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Abstract
Institutionalism and the concept of path dependemeyneighbored theories. Thus in empirical
research it is necessary to know which of the tvamties is applicable. In this paper it is proven
in a mathematical way that whenever institutiomalan be used also the concept of path
dependency can be applied. Based on Berger andraroks theory of primary and secondary
socialization and Giddens’ theory of the dualitystiicture it is shown that each
institutionalization elementary is a self-reinfargiprocess increasing path dependency. As a
corollary a theoretical basis is provided for ‘mkeoretical’ work, using the presented linkage
between institutionalism and path dependency thexxryvell as for a multi-level approach using
path dependency theory.
Keywords institutionalism, path dependency theory, mudtidl approach, socialization, duality

of structure, linkage between theories
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Each Institutionalization Elementary is a
Self-Reinforcing Process Increasing Path Dependency

One of the main problems, when trying to apply mthendency theory in empirical
research, is the question whether a process iridgedh dependent or nbSo a typification of
the real process is needed and a theoretical bashkdris necessary to fit the empirical situation
in a theoretical concept. Two neighbored theoredrsstitutionalism and the concept of path
dependency. Thus to cluster empirical monitoredg@sses it might be necessary to distinguish,
whether a process is an institutionalization ang thstitutionalism should be used, or it is path
dependent and thus the concept of path dependandyecapplied.

In this paper it will be shown that each institatdization elementary is a self-
reinforcing process which includes that whenevstitiationalism can be used, also the concept
of path dependency can be applied. For provingstiatement first a definition of ‘path
dependency’ will be extracted from literature. Vélslome general understandings more
concentrate on the aspect of path dependencyhisary matters’ more specific applications
and embeddings in organizational theory use thiaitieh of a path dependent process being a
‘self-reinforcing process with the potential fologk-in’. The latter definition opens up a linkage
to institutionalism, because a lock-in is compagablthe situation of an institution which
changes only incrementally at the most (North, }9Bi@ferent from other authors who combine
path dependency and institutionalism (as e.g. ®m12000; Alexander, 2001) in this paper a
more process oriented definition of institutionMaé used: Each institution is the outcome of a
process of institutionalization. This definitioraals focusing on the institutionalization part of
the theory. Considering the process of instituti@gation there at least must be one actor who

supports the process of institutionalization whiokans that at least a pre-version of the later
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institution already exists in his subjective raalbo this is how the ‘elementary’ view on the
process of institutionalization is defined.

Before proving the statement that each institutiaaion elementary is a self-reinforcing
process the necessary theories will be extracted fiterature. This means especially the
concept of primary and secondary socialization gBe& Luckmann, 1979) and the statement of
the duality of structure (Giddens, 1984)fterwards the proof will be presented and in¢hel a
more dynamic understanding of path dependency stemgjéo expand the applicability of path
dependency theory and combine institutionalismtaecconcept of path dependency in a

consistent theoretical frame.

Definitions of Path Dependency and Institutions
Path Dependency
For explaining the causal logic between path depecyland self-reinforcing processes
which are a main part of the statement that is guidater (‘each institutionalization elementary
is a self-reinforcing process’) and for understagdhe implications that result from this

statement first the concept of path dependencybsilbresented.

The Story of QWERTY, an Example of the PhenomdriRaiio Dependency

Although Liebowitz and Margolis (1995) still argtlee QWERTY-keyboard to not be an
example of the phenomenon of path dependencysitasgly associated with David’s and
Arthur’'s work on whom the path dependency notagoas back as used in the social sciences
(cf. e.g. Beyer, 2005; Mahoney, 2000; Page, 2098p®, Schreytgg, & Koch, 2005; 2009).

Arthur and David criticize the efficiency fundamemtf neoclassical economics and point out
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that on a market not necessarily the most effidiectinology wins. While Arthur focuses in his
formalizations on positive feedback processes aki@asing returns and shows that they can lead
to suboptimal technologies dominating the marketh(é, 1989; 1994), David more provides
examples through historical research (David, 12880; 2007). One especially famous example
is the QWERTY-keyboard. The notation of the spekglboard is due to its topmost row of
letters ‘QWERTYUIOP’ which starts with the nametides.

In his historical research on the development eftyipewriter David points out, the keys
have been placed in that special way, becausealnteaes of the production line salesmen were
considered to write the brand name, called ‘Typ&&WNy especially quickly if all its letters were
placed in the topmost row (David, 1985). Thus altfioin those former times the QWERTY-
keyboard was designed to somehow meet the prefsseridormer decision-makers their
reasons might have passed away in the meantimé)d@WERTY-keyboard still dominates
the keyboard market, even where there are no laggerbars which need to be prevented from
clashing or jamming, different brand names andalessnen with the necessity to especially
quickly type ‘type writer’. And if considering a srtphone, there might not even be ‘keys’ left,
but the displays still show the same QWERTY-keyHdqgaositioning of letters going back on a
patent from 1873.

The agents engaged in production and purchaseialegis today's keyboard market are

not the prisoners of custom, conspiracy, or statérol. But while they are, as we now

say, perfectly "free to choose,"” their behavioryaréheless, is held fast in the grip of
events long forgotten and shaped by circumstaneewhich neither they nor their

interests figured. (David, 1985, p.333)
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While the broader understanding describes pathrikgpey as ‘history matters’ a

narrower analysis focuses on self-reinforcing psses stabilizing paths.

