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ABSTRACT

Epistemic communities contain an inherent tensicieims of reconciling a highly diverse
membership, with many competing knowledge claim&ards a shared purpose of policy
influencing. Deriving from three inductive casediais within the field of international
development organizations, we illustrate how emgstecommunities resolve this inherent
tension by simultaneously negotiating three legited sources of power based on formal
hierarchical position, on expertise and on valugsensus. The cases provide insights into
negotiation processes in mission-based commumitidscontribute to the power-knowledge
debate within the literature on knowledge and leayiby re-introducing the negotiated order

lens to better understand mission-based organizaée epistemic communities.
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INTRODUCTION

Epistemic communities are characterized by an etdension. On the one hand, members
are oriented towards a shared purpose, seekingvlap expertise and institutionalize it
within a specific policy domain (Haas 1992a; Kn@etina 1999). On the other hand, their
expertise is enhanced by a diverse membership.ifipiges potential conflicts, in terms of
establishing common knowledge and meaning, follgwire views espoused in the practice-

based perspective on knowledge and learning (CaomduVillmott 2003).

This tension is particularly relevant for missioaskd epistemic communities. While many
knowledge-intensive private and public organizatiane characterized ligrmal governing
mechanisms in the form of hierarchies (Williams@99) as well as bgxpertisebased
governing mechanisms (Grant 1996; Spender 19968%iom-based organizations such as
non-government organizations (NGOSs) also rely aresfivalue consensusomprising ideas
and practices which embody a community’s identitgl guide its course of action (Barker
1993; Huzzard and Ostergren 2002) towards a convalue-based mission. In other words,
in mission-based organizations legitimacy clainesestablished by negotiating multiple
ontologies, which makes it all the more challendimgcommunities to pursue a common
goal. This complexity that characterizes missiosesBcommunities has seldom been
subjected to research, even though one may womaestich communities negotiate

potentially conflicting legitimacy claims so asitdluence a policy domain.

Our research is motivated by this gap in theorkinsaght. In fact, we wanted to know how
mission-based epistemic communities negotiate kedgé claims that are based on
heterogeneous ontologies in order to reach a sloaredme. We thereby assumed that in
order to reach a shared outcome in such communitiese is a need for negotiations based

on various legitimacy claims.

Prior research has recognized the importance di/stg negotiations as key phenomenon in
understanding professional relationships and d&eisiaking mechanisms (Strauss 1978a),
in establishing meaning (Crossan, Lane and Whié®1Bandley et al. 2006; Wenger 1998),
and in determining organizations’ practices (Ha280). Contrary to Strauss’ expectation
that “the topic of negotiation verges on becomiaghionable” and “ign the air’ (Strauss
1978a: 2), in-depth analysis of how negotiationsuoevithin communities and how sources
of power interact to legitimize conflicting claintsas been unduly neglected by subsequent

theorists of organization studies. In this paper,explain how knowledge sharing in



epistemic communities occurs, thereby re-introduitie concept of negotiated order
(Strauss 1978a). Negotiated order provides andstieg lens to study mission-based
communities as arenas where members engage in dynagotiations to legitimize

conflicting knowledge claims in order to influengelicies.

Our research is conducted within the field of intgional development cooperation which is
characterized by multiple cultures, diverse corgeaind geographically dispersed
stakeholders who pursue a common goal of more dextiopolicy debates and development
interventions. Three epistemic communities witta tevelopment sector provide the setting
for a response to our research question. The ceBest three legitimized sources of power
based on three ontologies: formal hierarchicaltpmsirepresenting claims to whatstbe;
expertise, representing claims to wisatand value consensus, representing claims to what
should beThe interplay between these forms of power resveatious temporary forms of a
negotiated order: stagnated negotiated order, dggloegotiated order and balanced
negotiated order. Our research reveals how episteammunities cope with the inherent
tension between heterogeneity of knowledge claiensus common mission, by

simultaneously engaging three legitimized sourdgmuwer.

In the following section, we introduce the sensitizconcepts which guided our study. We
then present our methods and case studies, follbyweddiscussion of the implications on

theory and practice.
NEGOTIATING KNOWLEDGE CLAIMSIN MISSION-BASED COMMUNITIES

Epistemic communities are collectives of profesalsnvho share a belief in particular forms
of knowledge towards a domain or issue area, arawash driven towards a shared purpose

in terms of the development of policy-relevant kiedge (Haas 1992a; Knorr-Cetina 1999).
Such communities contribute expert judgment topibigical processes they are involved in,
encouraging debate and knowledge development andtsnes even developing partnership
with those they try and influence (Gough and ShecRIO01). Epistemic communities can be
scientific (Knorr-Cetina 1999), professional (Adérd Haas 1992), or mission-oriented
(Besley and Ghatak 2005). Particularly in termsafsion-oriented communities,

participants can be described as motivated agehts have a personal involvement with a
collective good and orient themselves around aevatinsensus, comprising shared ideas and

values which guide its course of action (Barker3;39uzzard and Ostergren 2002).



From a social-practice view on knowledge (Brown Budjuid 2001), knowing is socially
constructed by people through interaction in pc&ctihis could imply that a varied
representation of stakeholders is likely to imprtve content of the community’s
knowledge. However, with a diversity of stakehotdeomes a diversity of interests,
expressed in the knowledge claims which actors sekdgitimize. This diversity of
knowledge claims is at odds with a community’s oi@ion towards a shared framework for
meaning and understanding, to establish which pdamain they seek to influence. In fact,
mission-based communities need to balance thres typgoverning mechanisms: as a form
of knowledge-intensive organization they are dribgrexpertisg Alvesson 2001); in terms

of engaging with policy projects they are affeddydormal mechanismsuch as hierarchies
(Williamson, 1999); and by pursuing an interest th@es not lie in a material sphere but in a
perceived collective good, they are drivensbyared value¢Sebenius 1992). The integration
of these three mechanisms makes organizing migsiead communities more complex than

‘traditional’ knowledge-intensive organizations.

