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ESSAYS

Mechanisms and the
Theory of Organizations

GERALD E DAVIS
University of Michigan

The theory in organization theory has become increasingly hard to find in recent empiri-
cal research as most current researchers identify their work in terms of the phenomena
they study rather than the theoretical tradition in which they operate. This theory
drought arquably flows from the limitations that 1970s-era organizational paradigms
face in explaining contemporary organizations. This article arques that the greatest
strength of organization theory as a field is not particular theoretical paradigms but
rather the field’s non-obvious mechanisms of aggregation that generate order, in firms
and elsewhere. The thoughtful use of social mechanisms, in service of problem-driven
research, can provide a unifying device for the field of organization studies.
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rganization theory has reached a peculiar

stage in its development. Despite recent

high-volume debates around paradigm
consensus (pro and con), the applicability of organiza-
tions research (pro and con), and speaking truth to
power (pro and con), the theory in organization theory
is largely tapped out. For me, the evidence for this
came in a couple of forms. First, I recently catalogued
published research on organizations and environ-
ments since 1990 to write a review chapter for the
Handbook of Economic Sociology (Davis, 2005) and was
somewhat surprised to find that theory-testing papers
were rare in recent work. Relatively few macro papers
set out to test a particular theory about organizations.

(The main exception to this generalization was the
10% or so that set out to test ideas in population ecol-
ogy.) Instead, most papers were multitheoretical,
developing hypotheses that drew on a combination of
theories to explain some phenomenon in the world (an
approach Iwould call problem driven rather than the-
ory driven).

Second, as program chair for the Organization and
Management Theory (OMT) Division of the Academy
of Management for 2005, I oversaw the review process
for 429 submissions (357 papers and 72 symposium
proposals). Authors were asked to categorize their
paper using 3 keywords from a list of 39, 11 of which
were theories: agency theory, chaos or complexity the-
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ory, contingency theory, ecology (organizational and
population), evolutionary theory, feminist theory,
game theory, institutional theory, postmodern theory,
resource dependence theory, and transaction costs
theory. The most commonly used keyword was insti-
tutional theory (used by about 25% of the submitting
authors to describe their work). But the next most
prevalent theory keyword after that was ecology,
which—at number 20—was used by less than 6% of
authors. In other words, only one theory broke into the
top half of the list, and most authors did not refer to
theory when categorizing their work. When authors
chose their own keywords rather than selecting them
from a list, theory was even less prevalent: 79% of
keywords were only used once, and institutional
theory (again the most common keyword) appeared
on less than 5% of submissions.

Why the theory drought? One possibility is that the
pressing empirical problems have already been solved
using extant theory. Iwill leave it to readers to mull the
plausibility of this interpretation. Alternatively, I have
argued elsewhere that the world has changed in ways
that outstrip the ability of organization theory to
explain it. The most powerful organizations that we
have today—multinational corporations—look little
like the stable, bounded (but permeable) actors
described by the dominant theories developed in the
1970s. They are footloose with respect to nationality,
industry, and employment. Domestically oriented
corporations that employ people who manufacture
things have been replaced by disaggregated legal fic-
tions that coordinate contractual ties to other busi-
nesses around the world. As Martin Wolf (2004), para-
phrasing Stalin, putitin Why Globalization Works, “The
interests of a transnational company are not the same
as those of the country from which it originates or of
the workers it has historically employed. It has
become, to coin a phrase, a ‘rootless cosmopolitan’”
(pp. 243-244). Moreover, organizations are better con-
strued not as timeless things but as adaptable tools for
which change is intrinsic: “The notion of a ‘theory of
organizations’ now seems like naive scientism, like a
theory of diesel trucks, or a theory of hitchhiking.
Organizations simply aren’t the kind of thing amena-
ble to general theory” (Davis & Marquis, in press).

