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ABSTRACT

Objective: the goal of this article is to theorize how institutional complexity and
work can lead to the hybridization of markets. Methods: we draw upon a criti-
cal and reflexive analysis of institutional complexity and work, as well as the litera-
ture on the sociology of markets, to deductively develop a theory of market hy-
bridization. Results: we theorize that hybrid markets arise when institutional work
to define the formal and informal rules and norms underlying economic and social
transactions (regulation), the infrastructure and resource allocation (allocation), the
actors allowed to participate in market exchanges, the roles performed by them
(classification), and the perceived value of goods and services available in the mar-
ketplace (evaluation) are shaped by non-economic or commercial logics, that is, by
increased institutional complexity. Conclusions: by identifying the socio-symbolic
mechanisms that organizations and social actors use to promote market hybridiza-
tion, we contribute to the much-needed in-depth understanding of how environ-
mental, social, and cultural logic can lead to market hybridization through the mar-
ket's four comprising elements: regulation, allocation, classification, and evaluation.
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Markets gone hybrid: Institutional complexity and work toward market hybridization

‘In our society, and most other modern societies,
markets in which people exchange goods for mon-
ey play a very important role. But markets do not
operate in a social vacuum; they are part of a wider
framework of social institutions. And they operate
with many externalities: that is to say, many conse-
guences of the actions taken in market economies
are not fully incorporated in market prices.”

Herbert A. Simon, Reason in Human Affairs, 1983.

INTRODUCTION

The soclety we used to live in until the turn of the
millennium, in which different institutions such as the
state, markets, families, and religion had well-defined
roles and functions operating under their own specific
logics (Friedland & Alford, 1991; Thomton et al, 2012),
have been shifting toward a reality in which institutional
boundaries, roles, and functions are becoming increas-
ingly intertwined. Through the study of such institu-
tions, defined as sets of regulative, normative, and cul-
tural-cognitive elements that, together with associated
activities and resources, provide stability and meaning
to social life” (Scott, 2013, p. 56), different streams of
institutionalism™ have focused on understanding how
these institutions determine the way society establish-
es and maintains social order and how organizations
within the society would be structured and operate in
order to be deemed as legitimate and survive. In par-
ticular, organizational institutionalism ‘shifted away
from institutional homogeneity to the prevalence and
co-existence of multiple institutional logics and institu-
tional pluralism” (Ocasio & Gai, 2020, p. 264).

In this regard, the mutual influence of this multiplic-
ity of institutional pressures in organizations, markets,
and institutions has been labeled as institutional com-
plexity (Greenwood et al, 2011; Micelotta et al, 2017).
However, even though institutional complexity has de-
veloped to become a prominent literature within orga-
nizational institutionalism, Hampel et al's (2017) show
that institutional complexity research still presents con-
cerning blind spots. For example, the authors argue
that (a) current literature "tend(s] to ignore how actors
purposefully and skillfully affect the meaning and status
of major institutions”; (b) institutional complexity “prior-
ltized field- and organization-specific institutions rath-
er than institutions that cut across fields”; (c) we know
little "about the work needed to marshal support from
actors in different fields, who may have vastly differ-
ent goals and occupy very different roles” (pp. 572-575),
that is, the focus is narrowed in homogenous sets of

actors; and (d) we also have limited knowledge about
the work of actors when negotiating formal and infor-
mal institutional standards.

To address these gaps, our article extrapolates or-
ganizational-level analyses to understand how institu-
tional complexity can influence one of the central in-
stitutions of modern society (Beckert, 2009; Friedland
& Alford, 1991; Thomton et al, 2012): markets. Markets,
which are defined as broader social constructions of
formal and informal rules of pattermed exchange be-
tween buyers, sellers, consumers, governments, and
workers (Aspers, 2022; Fligstein & Calder, 2015), are
considered stable and perennial institutions. And as
such, they have been the dominant institutional or-
der regulating economic exchanges. As Ocasio and
Gal (2020) show, the "market order includes financial
and business institutions, which encompasses not only
individual firms, but also supra-organizations like the
various stock exchanges as well as not-for-profit orga-
nizations” (p. 267). However, we argue that the ongo-
ing transition of society toward the increased concern
with environmental and social issues has pressured
markets to embed such logics into economic transac-
tions (Buchanan et al, 2023). Such movements led to
the emergence of the phenomenon of hybrid markets,
which are yet to be explained by extant literature.

We thus propose to tackle these shortcomings by
analyzing how institutional complexity influence mar-
kets as an institution. To do so, first, we rely on the
economic sociology and sociology of markets litera-
ture (Fligstein & Calder, 2015; Lie, 1997; White, 1981) to
understand what are the key elements of markets and
how market transactions are regulated. In this regard,
we propose that markets are institutional arenas of ne-
gotiated interests, where the rules of exchange and the
norms underlying social and economic transactions
(regulation), the resource allocation and market infra-
structure, as well as the roles played by market actors
(classification) and how they are evaluated by the audi-
ence, are socially constructed (Fligstein & Dauter, 2007;
Fligstein & McAdam, 2012).

Furthermore, as McKague et al (2015) suggest,
‘scholars who take seriously the concept of embed-
dedness view markets as inherently hybridized" (p.
1087). However, we argue that research in both insti-
tutional theory and economic sociology has neglected
the phenomenon of hybridization (that is, the embed-
dedness of markets in multiple and complex institu-
tional settings) in a market-level analysis. Institutional
analysts have been limiting their scope to the organi-
zational-level analysis of complexity, specifically with
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regard to hybrid organizations (Battilana et al, 2017;
Smith & Besharov, 2019). Despite recent efforts to re-
search hybridization at higher levels of analysis, such
as field and logic level (Fan & Zietsma, 2017; York et al,
2016), markets are yet to be considered a locus of anal-
ysis of hybridization under institutional lenses. It is also
worthy of note that economic sociology and sociology
of markets have yet to give more than just scant atten-
tion to hybrid markets (Beckert, 2009).

Thus, we ask: how institutional complexity and work
can lead to the hybridization of existing contemporary
markets or the emergence of hybrid markets? To an-
swer this question, we theorize on what are the sourc-
es of institutional pressure (endogenous or exogenous)
(Zietsma & Lawrence, 2010) to hybridize the four core
elements of markets (regulation, allocation, classifica-
tion, and evaluation) and what are the outcomes of
such pressure (hybrid market creation, change, and
disruption). Finally, we delve into institutional work lit-
erature (Lawrence et al, 2011; Lawrence et al, 2013) to
explain how both market insiders and outsiders use so-
cial-symbolic objects (Hampel et al, 2017; Lawrence &
Phillips, 2019) to enact hybridizing work.

We contribute to the organizational theory and so-
ciology of market literatures. In the former, we add to
the contemporary discussions on institutional com-
plexity and institutional work, while in the latter we
contribute by contrasting to a dominant static view
of markets. We provide in-depth understanding of the
conflicts, changes, and evolution that can occur during
ongoing market dynamics, considering not only the
economic realm on market transactions, but environ-
mental, social, and cultural aspects that can lead to
market hybridization in the four comprising elements
of markets: regulation, resource and infrastructure allo-
cation, classification, and evaluation.

