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Introduction

“Who is responsible for what” in organizations widnere is no formal organizational chart?
To explore this issue, the article focuses on #@dus online encyclopedia Wikipedia,
considering it as an organizing process (Weick,0)l3®nstituted through communication
(see: Ashcraft, Kuhn, & Cooren, 2009). On Wikipedlacisions are made but nobody has a
formal mandate to achieve them. Decisions thus lteesiiom negotiations between
contributors. Consequently, to uncover the micro-processes ¢baiposes the everyday
organizational life on Wikipedia, one must know whas the legitimacy to speak — that is, the

authority- and how is he acting to do so — that is,ab#horship

| first review the literature specific to governanen Wikipedia; then, | examine the concepts
of authority (Benoit-Barne & Cooren, 2009; Limerick, 1976; Ludum 2006) in
organizational contexts where there is no formatdichy and this cduthor (Barthes, 1968;
Bennett, 2005; Compagnon, 2002; Foucault, 196%etdhe conditions of aorganizational

! In this article, the words "contributor”, "Wikipigah" or “user” are considered synonymous. They nsmgn
actor who writes articles or participate in orgamianal processes.



author (Cooren & Fairhurst, 2003; Shotter, 1993). Thevatee of such a concept is then
experienced through the analysis of the creatietwéen 2010 and 2012, of one significant
rule on the French Wikipedia. From eleven narraiivierviews with the most involved
contributors, | extract several authority figuresatt I contrast with the concept of
organizational author. The analysis allows to amsthie question of the initiative in non-
hierarchical organizations; it also shows how amaaizational self is built through
communication (Taylor & Van Every, 2010). | congidinat blackboxing governance
phenomenon’s on Wikipedia is needed (it is clairedthe website thatobodyleads the
project!) to ensure the perception of the project as d-sefined whole, ghirdness(Taylor

& Van Every, 2010) owned by the mass of contribsitalespite the various voices involved
in the organizational processes (Robichaud, Gir@ux,aylor, 2004; Schneider, 2012). To
conclude, | suggest some parallels between org@mzh authors and institutional

entrepreneurship (Czarniawska, 2009).

Wikipedia, a decentralized project where everybody is leading?
Many adjectives referring to a “non-hierarchic” anjzation have been used to characterize

Wikipedia, describing it in terms of participatigBryant, Forte, & Bruckman, 2005; Cardon
& Levrel, 2009; Kriplean, Beschastnikh, McDonald, @older, 2007; Levrel, 2006) or
cooperation (Auray & Paris, 2007; Benkler, 2006; @assineau, 2006; Jacquemin, Lauf,
Poudat, Hurault-Plantet, & Auray, 2008; Wilkinson Buberman, 2007). Wikipedia is
supposed to be self-managed (Beschastnikh, Kripl&aklcDonald, 2008; Joyce, Pike, &
Butler, 2012; Spek, 2006) while some researcherghesized the decentralization of the
ruling processes (Arazy, Morgan, & Patterson, nlkorte & Bruckman, 2008). The
autopoeisis system of Wikipedia corresponds to whiafenbach & Sillince (2011) call
“network organizatior. Although the word “network” might be confusing, designates
organizations composed of “fully decentralized teggi comprising (seemingly) truly
autonomous, self-directed and participative uniBiefenbach & Sillince, 2011). The authors

also point out that informal hierarchy is prevailim these organizations.

When the first scholarly works on Wikipedia emerjethere had already been a wide
consensus about auto-organization features of nlireoencyclopedia (Viegas, Wattenberg,
Kriss, & Van Ham, 2007). More recently, some reskars bridging online and offline

communities kept on concluding to an increased rtealzation of powers (Bryant et al.,

2 Seehttp://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Aide:FAQ/lecteurs#Quilirige_Wikip.C3.A9dia_.3F
% In the following article, “network organizationhd “horizontal organization” are used interchandgab
® For a full literature review on Wikipedia, see (fia, 2011)




2005; Forte & Bruckman, 2008; Forte, Larco, & Brodn, 2009). They especially
highlighted the role played by collectively buililes, partly connected to formal status (e.qg.
administrators) whose concern grow as the encydiapbecomes larger (Derthick et al.,
2011). On Wikipedia, frequent edit8rdominate what people see on articles (Laniado &
Tasso, 2011; Priedhorsky et al., 2007), hence é&eqeditors would also dominate rule
building and organizational work. Who are they? ged2007) offered interesting insights
about leadership on Wikipedia, unfolding speciiatures of the latter, but he focused on
individual actions only. Highlighting the signifinee of individual actions, Reagle implicitly
addresses a first revision to the fully participatimodel of governance on Wikipedia:
participation has its limitations since only fewopée can self-manage.