For organization theory, this is an existential crisis.
The precedent set by phrenology does not augur a
promising future. One characteristic response for
organizational scholars has been the flight into
method—substituting high-end statistical arcana for a
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substantive problem sense. But even the Huber-White
sandwich estimator cannot make up for poor specifi-
cation of constructs and a weak measurement theory.
And it is unhelpful to have sophisticated regressions
to tell us things we don’t need to know.

An alternative response is suggested by the mecha-
nisms movement in the social sciences. Abandoning
the notion of general theory about social phenomena
does not rule out the possibility of rigorous, thought-
ful work with the prospect of applicability beyond its
original location (see Hedstrom & Swedberg, 1998, for
several statements of this approach). Focusing on
carefully articulated mechanisms can allow the field
of organization theory to bring back narratives into its
explanations.

ORGANIZATION THEORY AND
MECHANISMS OF AGGREGATION

Organization theory takes as its objects the pro-
cesses and structures that order social and economic
life. Here is how this is described in the OMT Identity
Statement:

The Organization and Management Theory division
is a community built from a common desire to
develop and promote understanding of organizations
and organizing . . . . We stand at the intersection of
micro and macro, providing a context for mutually-
beneficial intellectual engagement across disciplinary
and other boundaries . . . . Both formal, bounded orga-
nizations as well as organizing processes are appro-
priate objects of investigation for our members.

To the extent that this description holds for the field
of organization theory, then a distinctive strength of
organizational researchers must be an understanding
of aggregation processes: how the actions of individ-
ual actors (persons, organizations) become the actions
and structures of collectives. This is where a focus on
mechanisms comes in.

There are several definitions of social mechanisms,
but consider the one offered by Art Stinchcombe
(1991): mechanisms are “bits of theory about entities at
a different level (e.g., individuals) than the main enti-
ties being theorized about (e.g., groups), which serve
to make the higher-level theory more supple, more
accurate, or more general” (p. 367). From this defini-
tion, it should be clear that mechanisms are essential
tools in the kit bag of organization theorists. Anyone
doing organization theory should be a skilled user of
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theoretical mechanisms. Moreover, I would argue that
to the extent that organization theory is worth doing, it
is about non-obvious aggregation—instances where a
macro process (at the level of, say, organizations or
fields of organizations) is not a simple aggregation of
micro processes. The process by which votes are
counted and a simple majority takes the election does
not require much theory. The process by which hun-
dreds of parts from dozens of companies employing
thousands of persons spread around the globe—who
have no awareness of each other’s existence—manage
to be assembled into a working automobile requires
some theory.

Many of the essential works of organization theory
and other forms of social theory are classics of mecha-
nism-based theorizing about aggregation. March and
Simon (1958) addressed an interesting puzzle: If indi-
viduals one by one are boundedly rational—or even
downright dense—then how can putting a lot of them
together in an organization lead to anything but disas-
ter? It is a cliché that a chain is only as strong as its
weakest link, yet complex organizations are made up
of nothing but weak links. Yet hierarchical organiza-
tions are enormously powerful at accomplishing
actions well beyond the grasp of individual members.
How? March and Simon answer that hierarchies
divide the labor into discrete, cognitively manageable
tasks and then reaggregate the product of these tasks
into a whole. This is non-obvious aggregation.

Mancur Olson’s (1965) logic of collective action
implies that rational individuals will be free riders
when faced with collective goods, enjoying their bene-
tits while contributing nothing to their creation. Vot-
ing, donating funds to public television, or joining a
social movement are all more costly for the average
individual than is the expected value of the outcome
they create for that individual. Thus, collective action
is itself a puzzle, or non-obvious aggregation, requir-
ing extraordinary devices (selective incentives, coer-
cion) to bring it about. Thomas Schelling (1978)
famously demonstrated that residential segregation
can result from very small preferences among resi-
dents for “people like us.” Although observers of seg-
regated neighborhoods might reasonably infer that
such remarkable outcomes must be the result of ram-
pant racism among residents, Schelling showed how
slight preferences can aggregate over time, as people
move in and out, into cities where residents rarely
have neighbors of another race (an animated demon-

stration of this process is available online at http://
www.theatlantic.com/doc/prem/200204/rauch).

