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Abstract

Purpose – This study aims to identify institutional work mechanisms that public actors employ in market
shaping.
Design/methodology/approach – The paper uses an abductive theorizing process, combining a literature
review with an empirical exploration of three different market-shaping contexts.
Findings – The study identifies 20 granular mechanisms of institutional work that market-shaping public
actors employ. These mechanisms are all potentially employable in creating, maintaining or disrupting
markets. Institutional work vis-�a-vis individual institutions may differ in direction from the institutional work
vis-�a-vis the market system. Public actors are not a homogeneous group but may have different values and
support competing institutional logics even when operating in the same market.
Research limitations/implications – The empirical data were limited to three cases in three small open
economies. Data collected from othermarkets andwith othermethodswould providemore rigorous insight into
market-shaping public actors.
Practical implications –The findings revealed institutional work mechanisms that public actors can use to
shape markets. Companies wanting to engage public actors in market shaping should be aware of the values
and institutional logics that influence market-shaping public actors.
Originality/value – The paper unites and expands on the scattered knowledge regarding institutional work
in market shaping. It illuminates and dissects the role of public actors in market shaping, challenging the
reactive stance that is often assigned to them. The study provides a better understanding of how conflicting
market views affect markets. It also brings insights into the interplay between market-shaping actions and the
multiple levels of market systems.
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Introduction
Rather than just sensing and responding to market change, actors are – increasingly and
actively – shaping markets. The empirical evidence for this claim includes, for example,
wineries collaborating to gain acceptance of screw caps on bottles of premium wine (Baker
and Nenonen, 2020), Cirque de Soleil creating a new circus market (Baker et al., 2019) and the
biogas industry shaping markets for increased sustainability (Ottosson et al., 2019). Along
with, or perhaps due to, recent examples of companies undertaking market-shaping
strategies (Gavetti et al., 2017), there is a growing interest among marketing scholars in
understanding dynamic markets and market change (Humphreys and Carpenter, 2018;
Nenonen et al., 2019b). This developing stream of research considers markets as malleable
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and emergent (e.g. Alvarez and Barney, 2007; Bingham et al., 2007; Gavetti et al., 2017;
Storbacka and Nenonen, 2011) rather than static and mechanistic, the latter view is arguably
inherited from (neoclassical) economics (Vargo and Lusch, 2016). From a theoretical
standpoint, these marketing scholars often adopt an institutional perspective: markets are
conceptualized as socio-material systems (Nenonen et al., 2014) created through processes of
legitimation (Humphreys, 2010; Kjellberg and Olson, 2017), where institutions (Scott, 1995) –
common habits, norms, routines, rules and laws – guide the relations between and
interactions of individual and collective actors (Lawrence and Suddaby, 2006).

Understandingmarket-shaping activities through the lens of institutional theory highlights
the structural norms, beliefs and regulations that enable and constrain innovation activities
(Edvardsson et al., 2014; Koskela-Huotari et al., 2016). Importantly, the concept of “institutional
fields” expands the analytical framework from individual organizations to the contexts or the
operating environments of many organizations, enabling zooming out (Nicolini, 2009) from
dyadic buyer–seller exchanges to the wider market system. Consequently, operating
environments cease to be abstract opportunities or a set of constraining institutions. Instead,
these fields that comprise the “environment” are organized and susceptible to deliberate
reorganization (Scott, 1995). Thus, actors can participate in institutional work (Lawrence and
Suddaby, 2006) that drives change in the institutional logic of their field (Gawer and Phillips,
2013; Zietsma and Lawrence, 2010); in other words, through institutional work, actors can
overcome the “paradox of embedded agency” (DiMaggio and Powell, 1991) and influence the
very fabric of institutional structures such as markets.

While “new” market conceptualizations theoretically acknowledge the importance of
institutions and institutional arrangements (Vargo and Lusch, 2016), few studies (with some
exceptions, e.g. Baker and Nenonen, 2020; Nenonen et al., 2019a) offer granular empirical
understanding of how organizations create, maintain and disrupt institutions in market-
shaping contexts (Koskela-Huotari et al., 2016). Moreover, while marketing scholars have
long emphasized the importance of networks (H�akansson and Ford, 2002; Johanson and
Vahlne, 2011), systems of value co-creation (Vargo et al., 2008) and, more recently, ecosystems
(Adner, 2017), many empirical studies (still) take the perspective of one focal and often
commercial actor (for criticism, see Baker and Nenonen, 2020). Arguably, given the
significant role of governmental and public actors’ activities, this aspect of market-shaping
studies is specifically problematic. In many markets, public actors play substantial roles in
relation to the regulative pillar, characterized by coercive mechanisms and legal bases of
legitimacy, such as formal rules, laws and sanctions (Scott, 2013). For instance, government
subsidies recently increased the demand for electric vehicles in China (Barrett, 2019), whereas
the cutting of subsidies had a negative impact on the home solar panel market in the UK
(Ambrose, 2019). Another recent example comes from California, where the gig economy
legislation might have an impact on the music market (Hochberg, 2019). Interestingly,
however, the few studies that do include analysis of market-shaping activities related to
public actors perceive these actors as reactive stakeholders and targets of lobbying rather
than active participants (e.g. Huault and Rainelli-Le Montagner, 2009; J€arvensivu et al., 2010;
Lawrence and Phillips, 2004). Knowledge regarding the active involvement of public actors in
market-shaping activities accordingly remains limited.

Against this backdrop, our purpose in this paper is to identify the institutional work
mechanisms that public actors employ inmarket shaping. To address this purpose, the paper
uses an abductive theorizing process, drawing on the concept of institutional work (Lawrence
and Suddaby, 2006) and an empirical exploration of three different market-shaping contexts.
Specifically, the cases highlight the active roles of the public actors inmaintaining, creating or
disrupting the patterns of activity and symbolic systems at an institutional field level
(Phillips et al., 2000). The study contributes, therefore, to the market-shaping literature by
illuminating public actors’ market work – orchestrated strategies, initiatives and deliberate
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actions to shape the rules, taken-for-granted expectations, assumptions and practices in a
market (Baker and Nenonen, 2020). In proposing that public actors proactively create, disrupt
andmaintain markets through various interrelated mechanisms beyond “just” the regulative
pillar, the paper extends our understanding of the reactive and regulative institutional work
of public actors (e.g. Huault and Rainelli-Le Montagner, 2009; J€arvensivu et al., 2010;
Lawrence and Phillips, 2004) to include proactive (regulative, normative and cultural-
cognitive) institutional work.

This paper also responds to the call by Kjellberg et al. (2012) for a better understanding of
how conflict and conflictingmarket views affect markets by demonstrating that public actors
occupying the same institutional field often have competing and conflicting institutional
logics that affect their market-shaping actions. The empirical part of our study provides
novel insights into the interplay between market-shaping actions and the multiple levels of
market systems by showing that the relationship between micro level market-shaping
actions and their higher-level outcomes is not simple or linear. Further, our paper contributes
to the literature by suggesting that similar mechanisms of regulative, normative and cultural-
cognitive work are all used by public actors, no matter if the aim is to maintain, disrupt or
create the market.

