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Abstract 

 This paper is a conceptual exploration of process in interorganizational relations (IORs). 
Through an exploration of the interorganizational literature, I found that the existing literature on 
IORs did not recognize the central role of organizational identity. Based on my review of the 
relevant literature, I develop and present a conceptual model of IORs as mediated identity. Thus, 
I suggest that organizational identity is constructed through IORs. That identity becomes the lens 
or filter through which managers interpret interorganizational partners, and vice versa. The paper 
concludes with a discussion of implications for research and practice.  
 

Introduction 
 

 As part of my doctoral studies, I spent one summer undertaking initial fieldwork at three 
provincial historic sites in Southern Alberta, Canada. That fieldwork was designed to familiarize 
myself with the three sites, but also to observe the facility managers’ interactions with key 
community stakeholders. I had recently learned of the development of public-private 
partnerships in the public sector, and was interested in studying the implications of these new 
partnerships for public sector managers. That is, I wanted to understand how the managers 
initiated and sustained new relationships with appropriate external groups and organizations. 
These relationships were important to the managers, since they could help the site to meet the 
provincial government’s standards for fiscal responsibility and accountability to the citizens of 
Alberta.   

During this initial fieldwork, I kept notes and collected various organizational documents. 
At the end of summer, I returned to campus to resume my coursework. As I explored my field 
material, I began to believe that the three sites were collective social actors with unique 
organizational identities (Whetten & Mackey, 2002). As collective social actors, the three 
historic sites were also oriented toward the behaviour of other actors in their external 
environments, such as their community stakeholders. My exploration of the initial field material 
led me to believe that the sites developed this identity through interorganizational (IO) 
interactions, and that this identity also affected its future IO interactions.   

Over the succeeding months, I delved further into the interorganizational literature. I 
believed this literature would allow me to explain why and how the facility managers would 
form IO partnerships with certain organizations. I also hoped the literature would explain why 
some partnerships were more stable or successful than others. However, I found that content-
oriented approaches, such as resource dependence theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978), did not 
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allow me to incorporate organizational identity as a central argument for understanding IORs, 
nor did they further my understanding of key IO processes. Process-oriented approaches, such as 
negotiated order (Strauss, Schatzman, Ehrlich, Bucher, & Sabshin, 1963) provided an improved, 
but still incomplete understanding of IO processes and the key role of identity. Thus, I developed 
a new conceptual model, one that suggests identity is a basic element for understanding IORs. In 
the section that follows, I present that model. The paper concludes with a discussion of 
implications for research and practice.  
 

Organizational Identity and Interorganizational Relations 
 
How can we define organizational identity? In their seminal paper, Albert and Whetten 

(1985) argued that we could try to understand an organization’s identity by uncovering what its 
members believed was central or fundamental, distinctive and enduring about that organization. 
Typically, the organization’s central or fundamental issues are linked to its overriding purpose 
and goals. It is important for managers to understand these essential features, because they serve 
“as a guide for what [managers] should do and how other institutions should relate to them.” (p. 
267). The concept of organizational identity is important, because organizations are experiencing 
rapid change due to globalization, technological innovation, geopolitical change and new 
employee-employer relationships (Albert, 1998). Thus, organizations cannot develop new 
strategies, such as interorganizational alliances, without thinking about what they are now, and 
what they want to be in the future.  

As I began work on an alternative conceptual framework, I returned to the limited 
literature on identity and IORs. However, I also returned to the literature on several content and 
process approaches to IORs, which I had reviewed earlier in my studies. I also identified the 
limited empirical research that focused specifically on organizational identity, and the external 
environment generally, or IORs more specifically. It is important to note that, although some of 
the material I examined did make reference to identity, the IO literature has largely neglected the 
central role of identity.  

