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I ntroduction

In attempts at mapping the pattern of state orgdioizs, four questions arise: 1) What
constitutes atateorganization? 2) What constitutese state organization? 3) What
constitutes differentypes of state organizatiohgl) What constitutes differebtpes

of changeof state organizations? There are no clear amdghktforward answers to
these questions on state boundaries, units of sisaynd classifications. The answers
provided have to be well-founded, as well as take consideration the availability of
relevant information.

In this paper we will primarily discuss the fourgiestion on organizational
change, while the three other questions are diedussa separate paper (Rolland and
Roness 2009). The focus is on changes in the fostnatture of organizations, and
we will draw upon contributions from organizatidmeory and public administration
that may be of some relevance. In order to anatysmges in the formal structure,
one has to specify the populations and units tfeabaing subjected to change. Thus,
we will first briefly attend censorship problemse.i challenges related to which
organizations and changes to be included in thdysisa We will then discuss
different types of change and continuity in statgaoizations. While most studies of
populations of organizations only distinguish bedwdirths, survivals and deaths of
organizations, some use more detailed classificatiMoreover, while most studies
analyse birth, survival and death rates in popaati others are more interested in the
form and extent of change in (different types ofyjamizations. Finally, we will
explain how (different types of) organizational sga and continuity is recorded in
the Norwegian State Administration Database (NSH)is database is covering
(changes in) the formal structure of the Norwegiannistries, civil service
organizations outside the ministries, state-ownesnpanies and governmental
foundations from 1947 onwards (cf. Rolland and Rerz009).

Censor ship problems

The relevance of censorship problems are primatigcussed in studies using

population ecology models and event history ang)y®si populations of organizations



in general (e.g. Hannan and Freeman 1989) and biicparganizations in particular
(e.g. Peters and Hogwood 1991). As noted by PeresisHogwood (1991: 88), the
most common forms of censorships in event histaaresright and left censorship.
Right censorshipneans that we have no information about eventaraog after a
certain date, whildeft censorshipmeans that we have no information about events
occurring prior to a certain date. Like for orgaaianal and social research in
general, right censorship is unavoidable, sincecaenot know the future. They
emphasize the importance of left censorship:

“.. If we assume that all organizations in a popatabegin the time period
under investigation at the same age and with echeces of death, then
left censorship can introduce the danger of subatagrror. Some of the

organizations may enter the time period with lond auccessful histories,
others may be fledging organizations founded intromersy, and yet

others may be ‘dinosaurs’ which have outlived thesefulness.” (Peters
and Hogwood 1991.: 88)

To avoid left censorship problems in the study @famizational change in the state,
one needs information on organizations and chaggiesy back to the date when the
first state organization was created. Thus, if waats to analyse the population of all
state organizations, this is probably most easy states where the whole

administrative apparatus was created from scragofp, in a change of regime.

However, even in those instances, some organizatiay be based on organizations
from the previous regime. Otherwise, one may retdtine analysis to a sub-population
of state organizations, like the studies by Le\#80@, 2003, 2004, cf. also Carpenter
and Lewis 2004) on the US federal agencies craatdte 1946-1997 period, and by

Boin, Kuipers and Steenbergen (2008) on the New Dgnizations created during

President Roosevelt’s first term (1933-1936).

Peters and Hogwood (1991) also point at the inapad ofmiddle censorship
which means that we have no information about evecturring between certain
dates. According to them, this is a major problenthe study by Kaufman (1976)
where he identified the population of organizatidhat existed in the US federal
government in 1923 and then looked again in 1978dt@rmine which ones had
survived. This study ignored the organizations fpetneated after 1923 and what
happened to them. To avoid middle censorship pnobl®ne needs continuous

information on changes taking place between thesdatquestion.



Types of organizational change

The formal structure of state administration camésgcribed in terms of a vertical and
a horizontal dimension (Christensen and Egeber@ 1B8eberg 1989, Laegreid et al.
forthcoming, Leegreid and Roness 1998, Roness 2007@. vertical dimension
concerns centralization and decentralization (Ro#D05), in other words, how
responsibility for political and administrative kasis allocated among organizations
at different levels of the hierarchy. The horizérdamension focuses on how tasks
and responsibility are allocated among differegiaoizations at the same hierarchical
level.

Most studies of changes in the formal structuretate administration don’t
distinguish between different hierarchical levehsl aegard organizations in a (sub-)
population of state organizations as being on #mes(horizontal) level. Moreover,
most studies don’t distinguish between differemtrfe of births, survivals and deaths,
even if many of them examine challenges relatedhdov different types of
organizational change may be regarded as one or rboths or deaths of
organizations. Thus, we will start by discussingsslfications of births and deaths in
contributions from organization theory (particujadopulation ecology theory) and
public administration (particularly from the US).eWvill then extend the discussion
to studies that include different types of survigald change, and also to studies that

include changes along the vertical dimension.

Wanted dead or alive?

