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Reflexivity in Organization and Management Theory: 
A Study of the Production of the Research “Subject” 

Abstract 
 

In this paper, we draw on actor-network theory to reflexively investigate the role of the 

researcher and the research community in the production of a research subject. We review 

our earlier work, which explores how the dynamics of refugee systems help to produce the 

research subject — in this case, the refugee. We then use ideas from actor network theory 

(ANT) to move beyond the more conventional institutional and discursive analyses that are 

used in these articles. We include not just the activities of actors in the refugee system in our 

analysis, but also our own activities as researchers, as well as those of the broader research 

community. We use the concept of translation to explore the role of these actors in the 

processes of social construction that produce refugees as a subject of academic study, which 

is related to, but distinct from, the “social” subject produced in the social setting under study. 

Generalizing from our own research experience, we argue for a reconceptualization of 

reflexivity in organization and management theory, which moves beyond the common view 

of heroic individuals struggling to understand and manage their role in their research towards 

an understanding of reflexivity as involving the research community as a whole. 

 

KEY WORDS: reflexivity, actor-network-theory, organization and management theory, 

research methods 



Introduction 

In this paper, we reflexively explore the role of the researcher and research 

community in the production of research subjects. Using our own work on refugees as a 

research site, we explore how the “refugee” as a research subject is produced through a 

complex process of social construction involving ourselves, the various groups within the 

refugee determination system, and the wider research community. In reflexively studying the 

production of our own research, we draw on actor network theory (ANT) to present the 

engagements between a network of actors, which includes ourselves, interviewees, as well as 

specific members of the research community such as individual editors, reviewers and 

journals. In this way, we extend work on reflexivity in organization and management theory 

(OMT) to provide a framework allowing us to incorporate the research site, the researcher 

and the research community in our analysis.  

Work on reflexivity and the social production of scientific “facts” is well developed in 

areas like the sociology of science and social science methodology (e.g., Clifford and 

Marcus, 1986; Latour, 1987; Woolgar, 1988; Ashmore, 1989; Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992; 

Mulkay, 1992; Marcus, 1994; Denzin and Lincoln, 1994). These issues have, however, 

attracted far less attention in OMT, although this interest is increasing (e.g., Willmott, 1993; 

Linstead, 1994; Chia, 1996; Hatch, 1996; Alvesson, 1999; Holland, 1999). Some work has 

reflected on the nature of theorizing and the status of truth in the field of organization studies 

(e.g., Astley, 1984; Sandelands and Drazin, 1989; Mauws and Phillips, 1995; Kaghan and 

Phillips, 1998). Other work has deconstructed classic texts to show their hidden assumptions 

and strategic use of language (e.g., Kilduff, 1993; Calás and Smircich, 1991). The 

development and progression of particular areas of research such as strategy (Knights and 

Morgan, 1991) and culture (Smircich and Calás, 1987) have also been the subject of reflexive 
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interrogation. Another interest has been the use of rhetorical devices by researchers in 

carrying out research and how this affects the results of research (e.g., Linstead, 1994) and 

the likelihood of publication (e.g., Watson, 1995).  

While these approaches to reflexivity vary, most aim at conducting research in a way 

that turns back upon, and takes account of, itself (e.g., Hardy and Clegg, 1997; Chia, 1996; 

Holland, 1999). Reflexive research in the organizational literature has emphasized the 

inclusion of the researcher in the subject matter he or she is trying to understand. 

Consequently, studies have paid particular attention to the relationship between the 

researcher and the research subject (e.g., Jeffcutt, 1994; Hatch, 1996; Easterby-Smith and 

Malina, 1999) and, particularly, the limitations of researchers in representing the subjects 

under study and their effect on the creation of “knowledge”. Drawing on ANT, however, we 

show that, to conduct reflexive research in organization and management theory, we cannot 

confine our attention to the relationship between researchers and the research subject, but 

must also examine the relationship between researchers and the research network of which 

they are a part. 

Our interest, therefore, is in extending approaches to reflexivity in OMT that focus on 

the role of the researcher. Our analysis makes a number of contributions. First, using ANT, 

we present an empirical study of the production of organizational research to explore the role 

of several actors in the production of knowledge and to understand how the resulting research 

subject was shaped by these dynamics. Second, this approach enables us to differentiate 

between the refugee as a subject in the refugee system and the refugee as a subject of 

research. The former emerges at the intersection of struggles between actors in the refugee 

system. The latter is produced by a broader network that includes the strategies of researchers 

and the protocols of the research community. While this differentiation has been drawn 

before, ANT provides another way to understand, and even more importantly to explore, this 
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difference. Third, by understanding the differences between social and research subjects, we 

are better placed to engage in reflexive research and to ascertain the effects of our research on 

our research sites. Understanding more clearly the way in which the researcher and research 

community shape the production of the research subject provides a basis for understanding 

how our constructions affect the social worlds that we study. Fourth, based on our 

exploration of our own work, we present an alternative definition of reflexivity that 

emphasizes the role of the research community in the research process and therefore points to 

the way in which reflexivity is largely a community level concern.  

The paper is organized as follows. We first discuss the growing interest and concern 

with reflexivity in the organization and management literature. We then outline some ideas 

from ANT that we find useful in exploring the production of research. Third, we briefly 

describe the findings of our earlier work on refugees. We then adopt a “reflexive” approach 

to show how we, as researchers, and the research community are implicated in the production 

of research. Finally, we present and discuss some ramifications of our study for research in 

organization and management theory. 

Reflexivity 

Reflexivity involves reflecting on the way in which research is carried out and 

understanding how the process of doing research shapes its outcomes (Holland, 1999). It has 

appeared in the literature in a number of guises. According to Linstead (1994), a lack of 

reflexivity from a positivistic point of view has been generally equated with the existence of 

bias on the part of the researcher. Bias is assumed to distort the “true” picture and should, 

therefore, be eliminated. 

Given the customary assumption that the scientific community has achieved 
knowledge which is closely and increasingly ‘isomorphic to the structure of 
reality’, it has been seen to follow necessarily that the members of that 
community have been predominantly open-minded, distinterested, impartial, 
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independent, self-critical, and so on, in their intellectual endeavours (Mulkay, 
1992: 63). 

 Within interpretative social science, similar pressures appeared during the 1950s, 1960s, and 

1970s (Denzin and Lincoln, 1994). Consequently, the rigorous methods of researchers like 

Campbell and Stanley (1963), Becker (1970), and Glaser and Strauss (1967) were advocated 

as ways to produce valid, reliable and objective research accounts even in the case of 

qualitative work. The responsibility of researchers was to declare their biases and to make all 

attempts to remove them from their work using whatever techniques were available. 