As I reviewed and summarized this literature, I identified three reoccurring arguments or 
findings that I believed could serve as the foundation for a new conceptual framework: 
continuous construction of identity through social interactions; the influence of identity on 
interpretation of the external environment; and the link between organizational identity and the 
`success’ of IORs. In the paragraphs that follow, I describe the literature related to each of these 
themes.  
 The first theme that I identified is that identity is continuously constructed through 
social interactions. In their foundational article on organizational identity, Albert and Whetten 
(1985) drew on Mead’s (1962/1934) work to outline an argument on the construction of 
organizational identity. Specifically, they suggested that an organization continuously constructs 
its identity, as it reflects on its IO interactions. Since then, various authors have outlined the 
same argument – that organizations construct an understanding of their identity in relation to 
other organizations (e.g., Gioia, 1998). In a more recent example, Scott and Lane (2000) 
theorized that organizations both negotiate and contest their identity through interactions among 
members of the organizations (i.e., typically top managers) and various external stakeholder 
groups. Thus, for example, managers will contest the negative appraisals that stakeholders reflect 
back to them, especially when those appraisals challenge their own individual identity, and could 
harm achievement of organizational goals.   
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 When I reviewed various process approaches to IORs, I found that they typically 
incorporated similar arguments about identity. For example, the discursive construction approach 
explained how the organization, as a social actor, both constructed and contested its identity, as it 
aligned itself with key issues in the interorganizational environment (Lawrence, Phillips & 
Hardy, 1999). Similarly, in the negotiated order approach, some authors argued that 
organizations would use various tactics to negotiate a new identity with external actors, and thus 
to potentially attract more resources (Geist, 1995; Levy, 1982). In the sensemaking literature, 
Ring and Van de Ven (1994) argued that, through sensemaking, organizations jointly developed 
an understanding of their motivations for engaging in an IOR. Finally, within the actor-network 
theory literature, Callon (1986) argued that actors actively constructed their identity through 
interaction with other entities.  
 McKinney and Kahn (2004) provide an empirical exemplar of this theme. As part of a 
larger study of 54 voluntary organizations, they examined several small and medium sized 
voluntary organizations in the U.K., which relied on large grants (i.e., over ₤60,000) from the 
National Lottery for new projects. Through questionnaires, semi-structured interviews, and focus 
groups with the project managers, the researchers examined how Lottery funding changed the 
organizational identity of these voluntary organizations. The authors found that over half the 
organizations experienced greater uncertainty about the feasibility of their projects, or even their 
own long-term survival, as they tried to manage their unusually large grants. McKinney and 
Kahn argued that this uncertainty was linked to the organization’s identity as voluntary. That is, 
the Lottery funding challenged both their shared understanding of their ongoing need for 
monetary support, and their organizational capabilities. Thus, some of the organizations believed 
the expectations or motivations held by external stakeholders changed as a result of their Lottery 
funding. For example, some organizations believed other actors viewed them as more credible or 
legitimate upon receiving Lottery funding. However, other project managers said that 
stakeholders now believed they were `cash-rich’. As a result, they found it difficult to obtain 
funding for their projects and support activities. In other cases, project managers believed the 
Lottery funding challenged the organization’s existing capabilities and practices. That is, after 
receiving a large Lottery grant, they sometimes found that they did not have the required skills 
and resources to complete the project.     

The second theme I extracted from the literature is that how identity is understood 
influences how the external environment of the organization is perceived. That is, after 
returning to the literature, I developed the belief that the organizational identity of organizations 
was like a lens, through which managers extracted (i.e., filtered) and interpreted cues about 
external actors. In the following paragraphs, I discuss the material that contributed to 
development of this theme.   
 Gioia and his colleagues (e.g., Corley, Gioia, & Fabbri, 2000) argued that organizations 
project their identity or self-image to external actors, and then may alter aspects of that identity 
as they react to the image that those external actors reflect back to them. This is important, 
because it suggests that the manager develops an interpretation of how current and future IO 
partners understand its unique characteristics. In a similar argument, Gioia and Thomas (1998, in 
Bouchikhi, et al.) suggested that organizational identity and image provided an interpretive lens 
through which managers developed an understanding of issues in the organization’s external 
environment.  
 According to Weick’s (1995) sensemaking approach to organization studies, 
intrasubjective sensemaking occurs as individuals construct their identity through reflection on 
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their interpretations of the external environment. Thus, sensemaking occurs when we notice a 
surprising cue or event. We develop a plausible interpretation of that cue, based on our 
perceptions of other events or issues. Collective sensemaking occurs when we draw upon 
cognitive scripts (Gioia, 1986), based on our stocks of knowledge or institutionalized beliefs 
about everyday life, to make sense of social interactions (e.g., Berger & Luckmann, 1966; 
Schutz, 1967), while we continue to construct our identity.  

