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Summary Thispaperis anempiricallygroundedessayaboutthecurrentstareof organizationalbehavior
(GB) researchandproductivefuture directions.We reporttheresultsof asurveyof GB scho-
lars about the current importanceof various researchtopics and their importancein an
idealworld. Wecomparethe surveyresponseswith an archivalanalysisof paperspublished
in leadingGB journalsover a 10-yearperiod.We suggestthat manyof the topics that our
respondentsperceiveto be ‘underresearched’canbe summarizedwith oneparticulardefini-
tion of GB that emphasizesorganizing behavior.Consideringall threedefinitions together,
we highlight the limitationsof the traditional (Big-BandContextualized-B)definitions and
discussthebenefitsof amoreorganizational(Big-O)approach.Copyright~ 2001JohnWiley
& Sons,Ltd.

Introduction

Thepurposeof this empiricalessayis to beprovocative.This paperis empirical in thatit surveyslead-
ing organizationalhehavior(GB) scholarsto identify which topicstheybelievedarecurrentlyimpor-
tant in thefield andwhichshouldbe importantin an ‘ideal’ world andwe comparedtheirresponsesto
an archivalanalysisof paperspublishedin leadingGB journalsovera 10 year period. However,the
paperis an essaybecauseit is lesslike atraditionaltheory-buildingortheory-testingstudy,andmore

like anempiricallygroundedopinionpiece.We usetheempirical evidenceas a springboardto raise
questionsabouttheboundariesandtrajectoryof researchin GB, andto highlight areasof thefield that
may deservemoreattentionin thefuture.We explorethreepotentialdefinitionsof organizationalbeha-
vior, andwe arguethattheempirical resultssuggestsomeprovocative,butuseful, answersto theques-
tion: ‘What should organizationalbehaviorbe?’

* Correspondenceto: Chip Heath,GSB-StanfordUniversity,518 Memorial Way. Stanford,CA 94305, U.S.A.

Nate: The surveyin this paperwaspreparedfor the JOB Conferenceon theFutureof OrganizationatBehavior, Detroit, MI,
November,1999.

Copyright ~g’2001 JohnWiley & Sons,Ltd.



44 C. HEATH AND S. B. SIIKIN

What is organizationalbehavior?

Thefield of organizationalbehavior(GB)t hasemergedfrom thedisciplinesof psychology,sociology,
political science,andeconomics,althoughit is primarily identifiedwith psychology(Schneider,1985).
It hasoftenbeendefinedas studyingbehaviorof individualsandgroupswithin organizations(e.g.see
annualreview articlessuchas Mitchell, 1979; Schneider,1985; or introductory textssuchas Duncan,
1978; Grgan andBateman,1986; Wagnerand Hollenbeck,1995). Thus, the field hashistorically

focusedon thebehavior andattributesof individuals andgroups,while focusing less attention on
theorganizationalaspectsof GB. Becauseof this focus,GB hascometo be synonymouswith what
is referredto as ‘micro-GB’ (e.g. Staw, 1984).

Gneconcernthat stimulatedus to preparethis essayis that GB — as currentlydefined— seemsto be

having less andless of an impact on how researchon organizationsis conducted.For example,
G’Reilly (1990)pointed out that, amonggeneralmanagementjournals, themarketshareof micro-
GB researchhasdroppeddramaticallyovertime. This dropmay havehappenedbecausemanagement
researchershaveexpressedlessinterestin researchthat fits atraditionalnarrow definition of GB. Yet,
as afield, we haverarely examinedthe implicationsof how GB hascometo be defined,or whatthe
alternativesmight be.

Thereare many potential reasonsfor the declineobservedby G’Reilly, butat leasttwo havebeen
notedby multiplereviewsof the field. First,reviewershavenotedthat GB researchtendsto focusmore
on empiricalstudiesratherthan theory, andtheycalledfor morecarefulattentionto theory (Mitchell,
1979;Staw, 1984; Ilgen andKlein, 1989;G’Reilly, 1990).In addition,reviewershavenotedthat our
field tendsto borrow heavilyfrom relatedfields withoutnecessarilycontributingnewinsights (Ilgen
andKlein, 1989; G’Reilly, 1990).

In this paper,wereporton a surveyof leadingGB researchersthat askedthesescholarsto identify
theoreticalthemesthat are actuallypresentin the currentGB literature,to suggestthemesthat would
receivemoreattentionin an ‘ideal’ literature,andto identify gapsbetweencurrentandidealresearch
foci. By identifying topicsthat researchersseeas under-researchedandover-researched,we hopeto
encourageresearchon importantGB topicsthatmay recapturetheattentionof the managementfield.
In addition,by suggestingtopicsthatareunder-researched,we hopeto point out areaswherethefield
requiresnewtheoreticalcontributionsto ensureits vitality. Suchareasrepresentopportunitiesfor GB
researchto contributeimportantinsights toour peerdisciplinesratherthanunilaterallyborrowingfrom
them.

Notethat by focusingon under-researchedtopics,our focusdiffers from an importantmethodolo-
gical debatethat hasbeenactivelyengagedover thelastfew years(e.g.Pfeffer, 1993;Van Maanen,
1995;fora reviewseeFabian,2000).Gurgoalhereisnotto considermethodsforconductingresearch.
but to considerwhich topicsrepresentinterestingandimportantquestionsfor researchersin organiza-
tional behavior.

Althoughour surveyallowedusto askleadingresearchersabouttheactual-and-idealimportunceof-a
wide arrayof potentialresearchtopics,it isimpossibleto becomprehensivein anysinglesurvey.Thus,

oneof our goals in this paperis to proposea broaderdefinition of organizationalbehaviorthatcould
summarizethe resultsof our surveyandprovidea usefulagendafor futureresearch.At theendof the
paper,we use our results to discusstwo traditional ways of defining organizationalbehaviorthat
appearto us to fall shortof providing ausefulagendafor research.We alsoproposea third definition

We wilt referto GB asa ‘field’ thruughoutthispaper.However,it couldcenainlybearguedthatGB is asubfieldwithin a targer
disciplinary umbrella (often referred to by labels such as ‘organizational research,’ ‘organization science,’ ar even
management’).They key distinction we intend to conveyby using theterm, however,is thatGB can be distinguishedfrom
otherorganizationalsciences(e.g. ‘organizationtheory’ or ‘macro-GB’).
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of organizationalbehavior,that we believebetter summarizesthe resultsof thesurveyand thatpro-
videsa usefulprinciplefor directingour attentionto researchtopics that may bemore ideal.