Over time, however, many social scientists came to the conclusion that the quest for 

objectivity in research was hopeless (Gouldner, 1970). They believed that the values of 

researchers could never be eradicated from their work and no amount of methodological 

technique or declarations of bias could strip them of their theoretical presuppositions 

(Linstead, 1994).  

From the newer philosophical perspective there is no value in identifying a set 
of social norms which is designed to minimise distortion; partly because 
science is not conceived as an enterprise concerned with the definite 
representation, but also because it would be assumed that the meaning of 
normative principles would vary in accordance with changes in interpretive 
context (Mulkay, 1992:65-6). 

Reflexivity thus became less concerned with removing biases than with rendering them 

visible though personal disclosure, so that readers could take them into account.  

However, even this approach to reflexivity met with criticism. First, it was seen as a 

device to invite trust on the part of readers who had inadequate information or time to verify 

the research account. Second, it was argued that complete self-knowledge was unattainable 

— the idea that the researchers could increase the objectivity of their work by revealing 

aspects of themselves was undermined by the fact that such accounts are inherently highly 

subjective. Third, this approach still assumes that the researcher is passive and exhorts them 

to behave as though bias does not exist when, in fact, it does (see Linstead, 1994). As this 
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questioning continued, key assumptions of researchers started to break down. For example, 

qualitative research had been based on the idea that: 

qualified, competent observers can with objectivity, clarity, and precision 
report on their own observations of the social world, including the 
observations of others. Second, researchers have held to a belief in a real 
subject, or real individual, who is present in the world and able, in some form, 
to report on his or her experiences (Denzin and Lincoln, 1994: 11-12). 

The growth of postmodern and poststructuralist work undermined both these premises — that 

subjects could exist in any “real” sense (e.g., Rorty, 1989; Gergen, 1991) and that researchers 

could objectively report on them. There were, then, no objective observations, only 

observations that were socially situated in the worlds of the observer and the observed (e.g., 

Denzin and Lincoln, 1994; Chia, 1996).   

Writers in OMT became increasingly concerned about the question of authorial 

identity (e.g., Parker, 1992) and the tendency of researchers to speak for — and take over — 

their research subject (e.g., Jeffcutt, 1994). “Confessional melodramas” started to emerge in 

which the researcher presented the particularity of his or her experience and declared their 

authorial personality (Jeffcutt, 1994: 250). They did so not to reveal bias so that it might be 

discounted, nor to create trust concerning the author’s reliability as a research instrument, 

but, instead, to present their experiences for interpretation by the reader (Linstead, 1994). 

Researchers interrogate their own world as well as that of their subjects and 
generate new insights by investigating interruptions. Their research is neither 
self nor subject oriented but is concerned with the dialectics of the relationship 
(Linstead, 1994: 1327). 

Reflexivity in these circumstances helped to open up research to multiple readings and to 

highlight that any research text was merely one representation among many possible 

representations (Jermier 1985). It also aimed at increasing the researcher’s capacity to 

become involved in the experience under investigation and to allow the reader a voice in 

constructing meaning (Linstead, 1994). In contesting the de-humanization of social science 
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associated with the scientific method, this form of reflexive research was increasingly drawn 

towards the humanities, as social scientists became more self-consciousness about their 

writing, pursuing reflexivity by using fiction, narrative, metaphor, and media (e.g., 

Richardson, 1994; O’Connor, 1995; Phillips, 1995; Hatch, 1996). 

Critics have argued, however, that this approach to reflexivity has tended to draw 

attention away from the research subject and to refocus it on the researcher as subject (Clegg 

and Hardy, 1996). The interest in the researcher has also led to neglect concerning the 

research community of which the researcher is a part. The researcher is seen as a form of hero 

(Jeffcutt, 1994) — a free agent, who is largely disconnected from the professional networks 

of individuals and institutions in which they are embedded. Yet, as Jeffcutt (1994) 

acknowledges, the research “quest” is shaped by the need to submit doctoral theses, publish 

articles, appear at conferences, etc. The researcher is subjected to and resistant against the 

controls embedded in the research process, and neither the research subject nor the researcher 

can escape them (Hardy and Clegg, 1997).  

This broader approach indicates that knowledge is not created by the actions of 

individual researchers but by multiple interactions within research communities. As studies in 

the sociology of science have shown, scientific facts are produced not only by the aggregated 

actions of different researchers, but also institutionalized practices, channels of 

dissemination, gatekeepers, universities, research councils, etc. As Latour (1987: 29) points 

out, the construction of facts is a collective process (e.g., Latour and Woolgar, 1979; Knorr-

Cetina, 1981; Mulkay, 1992; Kaghan and Phillips, 1998).  

Knowledge is not something that people possess in their heads, but rather, 
something that people do together (Gergen, 1991: 270). 

Our interest, therefore, is not only in how researchers impact upon the research process and 

shape its outcomes, but also in the role played by the wider research community. 
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In summary, we are interested in reflexivity in terms of understanding the role of the 

research process in producing the subjects of that research, as well as the ways in which 

processes and actors produce and stabilize the “facts” that constitute research. To be reflexive 

in this way, we must include an analysis of the researcher and of the research community. 

Actor Network Theory 

We draw on ANT (e.g., Callon and Latour 1981; Callon 1986; Latour 1987; Law, 

1991; 1994; Law and Hassard, 1999) to develop a framework encompassing researchers, 

research community and research subjects alike. ANT is particularly useful in this case as it 

explicitly challenges conventional categories of actors and has been widely applied to social 

studies of science. From this perspective, any analysis must include a consideration of the 

networks of actors involved in the production of research: the actors in the domain under 

investigation; the researchers carrying out the study; and the broader research community in 

which the research is produced and disseminated. 

While we draw on several ideas from ANT, our goal in this paper is not to contribute 

to the development of ANT but, rather, to contribute to the ongoing discussion of reflexivity 

in OMT. We therefore draw selectively from ANT, while retaining a stronger view of agency 

than often appears in the ANT literature and focusing primarily on human actors.1 We also 

adopt a different focus than is commonly adopted in the actor network research by studying 

ourselves and our role in the production of the research subject instead of stopping our 

analysis at the boundary of our own research analysis (Nowotny, 1990). For example, when 

studying the role of researchers in the domestication of scallops in St. Brieuc Bay, Callon 

(1986) ended his analysis without including himself and his research project in the analysis.  

