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CONSTRUCTING OPPORTUNITIES FOR
CONTRIBUTION: STRUCTURING INTERTEXTUAL
COHERENCE AND “PROBLEMATIZING” IN
ORGANIZATIONAL STUDIES

KAREN LOCKE
College of William and Mary
KAREN GOLDEN-BIDDLE
University of Alberta

Examining a sample of journal articles, we develop a grounded theory
of contribution that shows how organization studies theorists textually
construct opportunities for making contributions to the field. The
analyses reveal two major processes and the associated rhetorical prac-
tices that texts invoke in establishing opportunities for contribution.
The study’s findings point to the richness of contribution by illuminat-
ing how uniqueness claims are textually produced and legitimated in
the context of science. The construction of contribution in organization
studies is more complicated than has been assumed.

What constitutes a scientific contribution in the field of organizational
studies? How do authors construct contribution in their written work?
Despite the centrality of the notion of contribution to the institution of sci-
ence and the evident interest practitioners of science have in that notion, no
empirical work has examined how scientific contribution in organizational
studies is “inscribed” in written texts.

In this article, we begin the empirical investigation of how contribution
is constructed in organizational studies. In doing so, we seek to develop a
grounded theory of contribution by integrating and extending the traditions
of others in the social sciences who have investigated scientific texts, espe-
cially those in the constructivist stream of the sociology of science (cf. Davis,
1971, 1986; Knorr-Cetina, 1981; Latour & Woolgar, 1979) and those who
have incorporated a rhetorical perspective in the analysis of scientific texts
(cf. Gephart, 1986, 1988; Gusfield, 1976; McCloskey, 1994). The present
study focuses on the “situated” microprocess of language use in journal
articles, the location of crucial public discourse among researchers (Winsor,
1993; Yearley, 1981; Zuckermann, 1987). It addresses three questions: (1)
How do texts establish opportunities for contribution? (2) How do texts
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signify the importance of a proposed contribution? and (3) What rhetorical
practices are invoked to support the constructed opportunities for contribu-
tion? The analyses seek to uncover key processes that authors use in texts to
establish opportunities for contribution.

CONTRIBUTION
Contribution in Organizational Studies

Over the years, organizational theorists have pointed to the importance
of contribution and have focused primarily on novelty or uniqueness as a
major component of what comes to be regarded as contribution (cf. Astley,
1985; Weick, 1989). A study by Mone and McKinley (1993) provided evi-
dence that a “uniqueness value” does exist in organizational studies and that
this value influences behavior. Defining the uniqueness value as a prescrip-
tion that “organization scientists should attempt to make unique contribu-
tions to their discipline” (1993: 284), those authors showed how words such
as “newness,” “innovation,” and ‘“‘difference” are present in both archival
materials—published editors’ comments and review materials for journals
and conferences—and articles that examine organizational studies. In par-
ticular, Mone and McKirley showed how these words are integrated into a
variety of editorial comments that urge innovation (Weick, 1995), suggested
that the number one question of reviewers about a work is, What’s new?
(Whetten, 1989), and encouraged the submission of manuscripts that
“loosen the normal science straightjacket” (Daft & Lewin, 1990: 7).

There is also growing evidence to support the idea that a relationship
exists between the uniqueness value, or novelty, and publication in organ-
izational studies journals. Building on a major area of work in the sociology
of science examining what influences the selection process in journal re-
views, researchers have found that publication in organizational studies
journals is more likely when novelty is present in manuscripts (Beyer, Cha-
nove, & Fox, 1995; Cole & Cole, 1967; Crane, 1965, 1967; Zuckerman, 1987).
For example, Kerr, Tolliver, and Petree (1977) found that manuscripts had a
greater likelihood of publication when they provided significant tests of
authors’ new theories or developed content that was different from that
traditionally published in the journal to which they were submitted. Re-
cently, Beyer, Chanove, and Fox (1995) found evidence that, during the final
decision-making stage of the review process, reviewers positively viewed
articles when they were clearly written and, most interesting for our pur-
poses here, when authors made explicit claims of novelty, disconfirming
evidence, or both. In addition, the findings of this same study indicate that
“the most important predictor of reviewers’ recommendations was how they
rated manuscripts’ significance to the field, which was partially defined by
originality” (Beyer et al., 1995: 1253).

Contribution is clearly important to the field of organization studies,
and what counts as a contribution is that which is perceived as unique or
novel in light of the extant literature. But, despite the attention paid to
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establishing that contribution matters in scientific work, relatively little at-
tention has been paid to what contribution means in practice, in the lan-
guage used in written texts. How is contribution constructed in scholarly
writing? How do texts create the opportunity for contribution? How does the
uniqueness value get translated into practice through the writing of scientific
texts? How is the case made that a given text provides something important?

Contribution as Socially Constructed

Focusing on the “how” of contribution is grounded in two major as-
sumptions: the socially constructed nature of scientific knowledge and the
active agency accorded texts. Recent work from quite different traditions
provides evidence supporting these two assumptions. That scientific knowl-
edge is socially constructed is an increasingly accepted idea among sociolo-
gists of science, especially those working in the constructivist stream (Knorr-
Cetina, 1981; Latour, 1982; Latour & Woolgar, 1979; Zuckerman, 1987), as
well as among some researchers in organizational studies (Astley, 1985;
Burrell & Morgan, 1979; Daft, 1983; Weick, 1989). A socially constructed
view of science suggests that knowledge cannot be known separately from
the knower, because the content of knowledge is influenced by social prac-
tices and interactions, and because the determination of what ideas count as
knowledge is a meaning-making activity “enacted” in particular communi-
ties. This view contrasts with an alternate view of science suggesting that
knowledge is an objective entity that exists independent of the knower and
whose import is self-evident (Knorr-Cetina, 1981; Winsor, 1993). In this
view, the world is composed of facts, and the goal of knowledge is to provide
a literal account (Knorr-Cetina, 1981) of that world in plain, unvarnished
language (McCloskey, 1994).

The importance of this distinction for the present study is that in the
latter view, the constituted character of knowledge and contribution remains
unproblematic and taken for granted. In contrast, adopting a constructionist
perspective “problematizes” contribution and renders it accessible to inves-
tigation. Accordingly, adopting this perspective implies seeking a reflexive
understanding of science in which scientists not only inscribe findings, but
also ‘“‘accomplish the meaning of this accomplishment” (Knorr-Cetina,
1981). And this meaning—the import and relevance of the inscribed find-
ings—is situated within the knowledge of the scientific community and, in
particular, within the extant literature of the topic under investigation.

An idea becomes a contribution, then, when it is constructed as impor-
tant by the members of a scholarly community, relative to the accepted
knowledge constituted by the field’s written work. That scientific contribu-
tion embodies novelty, and even surprise, vis-a-vis accepted knowledge was
first noted by Davis (1971), in his classic work, “That’s Interesting.” Davis
proposed that the “objective truth” of a theory has less to do with its impact
than whether or not the theory is found interesting. His empirical analyses
of “famous sociological theories” disclosed that interesting propositions de-
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nied or negated accepted propositions by asserting that what seemed to be X
was in reality non-X or that what was accepted as X was actually non-X.
Similarly, in organizational studies, Weick noted that “the contribution of
social science does not lie in validated knowledge, but rather in the sugges-
tion of relationships and connections that had previously not been sus-
pected” (1989: 524).

According active agency to texts is the second assumption of the present
study. To accord agency is not to suggest that texts are independent actors.
Rather, we assert that the intentions and meanings available in texts can be
disclosed through examination (Gross, 1990; Winsor, 1993). Disclosing these
meanings and specific textual practices is accomplished through rhetorical
analysis.

Rhetoric is a traditional, language-based discipline concerned with
logic, composition, argument, and style (O’Connor, 1996a, 1996b). The spe-
cific stream of research most relevant here is known as the rhetorical analy-
sis of scientific texts (cf. Gephart, 1986, 1988; Gross, 1990; Gusfield, 1976;
McCloskey, 1994; Selzer, 1993; Simons, 1990). In this work, rhetoric is most
broadly construed in the Aristotelian tradition, as honest argument intended
for an audience (McCloskey, 1994). This definition implies that as soon as
scientists frame ideas for presentation to an identified audience, they are
engaging in rhetoric.

Those conducting rhetorical analyses of science view scientific texts
as data for examining the arguments or claims the texts make, including
claims of contribution. The analyses incorporate not only the content of the
claims, but also how they are supported and rendered credible in the texts.
A central focus of this work is the identification of textual features and
rhetorical practices that help to support the validity of the claims. For ex-
ample, work has examined how rhetorical practices such as ‘“next stepping”
(Gephart, 1986, 1988), the implied authority of the scientist (McCloskey,
1994), “commonplaces” in arguments (Davis, 1986), “‘dramatism”’ (Gusfield,
1976, 1981), and arrangement in scientific articles (Knorr-Cetina, 1981) sup-
port and enhance the credibility of the arguments developed in texts. Fur-
thermore, some work (Gephart, 1988; Gusfield, 1981; McCloskey, 1985,
1994) has used ironic analysis to illuminate how texts construct the appear-
ance of realism or objectivity in conveying truth through their rhetorical
practices.

The empirical analyses of science conducted within the constructivist
and rhetorical streams of work offer insights that are relevant to the present
study. First, these analyses place center stage the idea that scientific contri-
bution is a constructed phenomenon. Second, the meaning of contribution
emerges not from the presentation of brute facts (Gross, 1990; McCloskey,
1994), but rather from the development of honest claims to convey knowl-
edge intended for academic audiences. In addition, scientific texts seek to
persuade readers to view phenomena in a particular, and different, way.
And finally, texts must relate to extant knowledge, negate accepted propo-
sitions, and invoke rhetorical practices to support their validity.
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RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Data Sample

To examine how opportunities for contribution are constructed, we
went to two of organization studies’ established, mainstream, and highly
regarded journals, the Academy of Management Journal (AM]) and Admin-
istrative Science Quarterly (ASQ). Both of these outlets have reputations for
being very selective in their acceptance decisions and thus, we reasoned,
they would also be selective in adjudicating what constitutes contribution.
We selected one population of empirical work for analysis, qualitative case
studies.

Between January 1976 and September 1996, 21 articles whose data and
analyses were wholly qualitative were published in the Academy of Man-
agement Journal. We took January 1976 as our starting point because the
Academy of Management Review was created as a separate journal in 1976,
following a 1975 decision by AMJ’s editorial board to publish only empirical
" work in the Academy of Management Journal. During the same two decades,
61 such qualitative works were published in Administrative Science Quar-
terly. These 82 case studies' constitute our sample, and they reflect much of
the variety in epistemological orientations and methodological approaches
that fall under the compendious rubric of qualitative methods. For example,
there are manuscripts reflecting philosophical orientations ranging from
positivism (e.g., Ross & Staw, 1993) to postmodernism (e.g., Boje, 1995).
Research approaches are similarly varied; they include critical hermeneutics
(e.g., Phillips & Brown, 1993), semiotics (Barley, 1983), historical analyses
(Kieser, 1989), and even use of a grounded theory approach for theory testing
(e.g., Ross & Staw, 1993).

As Knorr-Cetina (1981), Latour and Woolgar (1979), and Medawar
(1964) have pointed out, in a formal publication, opportunities for contri-
bution are developed in its introductory paragraphs and pages—regardless
of when during the research process the work’s relationship to the existing
body of work was specified. It is also in the introduction that the theoretical
traditions in the form of extant literature are integrated most fully into the
text. Accordingly, we focused on each article’s introduction, which we de-
fined as beginning with the first line after the abstract and continuing up to
the methods section. Where no formal methods section existed, we consid-
ered the introduction as ending with the beginning of the empirical presen-
tation. This sample’s introductions ranged in length from 1 to 13 pages; on
the average, they were 4%z pages long. In total, our data comprised 353 pages
of published text.