Methodology

Wereporttwo kindsof data:(1) a keywordfrequencysearchthat identifiedthepercentageof articles
in leadingGB journalsthat dealtwith variousresearchtopics2;and(2) a mail surveythat was sent to
membersof the editorialboardof theJournalof OrganizationalBehaviorandaskedthem to ratethe
‘actual’ andthe ‘ideal’ importanceof a wide rangeof researchtopics.Eachof thesedatacollection
efforts is describedmore fully below.

Journal article sample

We identifiedasampleof leadingjournalsthatpublishedasubstantialnumberof empiricalarticlesin
organizationalbehavior as describedby thedomain statementof theAcademyof ManagementGB
Division. We focusedon six journalswhich hadpublishedatotal of 2461 articlesduring the 1990s:
AcademyofManagementJournal (AMJ, n 360); AdministrativeScienceQuarterly (ASQ,n= 141);
Journal ofAppliedPsychology(JAP, n = 802); Journal of OrganizationalBehavior(JOB, n = 397);
Organization Science (OS, n 168); Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes
(OBHDP, n = 593). We included in our databaseall articlespublishedin thesesix joumalsfrom
1990 through 1999.

Specifyingkey wordsfor topics
Wedefinedresearchtopicsin termsof commonkey wordsthat appearin a key word field in thePSY-
CHINFG database.Thesekey words arechosenby authorsat thetimetheir articleis acceptedfor pub-
lication, sothey representtheauthors’view of themostimportantgeneraltopicsthat are addressedby
their research.Forexample,whenHinds andKiesler (1995)publishedtheir analysisof telephone,
e-mail, andvoicemail communicationin sevendepartmentsof a largetelecommunicationfirm, they
chosethe following keywords:boundaryspanning,communicationtechnology,electroniccommuni-
cation,hierarchy,andstructure.

To developthelist of topicsusedin our surveyandliteraturesearch,wedownloadedthekey word
field from all the articlespublishedfrom 1990to 1999in thesix journalsabove.Wethen scannedthe
contentsof thesekey word fields,andselectedtermsbasedon two criteria: (1) theyconcernedaspects
of organizationalbehavior;and (2) theterm appearedrelatively frequentlyacrossjournals.Wecom-
piledaninitial list of approximately100 terms,andtheneditedthelist downto 49 by combiningsimi-
larterms(e.g.absenteeism/attendance,emotions/affect),orby eliminatingtermsthat wereambiguous
(e.g. interactionhas both a social and a statisticalmeaning).Gur goals in culling the list of key
termswere to accuratelyreflect the scopeof the field, to minimize the difficulty to completingthe
survey(seebelow), and to allow theresultsto be interpretedmoreclearly. In additionto thetopics
that seemedto be historically common,we includedthreetopicsthat seemedto us the represent
emergingareasof interestas evidencedby recentscholarlyconferencesandeditedvolumesor special
issues(cross-cultural,legitimacy, tmst).

In total, we selecteda list of 49 key words (or key wordcombinations)that are listed in Table 1.

We will useseveralwords(i.e., ‘key word,’ ‘researchtopic,’ ‘term’ and‘theme’) interchangeablyto refer to thesubstantive
focusof researchwithin GB and, in particular. to the articlesusedin thesampleanalysedhere.

Copyright (>2001 JohnWiley & Sons,Ltd. J. Organiz.Behav.22, 43—58 (2001)
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Survey
Gur surveywasperformedfor a November1999conferencethat wasdesignedto allow the incoming
JGBeditorialboardtodiscussthejournalin thebroadercontextof thematictrendsandopportumfiesm
thefield of organizationalbehavior.We e-mailedthesurveyto 70 randomlyselectedJGBboardmem-
bers(out of the 111 membersof theJOBBoard)) Wereceived25 responses,fora responserateof 36
percent.

AlthoughtheJOB editorial boardrepresentsa conveniencesample,webelieveit capturesa reason-
ably goodcross-sectionof GB scholars.In addition, thesescholarsarein a goodpositionto assessthe
currentstateof organizationalbehavior.They are activeresearchersthemselves,mosthaveservedon
theeditorialboardsof severalof theotherjournalsincludedin this study, andthey play a key role on
theboardof JOB(oneof thefewjournalsthatfocusexclusivelyon GB themes).Thus,they providea
uniqueopportunityto collect andaggregatetheopinionsof credible,informed, anddiverseobservers
andpractitionersof GB research.

Surveyparticipantsaskedtojudgetheactualandidealimportanceof research-topicsrepresentedby
49key words.Foreachof thekey words,weaskedrespondentsto answertwo questions(How impor-
tant is the topic todayin the literature?How importantshouldthis topic be ideally in the literature?).
Theyansweredeachquestionby ratingeachkeywordon afive-point scale(1 = notimportant;5 = very
important).We will referto thesequestionsas the ‘actual’ and ‘ideal’ questions.

Key word frequencysearch
Foreachkey word, we computedthepercentageof articlesin thesixjournalsthatlistedeachkeyword.
We consideredthe key word fields of all articles(n= 2461) publishedduring the 1990sfor the six
journalsstudied.

Methodologicallimitations
We raisetwo cautionsto keepin mindwhenconsideringtheresultsthat follow. First althoughwepro-
vide objectivedatafor thekey wordsweconsiderin our study, thesekey wordswerederivedfrom our
subjectiveanalysisof the key word fields of the sixjournals.Although wemadeeveryeffort to select
key wordsthatwererepresentative,wecannotguaranteethat we selectedkey wordsthat representthe
mostimportantormostfrequentkeywordsacrossthejournals.Second,key words,by theirnature,are
fairly ambiguousandour methodologycould magnifythat ambiguityby isolatingwordsoutsideof
their surroundingcontext.We tried to avoid ambiguoustermswheneverpossible,but we clearly
missedat leasta few ambiguouskey words.For example,the key word ‘conflict’ that we included
in our surveyis ambiguousbecauseit might appearin a paperthat dealswith interpersonalconflict
or in a paperthat dealswith intra-personalconflict (e.g. role conflict). As a result of this ambiguity,
whenwe askedrespondentsto ratethe currentandidealimportanceof ‘conflict’, individualsmayhave
rateddifferentmeaningsof ‘conflict.’ Despitetheselimitations,wefeelthat thedatarepresentsauseful
empiricalstartingpoint for discussingthe field.