1 While Law (1999) and Latour (1999) have reservations, other writers, such as Newton (1996), have used a 
similar approach to us in extending the discussion of agency and collapsing the social and natural worlds in ANT 
(also see Star, 1991; Lee and Brown, 1994). 
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[T]he notion of ‘constructed reality’ which is frequently used as a means of 
legitimizing the authenticity of organizational accounts is rarely ‘turned back’ 
on the researchers/writers themselves. Their own accounts are presented as if 
they have been somehow been able to avoid socially constructing the claims 
they themselves make (Chia, 1996: 84). 

In this paper, we therefore expand our earlier analyses of refugees — which hinge on the 

notion of a socially constructed reality — to include our own research activities (see Woolgar 

and Ashmore, 1988) viewed through the lens of ANT. 

Actor-network theory hinges on the concept of translation where “a few obtain the 

right to express and to represent the many silent actors of the social and natural worlds they 

have mobilized”. Researchers following this approach examine “the way in which actors are 

defined, associated and simultaneously obliged to remain faithful to their alliances” (Callon 

1986: 224). There are four stages of translation during which the identities and relationships 

of other actors are defined and consolidated in ways that commit them to actions that 

reinforce the central position of the translating actor. During problematization, actors seek to 

become indispensable by defining the “problems” of other actors and suggesting how they 

would be solved by passing through “obligatory passage points”. These obligatory passage 

points form a system of associations that define the identities and goals of participants in 

ways that reaffirm the centrality of the translating actors. Interessement comprises a series of 

processes by which actors lock all other actors into the roles proposed for them during 

problematization, thereby stabilizing identities and goals. Since identities emerge in a 

competitive arena, actors build barriers to keep out other identities. Enrolment comprises a 

set of strategies in which actors encourage participation, obtain consent, and address 

resistance through seduction, transaction, discussion etc. Mobilization refers to methods that 

ensure representatives of the various collectivities will, in fact, be followed by them.  

These strategies help to create convergence by locking actors into the network. The 

more fixed or stable it appears, the more “real” and durable it becomes, and the less 
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controversy and ambiguity are evident (Newton, 1996). The aim, then, is to put relations 

between actors into “black boxes” where they become a matter of indifference — scientific 

“facts”, technical artefacts, modes of thought, habits, forces, objects (Latour, 1987).  

Before the elements dominated by the actor could escape in any direction, but 
now this is no longer possible. Instead of swarms of possibilities, we find lines 
of force, obligatory passing points, directions and deductions (Callon and 
Latour, 1981: 286-7). 

We will use these ideas to explore our own research on refugees. Before doing so, we will 

briefly present this research in the next section. 

Research on Refugees 

In this case, our own research on refugees, including this paper, represents our 

research site. We therefore provide an overview of the findings of our earlier work on refugee 

systems and the production of refugees (e.g., Hardy 1994; Phillips and Hardy 1997; Hardy 

and Phillips 1998, 1999; Lawrence and Hardy 1999). We begin by outlining the methodology 

used in the study. We then describe the “official” story of how refugees are produced. 

Finally, we briefly recount the results of our research that challenge this official story to 

argue that refugee systems and refugees are the products of complex processes of social 

construction. 

Methodology 

Our work has examined refugee systems in three countries — Canada, the UK and 

Denmark. The 1948 United Nations (UN) Universal Declaration of Human Rights asserts that 

individuals have the right to seek asylum from persecution in other countries. The UN’s 1951 

Geneva Convention defines refugees as people who have left their own country because of a 

well-founded fear of persecution for reasons such as race, religion, nationality, political 

opinion, etc. The refugee system thus represents the policy domain (Laumann and Knoke, 
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1987) that determines the status of refugee claimants and assists in the settlement of those 

individuals granted asylum. It encompasses the formation and implementation of policies and 

practices related to the rights of individuals to claim asylum; the procedures whereby 

claimants are awarded asylum; and the support provided to claimants and refugees. It is an 

interorganizational domain (Gray, 1989) or institutional field (Warren et al, 1974) that 

includes a number of government, nongovernment (NGO) and refugee organizations, in 

addition to individual refugees. 

We employed a qualitative methodology (e.g., Gray 1989; Altheide 1988) in order to 

“understand the distribution of power, conflicts and concerns of interest, and the dynamics of 

their interaction” in these interorganizational domains (Brown 1980: 201). Eighty-six 

interviews were conducted (all in English, apart from two translations in Denmark), with 

public servants, politicians, NGO officials and refugees between 1990 and 1995. The 

interviews lasted between one and three hours and were tape-recorded. Every interviewee was 

guaranteed anonymity. We also examined documentary and archival evidence that included 

government statistics, annual reports, a variety of published documentation, reports of 

parliamentary speeches in the UK and Canada, as well as newspaper articles.  

Refugee Production: The “Official” Story 

Most refugees seeking asylum find shelter in refugee camps in neighbouring 

countries, often administered by the United Nations High Commission for Refugees 

(UNHCR). Some, however, flee further afield and arrive in Europe, North America or 

Australia. Upon entering a country, these individuals claim asylum and enter the country’s 

refugee system. This system will determine their status, decide whether they will be given 

refuge, and on what conditions. According to the official story, individuals are determined to 
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be refugees as a result of a quasi-legal process, during which refugee claimants or their 

representatives present their case to officials who make a judgement of that claim. 

In the UK, civil servants in the Asylum Division of the Home Office hear the cases of 

individuals who request asylum. Two categories of asylum exist: full refugee status and 

exceptional leave to remain, which confer different rights concerning settlement and 

citizenship although neither category confers the immediate right to permanent residence. 

The central NGO, in terms of providing advice and non-legal services to refugees is the 

British Refugee Council, a government-funded umbrella body; the Refugee Legal Centre, 

another government-funded NGO, provides the majority of refugees with legal 

representation. A number of small, but active, refugee organizations provide advice and 

support to individual refugees. Some of these organizations are members of the British 

Refugee Council, while others are members of the Refugee Forum, which contests the right 

of white-run NGOs to represent refugees. 