Following Van Maanen et al.’s (2007) advice on reporting projects relying on abductive
reasoning in scholarly journals, the paper adopts a traditional structure. Hence, the next
section reviews the literature, elaborating on the conceptual understanding of markets as
institutional fields and the implications of that understanding for market shaping. This
review also outlines current understanding of the more specific activities that public actors
carry out, that is, the institutional work of market shaping. The description of the
methodology used for the three in-depth case studies that comprise the empirical work is
followed by a presentation and then analysis of the empirical findings. In the final section, the
paper discusses the contribution to the market-shaping literature as well as the limitations of
the study and the implications of its findings for managerial practice and future research.

Markets as institutional fields
This paper draws on the notion that neo-institutionalism (Scott, 1995) and, specifically,
institutional work (Lawrence and Suddaby, 2006) provide useful conceptualizations for
investigating the emergent phenomena ofmarket shaping (Baker et al., 2019). As discussed in
the Introduction section, understanding market-shaping activities through the lens of
institutional theory highlights the structural norms, beliefs and regulations that enable and
constrain activities in the market (Edvardsson et al., 2014; Koskela-Huotari et al., 2016).
Institutions are higher-order “enduring elements in social life . . . that have profound effects
on the thoughts, feelings and behaviour of individual and collective actors” (Lawrence and
Suddaby, 2006, p. 216). Because the concept of institutional fields (Phillips et al., 2000)
encompasses “various kinds of rules and resources [that] become shared by groups of
organizations that participate in related activities,” it delineates the context or the operating
environment of organizations. For instance, previous researchers have referred to diverse
complements of industries ormarkets as institutional fields, where institutionalized rules and
resources condition the performance of organizations (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; Phillips
et al., 2000), including practices of dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane (DDT) insecticide use
(Maguire and Hardy, 2009), photography (Munir, 2005), American health care (Caronna,
2004), financial markets (Fligstein and McAdam, 2012), the commercial music industry
(Anand and Peterson, 2000) and the beer market (Kjeldgaard et al., 2017).

Consistent with sociological field theory (Fligstein and McAdam, 2012), markets can be
viewed as institutional fields comprising “those organizations that, in the aggregate,
constitute a recognized area of institutional life: key suppliers, resources and product
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consumers, regulatory agencies, and other organizations that produce similar services and
products” (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983, p. 148). Portraying markets as institutional fields
enables zooming out (Nicolini, 2009) from dyadic buyer–seller exchanges to the wider market
system. Moreover, viewing markets as institutional fields introduces the idea that markets
are delimited by various institutions – taken-for-granted practices that constitute a common
meaning system shared by field participants (Furnari, 2016) – and governed by institutional
logics. The latter are the belief systems and related practices that serve as guidelines for
market actors (Kjeldgaard et al., 2017; Scott, 1995). However, it is important to note that
institutional fields are not static. Various actors can initiate change to institutional fields
through institutional work (Gawer and Phillips, 2013).

The concept of institutionalwork allows a deeper investigation into categories of “purposive
action aimed at creating, maintaining and disrupting institutions” (Lawrence and Suddaby,
2006, p. 216). Drawing on the underlying institutional regulative, normative and cultural-
cognitive institutional pillars (Scott, 2013), Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) identified the
following: (1) nine types of work aimed at creating institutions that are linked tomobilizing and
constructing regulations (advocacy, defining and vesting), norms (constructing identities,
changing normative associations and constructing normative networks) and belief systems
(mimicry, theorizing and educating); (2) six types of work aimed at maintaining institutions,
whereof three ensure adherence to rule systems (enabling work, policing and deterring) and
three focus on reproducing existing norms and belief systems (valorizing and demonizing,
mythologizing, embedding and routinizing) and (3) three forms of work aimed at disrupting
regulative (disconnecting sanctions), normative (disassociating moral foundations) or cultural-
cognitive (undermining assumptions and beliefs) institutions.

In line with much of the institutional change literature, market-shaping studies are
interested in how established fields change and the agency of various actors within the field,
such as the construction and stabilization of markets, as well as the potential role of strategic
actors in these processes (Fligstein and McAdam, 2011). Consequently, following the neo-
institutional line of theorizing (Furnari, 2016; Lawrence and Dover, 2015; Lawrence and
Suddaby, 2006), this paper defines market shaping as deliberate actions to move field
conditions through creating, maintaining and/or disrupting markets as institutional fields. To
clarify, market shaping is not limited to an actor’s efforts to induce a field to take a new form;
rather, it also includes that person’s attempts to improve the field’s ability to retain its current
form (Nenonen et al., 2014). Also, while this paper pays particular attention to agency, it
acknowledges that the observable dynamics in the market result not only from the deliberate
efforts of market-shaping actors but also from spontaneous emergence (Hinterhuber, 2002).

Institutional work by market-shaping actors
As noted above, marketing scholars often adopt an institutional perspective. Yet, to the best
of our knowledge, only a few empirically driven market-shaping studies include an explicit
institutional perspective (e.g. Baker and Nenonen, 2020; Baker et al., 2019; Koskela-Huotari
et al., 2016; Nenonen et al., 2019a). For example, Koskela-Huotari et al. (2016) identified
patterns of breaking, making and maintaining institutions and specifically highlighted how
new “institutional reconfigurations” are characterized by including new actors, redefining the
roles of both existing and new actors and reframing resources. The authors argued that these
new reconfigurations are enabled through both breaking and creating institutions, as well as
maintaining institutions. In contrast, Baker et al. (2019) highlighted the importance of
institutional disruption and creation. Baker and Nenonen (2020) extended these studies
through their focus on “collective market work” that showcases how the orchestrated,
deliberate actions of a group of companies shape the rules of a market. Worth noticing is that
none of these studies discussed the agency of the public actors; rather, the agency lieswith the
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commercial actor that either influences or responds to exogenous changes. The shortage of
empirical evidence in marketing prompted us to also review the institutional change and
institutional entrepreneurship literature to bring together the present scattered insights into
the institutional work by market-shaping public actors.

Interestingly, the implicit perception of public actors as reactive stakeholders is seemingly
prevalent in studies on institutional changes and institutional entrepreneurship (e.g. Huault and
Rainelli-Le Montagner, 2009; J€arvensivu et al., 2010; Lawrence and Phillips, 2004; see Table 1,
which provides an overview of institutional changes and institutional entrepreneurship articles
that specifically discuss the role of public actors in market-shaping activities). Some of these
studies emphasize public actors’ institutional work in relation to the regulative pillar. An
example is that of gatekeeping public actors, who make decisions whether companies are
allowed to operate or not in a certain market (Glassmann, 2008; Jolly, 2017; Yep, 2015; Zietsma
and Lawrence, 2010). Public actors can also influence the attractiveness of a market by setting
rules that restrict the volume of business activity (Bartley, 2007; Li et al., 2018; Zietsma and
Lawrence, 2010), and they often control prices (Bohnsack et al., 2015; Jolly, 2017; Walker et al.,
2014; Zhang and White, 2016).