Results

Table 1 reportsthedatafrom the surveyandthekey word frequencysearch.The tablelists key words
in descendingorderbasedon the gapbetweenhow the respondentsratedthe ideal importanceof a

3
The remainingboardmemberswererandomlyassignedto receivea surveyon a different topic.
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Table 1. Gapbetweenactualandideal level of researchon differentorganizationalbehaviortopics andactual
appearanceof thesetopics in selectedorganizationaljournals

GB Scholarratings Percentageof articlesin
of the actualand ideal selectedjournalsthat

amountof attention cite this key word
Gapbetween
ideal and
actualratings

GB Topics
(keywords)

to this topic (1990—1999)

Ideal Actual JOB ASQ AMJ JAP OBHDF OS

Norms 3.2
Communication 3.6
Performance 4.0
Grganizationalchange 3.9
Family 3.3
Risk 2.9
Crosscultural 4.1
Trnst 3.7
Interdependence 3.1
Cooperation 3.4
Learning 3.4
Networks 3.0
Emotion/affect 3.3
Turnover 3.4
Politics 2.8
Burnout 3.3
Participation 3.0
Team/group 3.9
Feedback 3.1
Conflict 3.5
Structure 2.7
Alliance 2.4
Incentives/pay/reward 3.5
Personality 3.0
(Over-)confidence 2.1
Relationship 2.4
Influence 3.1
Supervisors/supervision 2.8
Commitment 3.6
Absenteeism/attendance 2.8
Legitimacy 2.1
Psychologicalcontract 3.0
Motivation 3.4
Socialization 3.0
Control 3.0
Identity 2.3
Strategy/strategic 3.2
Leaders/leadership 3.8
Culture 3.5
Performanceevaluation 3.2
Justice/fairness 3.4
Negotiation/bargaining 3.0
Self-efficacy 2.9
Stress/strain 3.2

2.1 0.00
2.8 0.01
3.2 0.15
3.0 0.01
2.4 0.03
2.1 0.01
3.4 0.01
3.0 0.01
2.4 0.01
2.8 0.01
2.8 0.00
2.5 0.01
2.7 0.03
2.9 0.04
2.3 0.01
2.8 0.05
2.6 0.01
3.5 0.03
2.7 0.02
3.3 0.07
2.4 0.04
2.1 0.00
3.2 0.01
2.7 0.02
1.8 0.00
2.1 0.05
2.8 0.02
2.4 0.06
3.5 0.11
2.6 0.02
2.0 0.00
2.8 0.03
3.2 0.04
2.8 0.00
2.9 0.03
2.3 0.00
3.1 0.02
3.7 0.04
3.4 0.01
3.1 0.02
3.4 0.03
3.0 0.01
2.9 0.03
3.1 0.13

0.02 0.00
0.01 0.02
0.13 0.19
0.02 0.01
0.01 0.01
0.01 0.02
0.00 0.01
0.01 0.02
0.04 0.00
0.04 0.02
0.03 0.01
0.07 0.02
0.03 0.02
0.01 0.03
0.04 0.01
0.01 0.00
0.01 0.01
0.13 0.10
0.01 0.01
0.03 0.03
0.07 0.04
0.02 0.01
0.03 0.01
0.01 0.01
0.01 0.01
0.04 0.04
0.03 0.03
0.00 0.05
0.03 0.08
0.01 0.01
0.01 0.00
0.01 0.00
0.01 0.01
0.01 0.01
0.04 0.04
0.01 0.01
0.05 0.08
0.05 0.03
0.04 0.01
0.01 0.01
0.03 0.04
0.01 0.02
0.01 0.00
0.01 0.03

0.00 0.01 0.00
0.01 0.01 0.09
0.21 0.13 0.10
0.00 0.00 0.03
0.02 0.01 0.00
0.00 0.08 0.02
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.01 0.00 0.02
0.01 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.02 0.02
0.02 0.03 0.13
0.00 0.00 0.02
0.01 0.01 0.02
0.03 0.00 0.02
0.00 0.00 0.02
0.00 0.00 0.01
0.01 0.00 0.01
0.10 0.15 0.11
0.02 0.04 0.01
0.02 0.01 0.02
0.02 0.02 0.07
0.00 0.00 0.04
0.01 0.01 0.01
0.04 0.00 0.00
0.01 0.05 0.00
0.03 0.01 0.05
0.02 0.02 0.03
0.03 0.02 0.01
0.05 0.01 0.02
0.01 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.01
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.02 0.02 0.02
0.01 0.00 0.00
0.03 0.01 0.02
0.00 0.00 0.01
0.02 0.05 0.08
0.02 0.01 0.04
0.00 0.00 0.04
0.03 0.02 0.00
0.03 0.02 0.01
0.01 0.08 0.02
0.03 0.01 0.00
0.02 0.01 0.01

Continued

1.11
0.91
0.91
0.91
0.9~
0.81
0.81
0.7~
0.7’
0.61
0.6’
0.61
0.6
0.51
0.51
0.5*
0.4~
0.4
0.4
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
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TableI. (Continued.)

GB Scholarratings Percentageof articlesin
of the actualandideal selectedjournalsthat

amountof attention cite this key word
Gapbetween
idealand
actualratings

to this topic
GB Topics
(key words) Ideal Actual

(1990—1999)

JOB ASQ AMJ JAP OBHDP OS

0.3 Job satisfaction 2.9 3.2 0.09 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.00
— 0.4* Decision making/decision 2.9 3.3 0.02 0.03 0.07 0.07 0.30 0.11

0.4* Grganizationalcitizenship 2.8 3.2 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00
0.64 Goals/goalsetting 2.8 3.5 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.05 0.03 0.00

Note. Key words are presentedin order of the gap betweenthe JOB editorial board’s ideal and actual rankings. Ideal
ratings= How importantshouldthis topic be ideallyin the literature?Actualratings= How important is this topic todayin the
literature(5 = vesyimportant).The entriesin thelast six columnsrepresentthepercentageof all articlesin eachjournalduring
1990—1999that specifiedeachkey word.
For Ideal—Actualcolumn:

5
p <0.10;~p<.05; p <0.01;

5
p <0.001.

topicandhow theyratedtheactualimportanceof thetopic in thecurrentliterature.Becausewe display
thekeywordsin orderbasedon thesizeof thegap, thekeywordsatthetop of thetablearetopics that
respondentssawas under-representedin the literature.Thosekeywordsappearinglower in the table

wereseenas adequatelyrepresentedor, in a few cases,asover-represented.
Note that by referring to topicsas ‘over’ or ‘under-researched’,we arerelying on theaggregated

assessmentsof asetof informedraters.Gnthesurveyitself, we intentionallyleftourcriteriasomewhat
vague(e.g.the ‘ideal’ questionsimply asked‘How importantshouldthis topic be ideally in the litera-
ture?’).We don’tknowhowourratersassessedthe‘ideal’ importanceof atopic (e.g.Potentialimpact
on thesocialsciences?Relevancefor managersor front-lineworkers?)Laterin thepaper,we will pre-

sentourown interpretationof theseresultswhenwe discussthreedefinitions of GB, but atthis point,
note that the tableessentiallyreportstheaveragejudgementsof asetof informedraters.