This article is structured as follows. First, we discuss
how the concept of markets has evolved historically
in the sociology of markets literature and propose an
alternative definition that allows us to understand the
process of market hybridization. Second, we discuss
the institutional context of markets, explaining how in-
stitutional complexity and institutional work can help
explain market dynamics. Third, we propose a shift in
the analysis of hybridization processes from an organi-
zational level to the market level. Fourth, we disentan-
gle the process of market hybridization, explaining why,
when, and how markets hybridize. Finally, we conclude
by presenting our article’s contributions, limitations,
and possible research opportunities on hybrid markets
and market hybridization.

) SR

THE DEFINING ELEMENTS OF MARKETS
Defining the boundaries of the concept of markets, that
1s the raison détre of sociology of markets, is essential
for understanding its nature as a central societal insti-
tution. Historically, the delimitation of markets con-
sidered only its role structures, especially concerning
competition, suppliers, and buyers (White, 1981). As the
fleld evolved, sociologists started to consider markets
as broader social constructions of formal and informal
rules of patterned exchange between buyers, sellers,
consumers, governments, and workers (Aspers, 2022;
Fligstein & Calder, 2015). Furthermore, scholars noticed
that markets require certain resource and institution-
al infrastructure ‘allocation” where the exchange takes
place under the norms, rules, and shared beliefs that
are socially negotiated (Hinings et al, 2017; Lee et al,
2018; Nascimento & Sacomano Neto, 2024).

Moreover, Beckert (2009) defines markets as arenas
of social interaction comprising social structures and
institutional orders, in which actors face three central
coordination problems as sources of uncertainty: the
value, the cooperation, and the competition problem.
The value problem arises from the audience’s constitu-
tion of preferences, that is, it informs how the demand
side of markets perceives the value of service or prod-
uct offerings. Through this ‘evaluation’ process, thus,
given institutionalized standards are adopted for ascrib-
ing value to market offerings (Aspers, 2018; Fligstein,
2001). As Aspers (2018) suggests, in the absence of
objective standards or rankings, audiences assume the
role of assessment of what is ‘good’ and 'bad,” and the
evaluated (market actors) ‘fight out’ for reducing uncer-
tainty and being perceived as valuable by the audience.
These contests stem from a mutual adjustment instead
of a consequence of intentional actions.

The second central coordination problem is coop-
eration. As suggested by M. Weber (1978), markets must
be considered a form of social action, and as such,
firms engaging in market exchanges deal with the diffi-
culty "to establish their exchange partners’ intentions to
abide by their agreements” (Przepiorka & Aksoy, 2021, p.
1576). Thus, the extent of cooperation between buyers,
suppliers, and competitors, as well as the social risk of
defection and the forms of sanctioning opportunistic
behaviors, have been central to understanding how
markets are socially organized (Beckert, 2009).

The third coordination problem is competition.
In this regard, competition problems are inherent to
the market constitution, as for without competition
and exchange, markets cannot exist (M. Weber, 1978).
Furthermore, organizations compete in the market-
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place not only in terms of price (Baath, 2023) but for
advantageous status positions (Podolny, 1993), for ac-
cess to scarce resource and information (Burt, 1992),
and for authority, power, and control (Wolfmayr, 2024).
A central element of the competition problem is ac-
curately defining who the competition is. To sort this
problem out, firms rely on classification’ processes that
enable them "to identify a set of rivals, providing an
Important social structural element that stabilizes mar-
kets” (Lounsbury & Rao, 2004, p. 970).

Finally, considering that “without government mon-
etary systems, legal frameworks for incorporation, and
laws governing exchange, the world would have not
markets as such’ (Dobbin & Dowd, 1997, p. 524), we ar-
gue that there is a need to consider a fourth central
coordination problem, that is, the regulation’ problem.
Over the last two centuries, the escalation of economic
and social regulations over industrial activities, as well
as later waves of neoliberalism (Amengual & Bartley,
2022; Schneiberg & Bartley, 2008), has become a mat-
ter of concern for organizational scholars. Thus, the
paradox regarding the extent to which an economic
activity should or should not be regulated has never
reached a consensual status, especially considering
contemporary trends toward the globalization and
transnationalism (see Nascimento & Sacomano Neto,
2024, for an example on the regulation of credit rating
agencies in international financial markets).

Neoliberalist economists defended a self-regu-
lated laissez-faire market, and as a consequence, we
witnessed an ‘ungualified deregulation,” in which “[e]
conomists had joined consumer advocates to dele-
gitimate economic regulation in the United States,
and then joined with international organizations to
spread the gospel of markets, privatization, liberaliza-
tion, and shock therapy” (Schneiberg & Bartley, 2008,
p. 36). Moreover, as advised in the early years of the
20th century, purely free markets are an abomination
to market ethics (cf. M. Weber, 1978), and research have
shown that such underregulation led to critical con-
sequences, as manifested in the subprime mortgage
crisis in the US. financial markets in 2008 (Mizruchi,
2010). On the other end of the spectrum, overregula-
tion was also found to be harmful and could be seen
as an impediment to competitiveness, efficiency, and
growth (Schneiberg & Bartley, 2008). For example, US.
Food and Drug Administration (FDA) overregulation
over the biopharmaceutical industry have negatively
affected early responses to the global COVID-19 pan-
demic (Fuleihan, 2022).

Considering the coordination mechanisms dis-
cussed above, we formally define markets as institu-
tional arenas of negotiated interests, in which actors
might socially define the rules and norms underlying
the economic and social transactions (regulation’), the
infrastructure and resource ‘allocation’ necessary for
the functioning of the market, the roles played by each
actor in the market (‘classification’), and the perception
of value (‘evaluation’) of the goods and services that are
going to be produced and traded in the marketplace.

THE INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT OF
MARKETS: COMPLEXITY AND WORK
Adopting institutional theory for analyzing markets was
central to the transition from an economy-centric ap-
proach toward the development of the sociology of
markets as a field. The first movement that led to such
a transition was the understanding that markets, “while
often not considered part of the cultural sphere, are di-
rectly shaped by culture and social structure” (Thornton
et al, 2012, p. 11). The second element was the in-
creased influence of organizational institutionalism in
the sociology of markets (Nedzhvetskaya & Fligstein,
2020). In this regard, markets are intertwined with dis-
tinct "‘groupings of interrelated institutions, character-
ized as institutional orders” (p. 267). Consequently, mar-
ket organizations are embedded within these distinct
Institutional orders, and as Nedzhvetskaya and Fligstein
(2020) argue, they must compete under a set of shared
understandings influenced by neighboring institutional
orders.