The literature on diffusion of innovation is well
known among organizational scholars and shows
another family of mechanisms for non-obvious aggre-
gation. Everett Rogers’s (2003) compendium
describes a large number of paths that innovations in
networks can take. Innovations may start on the
periphery, gather momentum among an adventurous
few, then spread widely via observation (e.g., body
piercing). Or innovations may be legitimated early on
by central actors and thus diffuse quickly as lower sta-
tus actors mimic the practices of higher status actors.
Or adopters might only follow the lead of actors like
themselves, thus stalling the diffusion process early
on or creating localized pockets of prevalence. Or indi-
viduals might evaluate innovations on their own mer-
its, oblivious to the adoption choices of those around
them, leading to a slow-and-steady diffusion process.
Diffusion, in short, can take many different paths, and
all of them have been well documented in the past,
indicating an array of non-obvious aggregation
patterns.

More recently, Duncan Watts (1999) and his collab-
orators have shown how the small world problem (the
surprising finding that, although most of our acquain-
tances are also neighbors, when we meet a new person
from far away, we frequently find that we have an
acquaintance in common—six degrees of separation)
can be explained by certain mathematical properties
of networks and is relatively easy to accomplish with a
few plausible assumptions about network growth.
Thus the fact that the elites overseeing corporate
America all seem to know each other—long explained
with reference to social clubs, elite prep schools, secre-
tive organizations, and the like—turns out on close
examination to be an intrinsic property of social and
other networks, requiring no particular institution or
conspiracy to bring it about (Davis, Yoo, & Baker,
2003).

In each of these cases, one explains non-obvious
aggregate patterns (smart organizations composed of
dumb members; collective action brought about by
individuals whose incentives favor inaction; residen-
tial segregation arising in the absence of rampant rac-
ism; the rapid spread of bad ideas and the stalled dif-
fusion of many good ones; the fact that we are all
connected by a few friends-of-friends) by carefully
specifying the links from micro to macro.
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MECHANISMS AS A LINGUA FRANCA

One reason that institutional theory has become the
dominant organization theory may be its relatively
relaxed requirements. Institutional theory has few if
any falsifiable implications. (A study finding that
every individual in some organization had
behaved rationally would be taken as evidence that
the “logic of rational action” had become a “taken-for-
granted myth” in that context.) Rather, institutional
theory is a generic perspective, a set of ideas and prob-
lems that serves as a rough guide to questions worth
asking that seems to fit with the kinds of problems
researchers find interesting these days. But this char-
acterization is also broadly true of most theories of
organization. They provide families of problem-types
and some suggested tools for addressing them rather
than hypotheses to be falsified. One sign of this is the
fact that although dozens of studies have purported to
provide critical tests to adjudicate between theories,
the contests always seem to end as a draw—a Stanley
Cup playoff that never ends.

Organizational theories are not falsified because
they are assemblages of mechanisms, “sometimes-
true theories,” as James Coleman (1964) put it, that
turn out to be sometimes true. Much like the entrees at
Taco Bell, our theories are built from a small set of
ingredients (mechanisms) such as tortillas, beans, rice,
lettuce, and tomatoes, with a deep fryer on the side. If
you roll all the ingredients up in a soft tortilla, it’s a
burrito (or, say, contingency theory). Roll it up and
deep fry it and you have a chimichanga (or resource
dependence theory). Fry the tortilla, then fill it, and it
is a taco. Fry the tortilla in a bowl shape and fill it with
mostly lettuce, and you have a taco salad.

