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I nstitutional work between fidelity and dissemination:

Insights from the case of Beyond Budgeting

Abstract

The paper examines the institutional work carried to promote “Beyond Budgeting”, a
comprehensive management philosophy that has bemtdad as an alternative to budget-
based forms of management. We use data from ietesyiobservations, and published material
to trace the way in which the innovation commuiitgund Beyond Budgeting developed and
how different actors within this community promotée innovation through their institutional
work. We thereby refine our understanding of ingitinal work by providing evidence on two
key concerns that jointly drive such work: a concerth dissemination of the practice and a
concern with fidelity of the practice vis-a-vis tipeototypical idea. We suggest that such
concerns may be unevenly distributed within an wation community and that this can lead
to tensions that may eventually preclude certgoesyof institutional work, thus lowering the

‘power’ with which an innovation is pushed in thamket for management ideas.

Keywords Budgeting, Beyond Budgeting, institutional workinstitutionalization,

dissemination, fidelity, practice variation



I nstitutional work between fidelity and dissemination:

Insights from the case of Beyond Budgeting

I ntroduction

In the late 1990s, Jeremy Hope and Robin Fraserduated ‘Beyond Budgeting’ as a new way
to manage and control organizations (Hope and Fi&8¥; Hope and Fraser 1998). The main
idea behind Beyond Budgeting, as envisaged by tatd®rs, is to abandon ex ante budgetary
contracts and to release organizations from themtnand and control” culture that its
proponents associated with traditional budgetifgotigh a large array of articles and books,
Hope and Fraser conceptualized Beyond Budgeting\asving around a set of twelve key
principles (Hope and Fraser 2003a) which shouldd|e® more dynamic processes and front-
line accountability” (Olesen 2015). These princgpieclude an increased decentralization of
decision-making and other means through which eyegl® are “empowered”, the use of
benchmarking and other forms of relative perforneagealuation, or the replacement of rigid
annual plans by more continuous and dynamic forimglanning (Hope and Fraser 2003a;
Bogsnes 2009).

If Beyond Budgeting should succeed in replacinggetdbased forms of management, it would
need to become institutionalized as a viable at&ra. But how was such institutionalization
pursued? In this paper, we present and discussniergence and evolution of Beyond
Budgeting as a recent innovation within the ‘markat management ideas. We use data from
interviews with individuals who have been direatlyindirectly involved in the development
and spread of Beyond Budgeting; from observatiohspresentations, workshops, and
conferences; and from a large number of publicattortrace the way in which an innovation
community developed around Beyond Budgeting and libffierent actors within this

community promoted Beyond Budgeting through thestitutional work

The motivation for our research is both empiricad gheoretical. With respect to the empirical

phenomenon, we note that there are a number aesttitht have examined firms’ experiences

! For an overview of the twelve principles of BeyoRddgeting see Appendix 1. Rolling forecasts areao
concrete recommendation in the twelve principlesconstitute a tool that is commonly seen to regmea more
dynamic approach to planning.
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with Beyond Budgeting (e.g., Becker 2014; Bournogtand Kaarbge 2013; Henttu-Aho and
Jarvinen 2013; Ostergren and Stensaker 2011).likt,is known about the emergence and
evolution of the concept as such (Hansen, Otleg, \&an der Stede 2003) and how it was
promoted and discussed within the market of managéideas. Such a field level perspective
does not only add a recent example to the documdmnttory of management accounting
innovations. It can also help better understandcee&pces with Beyond Budgeting that have
been observed at the organizational level. Foantst, both Becker (2014) and Henttu-Aho
and Jarvinen (2013) have noticed variation in hogydhd Budgeting is implemented in

organizations. Our field level account allows rglgtsuch variation to more general questions
regarding the ‘nature’ of Beyond Budgeting whichegged in the course of theorizing and

promoting this innovation.

In theoretical terms, our concern is with the dyiwnof institutional work (Lawrence &
Suddaby, 2006). Institutional work describes tHeref to institutionalize a practice or idea in
a particular field. Recent accounting literature haobilized this concept to shed light on how
practices such as Economic Value Added® (Chiwarhile 2014) or Enterprise Risk
Management (Hayne & Free, 2014) have become itetitalized in particular empirical
contexts. While these and other studies (e.g. Ci2ejrdy, and Lok 2010; Dacin, Munir, and
Tracey 2010; Symon et al. 2008) have focused owisigothe operation of different types of
institutional work, our concern is with thensionghat may emerge when such work is carried
out. Lawrence, Suddaby and & Leca (2009) alludéhopossibility of such tensions when
suggesting that institutional work may evolve imiitended ways” and may create institutions
“very different from those originally conceived loy the actors involved” (p. 11). Institutional
work can feature “muddles, misunderstanding, falsets and loose ends” (ibid.) and, we
propose, also tensions among the actors who paatecin such work. Examining why such
tensions come about and how they impact the imistital work behind an innovation is

important, as it helps explain the particular tcipey that an innovation ultimately takes.

The case of Beyond Budgeting allows us elaboratimg such tensions and on their
consequences for the fate of an innovation. Iniqadr, it provides an illuminating case for a
situation in which two major concerns regardingitofonal work collide: the concern with

widespread dissemination of a practice; and the@wonwith the fidelity of such practice vis-
a-vis a prototypical idea (cf. Ansari, Fiss, anja££2010). We argue that institutionalization is
always a matter of striking a balance between tlms®erns. A practice that does not

disseminate at least to some extent cannot be@id institutionalized. Similarly, a practice
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that is not sufficiently similar to earlier vers®rof the practice cannot contribute to the
institutionalization of that earlier version asniplies a different set of beliefs and norms. While
we argue that bothsome level of dissemination and fidelity is thus needéar
institutionalization to happen, we show how thege toncerns may be unevenly distributed
within an innovation community. This, we argue, @aaate tensions within the community
which may eventually preclude certain types ofiingbnal work, thus lowering the ‘power’

with which an innovation is pushed in the marketrfmnagement ideas.

In doing so, we connect the literatures on ingohal work (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006) and
practice variation (Ansari, et al., 2010), respedti. Recent research in accounting and
organization studies has drawn attention to thetfet practices may undergo variation as they
diffuse in different organizational contexts (eAnsari, Reinecke, and Spaan 2014; Fiss,
Kennedy, and Davis 2011; Lounsbury 2001; Zbara®®i8l Cruz, Major, and Scapens 2009;
Ezzamel, Robson, and Stapleton 2012; Lounsbury)20@8, with the exception of a study by
Lounsbury (2001), such practice variation has manbrelated to the activities of institutional
workers. In this respect, our study demonstraté®nly that practice variation may be driven
by institutional work, but also that such variatiamturn, can lead to discussions and tensions
among institutional workers as to the relative img@oce of dissemination versus fidelity of a
practice.

The remainder of the paper is organised as folldwshe next section, we develop our
theoretical perspective. The third section deseritngr empirical approach and methodology.
In the sections that follow, we present the emairanalysis and a discussion of the evolution
of Beyond Budgeting. The penultimate section ofeediscussion of our key findings in light

of the literature and the last section concludes.

Theory development
Institutionalizing an innovation

The diffusion and adoption of innovative managemgamaictices has attracted researchers’
attention for several decades (e.g. Abrahamsondat @&manpour 2014; Sahlin-Andersson and
Engwall 2002b; Rogers 2003; Perkmann and Spice8)2®hile much research in this area
focuses either on the level of diffusion of a pi@@among a certain population of organizations
(e.g., Guler, Guillén, and Macpherson 2002) orlm fgropensities of organizations to adopt
innovative practices or technologies (e.g., Clark#, and Stevens 1999; Gosselin 2007), there
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are also studies that concern themselves with hiff@reht actors, such as consultants,
academics, users, professional associations aondlua, influence how an innovation spreads
(e.g., Boxenbaum 2006; Brown 1981; Malmi 1998hlin-Andersson and Engwall 2002b).
Such concern with how individuals and organizatiorfhience the fate of an innovation is
particularly visible in studies that examine ‘itistional work’ (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006, p.
215). Literature on institutional work has beconmeiraportant sub-stream of institutionalist
thinking. The original interest of institutionalebry lay in understanding the impact of
institutions on organizations’ and actors’ behavi@iMaggio and Powell 1983; Meyer and
Rowan 1977; Zucker 1977). In recent years, thétutginal literature has begun to reverse this
causality and to dedicate itself more strongly malgsing the role of actors in institutional
change (DiMaggio and Powell 199 an important book chapter, Lawrence and Suddaby
(2006) integrate previous efforts to conceptuadigency in institutional theory by coining the
notion of ‘institutional work’. They define instiional work as “the purposive action of
individuals and organizations aimed at creatingintaiing and disrupting institutions” (p.

215) and therefore distinguish betwekree type®f such work.

Institutional work targeted atreating institutions can appear in a number of forms. An
important part of such work is of technical natamed consists in ‘theorizing’ the focal
institution, i.e. giving it a particular contentcashape through titles, categories, causal models,
etc. Another variant of such technical work is tloat'standardizing’, whereby standards,
templates, or guidelines are formulated so as éatera certain amount of homogeneity in
practice. Research has also shown that ‘mimicryaéting practices and rules can facilitate
institutionalization (Lawrence and Suddaby 2006kRann and Spicer 2008). Technical work
can be accompanied by more culturally oriented $oahinstitutional work. A strategy here,
for instance, is to try and ‘change normative asdmns’, which implies a “re-making [of] the
connections between sets of practices and theprahand cultural foundations” (Lawrence
and Suddaby 2006, p. 221). Similarly, institutionabrkers may ‘construct normative
networks’ around their practices. This could behe form of associations, round tables, or
regular conferences which promote the coming tageth different actors who can develop a
joint understanding of the institution (ibid.). &snd type of institutional work is targeted at

maintaining existing institutions. This is, for example, thase when actors engage in

2 Agency has initially been incorporated in insfitatal theory through the notion of institutionat@preneurship
(DiMaggio 1988; Hardy and Maguire 2008; Battilah@ca, and Boxenbaum 2009). This research has been
criticized for overtly focusing on institutional @hge in the first place rather than the experiemzemotivation
of actors (Lawrence, Suddaby, and Leca 2011) anprémlucing somewhat heroic accounts of institialamange
(Greenwood and Suddaby 2006; Battilana, Leca, ang:i@aum 2009).
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‘policing’, i.e. when auditing or monitoring orgamitions so as to ensure compliance in the use
of a certain innovation. Finally, there is institutal work that consists idisruptingan existing
institution. This can accompany efforts to createw institution that conflicts with an existing
set of beliefs or norms (Davis, Diekmann, and Epsl994). As an example, research has
described how actors engage in ‘disassociating Iferadations’ so as to gradually undermine
an institution by e.g. declaring it as inapprogigta changing context (Lawrence and Suddaby
2006).

Many studies have built upon these ideas by Lavaand Suddaby and have sought to identify
novel forms of institutional work in different setgs (e.g., Creed, Dejordy, and Lok 2010;
Dacin, Munir, and Tracey 2010; Symon et al. 2008)he accounting literature, a small number
of studies have used the concept of institutionadkvio discuss how accounting innovations
are institutionalized (e.g., Chiwamit, Modell, aMdng 2014; Goretzki, Straul3, and Weber
2013; Malsch and Gendron 2013). In a recent pagayne and Free (2014) show how
hybridized professional groups on the supply-sidethe risk management innovation
“Enterprise Risk Management (ERM) - Integrated Feaork” strengthened the
institutionalization of this innovation by undertagg several forms of institutional work that
represented both creation and maintenance workleWhe authors provide evidence of
different versions of an ERM framework in their angal data, they do not further discuss
these variations from an institutional work pergpecbut do call for more work in the
accounting literature based on institutional wdrkanother recent paper, Chiwamit, Modell
and Yang (2014) present a field study of the instnhalization of EVA as a governance
mechanism for Chinese and Thai state-owned ensepriThey find that institutional workers
in the two fields had to scale down overly ambisi@pplications of EVA in order to balance

economic and social concerns in the adopting firms.