Path Dependency in Narrower Understanding as Coingjof a ‘Self-Reinforcing Process’

Using the example of the QWERTY-keyboard David bdke lock-in of the path on the
quasi irreversibility of investments (David, 198%Yhile it would be easy for the production
company to change the positioning of keys, custerhave to rely on their employers’ typing
qualities whose practice in typing on the QWERT Ydk®ard can be described as quasi
irreversible investments. So the more the QWERTYbbkard is sold and used in practice the
more employers would learn to type on them andrtbee future companies will also prefer to
buy QWERTY-keyboards for their employees. The nQWERTY-keyboards are already used
the more they will be asked for and used in future.

Arthur formalizes this causality as a self-reinfogcproces$ In the example of the
QWERTY-keyboard the ‘self which gets ‘reinforced’e.g. ‘number of people preferring the
QWERTY-keyboard’ instead of a potential alternatiwéhenever the QWERTY-keyboard is
preferred it reinforces even more people to alebdgprit in the next step which again reinforces
even more people to prefer it in the step thereaftd so on.

Arthur states in his economic approach for tryiagtedict, which technology might win
on a market, the following four aspects as reagmngr fundamental components of self-
reinforcing processes (cf. Arthur, 1994, p. 112):

- Large set-up or fixed costs give the advantagalbh§ unit costs to increased output.
- Learning effects act to improve products or lowesirts cost as their prevalence

increases.
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- Coordination effects confer advantages to “goirang! with other economic agents
taking similar action.
- And expectations act self-reinforcing where incesbhgrevalence on the market enhances
beliefs of further prevalence.
Thus also the different reasons for path dependehayh David described within the
example of QWERTY can be declared as different raeisms causing and enhancing a self-

reinforcing process which can be used as a maimaegt for existing path dependericy.

Institutions
Now having an idea of self-reinforcing processeas thie role they play in the concept of
path dependency, for approaching the later protegdraent (‘each institutionalization
elementary is a self-reinforcing process’) it ise&sary to define what understanding of an

institution and thus what concept of an instituséiliration it will be based on.

Notations of Institutions when Debated in Combmrativith the Concept of Path Dependency
There are different authors who combine institutim and the concept of path

dependency in different fields of science.

Institutions as rules of the game.

For example in the context of economics North twkegneoclassical economics)
notation of an institution as ‘rules of the gama&’ colution to a problem’) and differentiates it
from individuals or organizations who are the playef the game (North, 1990; 2005). He

combines it with the concept of path dependencynwieedescribes how institutions might be
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changed and that they can only be changed incrathenthen actors of same interests build
organizations to reach their goal of changing atitution (thus getting organized in an interest

group for as to their interest changing a rulehef game they play).

Political institutions in political science.

In political science Pierson states that ‘everyitason is path dependent’ and uses this
link for transferring the concept of path dependeaiocthe usual institutional theory in political
science (Pierson, 2000). But Alexander (2001) as¢iiat “formal political institutions are not,
as a general category, path dependent” (p. 258 ndtcstretching the concept of path
dependency too much, Alexander (2001) uses theiowtaf path dependency for “patterns of
cost and benefits such that rational actors pteferaintain the status quo even if an alternative
might provide higher aggregate returns in the lnng (p. 254). In that context he uses an
economic interpretation of a possibly path depehdigmation referring to ‘rational actors’ who
make decisions based on their preference struateighting transition costs and argues that this
(economic) concept can not be applied to every &pulitical institution, because it can be

shown that political actors do not always decidellp rational as to economic definitions.

Discussion: the process of the institutionalizati@s been left out.

What these arguments have in common, besides asiegonomic understanding of path
dependency, is that they all concentrate on treitution’ trying to figure out whether it is path
dependent or notThus they try to figure out whether an institutimm be described as a ‘lock-

in” and therefore the concept of path dependennybesapplied. The process that led to the
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supposed ‘lock-in’ in the referred texts mainlya#t out. For this paper a more process oriented

view is taken: Each institution is the outcome giracess of institutionalizatich.

The process of institutionalization.

It is more relevant for the later proof to look focombination of path dependency and
‘institutionalization’ (instead of path dependerand institution). In the context of
organizational studies Tolbert and Zucker (199&gpnt a description of the process of
institutionalization. Their approach is neatly lthe@ Berger and Luckmann’s constructivist
theory. But different from Giddens’ theory whichalso based on Berger and Luckmann’s
approach, Zucker assumes highly institutionalizezad structure to be objective and exterior to
actors instead of the internal and external petspeGiddens uses (Zucker, 1977; Giddens,
1984).

A much more adequate explanation can be foundeirethnomethodological approach to

institutionalization, defining acts which are bothjective (potentially repeatable by

other actors without changing the meaning) andrexténtersubjectively defined so that

they can be viewed as part of external realityhighly institutionalized. (Zucker, 1977,

p.726)

Theoretical positioning of the notation of institutalization used for the later proof.

Since Zucker’s process oriented approach contsadith Giddens’ theory but the latter
one is necessary for the later proof where Gidddgresdrem of the duality of structure will be
used, the origin of both needs to be included énttieoretical embedding and a process oriented

approach created from that origin allowing apply@igdens’ theorem.
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Therefore to create a basis for the later proofre/fa@ approach to institutionalization as
well as Giddens’ theory of the duality of structiseeeded, first essentials from Berger and
Luckmann’s theory will be presented. The later argatation thus will be entirely based on
Berger and Luckmann’s theory as the following ckeptvill show. Abstracting from the field of
science the concept of path dependency or institalization is applied to, it can be stated that
for each institutionalization there exists at leas¢ actor who starts this process of
institutionalization and keeps it up. If there sarctor who supports the institutionalization B it
process (deliberately, mindfully or unconsciousyauld stop or would not start at all.