Over the past three decades, the literature eiplidiawing on ideas and concepts
from population ecology theory in the study of oparand continuity in (populations
of) organizations has become quite extensive @dyich et al. 1990, 1994, Carroll
and Delacroix 1982, Hannan and Carroll 1992, Hararah Freeman 1989, Kaufman
1985, Meyer 1985, Peters and Hogwood 1991). In wbkabne of the most
comprehensive studies of different types of poputeat of organizations, Hannan and
Freeman (1989) analyse the life histories of atjaoizations within a population.
They distinguish between starting events (i.ehbjrtand ending events (i.e. deaths),

noting that it often may be difficult to determitie exact time of starting and ending.



With regard to ending events they distinguish betwdour ‘generic kinds of
organizational mortality’: disbanding, absorptiog &nother organization, merger,
and radical change of form (p. 150). They state, théile the identification of a
disbanding (but not the exact time) normally doespose any problems, absorption
and merger may raise some difficult conceptualdssiboes an organization end
when it enters a merger? According to them, thevansvill to some extent depend

on what is happening to the structure of the ogion:

“When leaders of the merged organization are replac clearly subordinated
to the leaders of the organization with which itrges, there is reason to
assume that its autonomy of action has disappearetlit may make sense to
view this as an ending. More generally, our inter®f organizational forms:
if the structure of the organization changes rdljias it merges, so that it no
longer manifests the form in evidence before thegere this is counted as an
ending.” (Hannan and Freeman 1989: 151)

An alternative way of answering the question igdly on the way the organization
represents itself to the outside world: “Name clesngnd publicity generated by the
organization often signal important life eventstsas endings.” (p. 151) In the part
on national labour unions in the US they also dgiish between three forms of
starting events: founding, secession (i.e. a umsdiormed by a faction that secedes
from a national union) and merger (i.e. two or margons merge to form a new
national union) (p. 159). Here, too, the discusseomainly intended to clarify how
the number of births and deaths can be determkFadexample, a merger is counted
as one starting event (birth) and two (or more)imnévents (deaths).

Carroll and Delacroix (1982) also point at diffites on assessing deaths and

mergers, specifying different ways of interpretingrgers:

“What is an organizational death? The question @gm trivial because all
agree on the unproblematic case: an organizatideath occurs when an
organization fails, closes down its operations, alsbands its constituent
elements. But what about mergers? When two orgaomsacombine, at least
one ceases to exist and this must be consideredth.df the merger involves a
dominant partner that has absorbed the resourctgedfther partner, then the
subordinate organization dies and the dominant nizgon experiences a
change in structure. If, however, neither mergetnes assumes a dominant
position, it is difficult to assign a death to ooeganization and a structural
alteration to the other. Instead, it is useful emsider the resulting organization
as new and the two merger partners as dead.” (3. 17



In his study of bureaucratic growth in municipaidncial organizations in the US,
Meyer (1985) explicitly discusses how relevant dadarces were used for recording
births and deaths. In general, accounts of orgaaimagiven in official records were
followed. Thus, a birth of an organization occuridthe point it first came into
existence, while a death occurred at the poinbitamger existed according to these

records. More specifically, the classification baages includes the following:

“- Where dissolution of one unit and formation afiew one to replace it appear
to have occurred, a death and a birth are recopdexded that two or three

things have occurred: the name has changed, tfidnatachanged substantially
(plus or minus twenty per cent), and functions hetvenged.

- When two units merge, one death is recordetiafrmerged unit retains the
name of the former units. However, should the nengeit have a new name,
then two deaths and one birth are recorded.

- When a unit is ‘demoted’ from departmental toisional status, which among
the agencies studied is the most fundamental kinthange that can occur, or
from divisional to sectional status, a birth and daath are recorded.

‘Promotions’, which are infrequent, are also reearcés a birth and a death.”
(Meyer 1985: 86-87)

Moving to studies on (sub-)populations of stateaorgations, some of the same
challenges related to classifications noted abonee discussed, but handled in
somewhat different ways. Firstly, Kaufman (1976&)ums that one has to go beyond
official birth and death certificates in officiabduments to identify births and deaths.
The main criterion he uses for determining orgaioral survival and death is related

to the demarcation and defence of organizationahbaries:

“As long as a boundary around a group of peopléudexd in the study was
uninterruptedly maintained, | treated them as agoorg organization, even if
the composition, activities, outputs, and inputstleé group did not remain
constant. When the borders became indistinguishdblessumed all other
evidence of collective life had diminished to thenishing point also, and there-
upon declared the organization deceased.” (Kaufh8de: 28)

According to him, in many cases this involves mgkimpressionistic judgements. As
noted by others, this may be quite problematice jtikdgement, whether a boundary is
still visible or not, is not operationalized clegarbut is left to the personal judgement
of the researcher.” (Adam et al. 2007: 227) Kaufralso states that, in order to offset

the inducements to exaggerate turnover, the bigshsavily in favour of continuity.



This means that, as noted by Starbuck and Nystrd@81( xiv-xvi), Kaufman
exaggerates the extent of stability. Thus, Starbamk Nystrom has made a similar
study of 1,174 US federal agencies, where ageraesclassified as disappearing
when they merged, when they acquired significaulifferent responsibilities, or
when they reorganized substantially. However, sthegpopulation and time period is
poorly described in this study, it is a bit diffitwo compare the results of the two
studies.