At bottom, there are a relatively small number of
mechanisms that are parts of sometimes-true theories
useful for explaining problems around organizations
and organizing. Thus theoretical engagement and
debate should not be around whether the theories are
true or notbutaround the best use for their component
mechanisms. The positive aspect of this is that mecha-
nisms provide a lingua franca, a common set of ideas
that can be drawn on, refined, and elaborated without
the heavy drama of battling ersatz theories.
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WHAT NEXT: BETTER PROBLEMS,
BETTER USE OF MECHANISMS

Professor Kathleen Sutcliffe’s seminar on mecha-
nisms of organized action provided an opportunity
(or perhaps a mechanism) to advance this discourse.
By focusing on underlying mechanisms, Professor
Sutcliffe encouraged researchers and the course par-
ticipants to locate commonalities and divergences
across very different types of organizational research.
As a heuristic, it provided a way to find deeper con-
nections among researchers whose work, on the sur-
face, seemed to have little in common. For some of us it
was like discovering that we were all secretly Grateful
Dead fans (or that we were all really doing diffusion-
of-innovation studies, regardless of what the
purported topic was).

Going forward, more self-conscious use of mecha-
nisms by researchers is likely to create better middle-
range theory. That is, rather than focusing our fire-
power on locating problems that can be addressed via
regressions, we can work on locating questions that
allow the better articulation of mechanisms or con-
trasting alternative mechanisms. The result is not
likely to be verification or falsification of theory: “Dif-
fusion of innovation” may be more or less applicable,
but it is not true-or-false. Rather, we can hope to
expand our understanding of organizations and orga-
nizing. The standards of evaluation for research, then,
will not include the inevitable question, “What does
this contribute to theory?” but rather, “What does this
contribute to understanding?”

REFERENCES

Coleman, J. S. (1964). Introduction to mathematical sociology.
New York: Free Press.

Davis, G. F. (2005). Firms and environments. In N. J. Smelser
& R. Swedberg (Eds.), Handbook of economic sociology (2nd
ed., pp. 478-502). Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press.

Davis, G. E, & Marquis, C. (in press). Prospects for organiza-
tion theory in the early 21st century: Institutional fields
and mechanisms. Organization Science.

Davis, G. F,, Yoo, M., & Baker, W. E. (2003). The small world
of the American corporate elite, 1982-2001. Strategic Orga-
nization, 1, 301-326.

Downloaded from http://jmi.sagepub.com at UNIV OF MICHIGAN on April 19, 2007
© 2006 SAGE Publications. All rights reserved. Not for commercial use or unauthorized distribution.


http://jmi.sagepub.com

118 JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT INQUIRY / June 2006

Hedstrom, P., & Swedberg, R. (1998). Social mechanisms: An
analytical approach to social theory. New York: Cambridge
University Press.

March,]. G., & Simon, H. A. (1958). Organizations. New York:
John Wiley.

Olson, M., Jr. (1965). The logic of collective action. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press.

Rogers, E. M. (2003). Diffusion of innovations (5th ed.). New
York: Free Press.

Schelling, T. C. (1978). Micromotives and macrobehavior. New
York: Norton.

Stinchcombe, A. L. (1991). The conditions of fruitfulness of
theorizing about mechanisms in social science. Philoso-
phy of the Social Sciences, 21, 367-388.

Watts, D. J. (1999). Small worlds. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.

Wolf, M. (2004). Why globalization works. New Haven, CT:
Yale University Press.

GERALD F. DAVIS is the Sparks/Whirlpool Corporation professor and
chair of Management & Organizations at the Ross School of Business at the
University of Michigan. Davis’ research examines how politics and social
networks shape the evolution of corporate governance institutions. His
work has appeared in Administrative Science Quarterly, American
Journal of Sociology, American Sociological Review, Annual
Review of Sociology, Journal of Financial Economics, Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, Organization Science, Research in
Organization Behavior, and Strategic Organization.

Downloaded from http://jmi.sagepub.com at UNIV OF MICHIGAN on April 19, 2007
© 2006 SAGE Publications. All rights reserved. Not for commercial use or unauthorized distribution.


http://jmi.sagepub.com


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