Institutional work can be carried out by a variefydifferent actors. Perkmann and Spicer
(2008) suggest that the institutionalization ofragtice is stronger the more different actors
(rather than only a few ones) engage in differenik of institutional work at different stages
during the institutionalization process. The ‘cdmitors’ to institutional work and their
coordinated or uncoordinated efforts constitutetvame may call the "innovation community”
(Clark 2004, similarly Abrahamson 1996b). This commity includes, for instance, the original
inventors or founding fathers of an innovation, @tiftg organizations, academics, consultants,
or professional associations. Generally speakimgj@ovation community is an assemblage of

institutional workers that may shift over time: newerkers join the community when they
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become, in one way or the other, interested inithevation, while other workers exit the
community because they lose interest in it. Thetjefforts to institutionalize an innovation of
previously unconnected actors represent a fornpaftaking” (Perkmann and Spicer 2008) or
“distributed agency” (Lawrence, Suddaby, and Le@h13.

Importantly, however, actors within the innovatioommunity will not necessarily have the
same priorities when it comes to promoting an imtiow. In particular, they may have different

attitudes towards the desirability of practice atian, as discussed next.
Institutional work and practice variation

Several authors have pointed out that innovatioag ondergo considerable variation when
they travel across time and space (e.g. Sahlin-Asde and Engwall 2002b; Czarniawska and
Sevon 2005; Morris and Lancaster 2005; O'Mahon&y 2Bnsari, Fiss & Zajac, 2010). Such
practice variation may have different origins. Qre tone hand, organizations and their
managers cannot be expected to be just passiyeeris of new ideas or practices. Often, they
will participate in the implementation process of ianovative practice or technology by
flexibly appropriating the innovation to their nseednd interests (Fleck 1994; Lewis and
Seibold 1993; Lervik and Lunnan 2004; Ansari, Fesg] Zajac 2010). For instance, studies by
Westphal, Gulati & Shortell (1997) and Kennedy &nsls (2009), respectively, show that
depending on the timing of adoption, managers eithsetomise TQM to local conditions or
adopt a more conventional template (similarly Beyeshmos, and Osborn 1997). In a related
vein, Zbaracki (1998) documents how managers ferdint firms act as gatekeepers for TQM
implementations and would present their own versibtihe innovation to the other managers
in the firm. Not always are such adaptations ofactice intended; they may well result from
different managers having different interpretatiohane and the same idea (O'Mahoney 2007),
or they may be due to the path dependency thatirexiechnologies or structures in the firm
impose on new actions (Adler and Shenhar 1990; W\riSas, and Zajac 2010; Fiss, Kennedy,
and Davis 2011; Modell 2009).

On the other hand, there are actors outside thptiadoorganizations who may contribute to

practice variation. Although an innovation may orgge from a coherent set of ideas, these

ideas can subsequently be developed and promotedther different ways, leading to

alternative versions of the management innovatioeven to spin-offs of new innovations

(Sahlin and Wedlin 2008). Clark and Greatbatch 2@m04), for instance, show how book

editors can have an influential role in shaping draiming an innovation through their
8



interaction with the innovators. Similarly, studieg Heusinkveld and Benders (2001; 2002),
Scarborough (2002) as well as Heusinkveld and Wes(2012) demonstrate how consulting
firms develop their own versions of innovationsmeet their clients’ demands. In a related
vein, Frenkel (2005) documents with the case of twamagement models that political forces
may impact the way in which an innovation changé®nvit travels from one country to

another.

Although this latter group of studies does notteela institutional work, its findings would
seem to suggest that practice variation can beedgtilriven by institutional workers. We take
this idea further by elaborating on the reason loy this is the case and how this may create
tensions within an innovation community. We sugdkat institutional workers may have an
active interest in facilitating practice variatignsuch variation is believed to promote the
disseminatiorof an innovation. Studies have shown that theipii$g of a practice to vary can
help this practice spread as it can then be flgxadjusted to heterogeneous demands (Ansari,
Reinecke, and Spaan 2014; O'Mahoney 2007; Scarmbreumgl Swan 2001). Hence, if
institutional workers are concerned about the dmisation of a practice, then it follows that
these actors will tend to have a positive attittol@ards practice variation and may even

actively foster such variation.

There are several actors within an innovation comtywhose interests are typically closely
related to broad dissemination of the innovatidmede include, for instance, consultants who
usually seek to implement innovations in more thuah one client organization (Heusinkveld
and Visscher 2012); professional associationsdiaain expertise for a field of organizations
or group of professionals; academics who address whritings to a population of managers,
students, or researchers; or the business medidiis@minate such publications on a national
or global scale (Abrahamson 199@&ahlin-Andersson and Engwall 2002a). All of these
institutional workers share an interest in the witdkestiny’ of an innovation, rather than
worrying about implementations in one specific aigation only. To the extent that these
workers have made some investments into theorizingnoting or further developing the
innovation, they are likely to have an interesiténlevel of dissemination. This concern may
be driven by financial motivations, such as whemstdtants want to realise a particular amount
of revenues with a new product or service or whaliphers seek to generate a certain amount
of book sales. It may, of course, also be motivdigdhe desire to change organizational

practice in a specific way, for example, by turngayporations into more sustainable or more



philanthropic organizations (e.g. Gray 1992; Jegsiand Zandbergen 1995; Nicholls 2089).
Whereas some workers may have higher aspiratioas tthers regarding the level of

dissemination, most of them will care about disseation at least tsomeextent.

However, this does not mean that practice variatitihbe unconditionally welcomed. For in
addition to the concern with dissemination, we ssg¢hat institutional workers may also have
a concern with thédelity of an innovation. Following Ansari et al. (201@)¢ define fidelity
as the extent to which a practice is faithful sptototypical identity or to prior versions of it.
High fidelity means that a practice keeps it scape meaning as it diffuses, while low fidelity
implies a high amount of practice variation. Actavghin the innovation community are
concerned about fidelity when they have an intarestaintaining a particular understanding
of the innovation that relates to the way the iratmn is used or interpreted, or to the functions
it is made to fulfil. Again, some actors may be mrclined to worry about fidelity than others.
We suggest that especially those actors who haxesied intheorizingan innovation can
become ‘attached’ to such theorization and thusrlieal towards too much variation in the

practice.

From the above discussion, it follows that concemigh dissemination and fidelity,
respectively, may be unevenly distributed withinramovation community. This, we argue, can
create tensions within the community which may éwalty preclude certain types of
institutional work, thus lowering the ‘power’ withihich an innovation is pushed in the market
for management ideas. To be sure, institutionatinaif an innovation ultimately requires both
dissemination and fidelity. An innovation that doest disseminate at least to some extent
cannot be said to be institutionalized. Neither aarinnovation become institutionalized if it
varies so much that different versions no longderréo the same underlying ideas. But
notwithstanding these ‘minimum requirements’, theray well be different views within an

innovation community as to the relative prioritytbése objectives.

3 The users of an innovation (i.e. adopting firms)ynlso have an interest in how an innovation sjsre@n the
one hand, they may want to avoid too strong a dissation of a practice if they believe being aldeathieve a
first-mover competitive advantage (Czarniawska &rdes, 1996). On the other hand, they may havatarest
in promoting an innovation in order to gain legiiay as an ‘innovative firm' (Meyer, 1996; Van Ve&gzemer,
& Karsten, 2011) or to achieve positive networleets from other firms (e.g. suppliers, customesg)githe same
technology.
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Resear ch approach and methods

In line with the above outlined theoretical focwg, empirically examine the institutional work
around Beyond Budgeting and the consequencesoimbik for the further evolution of the
innovation. To this end, we will first move back iime to see how the idea of Beyond
Budgeting initially emerged and how its key propatsetheorized this innovation. We then
demonstrate how the innovation community aroundoBdyBudgeting enlarged and how some
of the joining actors appropriated the conceptheirtown terms. Finally, we examine the
tensions that emerged from such flexible approjpratof the innovation, and we theorize these

tensions in terms of the concerns with disseminadiod fidelity, respectively.

Our research relies on both primary and secondatey sburces. Secondary data were obtained
from publications on Beyond Budgeting, such as Bpodsearch papers, articles in practitioner
journals, published case studies, websites, whipers, and the like. In addition, we were also
able to access proprietary data from the BeyondjBtiillg Round Table which is otherwise not
publicly available. We also reviewed some writirtgat did not directly relate to Beyond
Budgeting, such as some early publications by Jgitdape (Hope and Hope 1995; 1997), in
order to better contextualise the work on Beyonddating. These publications are informative
in two main respects: they help us understand heyoBd Budgeting was conceptualized and
they provide information on the role of differemtsiitutional workers in the innovation

community.

We complement the secondary data with data cotleitteough interviews and observations
which allow reconstructing the perspectives antastof the involved actors. We conducted
fifteen interviews with actors who experienced tlevelopment of Beyond Budgeting first
hand, including insiders from the Beyond BudgetiRgund Table (BBRT), consultants,
academics, and representatives of professionahasons (see Appendix 3). Interviews were
supported by a semi-structured interview protocal kasted between 40 minutes and 2 hours.
They were conducted in either English or Germargnaed, and subsequently transcribed and
sent back to the interviewees for validation. Idiadn, we also validated our reconstruction of
the general story with several of the key actorghm movement (Van Veen, Bezemer &
Karsten, 2011). Furthermore, we were able to atedaeden public presentations, workshops,
conferences, and meetings in which the BBRT dismlitise Beyond Budgeting concept with
current and potential adopters. We took notes duttirese events, informally talked to the

organizers, contacted participants, and throughitisider involvement collected material that
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Is otherwise not publicly available (see AppendixThe interviews, public observations, and
the many informal talks are particularly informatigbout the way in which Beyond Budgeting
was discussed, interpreted and promoted withininhevation community. Regarding the
perception of the concept among potential adoptezsjecided to rely on our interviews with
consultants and proponents of Beyond Budgeting wéie in regular contact with potential

adopters and would thus be knowledgeable abouti¢hes of managers.

In the analysis of our data, we first concentratedinderstanding the chronology of events as
well as the main reasons that led to the emergandesubsequent evolution of Beyond
Budgeting. We then analysed our data in termseflifierent actors and how they contributed
to the institutional work behind Beyond Budgetitge thereby focused in particular on how
strongly different actors were interested in thdelity and/or dissemination of Beyond

Budgeting, and whether they were involved in amgi@ns within the innovation community.

In order to provide an authentic account (Flyvbj2d@1), we present our data in the form of a
narrative that highlights the institutional workoand Beyond Budgeting over time and the

tensions that thereby emerged.