This multiplexity of the embeddedness of markets
in institutional orders other than the market logic leads
to what organizational institutionalists call institutional
complexity, which is defined as the condition in which
organizations ‘confront incompatible prescriptions
from multiple institutional logics” (Greenwood et al,
2011, p. 318), that is, markets inherent underlying “set(s]
of material practices and symbolic constructions —
which constitutes its organizing principles” (Friedland
& Alford, 1991, p. 248). As a consequence, markets are
influenced by compatible or conflicting constellations
of logics (Stevenson et al, 2024) such as the ones em-
anating from social and environmental institutional or-
ders (Buchanan et al, 2023).

More importantly, we contend that "the subjective
experience of logic contradictions by organizations ...
may support or hinder different kinds of institutional
change” (Micelotta et al, 2017 p. 1895), and thus, con-
trary to the idea of markets as stable and perennial
soclal institutions (Nedzhvetskaya & Fligstein, 2020),
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we argue that markets as “social structures should be
viewed more as vortexes in the flow of social life than
as buildings of stone” (Padgett & Powell, 2012, p. 28).
Thus, we posit that although presenting stable and du-
rable features, which are the glue that holds markets
together, an institutional account of markets shall take
Into consideration the conflicts, changes, and evolu-
tion occurred during ongoing market dynamics and
the multiple institutional influences that shape market
relations (Ahrne et al, 2015; McKague et al, 2015).
Thus, to explain how institutions (such as the mar-
ket) can change, organizational institutionalists devel-
oped the concept of institutional work (Lawrence &
Suddaby, 2006), which is the process through which
‘agentic actors can navigate and shape the institutional
order of an organizational field in addition to the insti-
tutional order goverming actors” (Goodrick et al, 2020,
p. 737). As an institution, a market is subject to the ef-
forts of invested actors to promote institutional change
by means of its creation, maintenance, and disruption
(Lawrence et al, 2011; Lawrence et al, 2013). For exam-
ple, Kaplan (2024) shows how business-led initiatives
worked to crowd out a state-based logic of regulated
environmental protection through an institutional cre-
ation work project that promoted a market-based logic
solution via corporate social responsibility and private
governance. This study illustrates how market actors
engaged in institutional work to embed a conflicting
logic (environmental) into the market to protect them-
selves from another institutional order (the state).
Concerming the classic question from the sociology
of markets, “where do markets come from™? (Fourcade,
2007; White, 1981), and taking the assumption that
markets are socially constructed institutional arenas
of negotiated interests (Fligstein, 2001), we contend
that markets are built through participants’ institution-
al work projects, be it for market creation (K. Weber et
al, 2008), for market change (Hsu & Grodal, 2015), or
for market disruption intended to replace it with a new
market (Lowrey & Erzikova, 2014). In the contemporary
society, however, endeavoring such efforts requires
from social actors a certain knowledge that logics other
than the economic-oriented one may influence action
in markets (Kaplan, 2024), and that ‘different institution-
al complexes and principles of justification may clash in
consequential ways even if individuals are not aware of
the conflict” (Granovetter, 2017, p. 186). In this regard, a
market ‘draws strongly on the struggles between eco-
nomic and social logics in soclety; markets are as much
political arenas as they are economic realms” (Beckert,
2009, p. 259). Thus, we assert that markets may only

) SR

function if their participants create an agreement to-
ward markets’ material and institutional infrastructures
(Hinings et al, 2017) through achieving some sort of
shared understandings or settlements regarding the
multiple, coexisting, and conflicting logics governing
their actions (Buchanan et al, 2023; York et al, 2016).
Such settlements require mutual concessions in con-
stant negotiations held in the market arena, that is,
through negotiation work (Helfen & Sydow, 2013; Lok
& De Rond, 2013).

ANALYZING THE JUNGLES,

NOT THE TREES: FROM HYBRID
ORGANIZATIONS TO HYBRID MARKETS
Current conversations regarding the phenomenon of
hybridization have been taking organizations as the
locus of discussion — social enterprises, in particular
(Battilana et al, 2017; Greenwood et al, 2014). Social
enterprises are companies whose main purpose is pur-
suing a soctal mission while maintaining some sort of
commercial activity to gather the financial support nec-
essary for its operation (Battilana et al, 2015; Battilana
et al, 2022). As Smith and Besharov (2019) show, social
and business missions are intertwined and inseparable,
functioning as guardrails in which organizations bump
every time they face strategic tensions and experiment
new sets of practices, preventing possible deviations
from their hybrid condition toward a single mission (i.e,
mission drifts). However, considering the assumption
that the hybridization is also inherent to contemporary
markets, we advocate for the shift of the locus of anal-
ysis from social enterprises to markets in organizational
studies. In this regard, we explore the conceptual foun-
dations from the sociology of markets and institutional
theory to understand what hybridization is and why
markets are the possible locus of hybridization.

First, we assume Battilana and colleagues’ concep-
tualization of hybridization “as the mixing of core or-
ganizational elements that would conventionally not
go together” (Battilana et al, 2017, p. 138). The authors
expanded their explanation asserting that hybrid orga-
nizations present a set of identities, forms, and ratio-
nales that "violates institutionalized rules about what is
appropriate and compatible.” Why, then, hybrid orga-
nizational forms have been gathering so much atten-
tion from organizational scholars? Research has been
showing that hybrid organizations are more likely to
find novel and innovative ways of solving social prob-
lems in critical fields for society (Calderini et al, 2023).
Thus, hybrid organizations are said to have the ability
to permeate multiple worlds by combining multiple or-
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ganizational forms for attaining multiple goals and mis-
sions by means of their business operations (Battilana
et al, 2015).

However, hybridization cannot be seen as a riskless
effort. When investigating the impact of organizational
hybridizing in the audience’s perception of firms (start-
ups) from the carbon nanotubes industry that combine
sclence and technology logics, Wry et al. (2014) show
that organizations with a technology logic identity hy-
bridizing toward a science one were more likely to loss
venture capital attractiveness. Additionally, the oppo-
site was true for startups hybridizing in the direction
science-to-technology. This result is relevant for going
beyond the traditional social-economic dichotomy
and shows that moves toward specific directions may
be harmful to organizations.

Moreover, we posit that the hybridization phe-
nomenon may be translated to markets, given that
the ubiquitous movement toward markets comprising
multiple institutional logics such as commercial, so-
clal, and environmental logics (Buchanan et al, 2023)
cannot go unnoticed. However, if research on hybrid
organizations focus on shifts in organizational identi-
ty and cognitive framing through changes in structure,
personnel, and narratives (Smith & Besharov, 2019; Wry
et al, 2014), we argue research on hybrid markets must
focus on understanding how the permeability of logics
other than the economic one may lead to differenti-
ation in terms of formal and informal rules exchange
between market actors (Fligstein & Calder, 2015), in the
resource allocation and material infrastructure of the
marketplace (Logue, 2014; McKague et al, 2015), in the
Institutionalized standards of evaluation of goods and
services (Aspers, 2018; Fligstein, 2001), and in the shift
In the roles and status position of actors (Podolny, 1993;
White, 1981) in the market.