Individuals claiming asylum in Canada undergo a hearing conducted by members of 

the Immigration and Refugee Board. Private lawyers and solicitors and members of NGOs 

often represent individual refugees. Once awarded asylum, refugees usually obtain landed 

immigrant (permanent residence) status and may apply for citizenship in and qualify for the 

same rights as other immigrants. The Canadian Council for Refugees represents over 100 

NGOs across the country. Refugee organizations are less common than in the UK, but one 

organization we examined was the Ghanaian Refugee Union, which secured representation 

on the Council’s executive committee and helped to create the Montreal Coalition of 

Refugees.  

In Denmark, the Directorate for Aliens initially hears refugees’ claims for asylum. If 

the Directorate does not grant asylum, the case is referred to the Refugee Board, where a 

tribunal chaired by a judge, with representatives from the Danish Refugee Council (the main 
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NGO), various ministries and the Bar Association, hears the claim and decides whether or not 

to grant asylum. Refugees awarded asylum in Denmark secure permanent residence and most 

of the same rights as Danish citizens. Unlike the other two countries, refugees undergo an 18-

month integration program during which time they receive government support. Refugee 

organizations are virtually non-existent in Denmark. 

Refugee Production: The “Unofficial” Story 

Our research challenges this official story — that refugees are produced as a result of 

a rational decision making process that examines the “facts” and seeks to determine the 

“true” status of those individuals claiming asylum. It argues that the official story glosses 

over much of the experience of becoming a subject called a refugee. Refugees exist in a “no 

man’s land” where various organizational processes define their contested identity, whether 

as “refugee”, “immigrant”, “citizen”, “economic migrant” or “deportee”. To claim refugee 

status is to submit to processes that grant or deny membership of organizationally contrived 

categorizations. It is all too evident, then, that the identity of refugees is not “given” but is a 

“transparent” example (Eisenhardt 1989) of complex processes of social production. Thus the 

study of refugees is particularly helpful in our analysis of the social production of identity. 

Our research draws attention to the existence of three broad stakeholder groups in 

refugee systems — government, NGOs and refugee organizations — with different and often 

conflicting interests. By examining these stakeholders and the interactions between them, we 

are better placed to understand the nature of refugee systems in general and the process of 

refugee production in particular. For example, bridging organizations, such as refugee 

councils, mediate the relationship between the core and periphery of these activist domains in 

different ways. These relationships shape and are shaped by the values, culture and strategies 
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of the various organizations and have important implications for the different ways in which 

refugees are constituted (Lawrence and Hardy, 1999).  

Our research has also demonstrated that power and politics are inseparable from the 

processes of social construction which create refugee systems. The ability to influence these 

systems depends on having access to formal authority, control over key resources, or the 

ability to discursively manage legitimacy. When a lack of resources and formal authority 

reduces the prospects of influence, discursive legitimacy provides a way for ostensibly less 

powerful organizations — such as refugee organizations — to ensure recognition and 

participation in the domain. While formal authority and resource dependency may provide 

some organizations with a measure of control within an existing institutional frame, 

discursive processes can enable organizations to modify or maintain the institutional frame 

within which traditional power is exercised. So, while the government ostensibly has 

considerable power through its formal authority and control of resources — primarily the 

enactment of legislation and the administration of the determination system — other 

organizations participate in the production of refugees through their discursive activities 

(Phillips and Hardy, 1997).  

Our studies show specifically how the concept of a “refugee” is discursively 

constituted as individual organizations struggle to establish a particular understanding of a 

“refugee” conducive to their goals and interests. So, for example, individual organizations 

construct refugees as “genuine” or “economic” and “dependent” or “autonomous.” Discursive 

activities by the government tend to construct refugees as economic migrants and bogus 

claimants, which justifies its role in limiting access and developing determination procedures 

to “weed out” abusers. NGOs and refugee organizations tend to challenge the construction of 

this refugee identity. Their organizational existence rests on providing the support and 

protection that genuine refugees deserve.  
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Similarly, the stereotypical view of refugees as helpless, defenceless individuals, in 

desperate need of protection and care has a distinct advantage for the government in that it 

provides further justification of the determination process. While the creation of painstaking 

measures to keep people out of the country seems misplaced if those individuals are 

contributing members of society, controls are vindicated if needy refugees are likely become 

a “drain” on the country’s resources. This identity also benefits NGOs, whose existence — 

and funding — is justified by dispensing services to “clients” who are unable to look after 

themselves. However, it threatens refugee organizations, which promote the identity of an 

autonomous, competent, capable, self-reliant refugee and seek to undermine the existence of 

NGOs and their right to speak on behalf of refugees (Phillips and Hardy, 1997).  

Thus a struggle emanates between various organizations in the refugee system, whose 

discursive activities are closely linked to their different interests.  

Thus government is in the “business” of determination, which is enhanced by 
juxtaposing deserving refugees against “economic migrants”; the latter to be 
unmasked by the determination system. White-led NGOs that speak and 
advocate on behalf of refugees are in the “business” of service provision, 
which is enhanced by refugees as needy “clients” to whom professionals can 
dispense services. Refugee community organizations are in the “business” of 
self-help, which is enhanced by refugees as fully functioning and equal 
‘members’ of society (Hardy and Phillips, 1997: 11) 

These discursive struggles do not only occur at the organizational level: they are also 

influenced by broader discourses that exist at the societal level. For example, local activities 

are shaped by broader struggles between the discourses of human rights and sovereignty, and 

between paternalism and empowerment. In addition, broader discourses provide resources for 

actors. For example, strategies used by the government to promote the concept of sovereignty 

could draw on immigration discourses that portrayed refugees as frauds. Strategies used by 

NGOs to advance human rights and paternalism could draw on discursive depictions of the 

government as incompetent, corrupt and cruel, and portraits of the immigration system as too 
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slow, too tough and inconsistent. Refugee strategies to advocate empowerment were 

hampered, however, in that immigration discourses provided no compatible images. 

Consequently, we might expect to see refugees attempt to draw on other discourses, such as 

community empowerment, race, and political correctness in order to find a subject position 

from which to influence the refugee system. Thus complex intertextual and interdiscursive 

relations surround and permeate refugee systems, shaping the activities that go on within 

them (Hardy and Phillips, 1999).  

In summary, a “conventional” analysis shows how struggles between multiple, 

competing translations by actors, which take place at different levels, produce the refugee 

subject. At the broadest level, the idea of a refugee is defined through an ongoing discursive 

process involving a wide range of actors. At a more micro level, a subset of organizations 

engage in specific discursive activities, which are influenced by various broader discourses. 