In saying this, only a few of these studies have identified both normative works by public
actors. Some studies emphasized the importance of discerning how the cultural-cognitive
work of public actors forms the foundations for regulative work, for example, through
actively brainstorming and envisioning alternate futures for markets (Canales, 2016; Jolly,

Institutional
pillar

Mechanism of institutional
work Associated references

Regulative Changing taxation (Buhr, 2012; Zhang and White, 2016)
Enforcing (Bertella, 2017; Jolly, 2017; Li et al., 2018; Litrico and David,

2017; Zhao et al., 2017)
Financial backing (Bartley, 2007; Benn et al., 2014; Bohnsack et al., 2015; Canales,

2016; Cao et al., 2014; Elliot, 2016; Gasbarro et al., 2018;
Glassmann, 2008; Jolly, 2017; Kukk et al., 2016; Thomas and
Thomas, 2018; Zhang and White, 2016)

Gatekeeping (Glassmann, 2008; Jolly, 2017; Yep, 2015; Zietsma and
Lawrence, 2010)

Legislating (Br�es and Gond, 2014; Koene, 2006)
Rule- and price-setting (Bartley, 2007; Bohnsack et al., 2015; Jolly, 2017; Li et al., 2018;

Walker et al., 2014; Zhang and White, 2016; Zietsma and
Lawrence, 2010)

Normative Generic campaigning (Zhang and White, 2016)
Specific guiding (Buchanan and Marques, 2018; Zhang and White, 2016;

Zietsma and Lawrence, 2010)
Cultural-
cognitive

Consulting (Br�es and Gond, 2014; Gurses and Ozcan, 2015; Jolly, 2017)
Defining market
boundaries and terms

(Binz et al., 2016)

Educating (Binz et al., 2016; Canales, 2016; Glassmann, 2008; St�al, 2015)
Lobbying (Binz et al., 2016; Kukk et al., 2016)
Mimicking (Binz et al., 2016)
Orchestrating
collaboration

(Bartley, 2007; Canales, 2016; Jolly, 2017)

Researching (Alvarez et al., 2015; Binz et al., 2016; Buhr, 2012; Litrico and
David, 2017)

Standardizing (Bartley, 2007; Buhr, 2012; Litrico and David, 2017)
Venturing (Sarasini, 2013)
Visioning (Canales, 2016; Jolly, 2017; Jolly and Raven, 2015; St�al, 2015)

Table 1.
Prior literature on

institutional work by
market-shaping public

actors
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2017; Jolly and Raven, 2015; St�al, 2015). However, the discussion on cultural-cognitive work
has mostly been confined to brief descriptions of how public actors influence common beliefs,
for instance, through research (Alvarez et al., 2015; Binz et al., 2016; Buhr, 2012) and education,
in particular, providing information and training materials (Canales, 2016; St�al, 2015). There
is also evidence of public actor-initiated collaboration (Bartley, 2007; Canales, 2016; Jolly,
2017) and consultation (Br�es and Gond, 2014; Gurses and Ozcan, 2015; Jolly, 2017). Public
actors have also been found to actively change the prevailing language and to link new ideas
with taken-for-granted solutions (mimicking) to make new practices more appealing to
market actors (Binz et al., 2016).

None of the reviewed studies on institutional change and institutional entrepreneurship
focused on the role of public actors in market shaping. As a result, and even though a limited
number of papers have considered an assortment of means to shape markets, there has been
no attempt to achieve a more holistic understanding of how public actors proactively shape
markets through regulative, normative and cultural-cognitive work.

The research design
Sampling
The present study relied on an abductive theorizing process (Dubois and Gadde, 2002; Van
Maanen et al., 2007) that combined a literature review with three in-depth case studies. The
aim for the empirical study was not to achieve a representative sample but a sample that
illuminated the phenomena under study as reliable as possible. Following Eisenhardt and
Graebner’s (2007) suggestion, special attention was paid to sampling “polar types” that
represent the extremes of the phenomena. In the context of institutional work, an important
categorization to consider was whether the market as an institutional field was maintained,
disrupted or created by public actors. The screening was based on secondary sources, with
each researcher generating a list of possible case studies for each polar type. In other words,
we looked for cases that either maintained, changed, or created field conditions seemingly
resulting from the institutional work of public actors.

The final decision was based on four main criteria: (1) the expected richness of the case; (2)
the cultural context – here the aim was to sample cases from different countries; (3) the
industrial context – the aim being to sample cases from different industries and (4) the
expected likelihood of gaining access to the public actors in question. In the end, three cases
were deemed to be the most appropriate, namely, (1) the betting market in Finland
(maintenance), in which public actors retained the domestic monopoly; (2) the open district
heating market in Sweden (disruption), in which public actors changed the competitive
landscape; (3) the peer-to-peer lending market in New Zealand (creation), in which public
actors actively set up new structures and symbolic systems to facilitate new patterns of
activity.

In terms of the sampling of informants within the three case studies, the research design
required access to representatives of public actors that had been active in shapingmarkets as
well as other actors that had interacted with them during the market-shaping process. To
identify other actors to be interviewed, it was necessary to define the boundaries of the
markets under investigation. In the case of the Finnish betting market, the focus was on how
public actors had preserved a market structure formed around a state monopoly. Thus, the
researchers did not, for example, thoroughly investigate the international betting companies
that attract Finnish customers to their online platforms. The Swedish district heating case
followed an ongoing development in the district heating market that was clearly driven by
the public actor that questioned and disrupted the rules of the market, as well as the key
commercial actor’s active response over the years. Thus, the interviews focused on responses
and activities taking place from the perspective of these two actors rather than including new
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actors that had been invited into the market. Finally, New Zealand’s peer-to-peer lending case
focused on how public actors created a new market for peer-to-peer lending that is currently
competing with the traditional bank-centric lending market. The researchers therefore did
not conduct in-depth investigation of the incumbent financial institutions that may have had
an incentive to oppose the creation of this new market.

Data collection
Foundational studies in institutional work have combined event history (Tuma and Hannan,
1984) and interpretive methods (e.g. archival records; Haveman and Rao, 1997), personal
interviews (Thornton and Ocasio, 1999) and the content analysis of professional journals
(Scott, 1995). The present study continued this established practice and combined both
primary and secondary data collection.

In terms of primary data, 13 interviews were conducted ( four in Finland, six in Sweden
and three in New Zealand) in the period 2016–2017, with public actors and other (often
commercial) actors that were in close contact with the market-shaping public actors during
this process. Each co-author was responsible for collecting data for one case. The researchers
approached potential interviewees and then asked them broad, open-ended questions
designed to collect narratives that were as unbiased as possible and free from interviewer’s
unintentional framing. After completing this process, the researchers asked interviewees to
reflect on their narrative by answering case-dependent follow-up questions. These follow-up
questions were informed by the extant literature (see Table 1 for a summary) but were
articulated in a way that was suitable for the case context. All interviews, except three, took
place in person, and except for two were transcribed verbatim, producing 131 pages of

case ID Organization Role Duration

Betting market in
Finland

betting1 Ministry of Education and
Culture

Manager 55 min

betting2 Ministry of Social Affairs
and Health

Former manager 60 min

betting3 Ministry of the Interior Manager 58 min
betting4 International betting

company
Country manager 53 min

District heating
market in Sweden

District-
heating1

Power company CEO 56 min

District-
heating2

Power company Business development
manager

63 min

District-
heating3

Power company Head of open district
heating project

110 min

District-
heating4

Power company Business developer 40 min

District-
heating5

Municipality Head data parks 30 min

District
heating6

Municipality Business developer 56 min

Peer-to-peer
lending in New
Zealand

Peer-to-
peer1

Peer-to-peer lending start-up Co-founder 55 min

Peer-to-
peer2

Ministry of Business,
Innovation and
Employment

Manager responsible for
financial markets policy

50 min

Peer-to-
peer3

Larger peer-to-peer lending
company

CEO 57 min Table 2.
Interview data
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transcribed text. The average length of the interviews was 59 min, with a range between 40
and 110 min (Table 2).