The common point is that hybridization in both fo-
rums (organizations and markets) may lead the audi-
ence to wonder "what's going on here” (Wry et al, 2014,
p. 1313), putting their attention to logics other than a
purely instrumental one (typical of traditional market
exchange). Furthermore, as have been discussed in or-
ganization studies, the source of hybridity is usually the
conflict/combination between a market or commer-
cial logic and another logic connected to social issues
(Buchanan et al, 2023). Another argument we make
1s that market hybridization can be socially construct-
ed by means of institutional work projects of certain

market actors, specifically when considering those
from actors to create or expand market boundaries and
practices (Zietsma & Lawrence, 2010) to accommodate
distinct and conflicting interests of market participants.
Such dynamic account of hybrid markets is a response
to "[mJuch research [that] has depicted the elements
of a hybrid as fixed, akin to two [or more] solid objects
such as stones or bricks whose rigidity creates friction
and resistance when they collide” (Smith & Besharov,
2019, p. 29). This dynamic may be clearly observed
when markets involve actors from different sectors of
formal society, such as social, private, and public sec-
tors (Mair & Rathert, 2021).

In this scenario, located at the intersection of inter-
ests of states, organizations, and citizens, the problem of
markets goes beyond profit. For example, the creation
of the dairy market in Bangladesh was led by a civil
society organization (CARE NGO) and delivered both
social and economic benefit, helping the state to alle-
viate poverty in the region and firms to increase their
rents through scaling up their production (McKague et
al, 2015). York et al's (2016) work about the wind en-
ergy field in Colorado shows that logic hybridization
at field level takes place when actors are engaged in
an effort to accommodate incompatible goals (econ-
omizing vs. ecologizing) and means to achieve them
under shared governance arrangements. Finally, an-
other example was the creation of the U.S. green build-
ing supply industry as moral markets, where nascent
hybrid firms championing market, pro-environmental,
and social welfare logics in these markers were capable
to outperform established incumbent firms due to their
dual-purpose nature (Vedula et al, 2022).

DISENTANGLING THE PROCESS

OF MARKETS' HYBRIDIZATION

Hybrid markets are those in which the definition of
formal and informal rules and norms underlying eco-
nomic and social transactions (regulation), the infra-
structure and resource allocation, the actors allowed to
perform market exchanges and the roles performed by
them (classification), as well as the perception of value
of the goods and services available in the marketplace
(evaluation), are defined by logics other than a solely
economic/commercial one, even if they seem to be in-
compatible at a glance. Table 1 presents a comparison
of the regulation, allocation, classification, and evalua-
tion in traditional and in hybrid market settings.
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Table 1. Comparing traditional and hybrid markets.

Traditional market Hybrid market

Regulation

Allocation

Classification

Evaluation

Market-oriented logics play the main role in the regulation of the
market. Laws, norms, and rules of transactions are created to avoid
competitive-based misconducts (e.g., dumping), but their concern
with non-economic issues is limited.

Resources and infrastructure are allocated to provide market orga-
nizations with a competitive advantage in order to maximize their
rents. The allocation of the resource to other ends is limited to the
legal obligation of doing so (e.g., oil companies mitigating the risks
of the oil spill in the environment).

Classification of market actors is basically competition-based (i.e., in
terms of price and quality of products or services). Traditionally, firms
are allowed to operate in the market if they have the technical and
financial capacity to effectively do so. Actors with non-economic
logics are usually neglected in typical market transactions.

The audience evaluates market organizations considering institu-
tionalized functional standards of goods and services (basically a
cost-benefit rationalization). Thus, market actors are perceived as
valuable if they can deliver products or services with a fair alignment
of quality and price. The impact of market actors in realms other

Logics other than market-oriented ones (e.g., environmental or
green, social, aesthetics) are equally relevant for regulating the mar-
ket. Beyond fair competition, market organizations are also expected
to avoid harms or misconducts to the wider social realms.

Allocation of resources and infrastructure are considered the return
on realms other than pursuing economic profit (e.g., reducing envi-
ronmental harms, taking people out of poverty condition, expanding
other people’s cultural capacity).

Market boundaries are expanded to accommodate outsiders (actors
that are not expected to be involved in market transactions or that
play peripheral roles in the marketplace). These new players end up
becoming part of the market when the observance of new practices
and logics (e.g., environment protection) become as important as
the technical and financial capacity to operate in the marketplace.

The evaluation of market actors starts to take into consideration the
impact of firms’ operation and their goods and services beyond an
economic frame of reference. Thus, the audience'’s perception of
value is infused with logics from non-market realms. The cost-ben-
efit analysis shifts from an individual level to a wider societal level
(e.g., beyond satisfying one’s needs, the goods and services must

than competitivity is not taken into consideration.

reduce environmental hazards or promote positive social impact in
the community).

Note. Developed by the authors.

This process is socially constructed in the institu-
tional arena of negotiated interests through negotia-
tion work between market actors. This work is often
“unreflexive and unintended, but just as often in ways
that reflect people’s institutional awareness, their de-
sires to affect institutional arrangements, and the skills
and resources they marshal to achieve those desires’
(Hampel et al, 2017 p. 559). The result of this settlement
process is the achieverment of a shared understanding
of how the market is going to be governed (Buchanan
et al, 2023; Fan & Zietsma, 2017), considering not only
economic, but also social, environmental, and public
outcomes (among others).

Yet, considering Hampel et al's (2017) concemns re-
garding ‘a much less developed appreciation of when,
why and how networks of heterogeneous actors work
together to shape institutions” (p. 583), we propose a
framework for analyzing the work performed by the
actors in terms of the process of market creation, main-
tenance, disruption, and change (Lawrence et al, 2011;
Lawrence et al, 2013), as well as the symbolic, material,
and relational means adopted by them in these pro-
cesses (Cartel et al, 2019; Hampel et al, 2017) that helps
understanding the whys, the whens, and the hows of
market hybridization.

On the why(s) of market hybridization

Most of institutional complexity in market contexts em-
anates from the fact that the contemporary world is
fast-paced and ever-changing. As Stark (2009) argues,
Institutionalists and economic sociologists ‘during
the 1980s developed concepts of classificatory rules,
scripts, and cultural taken-for-granteds to explain how
organizations gain legitimacy to operate in stabilized
Institutional environments, today organizations in rap-
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1dly changing environments face the problem that their
taken-for-granteds can soon be out-of-date” (p. 16).
New logics constantly arise and gain prominence in
society (Hinings et al, 2017) — especially social and en-
vironmental ones —, and as Meyer and Bromley (2013)
note, “in becoming legitimated and responsible actors,
they [market actors] incorporate, and are interpenetrat-
ed with, all sorts of inconsistent rationalized elements
of soclety” (p. 383). However, we claim that market as
a central institution of society is not fated to fade away,
because "the best-known form by which uncertainty
is reduced is [still] perhaps the market” (Aspers, 2018,
p. 138). Why, then, do they hybridize?