A Reflexive Approach  

The previous analysis shows that there is no single refugee subject but, rather, 

multiple, fragmented refugee subjects that are socially and organizationally constituted 

through the shifting networks of the domain. While offering insights into the construction of 

identity, this analysis remains “conventional” in that we have assumed the traditional 

privilege of the researcher to tell the reader about refugees. We have focused only on the 

network of actors in the refugee system but, as our study was designed, executed, written up 

and published, another network was implicated — that of the research community of which 

we are a part. To understand the role of these particular actors, a more reflexive analysis is 

required. 

We use actor-network theory to provide a more reflexive approach. It includes an 

examination of our activities — the researchers who carried out this study — as well as those 
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of the research community who acted as reviewers, editors, readers, and who wrote the 

papers and books we drew on in framing our studies as legitimate management research. We 

explore the struggles between different actors engaged in translation strategies, in this case, 

our interviewees, ourselves as the researchers, and the research community. We focus on the 

four stages of translation, during which identities and relationships of the actors are defined. 

Problematization refers to the ways in which actors become indispensable by defining the 

“problem.” Interessement alludes to the processes by actors are locked into particular roles. 

Enrolment strategies obtain consent and address resistance. Mobilization secures members’ 

support for representatives of the various collectivities.  

We explore how the resulting research subject is the product of this wide network of 

actors all acting strategically to control the production of “facts.” As a result, the research 

“products” — published papers — bear only a limited resemblance to our original intentions. 

Our interest in refugee rights and empowerment was translated into work on collaboration, 

the discursive construction of identity and, finally, reflexivity. While we have a degree of 

agency, the networks in which we are embedded help shape our translation. The need to 

appeal to the actors in the refugee domain and the broader research community — the need to 

pass through a range of obligatory passage points — results in our research being translated 

by other actors, including interviewees and the research community.  

Interviewees 

For us to represent our research subjects to the research community, we relied on 

actors in the refugee system to represent the refugee system to us. From an actor network 

perspective, the interviewees translated the researchers. The problem from the perspective of 

these interviewees was the promotion of their particular “story” about the refugee system. 

Thus the interview became an obligatory passage point through which we as researchers had 
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to pass if we were to learn the interviewee’s story of the system. Attempts were made to fix 

identities: we were sympathetic observers who were willing to work hard to “get it right”; 

interviewees were truthful participants helping us in our pursuit of verifiable knowledge.  

[Micro-sociological research] sees such data as unspecified collaborative 
products created during the interview in accordance with the practical 
procedures and background assumptions of participating actors (Knorr-Cetina, 
1981: 13). 

In our interviews, other identities were also implicated. For example, when the interviewee 

was a government decision-maker, refugees were likely to be constructed as potential liars, 

while decision-makers were honourable public servants. If the interviewee was a refugee, 

refugees were represented as genuine victims, decision-makers were often ill informed, and 

NGOs often paternalistic. If the interviewee was a NGO representative, refugees were often 

constructed as clients to whom NGOs tried to dispense important services, usually hampered 

by inadequate government funding and racist attitudes among decision makers.  

Our consent was obtained through enrolment strategies that showed how refugee 

issues were fundamentally related to legitimate concerns — for example, to sovereignty, as in 

the case of decision-makers, or to humanitarianism in the case of NGOs and refugees. 

Mobilization occurred as the interviewees helped to bolster our credibility with the research 

community by providing access to anecdotes, reports, statistical information and other 

interviewees that, in turn, further legitimized our research. In this way, the interviewee’s 

story about the refugee system was more likely to secure wider acceptance.  

Researchers 

Our translation strategies are directed at both the research subjects whom we 

interview and members of the research community reading this paper. Like all empirical 

researchers, we must deal simultaneously with two translation strategies. On the one hand, 

we must develop a translation strategy to deal with the network of actors that make up our 
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research study, while on the other we must develop a strategy to deal effectively with the 

research community, members of which will (hopefully) publish and read our results. It is 

this need to manage two translation strategies that characterizes the role of the researcher, and 

it is out of the tension and compromise of these two strategies that empirical research arises.  

In translating our research with reference to interviewees, our aim was to ensure that 

they participated in our interviews, answered our questions, and provided the information that 

we needed. In this regard, our task was not onerous — we required a couple of hours of their 

time and the answers to a few questions. If interviewees provided access to reports or to other 

actors, then so much the better. We thus problematized the issue in the following way: as 

researchers, we were representing their domain to other academics and, insofar as 

interviewees wanted to ensure that their story was represented, they had to participate in our 

interviews. Thus we became an indispensable part, for a brief while at least, of the process. 

We then stabilized identities, particularly our own — as legitimate, scientific researchers 

from reputable universities who were, at the same time, sympathetic to the views of our 

interviewees.  

The identity of our interviewees was stabilized as passive research subjects with a 

story to tell, willing to talk honestly and insightfully, but not to intervene in our research. We 

wanted to frame them, not the other way round. We tried to enrol them by saying that the 

research was useful, that it was important to participate if they wanted their interests 

represented, and by implying that they were good citizens by participating in the scientific 

research, and bad ones if they did not. Finally, we mobilized through our selection of certain 

“key” actors who represented the “main” interest groups. The task was relatively easy as 

those who might disagree with the quotations and statements made by their “representatives” 

are unlikely to be reading Human Relations: they are immobilized by their absence. In this 

regard, our strategies match those of other researchers: 
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Though I clearly empathized with, sought to empower and indeed suffered for 
my support of, the disadvantaged in the setting, my summative account was 
staged as a dramatized monologue. The voices of other indigenous participants 
in the setting, that I so carefully recorded, were indeed extensively presented 
“verbatim” in the text. However, the presence of these indigenous voices, 
though apparently dialogic was in actuality dramatic, in which their 
contribution had been selected and staged as typifications of a culture to be 
represented (Jeffcutt, 1994: 251). 

To achieve our aims in relation to the research community, we must translate our 

research in a way that makes this paper — and others — an obligatory passage point through 

which readers must pass. This requires a strategic frame for the paper — refugees are not a 

typical or particularly compelling topic of study in the organization and management 

literature. In fact, two initial attempts to secure research funding for a study of refugees were 

rejected by the Canadian Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council. Funding was 

only finally secured when the project was presented as part of a larger program of study on 

“collaboration”. Hence many of our papers focus on collaboration in interorganizational 

domains (e.g., Hardy, 1994; Hardy and Phillips, 1998). In other words, to learn about 

collaboration, readers of these papers had to pass through this study of refugees. 