In pursuit of their policy projects, communitiesodxe by selecting content and participants
through a process of socialization (Contu and Witin2003; Levinthal and March 1993). In
case of epistemic communities, this process regaweund political questions as to which
knowledge is shared, with whom, when, to whose tigaed why (Adler and Haas 1992).
While these socialization processes around commualties and meaning might be
interpreted as quiescent and consensual (MargmlRallinson 2004), they are just as much
imbued with a ‘dark side’, where knowledge is iseth ignored or misrepresented (Gherardi
and Nicolini 2002). Participants in communitiesyptaut their varied interests, seeking to
legitimize competing knowledge claims through anlewg process of negotiations (Levina
and Orlikowski 2009).

Negotiations have often been recognized as a ¢emesator of power processes within and
between organizations and communities, for instamgeneral management literature
(Levina and Orlikowski 2009; Hardy 1996; Pfeffel819; in organizational learning

literature (Wenger 1998; Blackler and McDonald 200€vitt and March 1988; and in the
field of international relations (Ernst Haas 19B@ter Haas 1992b; Sebenius 1992). Many of
these studiesall for a clearer articulation of power relatianrganization and community
processes, and a dissection of how these are atgbtHowever, such insight is still largely

outstanding (Levina and Orlikowski 2009).



We define power as a strategy that affects outcamhes it is activated by influence, force,
or control in evolving social relationships (Daydabay 1977; Hardy 1996; Pfeffer 1981,
Roberts 2006). Thus, power is not a structuralaitaristic, but a social phenomenon that is
context or relationship specific, implying that paws meaningless until it is recognized as
legitimate. Negotiations to substantiate knowledgéms in epistemic communities therefore
occur as a process in which participants endegjémizedsources of power. Indeed, even an
actor’s formal position — for instance in a seri@rarchical position, or as a donor in a
funding relationship — is subject to a communitgsognition as legitimate, in order to serve
a purpose of nuanced influencing (Cobb 1980; SaamdsEisenhardt 2009).

Since epistemic communities’ main purpose is theegaion of expert knowledge, and its
institutionalization in policy domains (Adler andabs 1992), their ability to realize their
objectives is not only determined by the integratib diverse knowledge claims, but also by
its inclusion of targeted decision-makers in orbegain reciprocal adaptation to diverging
interests between stakeholders in, and beyondeepisttommunities. This targetetutual

learningemerges:

“as a result of negotiation and of encounters inatihthe parties seek to solve
common problems so as to advance their interedtseeatame time. Learning is not sudden
enlightenment or even incremental insight. It & éstablishment of shared meanings among
parties that may be active antagonists but finartbelves condemned by their
interdependence to negotiate better solutions thay had created in earlier attempts”

(Haas 1990: p72).

Mutual learning is all the more significant for sisn-based organizations and particularly
for those active in international development ta®ntributes to new conceptions of
development knowledge that is inclusive of perspestand solutions provided by the
intended recipients of development aid (McFarlad@6bd). This is in line with participation
debates which oppose views on knowledge as a paakégy'solution’ to development
challenges, and seek to overcome prevailing teneemnc export development solutions from
the North to the South (McFarlane 2006b).

The interweaving processes of developing expetiis@rds influencing policy domains are
embedded in a constantly evolving social ordehdtiag power relations among
participants, which can be labeled asegotiated orderThe concept of negotiated order was

developed as a way to describe how groups orgéimezaselves, and represents a temporal



arena or social setting, “within which actors ptay their own agendas”, as “performances
without script or program” (Strauss 1978a: 4). Neged orders therefore represent
institutionalized practices that are the producpofver relationships’ related to the
legitimation of members and their claims (Strau®s&h, b). The context of epistemic
communities provides an adequate framework by wtiamderstand how these interactions
occur, and how community members engage in a ‘daoraarder’ (Parhankangas et al. 2005:
436). Negotiated order is specifically conceptuedizo understand the finer mechanisms of
sharing knowledge and enacting meaning in highlyadyic and contestable environments,
rather than those characterized by stability odistability. In the remainder of this paper,
we explain how epistemic communities act as netgatiarders and to what extent these

orders contribute to targeted situations of mukeaining.
RESEARCH SETTING AND METHODS

The development sector provides an ideal settingsfgearch on knowledge sharing and
negotiation in epistemic communities. First, ileefs the key characteristics of mission-
oriented epistemic communities: as a knowledgeasite sector (McFarlane 2006a; Powell
2006; Rossi 2004), it draws on the generation gpdiGation of particular, exceptional
expertise to achieve its results (Alvesson 2004rksick 1992). Moreover, development
efforts bring together a wide variety of unequaksholders — practitioners, donors,
policymakers, and so forth — negotiating differpatspectives on a practice, but engaging
motivated agents towards a shared mission (BesléyGhatak 2005). Second, the sector is
characterized by inherent inequalities, exemplifigdhe donor-recipient relation, and thus
magnifies the political tensions that have beengaized as inherent to analyses of
knowledge sharing (Clegg 2003; Clegg et al. 2006Faflane 2006a; Rossi 2004; Adler and
Haas 1992). Third and perhaps most significanflistemic communities in the development
sector act as mission-based organizations andherefore confronted with a complexity of
governing mechanisms: besides formal power andrekpsed power, they derive their
legitimacy from normative power, embedded in theialy constructed norms, values,

beliefs and definitions (Lister 2003; Suchman 198} drive them towards their mission.

We took an inductive research approach, consisiitigree in-depth, process-based case
studies (Eisenhardt and Graebner 2007; Yin 198%wihe analyzed interpretively, in order
to consider actual practices and processes over(trlikowski 2002). Set within the sector

of international development, each community ia imature’ stage, i.e. it has been around



for at least five years, which allowed us to se& hegotiations developed over time. We
combined qualitative methods of semi-structuredrinews, archival data analysis and
coding of email messages, with quantitative mettaddsmi-automated content analysis for
extraction. We triangulate these data sources attads, to verify findings through
convergent, independent observations in order itd band enhance theory (Shah and Corley
2006).

We selected three cases to explore how heterogeneiburces of power affects legitimacy
claims. Our selection drew from a descriptive syt was sent to an online, international
network of development practitioners involved irolwledge management, and yielded 246
responses. We asked the respondents what the orpiose was of the community they were
involved in, what kind of participants it mainlyroprised, whom they targeted and whether
these decision-makers were involved in the commgunibether the community
communicated via an online forum, and if they w&iéing to contribute to our research.
This resulted in a selection of three epistemic mamities ‘Health Cluster’, ‘GRIT’, and
‘KNet’ (anonymized names)s these communities provided us access to thkireonetworks
and participants for interviews, and representetkdallustrations of negotiating knowledge

claims.