Building the Theory

To develop the conceptual framework, we followed the procedures for
building grounded theories outlined by Glaser and Strauss (1967) and sub-

' Table 5 lists the studies; full references for the sample are available from the first author.
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sequently refined by them and by other scholars (Corbin & Strauss, 1990;
Glaser, 1978; Martin & Turner, 1986; Strauss, 1987; Strauss & Corbin, 1990;
Turner, 1981, 1983). Since our research focus was examining how formal
scientific papers constructed opportunities for contribution, we began the
process of building conceptual categories by inspecting the texts’ introduc-
tory pages with an eye toward identifying their specific textual acts (Myers,
1993) and the rhetorical features associated with those acts.

Following ‘he principle of constant comparison, as soon as we formu-
lated a provisional textual act and its preliminary rhetorical practices, we
compared the examples of the rhetorical practices in order to clarify the
textual acts. At the same time, conceptualizing textual acts directed us to
further examine the manuscripts for rhetorical practices that might be rel-
evant and related to those acts. Finally, we grouped related acts and their
practices into categories (Corbin & Strauss, 1990; Strauss & Corbin, 1996); for
instance, the textual act of creating discord and the associated practices of
making contentious characterizations and dichotomizing were grouped and
labeled as ““structuring noncoherence.” As was the case with the formulation
of textual acts, the creation of a category led us to further scrutinize the
manuscripts in order to refine that category’s properties and relationships. A
key act in assigning meaning to these rhetorical practices was the explication
of tiny details of language, such as the use of a particular word.

As we started grouping textual acts, we wrote theoretical memoranda,
free-flowing, theorizing write-ups about emerging categories, textual acts,
rhetorical practices, and their relationships to each other and to the question
of contribution. These interpretive memos helped us to make sense of the
complex of emerging practices and often pointed to areas where further
analysis of the complete sample was needed (Glaser, 1978; Strauss, 1987;
Turner, 1983). One early memorandum explored similarities and differences
in rhetorical practices captured by acts that were then characterized as “le-
gitimating”; this category’s inability to adequately organize all the examples
being coded indicated a need to reexamine how each of the manuscripts
configured existing literature. Further, in an aside, the memo referred to
“two things” the papers “do.” A later theoretical memorandum articulated
the “two key processes” that formed the cornerstone of our existing theory.
This articulation again resulted in our returning to all the manuscripts to
refine these processes, including the textual acts and rhetorical practices
associated with them.

At the same time as we pursued theory building, we continued reading
broadly to help us gain insights into the data (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss
& Corbin, 1990; Turner, 1982, 1983). In this way, existing scholarly work was
integrated with the developing model. For example, the concept of “inter-
text” (Bazerman, 1993; Culler, 1982; Kristeva, 1980) helped us think about
how texts located themselves vis-a-vis existing works, and the concept of
complication in literary studies helped us consider how texts established the
significance of their proposed contributions.

Throughout the theory-building process, we spoke together frequently
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to discuss the emerging textual acts, rhetorical practices, and categories, and
their possible implications for contribution making. Differences of opinion
invariably led us back to the manuscripts to clarify the textual acts and
rhetorical practices that composed our categories and to resolve their prop-
erties.

CONSTRUCTING CONTRIBUTION OPPORTUNITIES: A GROUNDED
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

How do organization researchers construct adequately justified oppor-
tunities for making contributions to knowledge? More particularly, how,
through the medium of language, are such opportunities crafted? The frame-
work we developed explicates two key processes manuscripts enact in order
to construct claims that contribution opportunities exist and are warranted.

Our analyses disclosed that, in order to establish contribution, organ-
ization studies manuscripts first must re-present and organize existing
knowledge so as to configure a context for contribution that reflects the
consensus of previous work. The presence of existing knowledge legitimizes
a research area by underscoring the intellectual resources devoted to it and,
at the same time, provides a theoretical orientation for present investiga-
tions. Second, our analyses disclosed that manuscripts must in a sense turn
on themselves, subverting or problematizing the very literatures that provide
locations and raisons d’étre for the present efforts. Showing that existing
scholarly and research efforts are wanting in some respects opens up oppor-
tunities for advancing knowledge about topics of investigative concern.

These two processes speak to the tension between, on the one hand,
authors’ needing to relate present works to existing research programs so that
the works’ importance and relevance to the organization studies community
are established and, on the other hand, needing to demonstrate that the
works identify occasions for original contribution.

The First Process: Constructing Intertextual Coherence

The articles studied crafted networks of existing studies to constitute
“literatures,”” as publications in reputable journals are expected to do. Each
such network is conceptualized as an intertextual field. Describing an inter-
text as a “mosaic of quotations,” Kristeva (1980: 66) and others (Bazerman,
1993; Culler, 1982; Gephart, 1993) underscored the embedded quality of
texts, which means that a variety of other texts (and discourses) are recon-
stituted in any existing work. In this study, an intertextual field refers to the
complex of other, related texts that constitute the literatures referenced by
each article in our sample. Going beyond the embedded references, such an
intertextual complex points back to the individual and collaborating re-
searchers whose work is noted as relevant to a given study. These intertex-
tual fields, then, are the publications’ own reconstructions of appropriate
literatures (Bazerman, 1993), including the ways in which particular cited
works relate to each other and to the proposed studies. Following this logic,
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we can say that each research study places itself in an intertextual field of its
own making.

The cited works embedded in this sample’s intertextual fields were
linked together in particular ways, each reflecting the importance of con-
sensus in constructing opportunities for contribution. Specifically, the ar-
ticles revealed three intertextual coherences, which we variously character-
ize as synthesized coherence, progressive coherence, and noncoherence.
Table 1 provides examples of each of these intertextual fields in our sample
articles’ introductions.

Synthesized coherence. Manuscripts display synthesized coherence
when they cite and draw connections between works and investigative
streams not typically cited together to suggest the existence of undeveloped
research areas. Texts that synthesize coherence hint that researchers work-
ing in different domains are unmindful that their work points to common
ideas that have not been explored. Existing studies and research programs
are “‘written as” making available general ideas that, though present in the
broad literature, have not been explicitly recognized and pursued. Thus,
synthesized intertextual fields are organized to bring to attention to, and
invent or reinvent as topics for inquiry, subjects that are implicit in other
works. The intertextual fields accomplish this through three textual acts: (1)
formulating overarching ideas that articulate and constitute the research
areas, (2) constructing congruent relationships among different research do-
mains to create common ground, and (3) reinterpreting previous work to
show underlying consensus about the configured investigative ground.

We see the three textual acts and the associated rhetorical practices that
synthesize research topics in the intertextual fields constructed in the quo-
tations from Barley [1983]* and Rafaeli and Sutton [1991] presented in col-
umn 1 of Table 1 (T1). Barley’s excerpted text begins with the construction
of congruent relationships among various research domains. As the lines
‘“despite discrepant pragmatic aims . . . family resemblance” (T1: 2-5) show,
the introduction first constructs congruency within a heterogeneous organ-
izational culture literature. Using terms that underscore connection, such as
“family resemblance,”® is a key rhetorical practice in the construction of
congruent relationships among studies that otherwise might be viewed as
unrelated. This practice is repeated when congruency is constructed be-
tween culture studies and work on organizational symbolism. The text char-
acterizes studies in these two literatures as “intellectually akin,” and it
further pulls these two bodies of work together by describing them as a
“collection of texts” (T1: 28, 34).

At the same time that Barley’s introduction constructs congruent rela-

? We use brackets to distinguish the articles that are part of our sample from all the other
cited works in this section. Where an excerpt in a table is cited, the numbers after a colon are
line numbers. Where a publication year is cited, the numbers after the second colon refer to
lines on the page being cited.

? All emphases are added.



Locke and Golden-Biddle 1031

1997

-asues s,uyny ur ‘wdipered jueurwop e eonpord

0} pa[ej sey 1eyy Arnbut Jo prey e Jo I8)0BIRYD PasnOOJUN
pue 21108790 8y} A(estald sjiqIyxe suorjeziuesIo [euULIO]
pue Aoeronesng jo Apnys oy jey) payseddns aary (€461
“Yoaqeiq pue seey “3'9) s)sA[eue Auew ‘paapy] (9¢ :LL6T
‘uoswreyelqy ur pajonb ‘usueysieH) ,pedofesspispun,,
aIe ‘s Jagap, Surpnpour ‘AoBIonEsINg JO SBLI08Y}

[[® ¥BY} SPULSUOD SINJRILYI[ BUIBS SIY} ‘PUBY IBYI0 8y} UQ

.sosues s,uyny ur wiSipered e, ‘pensie

Apordxs ($S71 :2Z6T) NBPUET SE ‘S9)Nj[ISUOD ADBIONEAING
uo YIom §,38qa M 1By} uotssaxdurt ayy sKeauod A[rea[o

SIQ [V *(20P—10% :0861 ‘1Yo00 ‘61 6461 ‘Ydjopny pue
ydiopny) ., * * uonexnsturwpe jo Apnys oY) 105 wdipered
JUBRUIWIOP 8Y} SUlRWaI * * * 1081} STY} 1BY} Pue (1 10461
‘nerq) . Aoeronesing jo 10913 [BOISSE[D,, 8Y} PSIR[NONIR
o 181 (£¥1 €461 ‘Aqooe() , A)9100s [RINSNpUL Jo wra[qord
a1y} se ADRIONEAING JOPISUOD 03 ISIY O} SBM Joqapy XBIN,,
1B} P[0} BIB 9M ‘PURY 8UO 8Y} UQ "euswrouayd asetf} 10§
JUNODDE 0} $8DUSIDS [RIO0S A1) JO AJI[IQR O} JO SJUBUISSASSE
AJ0}DIPRIIUOD SI9JFO SINJRISY] JUBAS[AI 8} A[d1RUNIIOFUL)

'S1SUAIOS [B100S SunuoIyuod ysey [enusd oYy sdeyrad se
papaeSa1 aq ueo suoneziuedio oneIONEAINg Jo uoneIsjijord
pue asu1 ayy Sururerdxe usy) ((62-L2 ‘bHT (LLE6T
‘WO[qpPUIT) ,[[B JO UOHN[0ARI }$8)B8IT 81}, 108} UL Usa]
sey ,9J1[ JO UOTIBZIRIONBAING 81}, JI PUB (0T 16T ‘0K
3 neyq) .eIe urepow ay) seziwojde * * * AorIONEAING,,

3 (941 17461 ‘nepURT) | SOHBID0S PIIRIIUBIIID

pue xa[duwod ATySiy jo ouswueioeIRyYd [RUOHMIsUT Areurad

oy}, ‘0s 10 \mg_‘z:wo ISB[ 8y} ulyym .weoowﬂ sey \momﬂuﬁmwﬂﬂm

[OSV ‘ogg ¥861] uojSuey

suIIs) Ul A[[B1}USSSE—dINITY A1} J0J SaUI[BPINS ‘SUOTIUSIUL JO
SuII8) Ul paulep ueaq sey sAemie ASejens ‘aInjeieyr oY) UJ
[V ‘c9¥ :286T] S18)epy pue S1aqziury