Exploring the ruling processes is thus a good waynderstand how actors organize to make
decisions. Actually, wikis technical platforms arery well designed to support rules and
policies (Butler, Joyce, & Pike, 2008). Ambiguitiesthese policies give rise to power plays
(Kriplean et al., 2007) which are potent but asséswith difficulty. The collaborative
creation of new rules is a bureaucratic answer |@Bugt al., 2008) to the problem of any
pseudo-democratic system: How to manage situatibas necessarily imply conflicts
between contributors who have to collaborate, ealpecif one takes into account the
emotional aspects (Laniado, 2012)? Grassineau [Z¥f®ved that, ideologically, Wikipedia
might illustrate what Feyerabend calls democraiativism: in one hand, rules should not be
binding; on the other hand everybody is expectethke part in the discussion (Lejeune,
2011).

But, who iseverybod¢ Benkler (2006) points out that the Babel objecsaits very well to
the so-called democratic potential of the Interrifit.ieveryone can speak, no one can be
heard”. In fact, everybodydoes notspeak in horizontal organizations, bsome do.
Consequently, to answer the question “who’s respta$or what?”, one must know who is
legitimate to build rules and make decisions, thatwho has the authority?”. Weber (1971)
asserted that people who have the means and tlhitemkery to take decisions in one
organizationdominateother actors. To Webeauthority anddominanceare synonyms while
they would be inescapable historical phenomenowar(er, 2007). Thus, fundamentally,
authority is asymmetric and implies subordinati@mdrmettant, 2012). However, as soon as

authority is needed to make decisions, the sitnatd horizontal organizations appear

® An « editor » is a Wikipedian making an « edithat is, who makes a modification on a Wikipedigea



paradoxical: Either, there is actually no authesibut then decisions cannot be taken; either,
there are relationships of authority but then thganization is not horizontal. This paradox
shows that the traditional view of authority is melevant to deeply understand shaded
processes in collaborative organization. We lackrecept of authority that would be flexible

enough to embrace and solve the paradox.

As there is no status which justifies authorityhiorizontal organizations, authority in those
contexts is effective only when embodied in actibiat is, in the inscription of organizational
texts. | call “authorship” this work of inscripticend suggest to prefer the conceptothor
to this of authority. Starting from the distinction betweehe authorand the authority |

uncover in the next paragraphs what kind of redmtidn is needed.

Authority in horizontal organizations
Authority in hierarchical context has been widehyestigated and might be defined as the

“fundamental organizational answer to systemic seéor control and coordination”
(Limerick, 1976). Weber (1971) pointed out threedkof legitimate authorities. lmaditional
authority, the validity of habits and tradition is prevagiand the sacred character of the chief
is emphasized. There is little chance to find tradal authorities in network organizations
insofar as the participative processegriori prevents from any sacralization of one or
another actor: if everybody is equal, no one camtlan “immemorial” status. Charismatic
authority is the second weberian legitimate authiofi is based on the belief in exceptional
abilities of an individual. Yet, participation ardharisma sound distant from each other:
charisma supposes an unquestioned leadership pduitieipation means decentralization of
powers. The rational-legal authority is the thiyge that Weber outlined (Weber, 1971). He
stressed that the significance of this authoritg hiaen, compared to the two other types.
According to Luhman (2006), the rational-legal auity implies a clear hierarchy, as well as
“a clear level of individual competence and fixedbsies, career and promotion opportunities,
and separation of ownership”. Not surprisinglysthype does not correspond to horizontal

organizations that are, per se, non-hierarchicaltaat imply no career nor promotion.

