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worlds that preceded it becaose it is not based on myth and ceremony, but on an il 
accurate comprehension of the nature of reality. In place of superstition and hocus u 
pocus, we now have a scientificapproach to understanding the world around us that SI 

will eventually yield truth, even ifthere are some misstcps along the way. Observable P 
organizational practices in this system reflect universal laws of efficiency, or they tl 
will eventually come to reflect those laws, even if there are some false starts in the 
process and even if such cognitive constraints as houndcd rationality get in the way. 

While they were developed in the context of totemic systems, Durkheim's obser- 
vations about the collective creation of meaning provide a lens for viewing reli- 
gious and scientific-rational social systems as coUectivcly constructed. Since the 
late q o s ,  organizational scholars have stepped back from the rationalized practices 
of the inodcrn firm, asking how we came to believe those practices to be rational 
rather than what the transcendental laws of rationality underlying those lawa are. 
One reason for this revolution was growing awareness of organizational systems 
outside or h e  United States that operated differently. Those systems-in countries 
such as Japan, France, and Germany-made organizational scholars rraliie that if 
laws of organizational efficiency existed, they seemed to be local rather than tran- 
scendental. And so organizational scholars began to do just what Durkheim did. 
Durkheim had compared trihal societies to understand the mechanisms by which 
they collectively construct spiritual systems, and organizational scholars began to 
compare national organizational systems to understand the mechanisms by which 
they collectively construct rational systems (and laws of organizational eficirncy) 
(Hofstede 1980; Whitley 1992). 

Most 01 the social constructionist organizational studies that build on 
Durkheim's insights have taken a single country as their focus and havc dlarted 
change over time in the social construction of organizational efficiency (Fligstein 
1990; Roy 1997). This project has now pinned down a number of insights concerning 
how new organizational paradigms diffuse through social networks, how institu- 
tional entrepreneurs convince others of the efficacy of the programs they promote, 
and how vower relations come into olav in the rise of new conceotions of how to 
organize firms. But the project is new, and there is much work to do to furthcr pin 
down how these mechanisms work. That work is typically broad in scope, involving 
hundrcds of organizations observed over time, and sometimes across continents. , 

As most of the constructionist work to date has focused on organizational ficlds, 
there are three important areas of research at different levels of analysis that require 
further research. First, we understand poorly the mechanisms by which organiza- 
tional innovations diffuse across nations and are changed in thc proccss of dillusion 
(but see Guillen 1994; Djelic 1998; Czamiawska-Joerges and Sevon 1996). How are 
ncw social constructions of efficiency put into place in countries that have no 
experience with them or with the building blocks from which they arc assembled? 
Second, what goes on within the firm is largely a black box, for most studies 
focus on the diffusion of new rituals without asking how they are implemented in 
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zeremony, but on  an individual firms. We little understand the organizational mechanisms by which new 

perstition and hocus innovations are brought into the firm, put into place, and made sense of locally (but 

worldaround us that see Lounsbury and Glynn 2001; Pedersen and Dobbin 2006). Third, we understand 

; theway. Observable poorly how new organizational rituals and native theories of organizing emerge 

of efficiency, or  they through interaction, perhaps in what Randall Collins  ZOO^), following Durkheim 

me false starts in the and Goffnlan, dubs 'interaction ritual chains'. How do organizational innovations 
jnality get in the way. first bubble up through interaction rituals? These are all questions that would have 
s, Durkheim's obser- been at the top of Durkheim's own to-do list. 
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