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ORGANIZATIONS, OCCUPATIONS
AND THE STRUCTURATION OF WORK

ABSTRACT

Snce the late 1950s and early 1960s, the study of organizations and occupations, although
linked, in principle, as subfields, have become, in practice, increasingly disconnected.
Organizational theory has tended to concentrate on higher level theorizing about the design and
operation of governance structures while research on occupations has continued to be informed
by more contextually sensitive investigations of occupational interaction in concrete work
situations. Drawing on a study of how resource recycling practices spread across colleges and
universities, we argue for re-uniting the study of occupations and organizations through a focus
on what we call the structuration of work. We track how the rationalization of recycling
practices through system wide social movements and professional associations enabled the
emergence of a new occupation of recycling coordinatorsin the field of higher education. We use
the case of resource recycling in colleges and universities to illustrate how field-level processes
and lower-level occupational actions in organizations are mutually constitutive and shape the
social organization of work.



ORGANIZATIONS, OCCUPATIONS
AND THE STRUCTURATION OF WORK

After World War 11, the sociology of work was divided into two sub-fieds, the sociology of
management and organi zations and the sociology of occupations (Barley 1996; Hirsch 1985; see Zad
1971 for an exception). Conceptudly the sociology of organizations has been dominated by
structuralist gpproaches that have ried on large scale Satistical andyses of populations and
communities of organizations (Blau 1970; Scott 1992). These structuralist gpproaches to the sociology
of organizations have been linked (both implicitly and explicitly) to behaviora/intentiona gpproaches
such asrationd choice sociology, theories of socid exchange or industriad- organizationa psychology
that paid rlaively little attention to the concrete activities performed or the interpretive schemas
employed within organizations and organizationd fieds. All these approaches have relied on
presuppositions about the status and efficacy of the professona managers who staffed bureaucracies
and the relationship of these managers to the rest of the organization (Becker 1970; Dalton 1959).

The sociology of occupations, on the other hand, has been strongly influenced by the
Hughesian/Chicago Schooal tradition in the sociology of work (Abbott 1993; Caplow 1954; Hughes
1971; Strauss 1993). Rather than focusing on structure per se, these approaches focus on the routine
patterns of interaction and the daily negotiations through which structure is produced and reproduced in
everyday workplace settings (Becker 1982; Strauss et al 1964). In contrast to the sociology of
organizations, this research has relied on ethnographic and case study methods to investigate the socia
processes and socid contexts in which patterns of interaction emerge, are reproduced, and sometimes

dissppear. In highlighting loca contexts and everyday interactions, however, these studies often neglect



serious examination of the more formalized practices and automated technologies so closdly associated
with rational management and the professions (Abbott 1988; Crozier 1964). Asresearchersinthe
sociology of science and technology have come to emphasize, these formalized practices and automated
technologies provided the infrastructure for “actionat-a-distance’ that is characteristic of activity among
large organizations operaing in complex organizationd fields (Bowker & Star 1999; Latour 1987; Star
& Ruhleder, 1996).

In this paper, we advocate for areintegration of the sociology of organizations and the sociology
of occupations that respects the contributions of both streams of research (see Barley & Tolbert 1991
for asamilar agument). We argue that this synthesis can be enacted through analyses of the dynamic
interplay between organizations and occupations in the context of everyday work. Understanding these
dynamics requires close attention to both the heterogeneous practices that may be found in locd
workplaces and to the "centers' through which the more formaized practices and knowledge that are
used to coordinate and control large-scae collective activities across interdependent workplaces are
standardized and tranamitted. We use the metaphor of structuration (Giddens 1984) to invoke a
particular kind of andytical imagery that we think would be mogt fruitful in guiding such research. To
illustrate our arguments, we examine how the occupation of recycling coordinator in large American
universities emerged and, subsequently, came to operate as a point where widdly-shared concerns
about recycling required shiftsin rationaization (Weber 1978) in order to be trandated into a set of
routine practices that could be integrated with extant college and university solid waste practices. We

draw on arange of "structurationist” concepts such as field, practice, framing and entanglement



(Bourdieu 1977, 1990; Calon 1999; Powell & DiMaggio 1991; Scott 1994) to guide our empirica

andyss.

THE STRUCTURATION OF WORK: AN APPROACH TO REINTEGRATING
THE STUDY OF ORGANIZATIONS AND OCCUPATIONS

While the sociology of organizations and the sociology of occupeations have evolved dong
separate trgjectories, the seeds for a conceptud synthesis can be found in the contemporary research of
scholarsin both fidds. Occupationd sociologists have increasingly focused on how environmenta
forces having to do with technology (e.g. Barley 1996; Thomas 1994; Vdlas 1993, 1998), labor (e.g.
Milkman 1997), gender (e.g. Biggart 1989; Reskin & Padavic 1994), and entrepreneuria restructuring
(e.g. Smith 1990) have shaped the interaction of distinct occupationd groups within and across
organizations. Smilarly, organizationa sociologists have been paying increasing atention to the
dynamics of careers and occupations within and across organizations and organizationd fields (e.g.
Abolafia 1996; Baron & Bielby 1980; Bielby & Baron 1983, 1986; Carroll et al 1992; Cohen et al
1998; Haveman & Cohen 1994). Nonetheless, there remain theoretical and methodologica barriers
that have limited did ogue between students of organi zations and students of occupations. Our amin
this paper isto highlight the vdue of synthesizing research foci across these two subfields as a starting
point for further didogue.