Data were collected in two phases. First, in otdexrcquaint ourselves with the four
communities and their key practices, their targgteltcy domains and knowledge claims, we
conducted 16 semi-structured interviews. Interviéassed between 1-1.5 hours, following an
interview guide, and were recorded and fully traisd. The interview guide included broad
questions about first, descriptive elements ofcibramunity’s emergence and development,
and the respondent’s involvement with it; secohd,focus of the community, its practices,
and its mission; third, the estimated effectiverddhie community in terms of contributing
to this mission, as a community and related to ldgwaent practice; fourth, the community’s
stakeholder involvement: how and by whom was thermanity’s mission determined, what
kinds of participants were involved, and how diffietr types of stakeholders interacted with
and related to each other (for instance decisiokensaand local development beneficiaries);
and finally, any further elements the respondeshed to bring about related to the
community’s practices. We probed for additionakiletand examples wherever possible, to
gain more insight into the character and dynami¢eeocommunities, while avoiding
directiveness. To identify the most knowledgealag informants (Kumar, Stern and

Anderson 1993) we used a ‘snowballing techniqueaddition to these interviews we



studied archival data of each of the communitiedluiding prior surveys and evaluations,
annual reports, websites, policy documents, arfdréio.

Second, in order to collect in-depth insights ithte knowledge claims, negotiation processes
and legitimized sources of power, we observed ¢imensunities using virtual methods (Hine
2005), coding email exchanges on each of the coriti@sironline forums between the years
2004-2009. This method is non-intrusive, and allthesresearcher to ‘shadow’ participants
in their natural environment (Czarniawska 2007). ¥§ed AmCat Navigatqivan Atteveldt
2008), a digital environment for computer assistectent analysis, for semi-automated data
reduction and extraction. We restricted our sedecto a section of the data set that
comprised only message threads, i.e. messagegdlded a response, although the total data
set was also queried a posteriori in order to enthat no significant content was excluded.
This extraction exercise yielded a data set foheaenmunity, as depicted in table 1,

comprising all messages covering the respectivetipeaareas.

Table 1: Data sources

Data sour ces Health Cluster KNet GRIT Totals
Total unique articles in dataset 3947 768R 147313102
Threads 447 5077 698 | 6222
% threads 12.8% 66.19 47.4% 42.1%
Extracted articles 114 216 87 417
Text lines 8004 30967 28035 67006
Interviews 4 4 4 12
Survey Yes Yes Yes | N=246
Archival data Yes Yes Yes N/A

Atlas ti, software for qualitative data analysigsaused for coding the extracted data.
Querying (extraction) and coding were conductedrinterative fashion between Amcat
Navigator and Atlas ti, constantly refining theatst and the related codes. Based on our
interpretation of the content, matched to our bemkgd knowledge of the communities, and
building on literature related to learning, episiesommunities, and development, we then
applied selective coding procedures (Strauss ambdil€2998), creating nine code ‘families’,

using color coding. One researcher conducted tka opding, extracting a frequency table



of the codes from Atlas ti, including descriptiafseach code and exemplary quotes from
each of the communities. Two other researchergwead the frequency table, identifying and
resolving inconsistencies or ambiguities, and thhoconsultation the three researchers
identified the most significant patterns emergiragf the open coding. The first researcher
then revisited the data, completing the processitiir axial coding based on the research

team’s findings.

A table is included in the Appendix, to illustrdket many discussions reflected participants’
use of legitimized sources of power, to substamtia¢ir knowledge claims. By looking at the
way in which these knowledge claims were legitirdipeer time, we were able to uncover
how these affected communities’ ability to copehvitie tension inherent to epistemic
communities between diversity of interests on the lband, and a single mission-orientation

on the other.
CASES: NEGOTIATING LEGITIMACY CLAIMS

Our study seeks to explain how epistemic commudape with the inherent tension in
terms of reconciling a highly diverse membershighwnany competing knowledge claims,
towards a shared purpose of policy influencingnfFaur data we extrapolated three
legitimized sources of power, based on claimsxpertise: “what is’”, claims toformal
position: “what must be and claims towalue consensus:”what should bdh the following
section, we illustrate how participants negotiatethpeting knowledge claims (summarized
in table 2) through these legitimation mechanisansl describe how this resulted in various
forms of negotiated orders. In the discussion, xy@aen in more detail how the sources of

power influence epistemic communities’ capabildypursue their mission.



Table 2: epistemic communities’ motives and knogkedlaims

Community | Motive Par ticipants (active) Knowledge claims analyzed
Health Sharing health-related - NGOs (Northern) NGOs, researcherSharing health-related information and
Cluster information and research can | - Researchers research can improve development-relevance ofyolic
improve development-relevance (no competing claims).
of policy
KNet Technology can contribute to | - NGOs (Southern) - The community should restrict itself to discussion
more effective development - Private sector (firms, technologysome members; donor; moderator).
(social) entrepreneurs) - Other discussions (e.g. family planning) are akslevant
- Policy makers (some members).
- Ministers
GRIT Infrastructure policy should - NGOs (Southern & NGOs, researcherg/hat is the status of gender integratio
include a gender component | Northern) in infrastructure policyda priori)
- Researchers NGOs, researchers, consultant, dohairastructure policy
- Consultant should include a gender componeatpsterion

- Policymaker (donor)

>
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Stagnated negotiated order

This community comprises a fairly homogenous grougtakeholders, pursuing a common
policy domain. The community’s strength lay ingtgoertise in terms of content, and it
developed a strong consensus among its participateésms of the values and ideas it
pursued. However, as it lacked connections to agledecision-makers it sought to
influence, the community’s negotiated ordégnatedwhich meant that members continued
sharing knowledge, but only among themselves. Dinencunity therefore served as a useful
forum for local or path dependent learning (Levatthnd March 1993). However, the
community was unable to leverage its expertisenbyducing new directions to policy

discussions in the field of development-relatedtheaformation.