Wewantto drawattentionto somepattemsin Table 1. First, it is noteworthythatourrespondents,on
average,wantedto seemoreresearchon almostall thetopics.If we focuson theideal—actualgap,then
topicswhichrankpositive areonesthatrespondentsfeel deservegreateremphasisthan they arecur-
rently getting. Gf the49 key wordson thesurvey,the respondentsthought that significantly more
emphasisshouldbeplacedon 16, andsignificantly lessemphasisshouldbeplacedononly one! While
this surveysuggeststhat therearemanydirectionsfor interestingfutureresearch,it alsosuggeststhat
joumal editorswill needto makesometoughchoices.Givenalimitednumberofjoumalpages,it may
be difficult to createroom for 16 new topicswhile decreasingcoverageof only one.

A secondsetof patternsto notice is the locusof specializationandcompetitionacrosstopicsand
joumals.Sometopicsareaspecialfocusfor particularjournals(e.g. learningandOS,decisionmaking
andOBHDP, or networksandASQ),Whereasothertopicsaremoregenerallypopularacrossall jour-
nals(e.g.pe onnance)or areignoredby all of them(e.g. crosscultural, legitimacy,socialization).In
addition,sometopics seemto be avoidedby somejoumals (e.g. JOB publisheslessabout teams!
groups than the otherjoumals), while other topics seemto be points of competition (e.g. strategy
for AMJandOS; structure for ASQandOS).

Third, somejoumalsalsoseemto havenot only capturedsometopics,but to bebrandedby them.
For example,OBHDP publishes30 per cent of its articlesunder the key word decisionmaking.
Furthermore,when thedecision-relatedthemesof negotiationandrisk arealsoincluded,thesethree
themesaloneaccountfor approximately45 percentof all OBHDParticles(this figure is approximate
becauseit doesnot accountfor overlappingkey wordson thesamearticle). JOB’s top four themes
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(stress, commitment,job satisfaction,andconflict) accountfor about40 percent of its published
articles.

Whataretheimplicationsof the ratingsof topic importanceandthepatternsofjoumalpublication?
First, from a researcher’sperspective,thereappearto bemany topicsthat areunder-researched,and
thesetopics may provide ripe areas for further research.However, it may be somewhathard for
researchersto know whereto targetresearchonunder-researchedtopics.While it is clearthat OBHDP
is themajoroutletfor decisionmaking,it is notclearwhatmight bea goodjournal to sendresearchon
norms,trust, interdependence,or co-operation.This maymakeresearchon suchtopicsappearto be
riskier thanit actuallyis. Froma researcher’sperspective,it maybe encouragingtoknow thatleading
researchersin thefield think topicsareworthstudying,evenif thesetopicsarenotcurrentlywell-repre-
sentedin thejournals.

Second,from the perspectiveof a journaleditor, it is clear that many of theseunder-researched
topicsare up for grabsandcouldoffer a competitive opportunity.Thereis roomforjournalsto make
a significantimpact on how our field understandsthesetopics(as, for example,OShasdoneby pub-
lishing a substantialnumberof paperson communicationandlearning).

Three Definitions of OB

Having presentedour empirical results,we now proceedto our essay-basedinterpretationof these
results.In this section,we interpretthe implications of our resultsfor threedifferent definitionsof
organizationalbehavior,two whichhaveanestablishedhistoricaltradition,andonewhich is somewhat
morenovel.Thesedefinitionsmatter.Dependingon how we defineorganizationalbehavior,we can
broadenor limit the importanceand impact of our work. We suggestthat the two historical waysof
defining organizationalbehaviorhavedirectedour work awayfromimportanttopicsthatwereviewed
asunder-researchedby ourrespondents.Wereferto Tables2 and3 to providea visualshorthandsum-
maryof thethreedefinitionsof organizationalbehavior.As a written shorthand,wewill referto these
threedefinitionsas the ‘Big-B’, the ‘Contextualized-B’,or the ‘Big-G’ definitionsof GB. Eachdefini-
tion is discussedbelow.

Big-B definition of OB
Gnepossiblewayof definingorganizationalbehavioris to emphasizeinterestingbehavior.Gurshort-
handfor this definition is ‘Big-B’ organizationalbehavior(seeTable2).

Someresearchers,for examplethosewho endorsea morecontextualizeddefinition of GB like the
onewe considerin the nextsection,may regardBig-B researchas a kind of ideal type that doesnot
really exist amongthe GB community.Yet, many researchersdefendthe importanceof researchon
stress/strainorgoal-settingor decision-makingbecausethesetopicsrepresentinterestingbehaviorthat
is relevantfor organizations.Indeed,oneof thehistoricalstrengthsof GB researchis thatit drawsfrom
many disciplinesthat studymany kinds of interestingbehavior.Thispositions us, as a field, at the
intersectionof the social sciencesandpotentially allows us to make contributionsthat would be
broadlyrecognizedin many fields. Considerthefollowing definition of organizationalbehaviorfrom
BenjaminSchneider’s(1985)review of the field in the AnnualReviewof Psychology:

‘GB istheconfluenceof individual, group,andorganizationalstudiesflowing from industrial—orga-
nizational psychologyandorganizationandmanagementtheorywith headwatersin psychology
(social,psychometrics),sociology(organizational,work, occupational),andmanagement(scienti-
fic, humanrelations)’ (Schneider,1985,p. 574).

Copyright ‘f~> 2001 John Wiley & Sons,Ltd. I Organiz.Behav.22, 43—58 (2001)
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Table 2. Two traditional definitions of GB

Big-B. Emphasizesinterestingbehaviorthatmayberelevant
fororganizations.

oB
Disadvantage:Doesn’tsatisfyCoreCompetenceTest: Is thisa
topic on which GB researchershave unique insights that are
not likely to be sharedby researchersin related social science
disciplineslike psychology,sociology,political scienceor
economics?

Contextualized-B.Emphasizesbehaviorthat occursin an
organizationalcontext.

Disadvantage:Doesn’tsatisfyOrganizationalCentralityTest:
How muchwould we understandaboutorganizationsif we
understood everything there wasto know about
_______________? Manybehaviorsthat occurin
organizational contextsare relatively peripheral.

In our minds, the exciting part of Schneider’sdefinition is that it highlights the potential for GB
researchto tie togethermany fields in a way that breaksnew groundand enhancesthe fields from
which weborrow.