We bdieve that Giddens (1984) concept of structuration provides a useful Sarting point for the
integration of occupationd and organizationd studies (see Thomas, 1994 for an interesting application of

sructuration arguments). For Giddens, socid structure and everyday socid interaction are mutualy



condtitutive of each other. Socia structure influences the direction of socid interaction. In turn, socia
sructure is reproduced (or changed) through on-going interaction. The image of sructuration when
applied to the phenomenon of work encourages attention to on-going activity within local workstes and
across multiple, interconnected worksites. The influence of distinct occupationa groupings with a
digtinct set of work practices and a definite place within some larger structure of occupations can clearly
be fdt within locd worksites and can help account for some of the ways in which multiple worksites
come to be interconnected. Similarly, the influence of the culture and sructure of large organizations
with their forma rules and procedures and their informa undergandingsis clearly felt within local
worksites and helps to account for other ways in which multiple worksites come to be interconnected
(Gouldner 1954; Stinchcombe 1959). Of particular interest for developing a structurationist gpproach
are new "paradigms’ and older but neglected paradigmsin ingdtitutiona sociology and the sociology of
science and technology that are grounded in a Structurationist imagery (e.g. Abbott 1997; Bourdieu
1977; Fine 1991, 1993; Latour 1993, 1999). These paradigms have provided vauable tools—both
conceptua and methodol ogica—for studying organizations, occupations and work from a
dructurationist perspective that go well beyond the basic tools outlined in Giddens work (Giddens
1984, 1993).

These more daborated structurationist paradigms can be readily contrasted to paradigms that
rely on “undersocidized” models of action such asrationa choice or “oversocidized” models of socid
structure such as structura-functiondism since they draw more on pragmatist and constructivist
approaches to knowledge, structure and collective action (Clarke 1991; Granovetter 1985). Thisfocus

involves conceptudizations of boundaries, mobility, and networks that are much more open and



dynamic than the conceptualizations associated with ether "undersocidized” or "oversocidized”
paradigms. When gpplied to questions of research design, these paradigms rely on amore baanced
and reciproca gpproach to the use of qualitative and quantitative methods than is often found in more
"mainstream’ quantitatively or qualitatively oriented socid research (Creswell 1994).

More specificdly, these gpproaches combine an attention to the instrumental and symbolic
practices of actors that comprise the everyday work of loca “worlds’ (e.g. |aboratories, factories, or
corporate offices) with a sengtivity to how these locd activities come to be entangled in more"globd"
patterns of interaction. It isthrough the routine practices of actors operating in the context of identifiable
occupations, organizations, industries and other systems of work that old patterns of interaction are
reproduced and new patterns of interaction are constructed. Ultimatdly, pragmatist/congtructivist
approaches can be distinguished from conventiond rationd choice and structura-functiona approaches
by their emphasis on how “knowledge’ is embodied in socid action. “Knowledge’ is not some
disembodied “rationd” or “functional” set of cognitions that diffuses easly from mind to mind, but is
embodied inindividud brains (or nervous systems or computers) that are both “rationaly” and
“functiondly” bounded. The “knowledge’ embodied in these individua brainsis partly shared and
partly differentiated from the “knowledge’ embodied in other brains and dlowsindividua peopleto
comprehend and act in both the socid and naturd world (Star 1992; Weick 1979). We suggest that
tracking the development of expert knowledge and speciaized occupations, as part of rationdization

processes, provides akey focal point for a structuration of work perspective.

Expert Knowledge and Rationalization Processes



Scholars who draw on structurationist frameworks argue that modern technologies and formal
ingtitutions are powerful precisely because they provide mechanisms by which collective activities can be
conducted and coordinated over great distances while being adapted to fit loca circumstances (e.g.
Latour 1987; March & Olsen 1989; Stinchcombe 1983). Implicit in these argumentsis a recognition
that the evolution of occupations and organizationsin fields lies somewhere between the poles of
purposeful adaptation and naturd sdlection. Stated somewhat differently, these approaches emphasize
that the processes of routine production and exchange within acomplex organizationd fidd demand a
great deal of on-going work in anumber of dispersed but interconnected worksites. The conduct of this
work cannot be readily separated from the concrete practices that speciaized occupations develop to
conduct their daily work or the manner in which these different pecidized occupations are brought
together and interact to accomplish particular tasks. From this perspective, questions about the fuzzy,
porous and precarious nature of organizationd fields, the contested nature of organizationa and
occupationa boundaries within fields and the mohility of people, practices, and commodities within
these fields become critica (Dacin et al 1999; Law 1992; Ventresca et al 1998).

Of particular interest for answering these sorts of questionsisthe role of "expert" occupations.
Though studies that highlight the role of expert occupations have become more common, questions
about how these expert occupations come to operate within specific organizationa contexts and across
evolving organizationa fields have been much less investigated (but see Eddman 1990; Faulkner 1983;
Heimer 1996; Kaghan 2000; Orr 1996). We suggest that extending research on specific expert
occupations to the study of how the knowledgeable practice of these expert occupations comes to be

incorporated into existing occupationd systems and organizationd fields is essentid for answering



questions of this sort. The emergence and incorporation of expert occupations (responsible for
knowledgeable performance of a particular collection of tasks) within a specific divison of labor isa
centrd mechanism for the production and reproduction of formd indtitutions and automeated technologies
within organizationd fidlds (DiMaggio & Powell 1983; Strang & Meyer 1993). Thus, the emergence
and consolidation of expert knowledge within a system of professons and specidized occupationsis the
central focus of what we term the structuration of work.

We bdlieve studies of the structuration of work should account for both the "locd™ and "globa™
aspects of patterns of workplace interaction as they develop over time (see Stinchcombe 1983). These
accounts must attend to the development and ingtitutiondization of knowledgeable practices, the
association of these practices with expert occupations and the shifting boundaries of socid entities such
as occupations and organizations within larger fidds of activity. In this paper, we focus atention on
both locd and globa knowledge constructions and flows as they relate to genera processes of
rationalization (Bendix 1977; Weber 1978; Stinchcombe 1986). Weberian ideas about bureaucracy
and bureaucratic ingtitutions have been a centrd thread in the development of management and
organization theory (Perrow 1986; Scott 1992). Y €, curioudy, the work that managers performin
concrete organizational settings has been relatively neglected as atopic of research (but see Jackal
1988; Morrill 1995). Furthermore (and equdly curioudy), though the work of doctors, lawyers,
engineers, scientists and anumber of other technicd professions have been sudied extensively in the
sociology of occupations, the work of professona managers and the interaction of thiswork with that
of other technica professonds has been relaively neglected. We believe that sudying rationdization

processes provides a perfect vehicle for exploring how a structurationist approach may hep to illuminate
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the interconnections between the forma structures of interest to students of management and
organization and the professiona work of interest to students of occupations.