Considering this creating actor in his relatiore institution which begins to exist in
describing the process of institutionalization tiauan ‘elementary’ view of institutionalization

because it can be applied to every single actorsupports the process of institutionalization.

Socialization and the Duality of Structure
Habitualization, Primary and Secondary Socializatio
Preparing theoretic parts for later conclusionsimalnts of Peter Berger's and Thomas
Luckmann’s theory presented in ‘The Social Consibacof Reality — A Treatise in the
Sociology of Knowledge’ will be used (Berger & Lunknn, 1979). Because of their description
of primary and secondary socialization in an agpli@y about society as a whole and questions
of knowledge, a transfer will be necessary for gl it to institutions and the process of

institutionalization.
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Habitualization
To reach a better understanding of Berger and Lackns theory and making sure that it
matches with the different theories used in theplater first the central aspect of

habitualization will be extracted and thus the tleéoal basis presented.

Institutionalization.

Berger and Luckmann (1979) introduce institutiaretion in the beginning of the book
as one difference between human and animal.

...All non-human animals, as species and as indilsddave in closed worlds whose

structures are predetermined by the biological ggent of the several animal species.

By contrast, man’s relationship ... to the surrangdenvironment is everywhere very

imperfectly structured by his own biological cotigtion. (p. 65)

These less biological predetermined structuresvafloman beings to succeed in
establishing themselves on all continents, diffecimate zones and each surrounding
environment. The peculiarity of man’s biologicahstitution allows not only adaptability to
natural environmental aspects but also gives chimm@egreat variety of activities: “This means
that the human organism is capable of applyingatsstitutionally given equipment to a very
wide and, in addition, constantly variable and vragyrange of activities.” (Berger & Luckmann,
1979, pp. 65)

These activities can be related to environmengaets or other human beings and can
differ from human to human, because it is not piexaieined in detail by human’s biology.

Humanness is socio-culturally variable. In otherdgo there is no human nature in the

sense of a biologically fixed substratum determgnthe variability of socio-cultural
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formations. ... While it is possible to say that ntes a nature, it is more significant to

say that man constructs his own nature, or morglginthat man produces himself.

(Berger & Luckmann, 1979, p. 67)

Thus the human nature allows human beings to amtdtreir own environment not only
in material but also in socio-cultural aspects. 8ithiough the human organism has the
opportunity to construct its own surroundings aggdiology, the way for doing so is formed by
the process of “developing biological while alreatignding in a relationship to its environment”
(Berger & Luckmann, 1979, p. 66). So the processoaktructing an own nature takes place in

relationship to existing structures.

But how can ‘the process of constructing its owtured be described and what do social
structures consist of?

Berger and Luckmann (1979) derive from analyzirghtological and developmental
aspects of human organisms the centrality of habzation in the process of humans
constructing their own nature:

All human activity is subject to habitualizationnyA action that is repeated frequently

becomes cast into a pattern, which can then bedeaped with an economy of effort and

which, ipso facto, is apprehended by its perforasethat pattern. Habitualization further
implies that the action in question may be perfatragain in the future in the same
manner and with the same economical effort. Thiris of non-social as well as of

social activity. ... These processes of habitualmaprecede any institutionalization ....

(pp. 70)
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So institutions are the outcome of processes tifutisnalization which is preceded by
processes of habitualization. Berger and Luckmaae shat empirically, the more important
part of the habitualization of human activity issgtensive with the latter’s institutionalization

(Berger & Luckmann, 1979, p. 71).

Primary Socialization

Later in this paper the theory will be applied ba elementary process of
institutionalization for proving its self-reinforggy aspects. If you assume that social structures
consist of or are institutions it is interestindigure out how human beings relate their
construction of their own nature to new or existiogial structures, thus to new or existing
institutions. Therefore it is interesting to deberthe process through which human beings
construct their own nature in more detail. The pss¢ when a human being first gets in touch
with new institutions or social structures at a#ir§er and Luckmann call primary socialization.
And when human beings already are somehow sodialiagher processes are called secondary

socialization.

Society as objective and subjective reality.

Berger and Luckmann’s assumption is that socieistgkoth as objective and subjective
reality (Berger & Luckmann, 1979, p. 149). So wiethild is born the objective reality already
exists but the child’s subjective reality does y®it This is the situation of primary socialization
“The beginning point of this process is interndii@a: the immediate apprehension or

interpretation of an objective event as expressiegning, that is, as a manifestation of another’s
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subjective processes which thereby becomes sul@éctneaningful to myself.” (Berger &
Luckmann, 1979, p. 149)
When a child is confronted with an objective rgaliithout having a subjective reality

yet, it starts generating one: It tries to catahrteaning of an objective event.

Internalization.

The process of creating an own subjective undestgriike an internal picture of the
objective event is called internalization. This erelanding then is associated with other
internalizations and thus a subjective realityresated inside the child.

This does not mean that | understand the otheruadieky. | may indeed misunderstand

him: he is laughing in a fit of hysteria, but | @rdtand his laughter as expressing mirth.

