a perspective referred to as the Communicative Constitution
of Organization (CCO). While others argue, in reference to Foucault, assert that
“discursive practices cannot be pried apart from the material practices that envelope
and interpolate them. It is this fusion of the discursive and the material that generates
the power effects of discourse” (Hardy & Thomas, 2014: 690). Without rejecting a
mono-modal focus for analytical purposes, these scholars see the fusion as
constitutive to organizing and show how it works through local resources such as
bodies, space, objects and practices.

As such, these efforts offer conceptual-analytical methods to approach the discursive
and material, as well as human and non-human aspects of meaning-making in
relation to organizing. In my study of collaborative governance this, along with
related discourse studies on collaboration, helps in theorizing and analyzing, but the
methodological implications in terms of conducting fieldwork remain challenges all
the more pressing to attend to. However, fieldwork methods are rarely primary
subjects in these debates — often just mentioned in terms of, for example, shadowing
(Iedema, 2007: 932; Kuhn & Putnam, 2014: 425). But considering the ambitions of
advancing multi-method approaches to organizational discourse (Iedema, 2007
Philips & Oswick, 2012), it is useful to grappling with methodological challenges in
addition to these conceptual-analytical efforts, and to explicitly share strategies for
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combining and developing approaches to discourse-material complexities of
organizational life.

Without advocating for one best practice of fieldwork, I argue for multimodality as a
concept to sensitize our methods to approach various forms of expressions significant
to constituting empirical realities. Multimodality means multiple modes of
expressions, and from a discourse perspective it directs attention to a multiplicity of
communication modes (human, non-human, verbal, non-verbal) to situated meanings
and matters. In particular, Iedema (2007; 2011) has argued for its relevance to an
alternative view on organizational discourse as co-emerging with materiality and
historically contingent. This stresses that language is but one of numerous means of
constituting meaning and matter, including visuals, bodies, technology, space etc. as
other resources active in social-organizational becoming (Iedema, 2007: 937).
Without discussing the methodological implications explicitly, Iedema mentions the
potential of ethnography for this matter, while elsewhere it is stressed that “a
multimodal focus pushes the data gathering and analysis to be sensitive to the
symbolic, material, and/or the institutional - and future research looks to be headed in
this direction” (Fairhurst & Grant, 2010: 197).

With multimodality as a methodological sensitivity I suggest sensitizing our attention
and methods to approach various kinds of actors and resources in play empirically,
how they infuse in constitutive dynamics and with what effects. The latter two are
very much part of the analytical process, but given that it is in the mix of things,
doings and sayings that meanings and matter take form and shape organizational
realities, sensitizing our method designs to this both prior to, and during, fieldwork is
crucial. Using multimodality as a concept to do so implies directing attention to
multiple communicative modes (texts, bodies, technology, space or other materials),
but also their infusion and expression (the situated construction) in relation to the
particular organizational situation and issues in question. This kind of sensitivity is
implied in the conceptual-analytical discussions, but it also stimulates developing
fieldwork methods to approach particular discourse-material complexities in their
organizational embedding. It does not demand an a priori definition of the discourse-
material relationships or micro-macro levels (Putnam, 2014; Kuhn, 2012; Mumby,
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2011), but rather it proposes developing methods sensitive to such relationship by
their empirically embedded constructions.

Such sensitizing means to be responsive to various local resources active in the
construction of the organizational phenomena by formulating certain questions (to
oneself and empirical actors), deploying or developing certain ways of engaging (e.g.
field notes and drawings of events, or audio recording to enable oneself to observe
and interact within them), and thus producing certain kinds of data. The combinations
and development of methods can be sensitized to multimodality in numerous ways.
For that matter a certain amount of creativity can be useful however, with
considerations of the implications in terms of empirical engagements and ethics, of
data production and management. For example, an interview can become
multidimensional (audio-recording, video-taping, photographs, field notes of the
room, the setting, the table, the clothes), a document can become multi-layered (of
fonts, pictures, lay-outs, authorship and practices), observation or shadowing can
become more than socio-material by ‘being there’, e.g. observation can include not
being there — and thus become technological (in terms of using devices, e.g.
smartphones to map out movements via GPS).

Although the use of ‘being out there’ can be contested (Hardy & Grant, 2012: 559),
ethnographic methods can be valuable to an organizational discourse study. When
developing methods sensitive to emerging complexities of discourse-materiality in
relation to the collaborative governance cases I studied, I was inspired by
organizational ethnographic approaches to “micro interactions in the field, captured
through a blend of methods including field notes, recordings of talk and meetings,
visual recordings of interactions and gestures, attending meetings, participant verbal
or written accounts” (Cunliffe, 2009: 231). Due to my discourse perspective on
collaborative governance as constituted in emerging communicative processes and
practices involving multiple actors and resources, my fieldwork was not designed as
a ‘classic’ ethnography of one organizational site, a pre-discursive entity to enter and
uncover. Rather my strategy was to approach the partnership and collaborative
governance practices through following the discursive constructions emerging across
actors, practices and spaces. Therefore, I designed my fieldwork to be multi-sited
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through a myriad of methods to follow the communicative practices forming
discourse-material complexities into particular ways of managing and organizing
collaborative governance.

This resulted in methods of exploratory single and group interviews, and variations of
participant observations in meetings, workshops, hallways, education facilities,
telephone conversations, e-mail correspondences, and included field notes, audio and
video recordings, photographs, document analysis, plus participant-authored
reflection notes and organizational maps of local collaborative governance practices.
All of these methods were combined and developed through more and less intense
fieldwork from ultimo 2010-2012 and occasional fieldwork from 2012-2014. From
time to time, research analyses were presented and discussed with the field to allow
actors to reconstruct meanings; to nuance the constructions and to take research
participation into consideration — both the impact in situ and as the retrospective
‘readers’ and ‘writers’ of data (Buchanan & Dawson, 2007; Iedema, 2007). In the
following I will specify this method-development a bit to then explore two examples
of the latter method I developed call ‘organizational mapping’.

Developing methods prior to and during fieldwork

Before elucidating this method and discussing its potential, I will briefly return to the
case study for which it was developed. In the cases of collaborative governance
within the education are, issues were described as ‘different languages’ and
‘meaningless’ communication of existing quality management, as mentioned. This
framed my initial curiosity, which affected the first composition of methods sensitive
to multimodality. To explore constructions of ‘different languages’ and ‘meaningless’
communication in relation to the need for and practices of collaborative governance |
started my fieldwork with observations, exploratory single person and group
interviews with the management teams (head of division, head of department and
civil servants in the education departments of the two municipalities) and with the
local managers and teachers in education centers participating in the collaborative
governance work.
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The initial data coding showed discursive constructions of ‘them vs. us’, ‘in here vs.
out there’, ‘top and bottom of the hierarchy’, ‘we don’t know them’, ‘they think we
don’t care about the staff and children’ and ‘they don’t understand what this reality
is, what education quality looks like’. These constructions emerged across different
spaces and practices of city hall offices and education facilities. The former spaces
embodied small square rooms filled with computers, piles of paper, adult people,
coffee smell, and sounds from Xerox machines. They were located in big buildings,
either historical or modern architecture in town centers. The latter spaces comprised
small rooms filled with children, toys, food, teachers, and smell distinctly of sweat
and food, and are located in big houses or smaller buildings - some new, some old,
often surrounded by playgrounds in residential areas. Data on these spatial modes
was gathered from photographs, audio and video recordings, plus field notes and
drawings of actors moving around. The actors showed me around, printed
organizational charts and explained the existing quality management communication
to be of ‘different languages’ and the quality reports as being ‘meaningless’ and thus
their need for collaboration across the area.

To approach and question what seemed to emerge as a hierarchically constructed
organization of more and less detached spaces and actors that could not understand or
recognize each other, did not see each other very much — if they ever met at all, but
nonetheless had quite clear understandings of each other’s positions, 1 developed a
method I called ‘organizational mapping’. The original idea was to let human actors
construct images of their ‘organization’, their position in relation to others they find
relevant to their work related to ‘quality’, by use of the materials, they found
significant to their collaborative governance practices. My hope was that I could
question them about matters that seemed problematic and conflictual without
intensifying them, but rather with dislocating attention to their own positions and
understanding of their own situation in relation to others, while also collecting data of
the local problems from different actors’ perspectives. I expected that this might
produce curiosity about their own co-construction of problems, and I hoped it would
produce data with which to analyze the constitutive dynamics in play — both in terms
of linguistic meaning production, but also in terms of materializing practices through
images and objects, they used in their work and when mapping it out.
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As we will see, various versions of this method developed in connection to particular
situations and issues. It was used both for small teams and across the whole
partnership, followed by individual and shared reflections of the mapping - which
produced different kinds of data. This method co-constructs opportunities for
communicative actions involving multiple actors forming various discourse-material
complexities that construct ‘organizations’ from actors’ perspectives, through their
positioning and negotiations of collaborative governance in the education sector.

Organizational mapping #1: Public managers’ roles

During the period of occasional interorganizational collaborative workshops that
included stakeholders from the educational area, such as administrators, politicians,
local managers, teachers, and sometimes also children and parents, the management
teams also held meetings and workshops of their own. The teams included a head of
division, a head of department and managerial consultants — all with managing
responsibility for the collaborative governance work. These meetings were concerned
with management issues and concerns in relation to developing new quality-
management methods and using collaborative governance for that. In relation to these
meetings, I was sometimes asked to participate in the discussions, and, for a
workshop on the managers’ role in collaborative governance, I developed a three-
pronged method comprising individual mapping, group reflection and discussion. As
always, I wrote field notes to locate particular data ‘onsite’ in relation actors, actions,
space, atmosphere etc. that ‘set the scene”’:

1 arrive at the city hall and meet Maria in the hallway, we start chatting about
traffic and a meeting from the day before, while making coffee, checking e-
mails on computers and smart phones, and set up the table. The head of
department arrives five minutes later in a causal fashion: ‘hi guys’, chatting to
the secretary in the front desk and making jokes about a national TV show.
Maria tells me about a current situation from a daycare center, where a parent
has complained without talking to the local manager, and now demands
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political involvement. The chatting goes on and 15 minutes later we sit down,
but the head of division hasn’t arrived yet. So we talk about how rarely the
team gets to sit down together and how busy they are with different things. The
head of division walks in, smiling, hand-shaking and apologizing for his delay,
sits down, and tells us about a new IPad, he bought. We talk about using it to
keep a logbook on the collaborative events being planned and they start
discussing the last collaborative workshop, and how they struggle with not
knowing the outcomes, until Maria says ‘well, let’s move on to discuss our role
then’ and we all look around nodding.

The topic of this meeting was the role of the manager, and, to engage in the
exploration of this, I had developed the idea for ‘organizational mapping’:

I hand out blank pieces of paper, while saying that I have prepared a little
exercise in relation to the discussion about their role. They smile and the head
of division clap his hands together and says ‘let’s get to work then’ while
smiling. [ then ask them to do a two-minute brainstorm about their
management work and how they see their role on the paper. They look around
a little and laugh, but then start writing in silence. After a few minutes, I ask
them to turn the paper — the head of department says ‘so we’re done?’, but I
say ‘no, not entirely’ and ask them to draw or map out what they had written —
not to produce an aesthetic outcome, I stress but to communicate how we each
see the work and their role. They all laugh a little nervously ‘No — come on... -
are you serious?’ I say ‘ves’, and smile. Then they start, but also glare at each
other, and although keeping quiet they cover their papers from each other. A
few minutes pass until they all look up.
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Figure 1: Organizational mapping of ‘the rubber band’, ‘the democracy’ and ‘the
secretary’.
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Afterwards I asked them to share and reflect on both their descriptions and mappings,
first one by one, and then in relation to one another, which leads to one and a half
hours of non-stop conversation. Then I stopped them to show some quotes I had
written down from earlier fieldwork (interviews and observations) concerned with the
role of the manager, such as ‘the translator’, the middle person’ and ‘the facilitator’.
With this we discuss commonalities and differences in relation to their earlier
descriptions, their maps and what they, in the situation, see as crucial in their work
with collaborative governance.

In Figure 1 we see the three organizational mappings. The following reflections about
them constructed different positioning and negotiations of the managers’ role as e.g.
‘a link’ and ‘translators’ between ‘politicians’ and ‘the education field’. This
positioned the managers in a ‘complex middle’ role of relating politicians, education
staff and citizens to each other, which embed them in the ‘struggling area of
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interests’, demanding a certain agency of ‘translation’. The head of department
explains that:

Well, we interpret or translate the message from the top, no matter if it comes
from local politicians or the law, new initiatives or whatever, to the bottom in
ways that make it as easy as possible and as logical as possible and as correct
as possible in order to be performed down there. And the same is intrinsic in
this secretary idea of managing their interests upwards.

In the conversation, the team construct their role and agency in relation to their
understanding of the organization of the education sector as a hierarchy which faces
problems of detachment and ‘meaninglessness’ across the different actors and spaces,
hence the need for collaboration. This produced data of the situated ways in which
actors negotiate meanings and matters of their working life, and thereby construct
organizational levels and structures — in this case in relation to education governance.
In so doing they position themselves and each other in relation to that, and construct
needs of collaborative governance work.

As such, this version of organizational mapping offers a method to frame actors’
conversations about an issue through which to gather data of its discourse-material
complexity. Firstly, the brainstorming demands actors to construct meanings of the
issue in their own terms, in relation to their individual work situation, positions and
perspectives. This is to allow for multiple voices, to help destabilize dominating
discourses and give voice to marginal or silenced voices, although the relational
power dynamics cannot be avoided — and neither should they be, as they are part of
the organizational reality constructions. Secondly, the mappings materialize actors’
discursive constructions of organizations — not as realistic representations, but as
visualizations that make sense for actors in relation to a specific matter, at a specific
time and space. Also they help to dislocate focus from actors individually if there are
critical matters talked into existence, because they often looked at the drawing
instead of the person speaking. The mappings produce indications of taken-for-
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granted organizational characteristics such as organizational levels and hierarchical
structures. Thirdly, the follow-up conversation is an opportunity to let actors
negotiate meanings — in this case of management roles and organizational issues in
relation to collaborative governance — with each other, to let them interrelate
organizational discourses and materialities of significance to them and thereby
construct particular organizational realities.

In that sense, it is a method with which to engage in the ongoing emergence of
workplace organizing and positioning; as the initial field notes extract shows, a lot is
happening at the same time, they talk about different things, check e-mails, make
coffee etc. — so this method is also a way of focusing the actors’ attention
occasionally to make sense of what they do and with whom. That being said, I do not
see it as a method to represent something static, or necessarily to change or direct
future work, but more as a situated construction of what is at stake locally, which is
negotiable and can be repeated occasionally if studying a process over time. In this
case it offered both linguistic and visually materialized data, of which analyses can
give insights to the managers’ understanding of the existing organization of the
education sector in a hierarchy; their role and problems creating a need for
interorganizational collaboration. Furthermore, their reflections regarding this also
shed light on the potentials and challenges they see in collaborative governance
practices, such as understanding each other across diverse actors and locations on the
positive site, but risks of conflicts, lack of accountability and disorganizing on the
negative side.

Organizational mapping #2: Organizing collaborative governance

Another version of ‘organizational mapping’ was developed at an interorganizational
collaboration conference involving actors from the partnership, including both
municipalities and the union, comprising around 25 people consisting of teachers,
local managers, public managers and representatives from the education union. The
aim of the meeting was to get an overview of the status quo and emerging solutions
from the different workshops, and actors had brought materials and ‘results’ from
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their local work. The meeting included orientation, plenum discussion and
workshops. The partnership had also asked the researchers to participate to obtaining
such an overview. For this matter, another version of organizational mapping was
developed for a larger group, with which to collect data on their communication of
the organizing of collaborative governance practices and their relation to each other
across different workplaces while doing so.

This resulted in a three-pronged method comprising 1) collective mapping, 2) group
reflection, and 3) a result discussion. To discuss the use of this method and the
insight into the discursive and material complexities involved in organizing
collaborative governance, about which it produced data, I will describe its steps. The
first step includes a massive piece of wall paper rolled out on the floor. Then actors
are asked to discuss in smaller groups what kind of work they participate in to
develop new quality-management methods, who they collaborate with and how they
are organized in relation to each other — if so. Around the wall paper all sorts of
materials are placed, such as drawing equipment, tape, post-its etc. The actors are
asked to map out their work on the wall paper during their conversations. They are
asked to communicate it through whatever means they choose and, if needed, to
make use of objects from their everyday workplaces. The next step involves sharing
their ideas and reflections in relation to what they put on the map: what they see;
what they intended to communicate; and what they think about the (dis-)organizing
materialized on the map. The third step includes a discussion about which kinds of
results are seen from the different actors’ perspectives, and how they relate this to
each other.

As shown in Figure 2 (below), this method activates the actors in other ways than the
usual. Interviews etc. During the first step some are sitting around and discussing
their work or watching, while others are on the floor drawing, writing and putting
objects on the map. Teachers, managers and administrators are mixed up throughout
the map construction, both on the floor to draw and create the map, and on the chairs
in groups to talk about their work and figure out if, and how, they relate to each other.
During the event, I moved between framing the method and asking questions, and
observing their communications.
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Figure 2: Photographs of ‘organizational mapping’.

A field note describes:

The actors are focused on each other and on the map, they move around a lot,
touch each other and objects to use, pull back and watch what is going on to
then move closer and pick up an object and put it on the map. There are
conversations going on around the map, a lot of laughter and also other forms
of activities, some take photographs with their smart phones, others check e-
mails and yet others are drawing miniature maps. No one pays attention to me
— or asks me to take part.

During the process they discuss their different work in relation to quality
management, their work places, their location and the more and less organized
relationships between different actors and spaces. In the reflection in plenum after the
mapping is done, they tell each other about what they have mapped, what they do in
local laboratories concerning education quality and quality-management methods at
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both education centers and at city halls, and about interorganizational workshops in
each municipality. In the following plenum discussion about results, they talk about
what the law demands in terms of quality management, and how collaboration seems
to result in better and more authentic understandings of ‘quality’ between the
different actors. They also discuss the potential of developing collaborative
governance events about, for example, ‘the good life of children’ as potential quality-
management methods that supplement the existing methods that are in writing only.
Furthermore, they talk about how interorganizational collaboration helps to nuance
the existing communication across the actors from the education area such as
teachers, managers, administration and politicians, and how this improves politicians’
understanding of education quality, and local managers’ and teachers’ understanding
of the education sector as a whole organization.

As with the other version of organizational mapping, this method offers a way of
engaging in the community life of the organization — in this case in a collaborative
governance initiative across the education area. Inspired by ethnographic methods,
the idea is that through such kind of engagement we can produce rich data, and, with
the interests in multimodality, this particular method of organizational mapping leads
to data of in-situ socially constructed discourse-material complexities. Firstly, the
group discussion involves actors negotiating meaning and matters of their work and
position in collaborative governance in education, what they signify as defining this
work in order to illustrate it, and how they relate (or not) to each other and interact in
so doing. This may tone down individual voices, but instead it asks that the teams
collectively construct their work and positioning in relation to others. This interaction
also unfolds relational power dynamics emerging between team members and
amongst all actors.

Secondly, this kind of mapping also materializes discursive constructions of
organizations, but this time as collective compositions of organizing practices that
may or may not connect. For example, prior to this conference an image of the
education area was communicated by multiple actors in terms of a hierarchy, with a
top and a bottom, and this hierarchy was seen as part of the problem that the
collaborative governance practices needed to address. Interestingly enough, it was
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noted both during the mapping out and in the discussions afterwards that ‘this is
nothing like a hierarchy’ and ‘we should make this the official organizational chart’.
This is interesting, not because it proves that collaborative governance practices are
not organized in hierarchies but in networks, as the literature argues (Hardy,
Lawrence & Grant, 2005). Rather it is interesting because it captures meaning
formations of another kind of organizing than that which the actors expected. Thus,
by their mapping and discussion about this, data is produced on their taken-for-
granted assumptions of the organization, while other organizational constructions
emerge. As such, the map is not taken to be a realistic representation; rather it is a
visualization that is negotiated amongst actors and their use of objects at this specific
time and space. Additionally, this method of mapping is useful in producing data on
discourse-material complexities, because actors not only negotiate meanings
linguistically, but also as they move around, write, draw, put things on the map and
construct (dis-)organizing. The latter point is valuable in producing data about
collaborative governance, because through the map actors not only came to discuss
whether or not the organizing of their work was shaped as a hierarchy, network or
something different, but also because they visualized their (lacking) organizing
across actors and spaces.

In the mapping process, collective reflections and discussions collect data from actors
when voicing taken-for-granted assumptions, when negotiating their understandings
of organizational characteristics such as levels, hierarchical structures or
collaborative (dis-)organizing — plus their expectations of results — and what counts
as results and for whom. Overall the different versions of organizational mapping
offer methods through which to produce data of actors’ negotiations of significant
organizational discourses by means of multiple communication modes and thereby
construct particular realities of collaborative governance in education. The first
version is specifically concerned with engaging with issues and producing data about
managerial roles and work related to collaborative governance. The second is useful
for engaging in and producing data of the complex more and less (dis-)organizing
communication patterns emerging, in this case to develop new quality-management
methods through collaboration — by which the local version of this form of
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governance is organized across multiple actors, practices and spaces within the
education area.

Reflections on the role of the researcher

When critically reflecting on presented methods developed by a methodological
sensitivity to multimodality, I am reminded of the somewhat schizophrenic research
identity this kind of fieldwork can produce. At least my fieldwork has been referred
to by empirical actors in multiple terms like ‘knowledgeable’, ‘fly-on-the-wall’,
‘deconstructive’, ‘valuable’, ‘annoying’ and ‘weird’ — the challenging potential of
which I turn to next.

Without imposing representational arguments into ‘being out there’ (Hardy & Grant,
2012: 559) I find that ethnographic fieldwork provides a critical room for
maneuvering in order to explore the potential of developing organizational discourse
approaches sensitive to multimodality. In present study, the inspirations from
organizational ethnography and discourse studies were combined in order to become
responsive to emerging complexities of discourse-materiality particularly significant
in local collaborative governance work in the education area — my study object. It
enabled a myriad of methods — amongst others explorative interviews, participant-
authored reflection notes, document analysis and varying forms of participant
observations — some more observing, some more participating. This flexibility in
methods is valuable because it can help us be responsive to emerging local issues
emerging and to collect all sorts of data, we might not know the relevance of before
entering the field, and thus generate rich data sets; but it also challenges the
researcher’s role, assumptions and creativity.

Critically reflecting on one’s own positioning in relation to changing modes of
engaging onsite is necessary both prior to and during fieldwork, but also when
analyzing data. One aspect to consider is, that in relation to a method like
organizational mapping, I, as a researcher, participate in framing the situation, but
this is not much different to other methods like interviews. Of course when analyzing
the data produced, it is important to remember this aspect and that it is not a
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‘naturally’ occurring work practice. Another point worth mentioning is that by
engaging in the community life through ethnographic fieldwork, the researcher can
be included in the working life and thereby gather data on various issues and multiple
modes of naturally occurring communication, which can nuance the data collected
through other methods. The data produced through a method such as organizational
mapping offers data of situated meaning negotiations by means of multiple
communication modes concerning organizational phenomena, for instance
managerial roles and collaborative governance organizing. The strength lies in
making actors talk issues into existence through activating communication modes
other than merely linguistic; it includes writing, drawing, moving, listening to others,
using objects etc. by which both taken-for-granted and more strategic understandings
of actors and organizing can be enacted. Furthermore it produces data on social
dynamics and power relations produced within and between actors and spaces. The
weakness is that it is a construction and, as such, merely offers a snapshot, much like
interviews and focus groups. But if combined with other methods such as document
analysis and everyday life observations, the researcher can create multi-facetted data
of the complex communications making up the managing and organizing of
collaborative governance.

From a social constructionist stance both empirical actors and researchers are co-
productive of data — and in relation to the researcher this is the case both onsite,
seeing particular things and asking specific questions, and when coding, analyzing
and writing up a research narratives (Buchanan & Dawson, 2007; Cunliffe, 2009).
This demands that the researcher critically reflects upon ethical issues and upon
potential biases. As the partnership stressed the complexity of the multiple actors and
different languages as both the problem and potential solution, I was attentive to
participate in the exploration of this without being positioned in an ‘expert role’. This
would be beyond my capability; however, as the local actors worked to find answers
and co-create new solutions, and I worked to approach the discourse-material
complexities emerging through their efforts, I did try to support them in their
explorations. Inspired by organizational ethnography, I participated by talking about,
questioning and addressing the challenges that the actors voiced, but not to define the
answers. This enabled me to develop methods sensitive to discourse-material

170



complexities emerging from local issues of managing and organizing collaborative
governance.

The potential of multimodality to study discourses of collaborative governance

In this chapter I have argued that by unfolding a methodological sensitivity to
multimodality, we can develop methods to approach complexities of discourse-
materiality in response to the organizational issues in question. During my
exploration I developed methods to attend to a multiplicity of expression forms, e.g.
linguistic, visually, bodily and spatial. This kind of sensitivity helps producing rich
data with which to analyze constitutive dynamics and effects, without necessarily
demanding a priori definitions or pre-empirical analytical categories; rather it allows
studying the emerging phenomena and problem constructions as they emerge from
discourse-material complexities. I thus echo Hardy and Grant (2012: 561) who argue
that, “If the study of organizational discourse is to continue to generate new
knowledge, then establishing boundaries between discourse and Discourse, between
discursivity and materiality, and between discourse and practice is more likely to
hinder us than help us”. By sensitizing our methods, e.g. by combining discourse and
ethnographic approaches, we can attend to complexities through their empirical
embedding and collect data to let them ‘speak’ (and thus help us to think) of relevant
modes, resources, levels and relationships significant to particular realities.

In relation to the examples of organizational mapping, the interactions of mapping, of
collective reflection and discussion produce multimodal data from actors voicing and
enacting both taken-for-granted and strategic matters of the phenomena in question,
for example, by negotiating organizational constructions such as roles, agency, more
or less hierarchical levels and collaborative (dis-)organizing, plus what counts as
solutions and to whom. One version shed light on managerial roles and work related
to collaborative governance and the changes implied for the manager, from being a
link in a hierarchical construction of government to a facilitator of dialogues and
collaborations. The other version showed images of various practices emerging to
develop new quality-management methods in diverse collaborative events - some
connected others not. The discursive and materialized constructions dissolved not
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only ideas of hierarchies, but also well-established networks. Rather, they produced
discursive and material images and stories of collaborative governance as more and
less (dis-)organized practices in which policy-making and management of the shared
problems are matters reflected upon and discussed across multiple actors and spaces
in the education area, however, without necessarily producing convergence of
meanings or complexity-reducing solutions.

As such, sensitizing methods to multimodality has the potential for enabling ways of
engagement that are responsive to a variety of empirically embedded issues and their
discourse-material complexity, which we may not know of prior to the fieldwork, and
thus to produce a multi-facetted data set. But this also challenge the researcher: to
open one’s curiosity to communicative modes that are not usually of interest, to
engage in a workplace that will somehow react to one’s appearance and co-produce a
certain version of the phenomena of study; to manage and analyze the rich data
amounting. Because we participate in seeing and telling certain versions of
organizational phenomena and their complexities. Hence, it remains necessary to
critically reflect our role, but in so doing nurture creativity when developing methods,
collecting data and analyzing specific discursive and material complexities — and
although it is challenging, it is also worthwhile considering how we, too, can
communicate such through multiple modes.
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Article 2

Title:

Letting go of managing? Struggling with managerial roles in collaborative
governance

Abstract: This article addresses discussions regarding complexity in collaborative
governance and the managerial challenges to facilitate such approaches to problem
solving in, for example, welfare service and policy innovation. It explores
complications involved for managers in constructing new and changing roles in the
pursuit of collaborative governance, an aspect largely overlooked. Drawing on
organizational discourse studies, it theorizes and analyses managers’ subjectification
processes in cases of collaborative governance in the Danish welfare area of daycare.
The findings show that public managers not only struggle with managing complex
multi-actor processes in collaborative governance, but also with changing to manage
by facilitation alongside other managerial roles related to, for example, new public
management discourses. The article unfolds another aspect of complexity in
collaborative governance, namely the challenges of becoming a facilitating manager:
the struggles of identity and agency constitutive to particular ways of managing by
facilitation, as well as struggles emerging as a result of multiple roles. This suggests
paying greater attention to constitutive aspects of new and changing roles to
understand the managerial challenges implied by emerging public management
discourses.

Keywords: Managerial roles, collaborative governance, new public management,
organizational discourse, subjectification

Form of publication: peer reviewed journal article

177



Introduction

A collaborative era is diagnosed by scholars in terms of more hybrid forms of
organizing public management currently seen in many welfare states (Osborne, 2009;
Christensen & Lagreid, 2011; Kamp, Klemsdal & Gonis, 2013; Pedersen, Sehested
& Serensen, 2011). Thus they identify another public management discourse as ‘New
Public Governance’ (NPG) which works in stark contrast to, but still alongside, other
known discourses such as New Public Management (NPM) and public
administration. It is seen as a “post-NPM ‘governance’ paradigm which places far
more emphasis on partnership, networking and lateral modes of organizing than the
vertical ‘command and control’ forms typical of the NPM paradigm” (Ferlie, Hartley
& Martin, 2003: 10), thus adding to the ‘layered realities” (Hartley, 2005: 29) of
public management actors. As such, collaborative governance emerges as an
approach to involve stakeholders in dealing with complex public management issues
like welfare policy and service innovation (Ansell & Gash, 2008; O’Leary & Vij,
2012). But stakes are high when interorganizational collaboration becomes a means
of governance; the prospects of public value creation are appealing to democratic
ideals. However, the risk of failure due to, for example, the clash of interests,
confronts its managers with considerable challenges (Vangen & Winchester, 2013;
Purdy, 2012).

Accordingly, the new role of the public manager is gaining increasing attention
(O’Leary & Vij, 2012). In some studies the complexity of collaborative governance,
and the challenges of managing it, is conceptualized in various models and
management concepts including diversity inclusion, capacity-building and facilitation
(Ansell & Torfing, 2014; Silvia, 2011; Johnston, Hicks, Nan & Auer, 2010; Weber &
Khademian, 2008). Other studies address the managers’ new role by unpacking
paradoxes of multi-actor and multi-interest processes built into collaborative
governance, and argue that challenges of managing complex collaboration is best
understood as management tensions and power relations (Purdy, 2012; Vangen &
Huxham, 2011; Vangen & Winchester, 2013). Despite differences, they stress the
complexity of collaborative governance and its challenges, demanding a new role of
managers as facilitators. It comes as no surprise that managing collaborative
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governance is not just applying a new concept to practice alongside other tasks. But if
“Managing the tensions and paradoxes of these governance regimes has become the
order of the day for public managers” (Pedersen & Hartley, 2008: 328), the
complications of constituting new roles alongside other roles are surprisingly under-
explored.