Thus, I believe that managers could draw on their cognitive scripts about IO actors to 
interpret the organization’s IORs. I suggested that managers developed their stocks of knowledge 
about IORs through their own experiences in managing the IORs of their organizations. Further, 
I also argued that managers’ interpretation of the cues they extracted about current and future IO 
partners would reflect elements that various content-based IO theories (e.g., resource-
dependence theory) would propose as significant.  Those interpretations would also continuously 
construct the organization’s identity. Thus, my review of the literature suggested that 
organizational identity acted as a filter or lens through which the manager interpreted external 
actors, and external actors interpreted the actions of the site. At the same time, managers would 
develop an interpretation of potential IO partners that reflected key elements identified by 
content-based IO theories. If we view those groups and organizations as collective social actors, 
it is reasonable to expect that managers would extract and interpret cues about other actors’ 
motives for interacting with the site.  

The empirical exemplar of this theme is Dutton and Dukerich’s (1991) research on the 
interactions between the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, and local homeless 
people. Specifically, this study examined the interrelationship between image (i.e., how the 
organization believed other actors saw them), identity and issue interpretation. The authors 
wanted to develop a framework that explained how organizations adapted to and changed their 
external environment through actions in response to external issues. This case study used five 
sources of data, including open-ended interviews with employees, organizational documents, 
local newspaper and magazine articles, discussions with the Port Authority’s taskforce on 
homelessness, and notes from a one-day training session. Based on this analysis, the authors 
developed a conceptual model that linked identity and image to issue interpretation and 
organizational action. They suggested that the identity and image held by employees of the Port 
Authority both guided and inhibited the interpretation of key environmental events and issues. 
That is, identity and image acted as filters through which members of the Port Authority 
interpreted the external environment. Then, those interpretations influenced the Port Authority’s 
future actions. Dutton and Dukerich argued that, to ensure its image matched its identity as an 
ethical, altruistic organization the Port Authority gradually changed its behaviour toward 
homeless people at its facilities. For example, they built drop-in centres and advocated on their 
behalf.  

The third and final theme I developed is that organizational identity influences the 
outcomes of IORs. Earlier, I had explored the literature on negotiated order, a process-oriented 
perspective that we can use to understand IORs. Within that perspective, Geist (1995) argued 
that organizations could use negotiations to develop a more acceptable identity and thus attract 
needed resources. For example, Levy (1982) told us how hospices for the dying used several 
tactics, such as letters of support, to negotiate identities as healthcare organizations with a 
legitimate need for resources to care for dying people. This is important, because it suggests that 
an organization’s identity, or its unique attributes, may prevent it from forming and maintaining 
successful IORs. That is, identity could hinder the organization’s efforts to form IORs to attain 
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its own goals, such as access to necessary resources. Similarly, as mentioned earlier, Scott and 
Lane (2000) theorized that if an external stakeholder made a negative appraisal of an 
organization’s identity, it could make it difficult for that organization to achieve its goals.  
 Several other empirical sources also supported this theme to a certain extent, as they 
suggested that identity will influence the outcome of interactions among collective social actors 
(e.g., departments, organizations). One of these empirical sources will serve as an exemplar. 
Walpole (2000) looked at the link between identity and development of a successful IOR 
between two departments