The importance of judgements and classificatioasalso apparent by
comparing some recent studies of US federal agentike in other event history
analysis, Lewis (2002, 2003, 2004) coded each agevith a start date and a
termination date (where appropriate). In this dataan agency is considered new (i.e.
a birth) if it has a new name and different funetiofrom any previous existing
agencies (Lewis 2003: 41). According to the monmglex definition of termination
(i.e. a death), this is the case if: 1) an agerasylbeen eliminated whole with all of its
functions, or 2) if it has a name change, locatbange (i.e. change related to the
proximity to the president) and change of funct{tewis 2002: 92). Boin, Kuipers
and Steenbergen (2008) also note how difficulait be to determine what constitutes
a new organization and the termination of an ogion. Their point of departure is
that organizations that are the result of a mergethat are split off from existing
organizations are considered as new. Likewise, @enef organizations or split into
two or more organizations counts as a terminatitmwever, when organizations are
only changed in name and some of their functiorey thre not considered to be
terminated. They also add that this departure ftloencriteria used by Lewis (2003)
implies significantly more creations and terminati®f agencies.

Summing up, while many authors discuss differentns of births and deaths
of organizations, they normally end up by deterngnivhat constitutes birth, survival
and death. Moreover, in discussions of organizatitermination (death), there is a
lot of conceptual variety and ambiguity (cf. Adatmaé 2007). Challenges related to
making judgements also apply to discussions ofroegdional birth. However, even
if there are no general or objective ways of déseg births and deaths, clarifications
of the basis for the classifications being used rageessary to make well-founded
choices and make it possible to compare resultssaatudies.



Or something in-between?

Peters (1988, cf. also Peters and Hogwood 1988jnisng the few that extend the
discussion beyond births and deaths. He suppodscthique by Starbuck and
Nystrom (1981) on the strict definition of termiiwet used by Kaufman (1976), but
adds that they don’t go far enough. Thus, the definwhich Starbuck and Nystrom
employ groups terminations and changes togethee Balieve that for the sake of
theoretical development it is very important to main the distinction between the
two categories.” (Peters 1988: 82) He distinguishesveen three main types of

change (p. 83):

1) Initiation: The formation of an entirely newganization.

2) Termination: The abolition of an organizationthwno replacement
organization being established.

3) Succession: The replacement of an organizatyoa ‘hew’ one directed at
the same problem or clientele.

For successiom distinction is made between six sub-types (jp. 84

a) Linear replacement: The direct replacement oé onganization with
another addressed to the same problem but witrerdiif goals or
methods.

b) Consolidation: The complete or partial termioatiof two or more
organizations and their replacement with a singiization.

c) Splitting: The division of a single existing argzation into two or more
components.

d) Partial termination: The termination of some extpof an organization
while the remainder of the organization continuefunction.

e) Nonlinear replacement: A new organization foragtre the purpose is
closely related to previous organizations but fbrch the goals, programs
and/or structural features may be quite different.

f) Complex replacement: Patterns of change invglveome or all of the
types of successions above.

To make the classification completeaintenancas added, i.e. ‘the continuation of
an existing organization with the same task de@iniand structure’ (p. 83). However,
like most others, Peters doesn't distinguish betwdi&erent hierarchical levels and
regard organizations in (sub-)populations of statgnizations as being on the same

(horizontal) level.



Vertical and horizontal specialization and de-sjpdization

Among the studies reviewed above, some have elsntieait point in the direction of
changes along the vertical dimensions. Thus, Lé83: 92) includes change in the
proximity to the president (location change) ast mdrthe criterion to assess the
termination of an organization. Moreover, what Meygd985: 86-87) calls
‘demotions’ and ‘promotions’ is related to the veat dimension. In addition, in his
study of the creation of US federal agencies in1®83-1973 period, Grafton (1979:
439) include ‘a shift in status from one organiaadl category to another (e.g., from
independent commission to department bureau)’ aaxample of reorganization (cf.
also Grafton 1975, 1984). However, in the analyssdoesn’t distinguish between
different types of reorganizations.

In general, for changes along the vertical andhbezontal dimension, we
may distinguish between vertical and horizontalcgdzation and de-specialization
across organizational boundaries (Christensen agebdtg 1997, Egeberg 1989,
Leegreid et al. forthcoming, Laegreid and Roness 1%@&ess 2007)Vertical
specializationcan take the form of structural devolution, megngonversion of
existing state organizations into units that agaaizationally further away from the
central political authorities. It also includes tinensfer of tasks to existing units that
have a structurally more devolved form, and andase in the number of new
organizations with a structurally more devolvedniorVertical de-specialization
implies the movement of units and tasks in the sfpdirection, in other words a
decrease in the number of units with a structunadlyre devolved formHorizontal
specializatiormay mean that existing organizations are split srt@ller sub-units or
that new organizations are founded at the samarctacal level, whildhorizontal de-
specializationgenerally involves the merger, absorption or teation of existing
organizations. For the horizontal dimension we fdus on changes involving whole
units, e.g. the splitting, secession, founding, gaerabsorption and termination of
organizations. Since we are primarily interestedhanges in the formal structure of
state administration, the transfer of tasks betweseganizations at different
hierarchical levels or at the same level is notuded unless the organizational
structure is affected.