This article explores the changing working life of public managers involved in
developing new forms of governance through collaboration. Echoing aforementioned
studies that theorize the complexities of socially dynamic tensions and powers in
such governance realities, it is especially puzzled by the new role expected of
managers and the seemingly unproblematic role change implied for managers in
becoming facilitators of diverse stakeholders in collaboration. To do this I draw on
organizational discourse studies concerned with power relations of managerial
identity and NPM discourses (Thomas & Davies, 2005; Bergstrom & Knights, 2006;
Alvesson, 2010). In extension to these, I unfold the concepts of subjectification and
positioning to further unpack challenges of constructing new and changing roles. As
such, I explore how public managers are positioned to manage collaborative
governance and with what effect on their roles?

To answer this I analyze data from ethnographic fieldwork in collaborative
governance cases from the Danish daycare sector. In Denmark daycare is a state-
provided welfare service regulated by law and governed by managerial departments
in local governments; between 70-97 % of all children from 0-6 years are enrolled in
daycare centers. In present cases collaborative governance approaches are used to
develop quality management through stakeholder-involvement of public managers,
politicians, daycare managers, daycare teachers and citizens (children and parents).
The findings show that, when managers discursively construct and practice
collaborative governance and related managerial roles, they struggle to change
accordingly. Yet through their struggles, they construct a managerial role of
facilitation empowered with particular agency to steer collaborative outcomes. As
such, they struggle with the discursive contradictions of multiple roles and public
management discourses.
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The article contributes to studies on complexity in managing collaborative
governance by offering theorizing of the complicated constitutive processes involved
in implicated role changes. Furthermore, by empirically unfolding how public
managers struggle not just with managing tensions and paradoxes of culturally
diverse actors to co-create outcomes, but, indeed, also with changing to become
facilitators alongside the other managerial roles they see demanded. Although new
managerial challenges and roles are identified in the literature, theorizing and
unpacking how, and with which complications, new managerial roles are constructed
and changed in particular local versions of facilitation, is nonetheless important to
elucidate other facets of complexity in collaborative governance and their effects on
its management. So, extending existing concepts of management tensions and
discursive power in studies on collaborative governance, this article suggests paying
greater attention to constitutive aspects of the new and changing roles to understand
challenges in relation to emerging public management discourses.

The following section addresses the discussions in collaborative governance studies
on complexity and the implications of the new managerial role. Later, I present
organizational discourse studies on managerial identity and subjectification
processes. Following this, I present the empirical cases, research methods and
analysis. Subsequently, the findings are unfolded. This leads to a discussion in
relation to extant literature.

The complexity of collaborative governance and its managerial challenges

As collaborative governance emerges alongside other public management approaches
of, for example, NPM in a variety of welfare areas and policy contexts, multiple
definitions appear in literature (Osborne, 2009; Vangen, Hayes & Cornforth, 2014;
Purdy, 2012; O’Leary & Vij, 2012). This article adopts a broad definition as an
approach to: “public policy decision making and management that engage people
constructively across the boundaries of public agencies, levels of government, and/or
the public, private and civic spheres in order to carry out a public purpose that could
not otherwise be accomplished” (Emerson, Nabatchi and Balough, 2011: 2, original
emphasis). As such, the literature contrasts it to other public management discourses
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concerned with hierarchical and market-incentive approaches - to issues like welfare
policy or service innovation, especially that of NPM (Osborne, 2009; Hartley, 2005;
Ansell & Torfing, 2014). Consequently, collaborative governance implies great
changes to public management actors’ working life in the pursuit of engaging
stakeholders constructively despite different professional and social positions, and
perspectives on the matter at hand - the complex challenges of which are ascribed to
the new role of the manager (O’Leary & Vij, 2012; Silvia, 2011).

Accordingly, a central interest in the literature is the development of models that
depict the complexity of this kind of organization and management concepts to deal
with such challenges (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Johnston, Hicks, Nan & Auer, 2010;
Silvia, 2011; Weber & Khademian, 2008). In notions such as facilitators, network
leaders and capacity-builders, these studies identify a new managerial role in contrast
to the role authorized to ‘command and control’ (Ferilie, Hartley & Martin, 2003: 10)
and ‘hire and fire’ (Silvia, 2011: 67) related to NPM discourses. The managers are
still seen as central, but nevertheless in a changed role: “The point is not that
managers are unimportant. Complexity typically makes leadership more important,
and this leadership often comes from managers. However, managers operate
differently from the ways anticipated by NPM. Their role is not narrowly to
implement and manage competitive contracting or performance measurement.
Instead, they have an important role in building collaboration among multiple
stakeholders.” (Ansell & Torfing, 2014: 10).

While some studies emphasize the new role of the manager in terms of certain skills
and in best practices of building capacity (Weber & Khademian, 2008), designing
and facilitating (Johnston, Hicks, Nan & Auer, 2010), collaboration through more
‘people-oriented behaviours’ (Silvia, 2011: 67), another stream of studies explicitly
focuses on managing complexity by conceptualizing paradoxes, tensions and power
(Purdy, 2012; Vangen & Huxham, 2011; Vangen & Winchester, 2013). These studies
do not offer management concepts, but argue to theorize the complexity of such
endeavors by elucidating the socially dynamic tensions and powers with which to
reflect upon the built-in paradoxes, and inform further work in this regard. With the
notion of management tensions, Vangen and Winchester (2013) conceptualize the
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managerial challenges following a ‘culture paradox’ - when the diversity of
stakeholders may cause both successes and conflicts in the social dynamics of
collaboration. They show how the multiplicity of actors working with contradicting,
even competing discourses, complicates the managers’ work in facilitating
collaboration. This study proposes that the managers’ role is to work through
tensions, and so they argue to integrate rather than solve the challenges of social
dynamics in terms of diverse actors and interorganizational processes.

Another aspect of complexity in collaborative governance critical to managers is
power. Contrary to the forms of power connected to hierarchy and market-incentives,
this form of governance produces power through social dynamics and networks by
giving stakeholders the right to speak and the opportunity to affect issues of, in this
case, local welfare policy and management (Purdy, 2012; Karlsen & Villadsen,
2008). This means that power induced through authority and hierarchy are not seen as
dominating, rather power relations produced by social dynamics are theorized as
being central to collaborative governance and therefore critical for managers to
facilitate. Purdy (2012), in particular, conceptualizes the complexity of power in
collaborative governance and its challenges to managers. In her framework, she
describes three arenas of power; formal authority, resources and discursive
legitimacy by their influence on managing participants, process design and content.
Specifically, discursive power as being critical to managers: “The elements of power
in a collaborative governance process are often intertwined, as when a participant
uses discursive power to challenge the authority of the convener to establish the
process design. Such a move might result in a negotiation that changes the structures
of meetings, participation, or the availability of resources to participants.” (Purdy,
2012: 416). By conceptualizing power as being socially dynamic and situated, she
unfolds the way it challenges managers in ongoing negotiations, processes and
outcomes.

While some studies conceptualize the new role of managers in collaborative
governance as the facilitator of complex multi-actor processes of interorganizational
collaboration (Johnston, Hicks, Nan & Auer, 2010; Silvia, 2011; Weber &
Khademian, 2008), others elucidate the complexity of managing in terms of
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paradoxes, management tensions and power (Vangen & Huxham, 2011; Vangen &
Winchester, 2013; Purdy, 2012; Karlsen & Villadsen, 2008). Although echoing these
studies and their interests in unfolding complexity, this article is puzzled by the
problematics of undertaking new roles and thus changing to become a facilitating
manager alongside other roles. In the literature changing roles to become a
facilitating manager is implied; the new role and its challenges are explored both with
management concepts of facilitation, management tensions and power arenas, but the
challenges involved in changing role - the struggles of identity and agency - are
surprisingly under-explored. As such, this article contributes by exploring another
facet of complexity constitutive to managing collaborative governance, namely that
of constructing new and changing roles.

From role to positioning

Instead of identifying a new management concept or tension, this article adds
theorizing and unpacking of the constitutive processes through which managers’
struggle with constructing new and changing roles. To do so it draws on
organizational discourse studies that offer fruitful theorizing of managerial identity in
relation to discourses of both NPM and collaboration (Thomas & Davies, 2005;
Hardy, Lawrence & Grant, 2005). More specifically it unfolds the concept of
subjectification.

Regarding power it is important to stress that we are not talking of power as a
possession in a static role of authority secured by a hierarchical chain of command
(Purdy, 2012; Karlsen & Villadsen, 2008; Thomas, Sargent, & Hardy, 2011). Rather,
the power theorized as critical to collaborative governance processes are working
through social dynamics, as Purdy (2012) argues and stresses discourse as a
constitutive dynamic. This challenges the manager and implies a role change;
managers cannot rely on their familiar role of authority, rather a new role of
facilitation is needed to work through socially dynamic tensions and discursive power
(Vangen & Winchester, 2013; Purdy, 2012; Vangen & Winchester, 2013; Karlsen &
Villadsen, 2008). But I will add that by approaching the role changes as struggles of
identity and agency affected by discourses of collaborative governance and related
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practices of managers, we may understand the challenges of role changes with
sensitivity to their complex constitution. This is crucial to the study of managers’
work of pursuing new forms of governance, not because managers necessarily steer
such work, but rather because managers are themselves embedded in social dynamics
that may complicate the assumed role changes.

A few organizational discourse studies are particularly concerned with managerial
roles as constituted through identity constructions related to discourses of NPM and
collaboration (Thomas & Davies, 2005; Hardy, Lawrence & Grant, 2005). Although
there are nuances in the conceptualizations, they assume a somewhat anti-essentialist
subject category, meaning that individual identity and agency are seen as social
constructions affected by organizational discourses. The definitions of the power
relations of discourse, identity and agency vary (Alvesson, 2010), to clarify, this
article echoes studies that draw on Foucault’s theorizing of such in terms of
subjectification (Foucault 1994; Bergstrom & Knights, 2006; Thomas & Davies,
2005; Davies, 2006). These studies highlight the concurrent constraints and
enablement of actors’ identity and agency constructed through discourse and related
practices — a process conceptualized as subjectification.

Subjectification conceptualizes the constitutive dynamics through which actors are
simultaneously subjected to certain identity markers and subject positions, as well as
and empowered with the agency to act within the tensions of various organizational
discourses (Foucault, 1994; Thomas & Davies, 2005; Bergstrom & Knights, 2006;
Davies, 2006; Hejgaard & Sendergaard, 2011). Subjectification works through power
relations that both subject actors to identify with subject positions available in
discourse, yet produces the agency to enact by and upon discourse. This forms
discursive struggles that affect the situated meaning constructions. This means that
actors are not seen as mere discursive effects but also as discursive producers
(Bergstrom & Knights, 2006; Davies, 2006). This involves a certain form of power, a
self-technology generated through everyday enactments of discursive texts and
practices concerning identity and agency (Foucault, 1994; Thomas & Davies, 2005).
“Discourses are collections of interrelated texts and practices that ‘systematically
form the object of which they speak’ (Foucault, cited by Hardy & Thomas, 2014:

184



324), and discursive texts and practices refer to a variety of communications
including written texts, interactions, artefacts, symbols, pictures etc. (Philips &
Oswick, 2012) through which organizational actors construct and struggle over
meanings.

To analyze the subjectification processes of managers in collaborative governance I
study their positioning in the relevant discursive constructions and struggles over
meanings and matters concerning roles in collaborative governance. Positioning
occurs through specific discursive texts and practices concerning identity and agency
(Davies, 2006; Davies & Harre, 1990). Analyzing positioning shows the constitutive
dynamics of subjectification processes through which — in this case managers in
collaborative governance — are discursively constructed, negotiated and, possibly,
changed. Thereby the focus is dislocated from the certainty of a role as giving
identity to the ongoing positioning in subjectification processes. This may elucidate
struggles of identity and agency, through which public managers construct new roles
and role changes in relation to the constraints and enablement of various public
management discourses. Moreover, it unpacks how the managers affect the
constitution of particular ways of managing and organizing governance locally.

Cases of collaborative governance in the daycare sector

This article is based on a qualitative study of collaborative governance work in the
welfare area of daycare in two Danish municipalities from 2010-2014. The daycare
departments in the municipalities are interesting cases as they formed a partnership
with the Danish Union of Early Childhood and Youth Educators in 2010 to develop
new forms of quality management through collaborative governance. The daycare
sector is governed by local daycare departments accounting to a head of division and
a political committee in the local municipalities. Daycare departments typically
consist of a head of department and several managerial consultants with both
administrative and educational responsibilities, all of which I refer to as public
managers. The municipalities in this study are medium sized (ca. 45.000 citizens) and
the daycare departments govern a number of local daycare centers and staff of
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daycare managers and teachers. Formally, the daycare managers are accountable to
the public managers.

Daycare is a central welfare area in Denmark, and is currently subject to changes due
to new modernization policies (Egelund, Hansen, Csonka, Jergensen, Davidsen, Sloth
& Jacobsen, 2012). Over the past decade daycare practice and governance has
already changed due to the development of a range of quality management policies,
along with related practices such as education plans (quality reports) and quality
inspections — the effects of which daycare teachers, managers and politicians
critically discuss in relation to NPM-discourses of standardization and control (Hviid
& Lima, 2011; Plum, 2012). In response, various new attempts to modernize daycare
governance and its quality management have appeared (EVA 2013), including the
cases in this study. As such, efforts of collaborative governance within the
educational sector relate to discussions of public management discourses such as
NPM and NPG to enable public service and policy innovation (Bason, 2010;
Serensen & Torfing, 2011; Ansell & Torfing, 2014). One of the problems expressed
in the present cases concerned the existing quality management reports and their one-
way communication, which were considered ‘meaningless’ by politicians, daycare
managers and teachers. The ‘different languages’ of these stakeholders were seen as
problematic, because public managers had to ‘translate’ between stakeholders, and
consequently the need to develop new quality-management methods by collaboration
was stressed.

From 2010-2012 various collaborative governance processes emerged in the two
daycare departments in workshop laboratories, involving stakeholders from across
the daycare sector to collaborate in knowledge-sharing, idea-creation and multi-actor
discussions. Some laboratories included various stakeholders, e.g. public managers,
politicians, daycare managers, teachers, parents and children from four daycare
centers. While other consisted of specific groups, e.g. public managers. The
laboratories concerned both existing and potential quality-management methods to
daycare, and their challenges and possibilities were explored. In each municipality
around 10 interorganizational workshops, each with around 20 stakeholders, were
conducted. Between these events the management teams conducted workshops at the
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city halls, as did daycare managers and teachers in daycare centers. In 2013 it was
politically decided that the collaborations about quality management should continue.
This resulted in yearly daycare ‘marketplaces’ and ‘dialogic inspections’ throughout
2013-2014. At the daycare marketplace all stakeholders (between 200-400 people)
met local daycare managers and teachers, who presented and discussed daycare
quality with other stakeholders — instead of accounting in reports. Through this,
quality accounts were communicated through videos, pictures, narratives and
dialogues, and this is seen as a new, better form of quality management due to the
knowledge-sharing amongst stakeholders.

Methods and data analysis

I studied this collaborative governance work over a period of 4 years — though with
varying intensity and methods. The method design was aimed at producing a rich
data of collaborative governance work and was inspired by organizational discourse
approaches and ethnography (Fairhurst & Grant, 2010; Grant & Marshak, 2011;
Yebema, Yanow, Wels & Kamsteeg, 2009). This involved various forms of
ethnographic fieldwork to study the communication, practices and materials relating
to collaborative governance and its managers. The data-set includes field notes,
photos, video and audio recording from participant observations in collaborative
governance work at city halls and daycare centers, and from single and group
interviews (unstructured) with managers, daycare managers and teachers, and a
number of organizational documents such as participant-written reflection notes, e-
mails etc. The methods used for data collection were critically considered during data
analyses and along the way analytical points were discussed with participants to
allow them to nuance these.

To manage the data I produced an event history database showing when and where
the data was collected, what activity and who participated, and my notions of initial
analytical curiosity (Hardy & Thomas, 2014). During the initial coding I noted a
recurring empirical concern regarding managers’ roles and decided to undertake a
systematic analysis. A preliminary analysis across the data showed communication
about the role of managers in multiple data sources, but this was also explicit in
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interviews (12 single/group interviews with public managers and daycare managers)
managerial workshops and meetings (17 events with public managers), and in some
organizational documents (1 partnership newsletter, 2 meeting minutes, 1 article) that
I selected for further analyses. However, in order to include implicit or non-linguistic
communication of the role of managers I also selected data sources from
interorganizational laboratory workshops and collaborative governance conferences
(public managers and stakeholders like politicians, daycare staff and citizens) to
analyze the subjectification processes positioning the managers during this type of
work.

I analyzed the data sources in multiple movements to construct and qualify analytical
patterns (James, 2012) concerning roles in the positioning of managers forming
subjectification processes. This included an ‘open’ analysis through which I followed
empirical voices and practices communicating meanings and matters of managerial
roles in their collaborative governance work. This amounted into a cluster on
positioning acts in terms of e.g. ‘old vs. new roles’, ‘changing from the translator to
the facilitator’, the ‘middle position in a field of tensions’, ‘letting go of managing’.
However, these were often accompanied by communication forming a cluster relating
to the organizing of ‘public management’ in different terms, such as ‘hierarchy’, ‘top-
bottom’, ‘out there/in here’, ‘secretariat’ ‘direct communication between politicians
and teachers’, ‘authentic dialogues and collaboration’, ‘knowledge sharing and
innovation across the organization’ that invoked discourses of NPM and NPG more
and less explicitly. I then did numerous focused or ‘closed’ analyses to unfold and
qualify my analyses of these clusters in relation to studies on managing collaborative
governance and to managerial identity in organizational discourse studies. These
developed patterns of the communication of positioning — which I reanalyzed by
several critical iterations.

This amounted to a three-parted analysis of managers’ subjectification processes by
which they a) construct a new role of facilitation, b) struggle with changing roles
accordingly, and ¢) empower the new agency to steer. The three parts elucidate
interconnected aspects of the constitutive dynamics, and the divisions are to mediate
rather than to represent demarcated processes, which are explored next.
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Findings

In the following sections I unpack the findings of the analysis to show the complexity
involved in constituting new roles of public managers in collaborative governance
and the challenges of changing roles in relation to other public management
discourses. The findings are outlined in three sections, although the aspects they
present are not clearly demarcated entities. The first part of the analysis concerns how
managers communicate collaborative governance as a solution to the problems of
quality management in daycare and, in so doing, construct both ‘old’” and ‘new’ roles.
The second part highlights how public managers struggle with their new roles, and to
change identity and agency accordingly. The third part elucidates how, through their
struggles, they empower the new role with agency to steer collaboration, but then
also that they are troubled by practicing this role alongside other roles. The findings
therefore show the complicated constitutive dynamics involved in managers’ work to
construct new and change roles in relation to various public management discourses.

From old to new role: Positioning managers as facilitators

Across data from both municipalities the public managers talk collaborative
governance into existence as a solution to local problems of quality management in
daycare. In meetings and at workshops this potential and its challenges are discussed
and various new quality-management methods are developed to enable “better”
communication regarding daycare quality between stakeholders such as politicians,
daycare managers and teachers and parents. “Better” was voiced in contrasts to the
existing methods often referred to as control in written reports. However, with the
discursive power produced by making collaborative governance a solution - a
demand to change managerial roles is required, which the managers relate themselves
to. In the following excerpt (newsletter, August 2012) the two head of department
contrast local quality-management methods associated with control and their
development of collaborative governance, in so doing imply their old role:
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Steven: Traditionally, daycare teachers account for their work in written
reports, which the administration analyses and interprets before the politicians
receive the material. Some information disappears in this governing chain of
command and a discrepancy emerges between what the politicians receive and
what actually happens in daycare practices. In the collaborative laboratories we
see a far more authentic communication about professional daycare. As
administrators and politicians we were told, face to face, about theories,
methods and results by means of narratives, and we entered a dialogue that,
among other things, enlightens the municipality about how to create a
framework for good professional daycare practices. The alternative is that the
various actors describe their efforts, goals and results. That might work, but it
easily becomes just another piece of paper lying in a drawer.

Peter: Usually the changes start from the top or from the outside, e.g., via
research, the national association of the municipalities, national legislation,
educational trends — and, naturally, from politicians. Then it’s the role of the
administration to channel that to the daycare centers. Sometimes that works
fine, but mostly it actually doesn’t work. Other times the politicians ask us how
daycare centers will react to something. And then it’s our job to estimate that.
The dialogical approach to governing turns the pyramid upside down. Here it’s
the daycare workers who create the knowledge that is brought to the political
level.

The difference between the two approaches is defined by contrasts in written reports,
the chain of command, top vs. authentic communication, dialogue, turning the
pyramid upside-down. Through this, the potential for collaboration between
stakeholders is stressed in contrast to just another piece of paper lying in a drawer.
Steven argues that collaborative governance solves the issue of discrepancy between
daycare reality and the information politicians receive. In doing this he not only
implies the potential of collaborative governance in positive terms, he also positions
and problematizes the public managers’ old role as analyzing and interpreting the
written reports - because some information disappears in the governing chain of
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command. Peter problematizes a top-down procedure and describes the public
managers’ old role as a channel, one that often doesn’t work. So they describe their
old role in a hierarchy as being part of the problem. This construction of the old and
the new role of public managers is further stressed (same newsletter):

Steven: As administrators our role will change from — broadly speaking —
translating the educational logic to the political/administrative logic and now
we have to facilitate the dialogue between politicians, daycare centers, parents
and children — and also other welfare services who deal with children. It’s a
new role that’s in demand, and that’s needed in the local governing system
today.

When Steven positions managers in their new role of facilitating dialogues between
multiple stakeholders within education, he constructs a demand for them to change
from translating to facilitating. Although he states ‘we have to facilitate dialogue’, it
is not just constructed as a demand, but also a need in the system, thereby suggesting
that the new role is better suited to today’s environment. As such the managers talk
collaborative governance into existence as the solution to local problems of NPM
quality control in daycare; by which they construct a necessary role change from
translator to facilitator in normative terms. This implies that they identify with the
changes needed to solve problems and thus subject to a new role.

In such ways the managers talk a role change into existence in accordance with the
literature on the new role of managers in collaborative governance (Silvia, 2011,
Weber & Khademian, 2008; Vangen & Winchester, 2013). Through doing so, they
communicate interorganizational collaboration as a solution to problems related to
hierarchical quality management practices and discourses of control, which again
corresponds with several studies discussing discourses of NPM and NPG (Ansell &
Torfing, 2014; Osborne, 2009). They construct an old managerial role of translating
information as part of the problem and construct a demand for change and a new role.
Their positioning of a new role to facilitate stakeholder dialogues in collaborative
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settings is contrasted to a hierarchical organization and control through translating
paper work, and thus they signify the importance of ‘people-oriented behaviours’ also
described by Silvia (2011) as better than ‘paper work’. However, as shown next, the
managers also struggle with this.

Letting go of managing: Struggles of identity and agency

In the analysis other facets of complexity in collaborative governance and the
challenges of a new managerial role also became evident. During the work to develop
collaborative governance, the managers also struggle over meanings ascribed to the
new role as they construct identity and agency to manage by facilitating
collaboration. The managers may discursively stress the potential of collaborative
governance and their new role of facilitation in opposition to the old of translating,
but simultaneously they find this change of roles challenging. In the following
example one of the department heads has just explained the potential of collaborative
governance from his managerial position, yet he also describes some risks that
demand change from him - with which he struggles (single interview, August, 2010):

Steven: There are some potential risks here [...] I’d almost call it a short circuit
of the managerial chain in the municipality the second a daycare manager for
some reason have direct access to the political arena. [...] I think it’s crucial to
establish ground rules for this type of collaboration [...] the hierarchical
system is sometimes nervous about breaking the hierarchical boundaries. It’s a
little too focused on the risks instead of the children and the wins of such
endeavor. I think it is natural though when it has to do with control. [...] I
somehow feel an uncertainty, if I experienced that a daycare manager and a
political member of the committee are leading dialogues without me. I'm
thinking *what the hell is she doing?’ I really need to work on my trust here
[...] but it’s the nervousness that prevents establishing direct access.
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By constructing a risk of direct access between governance actors like daycare staff
and politicians, he stresses that it is crucial to establish ground rules, yet, in doing so,
he struggles with uncertainty and trust. He legitimizes his struggles as a natural part
of a hierarchical system concerned with control. Although he subjects to the demand
for changing roles, he stresses that it involves work related to uncertainty,
nervousness and trust, which he finds challenging. Similarly the other daycare
department head explains that changing identity and agency according to a new role
is not easy. In the following he discusses how collaborative governance changes the
role of managers with the management team (managerial laboratory workshop,
March 2011):

Peter: That thing I have to do with these daycare centers rather soon, right?
Where I’m visiting three centers’ playgrounds to reduce their outdoor area -
because we can’t afford to maintain it. If I was a NPM manager - but now I’ve
already self-glorified myself, right? But then I would have made my decision
on a piece of paper and sent it out: that’s how it’s gonna be! But we go out and
negotiate with local managers. So, yeah, we are changing in effect of this
attention [to collaborative governance, eds.] to avoid becoming this awful top-
down management.

By constructing a self-glorified position in opposition to an awful top-down
management he subjects himself to a demand for role changes in collaborative
governance and highlights the agency it involves, namely instigate negotiations with
other governance actors, in this case daycare managers. However, by stressing this
positioning as a self-glorification he also acknowledges that it is not easy to change,
even if it is something he himself invokes, but that he nonetheless does it instead of
making the decision on a piece of paper because he wants to avoid that old role.

While managerial communication dominates the data on role changes, the managers
are also positioned by the other collaborative governance actors. The social dynamics
emerging through collaboration are referred to as critical matters, which the managers
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struggle with when changing roles. As such, they describe risks and challenges of
living up to the self-glorified role they have constructed and positioned themselves
in. This is expressed further in a conversation between two public managers, Ulf and
Maria, and the department head, Peter (group interview, May 2012):

Peter: It’s hard work, right? Because the way it is now, eh - the political
committee, as always, asks me. But they also get out there. You know, that’s
the fun part now, right? That’s the new thing; we just have to live with, right?
That they just - they aren’t too snobbish to visit a daycare center and get a
feeling of what’s, what’s the atmosphere here? So these kinds of things have
happened. You know, I don’t know what caused it. It may be the collaborative
laboratories. You, you can write that.

Ulf: The lab nurtured them to do that; there’s no doubt about that.
Peter: They’re extremely interested.

Ulf: That voice out there, they are really, eh - they’re focused on it. As an
important voice. There’s no doubt about it.

Peter: No. So they go out there. You know, that’s anxiety provoking in an
administration.

This illustrates how the managers see the interorganizational relationships emerging
from the collaborative processes as being a sign of the success of their development
of collaborative governance approaches. They stress this by stating that the daycare
centers are becoming important to the politicians. However, this success leads to
challenges; the new situation in which politicians visit daycare centers without
including public managers is anxiety provoking. Thereby the politicians also position
the managers in role changes — although they ask the head, they also act
independently. This implies a constrained agency in the new role of the managers; an
unmanageability of the social dynamics between collaborative governance actors
which the management teams find challenging. The constraints of such
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unmanageability cause struggle over meanings of the managerial roles and thus in the
changes of positioning, which is unfolded further in the same conversation shortly
after:

Maria: I was thinking, you know letting go of managing. I think that’s rather
crucial too, right? You know. I said how I felt after my first [facilitation of a,
ed.] laboratory, right? You know, and the frustration gives a tremendous
experience, but you know saying: "how’s it working when I’m not to. When I
can’t plan, when I don’t know how the outcome will be?’ Or I tried to plan it,
but then it turned out differently, and I didn’t really know what the bloody
outcome was. It wasn’t what I expected, and maybe I didn’t want it to be that,
but in the end that was where we ended, and that’s the point, isn’t it. You know
saying: ‘well all that management - that becomes so un-reflexive sometimes.
We turn it around and we let go of managing and then we actually reflect a lot
more, right?

UIf: yes, and we give ourselves the opportunity to hold on to our intentions,
and then they actually lead the way, instead of a predefined outcome.

She describes the challenges of changing roles by emphasizing her difficulties with
letting go of the old managerial role, thereby constructing an unmanageability in
terms of not having a plan and not steering the outcome of collaborative processes.
But although she is struggling, she constructs the frustration as a part of the role
changes by reflecting upon the experience of letting go - and together with the other
public manager, she highlights the reflexivity of collaborative governance as more
important than the old managerial role. Through their struggles with changing roles
and the frustration due to unmanageability, the managers construct the potential of
collaborative governance as being worthwhile letting go of management for.

While the managers construct collaborative governance in positive terms as a
solution to local problems of quality management related to NPM and their old roles
— the change in roles is not a linear or smooth process, it is rather a complicated
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subjectification process through which the managers struggle to construct identity
and agency according to the new role and associated public management discourses
of particular meanings to them in that situation. The managers also talk
unmanageable aspects of collaborative governance into existence due to social
dynamics of interorganizational collaborative actors invoking NPG-discourses of
hybridity and uncertainty. To the managers this means constraints in the managerial
agency of the new role, and they struggle to change accordingly; Steven sees risk,
Peter calls it anxiety provoking and Maria talks about the frustration of not being able
to manage the plan and outcome. As such, we see how the managers’ positioning
involves struggles over the meanings of roles related to various discursive
constructions of public management (control and hierarchy vs. direct communication
and collaboration) through the way this affects the managerial identity and agency,
which complicates their role change from translators to facilitators. These
complications of multiple roles and role changes related to discursive tensions of
various public management discourses demand them to ‘walk on two legs’
(managerial meeting, June 2013):

Maria: I’ve had to walk on two legs, because, I don’t have politicians that are
fully committed [to collaborative governance, ed.]. I deal with politicians that
exactly also go in the opposite direction, and suddenly get the idea that [NPM
quality control is also nice.].

This part of the analysis corresponds with studies on discursive power and
managerial positioning. Purdy (2012), in particular, argues that the discursive power
produced through the social dynamics of collaborative governance is somewhat
unmanageable. This constrains the managers’ new facilitating role, because other
participants may produce legitimacy to question and alter the direction of the
collaboration and affect the issue and actors in question. In the managers’ positioning
they struggle with this unmanageability by the way it is taken as both enabling and
constraining their agency in discursive tensions of e.g. hierarchy vs. collaboration.
On the one hand they glorify the new role and reflexivity of collaboration, on the
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other they struggle to let go of managing. The positioning acts show situated
constructions of multiple roles and the complications of role changes in struggles
over their meanings of identity and agency in relation to other governance actors and
other public management discourses But these struggles also generate creative ways
of positioning to gain particular forms of agency (Thomas & Davies, 2005), as
elucidated next.