The researchers complemented the interview data with an analysis of secondary data or
documentary evidence, such as articles published in the business media, press releases, laws
and directives, commentaries by experts, transcribed expert panel discussions and so forth.
The purpose of adding other material was to improve the credibility of the findings and, in
particular, to counter self-attribution by key informants (Currie and Spyridonidis, 2016).
Media have been deemed particularly important in previous studies that portrayed a public
actor’s institutional logic to others: “What is written in media is a part of our identity – this is
how people perceive us” (Pallas et al., 2016, p. 1,677). In addition, comments in the media are
more likely to represent a wider view of institutional logic because they are likely to be
controlled by other people in government agencies: “What the spokes-persons are about to
say is controlled internally by at least two others from the (communication) department”
(Pallas et al., 2016, p. 1,677).

The data analysis
All three authors engaged in the fieldwork and analyzed the interview transcripts and the
secondary data. To ensure that the theorizing process gave primacy to the empirical world, as
is expected in studies using abductive theorizing (Nenonen et al., 2017), the initial coding of
the primary and secondary data followed the principles of grounded theory (Charmaz, 2006;
Glaser and Strauss, 1967). The researchers began this process by working through the
empirical material line by line, assigning codes related to institutional pillars and institutional
work, as well as more granular open codes that were as truthful as possible to the material.
For example, the original coding scheme for the peer-to-peer lending case in New Zealand
contained 31 open codes such as “not giving exemptions,” “regulators sharing information
with each other” and “entrepreneur reaching out to a politician.” Next, axial coding was
conducted which required the researchers to use more selective, conceptual codes to
categorize the identified open codes and link them to the institutional pillars. Finally, selective
coding allowed the researchers to share the emerging conceptual categories with one another.
The extant literature (Table 1) informed both axial and selective coding.

Each of the three cases was initially analyzed by one of the coauthors who had collected
most of the empirical data related to that case. After this, the other two researchers checked
the proposed codes, allowing for inter-coder triangulation and linking the emerging concepts
to the extant literature –mainly to the three institutional pillars and the various mechanisms
of institutional work clustered around them. The researchers used NVivo qualitative
software to facilitate the coding and inter-coder triangulation. After all researchers were
satisfied with the analyses of the three individual cases, a cross-case analysis was conducted
to synthesize the findings.

Empirical findings
Maintenance: betting market in Finland
The formal betting market in Finland has for decades been characterized by a state
monopoly, which has been largely maintained by public actors against strong resistance
from international competition and the European Union (EU). Earlier, four ( nonprofitable/
charitable) organizations shared this monopoly, their concessions bounded by the type of
gaming and its geography (Veikkaus: betting and lotteries; Raha-automaattiyhdistys
[RAY]: slot machines; Hippos: horse racing and Penningautomatf€orening [PAF]: betting
and slot machines in the �Aland Islands). These organizations delivered all their proceeds to
concerns promoting health and social causes, culture, sports, science and youth, as well as
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horse breeding and equestrian sports. Many of these beneficiaries relied almost solely on
betting money, to such an extent that it came as a shock when, in the early 1990s, some of
the proceeds were shared with the public library system. As a result, public actors that
were involved with the betting market, particularly the Ministry of Education and Culture
(OKM), who wanted to ensure there was enough money left for the original beneficiaries.
However, this was a small challenge to market maintenance compared with what was to
follow.

Finland’s accession to the EU in 1995 and the rise of the Internet before the Millennium
created turmoil for the traditional monopoly system. First, PAF, licenced to operate betting
only in the �Aland Islands (an autonomous region of Finland), began to offer games over the
Internet to customers in mainland Finland. Later, international companies began attracting
Finnish customers. These companies demanded the opening up of the market to competition,
a demand that partly aligned with EU’s policy that values free trade between member states
and questions the privilege of running national monopolies. Finnish public actors,
particularly the Ministry of the Interior (SM), the Ministry of Social Affairs and Health
(STM) and OKM, founded their claim for monopoly on the tradition that the betting market
has always used a monopoly system. They also argued that monopoly is the best way to
protect society against problem gambling, to fight crime and to maintain high standards of
customer protection. “According to National Police Commissioner Kimmo Hakonen it is
necessary that the current line of thought is justified consistently to the supporters of the free
[betting] market. In that work, the priority is on protecting the players from criminal activity
and problem gambling.We cannot justify this by saying that this is theway to get funding for
good purpose” (Aaltonen, 2008). Although the European Commission (the executive branch
of the EU) and international betting companies challenged the monopoly, it was still
maintained.

SM backed the monopoly system by using regulative mechanisms, such as creating laws
that banned international firms from operating in Finland. “It was amust to go to clause-level
changes (in legislation), because it cannot be in the hands of individual authorities, these
questions. If I left the office, another person might come to another conclusion and interpret
the rules differently. And I do not think this leads to a consistent and long-term gaming and
betting politics, which is needed for maintaining the whole system” (betting 3).
Competitiveness of the monopoly was also ensured through favorable taxation. Although
politicians as decision makers set the laws and other rules restricting behavior in the market,
these rules were often tested and interpreted differently by various actors in the public
domain. Thus, public actors needed to define the boundaries, and certain actors, particularly
the police board, also shaped the market by enforcing rules against actions that threatened
the monopoly (e.g. marketing by international betting companies), while they were criticized
for not taking serious action against behavior that was perceived to be illegal by those who
favored the monopoly (e.g. marketing by monopoly companies). “According to Jokerit
[hockey team playing in an international ice hockey league], its marketing collaboration with
Nordic Bet targets and takes place beyond Finland’s borders but the Police Board did not
share the view. In addition, the Police Board sees that Nordic Bet violates the Lottery Law, as
it offers games on a Finnish language website, although the servers are located outside
Finland” (Hakola, 2015).

In principle, SM, STM and OKM collaborated to maintain this monopoly; they met
regularly and even closely followed the development of the EU’s policies in the bettingmarket
to oversee their interests. “And then we had this one intervention, when we had one authority
in Brussels for several years to oversee or to guard. And thenwe continued the process so that
an external consultant was there until last year (2016), whose responsibility was to follow the
development of the gaming and betting market and particularly the European Union’s
politics in the gaming and betting market” (betting 1). All these actors considered the
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monopoly to be the best approach to meet their interest in fighting against problem gambling
(health) and crime (interior), as well as securing the position of the original beneficiaries
(education and culture), and they repeated this narrative to justify the monopoly: “Running
gaming and betting businesswithout the need to give back to the society is neither something
considered self-evident nor an alternative worth aiming at from the perspective of the Finnish
society” (Kaukonen, 2003). This requirement also meant maintaining a balance between
increasing revenue and limiting gaming problems. “With RAY we have had the question of
how many slot machines we can have so that we do not have oversupply. So, it is about
balancing, but we have been able to keep it together and thus prevent playing in Malta and
other companies that try to bomb it and get their own share of the whole” (betting 2).
However, there were some public actors, such as the Finnish Competition and Consumer
Authority as well as the Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment, that occasionally
questioned the national monopoly because they had the promotion of free trade on their
agenda. As some of the rules for betting had been somewhat discretionary – and subject to
anti-monopoly interpretations – the dominant pro-monopoly actors revised the Lotteries Act
in 2016, in part to lock in the monopoly of the market.