In a study of the structural anatomy of the Nonargstate in the 1985-2007

period based on the Norwegian State Administratidetabase, Laegreid et al.



(forthcoming) distinguish between three main typéstate organizations according
to their formal autonomy from central political hatities. Taking civil service
organizations outside the ministries as the poirdeparture, vertical specialization
means that some of these organizations are codviatie state-owned companies or
governmental foundations (i.e. move from one subdfaiion of state organizations
to another). It may also mean that new state org#ions to a larger extent are
established as state-owned companies or governmintadations than as civil
service organizations. Likewise, vertical de-speasion means that some of the
civil service organizations outside the ministrea® moved into ministries, or that
new state organizations are established as cimilcgeorganizations to a larger extent
than more structurally devolved forms.

Looking at horizontal specialization and de-spemasion, Lsegreid et al
(forthcoming) are interested in theet number of changes along the horizontal
dimension. This means, for example, that a foundirg new organization, a splitting
of an existing organization into two organizatianacsecession of a new organization
from an existing organization are counted as ometwtal specialization. Likewise,
instances of a termination of an organization, agereof two existing organizations
into a new organization or an absorption of an texgsorganization into another

existing organization are counted as one horizatgadpecialization.

Typesof studies

The types of studies of organizational change liage been made, or are possible to
make, will to a large extent be determined by thessifications of change and
continuity being used. Thus, studies of birth, stalvand death rates in populations
through event history analysis normally presupmbskeotomous dependent variables.
On the other hand, to analyse the form and extenifferent types of change and
continuity in state organizations, more detaileassifications are needed. We will
here provide some examples of both types of studfeshanges in the formal

structure of state administration.
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Studies of birth, survival and death

Studies of populations of organizations based guujadion ecology theory and event
history analysis (e.g. Hannan and Freeman 198%isfoa births (founding rates and
entry rates) as well as on deaths (disbanding,ratesrates and failure rates). The
aim is to explain variations of birth rates or degites among organizations within a
population or across populations. Typically, theplaratory variables are

characteristics of organizations, like age (‘thability of newness’) and type (e.g.

generalists vs. specialists), of populations (demsity/number of existing units) and
of environments (e.g. niche, variability and vadatgrain). Type of birth has also

been included among explanatory variables in ssudi€leath rates (e.g. Aldrich et al.
1994), but has not been used as a dependent \@ari&blere different types of death
are studied, they have been analysed separatglyNldrich et al. 1994).

With regard to state organizations, the study bie® and Hogwood (1991)
on US federal agencies in the 1933-1986 periodrabgbly the one that most
explicitly uses ideas and concepts from populagiooiogy theory. Even if the authors
distinguish between initiations (births), terminais (deaths) and different types of
successions, they primarily analyse death ratediffarent types of organizations and
environments. For example, for organizational dgeytformulate an obsolescence
hypothesis in addition to the liability of newndsgothesis, and find some support
for both. As noted above, they are also somewhdétalr of previous studies of
organizational death among US federal agencies dyfrkan (1976) and Starbuck
and Hedstrom (1981). While these two studies derijilicitly relate to population
ecology theory, in a later book Kaufman (1985) dsses the relevance of these ideas,
like natural selection.

The study by Lewis (2003) on US federal ageneis® uses event history
analysis, but draws upon ideas and concepts frdme ‘hew economics of
organization’ rather than population ecology thedrkius, he is more interested in
agency design by presidents than in natural seledty environments. He examines
factors that may affect the form and extent of tpmal insulation of agencies (e.g.
legislative origin of agencies, majority strength Congress and presidential
durability), and also how the form and extent ofitmal insulation may affect the
durability of agencies. In some other publicati¢@arpenter and Lewis 2004, Lewis

2002, 2004) he focuses more explicitly on termoradi (deaths) and factors that may
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affect agency mortality. Thus, he compares hazatdsr(‘the probability that an
agency will be terminated given that it has notrbesminated already’, cf. Lewis
2002: 96) across agencies with different types tadracteristics (e.g. how it was
founded, form and extent of political insulatiordgolitical environments).

In their study of the special population of USdeal agencies, Boin, Kuipers
and Steenbergen (2008) discuss whether the lifedlaath of public organizations is a
guestion of institutional design. They also drawmjideas and results from previous
studies, including Kaufman (1976) and Lewis (2008pwever, their dependent
variable is somewhat different: organizationaldgan, measured as the duration in
years between the creation and termination of agaroration. The New Deal
organizations being established in 1933-1936 thktexists at the end of 2007 are
treated as right-censored cases. They examinemtpertiance of different types of
agency characteristics, like location (i.e. thexproty to the president), legislative
origin and presence of a sunset clause.

In his studies of US federal agencies, Grafton7$191979, 1984) is
particularly interested in the creation and reorg@tion of agencies that may be
regarded as a response to a sudden shift in sec@homic or technological change.
He counts births and deaths without using evenbtyisanalyses, and also has a more
eclectic theoretical approach than the more restties. This makes it somewhat
difficult to compare results across studies of €@efal agencies.