Empowering the facilitating manager

As demonstrated the managers struggle to change roles, in so doing they also create
new positioning and thereby empower their agency in relation to the unmanageability
of collaborative governance. Through their struggles they construct the role of
facilitation as being particularly important, and thereby gaining the agency to steer. In
the following conversation between the department head, Steven, and the public
manager, Britt (group interview, July 2012) they say:

Steven: If I rewind to the time when I problematized what the democratic risk
was in this, right? You know, and how can we live with — or should we avoid
it, if it becomes an exclusive access for a minority of people to actively affect
the political agenda via communication, right? You know it’s in this regard
that I, as a civil servant, have a really, really important role. Maybe not so
much as a translator but to a greater extent to be the one who brings the more
fragmented stories into a meta-perspective, right? And try to extract the
essence and say: ‘alright, what does this tell us? What we just heard, what
might that tell us about the field of daycare? What might it tell us about the
next relevant step to make a decision and set some sort of direction for, eh, for
the development of the field, right?

Britt: And that’s a really important role of facilitating, right? You know if
you’re creating those meta-perspectives. Provide people with a forum for
reflection based on those grounds. You know, it’s a really important role and a
different role - than just being a translator.
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The managers refer to the democratic risk of exclusive access to affect political
agendas; by which they position the new role as being more important than the old
one of just translating. Through this they identify with the new role as facilitators, but
they empower this with a certain agency legitimized by risks. This include to steer by
bringing fragmented stories into meta-perspectives, summarizing their essence and
thereby defining their substance, with which they seek to set direction in the daycare
area. As such, they construct an agency to facilitate in certain ways to steer the
collaborative outcome; with the democratic risk Steven indicates that the
relationships between stakeholders that emerge from collaboration may affect
political leadership. This requires that that the manager facilitates by both providing
collaborative forums and communicating its relevance to decision making, thus
steering the direction. This particular agency produced through the managers’
positioning and role construction is expressed in the following example of a multi-
actor collaboration (April 2012). In order to incorporate a child’s perspective on
daycare quality, this workshop took place in a daycare center (as opposed to its
typical location at the city hall). It included public managers, politicians, daycare
managers, teachers and children (24 people). Before the children arrived, the
facilitating manager handed out questions to direct the participants’ attention: “What
knowledge on daycare quality do you gain from listening from your position in the
daycare field?”. This framed the process and the outcomes which the managers
afterwards saw as ‘meta-perspectives’ to steer the further decision-making. A field
note describes that:

Seven children (around 4-5 years old) come in of the door with a teacher and
gather around a table located in the middle of the room. We all quiet down and
stand around the children, not in a circle but so that everybody can see the
table, they are sitting around. On the table pictures are lying around showing
the children in a forest. The teacher and children start talking about a daytrip
into the woods, their experiences with each other, the animals, the nature and
the physical activities they did there. Twenty-four people are crowded around
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them with note pads labeled e.g. ‘teacher’, ‘daycare manager’, ‘administrator’
or ‘politician’ (indicating their formal role in the collaboration). The children
do not appear to pay any attention to them, but the adults standing around are
very attentive to the children; they write eagerly on their pads and have
smiling faces.

After 25 minutes the children left, and a two-hour workshop began in which they
discussed their notes and answers to the question asked by the facilitating manager on
how they could use it for quality accounting. Afterwards the management team
produced a document of ‘meta-perspectives’ defining the knowledge needs of
politicians and administrators, and the daycare staff’s interest in accounting daycare
quality. This document was used to show the result of their collaborations to the
political committee and it was also used for the organization of new collaborative
governance events called daycare marketplaces. In this, we see how managers create
agency through the struggles over meanings of roles — in this case the particular
agency of facilitation that allows the managers to steer the framing of a process and
the definitions of the outcomes, which have constitutive effects on future ways of
organizing governance.

First, the exploration of subjectification processes firstly elucidated how the
managers communicate collaborative governance in relation to other public
management discourses and the new managerial role they are subjected to. They
talked collaborative governance into existence as the solution to local problems of the
hierarchy, control and their related roles. Thereby they constructed a necessary role
change to become facilitators. The second part showed, however, that they struggled
to change accordingly due to the constraints they saw in the new role in relation to
other managerial roles and governance actors. In considering this, the managers
described a risk and frustrations connected to a kind of unmanageability emerging
through the interorganizational collaborative actors. This last part of the analysis
explored how they, through these struggles, nonetheless, also create a particular
agency of facilitation; legitimized by the unmanageability of collaborative
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governance they highlight a new managerial role as particularly important in
conducting facilitation that steers the framing and outcome of collaboration.

In these positioning acts the managers prefer to collaboration and control as
discursive resources by which they construct collaborative governance as solutions to
local problems of quality management associated with NPM or as a resource to
produce risk. In so doing, they position themselves through discursive tensions of
unmanageability and manageability, by which they move between the constraints and
enablement of their multiple roles. The managers’ positioning therefore subjects them
to demands of role changes in discursive tensions of e.g. collaborative governance
and NPM causing struggles of identity, yet simultaneously empowers them with
agency to form a certain kind of facilitation — amongst other roles. As demonstrated,
it is definitely not an easy solution to pursue neither collaborative governance nor the
role changes discursively implied. However, the efforts to undertake such endeavors
are nevertheless seen as a worthwhile struggle by the managers in the present study —
although it presents new challenges to walk on two legs.

Discussion

To summarize, the findings demonstrated how managers construct old and new roles
through their positioning in tensions of various public management discourses of
NPM and NPG, and how they struggled with changing accordingly, from translators
to facilitators. Nonetheless, the findings also unpacked how managers, in effect,
empowered the new role and thereby gained agency to facilitate in certain ways,
which, in this case, allowed them to steer the framing and outcome of collaboration.
As such, the findings show the complicated power dynamics of locally constructed
public management discourses and related practices forming subjectification
processes of managers, as they enact various roles. This suggests that we consider
role changes not as linear processes or static end-states, but rather as situated effects
of ongoing subjectification processes of positioning. Through this, we can understand
other facets of the complexity in managing collaborative governance, namely the
struggles of identity and agency involved in not just undertaking a new role, but also
changing between roles.
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Those findings are not general, but they nonetheless contribute to discussions in
collaborative governance studies, as they elucidate the complications involved in
constituting new roles and role changes when working in discursive tensions of
various public management discourses. Others (e.g. Silvia, 2011) have identified the
new role of the manager as the facilitator and discuss the managerial challenges
implied when bringing together diverse actors in collaboration: a tricky process
demanding managers to change to facilitators and stakeholders such as politicians,
welfare workers, citizens etc. to become partners in delivering inputs and producing
output. Identifying new roles are useful and thinking about the challenges they imply
as working through tensions (Vangen & Winchester, 2013) is valuable to highlight
the complexity involved in managing this kind of governance practice. However, the
findings of present study show that roles are neither static nor powerful per se, but
rather subject to ongoing discursive constructions and struggles over their meanings
to actors. Therefore, in addition to identifying new roles and tensions, we need to
consider the inherent challenges of multiple roles (Pedersen & Hartley, 2008), and
that the concept of role may be insufficient in this regard.

As suggested, the concept of subjectification offers theorizing to explore the
constitutive power relations of public management discourses and related practices
produced through managers’ work and affecting their identity and agency. This
involves addressing the ways in which actors are positioned, and thereby construct
more or less preferred roles and enabling specific management practices and ways of
organizing collaborative governance. As such, this inspires a consideration of the
managerial challenges in terms other than a certain role, but rather in terms of subject
positioning and the agency gained thereby. This elucidates the challenges related to
making sense of different roles associated with different forms of public
management. Thereby it shows the tensions that emerge from managing not just the
complexity of collaborative governance practices, but from doing this alongside other
management practices. Revisiting the notion of management tensions (Vangen &
Winchester, 2013), the present study suggests that, in addition to understanding such
problematics as working through certain tensions, we can shed light on emerging
tensions by studying managerial positioning acts.
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Although the change to facilitation may seem as a loss of authority and managerial
power, managing by facilitating dialogues may also empower the agency to bring
certain actors together, frame processes and define topics (Karlsen & Villadsen,
2008). Purdy (2012), in particular, conceptualizes power relations, in which
discursive power is theorized to produce legitimacy and elucidate the negotiation of
managerial power between actors within collaborations. In extension, the present
study elucidates the negotiation of power not just within collaboration and between
collaborative actors, but also the struggles to empower managerial agency prior to,
and in between, collaboration. The effects of this on roles and agency can be
examined through studying managers’ subjectification processes, as the present study
has demonstrated. This indicates that power relations are not just produced and
negotiated within collaborations, but also prior to, and in between, as managers
position themselves and empower agency to facilitate in certain ways. Although the
findings show how the management teams struggled over the meanings of the new
role and letting go of managing, they also empowered the facilitating manager with
agency to steer collaborative governance practices through concluding outcomes and
defining meta-perspectives.

As such, a facilitating manager can steer and set directions of a welfare area, but the
power relations involved in enabling this kind of governance are negotiable in and in
between collaborations in tensions of multiple public management discourses and
role-expectations. As these tensions and the power relations working through such
are invoked and may co-exist by the way that managers are positioned and struggle
over meanings and matters of their own role in relation to other actors, within and
between collaborations and other public management work. Because of this, further
theorizing of discursive aspects and communication is critical, both in relation to this
form of governance construct in general and, more specifically, in relation to
managerial challenges — and the creative potential of their struggles.

Conclusion

This article has explored the changing role of public managers involved in
developing collaborative governance practices by unfolding the concept of
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subjectification, which redirects the focus from certain roles to their constitution by
means of positioning. The findings of a qualitative study of interorganizational
collaboration in daycare demonstrate that the ways in which managers communicate
collaborative governance as a solution to local problems — in this case of quality
management — create a demand for a new managerial role, and thereby subject
themselves to change from translators to facilitators. However, the findings also
elucidate the following challenges: to change roles accordingly in struggles of
identity and agency between being a manager in a hierarchy and collaboration,
invoking tensions of competing public management discourses. Lastly, the findings
highlight that, through their struggles, the managers constructed a new role of
facilitation with an empowered agency to steer collaborations by framing questions
and summarizing outcomes, thus constituting a local version of managing this form
of governance in daycare. As such, the findings suggest that public managers are
struggling to position themselves as facilitators in order to manage collaborative
governance practices, but that they in effect are empowered to create a new agency.
This suggests that we consider role changes not as linear processes or static end-
states, but rather as situated effects of positioning including struggles over identity
and agency.

The study unpacks the complicated generative aspects in the power relations of
diverse public management discourses and related practices by which managers
position between changing roles and constituting particular roles. This offers an
empirically grounded understanding of the challenges of role change and their
constitutive effects on managers created during the struggles of identity and agency
relating to collaborative governance alongside other public management practices
and associated discourses. In addition to conceptualizing new managerial roles and
their challenges in terms of management tensions between various actors in
collaborative governance (Silvia, 2011; Vangen & Winchester, 2013) and in terms of
discursive power as legitimacy (Purdy, 2012), this study expands their scope by
theorizing the subjectification and positioning of managers. The exploration of the
constitutive dynamics of simultaneous subjection to identify and coming to agency
through positioning, strengthen our understanding of the managerial challenges
produced by tensions between multiple public management discourses and related
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practices to undertake new roles. Although the simultaneity is not easy to elucidate,
conceptualizing it as a constitutive dynamic enables us to address its critical effects in
this form of governance.

Managing collaborative governance in practice is not only about the challenges of
facilitating tricky multi-actor processes, or dealing with the social dynamics and
discursive power produced within collaborations although these are central and
critical aspects, but, as a precondition, it is also about the discursive struggles over
roles and the identity constructions that enable particular forms of facilitation, and
constitute specific versions of this kind of governance locally. The exploration of
managerial subjectification processes and the struggles over identity and agency
shows both discursive restrains and enablement as constitutive to managing this kind
of governance in certain ways. Approaching related issues of e.g. organizing
collaboration or negotiating outcomes between collaborative partners, are also
problems worth considering from a discourse perspective, as such help scrutinize the
complex communicative practices, including the more and less comfortable, (dis-
Jorganized and struggling aspects that may become crucial to this kind of
governance. Such a move fertilizes insights from studies on collaborative governance
and organizational discourse further - a move this article has contributed to.

204



References

Ansell, C. & Gash, A. (2008): Collaborative Governance in Theory and Practice.
Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 18 (4): 543-571

Ansell, C. & Torfing, J. (2014): Public Innovation Through Collaboration and
Design. Routledge. New York.

Alvesson, M. (2010): Self-doubters, strugglers, storytellers, surfers and others:
Images of self-identities in organization studies. Human Relations. Sage Publications.

Bason, C. (2010). Leading Public Sector Innovation: Co-creating for a Better
Society. Policy Press.

Bergstrom, O. & Knights, D. (2006): Organizational discourse and subjectivity:
Subjectification during processes of recruitment. Human Relations. 59(3): 351-377.

Christensen, T. & Leagreid, P. (2011). Complexity and Hybrid Public
Administration—Theoretical and Empirical Challenges. Public organization review.
11(4): 407-423.

Davies, B. (2006): Subjectification: The Relevance of Butler's Analysis for
Education, British Journal of Sociology of Education, 27(4): 425-438.

Davies, B. & Harré, R. (1990): Positioning: The Discursive Production of Selves.
Journal for the theory of social behavior.

Emerson, K., Nabatchi, T., & Balough, S. (2011). An integrative framework for
collaborative governance. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory,
22(1): 1-29.

Farihurst, G.T & Grant, D. (2010): The Social Construction of Leadership: A Sailing
Guide. Management Communication Quarterly. 24(2): 171-210.

Ferlie, E., Hartley, J. & Martin, S. (2003): Changing Public Service Organizations:
Current Perspectives and Future Prospects. British Journal of Management, 14: 1-14.

205



Foucault, M. (1994): Power vol. 3, essential works of Foucault 1954-1984. Editions
Gallimard.

Grant, D. & Marshak, R.J. (2011): Toward a Discourse-Centered Understanding of
Organizational Change. Journal of Applied Behavioral Science. 47(2): 204-235.

Hardy & Thomas, (2014): Strategy, Discourse and Practice: The Intensification of
Power, Journal of Management Studies, 51(2): 320-348.

Hardy, C., Lawrence, T.B., & Grant, D. (2005): Discourse and Collaboration: The
Role of Conversations and Collective Identity. The Academy of Management Review,
30(1): 58-77.

Hartley, J. (2005): Innovation in Governance and Public Services: Past and Present.
Public Money & Management. 25(1):27-34.

Hviid, P. & Lima, C. (2011): Padagogik, Evaluering og Evaluerings-ubehag
(Pedagogics, Evaluation and evaluation-discomfort) . I: Pedagogiks Psykologisk
Tidsskrift . 48(2): 103-120.

Hojgaard, L. & Sendergaard, D.M. (2011): Theorizing the complexities of discursive
and material subjectivity: Agential realism and poststructural analyses. Theory &
Psychology. 21(3): 338-354.

James, A. (2012). Seeking the analytic imagination: Reflections on the process of
interpreting qualitative data. Qualitative Research. 1-16.

Johnston, E.W., Hicks, D., Nan, N., & Auer, J.C. (2010): Managing the Inclusion
Process in Collaborative Governance. Journal of Public Administration Research and
Theory, 21: 699-721.

Kamp, A., Klemsdal, L. & Gonds, L. (2013): Introduction to special issue on the
Public Sector. Nordic Journal of Working Life Studies, 3(2): 1-8.

Karlsen, M.P & Villadsen, K. (2008): Who should do the talking? The proliferation
of dialogue as governmental technology. Culture and Organization, 14(4): 345-363.

206



O’Leary, R. & Vij, N. (2012): Collaborative Public Management: Where Have We
Been and Where Are We Going? The American Review of Public Administration,
42(5): 507-522.

Osborne, S.P. (2009): The New Public Governance? Emerging Perspectives on the
Theory and Practice of Public Governance. Routledge.

Pedersen, D. & Hartley, J. (2008): The changing context of public leadership and
management Implications for roles and dynamics. International Jounal of Public
Sector Management. 21(4): 327 — 339.

Pedersen, A.R, Schested, K., & Serensen, E. (2011): Emerging Theoretical
Understanding of Pluricentric Coordination in Public Governance. The American
Review of Public Administration, 41(4): 375-394.

Philips, N. & Oswick, C. (2012): Organizational Discourse: Domains, Debates, and
Directions, The Accademy of Management Annals, 6 (1): 435-481.

Plum, M. (2012): Humanism, administration and education: the demand of
documentation and the production of a new pedagogical desire. Journal of Education
Policy. 27(4): 491-507.

Purdy, J.M. (2012): A Framework for Assessing Power in Collaborative Governance
Processes. Public Administration Review. 49(3): 675-689.

Silvia, C. (2011): Collaborative Governance Concepts for Successful Network
Leadership. State and Local Government Review, 43(1): 66-71.

Serensen, E. & Torfing, J. (2011): Enhancing Collaborative Innovation in the Public
Sector. Administration & Society, 43(8): 842-868.

Thomas, R. & Davies, A. (2005): Theorizing the Micro-politics of Resistance: New
Public Management and Managerial Identities in the UK Public Services,
Organization Studies, 28(5): 683-706.

207



Thomas, R., Sargent, L.D. & Hardy, C. (2011). Managing Organizational Change:
Negotiating Meaning and Power-Resistance Relations, Organization Science, 22(1):
22-41.

Vangen, S. & Huxham, C. (2011): The Tangled Web: Unraveling the Principle of
Common Goals in Collaborations. Journal of Public Administration Research and
Theory, 22:731-760.

Vangen, S. & Winchester, N. (2013): Managing Cultural Diversity in Collaborations.
Public Management Review, 1-22.

Vangen, S., Hayes, J.P. & Cornforth, C. (2014). Governing Cross-Sector, Inter-
Organizational Collaborations. Public Management Review.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2014.903658

Yebema, S., Yanow, D., Wels, H. & Kamsteeg, F. (2009). Organizational
Ethnography Studying the Complexity of Everyday Life. Sage Publications Ltd.

Weber, P., & Khademian, A.,M., (2008): Wicked Problems, Knowledge Challenges,
and Collaborative Capacity Builders in Network Settings. Public administration
review, 68(2): 334-349.

208



Article 3

Title:

Negotiating collaborative governance designs: a discursive approach

Abstract

This article addresses the design and implementation issues of collaborative
governance, a public-management practice aimed at involving stakeholders in
problem solving and public innovation. Although aspects of for example stakeholder
inclusion and power are conceptualized in the literature, these issues remain
challenging in practice. Therefore, the interest in understanding the emerging
processes of collaborative governance is growing. This article contributes to
theorizing discursive aspects of such processes by conceptualizing and exploring the
meaning negotiations through which collaborative governance designs emerge and
change. The findings of a case study of local governments’ efforts to innovate quality
management in education through collaborative governance, suggest that such form
of governance is continuingly negotiated in communication during both design and
implementation phases. Through the meaning negotiations of local designs,
discursive tensions and resistance generate changes in the organizing. The article
shows that a discursive approach offers concepts valuable for refining the
understanding of the emergent processes of collaborative governance, and proposes
approaching this process as organizing accomplished through and complicated by
endemic meaning negotiations and change.

Keywords: Collaborative governance, organizational discourse, emerging process,
public innovation
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Introduction

The need to deal with complex problems in contemporary society has given rise to a
growing interest in collaboration across the public, private, and non-profit sectors
(Ferlie, Hartey & Martin, 2003; Osborne, 2006; Christensen & Leaergreid, 2011). As
such, collaborative governance initiatives emerge in public organizations with the
aim of involving stakeholders in co-creating solutions for problems related to issues
of policy and service innovation (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Serensen & Torfing, 2013).
The assumption is that interorganizational collaboration can co-create public value
and innovation through: “an emergent process — one driven more by a concern about
solving certain common problems than by a desire to respond to narrowly conceived
incentives. This emergent process of bringing together parties to identify
opportunities for public value creation leads to strong demands for a kind of
‘simultaneous engineering’ [...] as a process of collaborative design” (Ansell &
Torfing, 2014: 10). However, in addition to its potential, the literature highlights
considerable challenges of multi-actor interactions and interests. These issues are
addressed in conceptual and practice-based models as design and implementation
issues in terms of, for example, stakeholder inclusion, decision-making processes,
power relations, and trust building (Vangen, Hayes & Cornforth, 2014).

As such, social interaction within and between collaborations is stressed as the
potential source of both success and failure owing to actors’ idea generation and
value creation, but also interest conflicts, and goal confusion (Bryson, Quick,
Slotterback & Crosby, 2012). For instance, various actors concerned with healthcare
issues, such as nurses, doctors, politicians, and patient organizations, may have
different definitions of a shared problem. Through collaboration, they may be in
dialogue and broaden their understandings of both the problem and its possible
solutions. However, this may also cause misunderstandings, frustration, and
ineffective work. Despite efforts to theorize such aspects in terms of design and
implementation issues, the practices to organize this form of governance remain
tricky accomplishments (Huxham, Vangen, & Eden, 2000; Vangen & Huxham,
2011). Thus, a growing interest in understanding the emerging processes of
collaborative governance designs and their socially dynamic and open-ended
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generative mechanisms, is stressed (Ansell & Torfing, 2014: 3; Bryson, Quick,
Slotterback & Crosby, 2012: 24). This makes interactions, communication and
discourse critical aspects to consider in relation to design and implementation in
collaborative governance theory and practice (Purdy, 2012), however the
conceptualizing of such is under-developed and their significance to understanding
the organizing of this form of governance remain unexplored in greater detail.

In light of this, the article contributes with theorizing and unfolding communication
and discursive aspects of the emerging processes of collaborative governance designs
with the aim of understanding such accomplishments in greater detail. In so doing, it
draws on organizational discourse studies of interorganizational collaboration and
change, although these are not particularly concerned with public organizations
(Hardy, Lawrence & Grant, 2005; Thomas, Sargent & Hardy, 2011). These offer
useful concepts of communication and meaning negotiations, with which the article
explores how collaborative governance designs emerge, are organized and change.
The findings are based on an ethnographic case study of two local governments’
collaborative governance practices in an effort to innovate quality-management
methods for public daycare services in Denmark. Here daycare is a central welfare
area, as 90-97% of all 0-6 year-old children are enrolled in daycare services. As such,
these both ensure the gender equality in the labor force and serve as part of the
overall education model (Plum, 2012).

This study shows that collaborative governance emerges through complex
communicative processes of meaning negotiations, in which discursive resources and
tensions of resistance are produced and generate change - both during processes of
designing and implementing “’final” designs. This proposes to approach the issues of
collaborative governance designs as ongoing processes of organizing rather than
clearly demarcated processes of ‘design’ and ‘implementation’. The findings
demonstrate how managers and others negotiate the local design of collaborative
governance through multiple communication modes such as meetings, minutes,
posters, e-mails, and booklets, through which managers include or exclude
collaborative stakeholders. Furthermore, the study shows the ways in which
collaborative governance designs are negotiated during implementation also. In these
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negotiations across actors, time, and space, tensions of competing public
management discourses generate power-resistance relations that affect the process.
Thereby the article adds to the literature on collaborative governance by offering
useful concepts for theorizing and unpacking issues of design and implementation, as
they are negotiated in practice, which strengthen our understanding of the processes
involved in enabling particular collaborative governance designs.

The structure of the article is as follows. I first address the literature on design and
implementation issues in collaborative governance. I then present concepts from
extant organizational discourse studies on interorganizational collaboration and
change through meaning negotiations. Subsequently, I describe the empirical case,
methods, and analyses, and then present the findings. I discuss the contributions and
implications for theory and practice in the conclusion section.

Design and implementation issues in collaborative governance

Although variations appear, a recognized definition of collaborative governance is
that it comprises various forms of networks and partnerships that gather actors from
across “government/public agencies alongside private and not-for-profit stakeholders
in the collective crafting and implementation of public policy” (Vangen, Hayes &
Cornforth, 2014: 4). As such, it is often contrasted to more hierarchical organizing
and forms of control associated with traditional public administration and new public
management (NPM) and instead seen as part of a more flexible form of new public
governance (NPM) (Ansell & Torfing, 2014; Ferlie, Hartley & Martin, 2003;
Osborne, 2006), which is developing currently due to: “the growing complexity of
pertinent public issues and a high degree of interdependence among stakeholders’
interests” (Choi & Robertson, 2014: 224). The potential of bringing various
stakeholders together is that their diversity and interdependence may contribute to
public value and innovation. However, the may also lead to conflicting interests, goal
confusion, and power struggles. Consequently, social interactions within and across
collaborations are stressed as potential sources of both success and failure (Huxham,
Vangen, & Eden, 2000; Ansell & Gash, 2008; Purdy, 2012). The literature therefore
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conceptualizes key design and implementation issues critical to enhance collaborative
governance theory and practice.

One stream of studies makes such effort by combining theoretical concepts of new
public governance, innovation, and design (Ansell & Torfing, 2014; Ansel & Gash,
2008; Hartley, Serensen & Torfing, 2013). Thereby a link between collaborative
governance and public innovation is explained through three generative mechanisms,
which are: synergies of multi-actor processes, learning through collaborative
communication, and the commitment to building consensus. As such, these
mechanisms are stressing the potentials of the social interactions in this form of
governance, and they are taken to emerge through and form collaborative design
processes encompassing problem/future orientations in the invention of new
solutions, heuristic devices to co-create and explore tangible ideas, and interactive
arenas that include all relevant actors (Ansell & Torfing, 2014: 11-12). Thereby the
emergence of collaborative governance is conceptualized in terms of generative
mechanisms and design components. In so doing, the significance of open-ended and
socially dynamic aspects of collaboration are highlighted, however their theorizing
and complications are not unfolded in greater detail.

Another recent literature review of more than 250 studies of various forms of
collaborative governance and public participation offers a set of design guidelines
(Bryson, Quick, Slotterback & Crosby, 2012). This study unfolds design and
implementation issues such as aligning designs with local problems, involving
stakeholders, managing power relations and social dynamics. The guidelines are built
into a cycle of design and redesign, as opposed to a step-by-step template; the authors
stress it as an: “ongoing, active process of designing (verb), which is typically
iterative and involves testing various ideas and prototypes before settling on the
“final” design (a noun)” (Bryson, Quick, Slotterback & Crosby, 2012: 24). This latter
study accumulates insights from multiple studies to enhance the link between theory
of design and implementation issues and practice. Although, they offer instrumental
guidelines, they also stress the significance of the ongoing social interactions
affecting the designing and implementing.
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In addition, another stream of studies also discuss the design and implementation
issues identified in the literature on collaborative governance and, more generally, on
interorganizational collaboration (Vangen, Hayes & Cornforth, 2014 Huxham,
Vangen, & Eden, 2000). They outline the following critical issues: the degree of
stakeholder inclusion, collective decision making, power relations, trust building, the
distribution of public resources, policy-oriented goals, public leadership, and
accountability (Vangen, Hayes & Cornforth, 2014: 4-7). These issues are viewed as
marking crucial choices that affect the tricky multi-actor processes of collaboration,
therefore, for success. This is because it is through the interaction amongst actors
within and in between collaborations that idea generation and co-creation, as well as
interest conflicts and goal confusion emerge and affect the design, implementation
and outcomes (Vangen & Huxham, 2011; Vangen & Winchester, 2013). This stream
of literature argues for the significance of design choices in relation to socially
dynamic tensions and power relations between actors and organizations from
different settings and hierarchical structures. Nonetheless, the ways in which
discursive powers and resistance are produced and negotiated between actors and
affect the designing of collaborative governance are underexplored (Purdy, 2012).

As such, the literature is developing concepts to enhance the theory and practice of
collaborative governance with regard to the socially dynamic and open-ended aspects
of design and implementation, as it is acknowledged that such issues remain tricky
accomplishments in practice (Huxham, Vangen, & Eden, 2000). However, the social
interactions and communication through which this form of governance is emerging
in daily, even mundane practices are under-theorized, although they are considered
critical constituents to the accomplishment of collaborative governance.

A discursive approach: exploring meaning negotiations

In this regard, this article unfolds a discursive approach to study the communicative
processes through which particular collaborative governance designs gets organized
through everyday interactions. I argue that this is valuable for strengthening the
understanding of the emerging processes and issues constitutive to collaborative
governance design and implementation.
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The interest in discourse within collaborative governance literature has mainly been
concerned with how new public governance discourses of, for example, public
participation, collaboration, and innovation ‘bears down’ and affect local public
policy and management (Skelcher, Mathur & Smith, 2005; Newman, Barnes,
Sullivan & Knops; 2004). Such studies argue that “discourses of innovation [...] do
not merely describe pre-existing practices, but bring them into being, ‘ordering’
contingent elements into relational systems of meaning” (Griggs & Sullivan, 2014:
21). Another study covers “three rule-giving discourses [and] provides a deeper
understanding of the forces shaping the design of the new collaborative institutions”
(Skelcher, Mathur & Smith, 2005: 580). These studies identify macro discourses as
constitutive forces behind general types of collaborative partnerships in, for example,
UK national policies. However, they say little about the emergence of collaborative
processes in the everyday practices involved in designing and implementing of such.

In addition to these studies, the discursive theorizing of interorganizational
collaboration is developing, although not specifically in relation to public
organizations. (Hardy, Lawrence & Grant, 2005; Koschmann, Kuhn & Pharrer, 2012)
Along with other discourse studies on organizational change (Thomas, Sargent &
Hardy, 2011; Grant & Marshak, 2011), these studies offer concepts to approach
collaborative communication, meaning negotiation and resistance — issues that are
key to refine the understanding of collaborative governance as it emerges in
particular local designs. They define discourse as “a set of interrelated texts and their
related practices of consumption, production, and distribution, which bring into being
an object or idea. The texts that populate discourses range from written works to
speech acts to nonlinguistic symbols and images. Temporarily and rhetorically
related texts constitute conversations in which participants draw on and
simultaneously produce discursive objects and ideas” (Hardy, Lawrence & Grant,
2005: 61). This is particularly intriguing to present article, as it advocates turning
toward the discursive and material practices through which texts are interrelated in
various communicative actions and events across time and space, and thereby shape
organizing processes of particular designs (Kuhn & Burke, 2014). Two related
concepts are relevant to such a study: text-conversation dialectics and meaning
negotiation.