“Every year more than half a million women die duedmplications of pregnancy and
childbirth — 99% in developing countries. A furthéne million more women suffer
complications that can result in life-long painsdbility and socio-economic exclusion
(DFID 2009). Many of these problems, and thousaridieaths, can be prevented through
improved access to emerging knowledge among heaéthpractitioners, and the integration

of such knowledge in policies (Godlee et al. 20D4vis et al. 2004).

With this background as their motive, a group othiSed professionals and researchers
formed the ‘Health Cluster’. The vast majority bétcluster members received financial
support for their activities through a common furgdagency, ‘WestCo’. The agency
representative was a passive participant in thenoamity, occasionally channeling
information to the members in response to conaqesstions mostly related to agency

reporting requirements, via one of the co-modesator

Overall, the Cluster reflected a fairly stable arisketerms of the contents and modes of its
exchanges. The online discussionWwstsmuch used to find development professionals and
to share information on potentially relevant resest The constant flow of information
showed that new members easily adopted the comyrmimélue consensus on significant
topics and accepted modes of communication. Howdvere were instances that ruffled the
existing order. For instance, HIV/Aids was a tojhie community often encountered (1519
messages), related to for instance the use ofamefitives, transmission of the disease to
newborns through nursing, prevention strategies,Téte Cluster maintained informal
contacts with a community working in the policy dmmof HIV/Aids, also under the

auspices of WestCo. As one of the co-moderatoisrteqh“.. . the representatives from the
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HIV/Aids cooperating agencies meet monthly to dis@uvariety of issues - some of which
are related to issues of interest to the Clustes..Wagreed to keep each other informed
about issues of interest to both groupkn’view of the overlap in the communities’ missipns

both were eager to join forces in a more formalffigomation.

However, political reasons prevented this from ge#alized. Namely, WestCo maintained
strict boundaries in budgeting and monitoring gtrces for activities related to HIV/Aids
versus the domain issue of maternal health, torerisansparency in terms of WestCo
spending. Therefore, no collaboration could beized| despite the value which both
communities recognized in terms of developing thaitual expertise and institutionalizing
their domain issues among important policymakenrd,ies ability to realize its mission

stagnated.

In sum, the Cluster represented a knowledge claahimproved access to health information
could improve development. This claim was fairlycontested, and the community
maintained a stable value consensus in exchangiagnation related to its policy domain.
However, relevant decision-makers did not activerigage with the community even after
active attempts to involve them; there was thukegiimized formal authority to whom the
community directed its efforts. This lack of fornmadwer facilitated an inward-looking
orientation, which engendered a gradual shift, feomepistemic community aimed at policy
development in the field of development healthy mfforum for sharing information related

to members’ joint expertise.

Table 3: Stagnated negotiated order

Stagnated Selected textual fragments related to Negotiation
negotiated order | knowledge claims mechanism
Community As a mission-driven partnership, we are Establishing value

develops a strong | dedicated to sharing knowledge specifically | consensus
value consensus butaround health, (targeting) not very high level

is unable to policy makers ... within donor organizations.

institutionalize (co-moderator)

knowledge claims | In Ethiopia, where the rate of maternal death isSharing expertise

through under- extremely high and women are often desperate

emphasis on forma| for contraception, a rural clinic has no more

position. stock and has been cut off by West@member)
This (WestCo) policy, everybody that you woul@hallenging formal
talk to would say how horribly it was authority

implemented and it’s been out for | don’t know
how many years and it’s still unclear. They jus
didn’t take the time to say you know this is how

—
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you do it (member

But WestCo doesn’t really participate. | think
from their interest, one of the recurring theme
that come up about every 2 years is, “are
collaborating agencies duplicating efforts, and
we want that to stop.” ... Other than that,
they’re very, well, not very open to suggestion
(co-moderator)

Seeking to engage
sformal authority

S.

WestCo makes it very difficult for us to re:
their staff. They don’t want mailings individual
because it's too much paperwork. And they h:
a knowledge officer in each country but gettin
list of those people and figuring out how you @
get things to them ... it's taking years and
nobody quite knowgco-moderator)

Seeking to engac
yformal authority
ave
g a
an

As HIV/AIDS programs and research focus
increasingly on children, there is an urgent ne
to ensure that organizations gathering data frg
children meet ethical standards. ... Please se
information about data collection among
children, including references to existing
guidelines and related materials, examples frg
the field, or any further suggestiorfmember)

Seeking expertise
ed
M
nd

m

We intend to (facilitate) an exchange
information about ... techniques and approacl
for disseminating, communicating, and
encouraging knowledge transfer about health
between, to, and from developing countries.
(member)

Establishing valu
NESNSENSUS

potential as an epistemic community aimed towardtal learning an

the process, and facilitating knowledge sharingragnoembers.

Explosion of negotiated or der

Ultimately, the Cluster was unable to engage relepalicy-makers and therefore its

d influencing

development policy stagnated, continuing insteaolitd on the expertise it had developed in

The second case comprises many competing knowlddues, deriving from a diverse
group of stakeholders, with strong linkages todsed policy makers. The group generally
reflected a stable social order, but was also téeaafor a disrupting episode which led to an
explosionof negotiated order. This occurred when negotiat@mound a range of conflicting

claims to expertise became so vehement, that ine@dsnger clear which core ideas and
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values the community represented. This was fudlygravated when an outside authority
sought to re-establish order by enforcing her fonqpoaition, but which was not legitimized
by the participants. With a lack of binding factibre community’s social ordeexploded
and the community’s pursuit of a common missiongerarily dissipated. However, once a
new value consensus was negotiated, it was alpiedstablish and in fact strengthen its
influence as an epistemic community, focusing @nuke of technology to facilitate rural

development.

KNet represents a diverse group of developmentigmaers, researchers, entrepreneurs,
members of parliament and even government minidtarated in an East-African country,
and all interested in computerization processesrasans to improve development. Their
discussions were vibrant and fast-moving, revohangund a broad palette of topics related
to technology implementation, such as private saetgponsibilities, gender empowerment,
rural access, broadband, and, importantly, pohgglications.