-saded sty yo snooy a1 st ‘Surnionzsex

pue sawayds aanaidisiur Surdueyd usamieq A[eroadss pue
‘@IN)ONIS pue sauweyds aanaldisjur usamiaq diysuone(ar
oY, ,,Suruesw jo seouraoid,, ur 8sey) jo uoissardxe

a1} pue , SeWaYDs aanaIdis)ur,, SI9qUIBU [BUOT}RZIUESIO
[nIemod st 8IN}ONIS S, UONEZIUESIO UB S}O9JJE }SOW

ey} SI0J0€J 8} JO aU0 JeY) pesodoid (0861) POOMULAIL) puE
‘sSurury ‘uosuey ‘syurensuod se Ajuewad joe JUSWUOIIAUS
a1y pue ‘A8o[ouyDa) ‘9ZIS ‘SUOIRJUSLIO [BUOIJBAL}OUI

pue aanuSod s J0jeXSIUTUIPE 9Y) U0 spuadep ainjonnser

0} UOISIO8P §,JOJRNSIUTUIPE UR Jey) }s888ns (0861) pIod

pue 1j1qqog ‘eydurexs Io,{ ‘S9A[2SWAY) SI0JOB] UOTJeZIUESIO
[BUI9)X® UO UeY} sSUIpURISIOPUN SIOQUISW UOT}eZIUBSIO

uo aIow uesq sey yoeoidde siyy Jo sNOOJ AYL, ($861

[O19pM PUE PRI ‘0861 ‘POOMULAIS) pUE sSUrUIY ‘UosueYy
‘0861 ‘pI0] PUE 1)1qqog ‘86T ‘LIBUBJUOJA]) SUOISIDAD
2INJONNS 0]UT WBY) 9JB[SURT} UBY) PUE SABM SNOLIBA UL WAY}
10BUS puE aA1e0Iad oym slaquiauwr uoyeziuesio [nyremod jo
uorjeIpauI 8Y) YSNO0IY) 8INJONI)S JOBJJR SBINJEAJ ASAY) ‘IOYIRY
*9INJONI}S UO J08J§0 J0BIIP B SABY JOU O JUBWIUOIIAUD

pue ‘A3oouyoe) ‘azis ey} pendie usaq sey It ‘A[IUadNY

‘uSisap [ruUOnRZIUBSIO BUIULIS)BP A[J0BIID S8INBa]
asey) sAem 0) pred usaq sey uonUL}je S[qRISPISUOD) ‘(0861
‘ploJ pue Piqqog ‘66T ‘SSUIUIH {£L61 ‘WNDO[S PUB PIOL

"J0) JUSWUOIIAUS pUR ‘A30[0UYD8) ‘8ZIS S,UOIJRZIUESIO 8} UO
Apurewriad pesnooj A[[euoniper) sey 8Injonns [puoneziuedio
Jo sasneod ayyy Surssarppe A108y) [euOnRZIURSIO

[OSV ‘gge #861] Younyreg

o} ay1[e oryqnd o1} pue sre[oyos Jo 1red oy uo ssaurpeal
ApruSis 0) weas ‘J[asit , eIn)[no,, wiIa) oy} jo Ajrendod
SUISW 9y} UsAD PUB “[IOM JO $BIPOQ YI0q ‘S}X8] JO UOTIIB[0D
B SY ‘(1861 ‘Tojjojd ‘1861 ‘UOSEIN PUE JJOIN ‘0861
‘ueSIOIN ‘8461 ‘ApUO{ /.61 ‘UeMOY pUe JoAsjN “8'9) plIom
PaIapIo Ue 9]eaId A[[EO1[0qUIAS SUOTJRZIUESIO JO sTaquiot
moy sispuod sss[aiiIeaaU Jey) Jnq ‘es od 810,

Jo yeads jou seop ey aanjerayr] Suimoid Ajsnosuejnurs

e 0} upye A[renjoaqejur st o1doy 8y ‘mara jo yurod onewey)
B WOY ‘JOYJEY * * * * JUSIDAOUI [[BWS B * * * SB UdS 8q

10U P[NOYs saInj[nd [euoreziuesio ut jserejut Suimoas oy,

‘Bup{eur 8suss [eNIx8)U0d pue uonugod [BID0S JO SUOTIOU O}
pen Apyordurt Moyawos st ,,8In3[ND,, S8TPN]s uoTjeziuedio
ur JBY) I9jUl ABUI SUO ‘9INJ[NO JO UOTIOU 8Y} Y}IM POIBIDOSSE
Aqpoejeadanr st suure) Jo A[Turey sty JeY) UONBAISSGO

8y} woiy ‘syunoooe sjetrdordde A[fenixsjuoo sjenore

03 o]qe are dnoid e jo stequisur yorym Aq ,seanoadsiad,,
10 , ‘suonyejaadiejur,, , sSurpuejsiepun,, paIeys Jo }os B
Se aIn)no Jo 8um Aqjusnbalj (£861) SINOT PUB (€861 ‘LL6T
‘9/61) UBUBEIN UBA .. suonepoadxe,, wie) 8y} gw,ﬁwa (1861)
SIAB(] PUB ZWEMTDS S[IYM ‘SBDTYaA DI[OqUIAS BI[Iapun

03 proy A8t 1y  suondumsse,, jo sureped ur armino

10§ Y0O[ (Z86T) J0A( pPUe (€861 ‘1861) UIBYDS A\:wmoﬁ alowx
S8[DIYDA YONS SZIUTINIDS 0} SIOYDIBASAI 981N pue , S[oquiAs,,
pue  ‘syifur,, ,‘salio)s,, AQ PaYTUISURY PUE U PAIPOQUID ST
armyj[no 1eyy 3se88ns [[e (0861) 8240f pue jyoni ‘eSpupueq
PUE (6£61) M818139d ‘(0861) SUMIIM ‘(1861) UNIBN

PUE (YIS (286T) UIMEN "90UR[qUISSSI A[TUIE] B IBaq ey}
suwia) Aoy Aorduwre A[pejeader seanj[no [euoneziuesio jnoqe
9JLIM OYM SISLIOAT]} [BUONIRZIUEBSIO ‘UOTIUYAP Ul SeOUBNU
Jo ssa[paeda1 pue ‘surre onewsedd juedarosip aytdseq
[OSV ‘€6¢ :€86T] Aapreq

30U3I3Y0IUON

20Ua19Y0)) dAISSAIS01g

80UBIBY0)) PIZISAYIUAS

£30UaIaY0) Jo sadA, aaxy, ay) Jo sajdurexy :Sp[aL] [eNIXajIaju] SULIMONIS

1 I19dV.L



Academy of Management Journal October

1032

‘[purnof JuswaSouyy fo AwWepIYy = [NV "A[Ie1aDNY) 80UBIS SALDISIUIUPY = DSV

*8INjeIA| BINJULA JUTO( [BUOTIRUISIUL 8Y) UL ASI0A0IU0D
Surnunuoo sejeleusd eouewojad pue [onuod jusred
usomjaq dIysUOTIe[al 8Y) 1Y) PaIOU (¥861) MBIDAT ‘(MdIABI
® 10§ [6861] WoqIdY pUe Je8UulIas) 99s) sj[nsal SuNOIFUO
185j0 8oueULIOjIed pUE [0NU0D UsEMIBq dIYSUOLIB[SI 8} IO
sSurpuly yoieasey A[JUSIOJIP SO[RIIRA [}O( PAINSBAUL BARY
Koy osnesaq aredurod 0} JNOUJIP SIE SIIPNIS Y} (V861
‘meID9T ‘€861 ‘SUIDY (2861 ‘S[[oM B 213e] (1661 ‘No3polq)
drysuoneraa ys1y oY) pajeSusaaur Afeotaidwe asey
sIoyoIeasal snotaald ySnoyyy eoururiojred ssurwIaiop
JeY) J0J0B} [BOLLIO B 9q 0} pazisayjodAy st [onuod juared
‘uonytppe uJ ‘s3dope aunjuaA € JEY) [0I)U0D JusWeSeUr

j0 uteyyed a1y sadeys Joujred aanjuea jutof yoes

Jo 1amod SurureSieq aanje[a1 oY) ‘eanoadsiad suorernofeu
a1} 03 SUIPIODOY © * * "UOTJBULIOJ 8INJUBA JUIO[ UO
oapoadsiad suonenodeu euredisjut ue sydope Apnys SIyL

'POINSeau 9I9M SO[RLIEA MOY UT SIOUAIDJJIP JO aSTEOaq
areduI0D 0} JMOYJIP USAQ 10 S}[NSAI AI0)DTPEIIU0D paonpoid
Iayj1e aaey spppour [enjdeouod Sunsixa 1se} 03 BUOP Usaq
aaey 1eY) sa1pys [eorrrdws 8y} ‘UOTIPPR U] ‘(BE66T ‘OWIed
{1661 ‘MOqIOH % I0SULION) IBS[OUN UTEWAI 8dUBULIOfIad
eInjuaa [nysseoons Jo aandIpaId s1010ef Y} pue

(9861 ‘eulfg % surAoT ‘6861 INS0Y ‘9861 ‘UeSUIRY T/
‘oyuel,]) sarnjuaa Jurol Suoure sajel AJI[IqEISUT PUB dIN[IR}
yS1y peptodal 9ABY SAIPNS SNOIARL * * * "SIOYDIBASAI WIOL
1500}l SUISEAIOU] PIATSDAI SBY JeY} ULIO] [euonjeziuedio
Surmoid £prder e o1e sarnjuaa juro( [PUOTIEUISIU]

WV ‘6,51-8LPT :661] L1 pue uex

‘(e1 “d ‘z961) ..STE03

2891} N0 SuIAIIED 10] AIBSSODBU SAOINOSAI JO UOIROO[[®

oy} pue UOTOE JO $95IN00 Jo uonidope 8y} pue asudisiue ue
JO s9AT09[q0 pue s[eod uLe)-Suo[ O1seq 8} JO UOTIRUIULIBIOP
oy, :[eo1d4y st uontuyap s ta[pueyy) ‘suerd jo

*9DUBPIAD JOAIIPUT JOYHINY

Surpraoid ‘sejeurploqns 8)eATIOW 0} SHOS IIOY} U UOLIOWS

aanjeSou ssaxdxe Aounnor sepes| awos 18y pajrodar
aaey speotpoutad sseursnq Jendod ‘(€861 IPIWIYOS B

studry ‘4861 ‘studny) uoneyr pue A1nsoy jo uoissaidxe
SPNIOUL SOTJOR} 8S8Y, 'SIOYJ0 SOUSN[JUT 0] SUOTIOWd dAT}eSoU
JO 0ST By} pauTWEXd A[JOSIIPUT SBY SOTIOR) ddULNjul Suons

U0 YOJeasay * * * 'aduanfjul [BID0S JO S]00) Se suonjowd

jueseajdun Jo aAT}ESoU passaidxe aSN SOWOWIOS SIOQUISUL
uoneziuedio jey; sise88ns aduapIas Jo Apoq 1sepowr aI0W Y

‘Buroroyurer

Aaansod are uosrad ATpuUsiy B YHM SIGIUNOOUD dSNEIA]
©0UBN[JUL [BIO0S JO [00] B AIE suonjows aanisod passardxe
ey} Juoweaide (3ordurr Ua)jo J1aqe) St 8IeY) UsYe) dARY

s10yjne 9say) saanjoadsied oY) ut soueLIRA BpIM BYIdsa(]

‘syuswrorinbal o701 se suonowre passaidxs UO YI0Mm JusdaI
ur yordxe st 3] (€861 IPTWIYOS B studry ‘pg61 ‘studry)
uonenesSur pue ‘(1861 ‘osnoy) Woddns [e100s ‘(8861

‘s9)R100SSY B ‘o8unuey ‘108U07)) SI9PEA] ONRWSIRYD ‘(1861

‘sseg]) SIOPEO[ 9}BIDPISUOD UO dInjero)] ur * * * jorydur

ST oWl STy, "I0TARYAq [eUOTjezIUESIO UT snoynbiqn

SI 8OUSN[JUT [B1D0S JO S[00} SB suorjowa aansod passaadxs
asn A[9UNINOI SIaqUISUI UOTIEZIUBSIO 1By} M3IA BY]

[NV ‘0S.-6¥L :1661] uonng pue 1Eejey

Suruesuwr
JO swe)sAs pajonysuoD A[[ero0s Sulleys SOTIUNUILIOD
yoeads are suonezruedio jey) uonisodod ayy 18pISUOD

3JU3IIYOOUON

20UaIaY0)) 3AISSAIS0Ig

20Ua1aY0)) PIZISIIUAS

(penunuod) T TIV.L



1997 Locke and Golden-Biddle 1033

tionships, it formulates the topic of concern identified in its complex of
studies in general terms. Rhetorically, the practice of characterizing these
literatures in thematic terms (“from a thematic point of view” [T1: 27]) helps
the text to present itself as surfacing a general idea for investigation. Finally,
and perhaps most interestingly, this introduction synthesizes an intertextual
field by demonstrating as yet unexpressed consensus as to the presence of a
topic in existing scholarly efforts. This is accomplished through the rhetori-
cal practice of reinterpreting that work to surface underlying congruencies in
findings or theoretical perspectives. Barley thus writes of the organizational
symbolism literature that although it “does not speak of ‘culture’ per se . . .
[it] nevertheless ponders how members of organizations symbolically create
an ordered world” (T1: 29-31).