In exploring how both the sociology of organizations and the sociology of occupations intersect
in the study of rationalization processes, we emphasi ze some facets of Weber'swork that are often
overlooked. In particular we draw on the work of Kalberg (1980) to explore Weber’ s complex
conception of rationdity and its relation to social action. For Weber, rationalization processes operated
through four distinct types of rationdity (formal, substantive, practical and theoretical) that are implicated
indl forms of socid action including (but not restricted to) economic action.

Weber (1978: 85) defined formal rationdity as "the extent of quantitative caculation or
accounting which is technicaly possble and which is actudly gpplied.” Formd rationdity most closdy
gpproximates notions of rationality used in rationa choice theorizing in economics, politica science and
sociology (Brinton & Nee 1998; Callon 1999; Swedberg 1998). It invokes an imagery of independent
agents who conscioudy evauate choices and make decisons that optimize the agent's cost- benefit
tabulations. Weber used the technology of capita accounting in commodity-producing corporations as
anillugration of thekind of knowledge and process that facilitates formd rationdity by enabling
accurate profit caculaions.

In sharp contrast to formal rationdity where the focus was on Smple means-ends caculations,
Weber’' s concept of substantive rationdity draws atention to how socid action is shaped by ultimate
vaues. These vdues may not be (and usudly are not) fully caculable in the way that formal rationdity
requires. Thistenson between subgtantive and formd rationdity becomes especidly apparent when

aspects of society that are considered sacred are profaned by equating their purported vaue to the
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price that these "products' can bring in the course of commerciad exchange (Douglas & Isherwood
1979; Espedand & Stevens 1998; Strathern 1999; Thomas 1991). Such tensions have been identified
in the creation of labor markets (Marx 1964; Polanyi 1944), the development of money (Smme 1978),
efforts to establish commercidized blood banks (Titmuss 1971), the pricing of children (Zdizer 1994),
and attempts to purchase triba land (Espeland 1998).

Importantly, Weber did not smply equate formd rationdity with "means-ends’ rationdity.
Rather, he viewed formd rationdity as a specidized sort of practical rationdity that had particular
importance for understanding modern Western societies. Like formd rationdity, practica rationdity is
aso concerned with means-end congderations. However, in contrast to formd rationdity, practical
rationdlity is not explicitly concerned with formaized procedures or techniques like accounting that could
be used to guide (and regularize) economic action. Weber's concept of practicd rationdity, akin to
Bourdieu's (1990) concept of habitus, is much closer to the concept of rationdity found in
ethnomethodology (Garfinkel 1967) or symbolic interactionism (Stryker 1980) in which actors draw on
avaiety of shared understandings to guide their everyday interactions. Of interest in thisregard are the
concrete ways in which forma techniques like accounting are integrated into everyday systems of
interaction.

Where the concepts of forma, substantive and practica rationdity emphasize peopl€'s rdativey
unreflective use of knowledge and vaue orientations in the course of socid action, the concept of
theoreticd rationdity emphasizes the ability of people to reflect on their knowledge and to interpret their
own and others actions. That is, theoretical rationdity is more concerned with the efforts of people to

make sense of thalr lived experience. Theoreticd rationdity has much affinity with the concepts of
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sensemaking (Weick 1995), rationdization of action (Giddens 1984) and double-loop learning (Argyris
& Schon 1978) in which actors reflect on their own actions and the patterns of activity in which they are
engaged as away of providing arationde for their past actions and building models for their future
courses of action. In this sense, much philosophy and socid science research may be seen as daborate
mechanisms for providing rationa grounds for both substantive and forma rationdity. For example,
accounting research grounded in neo-classicd principles might be seen as aform of theoretica
rationdity grounded in utilitarian/libertarian vaues that provided support for capitaistic forms of
governance (Hollingsworth & Boyer 1997).

Though Weber argued that in modern economic systems (both capitdist and Sate socidist) that
one type of rationaity—forma rationdity—had come to play an increasingly important role, he was
careful to emphasze the importance of the three other types of rationdity for understanding economic
action within modern economic systems (Kaberg 1980). A fuller appreciation of Weber’' s approach to
rationalization processes provides an obvious bridge to structurationist perspectives by connecting to a
variety of contemporary socid theorigsincluding Giddens. At the same time, structurationist
approaches can usefully extend Weberian analyses of socid process by focusing attention on the
complex processes by which shiftsin forms of rationdity occur as well as how they overlap. Even
though Weber did not spend a greet dedl of time studying processes of rationdization in penetrating
detall, he did emphasi ze the importance of such dynamics. For ingance, in one of his most famous
passages, Weber (1978: 246-254) highlighted the rationdization dynamicsinvolved in the routinization
of charisma that focused on how leadership succession in religious groups may involve shifts from

subgtantive to forma rationdlity.
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We contend that occupationd and organizationd sociologists have awonderful opportunity to
extend Weber’ singghts about rationalization processes through the study of how organizations and
occupations coevolve. In particular, we believe that the study of how expert occupationsthat clam
jurisdiction over particular types of knowledge-based work through different types of rationdity over
time may provide crucid indghts into how new kinds of work becomes systematically structured across
awide variety of organizationd contexts. Thiswill not only help to bridge the study of work and
organizationd fields, but dso highlight the important yet underdevel oped connections between classicd
and contemporary socid theory.