The diversity of the community’s participants metat significant differences existed in the
formal positions and interests of different papgaits. Yet, the community shared a strong
sense of common purpose and ideas of what it valtldd was briefly yet vehemently
disrupted (41 messages in 2 days) when a particgamessed his moral concern that the
topic of family planning was reflected in a locghvernment-supported (online) newspaper.
This elicited controversial reactions, evidencedvay opposing threads. One thread
concurred with the participant’s disapproval, anthwa claim on common (cultural) values
and freedom of speech, emphasized the need tosditioel topic despite its marginal
relevance to the community’s primary foctistake exception to those who are saying this is
not the platform for discussing this subject. Textbgy or media is not an end in itself. It is a
platform for sharing information (propositions angpositions) to whatever is happening
around us.”The other thread disqualified the topic, makirgaam on the community’s
institutionalized expertise related to technologglgled rural development as a guiding
mechanism, and in fact ignoring the fact that kbxggtimized knowledge was now being
contested, with an alternative set of values bpnogosed. For instance, one participant, who
had been influential in terms of developing the oamity’s expertise on rural development
technologies, responded:participate in many ... forums. Each of the magjilists | am on

has a ‘signal to noise ratio’. This list has moreise than any other | have ever been on.
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Unless we get back to the issues at hand (...), haagly others will probably want to

unsubscribe.”

After various participants’ attempts to restoreesrthiled and the tone of the discussion

deteriorated, the foreign funding agency which spoad the community’s website

intervened, exerting their formal position. Thissadone in response to the moderators’

request for assistance, but only the outcome wasremicated: To KNet Members: Please

note that we were recently made aware of potemigdhtions of the Terms of Use of (this

platform). After careful review, certain postingstained in the mailing list archives have

been removed and certain members have had theesaagevoked.”

This did not go down well. Participants saw theatintervention as an infringement on

the integrity and autonomy of their knowledge clgif€an you give us details of who has

been removed and why? If my suspicions are rigbt) it is high time we set up a (local)

based mailing list where we can express ourseltt®ut being gagged because of our

“strong opinions” over certain issues that don’tliawith the West. What a shame!!! Very

Disappointed.”

Table 4: Explosion of negotiated order

Explosion of
negotiated order

Selected textual fragments relatec
knowledge claims

Negotiation
mechanism

Rejection of valut
consensus through
an overabundance
of conflicting
claims to expertise,
and lack of
legitimized formal
authority

Has anyone of you been ae Governmer
Newspaper website today? | can't believe it, b
the site is (advocating family planning). Well,
leave the rest of you to commemiember)

Challenging domail
utf expertise

This is IHMO the wrong list to discuss 1

Appealing to valut

subject. So stop trollingmember) consensus
| take exception to those who are saying th | Challenging value
not the platform for discussing this subject. ...| consensus

Aren't ICTs about the improvement of lives of
people? Who then says the topic is taboo on t
forum.(member)

his

The issue of wrong forum, who determines wk
is a wrong/right forum —it's awareness of the
purpose of the Forum: “This workspace enabl
members to share information about ICT for
development.{member)

ni8leeking to establisk
domain of expertise
es

N

Each of the mailing lists | am on has a ‘signal
noise ratio’. This list has more noise than any
other | have ever been on. Unless we get bac
the issues at hand, | and many others will
probably want to unsubscribénember)

téd\ppealing to value
consensus
Kk to
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In an attempt to overcome this ‘explosion’ of catfhg claims (summarized in table 4), and
steer the community back towards a more producingse, the local coordinator, who had
been active behind the scenes, stepped forvgdd) matters that threaten the harmonious
existence of the group | have an obligation to .idguhe group as best as | can. ... We all
cherish our freedom in numerous spheres of ousjigad freedom of expression on this
forum | believe is no exception. However in my igpirfreedom cannot exist without rules
and discipline, otherwise we would continually titen each other’s freedom. ... Personally

I would wish to have a self moderating forum sd thambers can express themselves freely.
This indeed is what we have had and you all agrbas been a great forum. | would wish us
to continue this way. In this case though the ralessimple and, in my opinion, common

sense. Please let us endeavor to follow them.”

Contrary to the funding agency’s imposition of awity, the formal position which this local
coordinator exerted was legitimized by the memberfact, he was recognized as a
community leader in terms of expertise on the topnd used that expertise to guide the
community’s direction. Moreover, in his capacityagpointed coordinator, he was able to
reiterate the value consensus which had alloweddhemunity to function so well prior to
the explosion of a negotiated order. Through tharoanity’s legitimization of these three
sources of power, the community re-establishedyatieted order, with new boundaries

relating to what was deemed admissible.

Although the conflict had temporarily inhibited kmiedge sharing, ultimately it benefited the
community members’ ability to listen to each othemces and refine their mission. For
example, a new potential conflict arose a year lagédated to commercial spamming on the
list, but was quickly deflated by a coordinatoe$arence to the earlier episode, and the
ensuing consensus established by the communityedser, the community’s influence at a
policy level intensified: at the time of this wrig, KNet was engaged in a close interaction
between a parliamentary committee seeking the camty’siinput on a new legislative bill,
even before it was passed to parliament for comangn®©ne MP writes:We are having a
committee meeting this morning... And this is wieveuld implore all members on this list
to give input so that we get well refined laws goirey our sector. We need to be guided so
that the final recommendations in the bill refldud spirit of harmonization of the technology

sector in the KNet Community.”
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In sum, the conflict in KNet initially caused exsa& tension on the community’s negotiated
order, leading to an ‘explosion’ of knowledge claimhich in effect paralyzed the members’
ability to share knowledge in pursuit of a commaission, which was no longer clear. In
reaction to the donor representative’s (non-legitéd) imposition of her formal authority,

the community re-established its value consenssisdan its desire to be an independent,
locally-based epistemic community, and legitimiteel coordinator’s formal position —
through the (local) values he represented for ¢mermaunity — as a guide to how, and
pertaining to which expertise the community shqaroceed. In that sense, the conflict in fact
proved to be fertile ground for a re-negotiatioroader, and ultimately provided a new

impetus to facilitate ongoing mutual learning.
Balanced negotiated order

The final case comprises a highly diverse groustaeholders. Primarily, the decision-
makers related to the community’s policy domaineweot included, and the community
facilitated a temporary situation of a stagnatettofor path dependent learning); but we saw
that as the community established a value consepatticipants were able to intensify their
expertise related to their policy project, whictpeel them attract decision-makers in

relevant formal positions. Thisalanced negotiated orddacilitated mutual learning among
the participants of the community, and the policgkers it sought to influence in the domain

of rural infrastructure and development.