Rafaeli and Sutton’s [1991] opening sentences (T1: 41-44) clearly initi-
ate the formulation of a general idea about compliance and the expression of
contrasting emotions via thematic characterizations of the studies that fol-
low. A coherent idea is suggested through phrases like “‘the view’” and “‘this
theme.” The text then goes on to construct two major groups of cited articles,
one that demonstrates latent consensus as to the influence wrought by the
expression of positive emotions and another that underscores underlying
agreement about the influence brought about by the display of negative
emotions. In this introduction, the presented studies are repeatedly reinter-
preted to highlight that they reflect this consensual position. For example,
the excerpt’s first paragraph notes that this subject is “implicit” in three
different literatures (T1: 44—48). In the second paragraph, the authors again
create unexpressed consensus by pointing out that ‘““despite wide variance in
the [three| perspectives ... there is (albeit often implicit) agreement that
expressed positive emotions are a tool of social influence” (T1: 50-53). This
rhetorical practice continues in the third paragraph, where consensus as to
the influencing impact of negative emotions is traced in studies that con-
cerned other issues: “Research on strong influence tactics has indirectly
examined the use of negative emotions” (T1: 58-60).

Although Rafaeli and Sutton’s introduction does not explicitly draw
connections between divergent streams of work, congruency between vari-
ous streams is suggested by juxtaposing them. For example, literatures on
leadership, social support, and ingratiation are set in relationship to each
other within a single sentence (T1: 44-48). And experimental investigations
of strong influence tactics and the popular press’s accounts of certain leaders
are embedded together under the general idea that negative emotions bring
about compliance (T1: 58—65).

The construction of synthesized coherence in manuscripts’ intertextual
fields is thus achieved through a number of rhetorical practices: Forming
thematic characterizations is the first of these rhetorical practices. Like the
examples discussed above, other texts point to potential fields of study
through the use of such thematic characterizations as “We employed the
idea that organizations have identities . .. that influence how individuals
interpret issues [Dutton & Dukerich, 1991: 518: 21-23] and ‘““The notion that
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organizations have strong norms . . . is the central theme of an emerging body
of research” [Sutton, 1991: 245: 1-3]. This practice supports the notion that
a text is suggesting that a general idea is available for consideration from
available works.

Making connections between divergent literatures is the second rhetori-
cal practice that constructs synthesized coherence. The textual practice of
linking different investigative streams or varied studies helps a text assert
that a coherent investigative domain can be identified. Further illustrations
of how articles achieve this are the following: “Family theorists and thera-
pists and organizational theorists and consultants share many concepts.
Each field has been profoundly influenced by. . . . Each is interested in. . . .
Both have developed. ...” [Hirschhorn & Gilmore, 1989: 18: 11-18] and
“Many scientists see the world dualistically, as did C. G. Jung . . . the view-
point goes back to Chinese Taoism . . . to Goethe with his idea of polarities
and . . . to Hegel’s dialectic method” [Broms & Gahmberg, 1983: 484: 5—-11].
Words such as “share,” “each,” “both,” and “as did” textually create co-
herence amongst the disparate streams presented.

Reinterpreting existing work to show underlying consensus is the third
synthesized coherence practice. Time and time again, the intertextual fields
that structured synthesized coherence reinterpreted existing studies to dem-
onstrate unrecognized consensus. By doing so, they supported the articles’
assertions that sufficient evidence existed to warrant investigation of a phe-
nomenon. Examples of the rhetoric of reinterpretation are seen in comments
such as “Caregiving organizations may be understood in terms of . .. This
frame makes explicit what is implicit in the job burnout literature” [Kahn,
1993: 540: 28—34], “Existing writings hint that such an integration might be
useful” [Elsbach & Sutton, 1992: 701: 3], and “‘In both [studies] authors were
primarily interested in. ... Nevertheless both studies are of considerable
interest to the student of intermediary organizations” [Lammers, 1988: 441:
36—41]. The point is not that these introductions fraudulently re-present
existing studies. Rather, the reinterpretations written into their introduc-
tions suggest that although there is not a recognized body of work on the
topics of interest, a critical mass of evidence and arguments can be gleaned
to legitimately configure the topics for investigation.

Before we conclude this section, it is worth noting that there are two
patterns of synthesized coherence. One pattern involves the organization of
quite discrepant references. It is exemplified in the Rafaeli and Sutton [1991]
and Brohms and Gahmberg [1983] excerpts already discussed. It is also
clearly expressed in Sutton’s [1991: 246: 45] introduction, which character-
izes its intertextual field as reporting “bits and pieces of evidence” on how
organizations try to maintain the expression of desirable emotions in light of
actors’ inner feelings.

The second pattern entails the creation of intersecting areas between
two or more acknowledged and developed research programs. Illustrations
include Barley’s [1983] integration of studies of culture and symbolism,
Elsbach and Sutton’s [1992] blending of institutional theory and impression
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management literature, and Hirschhorn and Gilmore’s [1980] combination of
references on structured family therapy and organizational change.

Progressive coherence. Whereas synthesized coherence points to
researchers, working in disparate domains, whose works contain as yet
undisclosed points of intersection, progressive coherence indicates
networks of researchers linked by shared theoretical perspectives and
methods working on research programs that have advanced over time.
Thus, two acts—the depiction of cumulative knowledge growth and the
construction of consensus among researchers—point to developed and
focused lines of inquiry. And various rhetorical practices support each of
these acts.

Column 2 of Table 1 provides examples of progressively coherent inter-
textual fields in Bartunek [1983] and Mintzberg and Waters [1982]. Bar-
tunek’s introduction begins with the construction of two consensual posi-
tions among researchers as to the cause of organizational structure. The first
paragraph points to researcher commitment to external organization factors,
and the second, to organization members’ sense-making. The practice of
using dense citations to support the two research focuses, the size, technol-
ogy, and environment position (T1: 3-6) and the member understanding
position (T1: 15-17), indicates that these are widely shared perspectives on
organizational structure.

At the same time that Bartunek’s text constructs consensus among re-
searchers, it presents cumulative progress in the study of this topic. For
example, Bartunek’s opening statements suggest cumulative progress via
three rhetorical practices. First, the text explicitly references the time de-
voted to this domain: “Theory addressing the causes of organizational struc-
ture has traditionally focused. . .. Recently, it has been argued” (T1: 2-9).
Second, by serializing studies or groups of studies (noting the external fac-
tors studies, then the sense-making studies), the text invokes a sense of
advancement in the study of causes of organizational structure. Serializing is
also evident in the presentation of the sense-making perspective. Beginning
with “for example, Bobbit and Ford (1980) suggest” (T1: 19-24) and moving
on to “Ranson, Hinings, and Greenwood (1980) proposed” (T1: 24-29), Bar-
tunek’s text portrays one development after another in the investigation of
the phenomenon. In this way, successive researchers are shown contributing
to a growing understanding of the relationship between interpretive schemes
and structure. Finally, in addition to supporting the construction of consen-
sus, the practice of citing densely also hints at progress by emphasizing that
significant research efforts have been devoted to a topic.

Even though the progressive intertextual field constructed in Mintzberg
and Waters [1982] is rather terse, it nevertheless displays rhetorical practices
that invoke the construction both of cumulative progress and of consensus.
For example, time is indexed in the statement “In the literature, strategy
always has been defined” (T1: 34). “Always” is a long time, and the word
suggests considerable work on this topic. In addition, characterization of
Chandler’s definition as “typical’” (T1: 36—37) makes a case for strong agree-
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ment among researchers as to the nature of strategy because it is depicted as
representative of other definitions.

The construction of progressive coherence in manuscripts’ intertextual
fields, then, is achieved by a number of rhetorical practices that work to
suggest that the complex of cited studies represents ongoing and cumulative
progress in an investigative domain and that the domain reflects a high
degree of researcher consensus. Cumulative progress is suggested by these
rhetorical practices: Referencing time devoted to a topical area is the first.
Indeed, as the examples above suggest, the introductions of scholarly articles
often “write time into’’ their presentation of the literature. Often, time ap-
pears in phrases prefixing the discussion of literatures. “Over the past 15
years” [Ross & Staw, 1993: 702: 4], “In recent years” [Burgelman, 1993: 223:
5], and “Although early studies” [Prasad, 1993: 1400: 3]. At other times, time
is woven throughout the presentation of literature to create a history of the
topic. The following excerpt is exemplary:

The premise that many relationships are important to develop-
ment has a long and rich history (Neugarten, 1975; Storr, 1963;
Sullivan, 1953). Over the years, social psychologists have en-
riched the idea that.... Most recently, Levinson et al. (1978)

developed a concept of the life structure [Knorr & Isabella, 1985:
111: 30-38].

In this way, the texts present existing work as showing the development
characteristic of established research domains.

Serializing contributions is a second rhetorical practice promoting pro-
gressive coherence. The practice of serializing contributions signals maturity
and development in an area by implying a history of studies that constitute
the development of a field. Consider this example:

Researchers have attempted to identify the stimuli that trigger
adaptive behaviors and have seen change as a product of such
influences as organizational structure (Hummon, Doreian and
Teuter, 1975), growth and aging (Labovitz and Miller, 1974),
technological innovation (Bell, 1973), environmental changes
(Sherwood, 1976), constituency changes (Mazmanian and Lee,
1975), leadership style (Meyer, 1975), and the dissatisfaction of
the deprived (Benson, 1973) [Biggart, 1977: 410: 3-11].

Note how this example invokes maturity and progress by showing the
complexity and variety of influences that research has identified on the
triggers of organizational change behavior.

Constructing dense citations is the third progressive coherence rhetori-
cal practice. Development and maturity in a field are also suggested by the
practice of constructing dense citation lists. By listing study after study, the
following examples emphasize the intellectual resources that have been de-
voted to a topic:

[Organizational theorists] have actually examined the order and
structure or specific interpretations through cognitive maps,

prototypes, and scripts (Blackburn & Cummings, 1982; Bougon,
Weick, & Binkhorst, 1977; Jolly, Reynolds, & Slocum, 1988;
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Lord, Foti, & DeVader, 1984; Walker, 1985; Walton, 1986) [Isa-
bella, 1990: 9: 9-16].

A substantial literature has emerged on the relationships be-
tween strategy, structure, degree of diversification and economic
performance in the divisionalized firm (Chandler, 1962; Wil-
liamson, 1970; Wrigley, 1970; Galbraith and Nathanson, 1979;
Caves, 1980) [Burgelman, 1983: 223: 5-10].

In addition to cumulative progress, the textual construction of consen-
sus among groups of researchers is also necessary to achieve progressive
coherence. Rhetorically, this is supported by the practice of stating agree-
ment. As was evident in the Mintzberg and Waters [1976] example, explicit
agreement among researchers is portrayed in phrases like “Theorists largely
agree that individual power” [Biggart & Hamilton, 1984: 540: 1], “Scholars
have converged on a common vision of how American managerial thought
has evolved” [Barley & Kunda, 1992: 363: 31-33], and ‘““Virtually every em-
pirical study of management time allocation draws attention to” [Gronn,
1983: 2: 7-8]. Of course, the widespread use of qualifiers intimates that this
agreement, though ‘‘large,” may not be unanimous.

Using citations to indicate the existence of shared perspectives also
supports progressive coherence. In addition to making explicit statements
that agreement exists, using multiple citations to support theoretical posi-
tions achieves the presentation of consensual positions. The textual fact that
many researchers hold a view highlights the security of understanding that
an area of inquiry has achieved. The following excerpt further makes the
point:

Adherents of the .. . approach see it as fundamentally an indi-
vidualistic factor lodged in the personal costs, benefits, and in-
trinsic rewards inherent in work (Canter, 1968; Porter and
Steers, 1982; Buchanan, 1974; Locke, 1976; Kalleberg, 1977;

Mowday, Porter and Steers, 1982; Oliver, 1984; Lincoln and
Kalleberg, 1986) [Adler & Adler, 1988: 401: 26-31].