The current paper attempts to make reflexivity its obligatory passage point. Using the 

existing literature, we focus on the importance of reflexivity in organization studies. Citing a 

range of published articles, including recent Human Relations articles on reflexivity 

(Linstead, 1994; Holland, 1999), we claim that our interest is “in approaches to reflexivity in 

OMT” and make a case for our contribution to this discussion. Then, by citing refugees as a 

“transparent” example (Eisenhardt, 1989), as we did in our methodology, we ensure that they 

become an integral part of this paper. In doing so, we establish a new identity for refugees, 

who are now subjects produced by particular organizational processes. As researchers of 

refugee systems, we establish our own, indispensable identities  — only we can show how an 

organizational system produces refugee subjects. Thus we become the lynchpin of an alliance 
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that binds together those who represent the organizational studies research community and 

those who populate refugee systems: before our intervention, these networks existed but were 

not usually connected to each other. 

Interessement requires that alternative identities that might challenge our 

problematization be barred from the discussion. So interviewees who might resist this 

categorization speak only through our fabrication; others are silenced — simply not 

interviewed, not quoted, and not cited. More difficult is the need to ensure that only the 

“right” reviewers and readers read our work. In doing this, it is important to locate ourselves 

in specific conversations about reflexivity (those in OMT), while distancing ourselves from 

other conversations about reflexivity (e.g., in the sociology of knowledge) to ensure the 

appropriate reviewers and readers.  

No matter how numerous and how well stacked are its resources, an article has 
not got a chance if it is read just by any passing reader. Naturally, most of the 
readership has been defined by the medium, the title, the references, the 
figures and technical details. Still, even with the remainder it is still at the 
mercy of malevolent readers. In order to defend itself the text has to explain 
how and by whom it should be read. It comes, so to speak, with its own user’s 
notive, or legend (Latour, 1987: 52). 

For example, compared to the treatment of reflexivity in science and technology studies, our 

approach is “rather naïve”, as one reviewer pointed out. Thus, we must make clear that our 

focus is on OMT. 

Similarly, we must ensure that researchers more familiar with refugee systems, 

immigration policies and international law are not in a position to resist our story. Thus we 

submit this paper to Human Relations and not to Refugee, The Journal of Refugee Studies or 

International Migration Review.2 We position ourselves so that we alone speak for our 

2 Research conducted under the rubric of “refugee studies” as opposed to organization studies, has examined 
determination procedures often from a legal perspective (e.g., Gammeltoft-Hansen 1985; Goodwin-Gill 1978; 
1983; Grahl-Madsen 1972, 1983; Leibowitz 1983 ; MacDonald 1989; Martin 1988; Scanlan and Loescher 1983; 
Zolberg 1988; Zucker 1983a,1983b; Zucker and Zucker 1987) or from a technical perspective i.e. detailing 
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research subjects, whom we represent in such a way that the research system listens to us and 

publishes our paper. Thus, we give voice to certain stories, and try to make our story stick. 

Our enrolment strategies secure the consent and participation of certain interviewees 

from the refugee system through quotations. We also seek to enrol our readers through 

traditional means, for example methodological rhetoric and the citation of previous literature 

(see Watson 1995); by appealing to the interests of Human Relations readers and by using an 

“unusual” case — that of refugees. By demonstrating our expertise in non-traditional 

research, as well as showing more conventional research credentials, we hope to enrol our 

readers in our project.  

Finally, we mobilize the research community. We prepare to undercut any claims that 

our work is illegitimate, unworthy and unscientific by promoting the case for reflexivity, thus 

trying to expand the definition of what is constituted as legitimate, worthy, scientific 

research. Thus, we argue that if organizational researchers are to understand their role, they 

must speak a new language — that of reflexivity. By suggesting a meta-theoretical framing 

for this language, we hope to be allowed to speak. 

In employing these strategies, we do what every researcher does: operate within a 

research system that defines “good” research, what it looks like and how to recognize it (e.g., 

procedures (e.g., British Refugee Council 1987a, 1987b, 1988; Danish Refugee Council 1988; 1989a; 1989b; 
ECRE, 1983; Immigration and Refugee Board 1988; 1989a; 1989b; Young 1989). Another body of work critiques 
government policies (e.g., Adelman 1991; Allen and Michnick 1987; Benard 1986; Joly 1990; Joly and Cohen 
1989; Malarek 1987; Matas 1989; Whitaker 1987; Cohen 1994); some of which is specifically political (e.g., 
Amnesty International 1987; 1991; British Refugee Council 1987a; Refugee Council 1991). A stream of work, 
often adopting a social work perspective, tackles particular “problems” (e.g., McInnis 1986); examines refugee 
demographics (e.g., Huyck 1983) and psychological effects of being a refugee (e.g., Lee 1989; Stein 1986; Wali 
1989). Another body of work compares national policy (e.g., Harrell-Bond 1989; Hawkins 1989) and other 
international dimensions (e.g., Loescher and Monahan 1989). Finally, research is also concerned with refugee 
resettlement (e.g., Kormendi 1987; Lanphier 1983, 1989; Neuwirth, 1988; 1989; Steen 1993; Stein 1983; Zucker 
1983b). 
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Watson, 1995). Consequently, our translation is not unfettered: the research system also 

translates, employing its own technologies of control to which we submit (literally and 

metaphorically. We are unable to escape the obligatory passage point of the submission 

process even though we resist it in the way we problematize, interest, enrol and mobilize. We 

represent our research subjects in ways that strengthen our translation but, if the readers and 

reviewers are not convinced, our translation is incomplete. Another constraint that we have to 

manage is the interaction of two translation strategies —involving the research community 

and our research subjects.  

The Research Community 

The research community is made up of the network of researchers, editors, reviewers, 

journals and publishers who together produce knowledge concerning organizations and 

management. We are concerned with this broader community, but we also explore some of 

the activities of Human Relations, as a particular example within it, in more detail below. In 

the interests of brevity, we will simplify our analysis to focus on a selection of key actors. 

Many of the practices in this field are highly institutionalized and common to all 

academic journals; other practices differentiate journals from each other and thus provide a 

source of variation. As far as the research community is generally concerned, the problem is 

one of the advancement of knowledge and the publication of research that furthers that 

objective. So, for example, Administrative Science Quarterly asks of submissions: “does this 

work (1) advance understanding, (2) address administration, (3) have mutual relevance for 

empirical investigation and theoretical analysis?” (notice to contributors). The Academy of 

Management Journal’s information for contributors states that a “significant ‘value-added’ 

advance to the field’s understanding of an issue or topic is critical to acceptance for 

publication.” Human Relations’ guidelines argue that papers must “advance knowledge in the 
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sense that both the subject and method of investigation address an arena of wider interest … 

outside a particular specialism.” Thus the review process becomes an obligatory passage 

point to which researchers must submit in order that their contribution to the advancement of 

knowledge can be ascertained. 