But his subjectivity is nevertheless objectiveha#able to me and becomes meaningful

to me, whether or not there is congruence betweéemrid my subjective process. Full

congruence between the two subjective meanings, raogirocal knowledge of the
congruence, presupposes signification, as prewalistussed. However, internalization
in the general sense used here underlies bothfisggion and its own more complex
forms. More precisely, internalization in this gealesense is the basis, first, for an
understanding of one’s fellowmen and, second, lier dpprehension of the world as a

meaningful and social reality. (Berger & Luckmat@y9, pp. 149)

Social reality: through significant others to thergeralized other.
So, subjective realities can differ from human beimhuman bein§ And although two

persons might share some aspects of objectivay@alhe same situation, they might
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internalize and thus interpret it differently. Fgaining an understanding of objective
signification and understanding the ‘world as a niegful and social reality’ it is necessary for a
child to have ‘significant others’ who act in comglale situations in the same manner so that the
child can understand the signification of it. Bergad Luckmann state that primary socialization
creates in the child’s consciousness a progresdigtaction from the roles and attitude of
specific others to roles and attitudes in gend@atder & Luckmann, 1979, p. 152).
This abstraction from the roles and attitudes afccete significant others is called the
generalized other. Its formation within consciowsseneans that the individual now
identifies not only with concrete others but withganerality of others, that is, with a
society. Only by virtue of this generalized ideication does his own self-identification
attain stability and continuity. He now has notyoain identity vis-a-vis this or that
significant other, but an identity in general, whiés subjectively apprehended as
remaining the same no matter what others, sigmifioa not, are encountered. (Berger &
Luckmann, 1979, p. 153)
When this concept of the generalized other “has les¢ablished in the consciousness of
the individual” primary socialization ends. Now ttlgld “is an effective member of society and

in a subjective possession of a self and a woB&tr§er & Luckmann, 1979, p. 155).

Secondary Socialization in Comparison to Primargi&aation
While in primary socialization the individual’s $irworld is constructed (Berger &
Luckmann, 1979, p. 155) following later socialipatis called secondary socialization.

“Secondary socialization is the internalizationrtitutional or institution-based ‘sub-worlds’.
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Its extent and character are therefore determigetldcomplexity of the division of labour and
the concomitant social distribution of knowledg@erger & Luckmann, 1979, p. 158)

Berger and Luckmann then use the differentiatidween primary and secondary
socialization to address the aspect of knowledgesacial distribution, its evolving and results
from it for society. For the later proof in thisgea the question needs to be answered whether
the process of institutionalization in the consadkcontext more contains aspects of primary or
secondary socialization. While it might be obvithiat at least not every social
institutionalization is made by babies, so at |@&gtevery institutionalization can be primary
socialization, and thus the secondary socializateeds to be applied, the process of
institutionalization (as defined in this paper) @ns aspects of both: primary and secondary
socialization.

So for transferring the concept of primary and seleoy socialization in the context of
the later proof it will be interesting in which a&sys they differ, besides being first or second

socialization, and what similarity can occur.

Differentiation criterion: choice of significant lo¢rs.

Significant others are necessary to understanchdaning and connection of actions, to
create a subjective reality and understand theegiraf a generalized other. “In primary
socialization there is ... no choice of significatitiers. Society presents the candidate for
socialization with a predefined set of significattiers, whom he must accept as such with no
possibility of opting for another arrangement.” (Ber & Luckmann, 1979, p. 154)

Opposed to this, in secondary socialization onddwalready is created and for creating

and understanding new sub worlds it is not necgdeaely on the same ‘significant others’ but
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instead the significant persons and surroundinghange and be chosen and impact the child

or grown up.

Differentiation criterion: intensity of identificadn.

The intensity of identification in primary sociaditzon is very high, because it is the first
world that is constructed and thus in this phagéecahild it seems to be not one world out of
many, but the only one.

Since the child has no choice in the selectionigfsignificant others, his identification

with them is quasi-automatic. For the same realninternalization of their particular

reality is quasi-inevitable. The child does notemnialize the world of his significant
others as one of many possible worlds. He intezealit as the world, the only existent
and only conceivable world, the world tout couttid for this reason that the world
internalized in primary socialization is so muchrenéirmly entrenched in consciousness

than worlds internalized in secondary socializaigBerger & Luckmann, 1979, p. 154)

The emotional connection to his very first sigrafit others therefore is very intense. In
secondary socialization with the optional differation between sub worlds the intensity of
internalization and the identification with in trearrounding significant others can vary.

While primary socialization cannot take place withoan emotionally charged

identification of the child with his significant leérs, most secondary socialization can

dispense with this kind of identification and predeeffectively with only the amount of
mutual identification that enters into any commati@n between human beings. Put
crudely, it is necessary to love one’s mother,imttone’s teacher. Socialization in later

life typically begins to take on an affectivity remscent of childhood when it seeks
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radically to transform the subjective reality oétimdividual. (Berger & Luckmann, 1979,

p. 161)