 

 in a postsecondary institution, using participant observation and semi-
structured interviews. Specifically, the author studied how isomorphic forces (DiMaggio & 
Powell, 1983) exerted pressure on the library and information science department. The library 
department was formerly oriented toward the library profession, but after its merger with an 
academically-oriented education department, it developed a new, hybrid identity. Walpole 
argued that the library department’s new identity was contextual. Thus, it emphasized academic 
issues when it interacted with members of the education department, while it emphasized 
librarianship when it interacted with members of the library profession. That is, the library 
department altered and contextualized its identity, to develop a successful merger, a specific type 
of IOR.   

The Framework: Identity Construction Through Interorganizational Relations 
 
 The final conceptual framework consists of three main arguments, based primarily on the 
three themes identified in my review of the literature on identity and IORs. With this conceptual 
framework, I am suggesting that identity construction is the key to theorizing about enactment of 
IORs, in a way that allows us to focus on both the processes and content of IORs.  

First, the literature suggests that organizational identity is continuously constructed 
through ongoing interactions with external actors (e.g., Albert & Whetten, 1985; Gioia, 1998). 
Theory tells us that organizations are collective social actors that are engaged in behaviour based 
on their primary motive, purpose or objective (Aldrich, 1999; Brunson & Sahlin-Andersson, 
2000; Crozier & Friedberg, 1995). An organization’s identity, or the meaning that most members 
hold for that organization, provides its motive, purpose or objective. After reviewing the identity 
and IO literature, I developed the belief that each organization’s identity was constructed and 
sometimes contested through its ongoing enactment of its interactions with other social actors in 
its external environment (Scott & Lane, 2000). That is, I believed that the organization had an 
identity that was central as its IORs were enacted.    

Second, the literature also suggests that an organization’s identity acts as a filter or lens 
for interpretation of the interorganizational environment. That is, the organization’s identity 
becomes the context in which the manager interprets the interests or goals of other IO actors 
(Gioia & Thomas, 1998, in Bouchikhi et al.; Dutton & Dukerich, 1991). Thus, the organization’s 
collective identity was pivotal in understanding how the organization identified potential IO 
partners. The manager’s cognitive scripts of interorganizational theory would also influence her 
interpretation of other IO actors’ interests or motives for interacting with the site (Gioia, 1986; 
Weick, 1995).  

For example, reflecting key elements identified in resource dependence theory (Pfeffer & 
Salancik, 1978), the manager might develop interpretations about the organization’s resource 
base, focusing on its dependence on or autonomy from external actors. Thus, she might reflect on 
the organization’s need to access key resources, such as financial assets, from external actors, or 



5 
 

vice versa. Such an interpretation may incorporate an understanding of power-dependence, 
acknowledging the organization’s loss of power through dependence on another actor. She might 
also reflect on ways to manage relationships with external actors, such as developing a mutually 
beneficial IOR with another organization that might allow both entities to achieve their goals.  

Alternatively, a manager’s interpretation of external actors may reflect key elements 
identified in institutional theory (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Thus, we would expect him to reflect 
on the legitimacy of the organization’s IO interactions, or the activities of external actors. For 
example, he might mention certain coercive, normative or mimetic pressures that direct the 
organization to interact in a particular way with external actors. Similarly, the manager might 
discuss the taken-for-granted obligations that the organization, as a public sector organization, 
must exhibit in its IO interactions.  

Finally, a manager’s interpretation of external actors may reflect key elements identified 
in stakeholder theory (Freeman, 1983, 1984). Thus, the manager might attribute certain interests 
to an external stakeholder. For example, she might suggest that a certain actor has economic or 
political interests in furthering an IOR with the organization. In addition, we could expect a 
manager to reflect on the relevance or salience of an IO partner’s claim on the organization. 
More specifically, she might suggest that a certain actor does not have a legitimate claim, that 
one IO partner is more powerful than another, or that an actor has an urgent claim that must be 
addressed quickly (Mitchell, Agle & Wood, 1997).  