For starting answering this question, we echo York
et al. (2016) to state that when a market hybridizes, it
does not simply become an aggregate of elements
originating from multiple logics, "but instead integrates
the goals associated with previously incompatible log-
Ics through specific material forms, practices, and ar-
rangements that instantiate these goals” (p. 580). This
helps us understanding that market hybridization is not
the same as exorcising the economic goals of orga-
nizations nor supplanting the market logic in favor of
other hybridizing logic. In fact, it is accommodating
the ecological, community, social, religious, cultural,
and other logics, in the economic transactions held in
the marketplace, seeking the mutual benefit of busi-
ness, environment, and society (Gumusay et al, 2024;
Hoffman et al, 2012). Thus, hybridization is similar to
what Selznick (2008) considered “a basic antinomy in
moral experience: it is both other-regarding and self-re-
garding” (p. 36), since, in the same extent that organiza-
tions, customers, and governments gather economic
value for themselves, they also provide value creation
in other societal spheres that would not be possible by
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isolated actors alone (Bacq & Aguilera, 2022; Rockmann
& Northceraft, 2018).

For the profiteers (Ahrme et al, 2015), hybrid mar-
kets may provide opportunities for making even more
profit at the same time they gather legitimation and
become highly praised by the audience (Dalpiaz et

, 2016; Vedula et al, 2022). And how is it possible?
Research show that Certified B Corporations, which
are dual-purpose companies leading market hybridiza-
tion processes through the combination of profits with
social and environmental responsibility, were able to
successfully challenge incumbent firms that follow the
predominant and shareholder-oriented market logic
and perform transformative changes in the public com-
panies’ space (Kim & Schifeling, 2022). Moreover, Nardi
et al (2022) find that companies embedding social and
environmental aspects in the relationships with stake-
holders (e.g, communities, customers, employees, and
investors) during the implementation of unique corpo-
rate social responsibility strategies are more likely to be
positively differentiated from competition, and, thus,
Increase their market value

In addition, McKague et al. (2015) state that embed-
ding the creation of the dairy market with a social logic
led not only to new market opportunities for the whole
value chain but also to the improvement of the social
outcomes for the community. Beyond providing actors
with tools for gathering economic value, the creation
of the hybrid market in the Bengali dairy industry led
to poverty alleviation of a fragile population (mainly
women), increasing the net income per household by
69%. Thus, a possible answer to the question of why
markets hybridize is that hybrid markets may provide
a balance between both worlds: they provide market
actors with opportunities for increasing their econom-
ic outcomes and give value back to the social context
the market is embedded in, be it reducing environ-
mental hazards (York et al, 2016), alleviating poverty
conditions (McKague et al, 2015), providing cultural
experiences (Becker et al, 2017; Dalpiaz et al, 2016), o
even strengthening community relations (Abrams et al.,
2015; Kurland & McCaffrey, 2016).

On the when(s) of market hybridization

Traditional markets are typically unitary and uncon-
tested institutions. Market logic is dominant, the in-
stitutional infrastructure is coherent and established
(Hinings et al, 2017), and changes such as market entry
and exit, market positioning (Greve, 1996; Haveman,
1993), and new products and services releases (Conti
et al, 2013) naturally take place in terms of competitive
realms. However, markets may occasionally become
contested when multiple logics permeate market tra-

ditions. Thus, when do markets hybridize? The answer
to this question depends on the stage of development
of a market during the process of change toward hy-
bridization. As McKague et al. (2015) argue, "the stage
of a market's development shapes the relative priority
that should be attached to social and economic as-
pects, with social structuring predominating in earlier
phases and durable economic exchange revealing itself
in latter phases of market growth” (p. 1087). Thus, the
process of hybridization for established markets is not
expected to be equal to the hybridization of emergent/
nascent markets or to maturing and contested markets.

In established markets, the institutional work per-
formed by actors that can lead to market hybridization
can be divided into two distinct categories: the source
of the efforts for change, which can be endogenous or
exogenous to the existing market (Zietsma & Lawrence,
2010); and the kind of effort chosen by market actors
to perform the institutional change (York et al, 2016).
Endogenous changes take place when market partici-
pants see change as beneficial for them and work in or-
der to guarantee the establishment of a new market or-
der that allows them to explore strategic opportunities
provided by the hybridization (Dalpiaz et al, 2016; Hsu
& Grodal, 2015). In the supply side, this is in line with
Davis's (2005) argument that “[oJnce a practice proves
profitable, whole fields can change their shape through
the entry of newcomers and the restructuring of in-
cumbents” (p. 488). For example, In Brazil, the market
of cosmetics was hybridized when two manufacturers,
O Boticario, in Curitiba, and Natura, in S&o Paulo, intro-
duced a logic of environmental protection and green
consumption in the market for beauty products in the
1990s (Jones, 2017).

Mature markets can also hybridize endogenously
when the demand side pressures firms to change their
offerings. For example, Debenedetti et al. (2021) show
how endogenous pressures toward environmentalism
shaped the hybridization of the French automotive
market. The authors find that the market's dominant
players Renault, Peugeot, and Citrdoen had to conform
to the environmental logic due to pressures stemming
from internal actors such as car customers willing to
drive greener vehicles and employees willing to work
for companies considered green citizens (Debenedetti
et al, 2021). Endogenous pressures toward the hybrid-
ization of automotive markets can also be evidenced
by the growing demand for electric vehicles (Dutta &
Vasudeva, 2024), which was led by the commercial
success of companies like Tesla.

Another possible source of endogenous market hy-
bridization in established contexts is innovation. Firms
can pursue the legitimation of new logics for achieving
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first-mover advantages over their peers. In this sense,
when innovations are successfully legitimized, markets
can hybridize because incumbent firms are likely going
to follow the innovators to regain competitive advan-
tage (Fligstein, 2013), reproducing both the dominant
economic logic inherent to markets and the new log-
ics inserted through innovation (be it environmental,
social, aesthetic, or cultural). For example, in the early
1990s, after perceiving that lead was hazardous for hu-
man health and the environment, Hewlett-Packard de-
veloped "solders that are an amalgam of tin, silver, and
copper, and even developed chemical agents to tackle
the problems of oxidization and tarnishing during the
soldering process” (Nidumolu et al, 2009, p. 59). The
firm championed the hybridization toward an environ-
mental logic to the electronics market, which ignited
a series of regulations such as the European Union's
Restriction of Hazardous Substances Directive in 2006
(Nidumolu et al,, 2009).