To ensure that foreign companies did not secure any kind of hold in the Finnish market,
various actors used normative mechanisms as a “guide” to how to behave in the market. For
instance, when international betting firms began to suggest possible sponsorship deals with
Finnish sports teams, OKM discussed with these national monopoly beneficiaries (i.e. the
sports teams) how they should react to approaches from foreign gaming companies. OKM
even went as far as discussing with national sporting federations whether athletes who
collaborated with foreign betting companies outside Finland could represent their country in
international events such as world championships or the Olympics. “From the Ministry we
have beenmore in contact and tried to guide and discuss through information governance . . .
fromwhere this funding comes from and what is the impact . . .We have discussed with head
of federations what is correct and what is less correct and through that, so to say, give
guidance. And in terms of athletes that have been attracted asmannequins of foreign gaming
companies, we have also discussed whether it’s possible for athletes representing their
country in the national team” (betting 1).

Public actors also shaped the general climate of opinion through the cultural-cognitive
mechanisms by selecting the studies to be conducted on the betting market. Because these
studies were ordered by public actors, they reflected their values through question setting.
For instance, when SM guided the decision-making on restructuring the market, they did not
consider studies designed to determine if the licensing system should be opened up to
international companies. Thus, the studies that the different ministries commissioned framed
the decision-making process for the politicians. “Therewe had two alternatives for a long time
that either we put all three activities (Veikkaus, RAY, and Fintoto) together or then RAY and
Veikkaus and then leaving out the horse sector. But in the end we decided to combine all
activities. But we never had a deeper look at the license system or any kind of hybrid system”
(betting 3).

Because of all this, the market underwent a significant internal change. Betting and
gambling increasingly migrated to the Internet, new laws came into force and in 2017,
the three mainland monopoly companies merged into one national state-owned company
(Veikkaus). This development ended the ownership control that OKM had on Veikkaus,
which resulted in a useful mechanism for securing the position of the original
beneficiaries. New regulators were set up to ensure the strong position of the original
beneficiaries. “Now that the playing got separated from fund sharing, and that it is
connected with the Ministry, naturally various stakeholders kept strong hold of their
own interests and new rules were made as to how profit is shared between different
sectors” (betting 2). Despite these institutional changes, the public actors were successful
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in maintaining the national monopoly of the Finnish betting market and in retaining the
field conditions of the market.

Disruption: district heating market in Sweden
Sweden was an early leader in “district heating”, whereby the residential and commercial
heat requirements of entire urban districts are efficiently met from central plants rather than
by homes and businesses generating their own heat. Until 2012, the Swedish district heating
system operated as a monopoly in each district. During that year, the open district heating
project was instituted in Stockholm, enabling third-party companies with excess heat
production to sell their energy into the network. Through this project, the main industry
actor, the “’power company,” created a dynamic approach to the market through the
integration of small- and large-scale heat production that, to a certain extent, competed with
its own heat production, thereby creating opportunities for newbusinessmodels addressed at
buying, selling and distributing heat.

On closer examination, this district heating case revealed the significance of public actors
and their role in changing a market through creating, maintaining and disrupting
institutions. This occurred because even though the industry initiated the open district
heating project, it was the Swedish Competition Authority that drove it. Between 2001 and
2014, the Competition Authority questioned the status quo of the market, emphasized the
need for comparability with other markets, notably the electricity market, carried out
investigations and implemented new legislation that supported consumer choice, consumer
protection and competition. As the chief executive officer (CEO) of the power company
explained: “So that [the investigation] was the starting point, an outside threat really, you could
actually say” (district-heating1). In 2008, a new district heating act was adopted, and in 2014, a
bill allowing third-party access (TPA) was passed. In the intervening six years, various other
public actors actively took part in evaluating industrial initiatives and eventually supported
the reallocation of the property rights accompanying TPA. According to one of the key
actors: “The referral response became part of the legislation and . . . [eventually] we landed in
a market model facilitating a dynamic development of the district heating sector, rather than
regulating it in rigid steps, which we were convinced would hinder its development” (district-
heating1).

With regard to regulative mechanisms, the district heating case clearly highlights the
importance of public actors: on the one hand, theymaintained the old market system in terms
of the heat distribution network, thus supporting and legitimizing the role of the main actor
and its ownership of the network; on the other hand, they played a large part in disrupting
regulative norms through new legislation that opened up the network for heat distribution.
The public actors also used normative and cultural-cognitive mechanisms that were strongly
connected to these regulative mechanisms. For example, public actors played a role in
supporting new networks and identities and strongly advocated for increased competition
that would allow for greater fairness. “Consumers are in a vulnerable position in the district
heating market as they cannot choose their supplier. This is why it is important to inspect
district heating undertakings” (Swedish Competition Authority, 2010, para 4). The support of
the public actors contributed to the creation of several new networks, such as a district
heating board, a pricing dialog network and a data park initiative (see next paragraph). These
developments led, in turn, to new market developments.

The district heating project commenced the data park initiative in 2017 in associationwith
the Stockholm municipality. Data parks consisting of energy-hungry data centers are
suitable candidates for excess heat providers because the centers’ servers generate large
amounts of heat. Through active involvement in this initiative, public actors facilitated and
further legitimized the development of activities taking place in the market by changing the

Market
shaping



rules and procedures related to land titles. These actors also forged links to overall innovation
agendas (sustainability) and city development, evident in these comments from the
municipality’smayor in 2017: “So far, data centers have been built with little consideration for
the environment. We want to change that. We want future data centers to be even more cost
efficient and truly green. With that objective, we are determined to make Stockholm a major
hub for sustainable data centers. Together with other key players we have set up a
partnership – Stockholm Data Parks – to make it happen” (Stockholm Data Parks, 2017a,
quote on webpage). The actors furthermore engaged in information sessions and conferences
to educate potential international customers about the Swedish district heating structure,
including its environmental and business benefits.

In the same year, a lower electricity tax for data centers larger than 0.5 MWwas approved
and a budget proposition included amemorandum signaling two important possible changes.
The first was to extend the tax break to centers larger than 0.1 MW; the second was to apply
the tax reduction to data centers whose heating and cooling requirements were being
supplied by an external company. This budget proposition was passed in 2018 with the
expectation that its provisions would further facilitate the operations of the open district
heating project.

In summary, Swedish public actors enforced new regulations that disrupted the district
heating market in Sweden and opened up the network for heat distribution. However, they
also maintained the old market system in terms of ownership of district networks, thereby
supporting and legitimizing possible new roles for the traditional industrial actors – and
hence the open district heating project in Stockholm.