Development banks and governments alike have réoedjthe importance of infrastructure
as a way to improve the basic means of living arelihoods opportunities for people in
developing countries, and continue to invest vastsson high profile infrastructure projects,
such as highway construction or railway developn@ECD 2008). A highway, however
important at a macroeconomic level (if maintainéslp real danger for the many travelers
who, for lack of alternatives, access such roadls mon-motorized, poorly visible means of
transport. A public transit system is inaccessibfevomen practicing seclusion,
perpetuating their social marginalization. If ithe real poor that infrastructure projects seek
to benefit, policy needs to take such limitatiom® iconsideration and find alternative
solutions. Awareness of mobility as a human righbag policymakers is what the Gender,

Rural Infrastructure and Transportation (GRIT) commity advocated.

GRIT comprised mostly development practitioners gasgtarchers in both the North and the

global South. The community reflected a constaegsh of messages for instance related to
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the social consequences which poor infrastructowédchave on women, such as rape, early
marriage, being ostracized from rural tribes, €twough these stories, the community
created a value consensus around their priorinesshased on a mutual understanding of

participants’ motives for joining the community.

GRIT’s knowledgeability and experience on the tagficural infrastructure caught the
attention of a high-level multilateral donor andipp maker within the ‘Nations
Development Group’ (Nations), who had significarftuence over the entire policy domain
at a worldwide level. Nations contracted a consiilta formally seek the community’s input
on their new transportation strategy. The commuauifieed to host an online consultation,

first facilitated by the consultant and in subsequweeeks by volunteers from within GRIT.

The consultation led to in-depth discussions, dogea wide range of topics at the
boundaries of the policy area, such as the neead@apted roadside sanitary facilities for
women practicing purdah (seclusion), decision-mgkmpacts on the transportation of
women in obstructed labor, gender training for(thele dominated) transport sector, and so
forth.

The rich exchange represented an opportunity fonbegs to generate knowledge, on topics
directly or indirectly related to their expertig&en so, members were aware of the
boundaries to what they could realistically achigwv&erms of influencing Nations’ strategy,
recognizing that many of their discussions werdoabdy a bridge too far. The consultant
advised:l know these dears ... they will be willing to gatwivhat we provide if it is focused
and helps the final statement to become a morenbathand complete strategy piece. But
they will never do anything other than sigh anchtaway - and wish indeed that they have
never had the idea of contacting us in the firscpl - if we cannot hand them something
which (a) goes some way to acknowledge the prognesshey have made over these last
years... and then (b) come up with a manageable nuafilzelditions and changes that

factor in our important issues but without turnitig whole piece into a mea culpa and

apology.”

The consultation yielded a total of 240 threadedsages, and the Nations’ task manager
whom the community had been targeting providedtmesieedback on the input the
community generatedMany thanks for this very impressive response.ndarstand that a

group of the participants is currently summarizthg main points for the Strategy. ... | have
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not yet caught up with all the exchanges but thetFat | have seen show that this exercise

will make a valuable contribution.”

Nations’ new infrastructure strategy included tbenamunity’s recommendation to recognize

gender as a significant dimension of developmedmastructure, institutionalizing it as a

policy priority (summarized in table 5 below). Moker, the executive director of the

community’s secretariat was invited to attend tighevel ratification ceremony, and

Nations’ president publicly commented on the imaoce of mainstreaming the domain

issues into other policy agendas. These negotmtimided mutual benefits for both the

community and policymaker.

Table 5: Balanced negotiated order

Balancecnegotiatec
order

Selected textual fragments relatec
knowledge claims

Negotiation
mechanism

Communityis able
to intensify and
institutionalize
expertise by
building on a strong
value consensus,
thereby attracting

In Africa, where women's economic welfare
be very tightly linked to small trading, ... overl
simple Western concepts of road safety can h
negative consequences for local women's
economic welfare. ... Designing out load
carrying may amount to designing out women
participation in the economymember)

Seeking to establis
ydomain of expertise
ave

S

relevant decision-
makers in policy
domains

We gender and transport specialists can be o
great assistance to Nations’ policy makers an
indeed to local communities in charting the
environment and contributing to feasibility and
innovatory studies which can help women
achieve a modern travel environmemember)

[ Establishing value
dconsensus by
appealing to
expertise

Our final revised version has to signal a cle
break with past thinking and practice in the
sector. ... The fact is - and of this | am dead s
- that the more thoughtful people at Nations’
immediately recognize the validity of what we
saying here(consultant)

Acknowledging
formal position
ure
yill
re

| have had a careful read of the revised
document and would like to congratulate you
on this fine accomplishment. With a minimum
fuss and great economy in the text, the group
worked as one and turned this originally
“gender-impoverished” piece into something
that does a great job of carrying the flag and
drawing attention to these important issues ar

Legitimizing
aknowledge claims
ddy formal authority
has

d

points of view(Nations task manager)
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We need to be encouragedthewords of the Institutionalizing
Group’s president: “Today the Nations Group iknowledge claims
committed to intensifying gender mainstreaminlgy formal authority
in infrastructure, energy and transport sectors
which means we can really hold the strategy t
account.(executive secretary, quoting Nations
president)

o

During the consultation, GRIT developed a dynaryét,stable order, fostering ongoing
negotiations around the development of policy-refg\expertise between highly diverse
stakeholders. Following the active engagementrefevant policy-maker with legitimized
formal power, the community established a valueseasus in terms of what interests they
sought to pursue. The combination of three leg#edisources of power during the
consultation facilitated mutual learning among riembers and the targeted policymaker. A
more relevant development strategy emerged, repiegehe interests which the community

set out to institutionalize among the decision-makiargeted.