In the following section, we illustrate our argument by discussng the rationdization processes by
which recycling, promoted as a sacred ided by environmentdists in the late 1960s and early 1970s
(Seldman 1986), was framed and entangled with other kinds of solid waste management processesin
colleges and univerdties. All four types of rationdity that \Weber identified are evident in our gpproach
to the Structuration of recycling work. This case study demonstrates the work that goes on to harness
and congtruct knowledge that judtifies the boundaries and clams of emerging expert occupations thet try
to maintain and enhance their status within the broader occupationa and organizationd structure. We
believe that the lessons provided by this case study can be extended to research on the dynamics of

organizations and occupations more generdly.

THE CASE OF RECY CLING PROGRAMS AT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

Our discussion and analyss of how recycling practices emerged in colleges and universtiesis

14



based on research that drew on both quditative and quantitative methods. Quadlitative research included
in-depth interviews with over fifty physical plant employees who were responsible for managing
universty recycling programs, short-term field observations at severa universties, and a systemdtic
survey of 154 colleges and universitiesin the Great Lakes dates. The field-based methods were
helpful in developing a*“grounded” understanding of recycling programs and the daily work of recycling
coordinators in a university setting (Becker 1997; Glaser & Strauss 1967; Schwartzman 1993). Other
archiva and survey research helped to further refine interpretations from fieldwork and Stuate that
research within a broader historical and spatia framework.

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, indtitutiondly sanctioned recycling programs were established
across the vast mgority of American universities. Out of 154 colleges and universitiesin the Great
Lakes states surveyed, virtualy al schools (151) had created aforma recycling program by 1995.
However, there were important differences in how programs were structured. Particularly interesting
was the fact that in 23% of the cases, schools created a new full-time position, recycling coordinator,
to organize and manage their forma recycling programs. In the mgority of cases (75% of schools
surveyed), however, management respongbilities for newly adopted recycling programs were given to
employeesfilling extant positions on the physica plant saff (such as custodid directors, grounds
supervisors or assstant physica plant directors). These new recycling tasks were seen as additiona
duties that fell within the scope of these other, less specialized, positions.

Furthermore, these two kinds of role solutions were correlated with beliefs about recycling as
well as the demographics of role occupants. The part-time recycling managers were more ecologicaly

ambivaent, male and older. These “ambivadent” coordinators were longtime university employees who
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tended to view recycling as elther a nuisance or margind work activity. The people who filled newly
created full-time recycling coordinator positions were guided by a commitment to ecologicd vaues and
tended to have had environmentally-related activist experiences, epecialy around issues of recycling.
“Activigt” coordinators included both men and women who were often much younger than their part-
time recycling manager counterparts.

Quite clearly, two distinct (and competing) organizationa and occupationa responsesto the
new set of recycling tasks had been put in place within larger organizationd and occupationa fields. A
Sructurationist perspective urges us to dig more deeply into this phenomenon. In particular, this
perspective directs us to look in more detall at the ways in which recycling tasks were framed into
concrete recycling practices and how these practices came to be entangled in the larger set of
maintenance activities performed by universties. Part-time and full-time recycling employees dlearly
framed recycling in different ways and were entangled in different communities promoting different sorts
of attitudes and different sorts of practices. Furthermore, these differences influenced the way in which
these two groups attempted to entangle (i.e. incorporate) recycling practicesinto the existing
maintenance practices of the colleges and universties in which they were employed.

We argue that as activigt recycling coordinators gained experience with building recycling
programs and codesced into a field-wide occupational community, knowledge about how to "rationa ly"
integrate recycling with extant solid waste practices had become more broadly accessble, diffusng
acrossthefidd of higher education. We argue that this more complete rationdization and routinization
of recycling practices has strongly influenced the ongoing dynamics of solid waste management

occupationsin the fidld of higher education. We aso speculate that those processes have the potential
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to undermine the status claims of the nascent recycling coordinator occupetion.

The Heterogeneous Diffusion of Recycling Knowledge and Work Practices

The environmenta movement of the 1960s and early 1970s aimed to chalenge the profit- and
pollution-making orientation of capitdistic governance forms (most particularly, large privately owned
business corporations) through the development of environment-friendly practices such as resource
recycling (Seldman 1995). Sincethe late 1980s, however, there has been a growing consensusthat it is
possible to engage in profit-making activity while Smultaneoudy working to better the environment
(Gladwin 1992; Hoffman 1997; Jennings & Zandbergen 1995). This has been particularly evidenced
by therise of socially responsible investing and the popularity of companies such asBen & Jerry's
and the Body Shop that explicitly tout their contributions to ecologicd sustainability (Cohen &
Greenfield 1997; Hawkin 1993). Thisrhetoricd shift, which has helped environmentalism become a
mainstream American phenomenon (Gore 1992), has been associated with a shift from a climate
dominated by concerns with valuesto a climate dominated by concerns with techniques and proper
procedure. What islesswell understood is how the processes of rationaization through which this shift
in emphass was accomplished actudly worked. Structurationist gpproaches focus atention on how
complex socid interaction drives rationdization processes.

The creetion of inditutiondly sanctioned recycling programsin the physica plants of higher
education organizations providesingght into the processes by which subgtantive environmenta vaues
became incorporated into everyday work routines and well-accepted rationaes for economic action via

formd, practicd and theoretica rationdization. While 3,000 non-profit, community recycling drop- off
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centers were created in the first Sx months after Earth Day in 1970 (Seldman 1986), there was virtudly
no change in the overdl rate of solid waste recovery from 1960 to 1980. By the 1990s, however,
governmental and industry actors had sponsored for-profit recycling practices that had begun to
proliferate throughout the nation, leading to dramatic increases in overdl solid waste recovery rates
(Environmental Protection Agency 1995). The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) estimates that
the number of recycling programsin the U.S. increased from gpproximately 1,000 in 1988 to 7,500 by
1995. Resource recycling hed effectively been transformed from a periphera activity promoted by
"hippies' to amangtream solid waste practice (Lounsbury et al 1998).