In their comprehensive review of studies of themieation of public
organization, Adam et al. (2007) discuss some @sgpians, like termination by
chance, termination as a result of political tumtermination as a consequence of
learning and the impact of organizational charasties on termination probability.
They also mention some factors or determinantset@xamined in future research,
related to two dimensions: external political inbegs (e.g. political turnover,
societal pressure, problem pressure and budgetanstraints) and internal
characteristics of a public organization (e.g. age adolescence, size and multi-
purpose vs. single purpose). These factors maybesaf relevance for studies of the

form and extent of different types of change.
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Studies of form and extent of change

As noted above, Peters (1988) distinguishes betwpesub-types of succession, in
addition to changes through initiations and terrmams of agencies. Applied to the
US federal agencies, he counts the number of p#styof changes in each decade
from the 1930s onwards. For the whole period, Ise abunts the number of main
types of changes for different types of organizagidi.e. location) and different
sources of authority (i.e. legislative origin) afemcies (cf. also Peters and Hogwood
1988). This provides the basis for mapping morenned patterns of change than in
the previous studies by Kaufman (1976) and StarlamckNystrom (1981).

In the study of the structural anatomy of the Negian state, Leegreid et al.
(forthcoming) are interested in whether the formd aextent of changes is
characterized by increased specialization or a ydand shift. To find out whether
changes of government or the adoption of new duoedrihas made an impact, the
1985-2007 period is divided into sub-periods, maiobrresponding with the party
constellations in government and the prevailingenmational and national
administrative policy doctrines. Here, too, thioypdes the basis for mapping a

nuanced pattern of change.

The Norwegian State Administration database (NSA)

The Norwegian State Administration Database hasn beéeveloped from 1992
onwards through collaboration between the NorwegRasearch Centre in
Organization and Management (later the Stein RoKkamtre for Social Studies) and
the Norwegian Social Science Data Services (NSB¢. durpose of the database is to
provide systematic information on the organizatiosi@ucture and administrative
resources in the Norwegian state administratiorcolters all non-temporary state
organizations with full-time employees from 1947 tiurpresent, maps their
organizational structure at any time as well asngka in the organizational structure
throughout this period. Moreover, it is accessibi®ugh the NSD website (English

version orhttp://www.nsd.uib.no/civilservicg/
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Mapped organizations

The units in the NSA database consist of statenizgtions with differenforms of

affiliation to the central political authorities, where themfarms are as follows:

* ministries (including sub-units like divisions, ieas and offices)
 civil service organizations outside the ministries
e state-owned companies

» governmental foundations

For organizations outside the ministries, all orgations reporting directly to a

ministry are included, but to some extent handhedifferent ways:

* National single civil service organizations withostbordinated units. The
database covers all units in this category. Morgdieg practical reasons, all
state-owned companies and all governmental founkstare recorded as a
national single organization, although several loént are organized as
complex hierarchies.

* Integrated services that consist of a central ¢gnat) unit and regional/local
offices: All central units are mapped, but not @ltheir regional and local
offices.

* Groups of similar organizations: Civil service angaations with similar tasks,
each covering a specific territorial area, are gesutogether and counted as
one unit. However, in some instances every singlgtarial organization is

also recorded separately in the database.
This means that the database is quite flexibleaoavs for different levels of detail

and aggregation. See also Rolland and Roness (3009 more comprehensive

presentation of the mapping of organizational uinithe database.
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Types of organizational change

Like in event history analysis, our point of depagtis different types of change that
an organization may go through. We distinguish leetw three main types of
organizational change (or events): birth (startengents), survival (maintenance
events) and death (ending events). For each mpim we also distinguish between
several sub-types, to a large extent based ondaéeanic literature reviewed. We
draw particularly upon ideas from population ecglagn births and deaths (e.g.
Carroll and Delacroix 1982, Hannan and Freeman 198@ upon discussions of
different forms of succession (e.g. Peters 198&rBand Hogwood 1988). However,
we use a more extended set of sub-types of orgamai change, including 23
different categories (see the appendix for a detgiresentation of the classification
and the exact codes being used for recording taegds).

Some instances only involve one organization. &piglies to what we call a
pure founding(i.e. new organizations with no prior organizatibhistory) and gure
termination (i.e. changes where no parts of the organizatrencantinued in other
organizations). It also includes change of namangk of parent ministry and change
of form of affiliation of organizations.

However, in most instances, several organizatemesinvolved at the same
time. Here, we distinguish between five types afamizational change processes: 1)
secession, 2) splitting, 3) absorption, 4) mergad 5) complex reorganization. They
imply different patterns of change for the orgati@as involved, but, as noted by
several authors, in practice it is not always etsydetermine exactly what has
happened.