Like synthesized coherence, progressive coherence indicates a variation
in patterning. We do not see only the linear lines of inquiry evident in such
articles as Bartunek [1984], Thomas [1993], Crozier and Thoenig [1976], and
others. Interestingly, a few of the manuscripts embed in their intertextual
fields lines of inquiry that are framed in divergent terms, perhaps warranting
further nominal specification as progressive-divergent. For example, quite
divergent approaches to the study of succession are embedded in Gephart’s
[1978] intertextual field. They are construed in the following way:

Organizational succession can be studied using a variety of theo-
retical perspectives and research methodologies. Such perspec-
tives are often complementary, with each theory and/or method
shedding light on specific aspects of succession. These studies
can be typified in terms of two rather distinct approaches.

The more common approach involves ... testing hypotheses
relating to . . . correlates of organizational succession.
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This approach has generated numerous insights. However, . . . it
has certain limitations.

A second approach to the study of succession involves analysis
of specific cases, focusing on the effects of succession on the
organization. Studies included in this approach are those by
Christensen (1953), Gouldner (1954) . . . [Gephart, 1978: 554—
555: 12—6].

In the above excerpt, then, we find the construction of two lines of
inquiry, one consistent with a more situated ethnomethodogical analysis of
the sense-making practices that produce succession and a second concerned
with identifying the factors that correlate with succession using more quan-
titative methods. Although the clear distinctions between the two investi-
gative streams could be construed as an intertextual field approaching non-
coherence, they remain consistent with progressive coherence because they
are presented as divergences that are ‘‘complementary,” as bringing requisite
“variety” to an investigative arena, and they are not constructed in opposing
terms. Similarly, Ross and Staw’s introduction begins its presentation of the
literature in the following terms: “In recent years, three rather independent
lines of research have addressed the issue of whether (and under what cir-
cumstances) individuals become overly committed to escalation situations”
[1986: 274: 36—-38]. This divergence then points to branching lines of inquiry
or complexity within particular investigative domains.

Noncoherence. In noncoherent intertextual fields, we find referenced
works that are presented as belonging to a common research program but as
linked by disagreement. In contrast to the previous two intertextual fields, in
which the construction of consensus is figural, here the key textual action is
the construction of discord, albeit among researchers who agree on the im-
portance of a research domain. In column 3 of Table 1, we provide examples
of introductions in which noncoherent intertextual fields are constructed in
the introductions by Langton [1984] and Yan and Gray [1994]. The presen-
tation of discord is achieved through a number of rhetorical practices that
work to depict a contentious and, by implication, confused body of re-
search and group of researchers.

Look at how Langton’s introduction achieves the depiction of discord.
After highlighting the importance of bureaucracy in its opening paragraph,
the text explicitly characterizes the state of understanding of this domain in
contentious terms, claiming that “‘the relevant literature offers contradictory
assessments’” (T1: 12-14). It then depicts disagreement and challenges
among researchers in its second and third paragraphs: “On the one hand, we
are told that. . . . On the other hand, this same literature contends that” (T1:
14-27).

Yan and Gray’s text also uses these two practices to construct dissent in
the understanding of international joint ventures. Both paragraphs in their
excerpted introduction portray internal challenging, asserting that “empiri-
cal studies . . . have either produced contradictory results or been difficult to
compare” (T1: 43-47) and “Research findings on ... control and perfor-
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mance offer conflicting results” (T1: 59-61). And this introduction ends by
suggesting ongoing contention in the investigative area by noting that there is
“continuing controversy” in the literature (T1: 63—65).

In summary, noncoherent intertextual fields are achieved through the
construction of discord, with the body of work relevant to investigative
domains presented as contentious and disjointed. This construction is
achieved by several rhetorical practices: Making contentious characteriza-
tions is the first practice supporting nonccherence. Research domains in the
noncoherent articles we examined were characterized in contentious terms
by phrases like “rather than producing a consensus” [Meyerson, 1994: 628:
22-23], “non consensus” [Holm, 1995: 398: 2-7], “competing explanations”
[Bills, 1987: 202—-203: 37-2], “major controversy” [Gersick, 1995: 10: 31],
and “depressing disputes” [Riley, 1983: 414: 23—24]. Such language clearly
invokes general images of investigative discord.

Differentiating internal challenges, the textual practice of portraying
organization scholars as pitted against each other, is expressed in a variety of
terms. Gersick’s [1995] study constructs “opposing camps’ of researchers on
the organizational adaptability issue, locating a group of researchers in each:
“One camp associated with theorists such as. ... Theorists such as . . . an-
chor an opposing camp, arguing. ...” [1995: 10: 31-42]. Similarly, in their
introduction Wiewel and Hunter wrote this: “A hypothesis has been con-
firmed empirically (Carroll and Delacroix, 1982; Freeman, Carroll, and Han-
nan, 1983)” [1985: 482: 25-33], only to follow that up with “Meyer and
Webster (1983) [raising] questions’” [1985: 482: 25—33] about their findings.
Contention is emphasized by naming the specific scholars or groups of
scholars that disagree.

In addition to the above two practices, the construction of discord is
achieved by negating findings, the practice of recording researchers’ outright
negation of existing findings and approaches. Thus, statements like “Legal
scholars have provided compelling arguments that the initial separation of
ownership and control was not the inevitable consequence of large-scale
enterprise, as portrayed by Berle and Means” [Davis & Thompson, 1994: 141:
35-37] portray researchers nullifying each other’s work. Similarly, Gregory
asserted that “applying this anthropological approach in corporations leads
one to study . . . not only myths” [1983: 359: 20-28]. And Anderson’s intro-
duction states “In this view, organizational action is not the result of the
intellectual processes implicit in the task description” [1983: 201: 25-27].

Finally, the rhetorical practice of dichotomizing theoretical perspectives
in an area of study is a fourth way in which discord among researchers is
constructed. Dichotomizing underscores dissent by identifying researchers’
views as diametrically opposed. This practice is reflected in comments such
as “Although the dichotomy is not exact, two major research traditions are
emerging, the functionalist approach and the interpretive approach” [Riley,
1983: 414: 25-27]. Perhaps the most interesting examples of this practice are
provided by those texts in which the textual process of creating the di-
chotomy is visible. For example, Pinfield’s [1986] introduction in the do-
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main of organizational decision making begins by noting a qualified differ-
ence between two perspectives but ends by labeling a dichotomy:
Mintzberg and his colleagues (1976) argued that completed stra-
tegic decision processes follow a structured process. . . . In par-

tial contrast to the above perspectives is that of Cohen, March,
and Olsen [Pinfield, 1986: 366: 4—9].

After describing the perspectives as “in partial contrast” to each other, the
text then goes on to establish the dichotomy thus: “The first of these views
will be labeled the ‘structured’ perspective ... the second view will be
labeled the ‘anarchic’ perspective” [Pinfield, 1986: 366: 40—43]. The intro-
duction then proceeds to elaborate on the differences between the “struc-
tured and anarchic perspectives.” In a similar fashion, Pentland’s text on
organizational knowledge characterizes as a “mind-body” dichotomy re-
searchers’ various focuses on “cognition in particular domains” and on “or-
ganizational routines” [1992: 527].

Table 2 summarizes the textual acts and associated rhetorical practices
that create each of the three forms of intertextual coherence we have dis-
cussed in this section.

The Second Process: Problematizing the Situation

The process of structuring an intertextual field sets the scene for a con-
tribution to be made through the interplay of an extant literature and a
current study. In this respect, the process situates the opportunity for con-
tribution within a particular construction of an intertextual field. The second
process both relies on and complicates this scene. That is, the process of
problematizing the situation calls into question the particular intertextual
field that is established to locate a work. Through the process of problem-
atization, then, a text attempts to signify how much the offered contribution
matters. And, in doing so, it seeks to establish the contribution’s importance
and relevance to readers.

The analyses of the sampled publications disclosed three ways to prob-
lematize an intertextual field, which we conceptualize as incompleteness,
inadequacy, and incommensurability. We use the prefix “in-" intentionally
to express the negation, even subversion, of some aspect of the extant inter-
textual fields. Seeing the three means of problematizing as a continuum, as
we move from incompleteness through inadequacy and on to incommensu-
rability, we find increasing negation and upheaval. Table 3 provides ex-
amples from our sample of each of the three different ways of problematizing
a literature. We incorporate and analyze these excerpts in the following
discussion of problematization. In addition, we refer to Table 4, which de-
tails the textual acts and particular rhetorical practices associated with the
three ways of problematizing.

Incompleteness. When problematizing a literature as incomplete, a text
claims both that the extant literature is not finished and that the present
study will further specify it. An incompleteness problematization assumes
that a contribution can be made to an extant intertextual field by developing
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it further; the problematizing identifies where further specification is
needed. Thus, the textual act of specifying the gap emerges as the hallmark
of an incompleteness problematization.

The examples excerpted from Turner [1976] and Kram and Isabella
[1985] in column 1 of Table 3 (T3) illustrate how texts specify gaps in an
extant literature. The text by Kram and Isabella [1985] situates itself in the
mentoring literature (T3: 2—12). It then (T3: 12-13) complicates this litera-
ture by incorporating the notion of “other adult relationships,” implying that
a mentoring relationship is but one of many relationships in work settings
important for individual growth. Near the end of the introduction, with the
sentence “Yet . . . life and career”” (T3: 17-21), the text fully specifies the gap
in understanding about relationships. In this one sentence, and through the
use of the conjunction “yet,” the text not only situates the present work and
problematizes the situation, but also foreshadows what the study will be
about. Finally, the text discloses the study’s proposed contribution when it
suggests that ““a first step”” in examining these other relationships “is a sys-
tematic study of the nature of relationships with peers” (T3: 23-26). Note
how the text conveys the contribution with humility in the phrase “a first
step” and also signals that the study will comply with scientific norms
through the use of the word “systematic.”

The text by Turner [1976] situates itself in the broadly defined literature
of “organization and environment” and the study of “uncertainty” (T3: 30—
36). The problematizing of this literature then occurs:

The central difficulty . . . lies in discovering which . . . problems

facing an organization are prudent to ignore and which should

be attended to, and how an acceptable criterion of safety can be

established as a criterion for carrying out this exercise (T3: 37—

42).
The text then simultaneously relies on and extends Wilensky’s insight about
“failures of foresight” and thereby foreshadows what this study concerns
(T3: 42-50). The text will “take up” Wilensky’s suggestion to examine the
conditions that foster the failure of foresight and use official inquiries into
British public disasters to do so. Finally, near the end of the first section, the
text completes the specification of the gap:

The main purpose of the present research, however, is not to

produce a general theory of such disasters . . ., but to use them

as a paradigm for understanding organizational failures of in-
sight, which also in their way are disastrous (T3: 53-58).

This text also conveys the offered contribution with humility yet signals the
importance of the subject.

What is interesting about these examples is that the textual act of “speci-
fying the gap” includes, but does not stop with, invoking the rhetorical
practice of identifying lacunae in the extant literature. If the main textual act
is to specify the gap, then the way texts accomplish this act includes, but
goes beyond, simply identifying lacunae. The above examples also fore-
shadow how the study will fill the lacunae, politely address extant literature,
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and portray the study’s proposed contribution somewhat tentatively and
with humility. Moreover, we found throughout our sample that texts con-
structing incompleteness problematizations did so by specifying gaps and
invoking these four rhetorical practices. Table 4 identifies the rhetorical
practices that work to specify gaps. Below, we examine representative ex-
amples of each of these rhetorical practices.

Identifying lacunae, the first practice, is exemplified by these excerpts:

Institutional theory provides a useful, but incomplete, view of

how organizations cope with conflicting, inconsistent demands
[Elsbach & Sutton, 1993: 700: 39—40].

While the existing literature on institutionalization relies heavi-
ly on the role of myths . . . it is sketchy about the origins of such
myths [Ritti & Silver, 1986: 9: 1-3].

Note how the texts explicitly identify the lacunae through the use of phrases
such as ‘““useful, but incomplete” and “‘existing literature . .. is sketchy.”
They paint a picture of the extant literature as headed in the right direction,
but needing further elaboration.