Colleges and universties began to respond to broader normeative pressures that defined
recycling as an gppropriate and important part of solid waste management practices by the late 1980s.
In grappling with how to incorporate such nove practicesinto a broader set of solid waste management
practices, colleges and universities set in motion an interesting set of occupationd dynamics. Since
virtudly the entire sample of 154 colleges and universities surveyed had created aformd, indtitutiondly-
sponsored recycling program, the problem to be explained was not whether a particular school created
aprogram, but which kind of program. The main factor that explained whether aschool crested anew,
full-time recycling coordinator position when establishing a recycling program was the existence of
student activism on campus promoting the creation of such aprogram. Student activism, however, was
not merely alocd affar. Environmentd activism on campus was encouraged and sponsored by nationd-
level environmenta socid movement organizations such as the Student Environmental Action
Committee (SEAC).

SEAC, established in 1989, clams to be the largest student-run organization in the U.S. with
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members a over 2,200 universties, colleges, and high schools. They sponsor an annud student
conference, and maintain an elaborate network of experienced student organizers who travel to
campuses and hold workshops, provide training, and support work on activities such as campus solid
waste audits. SEAC aso clamsto have helped create over 700 recycling programs at U.S. schools
(Smith 1993: 127). Organizations such as SEAC have sponsored and disseminated various kinds of
practica knowledge about how students should go about |obbying for the creetion of arecycling
program that would be supported and managed by the school adminigtration.

One important technique that SEAC encouraged environmental student groups to employ on
campuses was the “ solid waste audit”. The solid waste audit is a standardized approach that can be
used to study the waste composition of auniversity. It requires evauating the kind and quantity of
garbage that is produced around campus, often requiring the unpleasant task of climbing into dumpsters.
To gather data for the audit, students are encouraged to collect garbage from avariety of dumpsters
across campus and bring it to acommon sorting Ste. At the sorting Site, garbage is estimated for
volume, weighed and categorized by whether a particular item can be recycled, and if so, what kind of
recyclable materid it is (paper, plastic, glass etc.). Thiskind of forma analyss then enables sudents to
make systematic claims about the overdl campus waste stream and estimate the costs and benefits of
cregting arecycling program.

When student environmenta groups connected to organi zations such as SEAC made their case
to locd adminigrations, they typically conducted a comprehensive solid waste audit and prepared a
report that detailed how arecycling program could be organized in a cost- effective manner. The solid

waste audit, therefore, served as arationa technique (i.e. as a particular kind of framing mechaniam)
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that helped sudents to trandate their ecologica vaues into an administrative language which
adminigtrators understood. In addition to solid waste audits, student environmental groups also included
specific recommendations as to how the recycling program should be organized. For this, Sudent
environmenta groups typicaly drew on modd programs that had started earlier, such asthe recycling
program at the University of Colorado at Boulder (established in 1976). These model programs
employed full-time managers who speciadized on recycling tasks. Recycling programs such as the one a
Boulder provided concrete examples that were well-known and much discussed by campus recyclers
as embodying ideds that they sought to emulate.

In most cases where student environmenta groups made such a case, colleges and universities
created a new full-time recycling coordinator position, largely based on the effective dlams and lobbying
of student environmenta groups. Further, many of these positions, when established, werefilled with
recently graduated seniors who were part of the effort to pressure the school into cregting arecycling
program. Hence, activist recycling coordinators emerged as aresult of clams-making by student
environmenta groups that were armed with the support and knowledge of smilar others that was
diffused viaafidd-level socid movement organization. At schools without active student environmental
groups and with no meaningful connection to socid movement organizations such as SEAC, schools
crested more minimaist recycling programs that were organized usng extant university workers familiar

with traditiona solid waste practices but disconnected from this emerging set of recycling practices.

The Integration of Recycling into Solid Waste Management Practices

For schools that adopted the more minimaist form of recycling, recycling practices consisted of

little more than a scattering of blue recycling bins around campus. Physical plant personnd did not value
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recycling as a new technology and duty. Often, when custodia staff went to collect materidsin
recycling bins, these materias were mixed together with the regular trash to be hauled to the landfill.
Hence, recycling was Smply grafted onto existing work routines and structures.

This contrasted sharply with schools that created new full-time recycling coordinator positions
daffed with ecologicd activists who experienced socid margindity as part of their introduction into the
workings of U.S. college and university physica plant departments (Lounsbury, 1997). Thissocid
margindity semmed partly from the fact that recycling practices and the occupation of recycling
coordinator lacked legitimacy across virtualy dl organizationa contexts we examined. 1n addition,
recycling coordinators were viewed as young idedists who had little practical work experience. Itis
true that since the mgority of the newly hired recycling coordinators were recent college graduates, they
had little experience working within a bureaucracy. In turn, these ecologicaly-activist workers had little
socid capitd within thelr organizations and little understanding about how to pragmeatically implement a
new set of practices. Both their lack of socid capital and their lack of understanding of how to
pragmatically implement anew set of practicesinto alarger and more ingtitutionalized set of practices
were shortcomings that had to be addressed.

The socid margindity of recycding coordinators was importantly shaped by the culturd
organization of physica plant departments. Most physica plant departments are organized in a
hierarchica and occupationaly and demographically segregated fashion. Referring to how occupationa
specidization was corrdated with demographic characterigtics, one informant dramaticaly characterized
her physicd plant department as a*“ Southern plantation.” Having toured many physica plant

departments, it became clear that, by and large, the managers and skilled trades tend to be dominated
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by white males, secretaries were dmost dways women, and custodians, truck drivers and other

mai ntenance workers tended to be black or ethnic men. While the “ Southern plantation” imagery may
be viewed as a hyperbole, the general contours of a traditiona, white male bureaucracy seemed to be
operaing in the mgority of circumstances.