Creation: peer-to-peer lending market in New Zealand
The global financial crisis of 2007–2008 prompted New Zealand, like most Western
economies, to review the regulation of its financial markets. The New Zealand Government
formed the Capital Market Development (CMD) Taskforce in response to the crisis. In
December 2009, Direct Marketing Commission (DMC) published its recommendations,
including, for example, the consolidation of market conduct regulators and the freeing up of
private markets. One of the recommendations with respect to the freeing up proposal was the
creation of a framework that would allow small offers such as peer-to-peer lending. The
subsequent creation of this new peer-to-peer lendingmarket in New Zealand exemplifies how
new markets are typically formed. Because many aspects of human activity are already
influenced by economized markets, new market systems do not emerge into an empty
institutional landscape. Instead, new market systems bifurcate from old ones and become
adjacent markets that coexist with the old market system (Kjellberg and Olson, 2017). This
process is evidenced in the present case, where the traditional lendingmarket – dominated by
banks and other traditional actors – still exists, with the peer-to-peer lending market created
by the public actors to complement, not overtake, the traditional market system.

New Zealand’s public actors used regulative mechanisms to create this new market. As a
response to DMC’s recommendations, the predecessor of the current Ministry of Business,
Innovation and Employment (MBIE, founded in 2012) set up a new regulator in 2011, the
Financial Markets Authority (FMA), which replaced the Securities Commission of New
Zealand: “We made a new regulator, the Financial Markets Authority. So, my team did the
work to make them, establish them” (peer-to-peer 1). The FMA was tasked with the
responsibility of creating and then enforcing a new Financial Markets Conduct Act.

To engage stakeholders, MBIE embarked on cultural-cognitive institutional work by
releasing a Financial Markets Conduct (FMC) Regulations Discussion Paper to facilitate
consultation with the various stakeholders. Anyone, including the public, could make
submissions up until March 2013: “So, the process really kicked off in 2010 with the release of
a discussion document, a consultation paper for the public. . . .That canvassed the key policy
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issues in a bit of detail, but still reasonably high level: here’s the things we want to achieve,
here’s the basic changes that we think need to be made, what do you think?” (peer-to-peer 1).

The Financial Markets Conduct Act 2013 (FMCA) that grew out of the consultation
process came into effect in two phases, in April and December 2014 and specified the role and
responsibilities of peer-to-peer lenders. Thus, the official peer-to-peer lending market in New
Zealand was created through the initiative of public actors. Peer-to-peer lending companies
were initially relatively content with the outcome of this regulative work: “And then, as the
regulations started to come in, a few said, we think this regulatory framework is quite good.
We’re actually pretty good. As the FMA took that from MBIE, and started to turn it into
regulations, and the consultations and the education that they did, we started to get even
more comfortable that, hey, this is pretty good to be absolutely honest” (peer-to-peer 3).

Interestingly, several peer-to-peer lending companies had already commenced operations
before the FMCA 2013 came into effect. One of the earliest actors in this sphere was Nexx, a
start-up company that originated from the innovation ecosystem of the University of
Auckland Business School. In February 2008, five months before the creation of CMD, Nexx
had begun working with its lawyers to make a case for peer-to-peer lending within the
existing regulatory framework after receiving specific guidance – one form of normative
institutional work – from New Zealand regulators that peer-to-peer lending would not be
possible under the present law.

At the same time, CMD had started its institutional work to create the new peer-to-peer
lending market with a regulative mechanism: reviewing the New Zealand’s regulations
related to financial markets and particularly CMD’s gatekeeping activities. Originally, the
Securities Commission and later the FMA did not allow the exemptions for peer-to-peer
lenders to operate, even though other countries had permitted new business models, while
laws and regulations were crafted under the philosophy of “the current legislation does not
recognise you, but it does not make your operations illegal”. A cofounder of a peer-to-peer
start-up, reflecting on how their company was engaged by the Australian regulators through
normative mechanisms, said: “Weworked with the Australian regulators for a while and got
what was then a no-action letter from them. So they said, look, you’re one of a few people
who’ve come to us with this idea, your debenture structure is probably the right way to go
about this, we do not know if it’s going to fully comply but basically we’ll let you get up and
running and then we might make our mind up a little bit later on. So take this letter as not a
full endorsement or an exemption. More as saying, let’s talk 12 months after you guys get up
and running and as you get going” (peer-to-peer 2). Some commentators claimed that this lack
of exemptionsmay have slowed down the rate of innovation in the NewZealandmarketplace,
at leastmomentarily. Some companies, such asNexx, did not survive thewait and closed their
operations during the “wait period” of 2008–2014.

Since the launch of FMCA 2013, the FMA has been the main New Zealand government
agency responsible for regulating capital markets and financial services. However, it is not
the sole public actor regulating this field: the Commerce Commission enforces competition
law and has primary regulatory and enforcement responsibility regarding consumer credit
contracts. Thus, peer-to-peer lenders are subject to both the FMAand Commerce Commission
oversight – not always without conflict.

In August 2016, the Commerce Commission filed civil proceedings in the Auckland High
Court against Harmoney, then New Zealand’s largest peer-to-peer lender, seeking a ruling on
how the Credit Contracts and Consumer Finance Act 2003 (CCCFA) applied to peer-to-peer
lending agreements. More specifically, the commission argued that the “platform fee”
Harmoney charged all borrowerswas a “credit fee” as defined in the CCCFA. Through generic
campaigning, one of the normative mechanisms, the FMA and some politicians publicly
backed Harmoney: “PublicActorX has backed (us) up in writing; it’s a very difficult position
for them to be in, because they, what they have not done, and you could never expect them to
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do, is to in any way step in to the turf of PublicActorY. But they’ve been very, very, very
supportive, and been clear that they thought that CompanyX was the perfect execution of
what the Act, and the government therefore, call for” (peer-to-peer 3). Harmoney
distinguished credit fees, which under the CCFA should cover only the lender’s
transaction-specific costs, from the fees needed to enable the operations of digital
platforms. The transaction fees of a digital platform like Harmoney’s were almost nil, and
therefore insufficient to cover the development costs of the platform. In May 2018, the
Auckland High Court ruled that Harmoney’s platform fee was, in fact, a credit fee. This can be
seen as enforcing, one of the regulative mechanisms. The Commerce Commission is now
seeking court orders to compensate affected borrowers. While the precise shape of the peer-
to-peer lending market in New Zealand is still uncertain, public actors certainly helped to
create it.

The cross-case analysis: institutional work by market-shaping public actors
These empirical studies throw into stark relief the prominent and proactive role that certain
public actors played in shaping the market portrayed in each study, while the institutional
perspective on their roles and activities has provided an increasingly granular view to
highlight those of their activities relating not only to regulative but also to normative and
cultural-cognitive institutions. As noted previously, the granular mechanisms of institutional
work can be grouped around three institutional pillars. With respect to the first of these, the
regulative pillar, the present study identified the following mechanisms: altering regulators,
changing taxation, enforcing, financial backing, gatekeeping, legislating and rule- and price-
setting. For the normative pillar, the cases revealed activities related to guiding other actors,
such as specific guidance and generic campaigning. As for the third pillar, the cultural-
cognitive pillar, this empirical study found evidence of public actors shaping markets by
consulting, defining market boundaries and terms, educating, lobbying, mimicking,
narrating, orchestrating collaboration, researching, standardizing and venturing.