Luhman (2000) conducted a narrative examinatiothefliterature on labor-managed firms to
discover the nature of what he calls “organizatsemocracy”. From this research, he
suggests a fourth form of legitimate authority, thaional-collective” legitimate authority
(Luhman, 2006, p. 179):



“Its authority is derived from the consensus of gwerned (i.e., the ideal of
democracy) and from the attempt to fulfill the uwdompimages of anarchism,
liberalism, radicalism, and conservatism. Anarchigsromotes the capacity of
spontaneous enlightenment of individuals. Libenalgomotes the capacity of
reason. Radicalism promotes the capacity to viewregsion and to align
oneself with the interests of other workers. Covesessm promotes

accountability and efficiency in the production pess.”(Luhman, 2006)

Luhman (2006) placed his new type on a two-dimensauare that comprises the three other
weberian legitimate authorities. The first dimemsie based on the ideal type of decision-
making process and the second one is based ordd¢la type of staff selection process.
Consequently, the rational-collective legitimatethauity would represent the ideal of
democracy: staff is selected for intrinsic quaditiwhile decisions are made on the basis of
rules (Luhman, 2006). Wikipedia organizing fits tguwell to this last type: reason remains
critical in all different organizational processelile deep involvement of some actors can be
explained by their greater motivation. Thus, likenilr organizations based on rational-
collective authority, Wikipedia:

» Gives access to every organizational informatioth Afkipedians “gain skills to deal
with that information” (Luhman, 2006)

* Wikipedians have a “sense of solidarity with tieeds of the community” (Luhman,
2006). | will return later to the term “communitythat is widely used by the

contributors in the negotiations.

Contributors have “control over their work taskeiich are varied (Luhman, 2006).

There are systems to protect individuals from abysee, for example, the contestation
of administratory.

« Some contributors practice organizational routittest require skills and knowledge
(i.e. “la patrouille RC*9).

Individuals must “act with tolerance and respectrfonority and/or dissenting views”
(Luhman, 2006) — see, for example, the “WP:FOIlerah Wikipedia which states that

each contributor must assume that his partnergead faith.

9

http://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikip%C3%A9dia:Prise ed d%C3%A9cision/Administrateur/Contestation_du_stat
ut
10 Seehttp://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikip%C3%A9dia:Patrolle RC




However, Luhman does not say how the coherenceaistained in such organizations. To
answer this question, | propose to refer to thedriok’s definition ofIntegrated Systems
Organizations (Limerick, 1976). These organizations are “composédindividuals and
groups with their own needs and goals” but whosaflicts of interest are worked through in
the pursuit of integrative commons goals, norms waldies” (Limerick, 1976). In these
systems, conflict resolution procedures are maj@.will see later that the creation of a new
rule on Wikipedia achieves this need of integratiosofar as the debate commit the
organization itself. The new procedure aims to esaeonflicts but also allows contributors to
collectively redefine the boundaries of the orgahan. Thus, participation (e.g. to the
creation of a rule) proves to be sufficient to teea "self" (Taylor & Van Every, 2010)
because beyond what is negotiated, the entire ma#on is negotiated. If each person has,
potentially, the power to decide, the coherencd thaprovided by the management in
traditional organizations becomes a shared priantintegrated Systems Organizatioris

shows howauthority andorganization identityare strongly coupled.

The Limerick’'s concept ofintegrated Systems Organizatiqihimerick, 1976) and the
Luhman’s new type of legitimate authority (Luhma&®06) offer an interesting theoretical
framework for understanding the mechanisms of aitthan horizontal organizations like
Wikipedia. However, we still do not knotwow it works in the day-to-day interactions. To
unravel decisions-making processes, | now turtnése who do inscribe the organization and

who are thus responsible for the organizing authprghe organizational authors.

The author
According toEncyclopedia Britannicahe word “author’'usually refers to the source of some

form of intellectual or creative work. It is fromatin “auctor” which means the creator and/or
the person responsible for a work. Thus, looking dathors in an organizational context
means considering contributors who effectively dws€ribe” the organizing process through
the building of rules, the management of conflith® agenda setting, etc. The relevance of
authorship is supported by the idea that « achgewaathority involves the inscription of
artifacts or texts to make the organization [...] gem in the ongoing interaction [...]"
(Benoit-Barne & Cooren, 2009). Inscription of textéght be considered as the place where
authorsnegotiateauthority (Taylor & Van Every, 2000). The concept of auti®salient for

the analysis of horizontal organizations becaugeciises on the personal responsibility and
initiatives of actors without reference to any ssatNevertheless, authorship encompasses

other dimensions that | want to review firstly.