Crafting theidea of Beyond Budgeting
Initial theorizing

Descriptions of Beyond Budgeting are available iariaus publications. The most
comprehensive one is offered by Jeremy Hope andnRBlkaser in their bookBeyond
Budgeting published in 2003 by Harvard Business School rg&ny of our interviewees
regarded this book as the most important ‘manifdetathe idea of Beyond Budgeting, even
though, as we shall see later, the content of tiok lactually represented a compromise in the
eyes of the two founding fathers. In any caseptik is the result of a rather long process in
which different ideas were tied together and cosddrinto a coherent whole. Our interest in
this section is to shed light on how this procedslded and to examine how Beyond Budgeting
was theorized (Lawrence and Suddaby 2006) by ¥spteponents as a particular type of

innovation.
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We start in 1997 when Jeremy Hope and Robin Ffasemet at the 28 anniversary meeting
of CAM-1.# Both Jeremy Hope and Robin Fraser were speaktrs &AM-| anniversary event
and both spoke on the problems of budgeting (DandhHope 2005). Hope took stock of
budgeting on the basis of his experiences as ditpvaer. He had worked in finance and
accounting positions for several UK companies aaudl recently co-authored two books with
his brother Tony, a chartered accountant and foprafessor of accounting (Hope and Hope
1995; 1997). While these books were not about brtgyehey already pointed to several ideas
that Hope and Fraser would later develop in tlmantjwork. Robin Fraser dedicated his speech
at the CAM-I event to summarizing the findings ofesearch study he had carried out on
“Advanced Budgeting” on behalf of CAM-I. Fraser wasthat time consulting partner at
Coopers & Lybrand, where he had worked on Zero-8d3edgeting and Activity-Based
Budgeting, and was the firm’s representative witGiaM-I1. In the “Advanced Budgeting”
project, Fraser and other members of the CAM-leafld upon firms’ discontent with
budgeting and came to the conclusion that budgetegya real barrier to many organizations
(Bunce, Fraser, & Woodcock, 1995).

Their shared concern with budgets led Hope andeFtasstart looking together for solutions
to enable firms to gbeyondbudgets. To this end, they founded, in the begmwoif 1998, the
Beyond Budgeting Round Table (BBRT) that became itistitutional backbone of their
research efforts. The BBRT was created as a jantwe with CAM-I, and Peter Bunce, at
that time a member of staff working for CAM-I, wappointed as its manager. The idea to
cooperate with CAM-1 was prompted by the fact tG@&M-1 had an existing membership
network from which the BBRT might benefit. In terno$ institutional work, this move
constitutes an instance of creating a normativevordét around an innovation (Lawrence and
Suddaby 2006; Perkmann and Spicer 2008).

How was Beyond Budgeting conceptualised at thag?ithwas, above all, a project motivated
by Hope and Fraser’s conviction that there musalveay of managing a business without
having to bear the burden of budgets:

“It was our belief that [budgeting] was the hiddearrier to change that
persuaded us to form a partnership with CAM-I asidlgish the BBRT. We
thought that there must be an alternative managemedel| that allows even
the large organizations of today to act by usiedutl potential — without all

4 The Consortium for Advanced Manufacturing, Intéioaal (CAM-I) is a US-based research and develagme
organization sponsored by industrial organizatigrsfessional accountancy firms, and governmenhcige
(Jones and Dugdale 2002). Working within CAM-I glly affords access to a large network of actotsrested
in the development of new concepts.
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the gaming and mistrust culture of the budgetirgfesy.” (Jeremy Hope, in
Daum and Hope 2005, p. 169)

At this stage, Beyond Budgeting seemed very muelacierised by what it wamot, i.e. with
an anti-identity (Alvesson, Ashcraft & Thomas, 2J08While this criticism of traditional
budgeting and a command and control management |maderather evident in the early
theorizations of the BBRT, the signifier “beyondimply implied a possible alternative to
budget-based management without yet being cleartdbe form that this alternative would

take:

“Well, [we called it Beyond Budgeting], becausgriew out of the Advanced
Budgeting study, and the conclusion of that wast thadgeting was
incompatible with the way companies needed to mamaghe future. In our
project we were obviously looking beyond traditibbadgeting. It was no
more than that. We did not know at the outset wizet beyond budgeting, for
example, whether it was simply no budgeting, ongsiomething else instead,
or something more? [...] So we agreed it was a pmplit we did not know
what the solution was.” (Robin Fraser, interview)

With few institutional workers on board and in aqpleratory phase where it was not yet clear
what Beyond Budgeting would eventually entail, themas not yet any evidence of a tension
between the content of Beyond Budgeting and thetegjies for its dissemination. Beyond
Budgeting was still under development so to speskthis made concerns with fidelity and

dissemination superfluous.
Reaching out and further theorizing

In order to further concretize their ideas, Hopd Braser reached out to mobilise the support
of other actors. They started to look around fioné that had apparently found ways to manage
without budgets. Through his engagement in CAMebiR Fraser got to know Pertti Akerberg,
a practitioner who had heard about a conferen&tankholm where Swedish firms reported
upon the idea of “non-budget management”. This mea advanced and promoted in the
publications of Jan Wallander (e.g. Wallander 191/894; 1999), former chairman and CEO
of Svenska Handelsbanken. It influenced the corsystems of a number of Swedish firms,
including Svenska Handelsbanken itself, Volvo amd=SAx and Bjgrnenak 2005). After

attending the conference, Akerberg came back Wwigmames of firms that had obviously found

5 Alvesson et al. (2008) use this notion to desigiadividuals or organizations that define themsgldominantly
by what they are not. We adopt this notion herdrfoovations.
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ways to manage without budgets. Svenska Handelsbaak one of them, would later become
the most frequently cited Beyond Budgeting casdystu

In the next three years, Hope and Fraser visitedrat 15 companies and wrote up case studies
that described these companies’ practices. In ek, they were advised by a small group of
academics who shared their interest. One was Miatlgds, then professor at HEC Paris, and
a member of CAM-I since the early 19904e was involved in some of the case study work
and would from time to time come together with titeer researchers to report and aggregate
their findings. Lebas describes the inductive apphotaken by the BBRT in the following

terms:

“I mean, we sort of looked around for bits and pgof good ideas. And what
Robin [Fraser] and Jeremy [Hope] did was to pudktber into a coherent set
of knowledge all these experiences. None of thene werfect, but all of them

had a little bit that was good. So, it was moreomglexion of the best that
you can find, and extracting the gems from the yeckyou could actually

make it into a coherent philosophy.” (Michel Lebiaserview)

This “complexion of the best” was first written dow the form of an “emerging model” (Hope
and Fraser 1999a). In 2000, Hope and Fraser ettpliefer to this as the “Beyond Budgeting”
model, listing twelve principles as its buildingobks that are still in place today and which
represent its ‘prototypical identity’: six princgs that relate to “organizational design and
devolution” and six that relate to “performance agement” (Hope and Fraser 2000; similarly
Fraser and Hope 2001; Hope and Fraser 2001).

How did Beyond Budgeting evolve between 1997 araB20Clearly, when Hope and Fraser
published their book in 2003, Beyond Budgeting wa$onger presented as a vague idea about
potential alternatives to budgets; after a consioler amount of technical work by its
innovators, they now theorized it as “an alterrativanagement model” and a “coherent set”
of principles that organizations should follow (Hopand Fraser 2003a, p. xix). It seems that
Beyond Budgeting had matured in the eyes of itg@nents and was now ready to be

institutionalized in this particular form:

“And honestly, when 1 left [the BBRT] in 2004, perwlly, | did not think
there was much more to do in terms of conceptaatéwork, because we had
dealt with most of the elements in the conceptaahéwork. And when Robin
and Jeremy wrote the book, that was it.” (Michebag, interview)

6 Other researchers that had been enrolled in thBTBBetwork were Professors David Otley and Michael
Bromwich.
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But how exactly was Beyond Budgeting theorizethigtppoint? What was the particular identity
that Hope and Fraser, with their technical work anoimotional efforts, sought to craft for
Beyond Budgeting? When some ideas are repeatedipasised throughout a text, they are
supposedly of particular importance to its origomat Looking at the key writings and
statements of Hope and Fraser, there are in pkatitwo such ideas that the readers are

repeatedly reminded of.

The first one is that Beyond Budgeting is presendsdanalternative to budget-based

management. Beyond Budgeting, its proponents stigggsiires the abandonment of a widely
adopted practice. The concept’s very name as wdheatitles of some of the publications on
the topic make this quite clear. Budgets are desdrias “an unnecessary evil” (Wallander
1999) or as “figures of hate” (Hope and Fraser 2@0M it is suggested that they be “take[n]
away” (Hope and Fraser 1999b). In 2003, in the sgeae they published their book, Hope and
Fraser published an article in Harvard BusinessdReentitled “Who needs budgets”? And in

the foreword to their book, Charles Horngren writes

“Most of the solutions generally proposed for maragnt problems involve
putting something new into the organization. Iistl@gard, beyond budgeting
is very different. Perhaps uniquely, it proposdgngsomething powerfubut
to make room for something new and even more pave(Horngren 2003,
p. xi, our emphasis)

The starting point for Beyond Budgeting is to takenething out, and the “Beyond Budgeting”
label reflects this rather well. The second congaptation is closely related to the first one. In
their publications, Hope and Fraser repeatedlytpmihthat Beyond Budgeting is supposed to
be acomprehensive management modeher than a specific tool or toolset. It is abbut
changing theletailsof how an organization is managed and it doeseek to offer individual
tools or techniques that improve or extend existioglels of management. Although tools such
as rolling forecasts and Balanced Scorecards dmuttbnsidered useful components of Beyond
Budgeting, the BBRT stresses in several books angatticipants in its events that the
important issue is navhetherbut how firms use these tools (Hope and Fraser 2003a; Hope
Bunce, and R606sli 2011; Hope and Player 2012). Bey®udgeting involves “changing the
whole management model and establishing a new enberamong all of its components:
leadership, organization, management processdsnsysind tools” (Robin Fraser, interview).
This makes it different from tool-based innovatioAs Hope and Fraser (2003a) point out,
“[flew of the innovative management tools of thetp@decade have been used to fundamentally
transform the performance management process”)(Arfl for them, this demonstrates the
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insufficiency of these tools as stand-alone sohgtiwhich result in “marginal improvements to
a broken system” (ibid.).

The idea of Beyond Budgeting, we suggest, wasedafh an important extent around these
two key conceptualizations. They became the coimees of the prototypical identity of
Beyond Budgeting. Conceptualizations such as tleee instances of theorization, i.e.
“development and specification of abstract catexpodand the elaboration of chains of cause
and effect” (Lawrence and Suddaby 2006, p. 221J,ae arguably one of the main tasks of
institutional workers in the early stages of anowative practice (Reay et al. 2013). An
important part of the theorization of Beyond Budggtwas the criticism of ‘traditional’,
budget-based forms of management. For Hope anckr-rasdgeting was inappropriate for
today’s fast-changing and uncertain business enwiemts. Efforts tocreate Beyond
Budgeting as an institution were thus closely esldb efforts talisruptthe existing institution

of budgeting and budget-based forms of managerhantrénce and Suddaby 2006). If Beyond
Budgeting shall diffuse on a broad basis, it haddlegitimate budgeting, and this was quite
visible in the writings of Hope and Fraser (cf. BaDiekmann, and Tinsley 1994; Maguire
and Hardy 2009; Oliver 1992).

Particular theorizations, however, do not necelysaranslate into the way in which an
innovation is subsequently picked up. The way imclwlan innovation will be practised is not
determined by the way in which it is initially thieed and promoted by its key proponents.
Innovations may undergo variation (Ansari et alLl@Q both because of the way in which they
are adopted by organizations and because of thiutienal work exerted by other actors

interested in the innovation.

