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Hybridity as an intrinsic embedded value: the role of management 
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CRISTINA CAMPANALE* LINO CINQUINIx GIUSEPPE GROSSIk 
 
 
 

Objectives. The aim of this paper is to investigate the implications of ‘hybridity’ on organizations, namely on the 
different but interlinked elements of organizational arrangements (such as values, ways of working, accounting 
professions and management accounting tools), to investigate the intrinsic link between calculative infrastructure and 
modes of governing individuals and social relations (as called by Mennicken and Miller, 2012). 

This study finds the motivation in the phenomenon of “hybridization”, which is increasingly growing both in the 
public and the private sector (Kurunmaki and Miller, 2006). In fact, while hybrid organizations have been widely 
investigated by public management and organisation scholars (Battilana et.al, 2012; Skelcher et.al 2005) hybridity, as 
leitmotiv surrounding organizational forms, practices, processes and expertise has been rarely explored by 
management accounting studies.  

Hybrids are defined as phenomenon produced by two or more elements normally found separately (Miller et al. 
2008). Traditionally hybridity has been referred to organizations and organizational structure. Since the 80s several 
factors, such as the globalisation of the world economy, shorter product life cycle, the emergence of new high-
technology industries, the increasing customisation of demand have led to the increasing importance of new 
organizational forms that do not fit the traditional antinomy of markets and hierarchies. Borys and Jemison (1989) 
addressed hybrids as organizational arrangements that use resources and governance structures from more than one 
existing organization. Billis (2010) defined hybrid organizations as those that borrow components and logics from 
three different sectors/actors: public, private and non-profit sectors (Billis, 2010; Koppell,2003). This way they create 
networks of organizations that benefit from multiple capabilities. Granovetter (1985) refers to networks as indicative of 
the fact that economic transitions are embedded in social life. Powell (1990) calls networks as a distinctive mode of 
coordinating social life and economic activity.  

The proliferation of hybrid organizations is already taken for granted by researchers and practitioners. However, 
a broader definition that hybridity can assume has been insufficiently investigated. In fact, hybrids can take the form 
not only of organizational organizations and organizational structure, but also involve processes, practices or expertise 
(Miller et. al, 2008). Actors, entities, objects, practices, processes and body of expertise can be hybridized. Further, 
hybridization is itself a process that can assumes various forms (Miller et. al, 2008). The existing literature has been 
focused on organizational forms and has neglected the existence of hybrid practices, processes, expertise, identity and 
their role in enabling and supporting hybrid organizations (Miller et. al, 2008).  

Considering these premises, this paper adopts the following assumptions: the broader definition of hybridity and 
the existence of an intrinsic link between calculative infrastructure and modes of governing individuals and their 
relations (Mennicken and Miller, 2012). In this vein, this paper investigates how hybridity affects organizational forms 
and practices, processes and expertise and the intrinsic relation between them.  

This paper focuses on accounting profession (as expertise) and management accounting (as a practice) because 
they are key issues in the success of hybrid organizational forms, thus there is the need to investigate their role. In fact, 
Hopwood (1996) argued that, despite hybrids, management accounting frequently continues to focus on hierarchical 
relationships and vertical information flows, while lateral information flows are neglected. He argued that management 
accounting can support join actions from network and the success of these networks when it takes a more lateral 
process of information. Thus, there is the need of accounting to be hybridised, not to remain no more than a calculative 
process. On the other hand, it is a matter of fact that accounting has been continuously formed and re-formed out from 
calculative practices but from other disciplines (Miller, 1998), thus offering an example of hybridization. 

In particular, the first research question is to investigate how hybrid organizational structure affect accounting 
expertise (professionalism) and management accounting (practices). In turn, the second research question is how 
management accounting expertise and management accounting enable hybrid organizations.  
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In this study, we refer to management accounting as a “collection of practices such as budgeting and product 
costing, whose systematic use supports the achievement of some goals” (Chenhall, 2003,p.129). Hence, we refer to 
management accounting in its broadest meaning as a set of management tools, budgeting, and reports that provide 
financial and non-financial information for decision making and accountability purposes.  

Hybridization is particularly relevant in the public sector where it has affected both organizational forms, 
practices, process and expertise. For example, in the process of making public sectors providers accountable, a diverse 
range of experts and professional have become hybridized by the encountering of their expertise with management 
accounting knowledge (Kurunmaki, 2004). In parallel, organizational forms and processes have been hybridized as 
organizational boundaries have become increasingly blurred. Performance measurement has been also hybridized with 
an increasing incorporation of principles and practices from other disciplines (Miller et. al, 2006; Campanale and 
Cinquini, 2016). 

Considering the relevance of hybridization in public sector, empirical data has been collected in this field. This 
paper particularly draws from an example of co-production in public sector, as a hybrid organizational form that 
combines different elements of public, private and non-profit sectors.  

Co-production, as a particular organizational arrangement to service delivering consisting in a direct input from 
citizens, service users and civil society organizations in the production, delivery, planning or design of a public service 
(OECD, 2001; Bartocci & Piccaia, 2014). In this regard, Brandsen and van Hout (2006) recognized co-production, 
and in particular co-management, as a form of hybridization, which is intended as a mix of heterogeneous 
arrangements taken from state, market, citizens and third sector. The third sector itself has in hybridity one of its 
permanent and inevitable characteristics (Brandsen et.al 2005).  