In the sixties, two French literary critics wrotbaait the “author” just one year apart. The
Roland Barthes’$Death of the author”(Barthes, 1968) and the Michel Foucautighat is

an author?” (Foucault, 1969) were built on the very post-duntalist idea (Bennett, 2005)
that the usual focus on the author (and on hisniies) would not prove to be the
appropriate lens to apprehend literary works. Basthnd Foucault thought that the meaning
of a text had to be found in the text itself. Oa tontrary, intentionnalists considered that the
meaning of a text corresponds to what the authoitsv@ say. That is the reason why context
is so important for them (Compagnon, 2002). In heotfamous article titledintentional
fallacy”, Wimsatt and Beardlsey (1962) show why focusingndention is irrelevant to study

literary works. One of their arguments states that:

“If the poet succeeded in doing [his poem], thea gloem itself shows what he
was trying to do. And if the poet did not succeleen the poem is not adequate
evidence, and the critic must go outside the poam-evidence of an intention
that did not become effective in the poedr'& Beardsley, 1962, p.1)

Indeed, if the critic must go “outside the poeng, ik no longer studying the poem. However,
even in its most radical form, post-structuralisever really excludes the concept of intention
— recognizing at least the desired consistencynef text. Compagnon (2002) suggested to

distinguish ‘meaning” and “signification” *

to answer the problem. The “meaning”
designates what remains stable in a text over #iroerresponding to the questiomhat does
the text sayThe “signification” reveals the differences in thay the text is understood over
time, depending on the readers, the context, etw. How valuable is it?The meaning is
much closer to the author’s intention but as tlnddiscursive situation is changing, text
begins to act by itself, strengthened or weakehigghlighted or forgotten by other arguments.
Barthes was the most radical about the “intentisstie:“Writing means the destruction of
every voice, every origin™? (Barthes, 1968). He meant that the text survivissalthor
insofar as it continues to act (Cooren, 2010a) itkedpe physical absence of the author
(including death) (Bennett, 2005). That is why Fault asks the questiofNo matter who'’s
speaking®’ But Foucault is less categorical than Barthes hifnessay, he considers the
concept of author as a certain “functional prineiph our culture that “includes, excludes

and chooses”. In other words, thathor does insure the perceived coherence of one text.

' My translation. Compagnon (2002) uses the Fremmtusv“sens” and “signification”.
12 Our translation into English.
13 Our translation into English



From an organizational point of view, this wouldandahat organizational texts are legitimate
because their origin looks consistent — texts (likkes, charts, decisions, etc.) have been

authoredby managers who take the responsibility for them.

According to Barthes (1968), there is a need foraathor especially in environments that
value individuals. Hence, one question still rersaihow is it that texts in horizontal
organizations are perceived as coherent pieceseatenultiple authors are responsible for
them and voices have been anonymized? Moreoveautter’s figure plays a role in the case
of texts that are meant to act directly on the (8arthes, 1968). Organizational texts like
rules, charts, etc. are such texts. Following Batfl1968), theiauthority should be them
priori reduced since their origin is unclear. In addititthe author is a respected figure: he is
not onlyreadbut alsobelieved Compagnon, 2002).

The ambivalent status of the author’'s disappearahowever, enhances the text agency
(Barthes, 1968; Compagnon, 2002; Cooren, 2010acdtot) 1969): The supposed intention
hidden behind a text has no power compared to ffeetee action of what is written. Any
organizational text can be quoted out of contextt itsmmeaning will be transformed, updated
or strengthened. This is especially true in orgations like Wikipedia where everybody has
access to archives and history of discussions. hscharismatic figure of the author is
desacralized with the multiplicity of voices (theeenot a single creator like a novelist in
literature), the birth of one author strictly capends to the production of each singular text -
while his being never precedes or exceeds hisngriiFoucault, 1969). The resulting text is
built on the compromise between sevewmaitings whose authority does not depend on
individual authors but on a anonymized authorshipthis sense, Foucault (1969) says that
the disappearance of the author brings up a writmithout closure principle ; in

organizational words, | would sag:never ending organizing process

So, under what conditions would asrganizational authorappear? And under what

conditions does he disappear to make way for anyanous discourse?