Below, we have outlined graphically how the diffietr types of processes
affect organizations. Since the pair-wise distmusi between secession and splitting
and between absorption and merger are most imgpttaase types of change are

contrasted.
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Unit A: Maintained by secession Unit A: Terminated by splitting
Unit C: Founded by secession Unit B: Founded by splitting
Unit D: Founded by secession Unit C: Founded by splitting
Unit D: Founded by splitting

Looking first at secession vs. splittirggcessiommplies that the existing organization
(A) is maintained in a somewhat smaller scale, @vbihe or more new organizations
(C, D, ..) are founded based on parts of the exjsdrganization. On the other hand,
splitting implies that the existing organization (A) is témated, while two or more
new organizations (B, C, D, ..) are founded based parts of the existing
organization. Thus, we use splitting in the sammsaseas Peters (1988) and secession
in the same sense as Hannan and Freeman (1989kvdpweven if secession is
mentioned by Hannan and Freeman (and counted abidhgeor starting event), in
general it has not got much attention in the redehterature (as separate from what
we call pure founding).

Sometimes it can be difficult to decide whetheroaganizational change is a
secession process or a splitting process. Pantiguiacases where information has
been scarce, it is obvious that the choice betwleese two codes has involved some
discretion. However, these judgments have beendbasecertain criteria. When a
major part of an existing organization seems toycan after a change process (i.e.
with the same name, almost the same size and ntbstlgame functions and tasks)
we have interpreted this change process as a gmteHsall organizations after a
change process are very different from the existirganization (the name and size
has been considerably changed, and the functiodsamks are not the same), we

have interpreted this change process as a splitting
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With regard to absorption vs. mergahsorptionimplies that an existing
organization (A) is maintained in a somewhat largeale, while one or more other
existing organizations (B, C, ..) are terminated &mrms parts of the organization
being maintained. On the other hamderger implies that two or more existing
organizations (A, B, C, ..) are terminated, whil@ew organization (D) is founded
based on the other organizations. Thus, we use tiaas concepts in the same sense
as Hannan and Freeman (1989).

Absorption

o

I 1 | ]

L, L ty t
Unit A: Maintained by absorption Unit A: Terminated by merger
Unit B: Terminated by absorption Unit B: Terminated by merger
Unit C: Terminated by absorption Unit C: Terminated by merger

Unit D: Founded by merger

To ascertain whether a certain change process lie tmterpreted as absorption or
merger will also sometimes have to be based ompeads. The criteria we have used
are also in these cases based on information alaotirs such as size, name,
functions and tasks. Typically, smaller units doea@bed in a larger existing one that
mainly carries on with the same name, functions tasks as before. A merger
process, on the other hand, is more characterigesv® or more equal units being
dismantled giving birth to a new and larger orgahan with expanded tasks and
functions and usually a new name.

Finally, what we callcomplex reorganizatiofs a process where the formal
structure of two or more existing organizations B,C, ...) are completely wiped
out and replaced with two or more new organizati@skE, F, ..). This implies that it
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is very hard to identify the units going into a nganization procesafter the process

is completed, although tasks and functions hantledhe new organization(s) are
much the same as before the change. Tasks, fuactiesources and staff carry on,
but are mixed in a new formal structure, usuallfhwmew names. Old units are
permanently terminated and no longer visible afterchange. To a large extent, this

corresponds to what Peters (1988) calls (succefisiongh) complex replacement.

Complex reorganization

Units A, B, C Terminated by complex reorganization
Units D, E, F Founded by complex reorganization

Data sources and recording

Compared to most other countries, (changes infjattmeal structure of the Norwegian
state administration is quite well documented. Sge®aly publications covering the
whole civil service go back to the i%entury, like the Norwegian Government
Yearbook (‘Norges Statskalender’) and the annwsedbudget (St. prp. no 1). Other
propositions and reports to the Storting may alsotain information on changes in
the formal structure for (parts of) the state adstiation. The same applies to reports

from public commissions and working groups, puldhin the series Official
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Norwegian Reports (NOU). Moreover, the National ival Services of Norway has
published a handbook (Johannessen, Kolsrud and $&an§992) as well as
comprehensive books describing the developmenthefinistries in different time
periods (Kolsrud 2001, 2004, 2008). In additiorr, fioe ministries, special phone
books have been updated and published (at leasy e early 1970s.

Our main data source has been the Norwegian GamarnYearbook. Thus,
we have compared the presentation of ministriesly@ing sub-units) and civil
service organizations outside the ministries frame gear to the next. In developing
the database we have also supplemented and creskechthis information with
information provided through the state budget, ofv@positions and reports to the
Storting, reports from public commissions and thibligations from the National
Archival Services of Norway. In many instances, veee been able to determine the
exact date of the change — otherwise the changeeisded as having taken place at
the turn of the year. For state-owned companiesgavérnmental foundations the
information is somewhat more incomplete, partidyléor governmental foundations
and changes in the first decades of the period.g¥ew we have had access to some
comprehensive mappings undertaken by the ministaad also consulted public
registers of business enterprises and foundatiogeneral.

From the start and to the present, the developroktite database and the
recording of the changes have been undertaken dysdme person(s). In case of
doubt, the specific change has been discussed amhenguthors of this paper to
determine the appropriate code(s). This should igeovfor high consistency in

recording over time and across the whole state @dtration.