This aspect of the organizationa context was extremely problematic for many of the recycling
coordinators we interviewed. Trying to start arecycling program involves not only the cregtion of an
infrastructure for potentia recyclables to be placed (e.g. blue bins), but aso requires coordinators to
work closaly with custodians and truck drivers who collect discarded materials and transport them to a
centralized holding fadility. Gaining the trust of custodid staff was not an easy task for young,
ecologicaly-minded coordinators. Further, in many cases, women coordinators noted and highlighted
how they put up with sexist talk and had agreat ded of difficulty being taken serioudy.

For femde recycling coordinators, gender discrimination by maes was coupled with within
gender gatus conflict. Mogt of the women in the physical plant were secretaries. Exigting female taff
who were secretaries viewed new recycling coordinators as higher status snce they often had their own
office and were separated from the rest of the femde aff. In redity, recycling coordinators did not get
paid more than secretaries, yet they were perceived by others to have higher level manageria duties.

Arguably, thislack of socid capitd exacerbated the relative inexperience of these newly-minted
recycling coordinators within the organizationd hierarchies that they found themsdlvesin. As many
interviews highlighted, even activist coordinators had to dedl with senior physica plant administrators
who were reluctant to provide resources for important activities such as the promation of recycling on

campus to build greater recycling awareness among campus users. To gain resources, recycling
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coordinators had to somehow demonsirate success (often defined in the early stages of aprogram as
the extent to which the campus population places potentid recyclablesin blue bins). But generating
success required investing resources to creste an infrastructure and promote the program. In the early
gtages of recycling programs, the difficulties involved with these "bootstrapping” efforts of recycling
coordinators often seemed to compound fedings of socia margindity.

While ectivigt coordinators were marginaized localy, they did gain strength and resolve by
redizing they were part of a nascent college and university recycling coordinator occupation that
included many other, equaly marginadized, coordinators a other campuses. Thisredization led to the
establishment of the College and University Recycling Coordinators (CURC) occupational
asociation (Lounsbury 1997). CURC was formed in 1993 during an annud National Recycling
Caalition (NRC) meeting where a group of college and university recycling coordinators redized that
there were awide variety of amilarly stuated people struggling with the same issues having to do with
building recycling programs. This group established procedures to elect officids and developed
committees to study issues having to do with measurement standards, "buy recycled” campaigns, and
cooperation between university operations and academics. The group aso established aListServ on
the internet, caled "Recyc-L", to facilitate ongoing program management did ogue among organization
members. The chairperson of CURC expressed a common view among CURC members that thelr

collaboration represented a step towards cresting a recycling coordinator profession:

| see CURC and the Ligt Server asthe vehicle by which our profession will eventudly
be formdly recognized. Thiswill lead to Sandards and procedures that will assst in
legitimizing and progressing our efforts and our idess. It isthe best way to promote and
achieve inroads to business and affect their practice.

In addition, this new occupational community (Van Maanen & Barley 1984) provided a source
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of socia support and resources for ecologicaly-minded recycling coordinators to persevere amidst
problems of legitimacy and socid margindity a their loca workdtes. In particular, recycling
coordinators made continuous efforts to formaly rationalize recycling practices in an effort to gain socid
legitimecy. Specificaly, while part-time recycling managers tended to view recycling as a margind
appendage to extant solid waste practices, activigt recycling coordinators worked to efficiently organize
and build the recycling program in an effort to make it a centrd dement in aschool’ s solid waste

practices. CURC s mission reflects this orientation towards rationdization. ..

To fadlitate information exchange between inditutions of higher education regarding
integrated waste management practices by providing technica training, making
information about ingtitutiond recycling operations and methods easlly accessible, and
by creating linkages with academic resources.

In addition, their number one god, supporting that misson, isto “devel op reporting standards
for measuring progress toward waste abatement and to alow for accurate comparisons and anayses
between schools” Ininterviews and discussons with full-time recycling coordinators affiliated with
CURC, measurement issues were continualy raised as crucid to the further development and growth of
recycling practices and the recycling coordinator occupation. While recycling activigts in the late 1960s
and early 1970sjudtified their arguments about the existence of recycling by arguing that it was the right
thing to do, 1990s recycling coordinators emphasized quantitative cadculation, including afocus on
monetary gains. For ingtance, Tim, arecycling coordinator a alarge Midwestern ingtitution argued that

the expangon of hisrecycling program isjudtified because...

it will complement what we are presently doing, plusit will enable usto capture up to
200 tons of additiond fibers and other materid per month, generating $400k to $600k

per year.
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Even though recycling income generation is one useful measure of the productivity of arecyding
program, there are many other kinds of measures that coordinators have aso begun to systematicaly
track. Joann, arecycling coordinator from alarge Southwestern university, for instance, noted that she
“measures the productivity of her program by amount (weight) of materid recycled, the diversity of the
materids recycled, as well as revenue generated through recycling.” Other kinds of measures
mentioned included the comparative cost of recycling aton versus landfilling a ton of materid, the
percentage of materids diverted from dumps, remaining within budget, customer satisfaction, custodia
hours worked, and complaints from custodia staff. To develop standardized techniques of
measurement and evaluation of recycling program productivity, CURC has organized a measurement
standards committee that has created training tools and models thet are widely available to recycling
coordinators.

The creation and use of such quantitative techniques for monitoring efficiency and productivity
has helped to make recycling a centra element in the solid waste practices of universties. This
progressive entanglement of once margind recycling practicesinto a more comprehensve set of solid
waste practices was importantly shaped by the practical, theoretica and forma aspects of
rationdization. Clearly, in an practica sense, the development of measures that highlight the rdative
costs and benefits of hauling trash to dumps versus recycdling has led to refinements in collection and
management processes. But there have been important symbolic benefits aswell. These measuremerts
(and the groups responsible for these measurements) gain legitimacy because they conform to principles
of management informed by forma and theoreticd rationdity. These various forms of rationdization

were dl important in reducing barriers to acceptance of new practices and new groups responsible for
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these practices. Asaresult, other groups—such as university administrators—began to frame recycling
in sensble ways and welcomed the progressive entanglement of recycling efforts into the broader
responghilities of physicd plant management.