Foreshadowing how the study fills lacunae is a second relevant practice.
It is not enough to identify the lacunae; the text must also foreshadow in its
introduction how the study fills the lacunae. Here, we show how the two
texts profiled above accomplish this:

Thus, a greater understanding . .. may be gained by blending
institutional and impression management perspectives. . . . This
article is an initial step toward such an integration. We propose
a process model (Mohr, 1982) describing how institutional con-
formity of structures and procedures and the decoupling of ille-
gitimate activities from legitimate structures set the stage for the
use of impression management tactics [Elsbach & Sutton, 1992:
700~701: 46: 1-2, 16-20].

The purpose of this paper is to increase our knowledge about the
myths themselves and the processes that aid in their develop-
ment. The case history . . . is used to examine how myths arise
and are fostered, how they are dramatized in the context of in-
terorganizational relationships . . . only later evolving into insti-
tutional solutions to institutional problems [Ritti & Silver, 1986:
29: 3-12].

In the first example, the integration of impression management with insti-
tutional theory is used to address the gap in the theoretical understanding of
“how organizations cope with conflicting, inconsistent demands.” In the
second example, a study of myths themselves—their origin, development,
and evolution—is undertaken to better explain their role in institutionaliza-
tion.

Politely addressing extant literature also supports incompleteness prob-
lematizations. Texts are polite when addressing lacunae in an extant litera-
ture. They often establish alliances, but never create enemies.

We subscribe to Scott’s argument that the interorganizational
field context is the appropriate level of analysis for understand-



October

Academy of Management Journal

1046

*(4pa19pUa 0S[D JoU SAI531DIIS
aIp “8'9) saotasp onystnSur] pue afenSuey aanesosoid Fursn
‘(yopozddo juaraffip o siaffo 1adod sryy
“89) Aypruny yim o4 ‘A73oal1rp uonnqinuod umo Surfeniod
‘(wonypyardIajur JuaIaffip » SJUDLIDM * * * 9say] Surhfnoar
<8'9) mora umo YIm aanpadsiad jueixs ue Suroerdar
‘(sarous1 ma1a jupuIuIop 3y} “5-3)
aanpadsied jueixe ue jo aSus[[EYD UO-peAY B SUTONPUOD (Aq) s1sa1) @1eUIAIE 10] 81BDOADY uoneznewa[qold AI[IqeINSUsUITOOU]
‘(a0813saaur 07 sjooy [pnydasuos AIpjuswiIpnl
jsowr ay Afuo padoJaasp aapy am ‘aIpp 0] “5°3)
Aeaneyus) pue Aj8urreds ‘yurodmera uesnied e Suonponur
‘([se312] * * * DY} SUOILISSSD B} A[SnOLIas y00] am ““5°3)
aanpadsiad ejeureie ue 1oy JIoddns sinjets)i] Suusisajel
‘(9uo pjo up aynfar o3
jou ‘[apour mau v juasard o] pausisap spm Apnjis siyj “°5'a)
Anpruany M a4 ‘AQoaarp suonnqunuod umo Surdentod
‘(sanssI asay] SSaIppD 0] AbM U0 SD * * * 19ff0 am ‘a[IILID
siyz ur “'5-9) syyS1sIaA0 sassaIppe ApNis Mol SUIMOPEYS8IO]
‘(Ma14 JUaIa[fTp D I8PISUOD 0] PoalU * * * Pajod[Sau
SDY YoInasal ““§'9) s1yS1s10A0 ssaipal ued aanoadsiad
aATjewIa)fe ue moy no Sunjurod pue s)ySisiaao Suturery (4q) syySrsiaa0 eyeuTUIN][] uonjeznjewajqold Aoenbapeur
‘(- + * Jo praif ayz o3 uonnqruod v Ia3ffo am “§a)
ApruIny Y)im pue A[oAT}BIUL) SUOTINQIIIU0D Umo Surdeniod
‘(paysmsunsip Aloapo jou spy * * ' yoInasal
onpurasAs snoraald °§+a) ainjeis)y Jueixa Jurssaippe Ajeyrjod
‘(wonp18ajur up yons promoy days [pIIUT UD ST
apono snyf “§'a) aeunoey s[[Y Apnis 8} moy Surmopersaio]

‘(do8 Suisiidins p 19409SIp am “§'a) seunde] SUIAIMuUapI (4Aq) sde8 £3adg uonjeznews[qold ssausjeyduroouy
saoorId [e2110J3YY S)OV [enyxay, Surznewajqoid
Jo unio gy

UOT}EN}IS [ENJXA1IdU] A} dZNJRWI[(OIJ JBY], S801}OrIJ [EILI0}9Y PUe S}V [BNIXA], Y], :Z SSa001g
LACHELAR



1997 Locke and Golden-Biddle 1047

ing the interplay between a field’s structural evolution and
change in its institutional practices [Leblebici, Salancik, Copay,
& King, 1991: 333: 11-15].

Previous systematic research of internal corporate venturing has
not clearly distinguished between new product and new busi-
ness developing [Burgelman, 1983: 223: 27-29].

The first example explicitly creates alliances by identifying the specific writ-
ings used to develop the present study. Although the second example does
not create such alliances, it is nevertheless polite in its discussion of the
extant literature through the construction of a neutrally identified lacuna,
“has not clearly distinguished.”

Portraying their own contributions tentatively and with humility is an-
other rhetorical practice in texts with incompleteness problematizations:

In this article we offer a contribution to the field of organiza-
tional change by borrowing theory and practice from family the-
orists and therapists [Hirschhorn & Gilmore, 1980: 21: 3-5].

My goal was to place another stone on the path toward improved
service by offering a close examination of the role of service
employees and their interactions with customers [Rafaeli, 1989:
246: 36-38].

EEINY

The use of phrases like “offer a contribution,” “place another stone on the
path,” and “should promote” rhetorically convey humility and the tentative
proffering of a contribution.

Together, the textual act of specifying a gap and the four associated
rhetorical practices problematize an extant literature as incomplete. Regard-
ing this literature as providing valuable understanding, incompleteness
problematizations offer to enrich the area of study by filling in details. They
point out only what is missing in the literature, not what is wrong with it.
Consequently, these texts specify gaps—both in terms of lacunae and how
the current studies will fill them—by politely addressing extant literatures
and portraying contributions tentatively and with humility.

Inadequacy. When problematizing a literature as inadequate, a text
claims that the extant literature does not sufficiently incorporate different
perspectives and views of the phenomena under investigation. That is, it
claims that work in the extant field has overlooked perspectives relevant and
important to better understanding and explaining the phenomena. An inad-
equacy problematization assumes that a contribution can be made to extant
literature by pointing out the oversight and introducing alternative perspec-
tives, frameworks, or both. Thus, the textual act of illuminating oversights
emerges as the hallmark of an inadequacy problematization.

The excerpts from Prasad [1993] and Abolafia and Kilduff [1988] de-
picted in column 2 of Table 3 show how texts illuminate oversights and
introduce alternative perspectives. Prasad’s text claims that the literature on
computerization and change has overlooked the symbolic perspective on
computerization. This text identifies the oversight (T3: 6—12) by referencing
authors who “remain dissatisfied with previous work” and in particular
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with how that work has “neglected the symbolic dimensions of computer-
ized work.” In this same section, the text also positions itself with other
authors cited as dissatisfied with the extant literature.

Although this text frames the oversight (T3: 2-12, 24-29), foreshadows
how the study will address the oversight (T3: 12—18), and portrays its con-
tribution directly yet with humility (T3: 18-23), it distinguishes itself, and
the inadequacy problematization, by introducing a partisan perspective.
That is, it argues for an alternative perspective. For example, when the text
points out how the alternate perspective can redress the oversight, it does
not simply suggest this and move on. Rather, it argues strongly for the ben-
efits of adopting such a perspective. Accordingly, the text announces (T3:
17) that this perspective has “immense potential,” not merely potential.
Further, this perspective could not just add to the literature, it “could ...
clearly offer considerable insights” (T3: 30-31). Finally, when citing litera-
ture as support for the proposed perspective, the text once again invokes
descriptors that move away from neutrality. Thus, we see supporting re-
search as representing a “‘theoretical recognition of the symbolic nature of
computers” that “has gained strength” (T3: 24-26). Although the tone re-
mains polite, a partisan viewpoint is nevertheless explicitly introduced by
arguing the need for an alternate perspective.

Abolafia and Kilduff’'s [1988] text claims that the economics literature
has overlooked how economic action is socially constructed. This text
frames the oversight and points out how an alternate perspective redresses
the oversight (T3: 43-49) and portrays its contribution directly yet with
humility (T3: 46—49, 50-51, 61-64). But, as with the text by Prasad [1993],
what is most interesting is how this text builds a strong case for the proposed
alternative perspective through the insertion of a partisan viewpoint. In this
case, the text uses explicit contrast to disclose the partisan viewpoint: It
juxtaposes the present study’s focus on social construction with “recent
work” (T3: 41-48). It then quickly narrows the contrast to that between the
present study and the work of one researcher. The structuring of this contrast
emerges as follows:

The emphasis here on the social organization of speculative
bubbles contrasts with the attention to the irrationality of crowd
behavior that characterizes the recent models of both Minsky
(1977) and Kindleberger (1978). Whereas Kindleberger empha-
sized ... we focus on. . .. He assumed . . . whereas we concen-
trate on. ... According to Kindleberger. ... In this paper, we
emphasize that (T3: 50-61).

In this short excerpt, the text contrasts the view it represents with prior
research four times. Even though the tone remains polite, the four contrasts
introduce support for the alternate perspective.

The examples disclose that the construction of an inadequacy problem-
atization incorporates the textual act of illuminating oversights and five
rhetorical practices: framing oversights and pointing out how alternative
perspectives can redress them; foreshadowing how the present study will
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address the oversights; portraying the study’s contribution directly, yet with
humility; citing literature as support for the alternate perspective; and in-
troducing a partisan viewpoint. Table 4 identifies both the textual act and
these rhetorical practices. Below, we develop representative examples of
each rhetorical practice from other texts in our sample.

Framing oversights and pointing out how an alternative perspective can
redress them is evident in these examples:

A focus on issues as a starting point for interpretation and action
in organization charts a different course for seeing patterns of
organizational action than a traditional decision-making view.
... Typically, researchers define a decision and trace backward
from that point to find interpretations. . . . In contrast, a focus on
issues begins with an issue or a collective construction . .. that
is of concern for an organization and then proceeds forward from
this recognition point to find relevant actions and interpreta-
tions . .. an issue focus underlines the importarnce of attention
allocation and sensitivity to context [Dutton & Dukerich, 1991:
519: 7-9, 14-21].

Institutionalist analysis must include all types of behavior, in-
cluding those driven by interests and power (DiMaggio and Pow-
ell, 1991). This can be achieved if we take seriously the insight
that institutions, while they are products of action, also consti-
tute action. To handle both sides of this equation I propose that
institutions be seen as nested systems, drawing a distinction
between actions guided by the established order, on the one
hand, and actions geared toward creating new or changing old
institutions, on the other [Holm, 1995: 398-399: 35-36, 1-8].

Note how the excerpts above differentiate the extant perspectives from the
ones they offer. In the text by Dutton and Dukerich, phrases such as “‘a focus
on issues ... charts a different course,” “typically researchers,” and “in
contrast, a focus on issues,” both frame the oversight in the extant decision-
making literature and present the alternative focus on issues to redress the
oversight. This is also the case in the excerpt by Holm, in which the extant
view that institutions are products of action is differentiated from the offered
view that institutions also constitute action. Neither text seeks to overthrow
the extant literature but rather, both seek to validate the insights gained from
taking an alternative perspective.

Foreshadowing how the study will address the oversights, the second
rhetorical practice supporting an inadequacy problematization, can be seen
in these excerpts:

9

Management scholarship faces a crisis of representation (Marcus
& Fischer, 1986). A variety of documents and texts, ranging from
newspaper articles to government inquiry transcripts and re-
ports, describe organizational events at a level of detail not oth-
erwise available. Yet, it is difficult to incorporate such accounts
into systematic empirical research. In this article, I offer the
textual approach to qualitative research (Gephart, 1988a;
Gephart & Wolfe, 1989) as one methodological means to address
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such representational difficulties in management research
[Gephart, 1993: 1466: 20-27].