In the following section we will explore further Wwaconflicting knowledge claims brought
about by a diversity of members and resulting inots types of negotiated orders, affect
epistemic communities’ ability to cope with the $&m of reaching a shared goal to interact

with the ‘outside world’ while internally coping % diversity of knowledge claims.
DISCUSSION

Our re-introduction of the existing notion of ‘negted order’ offers an analytical
framework that helps to understand knowledge sbanrepistemic communities. In fact, so
far the literature on epistemic communities onlyctoes upon the inherent tension of
reaching a shared goal used as input to influertagreal policy programs, while internally
facing a diverse membership with often conflictimpwledge claims. How and if epistemic
communities are able to cope with this tension iemanaddressed so far, but is significant
in light of the increasing recognition of commuedtias alternative forms of organization
(O’Mahony and Ferraro 2007).

In order to understand this tension, we studieddtmamics of knowledge sharing within
mission-based epistemic communities. Our findimgsad interest for the sector of
development cooperation, because we show thatdyeteeity of knowledge claims appears

to strengthen communities’ ability to influenceipgldomains. This responds to concerns for
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more participatory approaches to development dslt{bliekey and Mohan 2004) that are
inclusive of intended beneficiaries’ knowledge axgertise (;McFarlane 2006a). Moreover,
our identification of different forms of negotiatedders involving conflicting and ‘power’
relationships represents an attempt to describésthBprocesses by which relationships
evolve in highly dynamic social arenas (Strauss8b9"WWe thereby respond to the
academically growing interest in concepts of knalgke sharing in communitietgking into
consideration multiple claims for legitimacy whicommunities of distributed experts are
faced with (Levina and Orlikowski 2009; O’MahonydaRerraro 2007). We therefore
support both practitioners in the field of devel@mhas well as scholars engaged in the field

of knowledge, communities, and social orders.

Mission-based organizations often function as epigt communities, in the sense that their
potential to influence policy domains depends airthbility to develop and leverage their
expertise. They comprise multiple stakeholderssscorganizational boundaries, and thrive
in a fluid setting, in order to enlarge and updhtgr expertise. The empirical setting revealed
three legitimized sources of power that act as tigfiuns mechanisms in terms of
convincing other members of the community’s shameghose, and institutionalizing their
knowledge claims in a policy domain. In fact, wentlfied that participants engage in
negotiations based on claims to expertise (clasrt® avhat the shared purpose is, based on
one’s knowledge and experience), to formal posif@aims as to what the shared purpose
must be, based on one’s formal status and/or ki@l position), and to consensus on
community values (claims as to what the sharedqae&ught to be and why it should be
pursued, based on moral considerations). As thesalsstrate, different configurations of
these three legitimized sources of power appedetermine communities’ ability to
negotiate consensus and reach different formsgitreged orders, making organizing in
mission-based communities more complex than inticaél knowledge-intensive

organizations.

For instance, in situations where a hierarchy seagegoverning mechanism (such as in
bureaucracies; Adler and Borys 1996), knowledgendare based on one’s formal position.
Within knowledge-intensive organizations where etipe is the main governance
mechanism (such as in open source communities; @daand Ferraro 2007), knowledge
claims are negotiated based on both one’s formsitipn and one’s professional expertise.

Within the realm of this negotiations space or iabarena’ (Strauss 1978b), a balanced order
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reflects a situation where expertise-based authant organizational authority are aligned

(Agterberg et al. 2010). This might be portrayedoiisws:
axpertiza-basad formalhisrarchy-bazad

}Jiufr.o':i.t;: T . ;uﬁfc_*fr‘.t: B

Figure 1: balanced order in knowledge-intensiveanizations

Mission-based epistemic communities make this péctoore complex as they are confronted
with yet another governing mechanism that is baseshared values, acting as a driver to
steer the community into a certain direction. Withituations where shared mission acts as
governance mechanism, knowledge claims are bas#tearalue consensus. Thus,
negotiations within mission-based organizationshsas epistemic communities in the
development sector, take place within a broademamee complex social arena, seeking to

realize a balanced order that might be portrayddlbsvs:

= szad

valuz-baszd sxpartiza-basad formal hizrarch-baszd
authorite E suthority E suthority
Figure 2: balanced order in mission-based organizat

Mission-based communities therefore face the chgdeof simultaneously addressing three
types of governing mechanisms. In practice howeagistemic communities are often
characterized by an unbalanced order, which resutte different forms of negotiated order

as we illustrated with the case studies: a stagratder and an exploded order.

Ouir first case provided an illustration of an uilnaled order that we labeled a “stagnated
order”; negotiations involved moral value based prafessional expertise based knowledge
claims, but neglected claims based on formal instibal knowledge. This unbalanced order

can be portrayed as:

valis-bazed smpartize-basad formalhisrarchy-based
suthority E ; suthority suthorit

Figure 3: unbalanced order in mission-based orgébizs (“stagnated order”)

The community still had a shared purpose, reladdti¢ policy realm it convened around, but
lacked access to decision-makers and thereby aoatyain their purpose. Knowledge
claims were legitimized only by the community ifseésulting in an inward-looking
perspective. A stagnation occurred in the develoyirokits expertise, and an inability to
influence its targeted policy domain. In effectiehdered itself ineffective as an epistemic

community, hence its label “stagnated order”.
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Our second case reflected an unbalanced ordefethhe an “exploded order”. Negotiations
were about professional expertise only, withouirtigkormal institutional and moral value

based knowledge into account.

valua-bassd sxpartiza-basad formalhisrarchy-besed
authority guthority authority

Figure 4: unbalanced order in mission-based orgéinizs (“exploded order”)
Heterogeneity in fact appeared to become counteéqotive: without a value consensus there
was no legitimation of individual knowledge claitesvards a common purpose, nor was it
clear at which level the community seek to insiitodlize its claims. These aspects
negatively influenced the ability to generate exiper and in effect defeated its purpose. If no
new value consensus is negotiated related to thsioni, it is likely that the community’s
appeal will ultimately dissipate, but at the sameetit can represent a fruitful opportunity to
re-negotiate new knowledge claims, and re-estahlisalanced social order — which our data

indeed reflected.

Our cases did not reveal situations in which a ackalue consensus created an unbalanced
order. Such a situation is likely to also resulamexploded order (as represented above)
whereby a community predominantly seeks formal paagea legitimation of its expertise,
adapting its knowledge claims according to the seddlominant policy-makers rather than

its emergent mission which enticed it to conventhenfirst place.