215



Two studies, in particular, focus on interorganizational collaboration in terms of a
text-conversation dialectic (Hardy, Lawrence & Grant, 2005; Koschmannn, Kuhn &
Pharrer, 2012). Despite certain differences, both studies conceptualize this dialectic
as constitutive of interorganizational collaboration through the ways in which
discourse, as a set of interrelated texts, is (re-)produced and/or changed through
participants’ conversations and other discursive practices that affect the formation of
collaborative processes and events across time and space. Hardy, Lawrence, and
Grant (2005) conceptualize this dynamic in relation to effective collaboration and a
collective identity. They argue that effective collaboration is produced discursively
through two entangled stages. The first stage entails the communication of a
collective identity to the actors involved, while the second involves communication
regarding the ways in which the collective identity can be translated into innovation
through other discursive practices, depending on different styles of speech and
discursive tensions. Koschmannn, Kuhn, and Pharrer (2012) develop a model
demonstrating the constitutive nature of the text-conversation dialectic in
collaborative processes of value creation, which they argue depends on the
production of a collective agency across collaborative members. Both studies
highlight the complex, ongoing emergence of collaboration through text-conversation
dialectics. This entail a nuanced understanding of dialogue as not necessarily
consensus driven, but as characterized by meaning negotiations producing discursive
tensions between multiple, possibly conflicting views and positions related to the
issues at hand.

Related discourse studies concerned with organizational change expand this point by
conceptualizing change as multi-story processes that emerge in ongoing meaning
negotiations producing discursive tensions and power-resistance relations (Thomas,
Sargent & Hardy, 2011; Buchanan & Dawson, 2007; Grant & Marshak, 2011). The
meanings of a change program, such as a collaborative governance initiative, are
negotiated through interactions among actors that in so doing use and produce
relevant texts. Meaning negotiations are both active resources in and effects of text-
conversation dialectics, by which discursive tensions are produced between the
positions and interests made relevant. In turn, these tensions produce further
negotiations and through these communicative processes normative directions for
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change and collaborative outcomes are constructed. These studies thus stress that
meaning negotiations are infused with power-resistance relations; although not
necessarily in a repressive way, rather in a co-productive, generative way, as
suggested by Foucault (1980: 142). This implies that some actors may be in a
privileged position (e.g. managers) to negotiate meanings with other actors, but:
“insofar as they design and introduce change initiatives, there is no guarantee that
their interests will prevail. Such struggles are not necessarily negative or repressive,
however, because there is always a creative potential to power-resistance relations as
meanings are reordered and renegotiated — power-resistance relationships are thus
enabling as well as restraining (Mumby, 2005)” (Thomas, Sargent & Hardy, 2011:
24).

These concepts are useful not only for examining how collaboration becomes
effective or change, but also exploring the communication through which particular
collaborative governance designs emerge, are negotiated, and change. It directs the
analysis to follow the design and implementation processes as they are
communicated in diverse modes such as documents, meetings, e-mails, prototypes
etc. to unpack when certain meanings are fixed or changed, how ideas and decisions
are made, and how the organizing of certain designs are interacted and accomplished.
This suggests exploring emergence through communicative processes of meaning
negotiations, including the discursive tensions and power-resistance relations that
may generate designs of such form of governance.

Research methods: case study, data collection, and analysis

Present article is based on a qualitative case study of two local governments’ efforts
to develop quality-management methods in daycare services through collaborative
governance. In Denmark child daycare is governed by national law and handled by
local public departments. Each local department consists of a head along with
managerial consultants, whom I will refer to as public managers, as they have the
public managerial responsibility. A department encompasses a number of daycare
centers in which daycare managers and professional teachers work with children.
Daycare departments are accountable to a division head and a political committee for
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the quality of service provided by the daycare centers. Since 2004 a range of quality-
management methods, including educational plans and quality inspections, have been
introduced. Such practices are widely debated among professionals, managers,
politicians, and researchers. Some view these methods as meaningless forms of
control and useless paperwork that limit the teachers’ time with the children, require
translation into a more managerial format by the daycare departments, which is taken
to provide little useful information for policy makers (Hviid & Lima, 2011; Plum,
2012).

In continuation of a public-sector reform in 2007, two local daycare departments and
the Danish Union of Early Childhood and Youth Educators established a partnership
to innovate new quality-management methods that incorporate stakeholders’
perspectives on daycare quality. From 2010 to 2013, these two departments
developed collaborative governance designs through meetings, laboratory workshops,
and conferences concerning existing and new quality-management methods, as well
as their likely potential and challenges. Some work involved several stakeholder
groups, such as public managers, daycare managers, professionals, children and
parents, politicians, and union representatives. Other activities involved only specific
groups.

In 2012, politicians in both municipalities decided to develop collaborative
governance designs as new quality-management methods. Moreover, in 2013 and
2014, the management teams were made responsible for designing and implementing
collaborative governance events, which were called “daycare marketplaces”. During
the designing both small-scale events with few stakeholders and large-scale events
for all stakeholders were organized. At the marketplace events, daycare managers and
teachers discussed the quality of their work with other stakeholders, including other
daycare staff, politicians, parents, and public managers, instead of accounting for it in
written reports that are revised by public managers and presented to politicians.
Accordingly, new quality accounts emerged in videos, pictures, narratives, and
dialogues in workshops and meetings.

I conducted varying forms of fieldwork from 2010 to 2014. In some periods, I
undertook ethnographic participant observations at city halls and daycare centers
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following the idea-generation and design phases of collaborative governance. This
involved shadowing participants during and in between collaboration, engaging with
and interviewing participants, plus gathering documents and other objects that
emerged as significant to the designing. Methodologically, this data collection
combined discursive approaches and organizational ethnography (Fairhurst & Grant,
2010; Grant & Marshak, 2011; Yebema, Yanow, Wels & Kamsteeg, 2009), and
aimed at producing rich data of everyday interaction as well as communication across
time and space. The data-set resulted in audio and video recordings, field notes,
actors’ reflection notes, e-mails, visuals (e.g., participant-driven images, photos, and
posters), reports, and organizational charts. The fieldwork focused, on the meanings
and matters that were explicitly negotiated between actors, as well as implicit
elements and enactments that might not have been intentional but that nonetheless
affected the work.

The analysis began with a construction of a timeline in order create overview of what
happened when, with whom, and through which interactions (Hardy & Thomas,
2014). While in the field, I had noted times at which “new” quality-management
methods was an explicit topic and when “collaborative designs and implementation”
was in question. Therefore, I also highlighted data related to idea generation and
design. I then reviewed all data to ensure that I had included significant data sources
that might not have been noticed otherwise. My final dataset included 6 laboratory
workshops, 4 formal collaborative governance events (including daycare
marketplaces), 16 design and management team meetings, 6 daycare meetings on
quality management, and 12 single/group interviews with public managers (division
heads, department heads, and consultants) and daycare managers. Data sources
include field notes, audio and video recordings, organizational charts, website
information, photos, a partnership article for a national magazine and partnership
newsletters, meeting minutes, posters and booklets.

In the analysis, I searched for text-conversation dialectics and meaning negotiations
to study the emerging processes of collaborative governance. To do so, I undertook
multiple analytical iterations to construct and qualify patterns (James, 2012). From
the iterative analyses two clusters became evident: one on designing, the other on
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implementing. The first encompassed text-conversation dialectics and meaning
negotiations related to idea-generation, to problems of existing quality-management
methods and potentials of new collaborative methods and their design. This part of
the analysis primarily draws on data from 2010-2012, as design was an explicit topic
at that time. The other cluster concerning the implementation of a final design of the
daycare marketplace primarily draws on data from 2013-2014. This comprise of
interactions negotiating issues of implementation such as the purpose and legitimacy
of the design, as well as its accomplishments. In both parts the communication
related to issues such as trust vs. control, top-bottom dynamics and collaboration vs.
hierarchy invoked discursive tensions that either explicitly related to NPM and NPG
discourse, or that echoed issues, which the literature diagnose in relation to these
public management discourses (Ferlie, Hartey & Martin, 2003; Skelcher, Mathur &
Smith, 2005; Ansell & Torfing, 2014).

Findings

The findings are presented in two sections exploring how collaborative governance
design and implementation processes emerged through various communication and
meaning negotiations. The first focuses on how actors negotiated meanings of
possible solutions to their problems of quality management in daycare, as well as
how the design of collaborative governance emerged as a solution in meetings, text
production, and managerial decisions. This elucidates the communication of ideas
and decisions to solve quality management problems associated with control by
designing collaborative governance events. In this case, managers sometimes
included stakeholders in the idea generation and designing, while at other times they
excluded them. The second section shows the ways in which a “final” collaborative
governance design was legitimized and accomplished through discursive practices of
booklets, articles, invites, meetings and collaboration. This elucidates the various
communication involved in implementing the design, however, it also shows that
even during implementation, the design of collaborative governance remained subject
to meaning negotiations, which affected and changed its organizing continuingly.
During both design and implementation discursive resources created tensions and
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resistance that sometimes enabled the emergence of collaborative governance,
sometimes restrained it. The examples provided are used because they elucidate the
emerging processes of design and implementation, while unfolding their
interrelations and socially dynamic complexity.

Negotiating emerging collaborative governance designs: bringing ideas to life

In the following I look into communications in which ideas for addressing problems
of quality management were negotiated and how this affected the development of
specific collaborative governance designs. The problems of existing quality-
management methods were described as meaningless control rather than useful
information about quality, e.g. in quality reports called education plans. As such,
negotiations regarding what counted as meaningful became central to designing
collaborative governance as a possible mean for innovating new quality-management
methods.

The local governments addressed the problems of quality-management methods and
ideas for potential solutions through meetings, workshops, conferences, and manager-
written documents (e.g., meeting minutes and booklets), including interactions
between public managers, politicians, daycare staff, and daycare union
representatives. At a management meeting early in the partnership (2010), a
department head explained the problems of existing methods to a consultant who just
started that:

I am working as an economist and I am annoyed with the quality
measurements we are using. I have been in situations where we measure things
that do not make sense. For example, the education plans — they can be
meaningless ... We need to be very critical, [ think, when we start new things.

The department head described existing quality measurements and quality accounting
as meaningless, and in this statement his position as an economist became a resource
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to strengthen this argument that downplayed the use of measurements to manage
quality in a meaningful way. The point that their idea-generation in relation to new
methods needed to consider the purpose of methods became defining for the
emerging process as the ‘meaning’ was negotiated throughout the design phase. For
example at an interorganizational conference (2011), the idea of establishing
collaborative governance as a new, more meaningful quality-management method
was discussed, after daycare staff presented daycare quality from their educational
perspective — and not in written reports. That presentation included pictures and
videos from daycare life. In the audience were politicians, public managers, and
union representatives, who then discussed collaboration as possible a solution to their
problems:

Union representative: Does what we have seen here explain the education
professionalism in a way that helps you reconsider your quality-management
methods?

Division head: I have a dream [laughter] Well, I don’t think I need to say more,
because there is major potential for collaboration to result in a common
language that includes the public managers, the politicians, and the daycare
staff. That includes communication among staff, children, and parents in a way
that... When sitting in the council chamber as a politician and deciding on
something that affects other stakeholders, you know the consequences. And
you informed by alternative insights that alter only thinking about the budget...
It is not easy, especially because finances are lacking, but I have a dream!

Department head: I still really like quality management, I need a job tomorrow,
right? [laughter]. No I think such form of governing is important, the question
is how? I don’t want education plans to be for the sake of public managers or
politicians ... I am much more interested in finding methods that create value
for the people that it is all about — and that is not me. I just need to know that
what is going on in daycare reflects educational knowledge. In reality I think
that all of us just want to know that daycare is offering children a good life.
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At this conference actors negotiated the meanings of ideas for new methods that
could be considered more meaningful than existing ones related to control,
measurements and budgeting. The division head stressed collaboration and common
language as potential methods for qualifying political decision making by adding
educational insights relevant to budgeting. By referring to the idea of collaboration
and common language as a “dream” he both stressed it as positive solution and as
challenging to accomplish due to lacking resources. The department head altered the
understanding of quality management as necessarily being problematic by using
humor. In so doing he legitimized some sort of quality management, without directly
agreeing but neither rejecting the idea of collaboration and common language as the
solution. Instead he contrasted the meaning of quality management from being for the
sake of policy makers and managers to creating value for stakeholders, and most
importantly assuring the good life of children. Thereby he shifted the focus to the
purpose of the method, rather than deciding on specific methods. In this conversation
the problem-solution negotiation was nuanced, as the department head resisted
echoing the problem as ‘quality management’ per se, and thereby the discussion of
new methods shifted focus from being an issue of managerial control to one of
creating public value. In effect, the meaning of new quality-management methods
became to create value and reflect knowledge, but how was not settled yet.

In both municipalities, the meaning of new methods were negotiated in relation to
purpose, with the result that focus was shifted from control to value and insights in
children’s life. Thus, laboratory workshops were organized to generate and discuss
ideas for new quality-management methods, and between such the management
teams summarized ideas in meeting minutes, which were then discussed at
managerial meeting. During the managerial meeting the managers designed a
workshop to explicitly explore “meaningful” knowledge concerning daycare quality
from the different stakeholders’ perspective and thereby generate ideas for new
working methods (2012). The department head welcomed with the statement:
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At our last meeting, we focused on what politicians want to know about how
children benefit from being in daycare and how they might use that knowledge
in policy making. We also discussed what daycare teachers and managers want
to present to politicians. That gave rise to a few themes that we sent out as
background material for the meeting today. I concluded last time by stressing
that we need to move away from the laboratory to tangible experiments on
accounting dialogically for children’s benefits from daycare in a meaningful
way. How can we organize large-scale dialogues that include the political
committee, public managers, daycare managers, teachers in the municipality,
and others who are involved in this work? What we need to do today is to
generate ideas ... to begin moving from discussions toward developing
tangible models of what can be meaningful. We won’t make a decision today.
Rather, the ideas generated today will be followed up by formal decision-
making procedures, both administratively and politically.

In this extract, the department head framed the idea-generation of new methods in
two ways; he linked the idea-generation of tangible methods to stakeholders’ view on
what knowledge about children’s daycare life can be useful for in political work, and
he stressed the decision about these methods were to be made separately. This
framing invited actors to participate in generating method and design ideas and
pushed the need to become tangible in terms of organizing, however, it clearly
demarcated that influence was limited to this matter. In the following workshop, three
groups brainstormed on ideas, which they then presented to the other groups on
posters. The management team revised those presentations and posters in meetings
and minutes afterwards, by which they concluded that four tangible ideas concerned
different forms of collaborative governance, including recurring ideas for a daycare
“marketplace” with different design issues associated.

As such, collaborative governance emerged as a solution to problems of quality
management through these interrelated communications. Along the way some parts
of the designs were explicitly negotiated between actors, and at other times, meanings
were fixated through textual practices summarized by managers. In an e-mail, the
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managerial consultant later (October 2012) described that: “It has been politically
decided that in the future we are to design collaborative governance (instead of
written quality reports) to evaluate the quality of daycare in a more dialogue-based,
narrative manner. This is a shift from public managers’ translation of quality to
politicians toward letting teachers and managers discuss the benefits of daycare with
politicians, parents, public managers, children, and colleagues. We will work with the
design from this point on and until the implementation of daycare marketplace next
summer”. For this matter a design team including both public managers and daycare
managers collaborated, and the meeting minutes and posters from earlier workshops
were used to fixate what could be negotiated and what could not. The following
discussion took place at such a meeting (2013):

Public manager: I have hung up these posters with ideas for collaborative
governance designs because we now have to come up with concepts for how to
bring them to life. We have to return to these posters with ideas for the daycare
marketplace and the knowledge needs of stakeholders ... We have looked at
them a couple of times, but this is just to remind us about the ideas for
developing the design. There were different ideas for collaborative governance
events — a children policy day, a daycare fair, the life of children in daycare,
and a marketplace. That is what we need to work with now ... We have
discussed the name and decided the “daycare marketplace” is a quality-
management community that should be designed as a structured process aimed
at evaluating education planning. We have a guide that helps daycare staff to
summarize results and quality, which might be used for presentations at the
marketplace, right? In that guide, the children’s voice is also stressed in terms
of accounting for the senses of seeing, feeling, tasting, and listening. You were
part of developing that - can you say more about it?

Daycare manager A: Yeah, it was not to only having the quality accounting be
in written form but to also be able to evaluate through dialogue and to use the
senses. This is because politicians say: “Well, this is affecting me. This is
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making me curious, making me think more about daycare ... that is, when
children are documented in narratives, via photos or in other ways ...

Daycare manager A: Yes. I remember one of the politicians bringing a booklet
from one of our daycare excursions to a political meeting — he thought that was
quality too. So, we need to remember that such things are a good starting point
for talking about quality.

Daycare manager B: I agree because sometimes I fear that this will be the same
kind of control, just in a different way ...

Public manager: Yes, we must be careful, right. That’s why we need other
methods, right?

Daycare manager B: Yeah exactly, because when we are talking, I’m thinking
they still want it in writing.

Public manager: No, it doesn’t say that anywhere, but you need to summarize
and conclude on the quality - you can do that on tape...

Daycare manager A: That is exactly what you can do ...
Daycare manager C: Or you can videotape the children and then analyze it.
Public manager: Yeah ...

Daycare manager C: We can develop quality-management methods through IT
... technological advancements, like iPads and videos etc. right?

Public manager: Yeah, if you start developing your quality accounting in that
way that’s great to use in a daycare marketplace.

In the design meetings documents were used to steer the process and as such they
created the discursive space for maneuvering; as the conversation shows, the name
and design was negotiable, but the concept of a marketplace was not in question,
however its purpose as a collaborative governance event of quality management was.
During the meetings the public manager held a privileged position insofar as she
could refer to texts e.g. posters that legitimized certain design ideas and choices,
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while rejecting others. For example she summarized their definition as this form of
collaborative governance as a structured evaluation community concerned with
education plans, and stressed its purpose as more meaningful due to its ability to
communicate quality by addressing the “senses” in relation to demonstrating the
results of children’s time in daycare. This point was backed up by a manager, who
argued for its positive effects on politicians. However, it was also challenged by
another daycare manager, who questioned whether the daycare marketplace — despite
its collaborative mode still could become a controlling quality-management method.

The negotiations affected the designing in two ways: the meaning of control was
linked to writing which thus became negative and thus not something to be demanded
for the daycare marketplace — as this was to be designed as more meaningful than
earlier methods, although the manager stressed a demand to summarize and conclude.
The other effect was that a negotiation of methods to communicate quality through
other modes than writing was generated which led to a design that included
multimedia presentations during the marketplaces. As such, the daycare manager
challenged the conversation by questioning the differences between earlier quality-
management methods and the potential of collaborative governance to form more
meaningful methods. But her resistance was not destructive; rather it generated a
nuanced dialogue on how the new design might not become a form of control, and
how quality might be presented in ways other than written reports. This leads to
design ideas about videotaping children and analyzing the video footage. After this
meeting the public manager decided that multi-media should be used to support the
collaborations of marketplace. But she also stressed a need to ensure that a
constructive but critical discussion about quality was enabled during the marketplace
in order for it to be evaluative and not just “a sunshine story to promote one’s daycare
center”. Thus a design issue also became to prepare and enable daycare staff to deal
with constructive criticisms possibly emerging during the dialogues with other
stakeholders. Therefore, the public managers decided that the design needed to
include external facilitators to support the collaborations and respectful critique,
while also pushing for critical discussion and reflection.
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Through different communicative practices actors negotiated meanings of quality-
management methods and how they could design collaborative governance events
related to different purposes. They discussed how collaborative governance, as a
solution, could be designed as a more meaningful quality-management method than
existing ones. Various discursive resources were used such as education plans,
quality measurements, law, posters with ideas and meeting minutes, through which
discursive tensions were constructed in terms of control and measurements vs.
dialogue and collaboration associated to competing ideals of NPM and NPG. As
such, the collaborative governance ideas and designs emerged through complex,
interrelated interactions between both human and non-human actors, as meanings
were negotiated, nuanced, and retained. Along the way power-resistance relations
appeared between diverging meanings, which generated both challenges and nuances
in the communication that became constitutive to the emerging processes of
collaborative governance. However, as the public managers were the ones concluding
and writing minutes, their positions were defining; they decided to negotiate
meanings of ideas for collaborative governance with other actors when it was useful,
but they also used their privileged position to steer and make making certain
conclusions on their own.

Negotiating the implementation of a “final” design: the daycare marketplace

As shown above, a final design of the marketplace had been developed through
meaning negotiations to become a solution to quality-management methods related to
written reports and control. However, as this section unfolds, the design was
negotiated and changed throughout its implementation too — both in relation to what
its purpose was and in relation to how the organizing of collaboration became
accomplished at certain daycare marketplaces. First, 1 briefly elucidate the
negotiations of purpose in relation to legitimizing the implementation of a final
design of marketplaces, and then I unpack the communicative practices that became
critical to accomplishing the collaborative organizing of daycare marketplaces during
2013 and 2014.
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Even during the implementation, the management teams struggled to legitimize the
collaborative governance design of daycare marketplace. They experienced
concurrent demands to still use quality-management methods associated with NPM,
and they still negotiated the design, although they were already implementing it. This
was addressed at network meetings between the management teams:

Public manager A: This marketplace is a collaborative method of evaluating
education plans, and until now I have steered the design enough to say it’s
about evaluating the education plans and not about promoting the daycare
sector as a political agenda. It is about educational quality right? I don’t know
if I can maintain this design all the way. Because the department head really
wants to show things off to the politicians. And I’m actually now using [the
written reports] by turning it around and saying: “well that’s in the quality
report”, so it might suddenly become an asset.

Public manager B: Well that’s great for you!

Public manager A: I wrote this report that I was so frustrated, but now I can
say: “Well, you can read it there”.

At such meeting the managers discussed diverging meanings of the purpose of
quality management and their effects on implementing collaborative governance
events as a new working method. The manager explained that she had steered the
design of the marketplace in order for it to be implemented as collaboration about
education quality rather than political agendas, but that she was struggling with the
department head, who was trying to change the design towards a political agenda,
although they had started its implementation. However, she resisted this by turning
attention to the written forms of quality-management methods associated with
control, which she had been frustrated with doing, and argued that the political
agenda was accounted for there. During this meeting and at other meetings, the
public managers referred to an article to legitimize the implementation of a certain
design of the daycare marketplace, instead of changing it to include political agendas
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and more writing. The article was written by the two local governments and
published in a national public-management magazine in the spring of 2013. It
stressed that:

In many municipalities, surveys, tests, measurements, and quality accounting
take up a lot of time among teachers and other frontline workers. But with all
the paperwork aimed at managing quality, the management agenda has become
a challenge. [W]hat if the actors instead began to collaborate on new, more
meaningful — and effective — methods of governing and developing local
services like daycare? And what if public governance could build on trust
rather than control?

By referring to the article the managers created discursive tensions of diverging
meanings of written reports and collaboration, and in doing so they produced
resources to resist efforts to change the implementation of certain designs, they had
developed. In this way the article was used when the final designs of daycare
marketplaces became questioned during implementation, and as such it became a
discursive resource to legitimize implementing a certain design and thereby shifting
away from practices of control that were often associated with NPM.

The final marketplace design was presented in various documents and in the
invitation sent to stakeholders, including daycare staff, parents, union representatives,
politicians, and public managers from various welfare services related to daycare.
The invite used photos of children, text, and images of the location to explain the
organizing of two collaborative processes: booths in which daycare staff were
presenting and discussing their work on education plans with attendees, and
workshops in which they evaluated their educational practices to support children’s
development and learning in dialogue and reflection with attending stakeholders. At
such a daycare marketplace in 2014 attended by around 400 stakeholders, a daycare
center, for example, presented their work with the natural sciences in such a booth.
The staff used various materials from nature (e.g., leaves, branches), technology (e.g.,
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computers), visuals (e.g., videos, pictures), and writing (e.g., booklets) to engage in
interorganizational dialogues with attendees. The computer showed videos of day-
trips to the woods, and the booth was built from natural materials, including wooden
sticks and plants. The posters contained pictures of animals and the accompanying
text describing them. The booths materialized the design as spaces for collaborative
dialogues, in which the materials became discursive resources concerning quality. A
politician opened the marketplace by saying:

This daycare marketplace is a replacement of the yearly quality reports sent to
us politicians. Previously, every daycare center was required to write a quality
report evaluating their work with education plans. That report was sent to the
administration, and summarized and presented for the committee. This daycare
marketplace gives us an opportunity to see with our own eyes, to enter into a
dialogue, and to hear you talk about what is happening in the daycare centers.
It is considerably more interesting for us to experience it this way. It is great to
see the support for this event. Furthermore, I think this is a unique possibility
for the daycare staff to share knowledge and inspire each other... We also have
a lot of parents here — and although I cannot distinguish the various stakeholder
groups from each other, I hope you are all well represented! 1 think that this
daycare marketplace... shows that daycare is much more than nursing and
looking after kids. It is so much more substantial, as there is so much focus on
learning and development, which is great to see. Thank you for that!

In her statement, she stressed the significance of ‘experiencing’ daycare quality rather
than reading about it. Her contrast of the design to written reports indicated it as a
more meaningful quality-management method as it offered “a more interesting
experience” and knowledge sharing between stakeholders. These strengths of the
design were associated with the social interactions of stakeholders, but, as such, they
also indicated the weaknesses; the accomplishment of the design depended on and
changed through negotiations in both the booths and the workshops.
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The workshops were designed to assure an in-depth presentation of educational
quality by daycare staff which was then to frame dialogues between attendees. Prior
to the events all attendees had signed up for specific workshops, so the management
teams could assure that all stakeholder-groups were parts of the collaborations in
workshops. Managerial facilitators also attended in case the dialogues needed to be
framed or steered. However, in some of the workshops, the interactions of the
attendees became defining for the collaborations. For example one workshop became
more of an interrogation, because an attendee insisted on asking critical questions
throughout the session. While another was changed from being a PowerPoint
presentation and collaboration facilitated through questions and answers to a
collective motor skill exercise.

At the latter workshop the daycare staff, three teachers and a manager, presented their
education plans and practices with children by means of a PowerPoint presentation
and a video, which showed a motor-skill program developed with a group of
children. The teachers talked about developmental theories and learning goals that
were the basis of their efforts. They also handed out a questionnaire with attention
points which attendees could reflect upon and discuss during the workshop. On the
walls there were photographs hanging and texts explaining educational activities
concerning ‘body and movement’. As the presentation ended and the discussion
between the daycare presenters and participants were to begin, silence broke out
however. The daycare manager asked if anybody had any questions, and the
managerial facilitator asked a few questions, but collaboration between the attendees
and the presenters did not seem to happen. Until one of the teachers turned around
and started the video again. The video showed teachers and children engaging in a
collective dance-balancing-act used to train motor function skills. She then said out
loud: “This may look easy, but it’s really hard. Why don’t we all get up and use our
motor functions — and then we can sit down and talk about the quality it brings to
life?”

This invitation caused tumult; some people laughed, others looked a bit confused, and
some looked at the door, until an attendee said: “All this writing is no good anyway”
and stood op. The presenting teachers moved some chairs around, and the attendees
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started to get up, and next they all started to move around like the children in the
video in between chairs and each other. Afterwards some people sat down again,
others kept standing, and this more informal placement of the actors in the room that
did not look like a meeting room anymore, produced new conversations. The
attendees were smiling, looking around and talking to each other. Then the daycare
manager asked about the experience of ‘sensing’ one’s own body in relation to
discussing the work with children on the subject matter. This caused laughter and
then a few other teachers, a politician and a parent started asking questions and
discussed the presentations. This lead to a dialogue about the educational plans and
their theories of motor function skills in connection to cognitive skills. The workshop
ended up taking longer time than planned, and a smaller group of attendees, including
a public manager and a politician, stayed in the room afterword and discussed visiting
the daycare facilities.

Thereby the more and less (dis-)organized interactions became critical for the
accomplishment of this collaborative governance event; the design was renegotiated
across through both presentations, Power-Points, photographs, questionnaires, videos,
dance-balancing acts and the actors’ movements as well as chair-arrangements.
Altogether, this changed the design of collaboration and its dialogues. Along the way
tensions were created between ‘sitting down’ and ‘standing up’ to engage in quality,
as well as ‘writing’, and although some of the attendees seemed to resist the
invitation to engage in that type of collaboration, the mentioning of writing became a
discursive resource that changed the events.

Likewise, interactions in the booths differed. Some were busy, while others were
more or less empty demanding the daycare staff presenting to advertise and demand
attention. During this event, I shadowed the department head and the division head,
who strolled around the booths, discussing current changes in the political committee
and a forthcoming national education reform in relation to their efforts to challenge
NPM practices and various forms of control. Ironically, these actors often missed the
opportunity to practice collaborative governance, as they passed by booths without
conversing with other stakeholders, by which their interaction rejected the organized
dialogic opportunities. At one point, however a teacher interrupted them and pulled
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them into her booth to show a natural science project. She showed pictures and
videos of children learning to climb trees, playing with natural materials, and learning
about the seasons. Interestingly, this dialogue emerged due to the unpredictable
involvement of a teacher who resisted hierarchical relationships in order to
collaborate. Her interruption shifted the two heads’ attention to the quality and value
sought created and communicated by various materials. Thereby her involvement
changed the heads’ participation and, as such, the interactions shaped the final design
through both enabling and resisting changes.

In the case of daycare marketplaces, the design and implementation of collaborative
governance emerged through meaning negotiations regarding quality-management
methods in terms of “control by writing” versus “trust by collaboration”. Thereby
discursive tensions associated with NPM and NPG were produced and infused the
communication with power-resistance relations, which both enabled and restrained
the organizing of collaboration. Sometimes collaboration was seen as an innovative
solution, at other times the collaborative designs were questioned as another form of
control, and so this form of governance became constituted through more and less
interrelated communication creating tensions between competing public management
discourses and related practices of quality management in daycare. The socially
dynamic strengths and weaknesses of the design became critical to its situated
organizing within and across both workshops and booths.

In managerial network meetings during 2014, the management teams reflected upon
the feedback of the implementation of the marketplace, and its success. Although
stakeholders such as politicians, teachers, parents and union representatives had
expressed their satisfaction with the events, the division head and department head
expressed doubt about collaborative governance as a quality-management method,
and they had requested a new search for quality-measurement methods, which caused
frustrations amongst the managerial consultants, who had developed the collaborative
governance designs. This point became evident in an e-mail from one of the
management teams after their evaluation of marketplaces, concerning the next steps
of their collaborative governance practices:
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We are to design a version 2.0 of the daycare marketplace based on our
experiences and future needs. We have not started it yet but, unfortunately, we
cannot rely on this design as the only quality-management method used to
evaluate education plans in daycare. We are also asked to find other quality-
measurement methods, but believe me, I am fighting.