Interestingly, as recycling activities have become more degply entangled with traditiond trash
collection and remova activities, recycling coordinators who were initidly hired to focus on recycdling
excdusvey, have begun to dso gain respongbilities for the overdl management of solid waste a colleges
and univerdties. That is, ecologicaly activist coordinators are now accepted as an important
component of their physica plant departments. These new duties include the management of custodia
operations, trucks, and contracts with outside haulers. This broadening out of tasks associated with the
recycling coordinator positions may, however, potentialy undermine the autonomous status of the
recycling coordinator occupation since it decreases the distinction between what the full-time recyding
coordinators are doing and what other part-time recycling managers are doing.

In fact, over the course of the three years of research, while recycling coordinators were
expanding the range of their duties, employeesin the physica plants of other universities who were not
in full-time recycling coordinator positions, began to take recycling practices more serioudy. As part of
this process, assstant physica plant directors began to take classes on the management of recycling
programs and how to develop a more integrated set of solid waste practices through the Association of
Physical Plant Administrators of Universities and Colleges. In addition, solid waste hauling
companies aso began to increasingly collect and haul recyclables, providing a single source solution to
integrated waste management. These private waste management conglomerates, in turn, educate

university personnd about the reative vaue of treating materids as trash versus recyclables and provide
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productivity and cost- benefit Satistics on those activities.

This progressve entanglement of the practices promoted by university recycling coordinators
with the practices of private waste management conglomerates has further strengthened the
rationalization process and tied activities within universties into broader solid waste management efforts.
These broader solid waste management efforts can, in turn, be viewed as exercises in framing and
entanglement at a broader scde in which university recycling and solid waste practices come to be
coordinated with Smilar practices developed in other sorts of organizations operating in other societd
sectors. These new trends have encouraged the devel opment of a new way to structure solid waste
practices & dl colleges and univerdties dong a smilar mode—integrated waste management.
Importantly, this new form for structuring solid waste practicesis not limited to colleges and universities.
Rather, the emergence of rationdized integrated waste management practices is part of a much broader
rationdization processthat isinformed by interactions amnong private solid waste actors, governmenta
agencies and environmenta activists in the broader solid waste management field (Lounsbury et al
1998). Importantly, it isthe conjunction of formd, practica, substantive and, increasingly, theoretical
rationdity in the rationaization process that has facilitated the consolidetion of the organizationd and
occupationd fields involved in integrated waste management.

Thefidd-leve interactions described certainly indicate some convergence in the waysin which
recycling and solid waste work roles are structured. More pointedly, the successful framing of recycling
programs and practicesin terms of quantifiable solid waste practices seems to have facilitated this
convergence. Thismay, in turn, potentiadly lead to the demise of the nascent recycling coordinator

occupation as recycling practices become fully entangled with the routines of higher education
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bureaucracies. Thiswould be consgtent with Giddens (1984) view that discurave forms (in this case,
Weberian rationdization) serve as both vehicles of transformation and reproduction. That is, while the
forma rationdization of recycling practices enabled recycling coordinators to gain legitimacy, it may
have aso helped to leved differences across schools between ecologically-committed recycling
coordinators and ecologically-ambivaent solid waste managers. A more complete leveling, in turn,
would ultimately lead to the reproduction of the bureaucratic structures of physicd plant departments,
abat with adightly modified repertoire of practices that includes resource recycling.

On the other hand, the demographic structure and beliefs of the people involved in this fluid and
evolving set of solid waste practices remain heterogeneous. At schools that have full-time ecologicaly-
minded recycling coordinators, thereis clearly a stronger emphasis on recycling, the reduction of waste,
and, more recently, campus ecology (Smith 1993). Hence, recycling coordinators who wereinitidly
margindized, have not only gained legitimacy and taken over more maingream solid waste management
duties, but have also sought to actively expand their mandate to influence a broader array of campus
practices that have environmental impacts.

In generd, campus ecology has to do with andyzing and understanding the campus environment
as an ecosystem. Campus ecology issues include the use and disposd of hazardous substancesin labs,
medicd waste, wastewater and storm runoff, pest control, air quality, procurement policies (eg. the
purchase of recycled paper and other recycled materids) etc. To do this, recycling coordinators have
become more involved in student environmental groups and have begun to work more closdly with staff
and faculty—particularly those who are effiliated with departments or fields of environmenta science

and environmenta studies—who have formed workgroups that seek to address these broader issues
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about how univergity practices affect the overall environment. At schools that lack ecologicaly-minded
coordinators, debate and action about issues related to campus ecology are much more limited.

It would be interesting to observe, however, whether this variation in program structure and
content continues, perhaps at areduced level, or beginsto erode as a new occupation of integrated
waste managers emerges. This new occupation would presumably incorporate the new practices
associated with a"transent” recycling coordinator occupation with the more traditiond practices
associated with trash collection and hauling management positionsin colleges and universties. Itis
unclear whether issues of campus ecology, however, will be left out or become a part of what dl
physica plant solid waste managers do. Of coursg, it is dso possible that the emergence of speciadized
recycling coordinators at some schools and not others has acted as an imprinting mechaniam
(Stinchcombe 1965) that will help us understand why some colleges and universities are more

ecologically responsble than others.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have argued for renewed attention to the combined study of occupations and
organizations in concrete work contexts using an eclectic set of methodologies that dlow one to explore
both loca and system-wide phenomena concurrently. More specificaly, we have argued that
understanding the changing structure of work over time requires greater understanding of how the
knowledgesble practices of members of different occupations are knit together in specific organizationa

contexts. We have used structurationist imagery (Giddens 1984) as a guide to show how the study of
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occupationa and organizationd dynamics may be usefully integrated. How knowledgegble practices
are framed and progressively entangled in on-going work routines plays a crucid role in ever adapting
patterns of workplace interaction. For example, in bureaucratic organizations where quantitative
measurement of productivity and efficiency are routine expectations, the emergence of measurements
and quantitative evauation tools play an important part in how new tasks are framed so that they seem
sengble and can be more readily combined with existing practices.