Gn the otherhand,whenwe emphasizeinterestingB at the individual, group, or organizational
levels,wematherisk themissingwhatis essentialto G. Theresultsof the surveysuggestthatanum-
berof Big-B topicsfell atthebottomof thelist, meaningtheywereratedasover-researched.Gf course
thereare manyreasonsthat a topic might fall at thebottom of the list — e.g.becauseresearchersare
boredwith thetopicorbecausemostquestionsaboutthetopic havebeenanswered.However,thereare
activeresearchtraditionsin stress/strainandgoal-settinganddecision-makingand it is unlikely that
mostquestionsaboutthesetopicshavebeenanswered.Instead,we suggestthat topicslike thesemay
havebeenratedas over-researchedbecausethey representinterestingB but theydo not tell usmuch
aboutG. As interestingB, they are valuabletopicsfor the social sciences,but if they do not tell us
much aboutG then they maynot be topicsin which GB scholarshavea distinctivecompetence.

Becausewhatwe areclaimingmaybe controversial,let us startby critiquingour own research.In
thepast,both of ushavedoneresearchon decisionmaking (Heath,1995;Sitkin andWeingart,1995)
andon goal-setting (Heath et al., 1999). Both of thesetopicsrankat the very bottom of the list.

Table 3. An alternativedefinition of GB

Ob Big-G. Emphasizes behavior that is central to the task oforganizing.
Advantages: Pointsout centrality oforganizing; eliminates
peripheral behaviors; callsartention to process;requires cross
level research.

Copyright © 2001 JohnWiley & Sons,Ltd. J. Organiz.Behav.22, 43—58 (2001)
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Althoughwe would preferto believeourresearchis centralandcuttingedge,wehaveto agreewith our
respondentsthat thesetopics,althoughinterestingB, areprobablyover-researchedin thefield of GB.
For examplewithin thetopic of decision-making,considerthespecificcaseof researchon escalation
of commitment(Heath,1995).This topic is veryinterestingB, andit hasalong pedigreein journalsof
managementandorganizationalbehavior(e.g.Staw, 1976; Whyte, 1986; Brockner, 1992).However,
althoughescalationis indeedinterestingB, we questionwhetherit is interestingG. Escalationcer-
tainly occursin organizations,but it is abehaviorthat is commonin manyarenas.Researchon escala-
tion is active amongresearchersthat do not care at all aboutorganizations,for exampleamong
economistsandmarketersthatareinterestedin escalationof commitmentin consumerchoices(Thaler,
1980; 1985; Boulding et al., 1999).Furthermore,it is not clearthat escalationbehaviorbringsus as
closeto understandingorganizationsas do otherpotentialresearchtopics(e.g. trust, interdependence,

or co-operation).Escalationis indeedinterestingB, butdespiteits distinguishedpedigreein ourfield,
may not be very G.

As we look atourresults,we suspectthatthereareothertopicsthatrankrelativelylow becausethey
areinterestingB but not G. In additionto goal-settinganddecision-making,this is probablyalso tine
of topicssuchas stress/strainandself-efficacy(seeTable 1 for others).All of thesetopics are inter-
esting.Someoneshouldcertainlystudythem. Gurquestionis whetherthey shouldcontinueto receive
thesameamountof attentionwithin GB that theyhavetraditionally received.Theresearcherswesur-
veyedbelievethat therearemorefruitful topics for GB research,andwe agree.

To summarizeourargumentabouthow the Big-B definition of GB falls short, we proposewhatwe
will referto astheCore CompetenceTest.To performthis test,researchersshouldaskthemselvesthe

following question: ‘Is this atopicaboutwhichGB researchershaveuniqueinsightsthatarenot likely
to be sharedby researchersin relatedsocial sciencedisciplineslike psychology,sociology,political

scienceor economics?’If theansweris no, thenperhapswe shouldfollow theadvicewe sometimes
provide to our students,andemphasizethose topicswhereour training andknowledgearelikely to
give us a uniquecompetence.

Contextualized-Bdefinition of OB

The seconddefinition of organizationalbehavioremphasizesbehavior in an organizationalcontext
(seeTable 2). This is perhapsthemostcommonway of definingthe field of GB — it is certainly the
mosttypical definition we advertiseto the studentswhoreadour introductorytextbookson organiza-
tional behavior:

‘Grganizationalbehavior,asafield of study,concernsall aspectsof humanaction in an organi-
zationalor groupcontext’ (Duncan, 1978, p. 6).

‘GB, as anareaof study, canbe describedastheapplicationof concepts,theories,methods,and
empiricalgeneralizationsfrom thebehavioralsciencesto theanalysisof behaviorin organizations

(GrganandBateman,1986, p.5).

‘Grganizationalbehaviordiffers from related fields [psychology, sociology, political science,
anthropology]in its focusnot just on individual or groupbehavior,but specifically on individual
andgroupbehaviorin organizations(Northcraft andNeale, 1990,p. 26).

‘Grganizationalbehavioris a field of study thatendeavorsto understand,explain,predict, and
changehuman behavior as it occurs in the organizationalcontext’ (Wagnerand Hollenbeck,
1995,p.4).
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Wereferto thesekindof definitionsas Contextualized-B.Suchdefinitionsmay solvesomeproblems
with Big-B definitionsbecausethey specifythatbehaviormustoccurin anorganizationalcontext.For
example,underthis definition,simplelaboratorystudiesof escalation,or strain,or self-efficacyorgoal
settingwould notbe seenascentralGB topics. Indeed,whenresearchersstudybehaviorin context,
theirresearchmaybericherbecausethey maybeforcedto integrateconceptsfrommultiple fields or to
considermultiple levels of analysis(Houseetc1., 1995).Unfo unately,defining GB as Contextua-
lized-B alsocreatesproblems.Below, we point out two problems: relabelling andperipheral topics.

Relabelling
Supposethat a marketingresearcherstudiesescalationof commitmentby usinga wordproblemthat
asksconsumershowthey wouldreactto asunkinvestmentin a theatreticket.Sucha studyis an exam-
ple of potentiallyinterestingB. Supposea managementresearcherrelabelsthewordproblem,changes
thedollar amounts,andasks,studentshow they would reactto a sunkinvestmentin an R&D facility.
Thesecondresearcherrelabelstheproblemto contextualizethebehaviorin thesettingof anorganiza-
tion,but it seemsreasonableto question:Doesthis relabellingmakethebehaviormoreorganizational?
Considera potentiallymorecontroversialquestion.Supposeanotherresearchermovesher studyof
goal-settingfrom undergraduatesin alab settingto factoryworkersin afield setting.Doesthischange
of contextmakethebehaviormoreorganizational?

We suggestthat bothof theseresearchersaremerelyrelabellingaBig-B phenomenon.Thebehavior
is interesting,but it is notnecessarilymore interestingbecausethelabelsof a lab study havebeen
changedto makethe contextmoreorganizationalor evenbecausethe contextof the studyhas been
movedfrom the lab to the field.