During 2014 both local governments initiated renegotiations of new design and
implementation processes for collaborative governance events as quality-
management methods, as well as searching for new quality-measurement methods.
As the e-mail indicates, however, these new initiatives to redesign collaborative
governance alongside other working methods associated with measurements
produced resistance that may well affect the emerging organizing of changed designs
and implementations.

Discussion: design as ongoing organizing

The findings showed that collaborative governance practices emerge, are organized
and change through the ways in which both their design and implementation are
subjects for ongoing meaning negotiations in various communications across actors,
time, and space. The first section elucidated first how the meaning negotiation of the
problems in existing quality-management methods connected to control, such as
written reports, led to collaborative governance as a more meaningful solution.
Furthermore, that negotiations of the design were affected by this contrast between
what was considered controlling methods and collaborative methods, the tensions of
which produced resistance, but which also generated nuances and changes significant
to the design. The second section elucidated the meaning negotiations of designs
occurring during implementation, firstly in relation to fixating the purpose of the
design, which produced tensions between a political agenda and educational quality.
The findings demonstrated the ways in which the accomplishment of a final” design
was still negotiated when it was being implemented — in this case during interactions
across the booths and workshops at the daycare marketplace. In the communication
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of both the design and implementation, the use of discursive resources produced
tensions and power-resistance relations associated with hierarchical control and NPM
versus collaboration and NPG. These affected the meaning negotiations of design
issues considered significant prior to the marketplaces, as well as the interactions that
organized and changed the collaborations during marketplaces.

These findings suggest that collaborative governance does not necessarily emerge
during demarcated phases and issues of design and implementation, but rather during
ongoing organizing accomplished and complicated through endemic meaning
negotiations and changes. This point relates to the current discussion of design and
implementation issues of this governance form (Ansell & Torfing, 2014; Vangen,
Hayes & Cornforth, 2014; Bryson, Quick, Slotterback & Crosby, 2012). In the
discussions the socially dynamic, open-ended and iterative processes involved in the
accomplishment of such designs are stressed, as is the need to theorize these
processes further. Adding to the discussion, I will argue that we may both understand
and conceptualize new aspects of design and implementation issues if we approach
them as ongoing organizing constituted through various discursive practices
emerging across actors, time and space. This point echoes the practice-based
theorizing on collaborative governance (Huxham, Vangen, & Eden, 2000; Vangen &
Huxham, 2011) which argue to strengthen the understanding of this governance form
through studying everyday interaction, and it stresses a cross-fertilizing potential in
relation to discourse-based studies of interorganizational collaboration (Hardy,
Lawrence, & Grant, 2005; Koschmannn, Kuhn & Pharrer, 2012).

Many of the design and implementation issues covered in the literature concern the
social dynamics of stakeholders involved in collaborative governance, and how
design choices related to social interactions, communication, and power relations
may affect and change the collaborative governance processes and products (Purdy,
2012; Bryson, Quick, Slotterback & Crosby, 2012; Vangen, Hayes & Cornforth,
2014). In this regard, the study has argued for a discursive approach because such pay
attention to the formations of and struggles over meanings — with sensitivity to
divergence as well as convergence, in the production of design ideas, choices,
decisions and enactments (Hardy, Lawrence & Grant, 2005; Koschmannn, Kuhn &
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Pharrer, 2012). This offers conceptualizing with which to explore the production of
discursive power that may legitimize some design choices, while excluding others, as
for example Purdy (2012) has called for. In extension, present article has
demonstrated the potential of unfolding the communication of certain problems and
possible solutions through which particular collaborative governance designs emerge,
are negotiated, and change in discursive tensions and power-resistance relations. In
particular, it allows for in-depth exploration of the meaning negotiations of certain
issues emerging across actors, time and space, that become constitutive to the
organizing of such governance form.

By elucidating discursive aspects existing notions of generative mechanisms (Ansell
& Torfing, 2014) can be unfolded analytically and nuanced theoretically. In this
regard, the article has demonstrated the importance of power-resistance relations and
discursive tensions as constitutive to changes in the emergent organizing of
collaborative governance. As shown in the findings, these elements highlight both the
restraining and generative dynamics of meaning negotiations, the exploration of
which adds empirically grounded understandings of the significance of discourse in
relation to developing this form of governance. In so doing, this study also addresses
extant research on collaborative governance as a public-management discourse
(Griggs & Sullivan, 2014; Skelcher, Mathur & Smith, 2005). Not in order to either
affirm or reject the macro discourse diagnosed, but rather by taking another starting
point and thereby show how and what kinds of communicative practices and
discursive tensions emerge and become relevant across actors, time and space. These
practices and tensions constitute the emerging design by organizing particular
collaborative governance events, which are more and less associated with certain
macro discourses.

Conclusion

This article has explored theoretical and practical issues related to collaborative
governance design and implementation issues. It has argued that a discursive
approach adds a detailed understanding of the complex communicative practices
constitutive to those processes and their socially dynamic and open-ended
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emergence. Drawing on extant organizational discourse concepts it has unfolded the
meaning negotiations across both social and material practices that affect the
emergence of particular collaborative governance designs. The findings of a case
study demonstrated how managers and others negotiated local designs of
collaborative governance through multiple communication modes including
interaction, writing, visuals and technology, by which managers both included or
excluded collaborative stakeholders in the designing. Moreover, the findings showed
that such design is continuingly negotiated — also during its implementation as the
stakeholder interaction affect the organizing and accomplishment of a final” design.
During the negotiations across actors, time, and space, discursive tensions related to
competing public management discourses and power-resistance relations were
elucidated by the ways in which they generated changes in the design.

The strength of a discursive approach is that it attends to everyday interactions and
communication to refine the understanding of the emergence of collaborative
governance. As such, the study contributes by offering both theorizing and empirical
exploration of the meaning negotiations constitutive to design and implementation
choices. This also highlights the discursive tensions and power-resistance relations
that generate changes in the consideration of certain issues significant to this form of
governance in terms of e.g. trust, control, and dialogue. This adds to the current
studies (Ansell & Torfing, 2014; Bryson, Quick, Slotterback & Crosby, 2012;
Vangen, Hayes & Cornforth, 2014) as an approach for studying emerging governance
designs as they are negotiated and changed through more and less ordered
communicative practices across actors, time, and space. But it also suggests
understanding such as ongoing organizing processes accomplished through and
complicated by endemic meaning negotiations and change, rather than as distinct
phases and issues of design and implementation.

That being said, the study is limited as a normative conceptualizing or instrumental
guide but, nonetheless, it proposes that involved actors may reflect upon the open-
ended and changing organizing enabling such form of governance (Vangen &
Winchester, 2013), as they engage in negotiating meanings and matters of their local
designs. Moreover, future research may well pay further attention to the more or less
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(dis-)organized and (un-)intended communicative practices emerging across actors,
time, and space, as particular designs of this form of governance are becoming. In so
doing, a stronger focus on the constitutive effects of situated meaning negotiations
and their production of competing public management discourses and related power-
resistance relations is also intriguing. Thereby we may produce multifaceted insights
on the emerging processes of collaborative governance — and the particular design
and implementation issues that will be negotiated and thus become significant, as
diverse stakeholders engage in co-creating public value and innovation.
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Conclusions and Critical Reflections
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Research questions and answers

Puzzled by the potentials and problems of collaborative governance, which public
managers and others engage in to pursue public policy and service innovation, and
the destabilization of familiar roles and ways of organizing to do so - this doctoral
study set out to explore the constitutive processes of such governance construct. With
ambitions of understanding the challenges faced by public managers and emerging
through practices of managing and organizing this form of governance, as well as
identified in the literature, I developed my approach at the intersection of
collaborative governance theory and organizational discourse studies. This included a
multi-site ethnographic case study of two local governments’ collaborative endeavors
to innovate new quality-management methods for the daycare sector in Denmark. I
started the study by asking one overall and three specifying questions:

How are public managers challenged through discursive constructions of
collaborative governance and which constitutive effects on managing and organizing
are emerging?

- How can I develop methods to approach discursive and material aspects of
collaborative governance practices and which organizational constructions
are emerging?

- How is the role of the manager constructed - through which positioning and
with which challenges?

- How is the organizing of collaborative governance designs emerging; through
which discursive practices and with which challenges?

During my exploration of these questions I have examined challenges ascribed
meanings and matters by public managers as well as collaborative governance
scholars. I have theorized and analyzed constitutive dynamics and effects of
emerging discourses and related social and material practices that produced
challenges for public managers and affected practices of managing and organizing.
Before answering the overall question, I will first go through the three supporting
questions. This includes accumulating insights from across the chapters and the
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research articles in the dissertation. Subsequently, the conclusions and the overall
contributions will follow and, finally, I will critically reflect upon the approach
developed and the implications for future research.

How can I develop methods to approach discursive and material aspects of
collaborative governance practices and which organizational constructions are
emerging?

In the method chapter and in the first article I argued for sensitizing the approach to
discursive and material aspects as they emerge through empirically embedded
constructions of the organizational phenomena in question — in this case collaborative
governance. This was inspired by my interests in studying the constitutive dynamics
of collaborative governance and its challenges by including both social and material
practices of the discursive constructions. As such, this responds to a concern in
organizational discourse studies not to overemphasize linguistic modes of meaning
production at the expense of other aspects that may be significant as well (Iedema,
2007; Philips & Oswick, 2012). Without advocating for one best practice, I argued
for developing multi-methods by combining discursive and ethnographic approaches,
and in so doing, I unfolded the concept of multimodality. I showed its use to sensitize
attention and methods to approach multiple modes of communication such as
language, images, bodies, technology, space or other materials, and how they infused
in meaning formations of local phenomena and problem constructions. I also argued
that this does not demand a priori definition of discourse-materiality relationships or
micro-macro levels, but allows for the researcher to collect rich data and then explore
such complexities during analysis.

Through exploratory interviewing and participant observations I developed methods
such as participant-written reflection notes, document-tracking and organizational
mapping. These included tracking things, objects or texts of importance to quality
management and collaboration, by which I collected data of both linguistic and other
material modes (e.g. websites, photographs, phones, reports, spaces etc.) from within
and across particular sites. These methods focused on multimodality in terms of
modus (textual, oral, bodily, spatial or other materials) and expression (which
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organizational construction was emerging). In the first article one such method,
organizational mapping, was exemplified. It showed how actors’ practices of
mapping, reflecting upon, and discussing collectively, produced organizational
constructions by voicing and enacting both taken-for-granted and strategic matters of
collaborative governance. One example of this method elucidated managerial roles,
hierarchical levels, challenges and changes: from being an intermediary in a
hierarchical government construction to a facilitator of collaboration. Another
example showed how actors collectively constructed and negotiated images of the
organizing of collaborative governance. Both methods produced data of emerging
organizational constructions of roles, agency, hierarchy, and collaborative organizing.

Therefore, the answer is that by sensitizing our attention to multimodality, we can
combine and develop methods with which to approach both discursive and material
aspects of organizational constructions as they emerge empirically. This produces
rich data that may help us to think of relevant discursive modes, resources, levels and
relationships significant to understanding those particular aspects. In the case of
organizational mapping, the emerging constructions dissolved ideas of hierarchical
roles and organizing. Rather, they produced discursive and material images of
collaborative governance as more and less (dis-)organized practices, in which policy-
making and management of the shared problems became matters reflected upon and
discussed across multiple actors and spaces in the education area, however without
producing convergence of meanings or complexity-reducing solutions.

How is the role of the manager constructed; through which positioning and with
which challenges?

In the literature review, the analytical strategy and in the second article, I explored
the changing role of public managers, an issue I also noticed during my fieldwork.
Through my literature review I found that the new role of managers was identified as
the facilitator and the capacity-builder to manage the diversity of actors, interests and
goals, and their social dynamics and power relations. But the issues related to the
changing roles and dealing with different, competing public management discourses
and associated practices were unexplored (Pedersen & Hartley, 2008). My theorizing
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of such issues was inspired by studies on managerial identity struggles in relation to
public management discourses (Thomas & Davies, 2005; Ainsworth, Grant &
Iedema, 2009). More specifically I unfolded the concept of subjectification as a
process of simultaneous subjection and coming to agency (Knights & Bergstom,
2006; Davies, 2006). 1 analyzed such processes in terms of positioning, which
enabled me to study the constitutive dynamics and effects of role constructions and
the challenges of changing roles — that became significant in my case study.

In the second article, the findings showed that the ways in which managers
communicated collaborative governance as a solution to local problems — in this case
of quality management, subjected them to change accordingly. Through their
positioning they constructed both old roles of translation connected to hierarchy and
control, and new roles of facilitation connected to collaboration and trust. Their
positioning involved struggles of identity and agency in forming tensions associated
with competing public management discourses of new public management (NPM)
and new public governance (NPG). This elucidated both potentials and problems of
direct access between stakeholders like politicians and daycare staff, of negotiating
potential solutions with others affected by those solutions, and of letting go of
particular managing practices to enable others. The findings, however, also showed
that through such struggles a preferred agency was empowered — e.g. of becoming a
facilitator that could steer collaborative group work by framing and concluding the
outcomes. This constituted a local version of managing collaborative governance in
the Danish daycare sector.

Taken together, the answer is that during collaborative governance practices, public
managers are constructing multiple roles by positioning themselves in both ‘old” and
‘new’ roles associated with competing public management discourses. The
positioning produce struggles of identity and agency that challenge their enactment of
specific roles, but which also enable them to empower certain agency, e.g. to
facilitate collaboration in particular ways. As managerial roles are multiplied, the
challenges emerging to manage collaborative governance include that public
managers must not just change roles from an old to a new; rather they must construct
role changes on an ongoing basis by positioning themselves in both NPM-roles for
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hierarchical organizing and NPG-roles for collaborative organizing. This implies
recurring struggles of identity and agency, however also recurring opportunities to
empower certain agency at certain times and spaces.

How is the organizing of collaborative governance designs emerging; through
which discursive practices and with which challenges?

I also explored issues concerning the design and implementation of collaborative
governance — matters I had encountered during fieldwork, in the literature, and which
I therefore discussed in the analytical strategy and the third article. The literature
review described the organization of such governance form in contingency models,
which success or failure were expected to depend on managers dealing with emerging
design and implementation issues related to social dynamics (Ansell & Torfing,
2014; Vangen, Hayes & Cornforth, 2014). However, I found that the conceptualizing
and unfolding of emerging aspects of social interactions and communication in
relation to designing and implementing this form of governance was under-
developed. In the analytical strategy and the third article I therefore argued that the
understanding of such issues could be strengthened by approaching their discursive
construction in everyday interactions emerging across various actors, time and spaces
to accomplish such organization. To do so, I found inspiration in discourse studies on
collaboration and change (Hardy, Lawrence & Grant, 2005; Koschmannn, Kuhn &
Pharrer, 2012; Thomas, Sargent & Hardy, 2011). As shown in Article 3, I introduced
their conceptualization of text-conversation dialectics and meaning-negotiations to
theorize and explore the constitutive processes of the local designs in present case
study.

The findings of the third article elucidated that collaborative governance practices
emerge, are organized and changed through the ways in which both their design and
implementation are subjects for ongoing meaning negotiations in various
communication modes across actors, time, and space. These included e.g. meetings
and workshops, through which they produced and disseminated texts in posters,
meeting minutes, e-mails, booklets etc. One part of the findings showed that the ways
in which actors negotiated ideas for possible solutions to their common problem of
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quality management in daycare, generated ideas for local designs of collaborative
governance. In this process, managers sometimes included stakeholders in the idea
generation and designing, while at other times they excluded them. The other part of
the findings demonstrated that even during implementation, collaborative governance
designs remained subject to meaning negotiations that affected and changed the
situated organizing of events. In these communicative processes, discursive resources
produced discursive tensions and resistance between practices of control associated
with NPM, and of collaboration associated with NPG. The resistance sometimes
enabled the emergence of collaborative governance, sometimes restrained it. This
affected which design issues and choices that became significant to the organizing.

Based on this, the answer it that the organizing of collaborative governance designs is
emerging through meaning negotiations and communication across actors, time and
space. Although managers may be in a privileged position when negotiating, insofar
as they for example write minutes or conclude on decisions, the use of discursive
resources produces tensions and power-resistance relations associated with
competing public management discourses of NPM and NPG. This affects which
issues and choices become significant to organizing particular designs. Thus, the
emergence of collaborative governance are not necessarily matters of demarcated
design and implementation phases or issues, but rather matters of ongoing organizing
accomplished through and complicated by endemic meaning negotiations and
change. The challenges of this is that such form of governance, then, is accomplished
through more and less (un-)indented and (dis-)ordered communication emerging
across actors, time and space.

Summing up the conclusions

How are public managers challenged through discursive constructions of
collaborative governance and which constitutive effects on managing and organizing
are emerging?

Taken together, the study shows that public managers are challenged by the ways in
which discursive constructions of collaborative governance enable more and less
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(dis-)organized communicative practices concerning a shared problem. Thereby the
policy-making and management of that problem become matters reflected upon and
discussed across multiple stakeholders and spaces, without necessarily producing
convergence of meanings or complexity-reducing solutions. Furthermore, by the
multiplied roles constructed that demands ongoing positioning in relation to both
hierarchical practices associated with NPM and collaborative practices associated
with NPG. This includes recurring struggles of identity and agency, however also
recurring opportunities to empower certain managerial agency at specific times and
spaces. Moreover, by the ongoing organizing accomplished through and complicated
by endemic meaning negotiations emerging across actors, time and space, which
produce various discursive resources and tensions of power-resistance relations, and
generate changes - both during processes of designing and implementing “final”
designs.

In effect, this means that managing collaborative governance is not just a practice
challenged by facilitating tricky multi-actor processes, or dealing with the social
dynamics and discursive power produced within collaborations. These count central
and critical aspects, but - as a precondition it becomes matters of discursive struggles
through positioning in order to create agency and construct local versions of this
governance form alongside other public management forms. As such, managing
becomes an ambiguous practice; on one side managers are positioning themselves to
enable collaboration and thereby meaning negotiations of a shared problem without
necessarily aiming for convergence of meanings. On the other side they also need to
assure an outcome that is worthwhile the complications and struggles over meanings
and matters, as well as performing other forms of management. This proposes that
instead of approaching challenges of public managers as a matter of identifying a
new role concept, or defining a set of practices, we should approach their continuing
acts of positioning and struggles over meanings. This will help us further
understanding the emerging challenges, and the situated effects on enabling certain
agency for specific times and places both in relation to collaborative governance
practices and other existing and becoming public management discourses. This
implies enhancing our understanding of managerial challenges continuingly through
our engagement with practice and its emerging effects.
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Furthermore, it suggests that organizing collaborative governance is accomplished
through more and less (un-)indented and (dis-)ordered communicative practices
emerging across actors, time and space in relation to a certain problem. This means
that the efforts of organizing this form of governance include disorganizing as well.
By this I mean that the organization of such governance form seems to be constituted
through multiple, sometimes contradicting communicative practices that negotiate its
meaning and thereby affect its organizing and changes locally. Therefore, the
accomplishment of local organizational designs includes communication that both
organizes and disorganizes. But instead of understanding this as a problem to be
solved theoretically or practically, we may better consider it as inherent to this form
of governance, as a critical aspect of its complexity and its strengths and weaknesses.
As such, this suggests that we not only develop the existing contingency models, but
that we also refine the practice-based theorizing of this governance form further. This
implies unfolding the discursive contradictions constructed in practice, as actors
negotiate meanings of collaboration and its (dis-)organizing in order to make it a
worthwhile governance means.

It seems that the expectations to the role of the public manager and to organize this
form of governance are multiplied both through the discursive constructions
produced locally, as well as in the literature. This highlights the need to further
address the struggles of managerial identity and agency and as well as the negotiated
constructions of which more and less contradictory managing practices and ways of
organizing are becoming. Although ‘more’ communication across organizational
actors and spaces do not necessarily result in ‘better’ communication or convergence
of meanings when co-creating solutions through interorganizational collaboration, it
is notable that public managers find this form of governance worthwhile the trouble.
It may be because it presents a requested contrast to other dominating public
management discourses and related practices, for example those associated with
NPM. At least the promises of collaborative governance appear significant enough
for public managers to continue their struggles over meanings of collaboration in
order to (dis-)organize opportunities to co-create public value and innovation.
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These findings invite us to become curios and creative to approach all sorts of
communicative modes when studying workplaces that are engaged in managing and
organizing this form of governance and possibly other types of emerging public
management practices. In doing so, however, it becomes important to consider not
just how a certain problem construction emerged — and what we may learn from it;
but also how practice include research and researchers in their constructions of
particular realities. Not necessarily because we can or should help solving problems,
but because this may help both researchers and the researched in exploring the issues
at hand. Furthermore, this engages us in reflections upon which versions we tell
through our research, as telling one version excludes others.

The contributions of the dissertation

The findings are the results of my ambitions to develop this study at the intersection
of the fields of collaborative governance and organizational discourse. In the
following I will highlight the contributions to these two fields.

... To collaborative governance literature

This dissertation contributes to studies on collaborative governance by expanding the
theoretical scope and analytical insights regarding the new managerial role and the
socially dynamic design and implementation issues conceptualized in the literature.

Present study has contributed to collaborative governance theory by developing a
complex-sensitive approach to theorize and unpack discursive and communicative
aspects of this form of governance and its challenges, as they emerge in practice. This
approach has offered concepts to explore how discourse and related social and
material practices influence central issues such as social dynamics, power relations,
dialogues, decision making and collaborative designs (Huxham, Vangen, & Eden,
2000; Ansell & Gash, 2008; Emerson, Nabatchi & Balough 2011; O’Leary & Vij,
2012). Also, how approaching discursive constructions shed light on and offer in-
depth understanding of the constitutive processes emerging to co-create this form of
governance and its new ways of managing and organizing collaboration across public
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organizations and other stakeholder groups. In particular it has unpacked the
challenges facing the public managers, as well as the complex communicative
practices involved in the making of collaborative governance. More specifically, this
dissertation expands the scope of collaborative governance theory regarding at least
two central discussions in the literature; one on the managerial role, and one on the
design and implementation issues.

Concerning the first matter, the literature discusses the managerial challenges in
terms of dealing with e.g. stakeholder dynamics, interest-conflicts, competing goals
and power relations as inherent to the new role of managers — as facilitators, which
restores the manager in a central position. However, as this position is not stable, but
changing and renegotiable, it is necessary to better understand the positioning
between multiple roles. In that regard this dissertation has contributed by both
theorizing and exploring this problematic and its managerial challenges. For that
matter, | introduced the concept of subjectification with which I unpacked the
discursive role-constructions through positioning acts, including simultaneous
struggles of identity and coming to agency, as the findings showed. This adds to the
understanding of new managerial roles and management tensions Pedersen & Hartly,
2008; O’Leary & Vij, 2012; Silvia, 2011; Vangen & Winchester, 2013) as it unfolds
the significance of positioning to renegotiate identity and create agency; the
challenges and tensions emerging from competing public management discourses and
associated practices; the creation of preferred roles and their effects on specific ways
of managing and organizing collaborative governance. Studying managerial
positioning rather than roles highlights the unsteadiness and situated enablement and
restraints, and thereby offers new understandings of the managerial challenges of
undertaking a new role alongside other roles, of discursive tensions and the
complexity involved in managing collaborative governance.

The discussion on managerial challenges is also concerned with the changing
managerial authority and power (Silvia, 2011; Purdy, 2012). Relational aspects and
discursive power is theorized to produce legitimacy and elucidate the negotiation of
managerial authority between actors within collaborations. In extension to this, this
study has shown that power is not just produced and negotiated within collaborations
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and between collaborative actors, but also in struggles to empower managerial
agency prior to and in between collaborations, when managers prepare for or
conclude on collaborative governance events. This suggests that authority is not
necessarily ‘lost’, rather the power relations forming authority in collaborative
governance works through other means than hierarchical, and thus creates another
agency, which may be facilitative and negotiable, but not necessarily less steering.
With these analytical insights and conceptualizing of managerial challenges in terms
of discursive struggles of positioning, the dissertation adds to existing theorizing of
managing through tensions (Vangen & Winchester, 2013) and discursive power
(Purdy, 2012).

Regarding the second matter, issues of design and implementation, the dissertation
has demonstrated the potential of a discursive approach to explore such issues as they
emerge and become significant to the organizing in everyday interactions of
collaborative governance. These issues concern social dynamics of multiple
stakeholders, and how design choices related to multi-actor interaction and power
relations may affect and change the processes and products of this form of
governance (Vangen, Hayes & Cornforth, 2014; Ansell & Torfing, 2014; Bryson,
Quick, Slotterback & Crosby, 2012; Purdy, 2012). To explore these issues, this study
introduced the concepts of text-conversation and meaning negotiations, demonstrated
their value to elucidate the formations of and struggles over meanings — with
sensitivity to divergence as well as convergence, in the production of design ideas,
choices, decisions and enactments. In doing so, it unpacked the ongoing discursive
and material practices involved in negotiating particular designs when organizing
collaborative governance in practice, and thereby shed new light on its emergence
involving both human and non-human actors, discursive tensions and power-
resistance.

By unfolding the communication of certain problems and possible solutions through
which particular collaborative governance designs emerge, are negotiated, and
change in discursive tensions and power-resistance relations, the study has added to
the understanding of discursive power as legitimizing some design choices, while
excluding others, as Purdy (2012) has called for. Furthermore, by elucidating the both
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restraining and generative dynamics of these negotiations, it has offered in-depth
exploration and theorizing that nuances existing conceptualizing of the generative
mechanisms (Ansell & Torfing, 2014). As such, the exploration of struggles over
meanings and matters with sensitivity to divergence as well as convergence in the
production of design ideas, choices and practical accomplishments adds empirically
grounded understandings of various socially dynamic design and implementation
issues. As argued in the findings, this proposes to view design and implementation as
organizing processes emerging through complex communicative practices, in which
negotiation and change is endemic. This, in particular, adds to existing practice-based
theorizing (Vangen & Huxham, 2011, Vangen & Winchester, 2013), and power
frameworks (Purdy, 2012).

... To organizational discourse studies

The dissertation has explored the challenges emerging through the discursive
constructions of collaborative governance and how this constituted specific ways of
managing and organizing. In doing so I unfolded central discourse concepts and I
have engaged in critical debates within organizational discourse studies, the
contributions of which I turn to now.

In particular, I have responded to a critique often aimed at discourse studies to
overemphasize the significance of linguistic practices (Iedema, 2007; Philips &
Oswick, 2012; Fairhurst & Putnam, 2014; Kuhn & Putnam, 2014). With the critique,
calls have been made to advance concepts and methods to refine our approaches to
both discourse and materiality. As this has become a timely ‘hot potato’ (Putnam,
2014) a growing amount of studies are appearing, however most of them are
conceptual. Some of these note that materiality is already integrated in many
discourse studies although not necessarily highlighted (Hardy & Thomas, 2014;
Ashcraft, Kuhn & Cooren, 2009), with which this study agrees. Nonetheless, we can
do more to develop our approaches to the complexities of discourse-materiality, and
as it is less has been done to share and refine strategies to engage in material aspects
of discourse by combining and developing fieldwork methods.
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In this dissertation I have unfolded the concept of multimodality (Iedema, 2007) in
order to develop and explore methods sensitive to both discursive and material
dimensions when collecting data. The sensitivity to multimodality argued for in the
dissertation was both to develop methods to approach multiple modes of
communication in play and to do this by being responsive to empirically embedded
phenomena and problem constructions. I demonstrated this potential by combining
discourse-based and ethnographic approaches. however, the point has not been to
argue for this combination as the best option per se. Rather, the point has been to
argue for an approach to develop fieldwork methods attending to both social and
material aspects of the empirically embedded discursive phenomena and problems.
This, I will argue, adds to the conceptual discussions of discourse and materiality
(Philips & Oswick, 2012; Mumby, 2011; Iedema, 2011; Alvesson & Kirreman,
2011; Putnam, 2014; Hardy & Thomas, 2014), by exploring its implications for
developing multi-method approaches.

I have argued that sensitizing methods to multimodality helps producing rich data of
empirically embedded constructions, without necessarily demanding a priori
definitions or  pre-empirical analytical categories of for example
discourse/materiality, Discourse/discourse, micro-macro levels (Kuhn, 2012; Hardy
& Grant, 2012). Thereby we can collect data that help us to think of which
communicative modes, discursive resources, analytical levels and conceptual
relationships that may be significant to theorize and explore to unfold the constitutive
dynamics and effects of the particular complexities in question. This adds to the
discussions about discourse-materiality as well as D/discourse distinctions by
unfolding their implications for strategizing relations between methods and analytical
categorizing. Furthermore, I have offered tangible examples of multi-method
approaches combining discourse-based and ethnographic considerations for
fieldwork in collaborative governance practices. Although ethnography is not new in
discourse studies, the strategies for developing methods are rarely spelled out or
explicated. As such, I do not claim that the methods exemplified are applicable to any
study, but they may be useful for discourse scholars considering ethnography to
include materialized aspects.
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The method examples as well as the analyses have demonstrated the potential of
combining discourse-based approaches with other research fields in order to address
particular issues — in this study the competing public management discourses and
collaborative governance practices. Although I have not developed new analytical
concepts, the application of existing concepts like subjectification and positioning as
well as text-conversation and meaning negotiations, has highlighted their relevance to
other established research fields such as public management. In this way, the study
has advocated for the relevance for approaching constitutive dynamics and effects of
discourse to understand emerging issues associated with new public management
(NPM) and new public governance (NPG).

The analytical insights gained through the study of managerial role constructions
added empirically grounded understandings of the challenges of managerial
subjectivity in relation to competing public management discourses, which nuance
existing insights mostly related to NPM (Thomas & Davies, 2005; Ainsworth, Grant
& ledema, 2009). Moreover, it has highlighted generative aspects of power-resistance
to changing and competing public management discourses in the study of
collaborative governance (Hardy, Lawrence & Grant, 2005; Thomas, Sargent &
Hardy, 2011). This has demonstrated the potential of organizational discourse studies
to unfold struggles over both taken-for-granted and strategic meanings and matters of
managerial roles and agency in relation to more and less hierarchical levels and
collaborative (dis-)organizing, when public policy and service innovation become
matters for co-creation across multiple actors, spaces and time.