Finally, my review of the literature suggests that organizational identity is linked to the 
manager’s interpretation about the success of the organization’s IO interactions. Thus, the 
manager’s interpretation of external actors’ motives will either reconstruct or contest the site’s 
identity (Scott & Lane, 2000). The literature suggests that `successful’ IORs, ones which allow 
an organization to achieve its own goals, will not be formed or maintained with actors that 
contest its organizational identity or understanding of self (Levy, 1982; Skålén, 2004; Walpole, 
2000).  

 
Discussion 

 
This research makes a number of contributions to the literature on interorganizational 

relationships. First, the research developed a new approach to understanding interorganizational 
relations, one that has not been taken up in the literature before. A small amount of literature has 
also addressed the role of identity in IORs (e.g., Dutton & Dukerich, 1991), and even identity 
construction through IORs (e.g., Albert & Whetten, 1985). However, the current approach is 
different, founded on my argument that organizations are collective social actors with unique 
identities (Whetten & Mackey, 2002). Based on my exploration of the literature, I have argued 
that organizations are collective social actors that continuously construct and sometimes contest 
their identity through ongoing interactions with external actors. I have also suggested that an 
organization’s identity becomes the filter or context through which managers interpret the 
interests or goals of interorganizational actors, and thus potential interorganizational partners. I 
argued that managers would draw on their scripts or general knowledge about IO relationships, 
to develop an interpretation of other actors’ motives or interests for interacting with the 
organization. Finally, I argued that organizational identity was linked to a manager’s 
interpretation of the success of its IO interactions.  

The proposed framework is influenced most directly by sensemaking (e.g., Weick, 1995), 
and to a lesser extent, the negotiated order literature (Strauss, Schatzman, Ehrlich, Bucher, & 
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Sabshin, 1963). Thus, it recognizes that understanding or meaning is constructed through social 
interactions, such as those that occur among individuals representing organizations within an 
IOR. It also recognizes the importance of individual interpretations, and adjustments to one’s 
understanding, based on an interpretation of other actors’ understandings about you or your 
organization. However, the sensemaking approach is typically applied at the individual level, to 
explain how we enact our own environment. Little sensemaking literature has focused on 
collective sensemaking of the IO environment. Similarly, the negotiated order literature typically 
focuses on interpersonal interactions, and the negotiation of order within organizations. Neither 
framework provides a strong explanation of the role played by identity in IO processes.  

To a lesser extent, the framework is also influenced by my understanding of the content 
oriented literature (e.g., resource-dependence theory, institutional theory, stakeholder theory). 
Thus, that literature provided several explanations of the different ways that managers might 
interpret the interests or motives of external actors, and why they might choose one potential IO 
partner over another. Of course, these content-based approaches did not allow me to understand 
key IO process. Most importantly, they did not provide a central role for identity.  

Thus, the primary contribution of the proposed framework is the acknowledgement of a 
central role for organizational identity. Indeed, my exploration of the literature, supplemented by 
my initial field observations, led to my view that we must consider identity to fully understand 
IORs. That is, I grew to understand that interorganizational relationships are mediated through 
identity. IORs construct and contest the identity of the site. That organizational identity also 
influences managers’ interpretation of the interests that are held by external actors for engaging 
in IO interactions, and ultimately impacts on the organization’s ability to develop beneficial, 
ongoing IO interactions or exchanges. 