On the other hand, exogenous market hybridization
takes place when change is a consequence of institu-
tional work from actors inhabiting outside the market.
Outside actors include but are not limited to profession-
al associations (Greenwood et al, 2002; Scott, 2008),
state and government (Dobbin & Dowd, 1997; Guillén
& Capron, 2016), civil society organizations (McKague
etal, 2015; York et al, 2016), advocacy groups (Maguire
et al, 2004), boards and external committees (Fan &
Zletsma, 2017), and transnational organizations (Ansari
et al, 2013). Outsiders’ work can lead to hybridization
of markets when they successfully challenge powerful
Incumbent actors. For example, York et al. (2016) show
that the energy market changed in the direction of hy-
bridization when a group of actors from outside the
market, pro-environmental social movement organiza-
tions, started to advocate in favor of the establishment
of policies for the development of the wind energy
Industry as a viable alternative for reducing environ-
mental hazards that were caused by traditional energy
sources (coal, oil, and gas, for instance). Powerful ac-
tors in the market, the leading service provider and the
regulatory agency that was advocating for the mainte-
nance of an economizing logic, witnessed the dilution
of theilr power concentration and centralization with
the increase in the number of stakeholders, adhering to
the new hybrid logic that started to prevail in Colorado's
energy market.

In emerging or nascent markets, institutional cre-
ation work is more likely to take place, resulting in
market hybridization out of the get-go. This kind of hy-
bridization is more common when there is a lack of
supporting institutional infrastructure (Mair & Rathert,
2021). As an illustration, we can see that an innova-
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tion in the financial market has led to the emergence
of iImpact investing markets as hybrid markets, since
they involve ‘investing in companies, organizations
and funds with the intention of generating measurable
social and environmental impacts as well as financial
returns” (Hinings et al, 2017 p. 182). The creation work
for legitimizing impact investing markets have been
employed by the Australian government for support-
ing social innovations that, despite being economical-
ly sustainable, also provide social and environmental
value (Logue, 2014). In another example, Casasnovas
and Ferraro (2022) show how the emergence of social
and impact investing hybrid markets in the UX. (which
combine both commercial and social logics) was a re-
sult of institutional work projects of interested stake-
holders that engaged in a task force for developing the
social investing market infrastructure.

On the how(s) of market hybridization

To understand when and why markets hybridize, we
argue that one must analyze the outcomes of institu-
tional work (Hampel et al, 2017) of actors that purpose-
fully modify market institutions toward hybrid forms,
especially through endogenous and exogenous work
(Zietsma & Lawrence, 2010) for institutional creation,
maintenance disruption, and change (Lawrence et

. 2011; Lavvrence et al, 2013). It is relevant to recall
l—hmngs et al's (2017) rationale that market changes to-
ward hybridization are not an automatic process that
takes place when logics other than economic/com-
mercial one arise, but they “are attached to particular
groups of actors, and come with their own relational
channels, bases for legitimacy, and power and gover-
nance structures, and are materialized in various ele-
ments of institutional infrastructure” (p. 185). Thus, to
explain how markets hybridize, we rely on Hampel et

s (2017) and Lawrence and Phillips's (2019) classifi-
cation of the means adopted by market actors (that s,
social-symbolic work through symbolic, material, and
relational means) to work toward market hybridization
in four core elements of markets: regulation, allocation,
classification, and evaluation.

As Hampel et al. (2017) suggest, symbolic work is
the one "that uses symbols, including signs, identities
and language, to influence institutions’; material work
‘draws on the physical elements of the institutional en-
vironment, such as objects or places, to influence insti-
tutions”; and relational work “is concerned with build-
ing interactions to advance institutional ends” (p. 570).
However, it is noteworthy that symbolic, material, and
relational works are strictly interrelated. Because these
three kinds of work are part of the institutional infra-
structure of markets (Hinings et al, 2017), when actors
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engage in one of them (e.g, symbolic) that leads to
market hybridizing, this shift in the configurations of
logic in the market affects its remaining relational and
material elements.

Regulation is the first element of our conceptual-
ization of markets that can be changed through in-
stitutional work for hybridization. Regulation is the
definition of formal and informal rules that govern eco-
nomic and social transactions in the marketplace and
sanctions to prevent defiant behaviors (Beckert, 2009;
Fligstein & Calder, 2015; Phillips et al, 2013). As York
et al. (2016) show in the case of the ballot for approv-
Ing the Amendment 37 renewable energy regulation
in Colorado led to market hybridization because the
SMOs involved in the institutional work adopted per-
suasive symbolic work strategies, such as narratives and
discourses, to convince the legislators and civil society
that Colorado needed “cleaner air and cheaper energy”
(p. 595), that is, a combination of both economizing
and ecologizing logics.

Concerning material work on changing regulation
aspects in hybrid markets, Purtik and Arenas (2019)
show how actors use material objects (product inno-
vation/new technology development) to change reg-
ulation and foster the hybridization of markets toward
an environmental logic (green innovation) in Western
European and the UK. mobility and energy industries.
The authors' findings suggest that innovating actors
willing to work for the legitimation of hybrid markets
needed to provide users with the knowledge and skills
necessary to use new green technologies and to sup-
port their adoption after proving that green products
would be as functional as traditional ones. Pilot studies
and field trials provided the material experience de-
manded to implement a pro-environmental logic in
traditional markets (Purtik & Arenas, 2019).

Regarding relational work, Abrams et al. (2015) find
that the community-based organization responsible
for the creation of the hybrid market for sustainable
harvesting in the rural northern California developed
and accessed relationships they built with the staff of
the federal regulatory agency, congressional staff, and
groups of interest in order to work toward an institu-
tional change that could bring social and economic
development for the community. This hybrid market
involved the community in the supply of value-add-
ed wood products produced by the local workforce
from small-diameter timber as well as a wide range of
services of stewardship and forest conservation activ-
itles, such as wildfire risk management and river basin
restorations.

The second element of our understanding of mar-
ket hybridization is market infrastructure and resource

allocation (see Lee et al, 2018; Struben et al, 2020).
Allocation of resources is key for market creation and
change since it involves most rational decision-mak-
ing. However, as Simon notes, ‘[wle have no automat-
ic formulas, no numbers to compute, that will tell us
just how much emphasis we should put on improving
the environment and just how much on meeting our
energy needs” (Simon, 1983, p. 84) nor how much we
should compromise economic goals and “make con-
cessions to partially conform to the demands of propo-
nents of incompatible logics” (York et al, 2016, p. 582).
Furthermore, research suggests that an adequate mar-
ket infrastructure can provide firms with confidence
and certainty about the stability of market transactions
(Lee et al, 2018), conferring them the foundations for
resource allocation in the collective action needed for
the development of the hybrid market infrastructure as
a whole.

A successful symbolic, material, and relational insti-
tutional work for market hybridization can be found in
McKague et al's (2015) study about the creation of mar-
ket infrastructure and resource allocation in the Bengali
dairy market. The NGO advocating for formalizing the
market built a narrative conciliating economizing and
socializing logics, putting their efforts in shifting local
farmers’ mindset that saw cattle “as ‘savings’ or ‘insur-
ance’ rather than income-producing assets and thus
invested only as much as required to keep the cattle
alive” (McKague et al, 2015, p. 1068). Moreover, after
creating a relational network between farmers, they
started to bring the value chain actors, such as milk
collectors and distributors, feeding, veterinary medicine
stores, and even large multinational pharmaceutical in-
dustries (e.g., Novartis and Pfizer) to the meetings for
engaging them with local farmers.