Altogether, I have contributed to the field of organizational discourse by
demonstrating the analytical insights gained through its conceptualizing and the
theory-bridging the findings of such suggest, as well as offering analytical insights
and empirically grounded understandings of phenomena related to collaborative
governance. This advances the understanding of the discursive aspects crucial in the
constitution of collaborative governance practices and their challenges. In so doing, it
also proposes the cross-fertilizing potential of organizational discourse perspectives
in relation to the research field of collaborative governance and public management.
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Critical reflections: looking backwards

With this dissertation I have developed a complex-sensitive approach at the
intersection of collaborative governance theory and organizational discourse studies.
It has proven to be fruitful to fertilize insights from the two fields in order to study
the challenges emerging through the constitutive dynamics and effects of managing
and organizing this form of governance. Altogether, I have found that working across
such fields enriches the theorizing, methods and analyses, when exploring
complexities by developing multi-methods, integrating issues and insights across
literatures in order to produce synergistic effects and to unfold and understand
particular phenomena and problem constructions. That being said, quite a few
frustrations have been part of this research endeavor, although understated in this
version. Therefore, in extension to above contributions I will mention some of the
issues I have encountered, as they nuance the potentials and problems relevant to
discuss in relation to bridging theories and working with co-existing vocabularies and
definitions, writing an article-based dissertation based on longitudinal fieldwork and
the degrees of empirical involvement.

The interest in bridging theories in this dissertation has emerged through the iterative
research processes described above and from my experience with public managers
being interested in getting new tools and perspectives with which to understand the
problems and phenomena, they see as central to their working lives. In my meeting
with such actors and my reading of literature in relation to collaborative governance I
noticed several overlapping interests in the significance of collaborative interaction
and communication, in power relations and social dynamics and in relation to public
management discourses and emerging organizational processes of change. Likewise,
my engagement in organizational discourse studies impressed me with the work done
to advance such perspectives in relation to identity, to organizational change and also
to interorganizational collaboration. Nonetheless, bridging such fields of research is
not easily done; in particular I have struggled with composing intersections driven by
puzzles through which I could bridge theorizing in a generative manner possibly
interesting to scholars from both knowledge bodies, instead of spotting gaps and
closing my argument by only relating to one of the fields. Without assuming this has
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been done to perfection, I hope to have constructed bridging opportunities
recognizable to scholars across the fields of collaborative governance and
organizational discourse.

Another challenge in this regard has been to work across multiple definitions in terms
of phenomena and conceptualizing. Both in collaborative governance and in
organizational discourse, multiple definitions co-exist, in the former for example
concerning the phenomena of collaborative governance, managers and organizational
design. In the latter phenomena like human actors are defined in more and less anti-
essentialist terms of subjectivities, subject positions or identities. I have sought to
balance these phenomena constructions by viewing them as multiple facets
complimenting each other as different versions and aspects of overlapping
phenomena. For example I approached the ‘public manager’ as an empirical construct
manifested by actors like managers and others involved in managing practices. This I
mirrored in literature on collaborative governance that conceptualized managerial
roles and challenges - the facilitator working through management tensions. In
addition I ‘read’ these issues through conceptualizing managers as discursively
constructed through positioning in struggles of identity and agency. Although
challenging both when doing fieldwork, reading, theorizing, analyzing and writing, I
have found that this way of approaching phenomena through multiple facets qualified
my ability to ask questions and understand significant nuances of the issues, which I
have worked to elucidate, rather than the confusions involved along the way.

In this regard, another challenge has concerned the multiple definitions of central
theoretical aspects such as discourse and communication. As mentioned in the
analytical strategy, this is a challenge in a ‘plurivocal’ field of organizational
discourse (Hardy & Grant, 2012), but I see the richness as stimulating. I have both
struggled and found comfort with not having a single definition of discourse and
communication form the beginning. Instead I worked with multiple notions and
postponed to identify single definitions until grappling with analyses and writing
articles. This, I find, have been a productive way of developing my approach at the
intersection of the two literatures in relation to empirical phenomena constructions,
when analyzing and theorizing, because it makes the concepts epistemological
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stances on which to compose relevant analytical levels and theorizing, rather than
following pre-empirical definitions and pre-analytical micro-macro levels
deductively as ontological presumptions. Although this is contested (Kuhn, 2012), I
found it useful to generate theoretical interests, analytical concerns and empirical
sensitivity, regardless of the problems involved. Moreover, it enabled me to
constructively include criticism often directed towards discourse studies concerning
questions of e.g. materiality and agency (Kuhn & Putnam, 2014; Fairhurst & Putnam,
2014).

Lastly, I want to mention a recurring critical reflection concerning the problems
versus the potentials of writing an article-based dissemination, especially when
dealing with data-sets from longitudinal fieldwork. One of the potentials of
longitudinal fieldwork is the rich data produced — which demands extremely
disciplined data management, but which also offers multi-facetted details of the
subject matter. This has made me struggle with the choice of writing articles, because
on one side I find the richness of data insightful and useful to analyzing and
theorizing, on the other it has been hard to find the space for such details in articles.
Reversely, the space limits also enforce a sharpness and precision in arguments as
well as analytical points. To this end, the potential of writing articles based on rich
data sets is that there is always another article to write. This case is no exception;
many issues and aspects from my fieldwork have been left out in the dissertation —
with my regret, but also with my accept, as I know their time will come.

Critical reflections: looking ahead

On a final note, I will shortly turn to some of the implications this dissertation point
to for future research. As it is, extensive efforts have been made to develop and
communicate the potential of discourse approaches to study a number of
organizational phenomena (Grant, Hardy, Oswick & Putnam, 2004; Philips &
Oswick, 2012; Fairhurst & Putnam, 2014; Kuhn & Putnam, 2014). For example,
special issues in various journals have elucidated both conceptual and analytical
insights from discourse perspective on organizing (Cooren, Kuhn, Cornelissen &
Clark, 2011) organizational change (Grant, Michelson, Oswick & Wailes, 2005) and
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recently also discourse and materiality (Putnam, 2014; Hardy & Thomas, 2014).
However, more can be done to share both analytical and methodological strategies
between scholars within organizational discourse and with others who might consider
this for theory-bridging (Philips & Oswick, 2012).

In particular, I have found that exploring new and refining methods for both
fieldwork and analysis is a promising venue to attend further to — as it can engage us
from across various interests, approaches and epistemological stances to advance the
approaches to organizational discourse. From my point of view we can gain more by
sharing and sophisticating our considerations when combining and developing
methods and analytical strategies. One thing is to unpack for example multi-methods
and method-mixing, but another interesting aspect is to explicate and advance the
conceptualizing of connections between pre-empirical categorizing, empirical
phenomena and problem constructions, developing fieldwork methods and producing
certain kinds of data and analyses.

Furthermore, considering the deeply politicized construction of public organizations,
I see a great potential in continuing to fertilize organizational discourse interests with
the public management literature and practice. In particular, I would argue for
exploring the not only struggling, but also creative and generative aspects of
diverging meaning productions and associated practices in relation to emerging
public management discourses and the tensions they are working through and worked
upon in practices. In the context of business schools, and in particular in a Danish
context, chances to critically engage, theorize and problematize further are
multifarious considering the interest many empirical actors have in research and
management education — e.g. through the programs of Master of Public Governance,
Master of Public Administration and other public management educations.

Furthermore, the still growing manifestation of national, regional and local initiatives
to solve public problems by co-creating public value and innovation in various public
and private laboratories, networks and partnerships, suggests that the issues treated in
this dissertation are all the more relevant to continue to explore. The question arises
as to how we as researchers answer and contribute to such at the intersection of local
public management sites, with their phenomena and problem constructions, and our
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theorizing and puzzles? I hope to have contributed to discussing such questions and
what this entails theoretically, methodologically and analytically — in this case at the
intersection of collaborative governance and organizational discourse.
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Summary in English

This doctoral study explores problematics of managing and organizing collaborative
governance from an organizational discourse perspective. Collaborative governance
is a public management practice developing currently with the aim of engaging
stakeholders to address and co-create potential solutions to complex public problems,
such as policy and service innovation. This is seen as a potential shift between new
public management (NPM) and new public governance (NPG) discourses in the
governance literature. Pursuing collaborative governance in practice is not taken to be
an easy task, as it involves changes from hierarchical organizing towards
interorganizational collaboration in networks and partnerships. The literature
therefore discusses both the potentials and problems, and conceptualizes their issues
in organizational models of design and implementation issues, and new managerial
roles. These issues are approached as managerial challenges and unfolded in terms of
paradoxes, socially dynamic tensions and power relations — especially by one stream
of studies. They stress the need to understand challenges of collaborative governance
practice by approaching the emerging social interactions and power relations;
however, the theorization of communication and discursive aspects to do so is under-
developed.

This study contributes to developing an organizational discourse perspective to
approach collaborative governance practices. In so doing it draws on organizational
discourse studies referring to Foucault. This inspires the present study to theorize
relations of discourse, practice and materiality as constitutive dynamics, with which it
examines how public managers are challenged through discursive constructions of
collaborative governance. The dissertation explores this empirically through a multi-
site ethnographic case study of collaborative governance practices in two local
governments’ work to enable innovation of quality-management methods for the
daycare sector. Through the course of three articles, the dissertation examines a)
potentials of developing methods to approach both discursive and material aspects of
such organizational construction, b) managerial challenges related to changing roles
and practices associated with different public management discourses, and c) design
and implementation issues concerned with social dynamics and power relations.
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The first article unfolds the concept of multimodality and discusses how to develop
methods approaching the discourse-material complexities emerging through
collaborative governance practices. It shows the potential of using multimodality to
sensitize and develop methods for studying multiple modes of communication, and it
exemplifies with two methods that combine discourse-based and ethnographic multi-
method approaches. The second article explores the challenges of changing
managerial roles by introducing the analytical concepts of subjectification and
positioning. The findings show the simultaneous struggles of identity and creation of
agency and their effects on particular ways of managing by facilitation, as well as
struggles emerging in effect of multiple role constructions associated with public
management discourses of control and trust. The third article examines the emerging
processes of collaborative governance designs by conceptualizing and exploring the
communication and meaning negotiations concerning such design and their
organizing. The findings show the complex discursive practices spanning across
actors, time and space, and their effects on idea generation, stakeholder-inclusion, the
final design accomplished. They also elucidate the discursive tensions and resistance
relating to diverse public management discourses of hierarchy and collaboration, and
how these generate changes in a more and less (dis-)organizing process shaping a
particular design.

In summary, the study shows that public managers are challenged by the ways in
which discursive constructions of collaborative governance enable more and less
(dis-)organized communicative practices concerning a shared problem. Thereby the
policy-making and management of that problem become matters reflected upon and
discussed across multiple actors and spaces, without necessarily producing
convergence of meanings or complexity-reducing solutions. It seems that the
expectations to the role of the public manager and the practices to manage and
organize this form of governance are multiplied both through the discursive
constructions of managers and other actors across time and space, as well as in the
literature. Even though ‘more’ communication across organizational actors and
spaces do not necessarily result in ‘better’ communication or convergence of
meanings when co-creating solutions through interorganizational collaboration, it is
notable that public managers find this form of governance worthwhile the troubles. It
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may be because it presents a requested contrast to other dominating public
management discourses of for example NPM. At least the promises of collaborative
governance appear significant enough for public managers to continue their struggles
over meanings of collaboration in order to (dis-)organize opportunities to co-create
public value and innovation.
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Dansk resumé

Denne afhandling udforsker problemer ved at lede og organisere samskabende
styring fra et organisationsteoretisk diskursperspektiv. Samskabende styring er en
praksis, der er under udvikling i mange offentlige organisationer i disse ar. Mélet er
at involvere forskellige interessenter i samarbejde for at adressere og samskabe
mulige losninger p& komplekse, offentlige problemer fx vedrerende politik og service
innovation. Sddanne praksisser anskues som et tegn pa et skifte mellem new public
management (NPM) og new public governance (NPG) diskurser i ledelseslitteraturen.
Det antages ikke at samskabende styring er nemt at udfere i praksis, da det involverer
forandringer fra hierarkiske organiseringer til tvaerorganisatoriske samarbejder i fx
laboratorier, netvaerk og partnerskaber. Litteraturen diskuterer derfor bade potentialer
og problemser, og den konceptualiserer disse i organisationsmodeller for design og
implementering, samt nye lederroller. Problemstillingerne anskues som
ledelsesudfordringer, og udover modellerne, analyseres de som paradokser, socialt
dynamiske spandingsforhold og magt — i serligt grad af en gruppe studier. Disse
studier understreger behov for at forstd udfordringerne ved samskabende styring ved
at studere sociale interaktioner og magtrelationer, dog er teoretiseringen af
kommunikation og diskursive aspekter, for at bidrage hertil, under-udviklet.

Dette studie bidrager med at udvikle et organisations-teoretisk diskursperspektiv til at
undersgge samskabende styring i praksis. For at gere dette traekker athandlingen pa
en stromning diskursstudier, der med inspiration fra Foucault ser pad offentlige
ledelsesidentiteter, tvarorganisatorisk samarbejde, samt organisationsforandringer.
Dette inspirerer athandlingens teoretisering af diskurs, praksis og materialitet som
konstitueringsdynamikker, hvormed den underseger hvordan offentlige ledere
udfordres igennem diskursive konstruktioner af samskabende styring. Dette
udforskes empirisk via et multi-site etnografisk case-studie af samskabende
styringspraksisser i to kommuners arbejde med at udvikle nye kvalitetsstyringsformer
til dagtilbudssektoren. Igennem tre artikler undersgges folgende: a) potentialer ved at
udvikle empiriske forskningsmetoder, der inkluderer bade diskursive og materielle
aspekter ved sddanne organisatoriske konstruktioner, b) ledelsesudfordringer
forbundet med at endre roller og praksisser associeret med forskellige offentlige
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ledelsesdiskurser, og c) design og implementeringsproblemer vedrerende sociale
dynamikker og magtrelationer.

Den forste artikel traekker pa begrebet multimodalitet, hvormed den diskuterer
mulighederne for at udvikle metoder til at indfange diskurs-materielle kompleksiteter,
som de fremkommer empirisk gennem samskabende styringspraksisser. Den viser
potentialet ved at udvikle metoder, der er sensitive for multimodalitet, til at
undersoge flere samtidige udtryksformer, og den eksemplificerer med to metoder, der
kombinerer diskurs-baserede og etnografiske tilgange. Den anden artikel udforsker
udfordringerne ved at andre lederroller ved at introducere analysekoncepter om
subjektivering og positionering. Analysen viser ledernes udfordringer ved samtidigt
at skabe nye identiteter og handlerum, samt de effekter det har for serlige méader at
lede ved at facilitere samskabende styring. Den viser ogsd de kampe, der opstar i
kraft af flere samtidige rolle-konstruktioner forbundet med konkurrerende
ledelsesdiskurser om tillid og kontrol. Den tredje artikel underseger tilblivelsen af
samskabende styringsdesign ved at konceptualisere og udforske kommunikationen og
meningsforhandlingerne vedrerende design og implementering. Analysen viser de
komplekse diskursive praksisser, der pa tvars af akterer, tid og sted former ide-
generering, metodeudvikling og design og implementering. Den viser ogsa de
diskursive spendinger og modstande, der relateres til forskellige ledelsesdiskurser
om hierarki og samarbejde, og hvordan dette genererer forandringer i en mere og
mindre (dis-)organiseret proces, der muligger et bestemt design.

Opsamlende viser undersegelsen at offentlige ledere udfordres af maderne, hvorpa
diskursive konstruktioner af samskabende styring etablerer (dis-)organiserede
kommunikative praksisser vedrerende et falles problem. Derved bliver politik-
udviklingen og ledelsen af det problem til emner, der reflekteres over og diskuteres
pa tvaers af flere interessent-grupper og steder, uden at det nedvendigvis skaber
enighed eller kompleksitetsreducerende losninger. Forventningerne til den offentlige
leders rolle og deres arbejde med at lede og organisere samskabende styring
fordobles gennem de diskursive konstruktioner, der produceres lokalt, savel som i
litteraturen. Selv om ’mere’ kommunikation ikke nedvendigvis bliver til ’bedre’
kommunikation eller enighed, nar der samskabes lgsninger via tveaerorganisatorisk
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samarbejde, finder er det vasentligt at offentlige ledere finder denne styringsform
postyret vaerd. Det kan vere fordi den manifesterer en efterspurgt kontrast til andre
dominerende offentlige ledelsesdiskurser, som fx NPM. I hvert fald fremstér
potentialerne ved samskabende styring signifikante nok til at offentlige ledere
fortsaetter med at keempe for at skabe mening med samarbejde og derved at (dis-
)Yorganisere muligheder for samskabelse af offentlig vaerdi og innovation.

272



Appendix

273



Appendix A: Interview guides

Interview Guide: Daycare managers, 2010

Quality Management Innovation (QMI) in daycare & collaborative governance

Basic Info & working life:

e Important info about your position and
work?

e What you like/dislike about your job?

e About the daycare center? Organization:
teams, meetings...?

e Education ideals & planning...?

e Particular characteristics, initiatives

Collaborative partners:

Who do you collaborate with as it is?
Inside/outside of the daycare center (cityhall,
parents, other daycare managers...?)

How do you see this daycare center in
relation to the local government — how
would you describe the local organization?
Who would you like to collaborate more
with/talk to/learn from (e.g. children?
Parents? Politicians?)

Daycare QMI:

e What is you most important job as a
manager? What makes you happy/sad or
creates value/problems in everyday work?

e What is daycare quality? How does it show?

e How do you manage and support quality
development? What are the biggest issues
and challenges in QMI seen from your
position?

e What are your hopes/dreams of QMI?

Other important things:

e Did we miss anything?
e Something to add?
e Anything else?
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Interview Guide: Daycare managers & staff, 2011 & 2012
Quality Management Innovation (QMI) in daycare & collaborative governance

Basic Info & working life:

Share info about formal positions and
daycare info

What am [ really busy with these days in my
work with QMI?

What would I like to be busy with in QMI?
Whats new???

Collaborative partners:

e Who do you collaborate with as it is? Has
this changed?

e Inside/outside of the daycare center ?

e In relation to the local government — how
would you describe the local organization?

e How do you think this affects your work
with QMI?

Daycare QMI:

How do you see the work with QMI?

How does it occur — practice examples?
What is daycare quality? How does it show?
What makes you happy/sad or creates
value/problems in this work?

What are the (new) biggest issues and
challenges in QMI seen from your position?
What are the success criteria, your
hopes/dreams of QMI?

Other important things:
e Did we miss anything?
e Something to add?
e Anything else?
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Interview Guide: public managers (single & groups), 2010 & 2011
Quality Management Innovation (QMI) in daycare & collaborative governance

Basic Info & working life:

Important info about your position and
work?

What you like/dislike about your job?
How is the department organized? teams,
meetings...?

Particular characteristics, initiatives and
typical public management work practices
(examples)

Collaborative partners:

Who do you collaborate with as it is?
Inside/outside of the department (daycare
centers, politicians, other local governments,
parents, s...?)

How do you see the relation between the
department and other field actors — how
would you describe the local organization?
Who would you like to collaborate more
with/talk to/learn from (e.g. professionals,
managers? children? Parents? Politicians?)

Daycare QMI:

What is you most important job as a public
manager? What makes you happy/sad or
creates value/problems in everyday work?
How do you manage and support quality
development? What are the biggest issues
and challenges in QMI seen from your
position?

What is daycare quality? How does it show?
What are your hopes/dreams of QMI?

Other important things:

e Did we miss anything?
e Something to add?
e Anything else?

276




Interview Guide: public managers (single & groups), 2012 & 2013

Quality Management Innovation (QMI) in daycare & collaborative governance

Basic Info & working life:

e Important info about your position and
work?

e How is the department organized? teams,
meetings...?

e Particular characteristics, initiatives and
typical public management work practices
(examples)

e Whats new???

Collaborative partners:

e Who do you collaborate with as it is?
Inside/outside of the department (daycare
centers, politicians, other local governments,
parents, s...?)

e How do you see the relation between the
department and other field actors — how
would you describe the local organization?

e Who would you like to collaborate more
with/talk to/learn from (e.g. professionals,
managers? children? Parents? Politicians?)

Daycare QMI:

e How do you manage and support quality
development? What are the biggest issues
and challenges in QMI seen from your
position?

e What is daycare quality? How does it show?
How do other actors see it, you think?

e What are your hopes/dreams/fears of QMI?

Other important things:
e Did we miss anything?
e Something to add?
o Anything else?
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Appendix B: Data sources and coding for article 1

Event & Data Local categories of methods Ethnographic ODS methodological
Participants | sources points points

“We see and talk to each other

more when you are around”: on Discourse-based
12 single & managerial collaboration and Participant methodology for
group Field research participation observations: participation
interviews: | notes, “I will tell you that with this engaging and Multimodality
Public audio | project, I will not let them back | interacting with | (methodological
managers recordin | o byt you being around help e.veryday work sensitivity)
(head of ijrganizat to legitimize it”: on qaycare life Btw pragmatic
division, omal managers .and politicians new Btw empirical interventionist and
head of charts colla.lb.orat.lon and research embedding and critical/emancipatory
department, . participation strangeness .
managerial web51.te, “It’s about power — realizing and i Unfoldmg ?I.ld .
consultants) f)rganlzat handlin hp d g Stusi}.llng getting familiar with

ional 1dling changes due to the positioning local language,

Daycare mapping weird things asked by through meanings and
managers researchers”:.o.n new rolesand | ethnography matters “from

research participation within®
17 Field “Organizational mapping”: Participant Discourse-based
managerial notes, methods for local organizing and | ghservations: methodology for
workshops / audio . roles engaging and participation
network recordin “Case-tracking of QMI”: interacting with | Myltimodality
meetings: & ) methods for local organizing and | everyday work (methodological
Public ?Sﬁ:{“zat roles life sensitivity)
managers charts “fixed & unfixed positions” Btw emPir ical Btw pragmatic
(head of websit’e, methods for local organizing and embedding and interventionist and
division, organizat roles strangeness critical/emancipatory
head of ional “I’m not sure about the Studying Unfolding and
departmejnt, mapping, | reflections, if they make sense to positioning getting familiar with
managerial | 1,0 et anybody but me?” methods for | through local language,
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consultants) | and local changes in organizing and | ethnography meanings and
posters roles matters ‘from
“Are we going to deconstruct within®
ourselves now?”” and “the weird
things”: on research
participation
15 Lab
workshops:
Discourse-based
Daycare Participant methodology for
staff Field observations: participation
(managers | g engaging and Multi i
& teachers) > ' \ i ultimodality
audio & | “you want us to map — but we interacting with | (methodological
Public Video,. have the org. charts”: on everyday work sensitivity)
managers organizat | research participation life .
(head of ional . L - . Btw pragmatic
division charts Organizational mapping™ Btw emplrlcal interventionist and
head o f’ websi;e methods for local organizing and | embedding and critical/emancipatory
.| roles strangeness .
department, | organizat Unfolding and
managerial | ional Studying getting familiar with
consultants) | mapping, positioning local language,
Politicians photos through meanings and
. ethnography matters ‘from
(sometimes within’
parents/chil
dren)
7 inter- Field “with the researchers watching”: | Participant Discourse-based
organizatio | notes, on research participation (wall observations: methodology for
nal con- audio & | paper) engaging and participation
ferences: video, “both participants observations interacting with | Multimodality
Daycare ore: in everyday life and small every day work (methodological
staff Chlrté’ interruptions’ in workshops etc” life sensitivity)
(managers ;Vlfotso;:’ | |on research participation Btw em;‘)irical Btw pragmatic
& teachers) article, 5 | “There’s no resistance, we are embedding and interventionist and
Public news- not ambiguous”: on a research strangeness critical/emancipatory
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managers letters, comment about different Studying Unfolding and
(head of wall approaches to changes positioning getting familiar with
division, paper, through local language,
head of booklets, ethnography meanings and
department, | 1 website matters ‘from
managerial | video. within’
consultants)
Politicians
(sometimes
parents/chil
dren)
Discourse-based
Participant methodology for
6 QMI . observations: participation
daycare Field engaging and . .
workshops: notes, o engaging and Multlmodallt.y
audio “It’s great to be a politician ora | interacting with | (methodological
Daycare recordin | child once in a while” on everyday work sensitivity)
z:::;l;agers g, . 2?;1;0(15 for local organizing and | life N Btw pragmatic
& websn.e, Btw erancal interventionist and
teachers) educatio | «your questions made me embedding and critical/emancipatory
. nal plans | gyestion my management”: on strangeness .
public & qualit e i Unfolding and
managers - Ci) e Y | research participation Studying getting familiar with
(managerial piotosg positioning local language,
consultants) ’ through meanings and
ethnography matters ‘from

within’
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Appendix C: Data sources and coding for article 2

Event & Data . Mirrored in CG . .
. Local categories of PM . ODS analytical points
Participants | sources studies
“Different languages™: Multiple governance
PM organizations in flat | paradigms (PA;
hierarchy, secretariat, NPM; NPG)
top-bottom. complicates welfare | Contradictory,
“Translator role” & policy and service competing discourses of
: “discrepancy”: PM roles | Complexity in govemnance and
12 single / : . . organization
group Field as the link, middle hybrid forms of
interviews: | notes position. organizing, layered | Struggles over meaning
di ’ “p inel realities, multiple and matter of QMI and
Public audio rom meamng.ess roles its effects on daycare
managers recordin | control to meaningful Y
g, accounting?” & The innovation gov§mance and
(}.le?q of organizat | “democratic risks”: QMI | potentials of CG to serviees
division, ional in daycare accounting, renew and create Positioning acts of
head of charts, educational plans, NPM | complexity matching | identity and agency:
departme?nt, website, | problems. solutions subjectification
managerial :
consultants) Organizat | «rpe o1d vs. the new Challenges of Discursive practices of
ional . .
. modes and roles in managing and change: power-
Daycare MappINg | M challenging organizing CG: resistance dynamics and
managers changes due to demands | management CCO
for 1nnova4t10n & tensions, dlsc.urswe Critical discourse-based
collaboration to focus on | power & design
] methodology
core welfare tasks. choices
“The weird things”: on Practice-based
research participation (action) research
17 Field “Different languages™: Multiple governance | Contradictory,
managerial | potes, PM organizations in flat | paradigms (PA; competing discourses of
workshops / | audio hierarchy, rubber bands, | NPM; NPG) governance and
network recordin | secretariat & governance | complicates welfare | organization
meetings: g, negotiations. policy and service Struggles over meaning
Public organizat | “From meaningless Complexity in and matter of QMI and
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managers ional control to meaningful hybrid forms of its effects on daycare
(head of charts, collaboration in organizing, layered | governance and
division, website, | governance”: QMI in realities, multiple services

head of f)rgamzat daycare gov.ernance - roles Positioning acts of
department, | ional from educational plans . . . . .

. ) | The innovation identity and agency:
managenal | mapping, (NPM control) to CG potentials of CG to | subjectification —
consultants) | booklet | solutions.

i renew and create struggles and
an “From translator to complexity matching | negotiations
posters facilitator & catalyst”, solutions Di - . N
“from di © iscursive practices o
rl(l)m 1S(fre]::’ancy Challenges of change: power-
io abgratlon & oo™ managing and resistance dynamics and
Standing on two legs organizing CG: CCO.
due to “the old vs. the management
new” roles and ‘ g . ) Critical discourse-based
e tensions, discursive thodol
organizing of QMI: & desi methodology
hallenging changes to power & desigh
challenging g choices
focus on core welfare
tasks. Implications for Practice-based
multiple roles & (action) research
organizing modes.
“Are we going to
deconstruct ourselves
now?” and “the weird
things”: on research
participation
15 Field “Different languages & Multiple governance | Contradictory,
collaborativ | notes, perspectives on quality paradigms (PA; competing discourses of
€ audio & | ;1055 the welfare area of | NPM; NPG) governance and
governance video daycare”, “them vs. us”, complicates welfare | organization
. | recordin | « : - i i .
workshops: real life stories & policy and service Struggles over meaning
Daycare & izat educational practices”: Complexity in and matter of QMI and
organiza — . .
staff 'or%al PM organizations btw hybrid forms of its effects on daycare
i : ; ..
(managers hart hierarchy & collaborative | organizing, layered | governance and
charts, .. : .
& teachers) . governance. realities, multiple services
website, ) )
Public organizat From meaningless roles Positioning acts of
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managers ional control to authentic The innovation identity and agency:
(head of mapping, | communication”: QMI in | potentials of CG to subjectification —
division, photos daycare governance - renew and create struggles and
head of from educational plans complexity matching | negotiations
departmejnt, (NPM control) to CG solutions Discursive practices of
managerial solutions. Challenges of change: power-
consultants) “From translator to managing and resistance dynamics and
facilitator & catalyst”, organizing CG: CCO.
Politicians “from disc'repancy to man.ageme?t ) Critical discourse-based
_ collaboration” & “the old | tensions, discursive methodology
(sometimes vs. the new” roles and power & design
parents/chil organizing of QMI: choices
dren) challenging changes to Practice-based
focus on core welfare (action) research
tasks. Implications for
multiple roles &
organizing modes.
“you want us to map —
but we have the org.
charts”: on research
participation
7 Field “Different languages & Multiple governance Contradictory,
interorganiz | notes, perspectives on quality paradigms (PA; competing discourses of
ational audio & | across the welfare area of | NPM; NPG) governance and
conferences | video daycare”: PM complicates welfare | Organization
recordin | organizations btw policy and service Struggles over meaning
Daycare & hierarchy & collaborative Complexity in and matter of QMI and
staff organizat | governance. hybrid forms of its effects on daycare
(managers 1(})1na1 “From meaningless organizing, layered | governance and
& teachers) zveabr;ie control to authentic realities, multiple services
Public organiz;t (ciommunication”: QMlIin | roles ?osit%oning acts of
managers ional aycare gov.emance B The innovation identity and agency:
(head of mapping, from educational plans potentials of CG to | subjectification —
division, photos, 1 (NPM control) to CG. renew and create struggle§ and
head of article, 5 | “From translator to complexity matching | n€gotiations
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department, | newslette | facilitator & catalyst” to | solutions Discursive practices of
P y p
managerial | rs, wall overcome “discrepancy* Challenges of change: power-
consultants) | paper & | and prevent “democratic managing and resistance dynamics and
booklet, | risks” btw “the old vs. organizing CG: CCO.
1 website | the new” roles and - .
Politicians . o management Critical discourse-based
video. o}rlgalllmzlr.lg thQMI’ tensions, discursive | methodology
(sometlme? ; allenging C. anigfes to power & design
parents/chil ocus on core welfare choices
dren) tasks.
) Practice-based
“with the researchers (action) research
watching”: on research
participation (wall paper)
Multiple governance
paradigms (PA; Contradictory,
NPM; NPG) competing discourses of
complicates welfare | governance and
“They don’t see and feel | policy and service organization
6 QMI ho.w it is here, how the Complexity: hybrid | Struggles over meaning
daycare Field children are and what we | g of organizing, | and matter of QMI and
workshops: | notes, doifor them” —on layered realities, its effects on daycare
Daycare audio dlfferer}t languages _& multiple roles governance and
staff recordin | perspectives on quality The | ’ services
g across the welfare area of ¢ Innovation
(managers ’ bit daycare™: PM potentials of CG to Positioning acts of
& website, : . )
teachers) educatio | organizations btw renew an.d create . 1der}t1t){ and .agency.
public > nal plans | hierarchy & collaborative comp.lex1ty matching | subjectification —
managers & quality | governance. solutions struggli.s and
. negotiations
(administrat | TEPOItNG | “Your questions made Challet.lges of o ) ) )
ive ,photos | me question my managing/organizing | Discursive practices of
consultants) management”: on CG: management change: power-

research participation

tensions, discursive
power & design
choices

Practice-based
research

resistance dynamics and
CCO.