Table 3 provides a summary of these findings and indicates which of these was evident in
each of the markets. Because these mechanisms of institutional work can be compared with
the ones uncovered in the literature (Table 1) discussed above, the authors have combined the
findings from the empirical research study with the prior research study in Table 3. In brief,
the findings extend the prior findings on public actors’ market-shaping activities to include
altering regulators and narrating as newmechanisms of institutional work not present in the
extant literature. Appendices 2–4 provide quotations for each mechanism.

Along with the findings from the granular view of specific public actors’ activities, the
analysis produced three key findings, which are set out in the remainder of this section. But
before that, it is relevant to note that previous market-shaping studies have tended to
emphasize the activities and roles of the commercial actors that are seemingly driving the
change. These studies perceive public actors as reactive stakeholders and targets of lobbying
rather than agents actively shaping markets. In contrast, this study has highlighted the roles
and activities of the public actors as ones that go beyond “just” regulatory. The analysis also
shows that even though all three cases included all types of institutional work (i.e. regulative,
normative and cultural-cognitive), their aims and emphases differed across the cases. In the
Swedish case, the public actors’ role in shaping the market was clearly that of disrupting
institutions. These public actors undermined and hence disrupted old cultural-cognitive,
normative and regulative institutions in order to legitimize the new activities taking place.
However, these activities were supported through institutional work aimed at creating and
maintaining institutions. Thus, our study gives an indication of the important roles that
public actors play with respect to institutional work in different types of market-shaping
contexts (creating, maintaining or disrupting).
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The three case studies also reveal that the choice of institutional work mechanisms is not
limited by the intended outcome of themarket-shaping efforts. For instance, in all three cases,
public actors set laws and rules that influenced, or indeed drove, the market-shaping
activities. Public actors also variously guided other actors through specific guidance and
generic campaigning. They furthermore commissioned research on strategically selected
topics and augmented certain narratives indifferent of their aim tomaintain, disrupt or create
institutional fields. But no matter whether our three cases included activities aimed at
maintaining, disrupting and creating institutions, it seems that the public actors had different
aims and objectives at the level of institutional fields. As evident in Figure 1 and Table 3, they
were using the same institutional work mechanisms (regulative, normative and cultural-
cognitive) to maintain, disrupt and create institutions and markets (as institutional fields).

Key finding 1: Public actors can use the same mechanisms of institutional work but
achieve different outcomes, namely, maintaining, creating or disrupting markets.

As was evident from the empirical case studies, the institutional work of public actors,
even if motivated by a single, monolithic objective, may take different directions depending
on the analytical level. For example, a public actor may sometimes have an objective directed
toward maintaining the institutional field, that is, the market, but to achieve this, the public
actor may need to disrupt an existing institution or create a new one. This is what occurred in
the Swedish district heating case, where public actors found it necessary to maintain the
institution of ownership of the network in order to allow disruption to the field by creating
new access to the market. In the Finnish betting market, however, public actors needed to
initiate a significant disruption by forcing three national monopoly organizations to merge
when they began competing against one another. While increased competition between these
organizations could have violated Finland’s permission to maintain a state monopoly in
betting, public actors still judged making a smaller institutional change (the merger)
preferable to disrupt the whole institutional field (opening the betting market to international
competition). In this case, disrupting existing individual institutions or creating new oneswas
necessary to maintain the institutional field.

Key finding 2: Public actors’ institutional work vis-�a-vis individual institutions may differ
in direction from their institutional work vis-�a-vis the market as an institutional field.

The empirical part of the study also revealed that within the three cases not all public
actors’ values were similar. For example, some actors may have favored creating or
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public actor 2

Ins�tu�onal logic
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public actor 2

Ins�tu�onal work
mechanisms by
public actors:
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disrupting markets, while at the same time others were willing to maintain the status quo.
Therefore, it can often be counterproductive to speak of public actors as a single, monolithic
category. In contrast, grasping their plurality can lead to a deeper holistic understanding of
market-shaping processes. In all three cases, it was possible to identify at least two competing
values held by actors even within a certain jurisdiction (these differences are additional to the
inter-jurisdictional differences, such as between the European Commission, which supported
free movement of services across borders and the dominant objective of public actors within
Finland to maintain the national monopoly). Thus, the different values of ministries within
Finland resulted in them supporting competing institutional logics. Conversely, in the New
Zealand peer-to-peer lendingmarket, some public actors were motivated by the need to foster
innovation in the local financial market, whereas others followed the principle of protecting
(vulnerable) customers. Thus, this plurality of support to institutional logics and market
views can be explained by different values among public actors.

Key finding 3: Public actors operating in the same market may have different values and
may therefore support competing institutional logics that explain their differential use of
institutional work mechanisms.

The three key findings on the institutional work by market-shaping public actors are
graphically presented in the single theoretical model that is Figure 1. The model shows that
markets emerge from a combination of interrelated (and sometimes simultaneous and
overlapping) regulative, normative and cultural-cognitive institutional work by public actors,
along with institutional work by other market-shaping actors and spontaneous emergence.
The model also emphasizes public actors’ values and consequent support to prevailing
(sometimes competing) institutional logics as explanatory factors for their institutional work.

Discussion
In this section, the authors discuss the theoretical contributions and limitations of the study,
as well as avenues for future research and managerial implications.

Theoretical contributions
This paper puts forward four main theoretical contributions. First, the combination of
literature review and empirical study provides a comprehensive synthesis of the institutional
work that public actors do in shaping markets (i.e. market work: Baker and Nenonen, 2020;
Baker et al., 2019; Lawrence et al., 2011; Nenonen et al., 2019a). Despite recent research interest
in market shaping, many studies have either ignored the role of public actors in reforming
markets or considered them only as reactive stakeholders and passive objects of lobbying by
active commercial actors. The present study therefore advances the field of market shaping
by bringing together the scattered extant knowledge on institutional work by market-
shaping public actors (summarized in Table 1) and supplementing it with empirical evidence
(Table 3; Appendices 2–4), an approach that introduces two newmechanisms of institutional
work used by market-shaping public actors. According to our knowledge, this study is the
first comprehensive overview of market work by public actors. In attributing proactive
market-shaping agency to public actors, the study also contributes to the market-shaping
literature by broadening the network of actors considered capable of proactive market
shaping. Thus far, most of the market-shaping literature has focused on firms (cf. Gavetti
et al., 2017; Jaworski et al., 2000; Nenonen et al., 2019b) or consumers (cf. Giesler, 2008;
Kjeldgaard et al., 2017; Martin and Schouten, 2014). In short, this paper illuminates the active
– and sometimes critical – role of public actors in the evolution of markets.

Second, in responding to a call by Kjellberg et al. (2012) for a better understanding of how
conflict and conflicting market views affect markets, this study demonstrates that public
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actors are not a homogeneous group with unified market views. On the contrary, public
actors occupying the same institutional field may often have competing and conflicting
institutional logics that, in turn, affect their market-shaping actions. Based on our results,
such conflicting market views stem from incompatible underlying values. Existing studies
have identified situations where competing logics have continued to coexist for a lengthy
period (Marquis and Lounsbury, 2007; Lounsbury, 2007; Reay and Hinings, 2005). However,
our results indicate that even though competing institutional logics can coexist, a coherent set
of institutional arrangements is needed for actors to operate in a market. This finding
introduces the concepts of “competition” and “power” to market shaping- and institutional
work-related literature studies because various actors endeavor to make their preferred
arrangement of the market the dominant one.