The third element of the definition of hybrid mar-
kets that may change due to institutional work is clas-
sification. Classification in hybridizing markets is un-
derstood as “the renegotiation of existing institutional
arrangements to define who can access and participate
in markets and under which conditions” (Mair et al,
2012, p. 833). In other words, classifying market actors
takes into account the roles to be performed by each
market actor (White, 1981) and their relative position in
the marketplace (Podolny, 1993). Furthermore, hybrid
markets are expected to emerge through the expan-
sion of the market boundaries (Zietsma & Lawrence,
2010). In this regard, actors who are not expected to
be involved in market transactions (ie., outsiders) or
who play peripheral roles in the market can become
important players by championing the integration of
new practices and institutional logics into the market.
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The symbolic work of changing the roles and sta-
tus positions of actors is carried out, for example, in the
case of the hybridization of the fashion market (Dolbec
& Fischer, 2015). The hybridization of the market toward
an ‘affordability’ logic results from the emergence of new
categories of actors (engaged online consumers and
emergent categories of professionals, such as fashion
bloggers and street photographers) that challenged tra-
ditional actors from both prevailing logics (market log-
ics of the mass production and art logic of the haute
couture) by sharing and curating in the social media
visually appealing and economically accessible looks’
for ordinary customers. Material and relational work 1s
also a source of change toward hybridization in markets’
classification. Dalpiaz et al's (2016) findings suggest that
Alessi used their products designed by renewed artists as
material work through physical means (objects) to em-
bed the household market with a cultural (art and aes-
thetics) logic. They did so by selecting elements from
the logic of cultural production and combining them in
varying configurations with the logic of industrial man-
ufacturing to reconceptualize what it produced (product
categorization), how (value attributes), why (goals), and
for whom (referent audiences)” (Dalpiaz et al, 2016, p.
368). Alessi also put their efforts into relational work. In
this regard, they engaged actors attached to the art logic

Table 2. Institutional work for market hybridization.

Regulation Allocation

such as museums and art critics for playing the role of
carriers of the art logic to the household market, creating
a new category of product in this sector (applied art).

The last element for exploring how hybrid markets
emerge is evaluation. Thus, we believe that shifts in the
Institutionalized standards of evaluation of goods and
services available in the marketplace and in the audi-
ence’s perception of value (Aspers, 2018; Fligstein, 2001)
are necessary for a market to hybridize. In this regard,
value plays a key role in the hybridization of markets be-
cause ‘[tjhe more the value of products becomes de-
tached from the fulfilment of purely functional needs,
the more they depend upon symbolic assignments
of value that must be constructed by market actors’
(Beckert, 2009, p. 256). In Simon’s (1983) terms, hybrid
markets are a way to overcome ‘economic myopia“ be-
cause “preferences are evaluated rather than merely ac-
cepted as given’ (p. 86). This is relevant for organizations
because nowadays (more than ever before) “[plreferenc-
es are examined for irrationalities and distortions; busi-
ness activity is assessed for its integrity and effects on
other spheres, as when the public interest in a nurturing
environment is neglected.” Table 2 shows in detail how
each kind of institutional work can be used to hybridize
the four core elements of markets.

Classification Evaluation

Change market audiences’
perception of value regarding
the hybridizing logic through

Boundary work of markets’
insiders or outsiders to cham-

Symbolic work

Relational work

Material work

Use of discourse and narratives
to hybridize markets’ formal and
informal rules of transaction
exchanges.

Use of lobbies, cooptation,
relationships, and other kinds of
relational resources to hybridize
markets’ rules of exchange.

Use of objective means such as
product innovation or techno-
logical disruption to hybridize
markets’ regulation.

Use of rhetorical tools to change
market actors’ decisions toward
hybridization in resource and
infrastructure allocation.

Creation or changes in the value
chain to accommodate mar-
ket actors that are aligned to a
hybrid market logic.

Foment of investments in phys-
ical infrastructure and R&D for
increasing the value added by
hybrid markets’ products.

pion new practices performed
by peripheral or new actors that
challenge established or tradi-
tional actors attached to the old
traditional market logic.

Adoption of endorsement strat-
egies or actor engagement for
inserting agents that can work as
carriers of the hybridizing logic.

Introduction of material objects
(e.g., products) to reinforce the
hybridizing logic in the detriment
of the traditional or established

emphatic communication of the
adherence and relevance of the
hybridizing logic to the markets,
as well as showing status im-
provements and performance
awards.

Use of close relationships with
critics, media, customers, and
even with competition to show
the value inherent to the hybrid-
izing logic.

Introduction of the audience in
the material objective experience
to shift their perception of value
by showing the hybridizing logic

market products. ‘in-the-works.’

Note. Developed by the authors.

In the wine market, for example, the evaluation of
organizations and their goods and services is highly
attached to cultural and aesthetic logics (Becker et al,
2017). Voronov et al. (2013) express the complexity in-
volved in the evaluation of hybrid market actors by sug-
gesting that "there was no unigue alignment between
particular logics and specific audience groups, but rath-
er the aesthetic and market logics, and their underlying
scripts, were salient in the communication with each
of audience groups, albeit to varying degrees” (p. 1590).

) SR

The efforts invested by market actors from Ontario to
infuse aesthetic logics in the market and changing au-
dience’s perception of the value of the wine produced
locally is challenging since the authors show the extent
in which wine market is dominated by wineries from
traditional terroirs, such as the French Burgundy and
Bordeaux.

They show that market actors engage in institution-
al work adopting distinct (but complementary) scripts
attached to specific logics in the hybrid market. For
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example, wineries engage in symbolic work to show
the audience their adherence to an aesthetic logic. To
do so, they ‘enter competitions, attempt to place their
wines on prestigious restaurants” wine lists, bring the
wines to the attention of other wine producers, all in an
attempt to eamn artistic acclaim” (Voronov et al, 2013, p.
1582). However, they also engage in symbolic work to
reinforce market logic when they communicate to the
audience that buying their wines does not confer only
aesthetic value, but also a fair economic value. Ontario
wineries also engage in material work through the en-
acting of a farmer script to improve the evaluation of
wineries from the terroir. Voronov et al. (2013) relate that
wineries promote events to provide hands-in-the-dirt
experiences to their audience, in which customers, crit-
ics, and even elite restauranteurs are able to work in the
fleld collecting grapes along with the wineries’ workers.

Conceming relational work, Voronov et al's (2013)
findings suggest that wineries form partnerships with
other market actors to reinforce both aesthetic and
market logics. For example, wineries develop relation-
ships with wine critics, as such actors are considered
gatekeepers in the industry; they are considered the
“ultimate guardians of the aesthetic logic in the wine
Industry and, arguably, possess more power than any

other group of actors in legitimizing (or not) a winery's
efforts,” at the same time that they "are not opponents of,
and are not unconcerned with, market logic” (Voronov
et al, 2013, p. 1587).