Critical discourse-based
methodology
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Appendix D: Data sources and coding for article 3

Event & Data Local categories of CG Mirrored in CG . .
.. . . ODS analytical points
Participants | sources | designs studies
12 single & | Field “what are we doing? - we | Multiple governance | Contradictory,
group notes, need new methods” paradigms (PA; competing discourses of
interviews: | audio “h NPM; NPG) governance and
. ow can we go from ’ " O
Public recordin translating to dialogue corr'lp icates we. are | organization
managers g;lorg- and collaboration?” policy and service Struggles over meaning
(head of charts, “P g The innovation and matter of QMI and
o website I’m sitting here as an . :
division, o . d . potentials of CG to its effects on daycare
head of organizat cconomist and arguing renew and create overnance and
¢ ional against measurements” . ) g ”
department, . complexity matching | services
. mapping .
managerial solutions Di . .
Jtants) iscursive practices
consuttants Design & and processes of
implementation change: power-
Daycare issues and processes | resistance relations and
A discursive tensions
managers Co-creative idea
generation, public Emergence as complex
value & innovation | communicative
Generative practices of
. text/conversation and
mechanisms and ) o
. meaning negotiating
emerging processes
; ] have a dream” -
Field Multiple governance | Contradictory,
6 lab nOtffS, “I still really like quality paradigms (PA; competing discourses of
workshops audio & | management, eh, I need a NPM; NPG) governance and
(2011- video job tomorrow, right complicates welfare | Organization
recordin i : : .
2012) [laugh?er]. N(.)’ I'think policy and service Struggles over meaning
& governmg 18 }mponant, The innovation and matter of QMI and
organizat | the question is how...?” . it off d
ional potentials of CG to | 1ts etfects on daycare
overnance and
charts, renew agd create . g :
website, | “we need to move away | complexity matching | SCTVICes
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organizat | from the laboratory to solutions Discursive practices
ional 4 tafligllble cxpeflm;nts Design & aﬁd processes of
mapping, Wl.t accounting for implementation c a.nge, power-.
photos, 1 | children’s benefit from . resistance relations and
. A . issues and processes ” . .
article, 5 | daycare dialogically — in discursive tensions
; Co-creative idea
newslette | a meaningful .way. How p ol Emergence as complex
rs, wall | can we organize generation, pubhic o
; ; lue & innovation | SOMMmunicative
paper & | dialogues in a large va . ¢
ot ale7" ) practices o
booklet, | scale? Generative text/conversation and
mechanisms and meaning negotiating
emerging processes
2 CG- Field “In our municipality we | Multiple governance | Contradictory,
events notes, are letting the daycare paradigms (PA; competing discourses of
across audio & | professionals do the NPM; NPG) governance and
municipaliti | video talking” complicates welfare | organization
es (2011- recordin “But  with all the policy and service Struggles over meaning
2013) & ) paperwork to manage | The innovation and matter of QMI and
f)rgalmzat quality the management | potentials of CG to its effects on daycare
2CG tona agenda has become a | renew and create governance and
events Chart?’ challenge. [...] but what | complexity matching | services
website, if the actors rather began | solutions . . .
(2014) organizat Discursive practices
to collaborate on new, Desi
ional : esign & and processes of
more meaningful — and | . . .
mapping . implementation change: power-
> | effective — methods to | . . .
photos, 1 issues and processes | resistance relations and
’ govern and develop local di . .
article. 5 ” . Co-creative idea iscursive tensions
> services like the daycare
newslette sector?” generation, public Emergence as complex
IS, s value & innovation | communicative
minutes, | LDiS daycarf: Generative practices of
1 website marketplace 1s amongst hani d text/conversation and
video. other things a mechanisms an

replacement of the yearly
quality reporting to us
politicians”

emerging processes

meaning negotiating

286




Multiple governance

Contradictory,

paradigms (PA; competing discourses of
«g q NPM; NPG) governance and
Field ° bwe " tnee Wi {0 | complicates welfare organization
notes, remember that SUCh 1S a | 5licy and service
audio good starting point to ) ) Struggles over meaning
recordin | talk about quality. The innovation and matter of QMI and
g org | poree becanse potentials of CG to | jts effects on daycare
4CG cl,larts sometirr%es I fear that this renew and create governance and
’ complexity matchin, i
organizing | website, | will be the same kind of | Olug ons Y § | services
team photos, 1 | control, just in a different _ Discursive practices
meeting article, 5 | way — you know I... Design & and processes of
(2011- newslette Yeah b implementation change: power-
2013) rs, wall cz::: f:ﬂ I'Zlelt Trﬁ;lts,ts he issues and processes | resistance relations and
, right. why ] . .
aper & . - ive i discursive tensions
E pkl ¢ we need other accounting Co crea.tlve 1dea.
90 b | metho ds, right?” generation, public Emergence as complex
rlnmuge?7 value & innovation | communicative
website p
d Generative practices of
video. mechanisms and text/conversation and
emerging processes | Meaning negotiating
Field “you know this Multiple governance Contradictory,
notes, marketplace which is a paradigms (PA; competing discourses of
audio collaborative method to | NPM; NPG) governance and
recordin | evaluate education plans, | complicates welfare | organization
12 g, org. — until now [ have policy and service Struggles over meaning
Managerial | charts - . ] )
labs/networ N ; directed the designing The innovation and matter of QMI and
website, > : .
k meetings f:nough [0 dQn ¢ k.now potentials of CG to | its effects on daycare
org. if I can keep this design | renew and create governance and
(2011- mapping, | all the way.” lexi hi .
2014) N 1 : complexity matching | gervices
photos, solutions . . .
article, 5 Discursive practices
newslette | “We are to design a | Design & and processes of
IS, version 2.0 of the | implementation change: power-
minutes, | daycare marketplace [...] | 1SSu€s and processes | resistance relations and

287




1 website | but unfortunately we | Co-creative idea discursive tensions
video. can.not settle on this generatic?n, publ?c Emergence as complex
design as the only | value & innovation communicative
method* Generative practices of
mechanisms and text/conversation and
emerging processes | meaning negotiating
Multiple governance | Contradictory,
paradigms (PA; competing discourses of
NPM; NPG) governance and
“It doesn’t make sense complicates welfare organization
6 daycare that we §Pend all this pohc.y and s.erV1ce Struggles over meaning
labs: Field time writing when they The innovation and matter of QMI and
notes, don’t use it!” potentials of CG to | jts effects on daycare
Daycare audio “Now we write and renew and create governance and
staff recordin | 4o ument what we find complexity matching | gervices
(managers g . ionall solutions .
& website important professionally _ Positioning acts of
teachers), educati(; to as.sure I.:ln.d develop pes1gn & . identity and agency:
public nal plans quallt?/ —it ‘1‘s much more ¥mplementat10n subjectification —
managers & quality meaningful®, issues and processes | siruggles and
(administrat repci)rting “from the old to . the new | Co-creative idea negotiations
ive , photos methods” changing generation, public Discursive practices of
consultants) forms of QMI. value & innovation | change: power-

Generative
mechanisms and
emerging processes

resistance dynamics and
CCO.

Critical discourse-based
methodology

288




TITLER | PH.D.SERIEN:

2004

1. Martin Grieger
Internet-based Electronic Marketplaces
and Supply Chain Management

2. Thomas Basball
LIKENESS
A Philosophical Investigation

3. Morten Knudsen
Beslutningens vaklen
En systemteoretisk analyse of mo-
derniseringen af et amtskommunalt
sundhedsvaesen 1980-2000

4. Lars Bo Jeppesen
Organizing Consumer Innovation
A product development strategy that
is based on online communities and
allows some firms to benefit from a
distributed process of innovation by
consumers

5. Barbara Dragsted
SEGMENTATION IN TRANSLATION
AND TRANSLATION MEMORY
SYSTEMS
An empirical investigation of cognitive
segmentation and effects of integra-
ting a TM system into the translation
process

6. Jeanet Hardis
Sociale partnerskaber
Et socialkonstruktivistisk casestudie
af partnerskabsaktarers virkeligheds-
opfattelse mellem identitet og
legitimitet

7. Henriette Hallberg Thygesen
System Dynamics in Action

8. Carsten Mejer Plath
Strategisk @konomistyring

9. Annemette Kjeergaard
Knowledge Management as Internal
Corporate Venturing

— a Field Study of the Rise and Fall of a
Bottom-Up Process

Knut Arne Hovdal

De profesjonelle i endring
Norsk ph.d., ej til salg gennem
Samfundslitteratur

Sgren Jeppesen

Environmental Practices and Greening
Strategies in Small Manufacturing
Enterprises in South Africa

— A Critical Realist Approach

Lars Frode Frederiksen

Industriel forskningsledelse

— pa sporet af manstre og samarbejde
i danske forskningsintensive virksom-
heder

Martin Jes Iversen

The Governance of GN Great Nordic
—in an age of strategic and structural
transitions 1939-1988

Lars Pynt Andersen

The Rhetorical Strategies of Danish TV
Advertising

A study of the first fifteen years with
special emphasis on genre and irony

Jakob Rasmussen
Business Perspectives on E-learning

Sof Thrane

The Social and Economic Dynamics
of Networks

— a Weberian Analysis of Three
Formalised Horizontal Networks

Lene Nielsen

Engaging Personas and Narrative
Scenarios — a study on how a user-
centered approach influenced the
perception of the design process in
the e-business group at AstraZeneca

S.J Valstad
Organisationsidentitet

Norsk ph.d., €j til salg gennem
Samfundslitteratur



20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

Thomas Lyse Hansen
Six Essays on Pricing and Weather risk
in Energy Markets

Sabine Madsen
Emerging Methods — An Interpretive
Study of ISD Methods in Practice

Evis Sinani

The Impact of Foreign Direct Inve-
stment on Efficiency, Productivity
Growth and Trade: An Empirical Inve-
stigation

Bent Meier Sgrensen
Making Events Work Or,
How to Multiply Your Crisis

Pernille Schnoor

Brand Ethos

Om troveerdige brand- og
virksomhedsidentiteter i et retorisk og
diskursteoretisk perspektiv

Sidsel Fabech

Von welchem Osterreich ist hier die
Rede?

Diskursive forhandlinger og magt-
kampe mellem rivaliserende nationale
identitetskonstruktioner i @strigske
pressediskurser

Klavs Odgaard Christensen
Sprogpolitik og identitetsdannelse i
flersprogede forbundsstater

Et komparativt studie af Schweiz og
Canada

Dana B. Minbaeva

Human Resource Practices and
Knowledge Transfer in Multinational
Corporations

Holger Hgjlund

Markedets politiske fornuft

Et studie af velfeerdens organisering i
perioden 1990-2003

Christine Mglgaard Frandsen
A.s erfaring
Om mellemveerendets praktik i en

29.

2005

transformation af mennesket og
subjektiviteten

Sine Ngrholm Just

The Constitution of Meaning

— A Meaningful Constitution?
Legitimacy, identity, and public opinion
in the debate on the future of Europe

Claus J. Varnes

Managing product innovation through
rules — The role of formal and structu-
red methods in product development

Helle Hedegaard Hein
Mellem konflikt og konsensus
— Dialogudvikling pa hospitalsklinikker

Axel Roseng

Customer Value Driven Product Inno-
vation — A Study of Market Learning in
New Product Development

Sgren Buhl Pedersen
Making space
An outline of place branding

Camilla Funck Ellehave

Differences that Matter

An analysis of practices of gender and
organizing in contemporary work-
places

Rigmor Madeleine Lond
Styring af kommunale forvaltninger

Mette Aagaard Andreassen
Supply Chain versus Supply Chain
Benchmarking as a Means to
Managing Supply Chains

Caroline Aggestam-Pontoppidan
From an idea to a standard

The UN and the global governance of
accountants’ competence

Norsk ph.d.

Vivienne Heng Ker-ni
An Experimental Field Study on the



11.

12.

13.

14.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Effectiveness of Grocer Media
Advertising

Measuring Ad Recall and Recognition,
Purchase Intentions and Short-Term
Sales

Allan Mortensen
Essays on the Pricing of Corporate
Bonds and Credit Derivatives

Remo Stefano Chiari

Figure che fanno conoscere

Itinerario sull’idea del valore cognitivo
e espressivo della metafora e di altri
tropi da Aristotele e da Vico fino al
cognitivismo contemporaneo

Anders Mcllguham-Schmidt

Strategic Planning and Corporate
Performance

An integrative research review and a
meta-analysis of the strategic planning
and corporate performance literature
from 1956 to 2003

Jens Geersbro

The TDF — PMI Case

Making Sense of the Dynamics of
Business Relationships and Networks

Mette Andersen

Corporate Social Responsibility in
Global Supply Chains

Understanding the uniqueness of firm
behaviour

Eva Boxenbaum
Institutional Genesis: Micro — Dynamic
Foundations of Institutional Change

Peter Lund-Thomsen

Capacity Development, Environmental
Justice NGOs, and Governance: The
Case of South Africa

Signe Jarlov
Konstruktioner af offentlig ledelse

Lars Staehr Jensen

Vocabulary Knowledge and Listening
Comprehension in English as a Foreign
Language

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

An empirical study employing data
elicited from Danish EFL learners

Christian Nielsen

Essays on Business Reporting
Production and consumption of
strategic information in the market for
information

Marianne Thejls Fischer
Egos and Ethics of Management
Consultants

Annie Bekke Kjaer

Performance management i Proces-
innovation

— belyst i et social-konstruktivistisk
perspektiv

Suzanne Dee Pedersen
GENTAGELSENS METAMORFOSE

Om organisering af den kreative geren
i den kunstneriske arbejdspraksis

Benedikte Dorte Rosenbrink
Revenue Management

@konomiske, konkurrencemaessige &
organisatoriske konsekvenser

Thomas Riise Johansen

Written Accounts and Verbal Accounts
The Danish Case of Accounting and
Accountability to Employees

Ann Fogelgren-Pedersen
The Mobile Internet: Pioneering Users’
Adoption Decisions

Birgitte Rasmussen
Ledelse i feellesskab — de tillidsvalgtes
fornyende rolle

Gitte Thit Nielsen

Remerger

— skabende ledelseskreefter i fusion og
opkeb

Carmine Gioia
A MICROECONOMETRIC ANALYSIS OF
MERGERS AND ACQUISITIONS



30.

31

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

2006

Ole Hinz

Den effektive forandringsleder: pilot,
paedagog eller politiker?

Et studie i arbejdslederes meningstil-
skrivninger i forbindelse med vellykket
gennemferelse af ledelsesinitierede
forandringsprojekter

Kjell-Age Gotvassli

Et praksisbasert perspektiv pa dynami-
ske

leeringsnettverk i toppidretten

Norsk ph.d., €j til salg gennem
Samfundslitteratur

Henriette Langstrup Nielsen

Linking Healthcare

An inquiry into the changing perfor-
mances of web-based technology for
asthma monitoring

Karin Tweddell Levinsen

Virtuel Uddannelsespraksis

Master i IKT og Leering — et casestudie
i hvordan proaktiv proceshandtering
kan forbedre praksis i virtuelle lserings-
miljeer

Anika Liversage

Finding a Path

Labour Market Life Stories of
Immigrant Professionals

Kasper Elmquist Jargensen
Studier i samspillet mellem stat og
erhvervsliv i Danmark under

1. verdenskrig

Finn Janning
A DIFFERENT STORY
Seduction, Conquest and Discovery

Patricia Ann Plackett

Strategic Management of the Radlical
Innovation Process

Leveraging Social Capital for Market
Uncertainty Management

Christian Vintergaard
Early Phases of Corporate Venturing

Niels Rom-Poulsen
Essays in Computational Finance

Tina Brandt Husman

Organisational Capabilities,
Competitive Advantage & Project-
Based Organisations

The Case of Advertising and Creative
Good Production

Mette Rosenkrands Johansen

Practice at the top

— how top managers mobilise and use
non-financial performance measures

Eva Parum
Corporate governance som strategisk
kommunikations- og ledelsesvaerktgj

Susan Aagaard Petersen

Culture’s Influence on Performance
Management: The Case of a Danish
Company in China

Thomas Nicolai Pedersen

The Discursive Constitution of Organi-
zational Governance — Between unity
and differentiation

The Case of the governance of
environmental risks by World Bank
environmental staff

Cynthia Selin
Volatile Visions: Transactons in
Anticipatory Knowledge

Jesper Banghgj
Financial Accounting Information and
Compensation in Danish Companies

Mikkel Lucas Overby
Strategic Alliances in Emerging High-
Tech Markets: What's the Difference
and does it Matter?

Tine Aage

External Information Acquisition of
Industrial Districts and the Impact of
Different Knowledge Creation Dimen-
sions



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

2007

A case study of the Fashion and
Design Branch of the Industrial District
of Montebelluna, NE Italy

Mikkel Flyverbom

Making the Global Information Society
Governable

On the Governmentality of Multi-
Stakeholder Networks

Anette Grgnning

Personen bag

Tilstedeveer i e-mail som inter-
aktionsform mellem kunde og med-
arbejder i dansk forsikringskontekst

Jorn Helder
One Company — One Language?
The NN-case

Lars Bjerregaard Mikkelsen

Differing perceptions of customer
value

Development and application of a tool
for mapping perceptions of customer
value at both ends of customer-suppli-
er dyads in industrial markets

Lise Granerud

Exploring Learning

Technological learning within small
manufacturers in South Africa

Esben Rahbek Pedersen
Between Hopes and Realities:
Reflections on the Promises and
Practices of Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSR)

Ramona Samson

The Cultural Integration Model and
European Transformation.

The Case of Romania

Jakob Vestergaard

Discipline in The Global Economy
Panopticism and the Post-Washington
Consensus

Heidi Lund Hansen

Spaces for learning and working

A qualitative study of change of work,
management, vehicles of power and
social practices in open offices

Sudhanshu Rai

Exploring the internal dynamics of
software development teams during
user analysis

A tension enabled Institutionalization
Model; “Where process becomes the
objective”

Norsk ph.d.
Ej til salg gennem Samfundslitteratur

Serden Ozcan

EXPLORING HETEROGENEITY IN
ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIONS AND
OUTCOMES

A Behavioural Perspective

Kim Sundtoft Hald
Inter-organizational Performance
Measurement and Management in
Action

— An Ethnography on the Construction
of Management, Identity and
Relationships

Tobias Lindeberg

Evaluative Technologies
Quality and the Multiplicity of
Performance

Merete Wedell-Wedellsborg

Den globale soldat

Identitetsdannelse og identitetsledelse
i multinationale militaere organisatio-
ner

Lars Frederiksen

Open Innovation Business Models
Innovation in firm-hosted online user
communities and inter-firm project
ventures in the music industry

— A collection of essays

Jonas Gabrielsen
Retorisk toposlere — fra statisk sted’
til persuasiv aktivitet



Christian Moldt-Jgrgensen

Fra meningsles til meningsfuld
evaluering.

Anvendelsen af studentertilfredsheds-
malinger pa de korte og mellemlange
videregédende uddannelser set fra et
psykodynamisk systemperspektiv

Ping Gao

Extending the application of
actor-network theory

Cases of innovation in the tele-
communications industry

Peter Mejlby

Frihed og feengsel, en del af den
samme drem?

Et phronetisk baseret casestudie af
frigerelsens og kontrollens sam-
eksistens i vaerdibaseret ledelse!

Kristina Birch
Statistical Modelling in Marketing

Signe Poulsen

Sense and sensibility:

The language of emotional appeals in
insurance marketing

Anders Bjerre Trolle
Essays on derivatives pricing and dyna-
mic asset allocation

Peter Feldhdtter
Empirical Studlies of Bond and Credit
Markets

Jens Henrik Eggert Christensen
Default and Recovery Risk Modeling
and Estimation

Maria Theresa Larsen

Academic Enterprise: A New Mission
for Universities or a Contradiction in
Terms?

Four papers on the long-term impli-
cations of increasing industry involve-
ment and commercialization in acade-
mia

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

Morten Wellendorf
Postimplementering af teknologi i den
offentlige forvaltning

Analyser af en organisations konti-
nuerlige arbejde med informations-
teknologi

Ekaterina Mhaanna
Concept Relations for Terminological
Process Analysis

Stefan Ring Thorbjgrnsen

Forsvaret i forandring

Et studie i officerers kapabiliteter un-
der pavirkning af omverdenens foran-
dringspres mod @get styring og leering

Christa Breum Amhgj

Det selvskabte medlemskab om ma-
nagementstaten, dens styringstekno-
logier og indbyggere

Karoline Bromose

Between Technological Turbulence and
Operational Stability

— An empirical case study of corporate
venturing in TDC

Susanne Justesen

Navigating the Paradoxes of Diversity
in Innovation Practice

— A Longitudinal study of six very
different innovation processes — in
practice

Luise Noring Henler
Conceptualising successful supply
chain partnerships

— Viewing supply chain partnerships
from an organisational culture per-
spective

Mark Mau

Kampen om telefonen

Det danske telefonveesen under den
tyske besaettelse 1940-45

Jakob Halskov

The semiautomatic expansion of
existing terminological ontologies
using knowledge patterns discovered



29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

2008

on the WWW - an implementation
and evaluation

Gergana Koleva

European Policy Instruments Beyond
Networks and Structure: The Innova-
tive Medicines Initiative

Christian Geisler Asmussen
Global Strategy and International
Diversity: A Double-Edged Sword?

Christina Holm-Petersen

Stolthed og fordom

Kultur- og identitetsarbejde ved ska-
belsen af en ny sengeafdeling gennem
fusion

Hans Peter Olsen

Hybrid Governance of Standardized
States

Causes and Contours of the Global
Regulation of Government Auditing

Lars Bage Sgrensen
Risk Management in the Supply Chain

Peter Aagaard

Det unikkes dynamikker

De institutionelle mulighedsbetingel-
ser bag den individuelle udforskning i
professionelt og frivilligt arbejde

Yun Mi Antorini

Brand Community Innovation

An Intrinsic Case Study of the Adult
Fans of LEGO Community

Joachim Lynggaard Boll

Labor Related Corporate Social Perfor-
mance in Denmark

Organizational and Institutional Per-
spectives

Frederik Christian Vinten
Essays on Private Equity

Jesper Clement
Visual Influence of Packaging Design
on In-Store Buying Decisions

Marius Brostream Kousgaard

Tid til kvalitetsmaling?

— Studier af indrulleringsprocesser i
forbindelse med introduktionen af
kliniske kvalitetsdatabaser i speciallae-
gepraksissektoren

Irene Skovgaard Smith
Management Consulting in Action
Value creation and ambiquity in
client-consultant relations

Anders Rom

Management accounting and inte-
grated information systems

How to exploit the potential for ma-
nagement accounting of information
technology

Marina Candi

Aesthetic Design as an Element of
Service Innovation in New Technology-
based Firms

Morten Schnack

Teknologi og tveerfaglighed

—en analyse af diskussionen omkring
indferelse af EPJ pa en hospitalsafde-
ling

Helene Balslev Clausen

Juntos pero no revueltos — un estudio
sobre emigrantes norteamericanos en
un pueblo mexicano

Lise Justesen

Kunsten at skrive revisionsrapporter.
En beretning om forvaltningsrevisio-
nens beretninger

Michael E. Hansen

The politics of corporate responsibility:
CSR and the governance of child labor
and core labor rights in the 1990s

Anne Roepstorff

Holdning for handling — en etnologisk
undersegelse af Virksomheders Sociale
Ansvar/CSR



20.

21.

Claus Bajlum
Essays on Credit Risk and
Credit Derivatives

Anders Bojesen

The Performative Power of Competen-
ce — an Inquiry into Subjectivity and
Social Technologies at Work

Satu Reijonen

Green and Fragile

A Study on Markets and the Natural
Environment

llduara Busta
Corporate Governance in Banking
A European Study

Kristian Anders Hvass

A Boolean Analysis Predicting Industry
Change: Innovation, Imitation & Busi-
ness Models

The Winning Hybrid: A case study of
isomorphism in the airline industry

Trine Paludan

De uvidende og de udviklingsparate
Identitet som mulighed og restriktion
blandt fabriksarbejdere pa det aftaylo-
riserede fabriksqulv

Kristian Jakobsen
Foreign market entry in transition eco-
nomies: Entry timing and mode choice

Jakob Elming
Syntactic reordering in statistical ma-
chine translation

Lars Brgmsge Termansen

Regional Computable General Equili-
brium Models for Denmark

Three papers laying the foundation for
regional CGE models with agglomera-
tion characteristics

Mia Reinholt
The Motivational Foundations of
Knowledge Sharing

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

2009

Frederikke Krogh-Meibom

The Co-Evolution of Institutions and
Technology

— A Neo-Institutional Understanding of
Change Processes within the Business
Press — the Case Study of Financial
Times

Peter D. @rberg Jensen

OFFSHORING OF ADVANCED AND
HIGH-VALUE TECHNICAL SERVICES:
ANTECEDENTS, PROCESS DYNAMICS
AND FIRMLEVEL IMPACTS

Pham Thi Song Hanh

Functional Upgrading, Relational
Capability and Export Performance of
Vietnamese Wood Furniture Producers

Mads Vangkilde

Why wait?

An Exploration of first-mover advanta-
ges among Danish e-grocers through a
resource perspective

Hubert Buch-Hansen

Rethinking the History of European
Level Merger Control

A Critical Political Economy Perspective

Vivian Lindhardsen

From Independent Ratings to Commu-
nal Ratings: A Study of CWA Raters’
Decision-Making Behaviours

Gudrid Weihe
Public-Private Partnerships: Meaning
and Practice

Chris Ngkkentved

Enabling Supply Networks with Colla-
borative Information Infrastructures
An Empirical Investigation of Business
Model Innovation in Supplier Relation-
ship Management

Sara Louise Muhr
Wound, Interrupted — On the Vulner-
ability of Diversity Management



10.

1.

12.

13.

Christine Sestoft
Forbrugeradfeerd i et Stats- og Livs-
formsteoretisk perspektiv

Michael Pedersen

Tune in, Breakdown, and Reboot: On
the production of the stress-fit self-
managing employee

Salla Lutz

Position and Reposition in Networks

— Exemplified by the Transformation of
the Danish Pine Furniture Manu-
facturers

Jens Forssbaeck
Essays on market discipline in
commercial and central banking

Tine Murphy

Sense from Silence — A Basis for Orga-
nised Action

How do Sensemaking Processes with
Minimal Sharing Relate to the Repro-
duction of Organised Action?

Sara Malou Strandvad

Inspirations for a new sociology of art:
A sociomaterial study of development
processes in the Danish film industry

Nicolaas Mouton

On the evolution of social scientific
metaphors:

A cognitive-historical enquiry into the
divergent trajectories of the idea that
collective entities — states and societies,
cities and corporations — are biological
organisms.

Lars Andreas Knutsen
Mobile Data Services:
Shaping of user engagements

Nikolaos Theodoros Korfiatis
Information Exchange and Behavior
A Multi-method Inquiry on Online
Communities

20.

21.

22.

23.

Jens Albaek

Forestillinger om kvalitet og tveerfaglig-
hed pa sygehuse

— skabelse af forestillinger i laege- og
plejegrupperne angaende relevans af
nye idéer om kvalitetsudvikling gen-
nem tolkningsprocesser

Maja Lotz
The Business of Co-Creation —and the
Co-Creation of Business

Gitte P. Jakobsen

Narrative Construction of Leader Iden-
tity in a Leader Development Program
Context

Dorte Hermansen

“Living the brand” som en brandorien-
teret dialogisk praxis:

Om udvikling af medarbejdernes
brandorienterede demmekraft

Aseem Kinra
Supply Chain (logistics) Environmental
Complexity

Michael Ngrager

How to manage SMEs through the
transformation from non innovative to
innovative?

Kristin Wallevik
Corporate Governance in Family Firms
The Norwegian Maritime Sector

Bo Hansen Hansen
Beyond the Process
Enriching Software Process Improve-
ment with Knowledge Management

Annemette Skot-Hansen

Franske adjektivisk afledte adverbier,
der tager praepositionssyntagmer ind-
ledt med praepositionen a som argu-
menter

En valensgrammatisk undersegelse

Line Gry Knudsen
Collaborative R&D Capabilities
In Search of Micro-Foundations



24.

25.

26.

27.