It can be argued that major organizational decisions to persist or
withdraw from a course of action are far more complicated than
the ... literature often implies. ... Thus ... we proposed [a
model]. . . . Because the temporal model of escalation was essen-
tially based on [one] case study, our two propositions have not
yet received an independent test. The case study described
herein . . . was designed to provide such an independent test . . .
as well as an exploration into exit processes not addressed by the
temporal model [Ross & Staw, 1993: 702: 14—16, 19; 703: 32—42].

The text by Gephart, which points out the inability of organizational re-
search to incorporate documents detailing organizational events, foreshad-
ows a “textual approach to qualitative research,” offered to address the
identified oversight. To address the oversight, the text by Ross and Staw
offers a case study as an “independent test” and further “exploration” of
organization-level dimensions of escalation of commitment.

These excerpts illustrate a third rhetorical practice supporting inad-
equacy, portraying the study’s own contribution directly, yet with humility:

This study was designed to generate new theory, not to test

existing theory, and the paper is organized to present a new
model, not to refute an old one [Gersick, 1988: 12: 7-9].

Because our efforts to understand deck operations got us think-
ing about the possibility that performance is mediated by col-
lective mental processes, we use these operations to illustrate
that thinking, but the processes of mind we discuss are pre-
sumed to be inherent in all organizations. What may vary across
organizations is the felt need to develop these processes for more
advanced levels [Weick & Roberts, 1993: 3358: 5-12].

This practice is similar to how texts constructing incompleteness problem-
atizations portray their contributions. The difference is that these texts con-
vey the contributions more directly, with less tentativeness.

Citing literature support for an alternate perspective also supports an
inadequacy problematization:

Numerous writers suggest that the major function myths, corpo-
rate legends and cultural patterns fulfill is to provide a system of
uniting that which would otherwise be fragmented (Burke, 1954;
Benne, 1961; Becker, 1973; Dunphy, 1974). .. . It . . . follows that
we can see, lurking within or beneath the myth, the cleavages
threatening the organization as a whole that might erupt were
the myth not present. This, we argue, is one substantive reason
why organizational psychology should become more attuned to
the functions of myths [Smith & Simmons, 1983: 377: 1-4, 8-13].

Texts constructing inadequacy problematizations legitimate their alternate
perspectives by building on knowledge in other literatures—prior work on
myths, in the above excerpt.

Introducing a partisan viewpoint, but sparingly and infrequently, is ex-
emplified in these excerpts:
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After decades of research, we still know little about ... [Don-
nellon, Gray, & Bougon, 1986: 43: 1].

Despite the many contributions theoreticians have made to un-
derstanding conflict, the issue of how conflict moves remains
unexplored. To date, we have developed only the most rudimen-
tary conceptual tools to investigate the processes by which con-
flict moves [Smith, 1989: 3: 22—-26].

The partisan support for the alternative perspective emerges in the critique
of prior work. Note how certain words in the above excerpts convey parti-
sanship: “after decades of research,” “despite the many contributions,” and
“only the most rudimentary conceptual tools.”

Together, the textual act of illuminating oversights and the five associ-
ated rhetorical practices problematize literatures as inadequate. Regarding
extant literature as lacking essential perspectives, texts constructing inad-
equacy problematizations seek to redress oversights by providing alternative
viewpoints or frameworks. This problematization stops short, however, of
arguing that an extant intertextual field is wrong, instead allowing the pro-
posed alternative framework to coexist with the extant field.

Incommensurability. When problematizing a text as incommensurate,
an article suggests that the extant literature not only overlooks different and
relevant perspectives, but also claims this literature is wrong. That is, the
extant field is presented as displaying a misguided perspective or as having
moved in the wrong direction. The assumption is that a contribution can be
made to the extant literature by pointing out and correcting this error. Thus,
the hallmark of texts that construct incommensurability problematizations is
their direct advocacy of alternative theses that they regard as superior to
those put forth in extant literatures.

The examples excerpted from Boje [1991] and Eisenhardt [1989], de-
picted in column 3 of Table 3, illustrate how texts construct incommensu-
rability problematizations. Arguing that stories examined in previous re-
search on storytelling have been “wrenched from their natural performance
contexts” (T3: 12-13), Boje advocates the alternative thesis that storytelling
be studied as a dynamic process occurring within a specific performative
context. Clearly, the word “wrench” is not neutral. According to the Oxford
English Dictionary, it denotes forcible movement; in this case, the forcible
movement of storytelling out of its natural performative context.

The text does not begin with the word “wrench” and the head-on chal-
lenge to the extant literature. Rather, it first asserts the advantages of seeing
storytelling as a dynamic process in context. The text moves immediately to
that natural context rather than to the literature about storytelling. In fact, for
the first 51 lines of the actual article, and beginning with the first two words,
“in organizations,” the natural context of storytelling is highlighted. Note
how in the sentences, “In organizations, storytelling . . . is highly variable”
(T3: 2-8), the text depicts the elements of dynamic process and depicts the
performance of stories in an organizational context as crucial to the proffered
alternative perspective.
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The text next marshals prior literatures—other than the one challenged—
to support the alternative thesis and argue that “these are complex aspects of
storytelling in organizations that have been ignored in previous approaches
to story analysis” (T3: 7-9). Then (T3: 11-36), through use of the word
“wrench,” questions challenging the reality of prior research results, con-
tinual juxtaposition of prior research and the proposed alternative, and fre-
quent insertion of the words “situated,” “real,” “in situ,” “natural,” “per-
formance,” and “context,” this text mounts a direct challenge to the extant
literature and strongly advocates its own, alternative thesis. It doesn’t want
to just coexist with that prior work—it wants to overthrow it and replace it
with the proposed perspective. Indeed, the text concludes as follows: ““Sto-
ries can therefore be correctly interpreted only to the extent that the re-
searcher grasps the story in situ” (T3: 34-36).

The text by Eisenhardt is another example of an incommensurability
problematization. Arguing that prior research on rapid strategic decision
making does not deal with “two key realities,” this text advocates an alter-
native thesis bolstered by empirical findings that challenge the traditional
literature. Specifically, the text suggests that “‘extant views may inaccurately
describe how executives make rapid decisions’’ [Eisenhardt, 1989: 545: 33—
34].

Once again, this text does not begin with the challenge, but rather builds
up to it as the introduction unfolds. The article begins with a story of failed
decision making in a context demanding speed and indicates that this story
is “not unusual.” Then, the text identifies an oversight in the prior literature
(T3:38-43), ending with the statement ‘“There has been little research on fast
strategic decision making.” In addition, the text develops the proposed con-
tribution of this study: “This article explores the speed of strategic decision
making. ... The empirical grounding of those ideas is the subject of this
article” (T3: 44—45, 64—66). This contribution is portrayed matter-of-factly,
humbly, and neutrally, in line with scientific norms (Gephart, 1988; Knorr-
Cetina, 1981). However, sandwiched between these neutral sentences is the
essence of this text’s incommensurability problematization. In lines 45-60 of
the Eisenhardt excerpt in Table 3, the text directly challenges five existing
positions on fast strategic decision making: fast decision makers use more,
not less information . . . integration speeds, not slows decision making, and
so forth.

This text, too, directly challenges the extant literature and strongly ad-
vocates its own thesis. Through the constant and densely situated contrast-
ing of prior and proposed research, the text most actively provokes and
advocates its own thesis. It does not want to coexist with that prior work; it
wants to overthrow it and replace it with the proposed perspective. How-
ever, because the challenge is sandwiched in between neutral-sounding
statements and because it rests on “findings” and “evidence,” the challenge
is cast politely.

To accomplish the textual act of advocating an alternative thesis, these
texts rely on four rhetorical practices: head-on challenging of extant per-
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spectives, replacing extant perspectives with their own views, portraying
their own contributions directly and with humility, and using language and
linguistic devices to provoke. Table 4 identifies the textual acts and rhetori-
cal practices used to construct a coherent incommensurability problemati-
zation. Below, we provide representative examples of each of these rhetori-
cal practices from other texts in our sample.
Head-on challenging of extant perspectives is demonstrated in these

excerpts:

The dominant view posits a succession of phases. . . . During the

first phase ... managerial discourse sought to legitimate coer-

cive shopfloor practices. . . . By the turn of the century, consoli-

dations had set the stage for a second phase during which . ..
rational theories of management dominated managerial dis-

course. . . . The Depression is widely held to mark the beginning
of the third phase (Bendix, 1956; Wren, 1972) ... managerial
discourse began to emphasize normative control. . .. Although

the thesis of a progressive shift toward normative control has
considerable elegance, it rests on a reading of history that un-
derplays events in the late nineteenth century and that ignores
streams of thought that gained prominence after World War II
[Barley & Kunda, 1992: 364: 1-21, 32-36].

The study of organizational culture thus becomes translated into
the study of the informal or “merely” social or symbolic side of
corporate life. In anthropology, where the concept is most fully
developed, culture concerns all aspects of a group’s social be-
havior. . .. Applying this anthropological approach in corpora-
tions leads one to study participants’ views about all aspects of
corporate experience. These would include the work itself, the
technology, the formal organization structure, and everyday lan-
guage, not only myths, stories or special jargon. That some re-
searchers select these for special emphasis says more about the
culture of the researchers than the researched, for whom all cul-
ture is equally taken for granted [Gregory, 1983: 359: 9-13, 23—
30].

These texts identify prevailing perspectives and then assert the ways in
which those perspectives are misguided. The first text notes the “dominant
view” as having “considerable elegance” and then critiques that view as
resting on a “reading of history that underplays events” and that ignores
other “streams of thought.” The second text asserts that culture research in
organizations is viewed as the study of the “merely social or symbolic side
of organizational life.” Critiquing that perspective, the text suggests the de-
cision to study only these dimensions of life says more about the “culture of
the researchers than the researched.”

Replacing extant perspectives with own views is demonstrated in these
quotations:

Rectifying these oversights warrants a different interpretation of
the historical record [Barley & Kunda, 1992: 364: 36—37].

I began this research with the assumption that knowledge in a
software support hot line was best thought of as a kind of data-
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base. . .. The database metaphor separates the knowledge from
the machine. ... Six months of participant observation in two
hot lines forced me to reconsider this perspective. I began to see
organizational knowledge in terms of members’ performances
[Pentland, 1992: 528: 28—39].

Not only do these texts challenge prevailing perspectives; they also position
their own perspectives as better. Note how the first excerpt suggests that the
proffered perspective will rectify oversights. And the second text, by sharing
the process undergone by the researcher, contrasts the extant and emergent
perspectives. In doing so, it argues for the new, emergent perspective, ex-
plaining that the data “forced [the researcher] to reconsider” the prevailing
perspective.

Portraying their own contributions directly and with humility promotes
an incommensurability problematization in these excerpts:

We propose and find preliminary support for a theory that com-
bines cultural constraints and material forces [Barley & Kunda,
1992: 363: 14-16].

The purpose of this paper is to suggest a way to overcome this
dualism in organizational research [Pentland, 1992: 527: 23-33].

Despite directly challenging the extant perspectives and attempting to re-
place those perspectives with the proffered ones, the texts constructing
incommensurability problematizations are nevertheless humble as they di-
rectly portray their own contributions. In this regard, even this problem-
atization maintains a degree of adherence to the scientific norm of straight-
forwardness and humility.

Finally, using language and linguistic devices to provoke is demon-
strated by these excerpts:

Are strategies not also enacted? ... Is there not a need for a
definition of the word that encompasses the “strategies’ actually
pursued by organizations? And, if so, is it not then conceivable
that organizations may sometimes not succeed in pursuing the
strategies they intended, indeed that they may end up pursuing
strategies they never intended? The authors believe that the an-
swers are yes [Mintzberg & Waters, 1982: 466: 1-4, 19-20].