The relabellingproblemis importantfor our field becauseit may contributeto our tendencyto bor-
row from otherdisciplineswithout contributingmuchin return.OB borrowsfrom manyfields — psy-
chology, sociology, economics.This is healthy andhas the potential to make our researchmore
thoughtfulandscholarly.However,at somepoint we must contributein return. If wemerelyborrow
conceptsfrom other fields andstudythem in an organizationalcontext,it is not clearthatweare con-
tributing muchto knowledgein thesocial sciences.Gurguessis thatwe inna serioustradedeficit — we
import a greatdealwithoutexportingverymuch.Gnepotentialexplanationof thetradedeficit is that
we are trainedto be better scholarsthan researchersin other fields andmoreattunedto readingand
citing researchin fields outsideour own. Gur questionis whether,if othersocial scientistsreadour
work, they would feel thatthey hadgainednewinsights.If wecontinueto defineour field as Contex-
tualized-B,wemay not beas likely to successfullyexportnewknowledgebecausewewill spendour
time borrowingideasaboutB andmerelystudyingthemin an organizationalcontext.

Therelabellingproblemis alsoseriousbecauseit maycontributeto our tendencyto lag the disci-
plinesthat weborrowfrom.Borrowingtakestimeandforcesusto follow (e.g.apply), ratherthanlead,
in the productionof knowledge.Reviewershavenotedthat GB tendsto lag thedisciplines— noting
that developmentsin thebasicdisciplinestendto takeseveralyearsto emergein GB (G’ Reilly, 1990;
IlgenandKlein, 1989).IlgenandKlein (1989)arguethatwhenresearchersborrow or incorporateper-
spectivesfrom otherdisciplines,they needto demonstratethat constructsandconceptsfrom the one
disciplineare indeedappropriateto the other. They say that this kind of ~demonstrative’research,
which simply demonstratesthat conceptsfrom onediscipline canbe usedin another, often Aoes
not advanceknowledgein eitherdisciplinemuch’ (p. 345). After reviewingthe field of GB from a
cognitiveperspective,they concludedthatby 1989 the cognitive literaturein GB was ‘almost exclu-
sivelydemonstrative’(p. 346),a soberingstatementgiven thatthecognitiverevolutioninpsychology
hadbeenin full swingsincetheearly1970s(e.g.seeAnderson,1995).As long aswedefineourtaskas
Contextualized-B,then we are very likely to engagein a slow processof borrowingconceptsfrom
other disciplines,merely relabellingthem to fit organizationalcontexts.For example,it probably
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wouldn’t advanceknowledgeto show that employeeshave schemasabouttheir companiesjust
like peoplehaveschemasaboutothersocialphenomena;or to showthatstressfuleventsat work have
similar physiologicaleffectsto stressfuleventsin otherareasof life. In sum, while Contextualized-B
might seemto be anattractivedefinition of OB, wefeel it contributesto therelabellingproblemand,
thus, temptsour field to be net borrowers(andslow borrowersat that).

Peripheraltopics
it might bepossibleto avoid the relabellingproblemif wedefinedContextualized-Basbehaviorsthat
are uniqueto organizationalcontexts.This definition preventsthe escalationresearcherfrom simply
relabellinghis or herlab studybecauseescalationis not a behaviorthat is uniqueto organizational
contexts.Underthe ~uniqueto context’ definition, we might expectresearchersto studytopicslike
job satisfaction,or organL.~ationa1commitment,orabsenteeismor turnover.Thesetopicsarecertainly
moreuniqueto theorganizationalcontextthan othercontexts(e.g. markets),and indeedthey have
beensomeof themostcentraltopicsin thefield (e.g.seereviewsby O’Reilly, 1991;Ilgen andKlein,
1989;Schneider,1985;Staw, 1984;Mitchell, 1979).

However,notethat theresultsof thesurveysuggestthatthesetopicsarenot alwaysratedhighon the
call for additional research.In part, we proposethis is becausesuchtopicsdescribebehaviorsthat,
althoughthey areuniqueto the contextof 0, arerelativelyperipheralto 0. By peripheralwe mean
thatsuchtopicsrefer to phenomenathat are not central to understandinghow organizationsaccom-
plish their taskof organizing.

To drawananalogy,supposesomeonetoldyou thatanewacademicjournalhadjust appearedcalled
SportsBehavior.You subscribeto the journalbecauseyou are asportsfanandare interestedin seeing
academicresearchon sports.As a sportsfan, you could getexcitedany numberof interestingques-
tions: How do athletesrespondto paradigmshifts in technologies(e.g.newjumps in figure skating,
new strokesin swimming, new defencesin basketball)?How did the managementof baseballteams

changewhenfreeagentruleseliminatedthenotion of lifetime contracts?Whattechniquesdo football
coachesuse to adjustplay on-line during a game?Why do playershavedifficulty recoveringfrom
slumps?How do successfulteamsmanagestarperformersandteamworksimultaneously?Perhaps
you would evenenjoy readingarticleson novel sportsbehaviorslike: How do highwire artistsin cir-
cuseslearncomplexnewmovesin an environmentwherefailure is costly’?

As you pagethroughthefirst few issuesof SportsBehavior,you realizethatthejournal is not quite
whatyou hadexpected.You find papersthat askplayershow happythey arewith their position and
their coach.You find rigorousstudiesthat attemptto predictwhichplayerswill misspractices.You
find solid (but small) effectsthat indicatethat playerswho aremore committedto their teamareless
likely to leaveit. You find debatesaboutthefactorvalidity of thewidely-used‘happinesswith coach’
scale.Would you be satisfiedwith your purchase?

Wesuggestthatyoumight notbe.Thebehaviorsin thesearticles,althoughtheyoccurin thecontextof
sports,arerelativelyperipheralto sportsbehavior.We suspectthatmanyof thesebehaviorsarealsorela-
tively peripheralto organizationalbehavior.Tocapturethis idea,weproposetheOrganizationalCentral-
ity Test: ‘How muchwould we understandaboutorganizationsif we understoodeverythingtherewasto
knowabout?‘~ Notethatevenwhentopicsareuniqueto thecontextof organizations,they do notneces~

sarilypasstheCentralityT st. Evenif we understandeverythingtherewasto knowaboutjobsatisfaction
andabsenteeismandturnover,wewouldnotnecessarilyunderstandmuchaboutorganizations.Forexam-
pie, considerabsenteeism.Whenwethink abouthow to distinguishverydifferentorganizationswith their
successin organizingandrespondingto thedemandsof theirenvironments(e.g.theNew York Yankees

4
To elaboratethe Centrality Test,considerthe following additional questions:Howeasy is it to imagineanorganizationwhere

is not a centralconcern?Howdeep,basic,or causalis _______ (asopposedto obviousandsalient)?
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versustheChicagoCubsorDell versustheIBM PC division),wethinkit unlikelythatacentralfeature
of themoresuccessfulorganizationsis thatpeopleare less likely to be absentfrom work.