Censorship problems

As noted above, the time period covered by the Ni@fabase is from 1947 to the
present, and all relevant units that have existethd this period are included in the
database. For units foundbdfore1947 it means that we don’t have full information
about events occurring prior to this year (left s@ship). For important units (e.g.
ministries and major civil service organizationstside the ministries) with well-
documented and known institutional history we haned to solve this problem

through backward mapping to record all changes ftbm founding until 1947.
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However, for smaller units (e.g. sub-units withinnistries), information about
founding and further changes before 1947 is lessptete. All such units are given a
separate founding code to enter them into the datab

Since we have covered all relevant units from 18#dughout the whole
period, there are no middle censorship problems.skalies based on the database
covering parts of the period ending before thegmedate, we have some information
on events afterwards. However, like for this typeresearch in general, right
censorship problems can’t be solved completely.

Conclusion

The mapping of organizational change in the statmlves several challenges,
including the handling of censorship problems, tleelopment of classification

frameworks, and the application of these framewohkshe best of all worlds, the

information should be complete, the categories lshbe exhaustive and mutually
exclusive, and the framework should be easy to Uuseractice, however, some

imperfect choices have to be made. This is the ftagbe studies reviewed above, as
well as for the development of the Norwegian Seadeinistration Database.

In the NSA database, left censorship problems leeadled (somewhat
incomplete) by backward mapping of organizationisteng at the start of the period
covered (1947), middle censorship problems aredaebiby continuous mapping
throughout the whole period, while right censorspipblems may be reduced (but
never completely resolved) over time by updatiregdhatabase in the future.

With regard to classification frameworks, mostdsds distinguish primarily
between births, survivals and deaths, but some [(eegreid et al. forthcoming, Peters
1988) use a more comprehensive set of categoriesyahizational change. The latter
option may make the classification framework modeasistive, but also make it more
difficult to have mutually exclusive categories.€lproblem of overlapping categories
may be handled by specifying in more detail whdedent types of change imply,
like it is done for the NSA database (see appendix)

However, even when using quite comprehensive ifilzsson frameworks, it
may be difficult to determine exactly what has hapgd, based on the available

information on the change processes. Thus, likeottier datasets, in recording
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organizational change in the NSA database, somgejudnts have to be made,
particularly on whether it is a secession or attepdj process, and an absorption or a
merger process. There are no general and objegays of determining this, but the
challenge may to some extent be handled by clagfythe criteria being used.
Moreover, the problems may be reduced if seveital slaurces are drawn upon, and if
the same people have made the recording, likedibie in the NSA database.
The way the NSA database is constructed — i.@llowing for different levels

of detail and aggregation in the mapping of orgatnanal units, and by using a
distinction between three main types of organizetichange (or events) as well as a
more comprehensive classification framework — iggplihat it can form the basis for
different types of studies of organizational changje addition to the study by
Leegreid et al. (forthcoming) on the structural anat of the Norwegian state in the
1985-2007 period, so far this has included studieschanges in all ministries
(Rolland 1999), all state-owned companies (HodHef{@1) and in certain ministries
and their subordinated civil service organizati¢gag. Lovik 1997, Mathisen 1998)
from 1947 until the 1990s. However, the potentoal drawing upon the database for
further studies is high, also for utilizing ideasr population ecology and event

history analysis.
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Appendix: Classification of organizational changein the NSA database

The database aims at covering all organizationanv of all relevant state
organizations from starting events to ending eveB8 predefined categories for
organizational change are used. For events notredweearly by the predefined set
of organizational change codes, an explanatioddea in a text field.

The changes (events) are divided into three maiopg:

1.

2.

Starting codeschanges giving birth to an organization (founding

Maintenance codexhanges where the border of an organization istaiaed,
but the relationship to other organizations is ¢feah Examples are change of
parent ministry and change of form of affiliatidbhange of name is also in this
category.

Ending codeschanges implying the death of an organizatiomrieation).

Exact codes

101 = Pure founding

This code is used for new organizations with n@rmdrganizational history.
Some units given this code will most probably havhistory or background,
which indicates that other codes should have baed.uf this information is
not available at the time of coding, this code Iesn used.

102 = Founding by secession

This code is used when a unit is given an indepanstanding/status through
secession from an existing unit. In this process,remaining unit is given the
code 202 (‘Maintenance by secession’). Informatedsout the relationship
between the units involved in this process is givana separate field
(‘Relation’).

104 = Founding by splitting

When a unit ceases to exist through a splitting tato or more new units, this
code is used for the new units. In this process téhminated unit is given the
code 304 (‘Ending by splitting’). Information abaie relationship between the
units involved in this process is given in a sefafieéld (‘Relation’).

106 = Founding by merger

This code is used when two or more units are mengtedone new unit that is

given an independent standing/status. In this gcthe terminated units are
given the code 306 (‘Ending by merger’). Informatiabout the relationship
between the units involved in this process is givana separate field

(‘Relation’).
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111 = Founding by complex reorganization

Sometimes it is difficult to use specific codes @wganizational change — for
instance when major changes occur at the sameirivoéring several units. It
can be difficult to trace exactly what happens he units involved in the
change. In such complex events this code is usethéonew units. The codes
211 (‘Maintenance by reorganization’) and 311 (‘Exgd by complex
reorganization’) may also be used for any possibéentained and terminated
units.