That so many organizational theorists suddenly have begun to
bandy about what suspiciously appears to resemble an interest
in contextually shared meaning should give one pause. While
occupational sociologists in the tradition of the Chicago School
have long been concerned . . . organizational theorists have been
conspicuously silent on the matter until quite recently. Where,
then, does one turn if one seeks to build a theory of how groups
of people construct systems of meaning? If culture is an inter-
pretive framework, what course should we take in ascribing on-
tological status to culture? By what principles do systems of
meaning operate? Should cultures be studied sui generis, as sys-
tems of meaning in and of themselves? Or, is it better to study
cultures as a set of discrete symbolic entities that can be used as
variables to explain other properties of organizations? Or should
we do both? [Barley, 1983: 393: 37—44; 393: 1-12].
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As these excerpts show, texts constructing incommensurability problem-
atizations often rely on questioning to provoke readers into critiquing extant
views and adopting proffered views.

Together, the textual acts of advocating alternative perspectives or the-
ses and using the four associated rhetorical practices problematize litera-
tures as incommensurate. Regarding prevailing views in the literatures as
misguided, these texts seek to replace them with alternatives.

CONSTRUCTING OPPORTUNITIES FOR CONTRIBUTION

The 82 articles that we examined indicate that two textual processes,
structuring intertextual coherence and problematizing the situation, form
the foundation for constructing opportunities for contribution to organiza-
tion studies. Further, the variation in and interplay between these two pro-
cesses make it possible for journal articles to textually invoke contribution in
many different ways. Table 5 locates our sample of publications according to
the forms of intertextual coherence and problematization they craft.

How, then, do these two processes support scholarly publications in
textually making the case that they offer something important to the organ-
izational studies community? In constructing intertextual fields, texts take
the necessary first step toward this end by licensing a theoretical trajectory
for contribution. They accomplish this through the construction of agree-
ment among those scholars and researchers whose work has come before.
Specifically, we found that license is granted through the presentation of (1)
underlying agreement about unrecognized and undeveloped investigative
areas, (2) long-standing, widely held, and explicit agreement about advanc-
ing research domains, and (3) inability to achieve consensus in investi-
gative arenas that researchers agree are important. In the case of synthesized
coherence, construction of an agreed-to but as yet unexamined theoretical
area invites its exploration and development. The straight-line trajectory of
progressive coherence encourages continued development and refinement
of understanding in previously outlined theoretical frameworks. And the
conflicting trajectories of noncoherence appeal for resolution of the discord.
The textual achievement of each of these trajectories invokes contribution by
inviting further investment of intellectual resources in the configured re-
search topics.

Whereas in structuring intertextual coherence, texts authorize and
shape opportunities for contribution, in problematizing that coherence, texts
carve out larger or smaller spaces in, and signify the degree to which they
propose to assert themselves into, those intertextual fields. With regard to
space, as texts move from problematizing intertextual fields as incomplete,
through problematizing them as inadequate, and on to problematizing them
as incommensurate, the texts shape larger opportunities for contribution. An
incompleteness problematization focuses on gap specification, or “next
stepping’”’ (Gephart, 1986, 1988), and acts rhetorically to create a small space
in which to further specify. This construction only slightly complicates an
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extant literature, seeking primarily refinement and ongoing development. In
contrast, both the inadequacy and incommensurability constructions create
larger complications in an extant literature by proposing alternative perspec-
tives that need to be addressed.

The degree to which a text proposes to insert itself into a configured
intertextual field concerns how, and to what extent, it negates or challenges
that field. Although all scientific texts criticize, a norm of politeness guides
scientific writing (Myers, 1993). Thus, with a few rare exceptions, scientific
texts ‘“‘make friends to define enemies” rather than the other way around
(Myers, 1993: 258). In our sample, the texts with inadequacy problematiza-
tions momentarily insert partisanship for the perspective being proffered;
those with incompleteness problematizations criticize only implicitly—
through the exclusion, or writing out, of enemies. Both of them adhere to
norms of politeness by negatively evaluating an extant literature only indi-
rectly and by implication. However, those texts constructing an incommen-
surability problematization do so by directly and negatively challenging
alternate perspectives; in some cases, alternate perspectives are portrayed as
rivals whose privileged status must be shattered. Although this is a rare
textual voice, evidenced by only eight texts in this sample, its rareness
nevertheless illuminates what perhaps lies beneath most scientific writing.
Through the cracks in the “scientistic style” of writing (McCloskey, 1985,
1994), we can discern a tension and struggle involving authors’ human com-
mitments as scientists and their adherence to particular philosophical ideas.
If that is the case, then the challenge embodied in the incommensurability
problematization signifies those human concerns as fundamental, even for
scientific writing. For these concerns become the problematizing foundation
on which opportunities for, and the meanings of, contribution are con-
structed.

Through the interaction, then, of licensing a theoretical trajectory, carv-
ing out space, and inserting themselves into intertextual fields, the intro-
ductions we studied textually create opportunities for contribution. Further-
more, texts are authorized to make contributions by the consent and form of
previous work. Ironically, as texts seek to offer something to organization
studies, they (and their authors) are very much bound by the past. For ex-
ample, in the construction of a contribution opportunity that is progressively
coherent and incomplete, the texts supplement (Harari, 1979) what already
exists. Even those texts with incommensurability problematizations need an
extant literature to challenge and displace.

A less constrained view of textual contribution also emerges from ex-
amining the interaction of the processes. That is, for all of the objectivity and
control conveyed through such features of “windowpane prose” (Culler,
1982; Gusfield, 1976; Rorty, 1978) or the scientistic style (McCloskey, 1994)
as use of the passive voice and ‘“‘objectification” of ““data” and “evidence,”
texts have room to creatively construct opportunities for contribution. Texts
can accomplish this by reinterpreting existing work, shaping intertextual
fields, creating space, and advocating their perspectives. For example, as the
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reinterpretation activities that accompany synthesized coherence clearly
show, the consent that licenses textual contribution is, in no small part, of
writers’ own making.

Consider also the creativity associated with the unusual pairing of pro-
gressive intertextual coherence with an incommensurability problematiza-
tion. Progressive coherence asserts the presence of long-standing consensus
among researchers about a well-developed topic. What we expect to have
coupled with this type of intertextual field is an incompleteness problem-
atization seeking to specify the gap, not one that directly challenges and
seeks to replace the dominant thinking. Yet three texts in our sample did
create the opportunity for contribution in this way [Barley & Kunda, 1992;
Boje, 1991; Mintzberg & Waters, 1982]. According to Davis (1971), this con-
struction itself is interesting because it acts to substantially negate an estab-
lished line of thought. That texts negate such literatures, his work suggests,
is enough to make the texts interesting. However, our findings suggest that
much more is in play. Coupled with the fact that these texts do negate an
established literature is how they negate, a dimension that Davis (1971)
overlooked. They not only take on the extant literature, but also orchestrate
a dramatic buildup that plays on the long-established field [Barley & Kunda,
1992], tenacious and persistent undermining of the extant thought [Boje,
1991], and immediate and concise oppositions [Mintzberg & Waters, 1982].

Finally, another possibility for creating opportunity for contribution
emerges from two texts that do not demonstrate the prevailing ways of cre-
ating opportunities for contribution we have detailed. Implicit in construct-
ing intertextual fields is the idea that sufficient existing work to provide a
trajectory must be written into a text to create an opportunity for contribu-
tion. Most of the texts in our sample fulfill this requirement, but two do not.
These two texts, Kmetz [1984] and Weick [1993], construct introductions in
which the presentation of previous work is noticeably absent. We could try
and explain the exceptions away by noting Kmetz’s early publication date or
Weick’s strong reputation in his field. However, these texts, by virtue of not
writing in some form of intertextual field are, by their constitution, novel
and unique. Following the logic of grounded theory, such exceptions are
cause for further investigation.

CONCLUSIONS

Our study extends the organizational literature on scientific contribu-
tion by providing the first empirical analysis of how texts actually construct
opportunities for contribution, detailing those specific textual acts and rhe-
torical practices through which such opportunities are textually achieved.
By examining the situated microprocess of language usage in these texts, the
study discloses a complex picture of contribution in organizational studies,
and in qualitative work in particular, and underscores a number of key
points.

First, if the textual constructions of journal articles’ contributions that
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this study has disclosed constitute what we in the community of organiza-
tion studies scientists understand to be a uniqueness value, then at the very
least, the achievement of uniqueness is a far more complicated process than
previous discussions of this value have indicated.

Davis (1971, 1986), one author who addressed uniqueness, built his
constructions of the “interesting” and “classic” on the examination of “fa-
mous” sociological texts. Unlike Davis, we included both the famous and the
not-so-famous. We did not intentionally seek to have a different sample than
Davis had. However, during our analyses, we began to identify texts that did
not fit into Davis’s definition. These texts often had incompleteness or in-
adequacy problematizations with progressive or synthesized constructions
of intertextual fields. In discussing our reactions, we realized that Davis’s
sample would construct opportunities for contribution that lay somewhere
in the four outer cells of Table 5—that is, the three incommensurability and
two of the three noncoherence cells. Are all the studies that fall in the other
five cells uninteresting and nonunique? Are they not important?

Second, the complexity and variety of contribution indicated by these
textual processes challenges the extent to which uniqueness constitutes con-
tribution. Certainly uniqueness or novelty is intimated in a number of ways:
by portraying what has to date gone unrecognized (synthesized coherence)
or by mounting a head-on challenge to existing work. But a lot more is
happening in these texts than is suggested by the term “uniqueness.” This
study suggests that rather than being a defining characteristic, uniqueness is
an attribution that organization scholars make to works that they understand
to be important to the community. It is shorthand scholars use to indicate a
work of value.

Third, this study underscores the importance of examining knowledge-
bearing texts and frames a number of possibilities for future work. First,
future work might examine whether and how the construction of contribu-
tion changes over time within a specific research domain. Is there a “pro-
cessual” model of writing extant literature as research streams are invented,
specified, and challenged? Second, we focused on the articles’ introductions
in order to better understand and explicate how texts create opportunities for
contribution. However, each part of a text—the beginning, middle, and end—
has a potentially different discourse function and presumably constructs
contribution in different ways. Thus, future work needs to investigate how
studies show their contributions (in their middle sections) and argue that
they have indeed made contributions (in their endings).

Fourth, by examining the final textual outcomes, we have knowingly
excluded the many active agents who play roles in their creation. Although
the study of texts themselves is important for the reasons articulated in this
article, to more completely understand the properties of texts, we must ex-
amine the relationship between texts and the social realities in which they
originate (Knorr-Cetina, 1981) and to which they travel (Winsor, 1993). Fu-
ture work might, therefore, examine how written works both change and
remain the same from first draft to final published version. In addition, after
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a text is published, it travels to a variety of audiences and is used in a variety
of ways (Winsor, 1993). How does a text travel, relative to its construction of
contribution?

And, finally, this study focused on one population—texts published in
mainstream, established, American journals and using wholly qualitative
data. Future work needs to examine the construction of contribution in texts
using other types of data, such as quantitative data and qualitative-quant-
itative combinations. In future work, samples need to be drawn from estab-
lished journals outside the United States, such as Organisation Studies, the
Journal of Management Studies, and Human Relations. Finally, it would
also be interesting to examine the construction of contribution in those jour-
nals that have been explicitly created to be nontraditional, such as the Jour-
nal of Management Inquiry and Organization.

At a broader level, our findings underscore the importance of under-
standing the rhetorical dimension of scientific work—the crafting of argu-
ments whose function is to persuade an intended audience (McCloskey,
1994). The analyses show that the written work of organization studies
scholars consists of much more than the presentation of data that speak for
themselves; texts do not simply array “‘facts’” and evidence logically. Rather,
persuasive practices are woven into texts, even as they structure the coher-
ence of the intertextual fields. At this general level, then, this study joins
others that have deconstructed the pretense of objectivity in organizational
studies devoid of authorial influence; yet at the same time, it preserves the
idea of scientific knowledge. The result is an attempt to develop an approach
to the construction of knowledge that is sophisticated, insightful, reasoned,
and creative.
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