An AlternativeDefinition of OR

Big-O definition of OB

Weproposeanotherwayof definingorganizationalbehaviorthatwe think addressessomeof thepro-
blemswith the two traditionaldefinitionsof GB describedaboveandthatcapturessomeof the results
of our survey.UndertheBig-O definitionof GB, topicsshouldbemore central in researchwhenthey
capturesomethingthat is more central to the task of organizing (see Table 3). Drawing on Weick
(1979),wepurposelyemphasizetheverb-formof ‘organizational.’Whenwethink of organizingbeha-
vior ratherthan organizationalbehavior,perhapswe aremore likely to developtheoriesthat address
how peoplesolve the dynamicproblemsof aligning goalsandcoordinatingaction.

Under this definition, researcherswould devoterelatively more attentionto topics that help us
understandhow groupsof peopleorganizeandcanyouttheir goals.As we view theresults of the
survey, a numberof topicstowardthe topof the list fall undertheBig-G definitionbecausethey help
us understandthe task of organizing.For example,if we understoodmore aboutsocial norms,we
would understandmoreabouthow groupsof peopleimplicitly coordinatetheir actionwhenthey face
a complexenvironment.Wewouldalso understandmoreaboutorganizingif weunderstoodhow orga-
nizationscan facilitate effective communicationacrossdivisionsandhierarchicallevels. We would
understandmoreaboutorganizingif we understoodwhenandwhy peopleare willing to trust each
otherandcooperatebeyondtheir own narrowself-interest.We wouldunderstandmoreaboutorganiz-
ing if weunderstoodorganizationalchange— how to shift directionsin a largegroupof peoplewho are
behavingin traditional,stereotypicalways.

Traditionally, whenresearchershavewantedto move from Big-B to Contextualized-Bresearch,
they havepursuedsomeversion of the relabelling strategy:insteadof studying their phenomenon
in a basic, generalform, theyhavestudiedit in a specific appliedorganizationalcontext;often this
hasmeantmoving from a laboratoryto a field setting. Doesthis samestrategyhold whenwewant
to movefrom Contextualized-Bto Big-G?

Gur answer is no. We contendthat Big-G does not dependon any particularmethodological
approachor unit of analysis.To illustrate, considera beautiful study (Zucker, 1977) that satisfies
our definition of Big-G, but violatesall of the potential methodological‘recommendations’above:
it is not a field study, but a laboratorystudy; it doesnotstudyorganizations,but collectionsof indi-
viduals; it is nothighly contextualized,but highly abstractandgeneral.

In herstudy,Zuckerextendsthebasicstudyof Sherif(1935)andJacobsandCampbell(1961)on the
autokineticeffect. Theautokineticeffectis basedon a visualillusion — whenpeoplesit in adarkroom
andstareata smallstationarypointof light, they will believethat thepointof light is movingbecause
their own eyesengagein small, involuntarysaccadicmovements.Sherifshowedthat if you askindi-
vidualsto gaugehow muchthe light ‘is moving’, they will guessquite different amounts.However,
JacobsandCampbellshowedthat if you put groups of individuals in a room at the sametime, they
eventuallyconverageto a singleguessthat representsan (arbitrary)socialnorm. In fact, if you then
replacethe individualsin theroom,one by one,thesocialnormwill persistovergenerations(although
graduallyweakened).Thesestudiesillustrate how evenminimal social interactionleadspeopleto
definethe world in consistentways.

Copyright © 2001 JohnWiley & Sons,Ltd. J. Organiz.Behav.22, 43—58 (2001)



BiG-B VERSUSBIG-G 55

Zuckerconducteda studythatfollowed in thistraditionbutwithaBig-Gfocus.In additionto theissues
of normsandcoordinationabove,Zucker wasinterestedin how thenormativeprocessis alteredwhen
someparticipantsare mademorelegitimatethroughthekind of formalizationthat typically occursin
organizations.Gneof themostbasicfeaturesof mostformalorganizationsarejobtitlesthatconveylegiti-
macy(whichZuckerrefersto asaninstitutionalized‘office’). In Zucker’sstudysheselectedonesubject,
at random,to sit in a specialchairandbedesignatedChief Light Gperator.She found that adding this
aspectof legitimacy causednormsto persistevenlongerandwith lessvariance.

Note that weregardZucker’s studyas a primeexampleof Big-G, not becauseof its methodology,
but becauseit integratesa numberof topicsthat satisfytheGrganizationalCentralityTest: We would
understanda greatdeal aboutorganizationsif we understoodeverythingtherewasto know about
norms,coordination,legitimacy, andorganizationalchange(or in this case,the absenceof change
becauseof institutional forces). Although Zucker’sstudymight fail somedefinitions of Contextua-
lized-B becauseit involvesa lab experiment,it doesnot fail thedefinition of Big-G. Big-O is silent
aboutmethodology,but it requiresus to ask which topicsare central to task of organizing,and to
choosemethodsthat allow us to addressthosetopics.

Considerotherexamplesof researchthat satisfy the definitionof Big-G — for example,Sutton and
Hargadon’s(1996) study of brainstorming at IDEG, the famous Silicon Valley design firm that
designedtheApple mouse.Brainstormingis a goodBig-B topic,andthereis alargeresearchliterature
that verifies the following result: groupsof peoplewho brainstormtogetherfrequentlyproducefewer
ideasandlower quality ideasthana set of individualswho eachbrainstormalone.Insteadof studying
brainstormingin a lab,HargadonandSuttonstudybrainstormingin an interestingorganizationwhere
brainstormingiscentraltoits work; thustheirpapercertainlymeetsthedefinitionof Contextualized-B.
However, their insightsmove the paperbeyondmerelyContextualized-Bby providing insights into
how brainstormingaffectstheway that IDEG organizesitself, thedomainof Big-G. Forexample,they
arguethat groupbrainstormingnot only solvesthe immediateproblemof a particularclient, it also
rehearsestheorganization’smemoryof potential solutionsthatmay beusefulin future projects(pro-
motingorganizationcommunicationandlearning), it createsa statusauctionthat allowsemployeesto
appraisetheir colleague’sabilities andinsights (providing insight aboutwherethecapabilitiesof the
firm arelocated,thusreinforcing thesocialnetworkandincreasingtrustamongpotential--future-team-
mates),it alsosocializesemployeesinto importantaspectsof firmculture like theimportanceof allow-
ing ideasto flow freely (thus exercisingnorms that reinforcecooperation).