Methodology. Results are based on two case studies of co-production in the Italian public sector. The first case is 
the case of the Foundation “New Days”, whose aim is to support disables to become autonomous through personalised 
pathways. Pathways are designed by a network made by psychologists, welfare workers, disables and their families. 
The second case is that of the Association “Jointly Home”, whose aim is to design personalised housing solutions for 
disadvantaged people that are designed by psychologists, welfare workers and disadvantaged people. The distinctive 
characteristic of both cases is that solutions are not predefined and provided but personalised and co-designed with the 
interested person.  

Data was collected through interviews. Actors involved were top and middle managers, professionals 
(psychologists) and users. Totally 9 interviews have been collected. Interviews have been tape- recorded, transcribed 
and analysed.  

The pragmatic constructivism (PC) approach informed the analysis of empirical data. According to PC, reality is 
made by four integrated dimensions: facts, logic, communication and values (Nørreklit et al., 2006; Nørreklit et al., 
2010; Jakobsen et al., 2011; Seal, 2012). Facts are things that exist and can be observed. They may be objective 
phenomena such as physical things and commodities. Values are personal subjective preferences, feelings and likings. 
Thereby values provide to an actor objectives and motivation to act. Thus, values are subjective. Possibilities are 
conditions for action and thus for practice. Without possibilities, one cannot act to realize his values. The integration of 
facts, possibilities and values lead to action. However, their integration is not enough to lead to realised social action 
as no mutual understanding exists among social actors. For social action to be realised communication is necessary. 
Without communication, only individual reality exists. There is no inter-subjective socially organised reality and people, 
companies and other institutions cannot be managed. Communication is therefore necessary for individual reality to 
become social. 

According to PC, management accounting systems have to be consistent with organizational (social) realities 
(Power and Laughlin, 1992; Nørreklit et al., 2010), otherwise, accounting systems cannot work in practice (Nørreklit, 
2014). This means that accounting system should incorporate organizational reality and in particular organizational 
prevailing values.  

Findings. The investigation of reality and its dimensions in the two cases of co-production has provided an 
interesting interpretation of the intrinsic linkages between organizational forms, modes of governing, and management 
accounting tools and professions. Findings, informed by the PC approach, show the existence of the value of hybridity 
surrounding organizational forms, modes of governing, and management accounting tools and professions. The value 
of hybridity consists in the integration of different disciplines (such as sociology, psychology and healthcare). Thus, the 
value of hybridity embedded in management accounting professions and practices suggests a coherence between reality 
and management accounting and hence the ability of management accounting to work in practice.  

Specifically, with respect to the first research questions - the impact of hybrid organizational form on accounting 
profession and management accounting -, our preliminary research shows that in hybrid organizations, hybrid 
accountants and tools seem the most suitable to elaborate and provide accounting information. As, the hybrid 
organizational form is based on values of integration of different disciplines (such as sociology, psychology and 
healthcare), management accounting tools have been eroded and hybridised by the influence of other disciplines such 
as sociology, psychology and healthcare that prevail over financial and accounting disciplines. All actors lost they 
“label” and acquire a “hybrid role”. Particularly, the work of accountants has been replaced by psychologists, welfare 
workers and other experts contributing to the provision of services. In this case, the work of accountants is recognized 
in “who do evaluation of performance” rather than in “who has particular accounting competences and skills” (Grey, 
1998). The expertise of psychologists, welfare workers and other experts has been also associated with managerial 
expertise, thus becoming hybridized. Moreover, the evaluation of results, as the provision of service, benefits of the 
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collaboration with users of services according to the hybrid organizational arrangement adopted in the provision of 
services. 

With respect to the second research question - how management accounting expertise and management 
accounting enable hybrid organizations- results suggest that at the same time hybrid accountants and tools support the 
hybrid practices in the case of co-production. In fact, as argued by actors, the hybrid representation and evaluation of 
activities and the hybrid expertise are key elements in the revision of the hybrid organizational arrangement of co-
production. On the other side, they consider financial information less relevant than non-financial information.  

Research limits. Other actors, such as municipalities, politicians and other public and private agencies 
collaborating with the organizations investigated have not been included in the analysis. The investigation of their role 
can provide additional insights on their role in enabling and supporting hybridity.  

Moreover, this paper is specifically based on an example of hybrid that is co-production. Hence results are 
specifically related to this case. Additional cases of hybrids are recommended to further investigate the phenomena.  

Practical implications. Findings suggests that in case of hybrid organizations, hybrid management accounting 
tools and hybrid roles are recommended to enable hybrid organizations and their success and support the management 
of costs and performance in order to enable hybrid organizational forms and their success.  

Originality of the study. Differently from previous research, this paper adopts a broad definition of hybridity 
involving not only organizational forms but also actors, expertise and practices and the intrinsic relation between them. 
Further, the adoption of the PC approach is a novelty in the investigation of hybridity as a value.  
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