2010

Christian Scheuer
Employers meet employees
Essays on sorting and globalization

Rasmus Johnsen

The Great Health of Melancholy

A Study of the Pathologies of Perfor-
mativity

Ha Thi Van Pham

Internationalization, Competitiveness
Enhancement and Export Performance
of Emerging Market Firms:

Evidence from Vietnam

Henriette Balieu

Kontrolbegrebets betydning for kausa-
tivalternationen i spansk

En kognitiv-typologisk analyse

Yen Tran

Organizing Innovationin Turbulent
Fashion Market

Four papers on how fashion firms crea-
te and appropriate innovation value

Anders Raastrup Kristensen
Metaphysical Labour

Flexibility, Performance and Commit-
ment in Work-Life Management

Margrét Sigrun Sigurdardottir
Dependently independent
Co-existence of institutional logics in
the recorded music industry

Asta Dis Oladottir

Internationalization from a small do-
mestic base:

An empirical analysis of Economics and
Management

Christine Secher

E-deltagelse i praksis — politikernes og
forvaltningens medkonstruktion og
konsekvenserne heraf

Marianne Stang Vaéland
What we talk about when we talk
about space:

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

End User Participation between Proces-
ses of Organizational and Architectural
Design

Rex Degnegaard

Strategic Change Management
Change Management Challenges in
the Danish Police Reform

Ulrik Schultz Brix

Veerdi i rekruttering — den sikre beslut-
ning

En pragmatisk analyse af perception
og synliggerelse af veerdi i rekrutte-
rings- og udveelgelsesarbejdet

Jan Ole Simila

Kontraktsledelse

Relasjonen mellom virksomhetsledelse
og kontraktshandtering, belyst via fire
norske virksomheter

Susanne Boch Waldorff

Emerging Organizations: In between
local translation, institutional logics
and discourse

Brian Kane

Performance Talk

Next Generation Management of
Organizational Performance

Lars Ohnemus

Brand Thrust: Strategic Branding and
Shareholder Value

An Empirical Reconciliation of two
Critical Concepts

Jesper Schlamovitz
Handtering af usikkerhed i film- og
byggeprojekter

Tommy Moesby-Jensen

Det faktiske livs forbindtlighed
Farsokratisk informeret, ny-aristotelisk
NBoc-teenkning hos Martin Heidegger

Christian Fich

Two Nations Divided by Common
Values

French National Habitus and the
Rejection of American Power



16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

Peter Beyer

Processer, sammenhaengskraft

og fleksibilitet

Et empirisk casestudie af omstillings-
forleb i fire virksomheder

Adam Buchhorn

Markets of Good Intentions
Constructing and Organizing
Biogas Markets Amid Fragility
and Controversy

Cecilie K. Moesby-Jensen

Social leering og feelles praksis

Et mixed method studie, der belyser
leeringskonsekvenser af et lederkursus
for et praksisfellesskab af offentlige
mellemledere

Heidi Boye

Fedevarer og sundhed i sen-
modernismen

— En indsigt i hyggefeenomenet og
de relaterede fodevarepraksisser

Kristine Munkgard Pedersen
Flygtige forbindelser og midlertidige
mobiliseringer

Om kulturel produktion pa Roskilde
Festival

Oliver Jacob Weber

Causes of Intercompany Harmony in
Business Markets — An Empirical Inve-
stigation from a Dyad Perspective

Susanne Ekman

Authority and Autonomy
Paradoxes of Modern Knowledge
Work

Anette Frey Larsen

Kvalitetsledelse pa danske hospitaler

— Ledelsernes indflydelse pa introduk-
tion og vedligeholdelse af kvalitetsstra-
tegier i det danske sundhedsvaesen

Toyoko Sato

Performativity and Discourse: Japanese
Advertisements on the Aesthetic Edu-
cation of Desire

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

Kenneth Brinch Jensen

Identifying the Last Planner System
Lean management in the construction
industry

Javier Busquets
Orchestrating Network Behavior
for Innovation

Luke Patey

The Power of Resistance: India’s Na-
tional Oil Company and International
Activism in Sudan

Mette Vedel

Value Creation in Triadic Business Rela-
tionships. Interaction, Interconnection
and Position

Kristian Terning
Knowledge Management Systems in
Practice — A Work Place Study

Qingxin Shi

An Empirical Study of Thinking Aloud
Usability Testing from a Cultural
Perspective

Tanja Juul Christiansen
Corporate blogging: Medarbejderes
kommunikative handlekraft

Malgorzata Ciesielska

Hybrid Organisations.

A study of the Open Source — business
setting

Jens Dick-Nielsen
Three Essays on Corporate Bond
Market Liquidity

Sabrina Speiermann

Modstandens Politik
Kampagnestyring i Velfeerdsstaten.

En diskussion af trafikkampagners sty-
ringspotentiale

Julie Uldam

Fickle Commitment. Fostering political
engagement in 'the flighty world of
online activism’



36.

37.

38.

2011

Annegrete Juul Nielsen
Traveling technologies and
transformations in health care

Athur Mihlen-Schulte

Organising Development

Power and Organisational Reform in
the United Nations Development
Programme

Louise Rygaard Jonas

Branding pa butiksgulvet

Et case-studie af kultur- og identitets-
arbejdet i Kvickly

Stefan Fraenkel

Key Success Factors for Sales Force
Readiness during New Product Launch
A Study of Product Launches in the
Swedish Pharmaceutical Industry

Christian Plesner Rossing
International Transfer Pricing in Theory
and Practice

Tobias Dam Hede

Samtalekunst og ledelsesdisciplin

— en analyse af coachingsdiskursens
genealogi og governmentality

Kim Pettersson
Essays on Audit Quality, Auditor Choi-
ce, and Equity Valuation

Henrik Merkelsen

The expert-lay controversy in risk
research and management. Effects of
institutional distances. Studies of risk
definitions, perceptions, management
and communication

Simon S. Torp

Employee Stock Ownership:

Effect on Strategic Management and
Performance

Mie Harder
Internal Antecedents of Management
Innovation

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Ole Helby Petersen

Public-Private Partnerships: Policy and
Regulation — With Comparative and
Multi-level Case Studies from Denmark
and Ireland

Morten Krogh Petersen
‘Good’ Outcomes. Handling Multipli-
city in Government Communication

Kristian Tangsgaard Hvelplund
Allocation of cognitive resources in
translation - an eye-tracking and key-
logging study

Moshe Yonatany
The Internationalization Process of
Digital Service Providers

Anne Vestergaard

Distance and Suffering

Humanitarian Discourse in the age of
Mediatization

Thorsten Mikkelsen
Personligsheds indflydelse pa forret-
ningsrelationer

Jane Thostrup Jagd

Hvorfor fortsaetter fusionsbelgen ud-
over “the tipping point”?

—en empirisk analyse af information
og kognitioner om fusioner

Gregory Gimpel

Value-driven Adoption and Consump-
tion of Technology: Understanding
Technology Decision Making

Thomas Stengade Sgnderskov

Den nye mulighed

Social innovation i en forretningsmaes-
sig kontekst

Jeppe Christoffersen
Donor supported strategic alliances in
developing countries

Vibeke Vad Baunsgaard
Dominant Ideological Modes of
Rationality: Cross functional



20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

integration in the process of product
innovation

Throstur Olaf Sigurjonsson
Governance Failure and Icelands’s
Financial Collapse

Allan Sall Tang Andersen
Essays on the modeling of risks in
interest-rate and inflation markets

Heidi Tscherning
Mobile Devices in Social Contexts

Birgitte Gorm Hansen

Adapting in the Knowledge Economy
Lateral Strategies for Scientists and
Those Who Study Them

Kristina Vaarst Andersen

Optimal Levels of Embeddedness
The Contingent Value of Networked
Collaboration

Justine Gragnbaek Pors

Noisy Management

A History of Danish School Governing
from 1970-2010

Stefan Linder

Micro-foundations of Strategic
Entrepreneurship

Essays on Autonomous Strategic Action

Xin Li

Toward an Integrative framework of
National Competitiveness

An application to China

Rune Thorbjern Clausen

Veerdifuld arkitektur

Et eksplorativt studie af bygningers
rolle i virksomheders vaerdiskabelse

Monica Viken
Markedsundersokelser som bevis i
varemerke- og markedsferingsrett

Christian Wymann

Tattooing

The Economic and Artistic Constitution
of a Social Phenomenon

30.

31.

32.

33.

2012

Sanne Frandsen

Productive Incoherence

A Case Study of Branding and
Identity Struggles in a Low-Prestige
Organization

Mads Stenbo Nielsen
Essays on Correlation Modelling

lvan Hauser

Folelse og sprog

Etablering af en ekspressiv kategori,
eksemplificeret pa russisk

Sebastian Schwenen
Security of Supply in Electricity Markets

Peter Holm Andreasen

The Dynamics of Procurement
Management

- A Complexity Approach

Martin Haulrich
Data-Driven Bitext Dependency
Parsing and Alignment

Line Kirkegaard

Konsulenten i den anden nat
En undersagelse af det intense
arbejdsliv

Tonny Stenheim
Decision usefulness of goodwill
under IFRS

Morten Lind Larsen
Produktivitet, veekst og velfeerd
Industriradet og efterkrigstidens
Danmark 1945 - 1958

Petter Berg
Cartel Damages and Cost Asymmetries

Lynn Kahle

Experiential Discourse in Marketing
A methodical inquiry into practice
and theory

Anne Roelsgaard Obling
Management of Emotions
in Accelerated Medlical Relationships



10.

11.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Thomas Frandsen
Managing Modularity of
Service Processes Architecture

Carina Christine Skovmgller

CSR som noget serligt

Et casestudie om styring og menings-
skabelse i relation til CSR ud fra en
intern optik

Michael Tell

Fradragsbeskaering af selskabers
finansieringsudgifter

En skatteretlig analyse af SEL §§ 11,
11Bog 11C

Morten Holm

Customer Profitability Measurement
Models

Their Merits and Sophistication
across Contexts

Katja Joo Dyppel
Beskatning af derivater
En analyse af dansk skatteret

Esben Anton Schultz
Essays in Labor Economics
Evidence from Danish Micro Data

Carina Risvig Hansen

“Contracts not covered, or not fully
covered, by the Public Sector Directive”
Anja Svejgaard Pors

Iveerkseettelse af kommunikation

- patientfigurer i hospitalets strategiske
kommunikation

Frans Bévort

Making sense of management with
logics

An ethnographic study of accountants
who become managers

René Kallestrup
The Dynamics of Bank and Sovereign
Credit Risk

Brett Crawford

Revisiting the Phenomenon of Interests
in Organizational Institutionalism

The Case of U.S. Chambers of
Commerce

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Mario Daniele Amore
Essays on Empirical Corporate Finance

Arne Stjernholm Madsen

The evolution of innovation strategy
Studied in the context of medical
device activities at the pharmaceutical
company Novo Nordisk A/S in the
period 1980-2008

Jacob Holm Hansen

Is Social Integration Necessary for
Corporate Branding?

A study of corporate branding
strategies at Novo Nordisk

Stuart Webber
Corporate Profit Shifting and the
Multinational Enterprise

Helene Ratner

Promises of Reflexivity
Managing and Researching
Inclusive Schools

Therese Strand
The Owners and the Power: Insights
from Annual General Meetings

Robert Gavin Strand
In Praise of Corporate Social
Responsibility Bureaucracy

Nina Sormunen

Audlitor’s going-concern reporting
Reporting decision and content of the
report

John Bang Mathiasen

Learning within a product development
working practice:

- an understanding anchored

in pragmatism

Philip Holst Riis
Understanding Role-Oriented Enterprise
Systems: From Vendors to Customers

Marie Lisa Dacanay

Social Enterprises and the Poor
Enhancing Social Entrepreneurship and
Stakeholder Theory



31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

Fumiko Kano Gluckstad

Bridging Remote Cultures: Cross-lingual
concept mapping based on the
information receiver’s prior-knowledge

Henrik Barslund Fosse
Empirical Essays in International Trade

Peter Alexander Albrecht
Foundational hybridity and its
reproduction

Security sector reform in Sierra Leone

Maja Rosenstock

CSR - hvor sveert kan det veere?
Kulturanalytisk casestudie om
udfordringer og dilemmaer med at
forankre Coops CSR-strategi

Jeanette Rasmussen

Tweens, medier og forbrug

Et studie af 10-12 arige danske barns
brug af internettet, opfattelse og for-
staelse af markedstering og forbrug

Ib Tunby Gulbrandsen

‘This page is not intended for a
US Audience’

A five-act spectacle on online
communication, collaboration
& organization.

Kasper Aalling Teilmann
Interactive Approaches to
Rural Development

Mette Mogensen

The Organization(s) of Well-being

and Productivity

(Re)assembling work in the Danish Post

Sgren Friis Mgller

From Disinterestedness to Engagement
Towards Relational Leadership In the
Cultural Sector

Nico Peter Berhausen

Management Control, Innovation and
Strategic Objectives — Interactions and
Convergence in Product Development
Networks

41.

42.

43.

2013

Balder Onarheim

Creativity under Constraints
Creativity as Balancing
‘Constrainedness’

Haoyong Zhou
Essays on Family Firms

Elisabeth Naima Mikkelsen

Making sense of organisational conflict
An empirical study of enacted sense-
making in everyday conflict at work

Jacob Lyngsie
Entrepreneurship in an Organizational
Context

Signe Groth-Brodersen

Fra ledelse til selvet

En socialpsykologisk analyse af
forholdet imellem selvledelse, ledelse
og stress i det moderne arbejdsliv

Nis Hayrup Christensen

Shaping Markets: A Neoinstitutional
Analysis of the Emerging
Organizational Field of Renewable
Energy in China

Christian Edelvold Berg

As a matter of size

THE IMPORTANCE OF CRITICAL
MASS AND THE CONSEQUENCES OF
SCARCITY FOR TELEVISION MARKETS

Christine D. Isakson

Coworker Influence and Labor Mobility
Essays on Turnover, Entrepreneurship
and Location Choice in the Danish
Maritime Industry

Niels Joseph Jerne Lennon
Accounting Qualities in Practice
Rhizomatic stories of representational
faithfulness, decision making and
control

Shannon O’'Donnell

Making Ensemble Possible

How special groups organize for
collaborative creativity in conditions
of spatial variability and distance



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

18.

Robert W. D. Veitch

Access Decisions in a

Partly-Digital World

Comparing Digital Piracy and Legal
Modes for Film and Music

Marie Mathiesen
Making Strategy Work
An Organizational Ethnography

Arisa Shollo
The role of business intelligence in
organizational decision-making

Mia Kaspersen
The construction of social and
environmental reporting

Marcus Mgller Larsen
The organizational design of offshoring

Mette Ohm Rgrdam

EU Law on Food Naming

The prohibition against misleading
names in an internal market context

Hans Peter Rasmussen

GIV EN GED!

Kan giver-idealtyper forklare stotte
til velgerenhed og understotte
relationsopbygning?

Ruben Schachtenhaufen
Fonetisk reduktion i dansk

Peter Koerver Schmidt

Dansk CFC-beskatning

| et internationalt og komparativt
perspektiv

Morten Froholdt

Strateqgi i den offentlige sektor

En kortlaegning af styringsmaessig
kontekst, strategisk tilgang, samt
anvendte redskaber og teknologier for
udvalgte danske statslige styrelser

Annette Camilla Sjerup
Cognitive effort in metaphor translation
An eye-tracking and key-logging study

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

Tamara Stucchi

The Internationalization
of Emerging Market Firms:
A Context-Specific Study

Thomas Lopdrup-Hjorth
“Let’s Go Outside”:
The Value of Co-Creation

Ana Alacovska

Genre and Autonomy in Cultural
Production

The case of travel guidebook
production

Marius Gudmand-Hayer
Stemningssindssygdommenes historie

i det 19. drhundrede

Omtydningen af melankolien og
manien som bipolaere stemningslidelser
i dansk sammenhaeng under hensyn til
dannelsen af det moderne folelseslivs
relative autonomi.

En problematiserings- og erfarings-
analytisk undersogelse

Lichen Alex Yu

Fabricating an S&OP Process
Circulating References and Matters
of Concern

Esben Alfort
The Expression of a Need
Understanding search

Trine Pallesen

Assembling Markets for Wind Power
An Inquiry into the Making of
Market Devices

Anders Koed Madsen

Web-Visions

Repurposing digital traces to organize
social attention

Leerke Hgjgaard Christiansen
BREWING ORGANIZATIONAL
RESPONSES TO INSTITUTIONAL LOGICS

Tommy Kjaer Lassen

EGENTLIG SELVLEDELSE

En ledelsestilosofisk athandling om
selvledelsens paradoksale dynamik og
eksistentielle engagement



29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

Morten Rossing
Local Adaption and Meaning Creation
in Performance Appraisal

Sgren Obed Madsen

Lederen som overseetter

Et oversaettelsesteoretisk perspektiv
pa strategisk arbejde

Thomas Hagenhaven
Open Government Communities
Does Design Affect Participation?

Kirstine Zinck Pedersen
Failsafe Organizing?
A Pragmatic Stance on Patient Safety

Anne Petersen

Hverdagslogikker i psykiatrisk arbejde
En institutionsetnografisk undersegelse
af hverdagen i psykiatriske
organisationer

Didde Maria Humle
Fortzllinger om arbejde

Mark Holst-Mikkelsen
Strategieksekvering i praksis
— barrierer og muligheder!

Malek Maalouf
Sustaining lean

Strategies for dealing with
organizational paradoxes

Nicolaj Tofte Brenneche

Systemic Innovation In The Making
The Social Productivity of
Cartographic Crisis and Transitions
in the Case of SEEIT

Morten Gylling
The Structure of Discourse
A Corpus-Based Cross-Linguistic Study

Binzhang YANG

Urban Green Spaces for Quality Life

- Case Study: the landscape
architecture for people in Copenhagen

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

2014

Michael Friis Pedersen

Finance and Organization:

The Implications for Whole Farm
Risk Management

Even Fallan
Issues on supply and demand for
environmental accounting information

Ather Nawaz

Website user experience

A cross-cultural study of the relation
between users’ cognitive style, context
of use, and information architecture
of local websites

Karin Beukel
The Determinants for Creating
Valuable Inventions

Arjan Markus

External Knowledge Sourcing
and Firm Innovation

Essays on the Micro-Foundations
of Firms’ Search for Innovation

Solon Moreira
Four Essays on Technology Licensing
and Firm Innovation

Karin Strzeletz Ivertsen
Partnership Drift in Innovation
Processes

A study of the Think City electric
car development

Kathrine Hoffmann Pii
Responsibility Flows in Patient-centred
Prevention

Jane Bjarn Vedel

Managing Strategic Research

An empirical analysis of
science-industry collaboration in a
pharmaceutical company

Martin Gylling

Processuel strategi i organisationer
Monografi om dobbeltheden i
teenkning af strategi, dels som
vidensfelt i organisationsteori, dels
som kunstnerisk tilgang til at skabe
i erhvervsmaessig innovation



10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Linne Marie Lauesen

Corporate Social Responsibility

in the Water Sector:

How Material Practices and their
Symbolic and Physical Meanings Form
a Colonising Logic

Maggie Qiuzhu Mei

LEARNING TO INNOVATE:

The role of ambidexterity, standard,
and decision process

Inger Hgedt-Rasmussen
Developing Identity for Lawyers
Towards Sustainable Lawyering

Sebastian Fux
Essays on Return Predictability and
Term Structure Modelling

Thorbjern N. M. Lund-Poulsen
Essays on Value Based Management

Oana Brindusa Albu
Transparency in Organizing:
A Performative Approach

Lena Olaison
Entrepreneurship at the limits

Hanne Sarum

DRESSED FOR WEB SUCCESS?

An Empirical Study of Website Quality
in the Public Sector

Lasse Folke Henriksen

Knowing networks

How experts shape transnational
governance

Maria Halbinger
Entrepreneurial Individuals
Empirical Investigations into
Entrepreneurial Activities of
Hackers and Makers

Robert Spliid
Kapitalfondenes metoder
og kompetencer

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

Christiane Stelling

Public-private partnerships & the need,
development and management

of trusting

A processual and embedded
exploration

Marta Gasparin
Management of design as a translation
process

Kare Moberg

Assessing the Impact of
Entrepreneurship Education
From ABC to PhD

Alexander Cole
Distant neighbors
Collective learning beyond the cluster

Martin Mgiller Boje Rasmussen

Is Competitiveness a Question of
Being Alike?

How the United Kingdom, Germany
and Denmark Came to Compete
through their Knowledge Regimes
from 1993 to 2007

Anders Ravn Sgrensen

Studies in central bank legitimacy,
currency and national identity
Four cases from Danish monetary
history

Nina Bellak

Can Language be Managed in
International Business?

Insights into Language Choice from a
Case Study of Danish and Austrian
Multinational Corporations (MNCs)

Rikke Kristine Nielsen

Global Mindset as Managerial
Meta-competence and Organizational
Capability: Boundary-crossing
Leadership Cooperation in the MINC
The Case of ‘Group Mindset” in

Solar A/S.

Rasmus Koss Hartmann

User Innovation inside government
Towards a critically performative
foundation for inquiry



26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

Kristian Gylling Olesen

Flertydig og emergerende ledelse i
folkeskolen

Et aktor-netveerksteoretisk ledelses-
studie af politiske evalueringsreformers
betydning for ledelse i den danske
folkeskole

Troels Riis Larsen

Kampen om Danmarks omdemme
1945-2010

Omdemmearbejde og omdemmepolitik

Klaus Majgaard
Jagten pé autenticitet i offentlig styring

Ming Hua Li

Institutional Transition and
Organizational Diversity:
Differentiated internationalization
strategies of emerging market
state-owned enterprises

Sofie Blinkenberg Federspiel

IT, organisation og digitalisering:
Institutionelt arbejde i den kommunale
digitaliseringsproces

Elvi Weinreich

Hvilke offentlige ledere er der brug for
nér velfaerdstaenkningen flytter sig

— er Diplomuddannelsens lederprofil
svaret?

Ellen Mglgaard Korsager
Self-conception and image of context
in the growth of the firm

— A Penrosian History of Fiberline
Composites

Else Skjold
The Daily Selection

Marie Louise Conradsen

The Cancer Centre That Never Was
The Organisation of Danish Cancer
Research 1949-1992

Virgilio Failla
Three Essays on the Dynamics of
Entrepreneurs in the Labor Market

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

2015

2.

Nicky Nedergaard

Brand-Based Innovation

Relational Perspectives on Brand Logics
and Design Innovation Strategies and
Implementation

Mads Gjedsted Nielsen
Essays in Real Estate Finance

Kristin Martina Brand|
Process Perspectives on
Service Offshoring

Mia Rosa Koss Hartmann

In the gray zone

With police in making space
for creativity

Karen Ingerslev

Healthcare Innovation under
The Microscope

Framing Boundaries of Wicked
Problems

Tim Neerup Themsen
Risk Management in large Danish
public capital investment programmes

Jakob lon Wille
Film som design
Design af levende billeder i
film og tv-serier

Christiane Mossin

Interzones of Law and Metaphysics
Hierarchies, Logics and Foundations
of Social Order seen through the Prism
of EU Social Rights

Thomas Tath

TRUSTWORTHINESS: ENABLING
GLOBAL COLLABORATION

An Ethnographic Study of Trust,
Distance, Control, Culture and
Boundary Spanning within Offshore
Outsourcing of IT Services

Steven Hgjlund
Evaluation Use in Evaluation Systems —
The Case of the European Commission



10.

11.

12.

Julia Kirch Kirkegaard

AMBIGUOUS WINDS OF CHANGE - OR
FIGHTING AGAINST WINDMILLS IN
CHINESE WIND POWER

A CONSTRUCTIVIST INQUIRY INTO
CHINA’S PRAGMATICS OF GREEN
MARKETISATION MAPPING
CONTROVERSIES OVER A POTENTIAL
TURN TO QUALITY IN CHINESE WIND
POWER

Michelle Carol Antero

A Multi-case Analysis of the
Development of Enterprise Resource
Planning Systems (ERP) Business
Practices

Morten Friis-Olivarius
The Associative Nature of Creativity

Mathew Abraham

New Cooperativism:

A study of emerging producer
organisations in India

Stine Hedegaard
Sustainability-Focused Identity: Identity
work performed to manage, negotiate
and resolve barriers and tensions that
arise in the process of constructing or
ganizational identity in a sustainability
context

Cecilie Glerup

Organizing Science in Society — the
conduct and justification of resposible
research

Allan Salling Pedersen

Implementering af ITIL® [T-governance
- nar best practice konflikter med
kulturen Lesning af implementerings-
problemer gennem anvendelse af

kendte CSF i et aktionsforskningsforleb.

Nihat Misir
A Real Options Approach to
Determining Power Prices

Mamdouh Medhat
MEASURING AND PRICING THE RISK
OF CORPORATE FAILURES

20.

21.

22.

Rina Hansen
Toward a Digital Strategy for
Omnichannel Retailing

Eva Pallesen

In the rhythm of welfare creation

A relational processual investigation
moving beyond the conceptual horizon
of welfare management

Gouya Harirchi
In Search of Opportunities: Three
Essays on Global Linkages for Innovation

Lotte Holck

Embedded Diversity: A critical
ethnographic study of the structural
tensions of organizing diversity

Jose Daniel Balarezo
Learning through Scenario Planning

Louise Pram Nielsen

Knowledge dissemination based on
terminological ontologies. Using eye
tracking to further user interface
design.

Sofie Dam

PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS FOR
INNOVATION AND SUSTAINABILITY
TRANSFORMATION

An embedded, comparative case study
of municipal waste management in
England and Denmark

Ulrik Hartmyer Christiansen
Follwoing the Content of Reported Risk
Across the Organization

Guro Refsum Sanden

Language strategies in multinational
corporations. A cross-sector study
of financial service companies and
manufacturing companies.

Linn Gevoll

Designing performance management
for operational level

- A closer look on the role of design
choices in framing coordination and
motivation



23.

24.

25.

26.

Frederik Larsen
Objects and Social Actions
- on Second-hand Valuation Practices

Thorhildur Hansdottir Jetzek

The Sustainable Value of Open
Government Data

Uncovering the Generative Mechanisms
of Open Data through a Mixed
Methods Approach

Gustav Toppenberg
Innovation-based M&A

— Technological-Integration
Challenges — The Case of
Digital-Technology Companies

Mie Plotnikof

Challenges of Collaborative
Governance

An Organizational Discourse Study
of Public Managers’ Struggles
with Collaboration across the
Daycare Area



TITLER | ATV PH.D.-SERIEN

1992
1.

1995

1999

2000

2001

2002

Niels Kornum
Servicesamkarsel — organisation, @ko-
nomi og planlaegningsmetode

Verner Worm

Nordiske virksomheder i Kina
Kulturspecifikke interaktionsrelationer
ved nordiske virksomhedsetableringer i
Kina

Mogens Bjerre

Key Account Management of Complex
Strategic Relationships

An Empirical Study of the Fast Moving
Consumer Goods Industry

Lotte Darsg

Innovation in the Making

Interaction Research with heteroge-
neous Groups of Knowledge Workers
creating new Knowledge and new
Leads

Peter Hobolt Jensen

Managing Strategic Design Identities
The case of the Lego Developer Net-
work

Peter Lohmann

The Deleuzian Other of Organizational
Change — Moving Perspectives of the
Human

Anne Marie Jess Hansen

To lead from a distance: The dynamic
interplay between strategy and strate-
gizing — A case study of the strategic
management process

2003

2005
10.

Lotte Henriksen

Videndeling

— om organisatoriske og ledelsesmaes-
sige udfordringer ved videndeling i
praksis

Niels Christian Nickelsen
Arrangements of Knowing: Coordi-
nating Procedures Tools and Bodies in
Industrial Production — a case study of
the collective making of new products

Carsten Qrts Hansen
Konstruktion af ledelsesteknologier og
effektivitet

TITLER | DBA PH.D.-SERIEN

2007
1.

2009

2010

Peter Kastrup-Misir

Endeavoring to Understand Market
Orientation — and the concomitant
co-mutation of the researched, the

re searcher, the research itself and the
truth

Torkild Leo Thellefsen

Fundamental Signs and Significance
effects

A Semeiotic outline of Fundamental
Signs, Significance-effects, Knowledge
Profiling and their use in Knowledge
Organization and Branding

Daniel Ronzani

When Bits Learn to Walk Don’t Make
Them Trip. Technological Innovation
and the Role of Regulation by Law

in Information Systems Research: the
Case of Radio Frequency Identification
(RFID)

Alexander Carnera
Magten over livet og livet som magt
Studier i den biopolitiske ambivalens



	Omslag

	Titelblad

	Kolofon

	List of Content
	Acknowledgements
	Preface
	Chapter 1 - Introduction
	Collaborative governance – potentials and problems in theory and practice
	Empirical cases of collaborative governance practice in Denmark
	Research Questions
	The purposes of the study
	Developing the approach: Inspirations and key concepts
	Contributions of the dissertation
	Structuring the dissertation
	References

	Chapter 2 - Empirical Setting: Quality Management Innovation and Collaboration in Daycare Governance
	Shared problems of quality management in the daycare sector
	Local QMI projects: work processes and results
	Summarizing notes
	Endnotes
	References

	Chapter 3 - Literature Review: Collaborative Governance in Theory and Practice
	The field of collaborative governance – definitions and models
	The new role of the manager in collaborative governance
	Managing and organizing practices: socially dynamics, tensions and powers
	Summarizing notes: positioning present study
	References

	Chapter 4 - Theoretical Inspirations & Analytical Strategy
	Organizational discourse studies – basic inspirations and debates
	Central definitions: Discourse, practice, and materiality
	Developing the approach: Analytical conceptualizing
	Analyzing the role of public managers: Subjectification processes & positioning
	Analyzing the organizing of collaborative governance: Text-conversation and meaning negotiations

	Summarizing notes: An analytical strategy for a complex-sensitive approach
	References

	Chapter 5 - Methodology, Data Collection & Analysis
	Methodological considerations
	Research design: Discourse-based and ethnographic approaches
	Case construction: Multi-site fieldwork and field access
	Interviews: Single and groups
	Variations of participant observations
	Developing methods for multiple modes of actors, practices, and sites
	Data collection and sources
	Data management
	From data management to analysis
	Returning to the role of the researcher: Potentials and problems
	Endnotes
	References

	Article 1 - Studying complexities of collaboration: Multimodality in organizational discourse ethnography
	Abstract
	Introduction
	The phenomena of collaborative governance
	Approaching complexities of discourse and materiality by multimodality
	Developing methods prior to and during fieldwork
	Organizational mapping #1: Public managers’ roles
	Organizational mapping #2: Organizing collaborative governance
	Reflections on the role of the researcher
	The potential of multimodality to study discourses of collaborative governance
	References

	Chapter 6 - Analyses
	Article 2 - Letting go of managing? Struggling with managerial roles in collaborative governance
	Abstract
	Introduction
	The complexity of collaborative governance and its managerial challenges
	From role to positioning
	Cases of collaborative governance in the daycare sector
	Methods and data analysis
	Findings
	From old to new role: Positioning managers as facilitators
	Letting go of managing: Struggles of identity and agency
	Empowering the facilitating manager
	Discussion
	Conclusion
	References

	Article 3 - Negotiating collaborative governance designs: a discursive approach

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Design and implementation issues in collaborative governance
	A discursive approach: exploring meaning negotiations
	Research methods: case study, data collection, and analysis
	Findings
	Negotiating emerging collaborative governance designs: bringing ideas to life
	Negotiating the implementation of a “final” design: the daycare marketplace
	Discussion: design as ongoing organizing
	Conclusion
	References


	Chapter 7 - Conclusions and Critical Reflections
	Research questions and answers
	How can I develop methods to approach discursive and material aspects of collaborative governance practices and which organizational constructions are emerging?
	How is the role of the manager constructed; through which positioning and with which challenges?
	How is the organizing of collaborative governance designs emerging; through which discursive practices and with which challenges?
	Summing up the conclusions
	The contributions of the dissertation
	… To collaborative governance literature
	… To organizational discourse studies
	Critical reflections: looking backwards
	Critical reflections: looking ahead
	Reference


	Summary in English
	Dansk resumé
	Appendix
	A: Interview guides
	B: Data sources and coding for article 1
	C: Data sources and coding for article 2
	D: Data sources and coding for article 3

	TITLER I PH.D.SERIEN


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