Uptake of theidea by others
A particular audience

First concerns with the fidelity of the discourseund Beyond Budgeting to its original idea
emerged when it became apparent that Beyond Bundpetis not really discussed as a general
management model, but rather as an accountingiaadck issue. This was at least in part
driven by some of the institutional work that Hap®l Fraser themselves had carried out. After
all, their main journal publications on Beyond Betigg appeared in management accounting
outlets (i.e.Management Accountingnd Strategic Financeand the concept was mainly
promoted at conferences and seminars for the fenand accounting community. Moreover,
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the academic advisors that Hope and Fraser inwittxthe BBRT network were mostly
management accounting professors rather than garfesf general management. Eventually,
Beyond Budgeting also found its way into textboaksearch papers and surveys that would
mention Beyond Budgeting alongside other managemdunting innovations — as if it was
clear that this was a management accounting (rétaergeneral management) topic (Ax and
Bjgrnenak 2007; CIMA 2009; Hansen 2011).

At the same time, there was another key actor vamiributed to this positioning of Beyond

Budgeting. This was the publisher of the 2003 bdtdvard Business School Press (HBSP).
Hope and Fraser were dealing with the finance @edaf the publisher when they negotiated
the publication of their book. The title of the lowvith its explicit reference to budgeting, was

apparently appealing to the publisher in lighttefgreferred target audience:

“The part of Harvard Business School Press thatvere dealing with was
responsible for financial publications. That's wthey liked the title ‘Beyond
Budgeting' and wanted the primary focus to be arigpeance management
processes. They were not ready to accept us as ‘Gdmy Hamels’
transforming the management model. (...) So, the leak published under
the title ‘Beyond Budgeting'. It raised quite a bitinterest with CFOs, but
not surprisingly only with CFOs. The title was otwsly wrong for the book’s
real message of ‘transforming the management medeth is for the CEO
and the board.” (Robin Fraser, interview)

When negotiating with the publisher, Hope and Frasgeed to change the order of the
principles, i.e. to start with the six “performanm@anagement” principles and to then discuss
the organizational principle$.This variation in the theorization of Beyond Buting
undertaken by Harvard Business School Press hamlaggreinforced the interpretation of

Beyond Budgeting as being primarily a finance arwbanting issue.

For Hope and Fraser, this positioning of Beyond g&inhg as a finance and accounting issue
was unfortunate. On the one hand, finance and atiogustaff was perceived as a potentially
critical audience as the budgeting process wamanritant part of their occupational identity.
On the other hand, those who were open for thesidé8eyond Budgeting were not deemed
to be in the best position to initiate compreheasiange projects, given that such change
would also concern areas other than the financeaacdunting function. According to Robin

Fraser, the label “Beyond Budgeting” was not patéidy helpful for promoting the concept,

7 This is also evident in the Harvard Business Revimticle (Hope and Fraser 2003e, which focuses
predominantly on the performance management pitagjms well as in the articles shortly precedimg hook
publication (Hope and Fraser 2003c; Hope and Fi23@3d).
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“[...] because people have generally assumed thegdhion lies within the
area of responsibility of financial people in a g@ny. And financial people
are not able to make all of the changes that acessary to change a
management model, obviously.” (Robin Fraser, ingavy

In other words, there was the concern that finaaed accounting professionals would
somewhat selectively take up ideas from Beyond Btidg without however grasping the ‘big

picture’. And this was not in line with Hope andaBer’s conviction that what was required in
most organizations was a comprehensive changeeimgproach to managing. But Harvard
Business School Press was a renowned publishemwwhtd create visibility for the ideas of

Beyond Budgeting. For Hope and Fraser, this bemefiterms of dissemination seemed to
outweigh the costs of having to depart from theigioal intentions. Yet, at the same time, the
BBRT tried to ‘correct’ for this loss of fidelityybactively positioning the concept among

managers with other functional specializations:

“We are still trying to get the companies to briather functions to the
meetings, like HR and Operations. Which they doasmnally. But we really
have to emphasise: ‘Look, this Beyond Budgetingghs not a finance issue.
It affects the whole company. It affects the way yoanage the business.
Therefore, it involves everybody and everythingP&ter Bunce, interview)

However, as we learned in our interviews, membprshithe BBRT has been dominated by
corporate representatives with a background imfieaor accounting, rather than by managing
directors or general managers. And “it is difficuhen you have got a network established, to

change” it (Robin Fraser, interview).
Promoting flexible understandings

It was one thing that CFOs and controllers migekithly appropriate Beyond Budgeting in
their organizations, with the risk that such reetfiations could then spread to other firms,
thus leading to variation in how Beyond Budgetingsvpracticed (Ansari et al. 2010). But it
was yet another issue that some potential ingtitati workers, whose interests went beyond
the single adopting organization, were apparemtyoting such a flexible understanding. This
seemed an even bigger concern to Hope and Fragam,the multiplying effect that such actors

could have.

This was visible for both professional associatiang consulting firms. These groups of actors
often play an important role in the diffusion ananagement innovation (Perkmann and Spicer
2008), but they may equally prevent disseminatipwbrking against an innovation. While

professional associations for management accouirtitige UK (CIMA) and the US (IMA)
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took a rather agnostic stance towards Beyond Birdifethe reaction by the corresponding
association in German-speaking countries was mamnopnced. The Internationaler
Controller Verein (ICV), the professional organieatfor management accounting in German-
speaking countries, took a rather active role ia debate on Beyond Budgeting. Beyond
Budgeting had garnered considerable attention énGerman-speaking afgaand the ICV
discussed the concept in some depth in a numbercalf working groups. While some of the
ideas suggested by Beyond Budgeting were welcometebassociation, the radical critique
implied in this new management model was deemdakttappropriate. In 2007, the ICV
published a statement entitléBeyond Budgeting — No thanksthat publicly discredited the
concept (ICV 2007). In a two-page statement, thib@as cite several successful firms working
with “strict budgets” and conclude that Beyond Beiilgg is no viable solution for the

challenges facing firms in “today’s dynamic, glabad markets”.

At the same time, the ICV contributed to the delaateind Beyond Budgeting by propagating
‘Modern Budgeting’ (see the subsequently publishedks: ICV Facharbeitskreis "Moderne
Budgetierung" 2009; Gleich et al. 2013b; Gleichaét 2013a). ‘Modern Budgeting’ was
different from Beyond Budgeting as it was still edson the reliance on budgets as a key
management tool. Yet, it also responded to somtbeotriticisms of budgeting that Beyond
Budgeting was built upon and its authors statettie&t used Beyond Budgeting as a reference
for their own concept so that, in this respecentered the same discourse. For instance, the
ICV advocated the use of rolling forecasts andtirgdaargets, where appropriate. In a sense,
the ‘Modern Budgeting’ template promoted by the I€Ah be seen as a practice variation of
the six performance management principles as fatadlby Hope and Fraser. But it was a
practice variation that was at the same time pm®etl in rather explicit opposition to Beyond
Budgeting. Hence, while ‘Modern Budgeting’ probabignefited from the discourse that the
proponents of Beyond Budgeting had initiated, dt ot intend to ‘give anything back’. It was
a markedly different idea and thus would not heffy@d Budgeting get institutionalized.

A similar observation holds for the role playeddmysultants who were not necessarily against
Beyond Budgeting per se but were critical of sorhigsacharacteristics. Consulting firms can

play a powerful role in the promotion and implenaitn of management innovations

8 Robin Fraser gave courses on Beyond BudgetinGflglA and “the courses peaked [...] during the fisgbtor
three years after the book was published” (Robasér, interview). But once the initial enthusiasaswver, no
more courses were offered on the topic.
% Not least because of the work of the regional BRRit headed by Franz Ro6sli and because of thaep
BBRT director from South America who is German (Blieflaging).
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(Abrahamson 1996a; Sahlin-Andersson and EngwalB0OBerkmann and Spicer 2008) and
they often flexibly translate innovations (Benderan den Berg, and van Bijsterveld 1998;
Morris 2001; Suddaby and Greenwood 2001; Furusd@dR Furthermore, consultants can add
to the credibility of innovations (David and Stra2@06) and, through their network of clients
and business partners, can create strong momentuimefdissemination of a concept.

In the case of Beyond Budgeting, consulting firmtsuggled in particular with the
comprehensive nature of the change process endidagés proponents. Hope and Fraser
themselves acknowledged that the scope of changdved in going beyond budgets was
considerable:

“Implementing beyond budgeting, whatever the ihisieope of the changes
envisioned, is a significant change program anddsie® be handled
accordingly. It is not just about changing a precesd putting in an
alternative process or a set of processes. Itasitathanging mindsets and
achieving a different coherence in the way the wigdion as a whole is
managed.” (Hope and Fraser 2003a, p. 96)

And some of the allies with close connections ®BBRT even described Beyond Budgeting
as an “ideal state” (Jurgen Daum, interview) ratlem a model actually in use by many

organizations:

“I do not believe that the BBRT model can be appfigdly. It is a framework.

It is a guide that managers should [use to] learmeflect on their own
management system and see where they can twedikli bit to help bring

it closer to the model. But nobody will ever getBayond Budgeting
implemented fully. It is a utopian idea, but utopideas are very useful. And
in that sense, itis... it is what you create, wheu greate the perfect man by
taking the best parts of everybody. That is what dig with Beyond
Budgeting. That is what Jeremy Hope and Robin Frpeein their book.
They really put down what the best parts of theéesyghat we have observed,
or they have observed, are; and it makes it inteautiful, good looking
person, but it is not a person that is human. Inmiédoes not take into account
human frailties. But it is definitely a canon ofdogy, against which we can
benchmark everybody’s practices.” (Michel Lebatgrview)

To get an idea of how Beyond Budgeting was perckebseconsulting firms, we spoke to two
experienced partners of two consulting firms in@any (Horvath & Partners and CTcon),
both of which specialize in planning and controlutons. One of the firms (Horvath &
Partners) was quite active in debates around BeBaddeting and some of its partners actually
translated Hope and Fraser’s book (2003a) into @er(Rlope and Fraser 2003b). The two

partners whom we interviewed both emphasised tieicomprehensive scope of a Beyond
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Budgeting implementation project limited its attraeness to consulting firms and potential

adopters:

“All cultural change projects take about threeite fyears. If it takes three,
management is really good; five is what you wouldidally need. [...]
Consultants cannot be with the firm for such a Idimge. [...] Usually,
projects do not last that long.” (Partner CTcotgliview)

“People either say, ‘Hey, I really want to changmsthing radically’. Or they
say, ‘That is too radical for me, | don’t want to ghat’. There is no firm that
says we want to be here and there in five yeaplPavant quick wins and
calculable risks!” (Partner Horvath & Partnersemiew)

The proponents of Beyond Budgeting were aware @fsttepticism consultants had vis-a-vis

their innovation and they understood that this vedeted to the comprehensive change efforts

that would be needed:

“They naturally found this to be an exciting prospéut it is very long-term.
Consulting firms have most of their business inatdsl problems and
performance management processes, not with tranisigr the whole
management model. [...] They like to generate or $maated with new
ideas, but they also have to maintain an adeqeatnue stream. That is the
reality.” (Robin Fraser, interview)

“Essentially CFOs are promoting [Beyond Budgetimgplementations. Not
consulting firms. It was mainly in-house. [...]. [Bayd Budgeting] is not a
tool. It is a way of looking at how you mobiliseethesources in the firm.
And... it is not based on software. It is not basediata analyses. It is really
a change of vision. [...] It is not sellable by caltisg firms.” (Michel Lebas,
interview)