Similarity: primary-like socialization.
But secondary socialization can also occur witlaasing or very high identification
with in that surrounding significant others. Sdaligh the first world already exists and a
second one is created, the second one can subgi#s of the first world and the second world
can become the new reality. The intensity of ideratiion with significant others in the process
of secondary socialization depends on the instibatily necessity of it. And in this variable
intensity it can increase up to (nearly) the lexfgbrimary socialization: Thus this sort of
secondary socialization can be called primary-$i&eialization.
When the process requires an actual transformafidhe individual’s *home’ reality, it
comes to replicate as closely as possible the ctearaf primary socialization, as we
shall see a little later. But even short of suadngformation, secondary socialization
becomes affectively charged to the degree to wimrhersion in and commitment to the
new reality are institutionally defined as necegsahe relationship of the individual to
the socializing personnel becomes correspondingfrged with ‘significance’, that is,
the socializing personnel take on the charactersighificant others vis-a-vis the
individual being socialized. The individual themmmits himself in a comprehensive way
to the new reality. He ‘gives himself’ to music, tfze revolution, to the faith, not just
partially but with what is subjectively the wholé luis life. The readiness to sacrifice
oneself is, of course, the final consequence of thipe of socialization. (Berger &

Luckmann, 1979, pp. 164)
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Giddens’ Structuralism and the Duality of Structure
While Berger and Luckmann’s theory is based orctireept of ‘habitualization’
Giddens theory is based on Berger and Luckmane@yhbut he uses the term ‘routinization’.
Giddens’ theory of the duality of structure and ggarand Luckmann’s theory of socialization
will be used in the later proof in conjunction. lBacomparison to Berger and Luckmann’s

theory based on habitualization as a next stepdbigidheory is introduced.

Giddens’ Structuralism

Routinization.

Giddens (1984) suggests “a fundamental conceptwitaration theory — that of
routinization”:

The routine (whatever is done habitually) is a badment of day-to-day social activity.

| use the phrase ‘day-to-day social activity’ invery literal sense, not in the more

complex, and | think more ambiguous, way which Heescome familiar through
phenomenology. The term ‘day-to-day’ encapsulatesctty the routinized character

which social life has as it stretches across tipges. (p. xxiii)

Although Giddens further in the book concentratessocial life as it stretches across
time-space’ and how knowledge and structure relateevolve in society, his basic theoretic
assumptions fit the theories above and are basé#ukoroncepts of structure and the duality of
structure and, of course, the notation of routitiiea The way he describes routinization may
already remind of acting in the presence of patfeddency as well as sensible aspects of

institutionalization.



LINKING INSTITUTIONALISM AND PATH DEPENDENCY THEORY 20

Routinization is vital to the psychological meclsans whereby a sense of trust or
ontological security is sustained in the daily\atigs of social life. Carried primarily in

practical consciousness, routine drives a wedgedmet the potentially explosive content
of the unconscious and the reflexive monitoringction which agents display. (Giddens,

1984, p. xxiii)

Social structure.

In opposing structuration theory to functional aggohes Giddens (1984) states that by
functionalists ‘structure’ is usually understoodsasne kind of ‘patterning’ of social relations or
social phenomena (p. 16).

Such conceptions are closely connected to the sinatif subject and social object:

‘structure’ here appears as ‘external’ to humamoactas a source of constraint on the

free initiative of the independently constitutedjget. As conceptualized in structuralist

and post-structuralist thought, on the other hathe, notion of structure is more
interesting. Here it is characteristically thoughinot as a patterning of presences but as
an intersection of presence and absence; underlyinigs have to be inferred from

surface manifestations. (Giddens, 1984, p. 16)

So Giddens prefers the understanding of structoremly as a present appearance or
‘external to human action’, but more as an intdisa®f present and past: manifested former
actions intersected with present situational aspéa such ‘structure’ is closely linked to human
agency:

To say that structure is a ‘virtual order’ of tréorsnative relations means that social

systems, as reproduced social practices, do no¢ hstwuctures’ but rather exhibit
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‘structural properties’ and that structure exisss, time-space presence, only in its
instantiations in such practices and as memoryesraorienting the conduct of

knowledgeable human agents. (Giddens, 1984, p. 17)

Institutions.

Thus ‘structure’ can not exist apart from humannaégjebut consist of agents’ memories
and agents’ practices. And he defines institut@smspecial parts of structure: “The most deeply
embedded structural properties, implicated in #praduction of societal totalities, | call
structural principles. Those practices which hdaeedreatest time-space extension within such
totalities can be referred to as institutions.”d@ns, 1984, p. 17)

The criterion of having ‘the greatest time-spaceesion’ resembles the concept of
institutions as an end-state or lock-in: ‘the gestitmeans that there are pre-versions with a
lower time-space extension thinkable. At this pbietileaves open the definition of a process of
institutionalization but instead concentrates amitistitution as a border or maximum version.

So the basic notations to apply his concepts &tepresented.

The Duality of Structure

Giddens’ main aspect of structure that he usesigiout the book and his theory is the
‘duality of structure’. It has slightly been mented when the notation of ‘structure’ has been
introduced that it is both internal and externaljrgersection of presence and absence. ‘The
duality of structure’, being as well medium as ame of human action, he summarizes as

follows:
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The constitution of agents and structures are mat independently given sets of
phenomena, a dualism, but represent a duality. iaog to the notion of the duality of
structure, the structural properties of socialayst are both medium and outcome of the
practices they recursively organize. Structureos‘@xternal’ to individuals: as memory
traces, and as instantiated in social practicas,iit a certain sense more ‘internal’ than
exterior to their activities [...]. (Giddens, 1984,32%)

And later he adds what describes the implicatidneegt chapter’s proof:

The duality of structure is always the main gromgdiof continuities in social
reproduction across time-space. [...] The flow of ia@ct continually produces
consequences which are unintended by actors, ase ttnintended consequences also

may form unacknowledged conditions of action ireadback fashion. (Giddens, 1984,

pp. 26)

Proving the Statement:
Each Institutionalization Elementary is a Self-Reining Process
As mentioned in the topic an elementary perspedsivsed. So it is assumed for the
process of institutionalization that at least oa®@aexists who supports the process of
institutionalization which means that in his sulijgereality already an idea of at least a pre-

version of the later institution exists.
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Describing the Process of an Institutionalization

The Institution as Means and End of Action

Through an institutionalization actors graduallyltbwp social structures. When first
structures are created, like e.g. in a repeatédmnadhe created and thus existing structure,
although perhaps with a very low intensity in tlegioning, influence back on the actor, because
of the duality of structure (Giddens, 1984): Ashe duality of structure, structure is means and
end of action.

Thus structure is the result of e.g. an institwa@ation and also functions as a medium.
Applied in this description of an institutionalizat, the beginning existence of an institution is a
result of the actor’s behaviour. But as a mediuaisb effects the actor’s next decisions and

actions and thus again influences the processstfutionalization.

The Institution Influences the Actor in a ProceESacialization

If one takes a closer look at this ‘process ofitagonalization’ the institution which
begins to exist influences the actor in a procés®aalization (Berger & Luckmann, 1979). So
it can be asked whether it is a process of primaiecondary socialization. Assumably the actor
is not a baby and thus the built up institutionas one of the actor’s ‘first world’. So the contep
of secondary socialization needs to be appliedtiBere is something special about this
secondary socialization: Because the actor is tieendo created the influencing surrounding, it
has a similarity with primary socialization. Thesiitution which starts to exist perfectly fits the
actor’s subjective reality. Thus the social struetwhich begins to exist gives feedback of
congruence back to the actor. So the more theutisti exists and the stronger it gets the more

the actor’s significant others, relevant for thistitution, feedback on the actor in congruence
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with the actor’s inner self. This means that follogvthe process of institutionalization the
creating actor is increasingly affirmed in his antof building up the institution.

It also means that the intensity of socializationvhich the new institution affects the
considered actor increasingly is one of primaryamation because the significant others

increasingly match the actor’s subjective redifity.

Concluding Proof

Thus from the detailed consideration of social@arocesses within the process of
institutionalization it can be concluded that tloéoa's decisions are increasingly aligned with the
process of institutionalization and ‘with the imgtion’. So the institution’s medium function
strengthens the process of institutionalizationcltagain results in a more intense institution,
working again as result and medium and so on. Whigsthere is a feedback loop integrated in
the process of institutionalization which effedtattthe upcoming institution gets self-reinforced
the very minute it exists.

So every institutionalization elementary is a selfiforcing process and thus elementary

increases path dependericy.

Corollary
The just presented proof showed that on the at tgesassumable actor who already
keeps an idea or pre-version of the later institutn his subjective reality the process of
institutionalization effects in a self-reinforcimeay. But each step the growing institution which
begins to exist feedbacks on the one assumed #umstitution also affects every other actor

who resembles the one actor in the described walys The growing institution affects each
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actor who already keeps an idea or (pre-)versidhisfinstitution in his subjective reality. This
way the growing institution affects each of thostes inducing a self-reinforcing process and

increasing their path dependency.

Linking Institutionalism and Path Dependency Theory
Institutions as Manifested Path Dependency

If you assume there exists a path dependency tivaaoh includes objects referred to
the narrower and the broader aspects of path depepdhe following characteristics can be
concluded:

As just shown every institution can be viewed eletagy as being path dependent,
because every institutionalization elementarysel&reinforcing process with the potential to
lock-in as an institution? Thus comparing institutionalism, as a theory whichased on
institutions as main objects, with a path depengdneory which might be based on processes
described as path dependent the theories haveradommon:

Because every institutionalization can be viewedneintary as a path dependent process,
the theory of institutionalization also must betpimpath dependency theory. Because of the
closure of theories, also the institution as ttseiiteof an institutionalization must be part oftpat
dependency theory.

So if you would reduce path dependency theory eraipect of ‘locked-in’s the objects
of path dependency theory are equivalent to theabbjof institutionalism: institutions. With this
link between the two theories research about ‘ldekés using a narrow definition of path

dependency might already be included in institwgimm. Having this conclusion in mind the
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guestion can be posed, how path dependency artth dgg@endency theory can be defined best

for serving research interests that perhaps catotaily be answered with institutionalism yet?

In the following conclusion it is outlined that padependency theory has the option to
use a slightly different perspective than instantlism merely including it when used on the

same objects, but also offering the chance totuseaibroader sense.

Path Dependency on Micro Level: Actors’ Role
The main focus of institutionalism is on institutgas a structure in society which exists
externally of actors (cf. e.g. Zucker, 1977). Timsans that actors can not be totally ignored,
because they are the ones that rebuild institubomsight change them incrementally. But these
actors can be replaced and this way, institutioag survive generations of actors and might stay

guite the same over time.

Using the Perspective of Path Dependency Theorfir(iden on Micro Level)

Path dependency means literally that an actor’'subers depend upon a path. So this
path dependency theory can be used to describeeaantor centered approach than
institutionalism which literally means ‘theory afstitutions’.