However, my exploration of the various content and process-oriented perspectives 
revealed several insights that also contributed to the development of my understanding that IORs 
are mediated by identity. Thus, my review of the negotiated order literature suggested that 
organizations might use negotiation tactics, such as PR campaigns, to develop a more favourable 
identity and thus potentially attract additional resources from other actors in its external 
environment (e.g., Geist, 1995; Levy, 1982). Within the discursive construction perspective, 
Lawrence, Phillips and Hardy (1999) suggested that individual members of an 
interorganizational domain could try to discursively construct or negotiate a new role or identity 
for themselves. Specifically, through interactions with their social context, they would work to 
associate themselves more closely with the key issues of the IO domain, and thus gain more 
legitimacy and power with that domain. My exploration of the sensemaking literature suggested 
that organizations could develop an understanding of their identity through ongoing IO 
interactions (Ring & Van de Ven, 1994). As an IOR developed, organizations would develop 
shared understandings or expectations about their potential dealings. The actor-network approach 
also contributed to my understanding of IORs as mediated identity. Thus, according to Callon 
(e.g., 1986), a social actor’s identity is constructed through purposive interactions with other 
entities in its actor-world or external environment. Those purposive interactions could include 
the translation of other actors into its actor-network, or into an IOR. For example, during 
interessement of other actors, the organization locks into place the association or IOR between 
itself and another entity (Callon, 1986). Thus, the organization tries to prevent the enrollment of 
that entity into the actor-worlds or IORs of others. 

This study has implications for both research and practice. My research suggests that 
organizational identity provides strong explanatory power for understanding IORs, and future 
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research should continue to examine its role. For example, one study could look at IO dynamics 
from the standpoint of the organization as well as its IO partners. Additional research could 
examine the role of organizational identity in both the private and not-for-profit sectors, and in 
diverse industries. In the field of international management, future research could examine how a 
multinational corporation’s identity mediates its IORs in various cultural contexts. In terms of 
practice, this research suggests to managers that engagement of potential IO partners is most 
likely to occur when the organization’s identity is constructed with characteristics that 
complement the interests, motives and goals of its potential partners. Similarly, managers should 
realize that some external actors will contest their organization’s identity, and thus prevent them 
from achieving organizational goals. My research suggests that they should manage these IO 
relationships carefully. Further, the current research suggests that managers could present 
complementary aspects of their identity to desirable IO partners, to emphasize the mutual 
benefits of forming an IOR. 

 
References 

 
Albert, S. (1998). The definition and metadefinition of identity. In D. A. Whetten & P. C. 

Godfrey (Eds.), Identity in organizations: Building theory through conversations (pp. 1-13), 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  

Albert, S., & Whetten, D. A. (1985). Organizational identity. Research in Organizational 
Behavior, 7, 263-295. 

Aldrich, H. (1999). Organizations evolving. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
Berger, P. L., & Luckmann, T. (1966). The social construction of reality. Toronto, ON: Anchor 

Books. 
Bouchikhi, H., Fiol, C. M., Gioia, D. A., Golden-Biddle, K., Hatch, M. J., Rao, H., et al. (1998). 

The identity of organizations. In D. A. Whetten & P. C. Godfrey (Eds.), Identity in 
organizations: Building theory through conversations (pp. 33-80), Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage. 

Brunsson, N., & Sahlin-Andersson, K. (2000). Constructing organizations: The example of 
public sector reform. Organization Studies, 21, 721-746.  

Callon, M. (1986). Some elements of a sociology of translation: Domestication of the scallops 
and the fishermen of St. Brieuc Bay. In J. Law (Ed.), Power, action and belief: The new 
sociology of knowledge (pp. 196-233). London, UK & Boston, MA: Routledge & Kegan 
Paul. 

Corley, K. G., Gioia, D. A., & Fabbri, T. (2000). Organizational identity in transition over time. 
In C. L. Cooper & D. M. Rousseau (Eds.), Trends in organizational behavior (Vol. 7, pp. 95-
110). Toronto, ON: John Wiley & Sons. 

Crozier, M., & Friedberg, E. (1995). Organizations and collective action: Our contribution to 
organizational analysis. In Research in the sociology of organizations (Vol. 13: pp. 71-92). 
Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

DiMaggio, P. J, & Powell, W. W. (1983). The iron cage revisited: Institutional isomorphism and 
collective rationality in organizational fields. American Sociological Review, 48, 147-160. 