* According to Barthes, an author carries out a ptoj@arthes, 1968). At the
beginning, the intentions of the organizationahautare influential. They are tangible
in the form of arguments in negotiations. Of courddgferent authors will back

different ideas.



» Authorship occurs in a transdiscursive situatioougault, 1969) where texts respond
to previous texts and become the origin of new ondss is precisely where
conversation takes place (Robichaud et al., 2004).

* The organizational author is responsible for histimgs and the guarantor of his
integrity. He can be punished if he does not foltbe rules of the organization.

* In accordance with the etymology of the word, théhar is valued as an individual
and thus for his personal initiatives (Barthes,8 ¥oucault, 1969).

e Consistency between multiple interventions of onéhar is expected as well as a
closure principle (Barthes, 1968; Foucault, 1969).

Following these items, the author would make wayafo organizational discourse as soon as
one text reflects (or is the compromise of) différpoints of view ; secondly, the resulting
text is no more transdiscursive but it is still gab to renegotiation (there is no closure of
meaning in that extent that it is adver ending proce9ys; finally, the organization as a
whole is responsible for it, which means that tbkective is more valued than the individual.

We have seen that authority supposes inscriptiotexts by organizational authors. The
author’s intentions are not a decisive issue ferdlganization because (1) texts survive the
authors ; (2) authors’ intentions are diluted ino#ther voices. The author is not the purpose of
a text but is needed to its creation — this atétadntrasts with that of intentionnalists: they
assert that the text can only be understood byrstadeding the author. Barthes (1968) said
that texts are grounded on a radical intertextyalitwritings, a “tissue of quotes”. Hence, the
death of the authowould be sublimated by the birth of a new text thauld have solved its
own internal tensions and contradictions. Howeifeone author ensures the consistency of
his own text, the organizational text finalyithoredhas, paradoxicallypo moreauthors. In
the following sections, | will reconcile the contgpf authority and authorship to show how a

text without author seems nevertheless legitin@atbe involved actors.

Reconciling authority and authorship
Authority and authorship share the same etymolddye root“author-“ comes from the

Latin “auctor” and the verb*augeo” which firstly designatedto promote”. Thus, the
author is the person wh@romotes, takes an initiative, guarantees, fouf@empagnon,
2002). The authority of the author is unquestionibd: author is the person who directs,
regulates and controls (Bennett, 2005) by beingciton. Action is therefore inherent to the

idea of authority (Benoit-Barne & Cooren, 2009).



Thus, authority and authorship are much closer tiiamight think. It allows to consider the
relationship of authority regardless the statushef actors. In his bookConversational
realities”, John Shotter (1993) is the first scholar who idies the manager as a practical
author. Emphasizing his critical role during a isiiShotter asserts that the role of a manager
consists in the reformulation of what becomespotber stakeholders, chaotic (Shotter, 1993).
The manager, involved in a sensemaking pro@@&sck, 1995) is the one who restores the
meaning. Cooren & Fairhurst (2003) sees this seakem process as an act of translation
(Akrich, Callon, & Latour, 2006) which is only pakke throughnarratives The manager-
narrator tells stories to make sense. Shotter ddges that the reformulation is essentially
linguistic (Shotter, 1993): managers and stakehsldeganizeby using rhetorical resources
(Cunliffe, 2001).

This perspective implies that any situation let thenager with some leeway to impact the
blended reality of the organizing. However, thosghotars still consider traditional

organizations where the responsibilities dependaoformal hierarchy. On the contrary,
responsibilities are diluted in horizontal orgatiaas. The answer to the question “Who is

responsible for what” in such organizations impip tkind of answers:

* First, through successive phases afbithorships that is textualization and
recontextualization (Hardy, 2011) of arguments, aoigational authors build
legitimate texts.