Interestingly though, their scepticism did not mmet consulting firms from selectively

integrating some ideas and principles from Beyondid&ting into their own products or

solutions. This was, for example, the case withvidtir & Partners who published a book

entitled “ImplementingBeyond BudgetingSuccessful planning with Advanced Budgeting”

(Horvath & Partners 2004, our emphasis). The canttegy created was called “Advanced

Budgeting”, offered several techniques for imprayvitraditional” budgeting, and turned out

to be an important product within the firm’s potitd®:

“In a phase where it was too early to say whetheyoBd Budgeting will
function as a [concept] or not, we really had tsifion ourselves in between.
We did say to ourselves that there really mighfilmas that could control
without budgets. Svenska Handelsbanken is one exaimple. But we also
said to ourselves that we can imagine firms that mell keep budgets but

10 Interestingly, this is the same name as the rebgapject that Robin Fraser conducted within CAMHere is,
however, no link between the two.
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might integrate a number of important elements fidayond Budgeting.”
(Partner Horvéath & Partners, interview)

Consultants apparently tried to benefit from theesging discourse that the BBRT had kicked
off and to position themselves in this potentiatrked But “Advanced Budgeting” was not the
same as Beyond Budgeting — a point that was madedaltly clear by some of the more
adamant proponents of the latter concept:

“That is a book on techniques of Better Budgetind an the ‘Advanced
Budgeting’ product of the Horvath company. It cotkeloosely connected
texts [...] about how to improve planning. [...] Re&linterested in Beyond
Budgeting will find little if nothing on Beyond Buggting, [...] the book was
positioned deliberately as a Beyond Budgeting-iyhaftkage!” (Public book
review by Niels Pflaging, BBRT Director South Aneias of 2005)

“And in the BBRT, we paid attention to these thiagsl said: ‘Well, what you
are doing here is not Beyond Budgeting. We thinis igood that you are
interested in the topic and that you want to cbate something, but we would
like to make sure that Beyond Budgeting stays BdyBuadgeting and does
not somehow degenerate into Better Budgeting'.e(&Pflaging, interview)

Such statements reflect a concern with the fidedftythe innovation. They re-enacted the
prototypical theorization of Beyond Budgeting ascmprehensive management model and
emphasized that the content of Beyond Budgetingneaso be compromised in light of what
consulting firms or professional associations pgeceto be the ‘needs’ of the demand side.
Indeed, both the position of the ICV and of the teosulting firms described above appear to
be motivated mainly by their view that Beyond Butilyg was not applicable onlarge scale

For the consulting firms, this was a problem imtgiof their commercial interests. For the ICV,
it was a problem as the association wished to istéipe with the views of the management

accountants it represented.

The conflict between the concerns for fidelity ahssemination, respectively, was solved by a
clear demarcation of Beyond Budgeting from the epte promoted by the ICV (“Modern
Budgeting”) and the consultants (“Advanced BudgglinEventually, these concepts became
stand-alone projects with little reference to Beyd@udgeting. Accordingly, neither of these
actors ended up carrying out institutional work Beyond Budgeting. Despite their points of
contact with the Beyond Budgeting community, they bt really ‘come on board’ as active
players within this community. But, of course, vehihe clear demarcation helped preserve the

fidelity of the concept, it at the same time imglignat the BBRT had ‘lost’ some potential
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spokespersons for its cause, thus limiting the sadpnstitutional work that could promote its
innovation (Dorado 2005; Perkmann and Spicer 2008).

The situation was a different one regarding otlogora who became more actively involved in
the Beyond Budgeting community and contributedeast for some time, to the institutional
work around this innovation. Who these actors vegr@ how they positioned themselves with
respect to Beyond Budgeting is explored next.

The expansion of the BBRT community
New allies and their institutional work

The main institution behind the development of Bey@udgeting has been the Round Table
(BBRT). It is designed as a research group or ki@mk’ and, as such, its activities are mainly
“to identify those companies that had abandonedbtgeting model, visiting them, and
through case reports and presentations, reportaul o the BBRT members, who were
funding our research with their membership feesAy® and Hope 2005, p. 4). Increasing the
membership base and creating a community of Befudteting firms was a main objective
behind the BBRT:

“We sort of went wherever we felt there would bensopeople willing to
share their experience that local people couldedta so that we could add
more members. And it is like the life of any orgaation of this type: You are
caught between the purity of the message and geatiisre members to get
more money. And there was always a mix between etiakand content. We
were marketing to get more members, and we wer@ediglg content.”
(Michel Lebas, interview)

“The idea of [the] BBRT was always to create a affircommunity. And all
those things — the research and the publicatibesptesentations, seminars,
the consulting work the BBRT directors would penfior should all serve the
community, in order to grow a community that wowt some point, also be
active in implementing the new model.” (Niels Pflig interview)

In addition, there are a number of publications$ thake the concept available to the academic
and practitioner communities; there are speechpshdic events; and there are workshops and
meetings for members of the BBRT in which best {icas are discussed. The creation of the
Round Table is therefore another example of thestcoction of normative networks which
“normatively sanction” practices and which “formethelevant peer group with respect to
compliance, monitoring and evaluation” (Lawrencd &uddaby 2006, p. 221).
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The arguably most notable “push” in institutionabr that the BBRT engaged in was the
geographic expansion into other continents andtci@snBy 2007, the BBRT had created sister
organizations in North America, Australia/Asia, Berman-speaking countries, the Middle

East and, for some time, South America.

In North America, it was Steve Player who staredhécome involved around 1998 and was
formally made director of the BBRT for North Ameaian 2002. Fraser knew Player from his
involvement in CAM-I, where Player served as treasuln a similar vein, the Australian
BBRT was set up by one of Fraser’'s former colleagwem Coopers & Lybrand who had
already retired. At a conference in Frankfurt, Eramet Franz R606sli, professor at a Swiss
polytechnic, who then became director for the Gerseaking countries. Finally, there was
also a BBRT for South America that existed from 2@0 2008 and was headed by Niels
Pflaging. A German, Pflaging was working as a manmagnt accountant in Brazil when he
learnt of the BBRT and its concept of Beyond BudggetHe soon started to give presentations
on the topic in Brazil and to publish articles iar@han-speaking practitioner journals dedicated
to management accounting. In 2003, Pflaging pubtdtis first book on Beyond Budgeting in
German (Pflaging 2003) and, in the same year, \ppeiated director of the BBRT for South
America in which position he remained until 2008 around 2005/2006, the core team of the
leaders of Beyond Budgeting was further extendeddiode Bjarte Bogsnes who had headed
an initiative to implement Beyond Budgeting at themical company Borealis and, as of 2015,

was heading a similar initiative at the oil and gampany Statoil (Bogsnes 2009).

There were also allies outside the BBRT who caroded at least for some time, institutional
work for Beyond Budgeting. One of the early acadealiies was André de Waal, associate
professor at Maastricht School of Management inNtatherlands. De Waal published several
books and papers on the topic, among which wagirtebook ever published on Beyond
Budgeting (De Waal 2002). He also went to the BBRMeetings and engaged in discussions
with Hope and Fraser. Later on, de Waal turned ain@y a concern with budgeting to do
research on what he calls “High Performance Orgdioizs” more generally. In Germany,
Hope and Fraser had established contact with JiDgem, a product manager at SAP, the
German software company. In 2002, Daum publishbdak on the growing importance of
intangible assets (Daum 2002), which included allsateapter on Beyond Budgeting. He
subsequently published several papers and a bottedopic (Daum 2005).
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The expansion certainly gave more momentum to #yBd Budgeting movement. In terms
of membership, for example, the BBRT in North Aroarnin the past years accounted for more
member firms than the European branch (Peter Buimterview). Together with this
expansion, many more activities took place that lmarconsidered instances of institutional
work. First and foremost, the various members efitimovation community published a large
array of white papers, case studies, or books. Metttis technical work through writings on
Beyond Budgeting per se, several publications dééal highlighting the proximity of the idea
with other management philosophies (e.g., the mg#iof Birkinshaw 2010; Denning 2010;
McGregor 1960; Hamel 2007; Inamori 2012; Nayar 30d0the Agile software development
methodology. Such institutional work is of a cutumature and changes normative associations
since it re-makes the connections between a peaatid its moral and cultural foundations
(Lawrence and Suddaby 2006, p. 221; Perkmann aiceS}008).

In addition, the BBRT organizes a lot of events,dwample the North American or European
Members’ Meeting and smaller Members’ Workshopsweler, the expansion of the network
around Beyond Budgeting with the many ensuing digs/ apparently also created some
challenges for the fidelity of the innovation, aetent actors started to appropriate the ideas

of Beyond Budgeting in their own terms.

Dissemination or fidelity?

Questions about the identity of Beyond Budgetingensdready discussed among Jeremy Hope
and Robin Fraser when they prepared their bookwaat eventually published in 2003. As
mentioned above, Harvard Business School Presed#mt book to place emphasis on finance
and performance management, in line with their dargudience of CFOs and financial

managers.

“Really, their very fixed view was that this wadimance book; this was a
book that would appeal to the CFO and it was gamghallenge the old
budgeting model and show how it can be replacedygoily with rolling
plans, rolling forecasts, and so on. [...] And so, lveel quite a task on our
hands to persuade them that this was not just alepleicing budgeting. |
thought it was about replacing a whole set of manamnt conventional
wisdom.” (Jeremy Hope, interview)

Hope and Fraser, in contrast, insisted on thetikgaBeyond Budgeting was a comprehensive
management model. The compromise they eventualgherl was the above mentioned

variation, i.e. to reverse the order of the pritespand to first address the performance
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management practices (“adaptive processes”) anthdkle the organizational principles
thereaftet":

“The title of the book remained Beyond Budgetingcdéuse that's what
Harvard wanted us to write about. So, the book edrout to be an
uncomfortable compromise with the adaptive processekled first, and the
decentralised principles tackled second [...]. Butwi&é had not been
constrained in the way that we were, | would hanefgured it to have been
written the other way around (as we did in the BB#&agnostic) with the
leadership principles first and the adaptive preessecond, because they are
in support of radical decentralization.” (Robin &g, interview)

The content and focus of the book was also disdus#hin the innovation community. And
these discussions revealed different preferenggding the concern with dissemination of
Beyond Budgeting, on the one hand, and the congighrensuring fidelity of the practice vis-
a-vis its prototypical theorization, on the othant. Steve Player, BBRT director for North
America, remembers the conversations he had witpeHand Fraser on this topic. He
suggested, in line with the publisher, to haveltbek focus on the principles of performance

management only and to save leadership ideast@rpablications:

“l gave some advice that said: ‘You have got atgoeak now. Let us publish
this one. Then, you keep researching and hit thdeleship model second.’
But Jeremy and Robin are basically both fairly getibnist, and so they
wanted to capture the whole idea. So, the book fHarvard was delayed,
while they kind of got the whole idea down.” (Std¥Mayer, interview)

While Hope and Fraser continued to promote BeyondigBting as a comprehensive
management model, Steve Player followed his owncadef a more evolutionary approach.
He regularly organizes BBRT meetings in North Aroaand thereby puts particular emphasis
on performance management processes. TogetherSietlre Morlidge, a former financial
controller from Unilever, he has published a bookhmw to master business forecasting
(Morlidge and Player 2010). All this reflects alvat pragmatic approach to Beyond Budgeting
in which the holistic idea of the model is traddtiagainst its flexibility and adaptability in
order to favor dissemination. This is also evidehiog the presentation of Beyond Budgeting
as “a set of [only six] performance managementgpies” on the North American BBRT
website (cf. Appendix 2). The main motivation behthe more pragmatic approach, similar to
the rationale of consulting firms, apparently wasssuage potential fears of managers when

these are confronted with the whole idea of a cetmgmsive management model:

11n its recent writings, the BBRT moved the ordackagain to six “leadership” principles and then s
“management processes” (e.g., Olesen 2015).
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“I think [the holistic approach] served us well thiuhas also been difficult,

because many organizations had trouble swalloviiaguhole thing, because
it is such a large change [...] If | am talking trimisnational change, that
means | am only talking to the top one or two guya company. And that
limits the population dramatically. If we only doniith th[is] transformational

[approach], we severely limit the ability to makeything happen. And so, we
were much more willing to start anywhere we cagdbthings going. And we
just think that is a better way to get more peoptering. And that is what |

am experiencing in North America.” (Steve Playeteiview)

To write a book on forecasting was thus also a twayet people interested in the topic and to
enable them to make some changes to their budgatingss that may eventually lead them to

go beyond budgeting:

“So, [firms] jJump on an evolutionary path, whereyrstart taking the things
that they readily agree with and begin to implentbose and try to improve
their system. [...] And in that regard, the foreaagtbook has been a huge
help, since universally, it is rare that | haverbé® a company that did not
think they needed to do a better job of forecast®m in writing a book on
forecasting we really geared towards that in teshteelping people see which
way to go and how to do a better job of forecastangen if | continue to
budget. And if you read the forecasting, the FuRReady book, it takes you
through that all the way, until you are completélydgetless’. And the last
chapter [which is on the management model] readlis tyou about that
evolution, but it does not require... you can Umeliook as a guideline just to
improve the way you forecast. And so, in that rdgidrhas been a huge help
to people moving down the evolutionary path. AndisdNorth America, we
have a tremendous number of people [...] improvingiwthey are doing on
this evolutionary path.” (Steve Player, interview)

It is not very surprising then that this approaaswerceived as somewhat particular by other
members of the BBRT:

“And | think Steve Player, from what | see from thdvertisements for his
conferences, is not throwing the budget away. H@ksg account of the
budget and relaxing some of the constraints ofbildget to make it more
flexible, more adaptable.” (Michel Lebas, intervljew

While Player’'s activities were welcomed as valuatmatributions to the Beyond Budgeting
movement, there was apparently some tension betWisepragmatic appropriation of the

concept and the perspective taken by the Europesanciy of the BBRT:

“In the US, the BBRT is strongly focused on perfarmoe management rather
than on the transformation and leadership aspé8symnd Budgeting. There
has always been a certain tension within the BB example between
North America and the UK, or [between North Ame}igad me. [...] We say
that it must be all 12 principles, or nothing. Aol the other side, in the US,
for example, the colleagues chose what they sorastaall a more pragmatic
stance.” (Niels Pflaging, interview)
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Steve Player was not the only one to take a pragrapproach to Beyond Budgeting in order
to favor dissemination, however. Also more relaielis appropriation of Beyond Budgeting
was André de Waal, who was member of the BBRT @ti)3. In relevant publications, he
argues that companies can introduce @ugneof the Beyond Budgeting principles and still
remain “high performance organizations”. De Waahs$elf had assisted several organizations
partially to implement Beyond Budgeting. One ofrth@as Beckers, a subsidiary of the Dutch
firm Royal Wessanen. De Waal's approach in theseswting projects was apparently in

contrast to Hope and Fraser’s insistence thatZafirinciples must be followed.

“I remember that | had a discussion with Jeremy éHdayen [...] we had a
seminar organised by Eelco Bilstra, | think fouasgeago. | was a speaker and
Jeremy Hope was a speaker. | was sitting with Jerklope before the
seminar drinking coffee and so on. And at a cemagment he said to me,
‘Beckers is not a Beyond Budgeting company’. Anduaes quite firm about
this. And | said, ‘well, why not, because they doing this and this’ and then
he said, ‘well, because they had not implemented24l And | said, ‘well,
basically who cares, they are on their way'. Andshal, ‘well they are on
their way but they are not Beyond Budgeting'.” (A@dle Waal, interview)

Jurgen Daum approached the topic from a perspesitividar to de Waal’s. In workshops and
seminars, Daum often used Beyond Budgeting as ym 6pener” (interview) to challenge
customers’ existing views on their budgeting precdhis does not mean, however, that he
advocated the implementation of Beyond Budgetindhéway it was envisaged by Hope and
Fraser. Since his main target group for the tops the finance and accounting community,
most of his consulting projects involvethproving planning, budgeting, and forecasting
processes, rather than radically abandoning budget®rding to Daum, this more pragmatic
stance reflects firms’ actual concerns with budggetind their rather pragmatic reactions to the
discussions that the BBRT helped to initiate.

“Today, firms do not discuss so much whether thesdna budget or not. They
are nearly all already through or in the middl@ohajor change process. And
they typically start this by saying: ‘We need mbexibility and dynamism in
our performance management process’. And thattpeatslanning, budgeting
and forecasting processes on the table. So theyHsk can we apply a more
dynamic and more rolling approach that works inaampany?’ And then we
are in the middle of the whole topic and in the aiedof a very productive and
constructive discussion — without engaging in dgsieiphical debate about
whether | am doing Beyond Budgeting, Better Budggetor Advanced
Budgeting. It's really about working on the futyrerformance management
concept and on the new planning, budgeting andcémteng processes.”
(Jargen Daum, interview)
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Taken together, these observations demonstratettibeg was a tension with the Beyond
Budgeting community — a tension that revolved adbiine way in which the innovation should
be interpreted and promoted. The activities of pedige Steve Player, André de Waal, or
Jurgen Daum, seemed motivated mainly by a conceimtinedisseminatiorof the practice. If
potential adopters can be convinced more easijyrégenting them not with the full model as
it was conceptualised by Hope and Fraser, but ratlt® a shrunk-down version or with
selected practices and tools related to it, thenrnthight increase the number of firms that can
be enrolled. Allowing variations and more flexilalepropriations of an innovation is typically
expected to increase the chances of its dissemm@Benders and Van Veen 2001; Giroux
2006).

The goal of increasing dissemination through pcactiariation should perhaps also be seen in
light of the perceived limitations regarding thesaerces within the Beyond Budgeting
community. Steve Player, for example, claims ttte tommercial money available for
promoting other innovations was “a hundred timea throusand times more than what Beyond
Budgeting had” (Steve Player, interview). He alsints out that the BBRT does not benefit
from the same combination of a commercial collatreeaand the “allure of an academic
institution” (ibid.) as other innovations could lliupon. By flexibly appropriating the
innovation to the perceived needs of firms, thisklaf resources, both in terms of financial

means and of legitimacy, could hardly be offset,gmrhaps partly alleviated in its effect.

Other actors within the innovation community shatexlperception that the BBRT was limited

in terms of its resources and people:

“But we are still a small number of people. So, gannot just go out with a
big check book and hire other marketing peoplea@gd market it.” (Peter
Bunce, interview)

“I mean, we are not a big organization with a lotalleagues, organizational
muscle behind us. It is more of a network of thepanies interested in this.”
(Bjarte Bogsnes, interview)

Such constraints were certainly regretted — wholadvowwt want to have more resources to
promote one’s ideas? But at the same time, the grangp within the BBRT appears to have

accepted this as a fact and has settled for a modest ambition regarding dissemination:

“We are not very strategically focused really; agy not in Europe. We just
sort of go with the flow. We just see how it dey®oYou know, there have
been in the past people saying: ‘Oh, if we do thiswill have 100 members.’
And it never happens. And so, we just go alonggltie best we can with the
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limited resources we have got. And we have deciimd that that suits the
way we want to work.” (Peter Bunce, interview)

The main concern of Hope, Fraser, Bunce, and Pigageemed to lie elsewhere, namely with
ensuring a particular version of their innovatiomd afidelity to this version when spreading
the innovation. This can be inferred also from wee/ in which they describe what Beyond

Budgeting is about:

“Beyond Budgeting cannot be a ‘pick-and-mix’ approdo change. It is an
alternative coherent model or it is nothing.” (H@pe Fraser 2003d, p. 76)

“Companies have got to be receptive. If they ateready to make changes,
then [Beyond Budgeting] is of no interest to thehatgoever. It is like... It is
a binary thing; it is either a one or a zero.” @dunce, interview)

To say that it is either “a one or a zero” is tmferce the identity of Beyond Budgeting as an
alternativeto budgetingand as a&omprehensivenanagementodel. It means that a “second-
best” solution and a variation of the idea in whgdme of the features of the concept are
watered down to allow for easier disseminationhef tconcept, is not a viable option to them.
That it was difficult to win broad support for theirototypical version of Beyond Budgeting
was openly acknowledged by the founding fatherst, tfewas theirconviction of how
organizations should be managed that explains \why twere not willing to compromise

fidelity for dissemination:

“A set of tools such as Balanced Scorecards, ngllforecasts, key
performance indicators, the typical tools thatd¢basultants would sell, may
be a part of the solution, but the solution needshmore than that. It needs
a more holistic, coherent, almost a complete newiomi of what the
management model has to be. So, we set ourseligry,arery ambitious and
a very tough and challenging target to reach. iagshbeen part of our problem
ever sinceSo,you might say that we have been a little bit id#aliabout this
you know. It would have been much easier and wddvoave certainly made
more money out of this if we had sold these idsasset of tools and packaged
them like Kaplan and Norton did with the Balancedr®card. [...] Wdruly
believe that the whole model needs replacing and | thimkt tevidence,
certainly the way that | have looked at it, badiat tup. The tools may get a
temporary improvement, but their longevity is gimstble.” (Jeremy Hope,
interview, our emphasis)

Postscript

Recently, there have been some notable changhse BBRT community and its activities. In
2013/2014, Dag Larsson and Anders Olesen, botmgrartin leading consulting firms for

performance management in Sweden and Denmark,ctesgg, joined the core team of the
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BBRT.!? In the course of this, the BBRT also expandednissitutional work which now
includes “Open Beyond Budgeting Conferences” (iich non-members may attend) and
“masterclasses” (one day intensive training in radthfor practical implementation) as well as
events with other communities such as those arthendoncept of Agile. As of 2015, the BBRT
has also fostered its partnerships with acadensttuions so as to try and more strongly
‘educate’ (Lawrence and Suddaby 2006) potentialptate. Furthermore, there is now an
increasing collaboration with medium-sized conggltiirms in selected countries. Especially
the agreements with consulting firms are worth nogirig. As discussed above, the BBRT had
always taken a rather sceptical stance towardalmiating with consulting firms, arguing that
consulting projects, with their short-term focusldnol-orientation, were not well suited to
implement Beyond Budgeting in organizations. Thestidting firms themselves were sceptical
as to the ‘market potential’ of Beyond Budgetingl gineferred more pragmatic approaches, as

we could see from the examples of Horvath & Pastiaed CTCon.

We suggest that the efforts of the BBRT to morersgjly liaise with consulting firms reflect a
change in the way in which the BBRT nowadays carsidhe relative importance of fidelity
and dissemination, respectively. While there it @insiderable attachment to the prototypical
ideas of Beyond Budgeting, some of the statemepntthé newly joined BBRT members
suggest a move towards a more pragmatic stancangi@ance, in a recent white paper, the
BBRT suggests: “For established organizations tes@geted on a Beyond Budgeting journey,
we generally recommend to start with [the perforogamanagement principles], and to address
the leadership principles subsequently” (Olesen52@il 11)*2 The notion of being on an
incremental “Beyond Budgeting journey” when implerieg and the suggestion to start with
the performance management principles point to eempoagmatic understanding of Beyond
Budgeting, where fidelity to the original ideasslonger the be-all and end-all of the BBRT’s
efforts. Rather, it is the concern with dissemimgtiBeyond Budgeting that drives such

development.