For this way of research a broader definition iggasted:
Defining ‘path dependency’ as a variable of howsgty an actor tends to decide path

dependently?
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A Broad Understanding, a General Approach

An actor acts ‘path-dependent’: That is, when ttterss acting depends on ‘his’
(former*¥) path he follows. Thus the ‘next-step’- action&cision depends on the ‘path’
followed before. This way history matters. Decisi@ne not only viewed as related to present
criteria, but instead the perspective is chosarotwsider former actions as influential for future
decisions. Whether the actor follows a path deditedy and relates own decisions mindfully on
former actions or not does not matter as from #rspective of path dependency an external
observer could watch the decision process or asgoies as forming a trace of the actor’s
decisions and actions. And the observer couldpnéerfollowing actions as being based on
former ones and thus monitor the actor as actiiy geependent®

In this broad sense ‘path dependency’ seems td&ereable in every decision except for
totally random ones, because in every decisiortiooraat least one criterion might be the
present situation and thus the situation beforernéxt step’ of action for which the decisions are
made that very moment. So in observing this sibumatthe action made depends on the actions
and situation ‘before’ and thus history mattérs.

So in this broad sense, every action can be viesdzeing path dependérit.

Increasing Path Dependency

Thus it is interesting to view path dependencyargeér simply a binary criterion which
can be either 0 or 1 and a process as being @i#tterdependent or not path dependent. But it
seems more interesting, as every action and thery @vocess is path dependent, to consider it
‘more’ or ‘less’ path dependent and thus ‘path aelemcy’ a dynamic variable which can

increase or decrease.
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For example in a self-reinforcing process path ddpacy is increased:

Self-reinforcing means there is a ‘self’ which feirces the process and thus reinforces
the actor to keep up the process. And each tim&s#hie gets reinforced, the ‘self increases and
again the reinforcement increases and thus thegityefor the actor to decide conform to the
process increases. So this way through a selfengiinfy process the actor’s path dependency

increases?®

Path Dependency on Macro Level: Institutions as fésted Path Dependency

Each institution can be interpreted as the reswdhanstitutionalization of this
institution. For example a standard is the resut@andardization, and a habitude is the result of
habituation, et¢? So each institution is the result of a self-reinfiog process which increased
path dependency and also as a medium keeps otirajfactors to decide and act path
dependently through its mere existence as beiragtaopsocial structure and its duality
(Giddens, 1984).

Using this interpretation, it is not only possibdedefine path dependency on micro-level
as a variable of how intensely an actor sticks path in his decisions and actions. But it further
can be used in a macro-perspective to define pgibrdlency as an aggregated variable of how
intensely members of a special group, in a defared, on a special subject, or also e.g. in
‘global society’ tend to decide and act ‘path dejet’ on e.g. group-, area-, subject-, or societal
issues. On the macro-perspective it can be condluidee higher the institutionalization in the

considered respect the higher is the path depepddnbe involved actors.



LINKING INSTITUTIONALISM AND PATH DEPENDENCY THEORY 29

Multi-Level Conclusions on Societal Path Dependency

This way for getting an impression of an actor'thpgependency, which is the intensity
to stick to a path in his decisions and actionstand a micro-variable, the macro-perspective of
institutions can be used: The higher the levehsfiiutionalization and thus the stronger the
influence of institutions on the involved actotsg higher is the path dependency of each
involved actor.

Though, like every aggregated data this concluBmm the aggregated macro to the
micro level more describes the tendency or theagyeeand it can still differ from actor to actor
as grades of socialization and influences of iagtihs can differ from individual to individual.
But this perspective can still be useful, as asing standardization, or rising the level of
regulation and thus producing more institutiongl asing the level of institutionalization can be
predicted as increasing path dependency.

Opposed to primary-like socialization of the invedivactors in an institutionalization
process, the later effects of an existing instiuts a social structure and a medium on another
actor need not result in the affected actor’s cammnt, but can also cause a converse actor’s
reaction. But still the intensity in which actore affected shows the intensity of their path
dependency. Path dependency in the described deasaot precisely imply the ‘direction’ of
the actor’'s commitments, but simply represent arage intensity in which the considered actor

sticks to ‘his/her’ individually assumable paths.

Conclusion
This paper’s theory is presented in a slightly raathtical way using social science

theories for ‘proving’ that every institutionalizam elementary is a self-reinforcing process.
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While in an empirical approach it would have beenassary to first generate a typification of
every possible institutionalization and then astesnow in practice for each single type that the
hypothesis is true, on the presented level of abstm it is possible to compose a ‘proof’
without any further typification or the necessibyshow separately that really all types possible
were considered.

The assumptions for the ‘proof’ were the acceptarid@erger and Luckmann’s (1979)
theory of socialization and Giddens’ (1984) theofyhe duality of structure. And in the
elementary approach it is assumed that in the psogkinstitutionalization always exists at least
one actor who supports the proc#ks.

Further staying on this level of abstraction theotiies of institutionalism and path
dependency can be compared using the just provaatingsis as a linkage between both. If there
are two theories describing basically same elenmto#s be asked what the two perspectives
describing the same phenomena or objects can bfarsé\s an answer a basic structure for a
path dependency theory is presented building bsidigéween macro and micro level for
transferring hypotheses or facts from one levéh&oother, from society to individual level, from
institutionalism to action or decision theory.