Implicated in this problem are a number of important identities. First, researchers are 

the people who submit manuscripts. They are capable of doing good research with the help of 

editors and reviewers; however, they do not always do good research and, therefore, a review 

process is needed to screen out bad research, help improve research with potential, and accept 

good research. The fact that some researchers submit “shoddy” work legitimates the need for 

accepted research protocols; the fact expert reviewers are willing to provide community 

service through their review activities enacts and reproduces those protocols. Second, journal 

identities are created with a contested hierarchy of prestige, together with the particular focus 

of the journal. The journals’ identities are stabilized, despite changes in editorship that, in 

some journals can be every few years, through such mechanisms as the publication of studies 

of citations (e.g., Tahai and Meyer, 1999) and acceptance rates (the lower the better). There is 

also a self-fulfilling prophecy, as the “best” journals tend to attract the “best” submissions, 

reviewers and editors, thereby maintaining their position.  

The enrolment of authors is obtained through seduction — the publication of “good” 

papers, while “bad” ones are consigned to obscurity or, at least, another journal. Researchers, 

who carry out research “responsibly”, who play by the accepted rules, are allowed to speak 

for and to the research community with little danger of resistance. And, in fact, if resistance 

does find a voice, it is often channelled back through the original obligatory passage point — 

a rebuttal or series of exchanges in one of the major journals. The various journals mobilize a 

vast number of academics through the submission, review and editorial process. Once 

involved with a journal in one of these capacities, it becomes difficult to resist translation.  
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Human Relations enacts many of these highly institutionalized practices. For 

example, its peer review process is an integral part of getting paper published in this journal; 

it has special issues, an editorial board, and reviews like any other journal; it holds a 

reception at the Academy of Management meetings. However, from the perspective of 

Human Relations, it is important that it, rather than other journals, becomes the obligatory 

passage point for as many authors (and readers) as possible. Consequently, it engages in 

practices that differentiate it from other journals in ways that will attract authors and readers. 

It does so by problematizing the need for interdisciplinary and relevant research on 

organizations in order to advance knowledge.  

The Tavistock Institute founded Human Relations in the belief that social 
scientists should work toward integrating their disciplines in the attempt to 
understand the complexities of human problems, and that both researchers and 
practitioners should translate understanding into action by making links 
between theory and practice. Such linkages increase the likelihood of 
relevance and of innovative research in emerging fields of work, taking the 
social scientist outside traditional areas and approaches. We emphasize our 
openness to such thinking (Human Relations editorial guidelines). 

 The identity of the journal is stabilized in a number of ways. For example, the journal 

actively solicits manuscripts from contributors who are “working within their own discipline 

in a way which is yet transcendent of it or which deliberately crosses disciplinary boundaries” 

(from introduction to editorial guidelines). Competing identities are banished. For example, 

Human Relations distinguished from many other journals in that it discourages both 

traditional methodologies and the strong emphasis on method that characterize many 

journals. Thus the researchers who submit to Human Relations are not “traditional” 

researchers relying on questionnaires: “papers which report the findings of studies which use 

cross-sectional designs and self-report questionnaire measures are discouraged” (guideline 

#8). Similarly, the journal’s identity as “different” is also stabilized: 

While a description of the theoretical frame adopted by an author necessarily 
includes some consideration of methodology, such consideration does not 

 25 



normally provide more than a small proportion of the paper's content. An 
overly long explanation of why particular norms and standards have been 
chosen detracts from discussion of substance (guideline #4). 

Identities are further locked into place as authors are “requested to indicate to the editors how 

the paper meets their requirement in a covering letter” regarding advancement of knowledge 

(guideline #2), methodology (guideline #8), following all the guidelines (Submission of 

Manuscripts, point #1) and originality (Submission of Manuscripts, point #2).  

Human Relations enrols in much the same way as other journals — authors are 

encouraged to participate in exchange for the publication of their work. In this case, an 

additional attraction — for some writers at least — is the ability to publish non-traditional 

organizational research in a respected journal. For writers frustrated with the more 

standardized and restrictive publication norms associated with some management journals, 

Human Relations offers an opportunity for “alternative” work in OMT. By enroling 

contributors and reviewers in this way, the journal also mobilizes the communities they 

represent. As academics publish in and review for Human Relations, they enhance its 

academic credibility, making it a more desirable outlet for the academic community.  

In summary, the refugee as a research subject is not the simple product of the 

determination system, nor even of the interaction of decision-makers, refugees or any other 

actor who populates the “reality” he or she experiences. This refugee is produced through the 

translation strategies of the researchers who study him and, because our research is shaped by 

the translation strategies of the wider research community, through us, these actors also 

contribute to the production process. This refugee is not the refugee to be found in Refugee or 

the Journal of Refugee Studies, where different research protocols, traditions and 

representations apply. This refugee is produced by us, by the way we represent her; the 

background orchestration of organization and management theory; and the participation of 

the interviewees. This refugee is one representation among many in which a host of 
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characters, not least OMT itself, is implicated. Nor are refugees the only subjects being 

produced; all the actors are —decision-makers, NGO representatives, researchers and 

research community.  

Conclusions: Representation and the “Subject” of Organization Studies 

Our research identifies the fragmented, ambiguous, contested subjects translated by 

actors in the refugee system; and related, but different subjects translated by the researchers 

carrying out the study and the protocols associated with organization studies. The first subject 

is a social product of the discursive activities and strategies of those who make up the 

network of interested actors surrounding the subject. This subject, and the network that 

produces it, exist independently of our (the researchers’) observations of them. As 

researchers, we produce research subjects within a different network of actors and by 

applying theoretical, methodological, and representational frameworks to render particular 

social subjects visible.  

Thinking about research reflexively in this way raises important questions about the 

role of the researcher in constructing (or reconstructing) the subject of his or her research. 

The idea of reflexivity reinforced the fact that there is an important distinction to be drawn 

between the social subject produced in its social setting and the research subject produced by 

the researcher and his or her research community. While we may succeed in making the 

social subject visible to the research community, we do so only by producing the research 

subject.  