121n 2011, Jeremy Hope and in 2015, Peter Buncepftbe three founding fathers, sadly passed away.
13 Such an approach had already been proposed &svth@eaks” or “opportunities” of Beyond Budgetirgy
several years (e.g., Bunce, Fraser, and Hope 208@be and Fraser 2003a) but was later on deemglthBiz
favour of full implementations of Beyond Budgeting.
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Discussion
Institutionalization as a matter of disseminatiamdidelity

Our above empirical account of the evolution of &®sy Budgeting illustrates our key
theoretical argument regarding the nature of imstihal work. We suggest that heterogeneity
in institutional work does not only exist with resp to the types of institutional work carried
out, as proposed by previous studies (e.g. LawrandeSuddaby 2006; Perkmann and Spicer
2008). It also relates to the relative importanéewn key concerns with how a practice
becomes institutionalized. These are the conceithsigsemination of the practice, on the one
hand, and with the fidelity of the practice vis{&-the prototypical idea, on the other hand. We
suggest that, for a practice to become institutined, both some level and work of
dissemination and some level and work of fidelity mequired. A practice that does not diffuse
cannot be said to have become an institution. &rigjl a practice that does not remain

sufficiently homogeneous as it diffuses cannotitusbnalize asonepractice.

While both some level of dissemination and fideditg thus required for a practice to become
institutionalized, we may in practice observe difg degrees of dissemination and fidelity
between different innovations. Whereas some innowatdiffuse in a very homogeneous way,
others change their characteristics as they difflied while some innovations diffuse broadly,
others will only experience limited uptake. Impaotty, these two dimensions are related to
each other. As Ansari et al. (2010) suggest, thel lef fidelity observed in the diffusion of a
practice will to an important extent depend ondbgree of “fit” between the organization and
the practice. Accordingly, if a practice is nobaled to vary, it is less likely to be picked up by
potential adopters because of a lack of fit, thmgihg its potential for dissemination. In other
words, too much concern for fidelity may preverddat dissemination of a practice (Ansari et
al. 2014; O'Mahoney 2007; Scarbrough and Swan 2001)

It is important, however, to add some nuance ®dhgument. A practice does not necessarily
have to remain completely invariant for it to rem&aithful to its prototypical version. Rather,
we suggest that it will depend on the way in whiaprototypical practice is theorized whether
practice variation will count as a ‘faithful’ orrdiaithful’ type of variation. When a prototypical
practice is highly specified in terms of its scoged meaning, leaving little interpretive
flexibility (Benders and van Veen 2001) or ambigyiBiroux 2006), then even tiny variations
in the practice will likely be considered unfaithhy those who have theorized the practice. In

contrast, when a practice is theorized in rathegueaterms, leaving space for different
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interpretations and uses, then fidelity to suclague prototype may be maintained even in the
case of a high degree of practice variation. Téibdcause, in such a case, practice variation
exploits the interpretive space that the theoratiffers to begin with, rather than challenging

a particular type of theorization.

Beyond Budgeting exemplifies an interesting casthim respect. On the one hand, one could
argue that principles such as ‘decentralized resipaity’ or ‘high performance culture’ leave
sufficient flexibility for interpretation and prace. On the other hand, however, the model has
been rigidly theorized in two important ways; fjistterms of the insistence on complying with
all twelve principles, and second, in the senseBegtond Budgeting was defined in opposition
to (all variants of) budget-based forms of managemé&Ve suggest that these two
characterizations of Beyond Budgeting severelytiohithe space for practice variations that
would be considered faithful to the prototypicatéad Any implementation that covered only
part of the full model and/or that allowed for #entinued use of budgets was not in line with
this prototypical idea. Hence, in the case of BelyBadgeting, it has been difficult to achieve
practice variation without threatening fidelity, iwh in turn explains why concerns with fidelity

and dissemination have been hard to reconcile.
Institutional work and concerns for disseminatiorddidelity

Our paper takes these ideas even further by rgléiem to the interests and motivations of the
actors who carry out institutional work. We sugg#sit concerns with dissemination and
fidelity, respectively, may be unevenly distributeithin an innovation community. While
some actors have a pronounced interest in maintaimdmogeneity in how an innovation is
practiced, others may be more worried about theedignation prospects. The case of Beyond
Budgeting demonstrates such uneven distributionleThsummarizes the positions of different
groups of actors who, in one way or the other,igpgted in the institutional work around
Beyond Budgeting. In each case, we provide exempjaotes that illustrate actors’ concerns

with fidelity and dissemination, respectively.
- Insert table 1 about here -

The founding fathers of Beyond Budgeting, Hope Braser, as well as two other members of
the BBRT, Bunce and R606sli, emphasized the impoetar sticking to the prototypical ideas
advanced in the first publications of Hope and &raghese actors were certainly not
indifferent to dissemination; yet, they were uningj to significantly sacrifice their beliefs and
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convictions only to increase Beyond Budgeting'sspexts for diffusion. Perhaps even more
concerned with fidelity was Niels Pflaging who aety policed any institutional work in the
name of Beyond Budgeting that did not exhibit erodiglelity to the prototypical ideas.
Pflaging was a proponent of the need for radicahge in organizations and this is why Beyond

Budgeting was appealing to him. Yet, over timeldfiethe BBRT to pursue his own ideas.

The three more recent core team members, Bogsaessdn, and Olesen, have arguably been
more willing to compromise the fidelity of Beyondugeting to the benefit of broader
dissemination. This is evidenced, for instancethiir collaboration with consulting firms or
by their suggestion that a Beyond Budgeting jourmay start with the implementation of the
performance management principles. Even more pragmmatheir appropriation of Beyond
Budgeting have been Player and Morlidge, who regagyaemphasized the need to be flexible
S0 as to get a foot in the door of organizatiossyall as some allies like DeWaal and Daum,
who at some point connected to the BBRT, but latefost interest in this concept. Harvard
Business School Press contributed to the instiatipation of Beyond Budgeting by
publishing the 2003 book, and clearly their maieiiest was of commercial nature. They even
made Hope and Fraser compromise some of their iddight of a particular target audience.
Finally, both the consulting company Horvath andtias and the professional association
ICV were initially interested in Beyond Budgetirigyt later on promoted different approaches

to planning and, in the case of ICV, openly cried the Beyond Budgeting approach.

It is perhaps not surprizing that different actdévave different priorities regarding the
dissemination and fidelity of a practice. What empirical account demonstrates, however, is
that such differences may lead to tensions witténimnovation community regarding the way
in which the innovation should be theorized or poted. We could see such tensions between
those actors who insisted on the prototypical wersif Beyond Budgeting and those who took
a more pragmatic approach in light of the perceiveelds on the demand side. We suggest that
these tensions were consequential for the insiitatiwork behind Beyond Budgeting. The
decision of some institutional workers to leave ®Beyond Budgeting community was
apparently related to such differences in perspecide Waal and Daum both contributed to
the promotion of Beyond Budgeting at some point, later on defected partly because they
felt that Beyond Budgeting was too rigidly definedbe applicable in practice. The same is
true for consulting firms like Horvath & Partnerca@ TCon who abandoned their initial interest

in Beyond Budgeting for a lack of commercial pragpeAnd the ICV, who also shared some
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of the criticism of traditional budgeting, very glkly concluded that Beyond Budgeting as

envisaged by Hope and Fraser was not the rightemsw

Some of these actors selectively took up elemenBegond Budgeting and propagated their
proprietary concepts of budgeting practice, i.e.dVAnced Budgeting” and “Modern
Budgeting”. Given that these concepts were advogdtrms ofbudget-basednanagement,
they in fact represented acts of institutional rremiance (Currie et al. 2012; Dacin, Munir, and
Tracey 2010; Zilber 2009), rather than helpingraate a new institution of Beyond Budgeting.
The loss of these actors as contributors to théutienal work around Beyond Budgeting was
not just a ‘quantitative’ one. It also affected tloeversity’ of the innovation community.
According to Perkmann and Spicer (2008), institdiation can be achieved more easily the
more different types of institutional work are exerand this is the case the more the skill sets
and types of workers vary. For example, professiassociations are said to be specialized in
constructing identities or normative networks, ghgough establishing rules as well as rewards
and sanctions as well as enabling work which digsat®s and reproduces shared meanings
(Lawrence and Suddaby 2006). The loos in diversitynstitutional workers has arguably
weakened the extent of “partaking” (Dorado 2005)h# actors and therefore the push of
Beyond Budgeting in the market for management ideas

These examples suggest that there is a dangeottietinstitutional workers may eventually
also leave the innovation community around Beyondideting. As of now, there is still
integration between the activities of the BBRT ur@&pe and North America, respectively, but
given the different approaches in these regionstaedensions that have existed because of
this difference in approaches, a further weakemihthe support behind Beyond Budgeting

cannot be ruled out.

It would be misleading, however, to put the blamewhat has happened or may happen in the
future on Hope and Fraser and their unwillingnesgjive in to flexible appropriations of
Beyond Budgeting. For had they done so, Beyond Biiig might indeed have become
something different from what they had in mind. ifleelief in the insufficiency of budget-
based forms of management and in the need for admpsive management change explains
why they were keen on ensuring fidelity, even istimade practice variation difficult and
therefore reduced the prospects for disseminalibare is no right or wrong in how fidelity
and dissemination should be balanced. Innovatiansbe claimed to be ‘successful’ if they

diffuse broadly, irrespective of how they changéhie course of such diffusion. But they may
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likewise be termed a success if they are implengenate intended, even if only by few
organizations. Our paper suggests that it is ingmbito be aware of such differences in priority
among institutional workers, as they may help explehat happens to an innovation and its

community over time.

Conclusion

In this paper, we have examined the institutionaklwcarried out to promote “Beyond
Budgeting”, a comprehensive management philosopdiyttas been heralded as an alternative
to budget-based forms of management. We have wadrdm interviews, observations, and
published material to trace the way in which thaowation community around Beyond
Budgeting developed and how different actors withis community promoted the innovation

through their institutional work. Our paper makes key contributions.

In empirical terms, we complement existing firmééwstudies on Beyond Budgeting (e.g.,
Becker 2014; Bourmistrov and Kaarbge 2013; Hentte-And Jarvinen 2013; Jstergren and
Stensaker 2011) by taking a field-level perspectileese firm-level studies have pointed out
that firms experiment with alternatives to traditb budgeting, without necessarily sticking to
the prototypical Beyond Budgeting template and autireferring to their practices as Beyond
Budgeting (Becker 2014; Henttu-Aho and Jarviner3@OWhat our paper shows is that reflects
a more general “problem” that results from a ratfgad theorization of Beyond Budgeting that

makes it difficult to see practice variations aggevariations of Beyond Budgeting.