In sum, our model (Figure 1) shows that the process
of market hybridization takes place. Contrary to tradi-
tional markets (a) that are influenced solely by mar-
ket-based logics coming from the market institutional
order, hybrid markets (b) are influenced by plural in-
stitutional orders (conflicting or not). We propose that
hybridization can take place either via changes in the
institutional order (growing institutional complexity) or
via institutional change work of interested actors (e.g,
communities, government, customers, or competitors)
to infuse market's regulation, allocation of resources
and infrastructure, classification, and evaluation with
multiple institutional logics. In the former, market hy-
bridization occurs due to changes in the configuration
of the institutional orders (institutional logic constella-
tion) and their logics that influence the functioning of
markets. In the latter, endogenous (from market actors)
and exogenous pressures (from outsiders) stemming
from institutional work via symbolic (s), material (m),
and relational (r) work embed the market with logics
other than market-based ones.

Source: Developed by the authors.

Figure 1. Process model of institutional complexity and institutional work toward market hybridization.

CONCLUSION

The purpose of our article was to understand how in-
stitutional complexity and institutional work can lead
to the hybridization of existing markets or to the emer-
gence of hybrid markets. Our theorization shows that

although sociology of markets and institutional theory
literature can provide the tools to analyze the emer-
gence of hybrid markets, it still lacks the systemati-
zation of this knowledge in an integrative analytical
framework of market hybridization. In this article, we
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address the former by proposing a formal framework
for analyzing both existing and emergent hybrid mar-
kets. However, we recognize that further research is
required to provide a deeper understanding of the nu-
ances inherent to distinct empirical settings in which
markets are embedded. Still, we posit that the institu-
tional work of market actors or from outsiders to intro-
duce new logics to market transactions can become a
source of change toward institutional complexity and
market hybridization.

Additionally, we add to extant literature by shift-
Ing the attention from the usual locus of analysis of
research on hybridization from hybrid organizations
(Battilana et al, 2017; Smith & Besharov, 2019) to hy-
brid markets. Thus, we argue that while research in hy-
brid organizations focus on organizational identity and
cognitive framing (Smith & Besharov, 2019; Wry et al,
2014), studying market hybridization requires investi-
gating how logics other than market-based ones can
lead to changes in the four core elements of markets:
regulation, that is, formal and informal norms and rules
of exchange, allocation of resources and market infra-
structure, classification of actors as pertaining to the
marketplace and in the roles played by them, and the
evaluation of market actors by their peers and by the
audience.

Furthermore, we started from the call for the under-
standing of why, when, and how actors work towards
shaping institutions (Hampel et al, 2017), focusing spe-
cifically on the phenomenon of market hybridization.
We argue that hybridization of markets can provide ac-
tors with opportunities to increase their market value,
achieve legitimacy, and even improve their evaluation
by the audience. Furthermore, market actors can gather
access to resources available for those supporting hy-
bridizing efforts. Citizens and civil society, for example,
benefit with the improvement of their quality of life, be
it through poverty alleviation (social logic) or reduction
of environmental hazards (environmental logic). We
also posit that states and governments benefit from hy-
bridization because private actors can fulfill institutional
voids (Mair et al, 2012), relocating exogenous pressures
from the state to the market. Thus, hybrid markets can
help achieve a balance between both worlds, because
the adherence of market actors to seemingly incom-
patible logics can even reinforce their economic out-
comes, and in consequence, the market logic (Nardi et
al, 2022).

We also suggest that explaining when markets hy-
bridize depends on two main factors. The first is the
market's stage of development (McKague et al, 2015).
We show that in established contexts, actors are more
likely to engage in change and disruption work to

) SR

embed the market with conflicting/competing logics,
while a nascent/emergent one may demand a creation
work effort from actors championing the emergence of
a hybrid market (Vedula et al, 2022). The second factor
1s the source of efforts to change market conditions.
In this regard, market hybridization may take place by
means of endogenous or exogenous efforts (Zietsma
& Lawrence, 2010). Endogenous efforts are performed
by insiders, such as changes led by the supply (through
innovation, for instance) or demand side of the mar-
ket. Exogenous market hybridization takes place when
change is a result of institutional work projects carried
out by market outsiders, such as civil society organiza-
tions, advocacy groups, state, and government.

Finally, our article shows how markets hybridize.
We base our arguments on the classification of means
adopted by actors to change markets toward hybrid-
izing (Hampel et al, 2017; Lawrence & Phillips, 2019).
In this regard, we claim that hybridization of markets
takes place through the symbolic, material, and rela-
tional work for changing market formal and informal
regulation, allocation of resources and market infra-
structure, as well as the classification of actors allowed
to be part of market exchanges, and the evaluation of
market actors by the audience. Thus, market actors use
language, discourse, and narratives as symbolic work;
devices, technology, and practical experiences as ma-
terial work; and training, engagement of outsiders, and
partnerships as relational work.

As for our article’'s limitations,” we recognize that
our framework is not comprehensive and that some
factors may not have been covered here. For exam-
ple, one may argue that market hybridization is not dif-
ferent from extant research on market niche, special-
ization, differentiation, or segmentation. However, we
claim that hybridization goes further since the magni-
tude of change and the outcomes (benefits) generated
from hybrid markets are beyond profit generation (see
Hoffman et al, 2012). Indeed, endogenous efforts from
market actors for creating niches in markets may lead
to hybridization of the whole market (Cartel et al, 2019;
Purtik & Arenas, 2019). Moreover, we suggest future re-
search’ to consider oppositional efforts to market hy-
bridization, since in mature markets, opposition tends
to be greater and to ignite institutional maintenance
work from incumbents and other powerful actors. For
example, in the fashion market, Dolbec and Fischer
(2015) portray the efforts of actors from traditional
haute couture (e, Dolce & Gabbana) to delegitimate
the carriers of the emerging affordability logic in the
market. We also urge researchers to investigate further
how market actors can respond to hybridization of
markets. Adoption of distinct scripts when interacting

BAR, Braz. Adm. Rev,, 21(3), e240042, 2024. E


https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Markets gone hybrid: Institutional complexity and work toward market hybridization

with different audiences (Debenedetti et al, 2021), de-
coupling (Meyer & Bromley, 2013), and creative com-
pliance (Thiemann & Lepoutre, 2017) to regulation can
be fruitful avenues to be explored in this regard. Finally,
we encourage management scholars to build upon our
framework to show the market hybridization process
unfolds using primary empirical data.

NOTE

'As Ocasio and Gal (2020) show, institutional theory,
or Institutionalism as a field, has co-evolved in differ-
ent disciplinary traditions, such as the new institutional
economics, rational choice institutionalism, historical
Institutionalism, sociological institutionalism — as old
and new institutional theory, and organizational insti-
tutionalism. In this article, however, even though we
recognize the influence of the old and new institution-
al theory, we develop our arguments exclusively upon
organizational institutionalism.
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