Dutton, J. E., & Dukerich, J. M. (1991). Keeping an eye on the mirror: Image and identity in 
organizational adaptation. Academy of Management Journal, 34, 517-554.  



8 
 

Freeman, R. E. (1983.) Strategic management: A stakeholder approach. Advances in Strategic 
Management, 1, 31-60. 

Freeman, R. E. (1984). Strategic management: A stakeholder approach. Toronto, ON: Copp 
Clark Pitman. 

Geist, P. (1995). Negotiating whose order? Communicating to negotiate identities and revise 
organizational structures. In A. M. Nicotera (Ed.), Conflict and organizations: 
Communicative processes (pp. 45-64). Albany, NY: State University of New York Press.  

Gioia, D. A. (1986). Symbols, scripts, and sensemaking: Creating meaning in the organizational 
experience. In H. P. Sims, & D. A. Gioia (Eds.), The thinking organization: Dynamics of 
organizational social cognition (pp. 49-74). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Gioia, D.A. (1998). From individual to organizational identity. In D. A. Whetten & P. C. 
Godfrey (Eds.), Identity in organizations: Building theory through conversations (pp. 17-31), 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  

Lawrence, T. B., Phillips, N., & Hardy, C. (1999). Towards a relational theory of organizational 
collaboration. In S. R. Clegg, E. Ibarra-Colado & L. Bueno-Rodriquez (Eds.), Global 
management: Universal theories and local realities (pp. 246-264). Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage.  

Levy, J. A. (1982). The staging of negotiations between hospice and medical institutions. Urban 
Life, 11, 293-311.  

McKinney, R., & Kahn, H. (2004). Lottery funding and changing organizational identity in the 
UK voluntary sector. Voluntas: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit 
Organizations, 15, 1-19.  

Mead, G. H. (1962). Mind, self and society (C. W. Morris, Ed.). Chicago, IL: The University of 
Chicago Press. (Original work published 1934)  

Meyer, J. W., & Rowan, B. (1977). Institutionalized organizations: Formal structure as myth and 
ceremony. American Journal of Sociology, 83, 340-363. 

Mitchell, R. K., Agle, B. R., & Wood, D. J. (1997). Toward a theory of stakeholder identification 
and salience: Defining the principle of who and what really counts. Academy of Management 
Review, 22, 853-886. 

Pfeffer, J., & Salancik, G. R. (1978). The external control of organizations: A resource 
dependence perspective. New York, NY: Harper & Row. 

Ring, P. S., & Van de Ven, A. H. (1994). Developmental processes of cooperative 
interorganizational relationships. Academy of Management Review, 19, 90-118. 

Schutz, (1967). The phenomenology of the social world. Evanston, IL: Northwestern University 
Press. 

Scott, S. G. & Lane, V. R. (2000). A stakeholder approach to organizational identity. Academy of 
Management Review, 25, 43-62.  

Skålén, P. (2004). New public management reform and the construction of organizational 
identities. The International Journal of Public Sector Management, 17, 251-263.  

Strauss, A. L., Schatzman, L., Ehrlich, D., Bucher, R., & Sabshin, M. (1963). The hospital and 
its negotiated order. In E. Friedson (Ed.), The hospital in modern society (pp. 147-169). 
London, UK: Collier-Macmillan Limited. 



9 
 

Walpole, M. (2000). Under construction: Identity and isomorphism in the merger of a library and 
information science school and an education school. The Library Quarterly, 70, 423-445.  

Weick, K. E. (1995). Sensemaking in organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Whetten, D. A., & Mackey, A. (2002). A social actor conception of organizational identity and 

its implications for the study of organizational reputation. Business & Society, 41, 393-414.  


	Identity Construction Through Interorganizational Relations:
	A Conceptual Framework
	Abstract
	The Framework: Identity Construction Through Interorganizational Relations
	The final conceptual framework consists of three main arguments, based primarily on the three themes identified in my review of the literature on identity and IORs. With this conceptual framework, I am suggesting that identity construction is the key...