In theoretical terms, we contribute to our underdtag of the dynamics of institutional work
(Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Chiwamit et al., 2014yhke & Free, 2014) by highlighting two
key concerns that drive such work, i.e. those wlitsemination and fidelity, respectively.
While we argue that both some level of dissemimat@nd fidelity is needed for
institutionalization to happen, we show how thege toncerns may be unevenly distributed
within an innovation community. This, we argue, @aaate tensions within the community
which may eventually preclude certain types ofitagbnal work, thus lowering the ‘power’

with which an innovation is pushed in the marketrfmnagement ideas.
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Tablel

Actors in the
institutionalization
of Beyond Budgeting

Type of actor

Position

Concern
with
fidelity

Concern
with
dissemi-
nation

Exemplary quotes to illustrate concerns with fidelity and/or
dissemination

Larsson, Olesen)

budgeting

Founding fathers * Inventor * Ideologically/ideationally High Low * “Beyond Budgeting cannot be a ‘pick-and-mix’ approach to
and other BBRT oppose traditional change. It is an alternative coherent model or it is nothing.”
actors (Hope, Fraser, budgeting (Hope and Fraser)
Bunce, R66sli) * Institutional work for BB is * “You might say that we have been a little bit idealistic about
always against traditional this.” (Hope)
budgeting e “We had quite a task on our hands to persuade them that this

* Fidelity for them means to was not just about replacing budgeting. | thought it was about
be in line with their early replacing a whole set of management conventional wisdom.”
convictions of BB's (Hope)
prototypical identity e “But we are still a small number of people. So, you cannot just go

* Propagate revolutionary out with a big check book and hire other marketing people to go
approach and market it.” (Bunce)

* Ready to accept the * “And so, we just go along doing the best we can with the limited
compromise of a change in resources we have got. And we have decided now that that suits
order in the principles the way we want to work.” (Bunce)

Radical BBRT actors | « Propagator * Officially part of BBRT for High Low * “It collects loosely connected texts [...] about how to improve
(Pflaging) some time planning. [...] Readers interested in Beyond Budgeting will find
 Revolutionary approach little if nothing on Beyond Budgeting, [...] the book was

* Opposes institutional work if positioned deliberately as a Beyond Budgeting-bluff package.”
it does not show enough (Pflaging)
fidelity * “We would like to make sure that Beyond Budgeting stays

Beyond Budgeting and does not somehow degenerate into
Better Budgeting.” (Pflaging)

e “We say that it must be all 12 principles, or nothing. And on the
other side, in the US, for example, the colleagues chose what
they sometimes call a more pragmatic stance.” (Pflaging)

More recent BBRT * Propagator * Ideologically/ideationally Medium to | Low to * “For established organizations to get started on a Beyond
actors (Bogsnes, oppose traditional High Medium Budgeting journey, we generally recommend to start with [the
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* Propagate, especially
recently, an evolutionary
approach

performance management principles], and to address the
leadership principles subsequently.” (Olesen)

e “There is a large systemic problem with traditional management,
both in leadership principles and [performance] management
processes. [...] Changing all these overnight is however like eating
an elephant. There is just one way to do that. One bite at a time.
[...] We decided to start with the [performance management
processes] [...]. This is a place to start | would recommend for
most organizations, because it is non-threatening, logical and
hard to argue against. The separation creates the first cracks in
the Berlin wall we need to tear down in order to liberate our
organizations from traditional management.” (Bogsnes)

Pragmatic BBRT ¢ Propagator * Officially part of BBRT but Medium High * “You have got a great book now. Let us publish this one. Then,
actors more pragmatic, not least you keep researching and hit the leadership model second.” But
(Player, Morlidge) because of commercial Jeremy and Robin are basically both fairly perfectionist, and so
interests they wanted to capture the whole idea.” (Player)
e Would like to focus on the * “If we only do it with th[is] transformational [approach], we
“performance severely limit the ability to make anything happen. And so, we
management” principles were much more willing to start anywhere we can to get things
only going. And we just think that is a better way to get more people
* Propagate evolutionary moving. And that is what | am experiencing in North America.”
approach (Player)
Pragmatic BBRT * Propagator * Initially active in publishing Low to High e “Why [are they not BB], because they are doing this and this’ and
allies / individual and organizing events to Medium then [Hope] said, ‘well, because they had not implemented all
consultants promote Beyond Budgeting 121" And | said, ‘well, basically who cares, they are on their way’.
(DeWaal, Daum) « Little interest in fidelity And [Hope] said, ‘well they are on their way but they are not
Beyond Budgeting.”” (DeWaal)
* Beyond Budgeting as an “ideal state” (Daum)
Harvard Business ¢ Publisher * Attitude towards BB in Low High * “[They] wanted the primary focus to be on performance

School Press (HBSP)

terms of how the innovation
will sell as a
finance/accounting type of
book and whether an article
can be published in HBR

management processes.” (Fraser about conversations with HBSP)
“[They were] not ready to accept us as ‘mini Gary Hamels’
transforming the management model.” (Fraser about
conversations with HBSP)
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Horvath & Partners;
CTCon

¢ Consulting
company

* Attitude towards BB driven
by stakes in traditional
budgeting: Revenue streams
from consulting projects
Translating the 2003 book
into German and an initial
effort to get associated with
the innovative idea of
Beyond Budgeting

BB as a potential source of
income but little fit to
existing portfolio and
assumed market too small if
fidelity is needed to large
extent (project length,
number of potential clients)

* No institutional work for
BB

* Practice variation
beyond recognition:
Developed , Advanced
Budgeting” with
elements of BB

“In a phase where it was too early to say whether Beyond
Budgeting will function as a [concept] or not, we really had to
position ourselves in between.” (Partner of Horvath & Partners)
“Consultants cannot be with the firm for such a long time.”
(Partner CTCon)

“People want quick wins and calculable risks.” (Partner of
Horvath & Partners)

“They like to generate or be associated with new ideas, but they
also have to maintain an adequate revenue stream.” (Fraser
about his contacts with consulting firms)

“IBeyond Budgeting] is not a tool. It is a way of looking at how
you mobilize the resources in the firm. [...] It is not sellable by
consulting firms.” (Lebas about consulting firms)

ICV

¢ Professional
association

* Attitude towards BB driven
by stakes in traditional
budgeting: Protect status
quo of members

* No institutional work for
BB

* Practice variation
beyond recognition:
Developed ,Modern
Budgeting” with
elements of BB

Commenting on the “No thanks”-statement: “[This insistence on
planning] will allow us to do many more analyses of variances and
thus the job of a controller safer as it has ever been before.”
(Pflaging on the motivations of the ICV in a public forum debate)
“[Despite our arguing], we are very close to each other in refusing
one thing: That is when budgeting leads to a culture of narrow-
mindedness, columns of figures, increasing hierarchies, and
command-and-control; one which prohibits creativity and
initiative and a fast reaction to changes in the marketplace. [...]
The practice of fixed budgeting as diagnosed by Beyond
Budgeting, however, barely exists anymore nowadays. [...] So
[there are some companies] that strive for a better culture. But
your position to equate everything about budgeting with negative
attributes, is perceived as high-handed and overbearing by many
people [controllers]. Thus our ‘No, thanks’ to abandoning budgets
and our efforts for a new, better culture of budgeting.” (ICV Board
member, public forum debate)

Table 1: Key actorsand their concernswith Beyond Budgeting
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Appendix 1. TheBeyond Budgeting principles (Hope and Fraser 2003a)

Principles of adaptive processes

1. Targets Set stretch goals aimed at relativedrgment

2. Rewards Base evaluation and rewards on relatipeovement contracts with hindsight
3. Planning Make action planning a continuous awctlisive process

4. Resources Make resources available as required

5. Coordination Coordinate cross-company actiogsraing to prevailing customer demand

6. Controls Base controls on effective governaaragon a range of relative performance

indicators

Principles of radical decentralization

1. Governance Provide a governance framework basetbar principles and boundaries

2. Performance Create a high-performance climagedan relative success

3. Freedom to act Give people the freedom to mada decisions that are consistent with

governance principles and the organization’s goals

4. Accountability  Place the responsibility for walcreating decisions on front-line teams

5. Customer focus Make people accountable foooust outcomes

6. Transparency  Support open and ethical informatistems that provide “one truth” throughout

the organization
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Appendix 2: The principles of Beyond Budgeting of the BBRT in North America

(BBRTNA 2015)

1. Relative goals and rewards

2. Continuous planning and controls

3. Resources as needed

4. High performance culture

5. Freedom and capability to act

6. Accountability for results

Set aspirationdbgoad reward performance based on

continuous relative improvement rather than fixagets.

Make planming control an inclusive and continuous
process based on relevant and open informatioemétan an

annual (and highly political) budgeting process.

Use resources and coolitiates based on current
customer demand rather than annual allocations and

predetermined plans.

Lead by setting cleargiples, boundaries and high
performance standards rather than through detailed and

budgets.

Transfer decismaking scope, authority and capability
(including open information) to small frontline tea rather

than direct and control operations for the center.

Make teams accoulddbr improving (internal and external)
customer outcomes and relative performance rallagr t

meeting internally negotiated targets.
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Appendix 3: Interviews and public observations

Interviews

# Interviewee Affiliation Duration (min.)

1 Franz Roosli Director BBRT DACH (German-speaktogintries) 125

2 Anonymous Executive board member, Internation@temtroller 80
Verein (German Association of Management
Accountants)

3 Niels Pflaging Former Director BBRT South America 100

4 Michel Lebas Former academic advisor to the BBIR®T professor 80
of management accounting

5 Anonymous Lecturer for CIMA and consultant 80

6 Robin Fraser BBRT Co-founder and former Director 95

André de Waal Book author on Beyond Budgeting eantly ally of 80

the BBRT in the Netherlands

8 Anonymous Partner with Horvath & Partners, caisglcompany, 40
Germany

9 Anonymous Partner with CTcon, consulting comp&wstrmany 40

10 Jirgen Daum Management and CFO adviser for Sgdaker and 100
book author on Beyond Budgeting and other finance
and management topics

11 Steve Morlidge Former BBRT Chairman, now BBRBddate and 75
book author

12 Bjarte Bogsnes BBRT Chairman and Manager abi6ts$A 65

13 Peter Bunce BBRT Co-founder and Director 90

14 Steve Player Director BBRT North America 50

15 Jeremy Hope BBRT Co-founder and Director 85

Public obser vations

Representatives of Beyond Budgeting

# Event Speaker Duration (min. /
days)
1 BBRT Summit (June 2005) Various speakers 2 days
2 Annual meeting of the ICV (German | BBRT Director 60
Controller Association) (April 2008)
3 Beyond Budgeting seminar in BBRT Director, Management accountant 2 days
Switzerland (May 2008) of a Beyond Budgeting firm;
representatives of firms interested in
Beyond Budgeting
4 Beyond Budgeting presentation in Niels Pflaging 85
Germany (June 2008)
5 Practitioner conference (June 2008) Managemetetant of a Beyond 60
Budgeting firm
6 Practitioner conference (March 2009 Managemembantant of a Beyond 65
Budgeting firm
7 Public presentation (March 2009) Founder and exaeutive director of a 60
Beyond Budgeting firm
8 BBRT Meeting (October 2011) BBRT Directors, Chaan, Associate; 2 days
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firms; representatives of Beyond
Budgeting Roundtable firms

9 BBRT Meeting (March 2014) BBRT Directors, Chairmassociate; 2 days
Representatives of Beyond Budgeting
firms; representatives of Beyond
Budgeting Roundtable firms
10 Beyond Budgeting presentation in | BBRT Directors; representatives of firm 120
France (April 2015) interested in Beyond Budgeting
11 BBRT Meeting (October 2015) BBRT Directors, Chan, Associate; 2 days

Representatives of Beyond Budgeting
firms; representatives of Beyond

Budgeting Roundtable firms
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