Researchers never leave their own microsituations; what they do is compile 
summaries by a series of coding and translating procedures until a text is 
produced which is taken as representing a macroreality, standing above all the 
microsituations that produced it (Collins 1981: 988). 

We draw on the ambiguous and contested social subject in order to re-represent it. The social 

subject may exist almost independently of the research system if the researchers and research 
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community are peripheral to the network that surrounds it (as in this case), but the researcher 

and research community are inevitably implicated in the production of the research subject. 

This leads us to consider four important issues related to reflexivity. 

First, the framework we have presented here reaffirms the critical importance of 

recognizing that the social construction of science is a process carried out through a network. 

While the researcher plays a critical role in producing research, the conventions, rules, and 

practices common to his or her research community are also critically important. As others 

have demonstrated, there is no way for an individual to produce “science”— only a 

community can create such legitimated knowledge. Thus the research community is 

inevitably implicated in the production of knowledge and of the research subject. Research 

methods that produce “objective” knowledge are really nodal points through which 

researchers must pass in order to produce particular — acceptable — constructions of the 

research subject. Equally, other research approaches also use particular practices and 

conventions to convert social subjects into legitimate research subjects. 

[T]he impersonal conventions of the research paper not only conceal but 
actively misrepresent the complex and diverse processes involved in the 
production and legitimation of scientific findings (Mulkay, 1992: 69). 

It is, then, these kinds of practices (peer review, style guides, and other standardized 

practices), as well as our own individual activities, that we need examine to be truly 

reflexive.  

Second, recognizing the constructed nature of the subject and the role of networks in 

the research process helps avoid two types of romanticism. First, there is no “real” subject. 

The social subject is as equally contrived and constructed as the research subject. Arguments 

about getting close to the social subject are simply alternative ways of constructing a research 

subject. Second, romantic ideas about the researcher’s ability to heroically avoid bias and 

produce objective knowledge are equally misguided. There is no objective or true knowledge, 
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simply more or less legitimated knowledge. The production of knowledge necessarily 

involves a network and is possible only when sufficiently developed practices exist to 

legitimate particular representations. 

Third, the existence of these two contested and ambiguous subjects provides us with a 

theoretical frame with which to be more reflexive about the role of the researcher, the 

research community, and the relation of the research community to the settings from which 

the research subject is drawn. The difference between the social subject and the research 

subject is a way to understand the effects of the research, which is of particular concern when 

researchers intervene in the domains they study, as is often the case in organization and 

management research. From our perspective, research can have two kinds of effects. On one 

hand, research can change the nature of the research subject by changing the understandings, 

practices, and the like that characterize the research field (see Mulkay, 1992: 110-118). The 

construction of a research subject is, as this study shows, always a political act — the 

outcome of the translation struggle as shaped by the relative power of the participants.  

[R]epresentations as understood here are not imaginary pictures of the world 
which belong to the realm of free-floating ideas. Summary representations are 
not only routinely and actively constructed in everyday life, they are also 
routinely invested with faith and interests, they are fought over and 
manipulated. As the study of science has shown, to construe a certain 
representation of the world is in principle always at the same time a matter of 
truth (correspondence, equivalence) and a matter of political strategy, that is 
of imposing one’s say and of instituting certain consequences with or against 
others (Knorr-Cetina 1981: 36-37). 

Alternatively, research can affect the network that surrounds the social subject by 

transplanting the results of a study back into the network, which is equally political. In this 

case, if the researcher and research community engage more influentially in the network of 

actors that surround the social subject (as the calls for more influential research by Hambrick 

[1994] and Pfeffer [1993] advocate), then potential exists to change both the research subject 

and the social subject. Given that different constructions of the social subject may evoke 
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quite different practices and experiences for those individuals (Phillips and Hardy, 1997), 

such moves clearly raise a range of ethical questions regarding the effect that researchers 

have on the social subject. Reflexivity does not provide a solution to this problem but it does 

remind us of the importance of these dynamics and raise the issue for further discussion. 

Finally, the difference between the social subject and the research subject grows out 

of the discursive practices between two communities or networks, not out of the activities or 

biases of a single researcher. The researcher can only produce research subjects by engaging 

with a community of researchers. To understand how the research subject is produced 

requires reflexive research that involves an examination, not just of the researcher although 

that is critically important, but also the community of which the researcher is a part. 

Reflexivity certainly involves self-critique and being able to account for our own theorizing 

but, equally, it involves recognizing that we operate in complex networks that hold in place 

certain approaches to representation. Thus we build on Holland’s (1999) levels of reflexivity 

in research (also see Chia, 1996). Our “conventional” analysis conformed to his first level; 

our “reflexive” analysis, like Holland’s highest level, acknowledges the social construction of 

research and theory, but also explicitly includes consideration of practices and protocols in 

the research community. 

In this way, we are able to reflexively examine the relationship of the researcher to the 

research process and the “knowledge” it produces. Building on this observation, we believe 

that the definition of reflexivity must be broadened. Instead of the singular focus on the 

researcher, we need a definition that includes the research community in which the researcher 

and the research subject are embedded. We, therefore, define reflexivity as an awareness of 

the situatedness of scientific knowledge and an understanding of the researcher and research 

community from which the knowledge has appeared. Whereas objective knowledge claims to 
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be un-situated — true any time and any place — reflexive knowledge is situated and includes 

a recognition of the multiple translation strategies that bring it into being. 

When understood this way, reflexivity represents a challenge for researchers: how to 

develop new practices of representation that will allow this kind of knowledge to be produced 

and disseminated. The translation strategies of the research community are currently 

insufficient to allow this kind of reflexive knowledge to be produced. Therefore, the 

conversation that is taking place regarding reflexivity must begin to focus on representation 

as a limitation on reflexivity in our field: 

All forms of representation are limited portrayals. Some modes provide more 
insights and understandings of organizational processes than do others. A 
major difficulty in producing text is the politics of representation. 
Organizational researchers need ways to open up text for multiple readings; to 
decenter authors as authority figures; and to involve participants, readers and 
audiences in the production of research. One venue for achieving these goals 
is to seek alternative ways of presenting research reports — ones that 
challenge conventional modalities, ground research in historical processes, 
promote reflexivity, and open up our text to an infinitude of meanings 
(Putnam, 1996: 386). 

Simply recognizing the situatedness of knowledge is therefore not enough. Instead, we need 

to develop new representational practices that allow researchers, at least some of the time and 

in some cases, to reflect upon the system out of which their research arises. 
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