Notethatif HargadonandSuttonhadmerelystudiedbrainstormingincontext(e.g.by comparingthe
numberof ideasgeneratedin abrainstormingsessionat IDEG to thenumbergeneratedin previouslab
studies),their studywouldbe of limited utility becauseIDEG is a uniquefirm andthingsthat aretine at
IDEG mightnot generalizeto otherfirmsorcontexts.In ourview, whena contextualizedstudyprovides
usefulinsightsinto organizations(asdoesthisone),it is valuable.notbecause.it.stiuiirts.behaviorinaseal
context,butbecauseit focusesonbehaviorthatis essentialto organizing,andibyshowinguThowbehavior
is organizedin asomewhatuniquecontextit allowsusto reachgeneralinsightsaboutorganizing.

Foranotherexampleof this point, considerWeick andRobert’s(1993)paperabouthow personnel
onNavy aircraftcarriersuse ‘heedful interrelating’ to coordinatetheir actionsin anenvironmentthat is
unusuallydemanding.To describethecontextof their study,they askus to imagine shrinking San
FranciscoAirport down to onesho rnnway, ‘makeplanestake off andland at the sametime, at half

thepresenttime interval,rock the innway from side to side.., then turn off theradarto avoiddetec-
tion, imposestrict controlson radios,put an enemyin the air. . . wet the wholething downwith sea
waterandoil andman it with 20-year-olds’(Weick andRoberts,1993,p. 357).Here,thecontextis so
novel that it mightmaketheresultsless general.However,Weick andRobertsusethis novel contextto
providegeneralinsightsinto organizingby showinghow theNavysetsup normsaboutcommunication
andstandardoperatingproceduresthat allow a dispersedgroup of personnelto coordinateon a task
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that requiresanextraordinarydegreeof interdependence.Becausetheir paperprovides insight into
how theNavy ‘heedfully’ organizesitself in this delicatetask,it meetsthedefinition of Big-G.

As a final exampleof Big-G research,considerrecentwork on ‘transactivememory’ (Wegneret al.,

1991;CohenandBacdayan,1994;Morelandet al., 1996),which showsthat groupsof peoplewho
work with eachotherregularly canovercometheir own memorylimitationsby distributing memory

acrossthe group. Thesestudiesshow how a group canacquirecollectiveknowledgethat doesnot
residein anyindividual. Much of the researchon this topic has beendonein the lab (andsomehas
evensurveyedmarriedcouplesasthe ‘group’ to be analysed),thusit tendsto fail definitionsof Con-
textualized-B.Gn theotherhand,we canthink of few topicsthatholdasmuchpromisefor Big-G GB
researchers.Transactivememoryresearchersarestudying a phenomenonthat is apure exampleof
organizing— somehow,individuals implicitly organizetheir behaviorso that appropriatetaskscan
be accomplisheddespitethe fact thatno individual or subsetof individuals hasthe big picture. This
is clearlya Big-G phenomenon.

The papersaboverepresentthe promiseof Big-G research.Indeed,if we understoodeverything
therewasto know abouttransactivememoryor heedfulinterrelatingor thenormativeforce of insti-

titutionalizedoffices,we would satisfy theGrganizationalCentrality Test — we would understanda
greatdeal aboutorganizations.Interestingly,many topicsthat satisfy the GrganizationalCentrality
TestalsosatisfytheCoreCompetenceTesteitherfundamentallyor in practice(i.e., in situationswhere

topicsmight fall underother fields buthavebeenneglectedby thosefields). Forexample,interdepen-
denceis a topic in which, fundamentally,organizationalresearcherstend to havespecialexpertise
amongsocial scientists(Thompson,1967;Staudenmayer,1997 — unpublishedPhD Dissertation).In
practice,trustis a topic that shouldbeof interestto researchersin manyfields suchas sociology and
political science,yet organizationalresearchersare leadingresearchefforts on thetopic (Academyof
ManagementReview,1998;KramerandTyler, 1996).

While wethinkthatour definitionof Big-G helpsorganizemanyof thetopicstowardsthetopof the
list, notall of theunder-researchedtopicsmeetourdefinitionof Big-G. Forexample,familyandcross-
cultural topicsraiseinterestingbehavioralissuesthat theparticipantson our surveyfelt are not suffi-
ciently researched.

We seeatleasttwo additionalbenefitsof studyingtopicsthat fit thedefinitionof Big-G andthatpass
theGrganizationalCentralityTest.First, suchtopicsaremorelikely to becross-level,anda numberof
reviewersof the field have requestedmore cross-levelresearch(Cummings, 1982; Staw, 1984;
Rousseau,1984; Schneider,1985;HouseandSingh, 1987; Ilgen andKlein, 1988; G’Reilly, 1990).
It is unlikely that we will understandtopicslike organizationalchangeor interdependencewithout
understandinghow theseprocessestakeplaceamongindividuals,groups,and the organizationas a
whole.Second,suchtopicsare less likely to lendthemselvesto simplestudiesthat simply correlate
a laundry-listof behavioralvariables.If we view thefield assimply a collectionof Bsthatoccurin the
contextof G, wenaturallytendto do empiricalstudiesthat askwhich Bs occurtogether.To the extent
this hasbeenthecase,it helpsto explainthefrequentlycitedobservationthatGB researchoftentends
to focusmoreon empiricalstudiesratherthan theory (Mitchell, 1979; Staw, 1984; llgen andKlein,
1989;O’Reilly, 1990).In contrast,if weview the field as focusingon thetaskof organizing,then we
mayforce ourselvesto developbettertheoryabouthow organizinghappens.

Conclusion

By presentingthe resultsof thesurveyandby proposinga definitionto identify promisingnewresearch
topics, we have tried to encourageus, as a field, to focus more on our outstandingopportunities.
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By proposingtheBig-G definitionof GB, wehopeto summarizeandclarify whatkinds of topicsare
likely to addressimportantandunder-addressedquestions.If in Table2, wecontrastthe top 10 topics
andthebottom 10, the Contextualized-Bor Big-B definitionsof GB seemsto capturelessof thedis-
tinctionbetweentop andbottom 10 topicsthan doesBig-G. Historically, we suspectthat themajority
of GB researchhasbeenContextualized-B,with relatively lessBig-B orBig-O. Theresultsof thesur-
vey suggestthat a shift towardBig-G topicsmight bewelcome.Researchersshouldunderstandthat
Big-G topicswould bewell-receivedby peerswho are likely to bereviewingourwork. Journaleditors
shouldseetheir roleasfosteringBig-G researchandseizingopportunitiesto solicitandpublishBig-G
topics.
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