Studying the congtruction and flow of such practices related to rationaization draws attention to
the socid groups that are implicated in the Structuration of work in organizations and fields. In the case
of recycling practices, the emergence of the possibly transient position of recycling coordinator in
colleges and universities hel ps to degpen our understanding of the way in which Weberian processes of
rationaization are actudly enacted. This sort of enactment isfully grounded in the sort of sensemaking
and negotiating activities on which students of management and other occupations have focused much
atention (Strauss 1978; Van Maanen & Barley 1984; Weick 1995). Further, it degpens our
understanding of the occupationd dynamicsinvolved in earlier studies of technicdl, professond and
management work. (For example, see Barley 1986, 1996; Blau 1955; Bowker 1994; Burns & Stalker
1961; Burawoy 1979; Crozier 1964; Dalton 1959; Fujimura 1996; Gouldner 1954; Kunda 1992;
Latour 1996; Law 1994; Orr 1996; Selznick 1949; Smith 1990; Strauss et al 1964, Suchman 1987;
Thomas 1994).

More specificdly, our case of the heterogeneous diffusion of recycling practicesin colleges and
universties provides ingght into both processes of rationdization as wdl as the dynamic

interrelaionships among forms of rationdity (Weber 1978). Activig recycling coordinators in colleges
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and universties clearly drew inspiration and energy from the substantive rationality of the broader
environmental movement that has aimed to restructure extant processes of consumption associated with
modern "utilitarian” forms of Western capitdism. However, it isequdly clear that other forms of
rationdlity became criticd as attempts were made to embed recycling practices more completely into the
socid technologies of existing bureaucracies. Therole of formal rationality was clearly evidenced in
the development and use of formal quantitative techniques such as the solid waste audit that could lead
to more methodical assessments of efficiency and productivity.

Theoretical rationality, often linked to procedures infused with the idedls of formd rationdity,
provided the broader cognitive architecture and justification for those formaly rationd procedures.
Theoreticd rationdity, for ingance, was present in the economic theories of cost- benefit assessment that
informed the development of the solid waste audit. These broader theories, bound up in atomistic
ontologica assumptions about the nature of redity, provided the currency by which recycling activists
needed to communicate with adminigtrators of large educational bureaucracies. Clamsrooted in
moraity aone were not acceptable. Findly, practical rationality was gpparent throughout the case as
both activist recycling coordinators and ecol ogicdly-ambivaent solid waste managers sought to
pragmatically solve problems as they became sdlient. Localized decisons by activist recyclersto draw
on formdly rationd techniques and the efforts of solid waste managers to seek training in how to
efficiently build a recyding program provide two prominent examples of how individudsin particular
contexts coped with Stuational exigencies. Asour framework reveds, however, particular
organizationd contexts and exigencies were not completely unique, but shared many features with

related worksites and bureaucracies that enabled generdized knowledge about recycling and solid
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waste management to be effectively transmitted and used in avariety of locales.

In the spirit of developing a perspective on the structuration of work, it isimportant to
emphasize that rationdization, and related processes such as ingtitutionalization, should be studied as
ongoing processes (Hughes 1971; Becker 1982; Tolbert & Zucker 1996). In our case, much of the
impetus for developing standard measures, evauative tools and methods for gathering data came from
the percaived benefit of conforming to existing bureaucratic Sandards. Though the devel opment of
these measures may be related to an increase in "average” recycling productivity, there was a greet ded
of ambiguity over which measures were most gppropriate. Further, it was unclear whether any sort of
universal measurement system could be devised. Asthe duties of recycling coordinators are—as trends
suggest—increasangly folded into more comprehensve integrated waste management positions, existing
measurement tools will most likely continue to be modified. These sorts of issues require on-going
research.

At amore generd levd, it isimportant to emphasize that the Structurationist imagery that we
advocate fits more readily with ideas of "pragmatic” actors with avariety of "substantive’ vaues being
entangled and disentangled in "formaized" networks of activity. In particular, it isimportant to recognize
that thisimegery is not the same as functiondist imagery in which "rationd” or "non-deviant” actors are
embedded in and congtrained by a datic socid structure and materid environment. In this
sructurationist view, human beings are dways engaged in sensemaking activities that are influenced by
concerns that are both formdly and substantively rationd. Processes of framing and entanglement—of
which Weberian rationdization processes are one important variety—allow networks of activitiesto be

both reproduced and reconfigured over time. These processes facilitate the "destruction” of old worlds
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of work and the "congtruction” of new worlds of work. Co-evolving systems of organizations and
occupations provide anaturd laboratory in which to study how these processes unfold.

In sum, we believe that a focus on the congtruction and flow of knowledge and practices
provides a useful gtarting point for those scholars interested in bridging the subfields of organizationd
and occupational sociology. For organizationa sociologists, attention to the creation of new expert
occupations—such as recycling coordinators or integrated waste managers—that become responsible
for developing new sets of practices to respond to particular problems are important mechanisms that
drive ingtitutiona change processes such as the reconfiguration of fidlds. While organizationd
inditutiondigts have stressed the role of professondsin driving inditutiona transformation, much could
be gained by focusing more on how the multiplex reationships amnong organizations, work and
knowledge are congtructed "on the run” rather than being expressy andyzed and planned by powerful
elites. For sociologists of work, attention to the broader ingtitutiona arrangements that enable action-at-
adistance provides an important way in which local interactions can be Stuated in amore globd
context. The main clam, however, isthat the complementarity of concepts and methodologies of both
should be combined in an effort to develop more comprehensive accounts of socia change involving the

gructuration of work.
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