Our final case study revealed that heterogeneéynseo help an epistemic community to
cope with the tension of reconciling a highly dsemembership, with many competing
knowledge claims, towards a joint purpose of poiifluencing. Negotiations resonated with
the community’s value consensus while includingesed stakeholders. This appeared to
contribute to its ability to facilitate mutual lewdng, strengthening its expertise as well as
their engagement of relevant decision-makers (@meficiaries). The case study referred to a
‘balanced order’, therefore illustrated that hegenreity, where legitimacy claims are based
on the interaction between three sources of povegrindeed support mutual learning. This
finding is somewhat surprising, particularly inwief studies arguing that more
heterogeneity represents greater epistemic dift@®and more diverse interests, limiting a
community’s ability to reach collective outcomes@ell and Swan 2000; Sole and
Edmondson 2002; Lave and Wenger 1991).
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Our study emphasizes the dynamic, temporal charattocial orders, and identifies
mission-based communities as a particular formrghwizing that is distinct from traditional
knowledge-intensive organizations or bureaucragieseven more complex, in that they
draw on formal position, expertisadvalue consensus to validate knowledge claims and
pursue a common goal. However, it is interestingdte that this complexity in terms of
heterogeneous sources of power is not necessaoitygmatic in terms of resolving the
inherent tension in epistemic communities, bueast in our cases appeared to strengthen
their pursuit of a common mission. In fact, the trieeterogeneous communities in our
sample (GRIT, and ultimately KNet), were strongedacilitating mutual learning,
ultimately influencing policy agendas with theirdmledge claims, while ongoing
negotiations within more homogeneous communitiesa(th Cluster) stagnated. Therefore,
communities where all three forms of power wereotieged seemed to reflect a stronger

ability to achieve collective ends, than commusitiéhere this was not the case.

It is plausible that the conjunction of all thremigces of legitimation is particularly relevant
to mission-based epistemic communities, which @etteir validation from external
constituents, namely their targeted policy-makans| ultimately, the external (development)
constituents whom their efforts seek to benefieyrare therefore confronted by a need to
reconcile diverging interests in order to defind achieve their common goal, across the
situated practices of diverse social worlds (Elkmed Huysman 2008) which development
stakeholders represent. This is distinct from fstance religious organizations (Vlaar 2010)
which can also be characterized as mission-basgdylich are not epistemic communities,
in the sense that they primarily derive their lieggicy claims through the buy-in to a value
consensus of their internal constituents’ (i.e.gregants), rather than external policy-makers.
In this sense, mission-based religious organizataoe more inward-looking, and might be
seen as thriving in contexts of ‘situated learnifigive and Wenger 1991), which in fact
curbs (stagnates) the development of expertise gmmossion-based epistemic communities

in the development context.

Our interpretative study revealed that becauseiomgsased epistemic communities need to
negotiate three ontologies — related to valuefrtoal position, and to expertise — their
organizing is a more complex venture than in otbens of community which have been
studied (O’Mahony and Ferraro 2007; Handley e2@06; Brown and Duguid 2001). We
suggest that the concept of negotiated order aarep useful lens to unravel the

mechanisms which allow mission-based communitieteielop a social order, amidst this
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heterogeneous and contestable arena of knowledipescIThrough our analysis of
negotiations in communities we provide an empirieaponse to calls for a more thorough
explanation of sources of power as an engine ofvleaige sharing (Alvesson and Karreman
2001; Contu and Willmott 2003; Roberts 2006), aral/jge a particular focus on mission-

based organizations as an alternative, yet impoifiarm of organizing.

A limitation to our study pertains to the methoccommunications we analyzed. It can be
assumed that certain critical negotiations areeitain instances conducted bilaterally
between stakeholders, either via direct email cef@-face offline, rather than via online
platforms such as the ones we studied. This iscpéatly likely to be the case where online
platforms are not the sole communications charfoela network. Further qualitative
research into the negotiations that take placefitine’ settings would help identify the
particularities of negotiations processes in onlimsus offline settings, and contribute to the

further fine-tuning of the theory presented here.
CONCLUSIONS

Our study illustrates how mission-based communigesncile heterogeneous knowledge
claims, in the joint pursuit of policy-relevant kmiedge. The negotiation of a social order
comprises a dynamic struggle to legitimize knowkdmy engaging claims to formal
position, expertise, and particularly for missicasbd communities, value consensus. This
struggle provides mission-based communities wighvilality to continually reassess and
reinforce their pursuit of a shared policy proj@die cases revealed that a heterogeneous
representation of claims seems beneficial for rieach balanced negotiated order
characterized by mutual learning. Our introductwba negotiated order lens fills a
recognized hiatus in literature by positioning poasg a central operator in community
knowledge sharing processes, and emphasizes thestethand dynamic nature of
knowledge as recognized by the practice-based eretnowledge. Moreover, through our
analysis of mission-based epistemic communitiesgoveribute to the study of community

forms of organizing.
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APPENDI X: Guiding concepts

Category | Concept

Description

Exemplary quotes

Ratkoccurrence

Health \ KNet\ GRIT‘ total

Legitimized sources of power

Knowledge that hasibee
legitimized in social
relationships (Strauss 1978a;
Contu and Willmott 2003)

n/a

n/a

Expertise The capacity to develop and | Your point about gender and transport structureg5 111 143 | 279
display knowledgeability, varying by locality as do the specifics of gendef
depending on extensive relations is very true. In my research on women's
experience in the domain mobility in Moslim northern Nigeria | found
(Alvesson 2001; Crossan et al.| important differences in degree of seclusion in
1999) different cultural regions (linked to a variety of
factors) and this impacted substantially on
women's mobility and their livelihood
opportunities in those different areas (various
publications if anybody is interested®ERIT)
Value consensus | The shared ideas and values | We have values which are in line with an Africari2 86 98 196
which embody a community’s| community... which we strongly hold hig<Net)
practices and guide its course
of action (Barker 1993)
Formal position The ability to direct a course ofTo KNet Members, Please note that we were |1 68 50 119
action based on one’s claims to recently made aware of potential violations of the
authority, based on hierarchy | Terms of (this platform) within KNet. After
(Williamson 1999; Adler and | careful review, certain postings contained in the
Borys 1996). mailing list archives have been removed and
certain members have had their access
revoked(KNet funding agency representative)
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