Third, we provide novel insights into the interplay between market-shaping actions and
the multiple levels of market systems. Various studies have recognized that markets, like
other socio-material systems, can be conceptualized as consisting of multiple levels of
analysis such as micro, meso and macro (cf. Baker and Nenonen, 2020; Storbacka and
Nenonen, 2011; Vargo and Lusch, 2016). By definition, market shaping is a multilevel
phenomenon: actors (residing on the micro level) seek to induce change on meso and macro
level market structures. The results of the present study indicate that the relationship
between the micro level market-shaping actions and their higher-level outcomes is not simple
or linear. For example, disrupting an individual institution can be part of a cohesive market-
shaping strategy aimed at maintaining the overall institutional field (e.g. the betting market
in Finland). Thus, the directionality of meso level market-shaping actions (such as changing
individual institutions) can differ from the directionality of the desired macro level market
change.

Fourth, this empirical study suggests that regulative, normative and cultural-cognitive
work are all interlinked and, to some extent, indifferent to the aim of the market work. While
providing a holistic view of the market-shaping mechanisms of public actors, the empirical
study interestingly reveals that public actors use similar mechanisms of institutional work in
various contexts, no matter if the field conditions of the market are maintained, disrupted or
created (see Appendices 2–4).

Limitations and future research
This studywas limited to three cases in three small open economies. In the spirit of theoretical
sampling, the researchers deliberately selected cases from various institutional contexts.
However, they covered only three geographies and three industries. More research in other
contexts is required to verify the present findings. In addition, because the research approach
was exploratory and qualitative, the authors encourage researchers to undertake in-depth
longitudinal case studies into how institutional work by market-shaping public actors
evolves over time. The researchers also invite service and marketing scholars to use
quantitative research techniques to study the performance of market-shaping public actors.
Such work could create a better understanding of the importance of different mechanisms of
institutional work and the factors associated with the efficiency of market shaping. The
authors also need to point out that our study did not aim at validating the mechanisms
identified in the prior literature. Future research is called for to validate the new mechanisms
identified in this study and prior literature on institutional work by market-shaping public
actors.

Some of the results from the present study raise opportunities for further research.
Although the purpose of the study was to identify institutional work mechanisms employed
by market-shaping public actors, the results highlighted the importance of the values and
institutional logics underlying observable institutional work. Thus, future research directed
toward understanding the differences in supported institutional logics is particularly
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necessary. Also, while the researchers noted that the same mechanisms were used for
different purposes at the market level (maintaining, disrupting and creating), the study did
not indicate if one mechanism is particularly suitable for creating markets and if another is
suitable for disrupting or maintaining it. Moreover, while the present study did not
differentiate or categorize market-shaping public actors, the results indicated their
heterogeneity. Additional research should consequently classify or even segment types of
public actors in the market-shaping context. The study, furthermore, did not specify what
changes in the market result from deliberate market shaping by public actors. Future
researchers could link the empirical research study on market-shaping public actors with the
six elements of market change proposed by Nenonen et al. (2019a) to ascertain how public
actors initiate changes in products and price, customers and use, channels, the supply-side
network, representations and norms. Similarly, more research is needed to investigate the
interplay between the market-shaping efforts of various public actors, market shaping by
other actors present in the institutional field and the processes of spontaneous emergence.
Such research would allow us to learn more about the effectiveness of market shaping by
public actors.

Finally, even though the authors deliberately selected institutional theory and
institutional work as the theoretical perspective for the study, the phenomenon of market
shaping by public actors would benefit from alternate theoretical frameworks. First, while
interorganizational power is an important concept in institutional research (Bourdieu, 1977;
Santos and Eisenhardt, 2009), this research has focused on only the mechanisms of
institutional work. Therefore, further research is required into the role of power in market
shaping, particularly because some public actors are, in some contexts, more powerful than
other actors occupying the same institutional field. Second, the cases presented in this study
referred only to the reaction by public actors to new technology-enabled services (online
betting, data centers and peer-to-peer lending). Because institutional theories tend to
emphasize socialization and social processes and pay lesser attention to materiality (Geiger
et al., 2012), future studies should focus, in particular, on how material infrastructures and
tangible resources influence market shaping. Third, the findings of the literature review and
empirical research indicate that public actors are theoretically as interesting as companies
and customers in improving the market’s ability to take and retain form. Therefore, literature
streams on market shaping (Kjeldgaard et al., 2017; Storbacka and Nenonen, 2015),
megamarketing (Chaney et al., 2016; Humphreys, 2010), market-driving strategies
(Humphreys and Carpenter, 2018; Jaworski et al., 2000) and proactive market orientation
(Narver et al., 2004) would benefit from closer examination of public actors and thus yield
deeper insights, through these different lenses, into market-shaping public actors.

Practical implications
A better understanding of public actors’ institutional work is likely to influence market-
shaping practices. Accordingly, the findings from the study suggest two sets of practical
implications: one for public actors and another for commercial firms. For public actors, the
overview of the various mechanisms of institutional work (Table 3) provides a “long list” of
possible market-shaping activities. Because previous understanding of institutional work by
public actors, particularly in the context of market shaping, has been scattered, this
consolidation of understanding should provide a better foundation for public actors to make
informed choices about the actions they want to employ to create, disrupt or maintain
particular markets. The study’s results also encourage public actors to recognize their
underlying values and institutional logics as this awareness is needed to select the
appropriate mechanisms of institutional work and to identify suitable partners from among
other public actors.
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Formanagers in commercial firms, this paper shows, albeit indirectly, how companies can
collaborate with public actors in market shaping. Most of the existing research studies – and
possibly managerial practice – have considered public actors as the objects of lobbying about
regulation. However, the present study’s results reveal a more nuanced picture of public
actors as proactive market shapers. Accordingly, managers should analyze public actors’
values and institutional logics and seek opportunities to engage with those public actors
whose values align with the market-shaping objectives of their own firms. In addition to
making regulative changes, public actors may also make suitable market-shaping partners
because of their ability to influence the market’s normative and cultural-cognitive aspects.
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Appendices
Appendix 1. An example of an interview guide
What has been the Ministry’s objective for the development of the betting market in the 21st century?

To what extent do you think the Ministry has succeeded in its goal?
How (inwhat ways) do you think theMinistry influenced/sought to influence the development of the

betting market in the 21st century?
What other public actors have influenced/sought to influence the development of the bettingmarket

in the 21st century?
How have these influenced/sought to influence the betting market?
How has your ministry’s role differed from other ministries and public actors in the betting market?
Which other ( nonpublic) actors have contributed to the development of the betting market?
How have these influenced/sought to influence the betting market?
How have the activities of other actors influenced the Ministry’s activities in the betting market?
How has your ministry’s role changed in relation to other actors during the 21st century?
Towhat extent has theMinistry been able to influence the range of Veikkaus/RAY/Fintoto products

(e.g. online poker/online bingo)?
How has the Ministry’s view of playing on foreign game sites changed in the 21st century?
What role did the Ministry play in the preparation of the merger between Veikkaus, RAY and

Fintoto?
What issues were most evident in the premerger study: EU’s requirements/gaming companies’

earnings/social cost of betting?
How were alternate models of gambling systems practically explored before the merger?
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