“Unfortunately, analysts have yet to define theaapt ‘path dependence’ in a manner
that demonstrates why path-dependent patternseanesces merit special attention.”
(Mahoney, 2000, p. 507)

In this paper a theoretical basis is provided ifmtertheoretical’ work, using the
presented linkage between institutionalism and detfendency theory, as well as for a multi-

level approach using path dependency theory.
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Footnotes

! Thank you for the generous invitation and enrighdiscussions at and around the
‘International Summer School: On the logic of Seliaforcing Processes in Organizations,
Networks and Markets’ held at Freite UniversitatiBe Germany, July 1%17" 2009.
Convenors: Georg Schreydgg and Jorg Sydow (Frereelsitat Berlin) in collaboration with
Huseyin Leblebici (University of lllinois at Urbar@hampaign). Grants were awarded by the
Centre for International Cooperation (CIC) of Frdieiversitat Berlin.

2 To assure that both theories can be used conjstegether their basic concepts of
habitualization (Berger & Luckmann, 1979) and roization (Giddens, 1984) as basis for their
understandings of institutionalization (Berger &dkwmann, 1979) and institutions (Giddens,
1984) are also outlined in this context.

3 A ‘self-reinforcing process’ literally is a procesvhere a ‘self’ gets ‘reinforced’. Thus
for each application it has to be defined whatelerself is that gets reinforced. E.g. the ‘self’
can be the number of involved individuals whichaegés in the reinforcement, an attribute of a
single actor which intensifies or the ‘number a€ldis of application which enlarges when a
pattern increasingly is transferred to linked feeld

* Some authors also consider self-maintaining pseas leading to path dependency
(e.g. Knapp, 2007). So it can not be directly codet that wherever path dependency exists
must act a self-reinforcing process, because idcalso be a self-maintaining process that keeps
path dependency on its level. But the only relewr@ction of causality needed for conclusions
after the later proof is that a self-reinforcing@ess, especially with a potential for a lock-in,

leads to path dependency and increases it.
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> Institutions are changing only incrementally asrémsons of ‘path dependency’
however this is defined in a more or less econanmt@rpretation of actors choosing rationally
and thus costs and benefits having to be the nasisb

® It can be debated whether or not it is usefuldrress present institutions in a process
manner of considering their former creation whidlghthhave ended long ago and perhaps not
easily been documented in history. But path depsr\dis referred to as a concept of ‘history
matters’ so it might be exactly this perspectiveclhelps to reach a better understanding of
present situations.

" In their later description ‘institutionalizatioi a process of “reciprocal typification of
habitualized actions by types of actors” (Bergetuckmann, 1979, p. 71) which is how they
describe the process of objectivation in detalil.

® One human being’s subjective reality can be difiefrom the one of someone else.

® This includes the potential for ‘locking-in’ ansiitution, because institutions only
change incrementally as North has described (N&&80; 2005).

19Berger and Luckmann (1979) describe this phenomendifferent intensity with
which institution creating actors are affected gggubto distant actors who later have to be
socialized in the context of first generation aadmd generation questions of adapting
institutions.

It also shows the same attributes of path depemxtenesses as because of the
primary-like socialization the actor’s interpretatiof the process’ intensity can be far lower than
an observer might monitor it which might cause siecis and actions ‘on the path’ longer than

perhaps an objective analysis and decision astimization criteria would recommend. So even
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the ‘potential inefficiency’, as a typical attrileudf path dependent processes, can occur and the
decision or action ‘using an institution’ can déserthe situation of a lock-in.

12 nstitutions only change incrementally as NortB9@; 2005) has described.

13 A variable of how strongly an actor tends to stic a path’.

14 perhaps it might be assumed that it more neebs the ‘present’ path he follows than
the ‘former’ one. But if you assume an observehgamoment of the actor’s decision the
observer could only monitor the actor as actindp pifpendent, if there can be assumed a path he
followed before. So this definition coincides walthur’'s and David’s characterization of path
dependency in which they point out the fact of oayency in the beginning of paths. If the
actor’s decision is the beginning point of a newhgand thus does not result from former paths,
an observer could not monitor the actor as decigiath dependent’ that very decision which
then might seem more contingent than predictable.

5t can be described as: ‘past-dependence’ + fa ga be assumed on which the actor
depends’ = ‘path-dependence’.

16 Considering perfectly random actions, it seemsetoarely used, for it needs a great bit
of luck to interact successfully without destroyimghurting surroundings, oneself or others. So
it can be asked for ‘a reason’, why it should bestlale to perfectly randomly choose actions and
if it is deliberately chosen to be so, this meeason’ again may be considered as relating the
outperformed actions to expectations, based onrexqes, a mindful design of the situation for
‘allowing’ a random way of actions, and thus tostory’. So a totally random acting actor can be
viewed as a very instable appearance if possikad.at

17 Other authors judged such a ‘general’ understandinbeing ‘too general’ to be useful

at all (e.g. Sydow, Schreydgg, & Koch, 2005; 20@R8ge, 2006). Thus they would conclude
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from the generality of the basic definition, andglrom the generality of the theory’s
applicability, a uselessness of the whole theount.tBere are other theories whose very
generality is the special criteria for their sus;dke e.g. atom or molecular theory.

18 This is written in detail for showing that the @ynic approach is consistent with the
other definitions of path dependency stated inbénginning of this paper.

9 The neoclassical definition of an institution denconsidered for these two examples
(Meyer, & Rowan, 1977).

20 :Supporting’ in this context does not necessarigan a positive valuation.
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