112 = Entered (new relevant unit)

This is a technical code used when a unit is edteréhe database and we don't
know the time of birth or the history behind thethbi

202 = Maintenance by secession

This code is used for the remaining unit when a nawit is given an
independent standing/status through secession &onexisting unit. In this
process, the new unit is given the code 102 (‘Foupdoy secession’).
Information about the relationship between theaumtolved in this process is
given in a separate field (‘Relation’).

203 = Maintenance by absorption

This code is used when an existing unit absorbshanaexisting unit. In this

process the terminated unit is given the code 3BBd{ng by absorption’).

Information about the relationship between theamtolved in this process is
given in a separate field (‘Relation’).

207 = Change of name

This code is used when a unit changes its nameoutitbhanging any other
obvious aspects (i.e. a cosmetic change). It camlz used in combination with
other specific codes for organizational changernsuee the presentation of a
correct name of a unit at any time. Obviously, otlesbanges concerning
functions, tasks and structure of the unit in goesinay be behind this type of
change.

209 = Change of location

This code is used when a unit is moved from onegggahical location to
another.

211 = Maintenance by reorganization

Sometimes it is difficult to use specific codes @wganizational change — for
instance when major changes occur at the sameirtivoésing several units. It
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can be difficult to trace exactly what happens he units involved in the
change. This code is used for units that survieeugpheaval.

213 = New line of reporting

This code is used in cases where a new unit iblestad between two existing
units. In such cases, the unit lowest in the hodnawill report to a new superior
unit. For example, if a new section is establishetiveen an existing office and
an existing division within a ministry, the exigginffice will have a new line of
reporting.

221 = New superior organization (horizontal movetpen

This code is used when a unit reports to a newrguperganization without

changing its own form of affiliation or administna level (horizontal

movement). For units within a ministry, this typé anange may occur both
inside and between ministries. For units outsideistries, this type of change
involves movement between ministries (i.e. a charfgerent ministry).

222 = New form of affiliation/administrative level

This code is used when a unit is reorganized anangds its form of
affiliation/administrative level. Reorganizationoalj the vertical dimension
(conversion from one form of affiliation to anothes mainly used for units
outside ministries. The unit reports to the sammistry after the change. But
the code is also used for units within a ministy ¢apture change of
administrative level.

223 = New superior organization and level

This code is used when a unit reports to a newrgsuparganization and at the
same time changes its form of affiliation/admirasire level. This code is a
combination of code 221 (‘New superior organizat{borizontal movement))’
and code 222 (‘New form of affiliation/administnadi level’). The code is
always used when a unit is transferred to localegowent, or privatized (i.e.
transferred to the non-profit or market sector).

291 = No change to unit, but change of superioamiation

This code is used when a unit reports to a newrgurparganization at the same
time as its previous superior organization is teated. There is no change in
form of affiliation/administrative level. The codg widely used to transfer all
units subordinated one ministry to a new ministrigew the first ministry is
terminated. This code is of a technical characten@specific change happens
to the subordinate units (i.e. the change is aaltyng place on ministerial level).
The code is necessary to put all subordinated unigr its new parent ministry
(i.,e. there is no change to the unit itself, butargpe of the superior
organization).

292 = Unit moving into integrated services
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This code is used when a unit moves into an intedraervice or a group of
similar organization (i.e. the unit in question bees part of a larger service or
group of similar organizations).

303 = Ending by absorption

This code is used when another unit absorbs anirexignit. The unit being

maintained is given the code 203 (‘Maintenance bgogption’). Information

about the relationships between the units involwethis process is given in a
separate field (‘Relation’).

304 = Ending by splitting

This coding is used when a unit ceases to exisugir a splitting into two or
more new units. In this process, the new unitgyaren the code 104 (‘Founding
by splitting’). Information about the relationshigtween the units involved in
this process is given in a separate field (‘Retdjio

306 = Ending by merger

This code is used when two or more units are meigedone new unit that is
given an independent standing/status. In this mxcie new unit is given the
code 106 (‘Founding by merger’). Information abthg relationships between
the units involved in this process is given in pasate field (‘Relation’).

310 = Pure termination

This code is used when a unit is permanently teatach In the database, this
code probably is used too often due to lack of rimfation about possible
continuation of tasks and functions.

311 = Ending by complex reorganization

Processes where the formal structure of one orraewaganization are
completely wiped out and replaced with one or s@veew organizations
characterize these changes. This implies thatvérg hard to identify the units
going into a reorganization proceafier the process is completed, although
tasks and functions handled by the new organizét)josre much the same as
before the change. Tasks, functions, resourcestafidcarry on, but are mixed
in a new formal structure, usually with new nam@kl units are permanently
terminated and no longer visible after the chaidge codes 111 (‘Founding by
complex reorganization’) and 211 (‘Maintenance loynplex reorganization’)
may also be used for any possible new and mairtaings.

312 = Discharged (no longer relevant entity)
This code is used when a unit is no longer a releeatity in the database by

not being subordinated a ministry (e.g. by beingatized or transferred to local
government).
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