» Second, the organization is materialized in coratevss through the agents’ capacity
to speak on its name (Benoit-Barné & Cooren, 2008)le the authority of an
organizational text is guaranteed because it speakihe name of the various
involved authors. The anonymized authors are tlegtaced by an implicit generic
author which corresponds to the univocal collectwganization. The resulting
circular process can be described as follows: acoz responsible for organizational

texts that guide actors initiatives.

In the next sections, | apply the concept of aughiprto the analysis of the co-construction of

a specific rule on the French Wikipedia.

Embedding schemes as an analytical tool to unravel authority
The following analysis applies the concept of orgatonal authorship to the building of a

rule and explore the proposition of author's dissppnce in organizational texts.

Consequently, there are two main objectives: fttat, search for authority figures as they are
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expressed by the contributors to Wikipedia and, rptbem, these who take responsibilities
(authorg; second, the apprehension of the mechanisms ¢ina¢ authority to an

organizational text without authors.

Access to every discussion (named “talk” on Wikipgis opened on Wikipedia. It represents
scarce opportunity for the researcher. | have eleskeorganizational procedures but also day-
to-day conversations on the French Wikipedia far yi@ars, between April and August 2012.
Then, | conducted eleven narrative interviews (6zavska, 2004) of Wikipediafiswho
took responsibilities in the creation of a new rtif@t proved to be significant for the
community. To examine authority relationships, llexted their version of this event. In so
doing, | focused on how actors perceived the clafinagency: Who take initiatives?
According towhat rule? Who are the recurrentrganizational actor8 Are majority votes
more crucial than personal initiative? Etc. Thigtpaf the analysis investigates the co-
construction process of a generic text in a netwangianization. CCO approaches (See:

Ashcraft, Kuhn, & Cooren, 2009) will help discussitme results.

A narrative report provides a crucial insight ore tbo-construction of the organizing in
interaction (Giroux & Marroquin, 2005) because ciises on the processes and,
consequently, on the links between events, thathis,emplotment (Czarniawska, 2004;
Czarniawska-Joerges, 1999). It enables self-refiigxia retrospective exercise that allows
actors to make sense of what generally remains astiqued. Stories radically differ from
discourses inasmuch as it starts from personal riexqge. The subjectivity is needed to
identify the non-linear nature of responsibilitiasdecision-taking processes in organizations
where statutes are not fixed in advance. For thegse of the analysis, | thus propose to

build schemes that display authority embedmentkaeg intact the emplotment.

This approach is based on the conception of auyhdistinguishingagent and principal
(Benoit-Barne & Cooren, 2009, p.9):

“As Taylor and Van Every (2000) remind us, one wayse the term agent
consists of pointing out that the latter acts fgorancipal, that is, that when he,
she, or it performs an action X, it is also thengipal he, she, or it represents

that should be considered as performing X.”

4 According to Czarniawska (2004), narrative intews display “chronological relations of events that
occurred during a specified period of time”.

11



However, the agent/principal relation is a two-spepcess. | suggest going a stage beyond:
authority would embed several agent/principal rete. In other words, thprincipal would
also be an agent that acts fasexondprincipal which could call for #ird principal, and so
on...until the narrative closure specific to authgrshHere we see that narratives precisely
keep this “embedment/emplotment” intact: narratitige story that happened in the
organization, one actor will put into words the passibilities taken by different
agents/principals, according to his particular pah view. Division between agent and
principal is then essentially relative, mutuallyfided (Benoit-Barne & Cooren, 2009), and

contextual.

The same kind of schemes are used in narratolodgpt#d from the theory of mind — that is
the assumption that people try to guess intent@omsto understand what other people mean
as they are communicating (Baron-Cohen, 1991) - "Swrio-cognitive complexity”
(Zunshine, 2012) asserts that one reader's emp@hyis made possible because s/he
attributes intentions to a character (b) who, similar process, attributes intentions to other

characters (c), etc. pointing out embedded metdtds— a mind in a mind in a mind, etc.

Fig.1

(a)

Although | am not focusing on intentions but onhawed actions, it is important to highlight
that the narrative report is specific to each aeod thus corresponds to one cognitive
reading, that is, how did actors perceive, memaaize rationalize the process to make a story

from it. The analysis consists in an interpretattbthese stories.

12



Interviewed Wikipedians describe actions that regjai certain power, that is, actors have to
be legitimate (Suchman, 1995). | define an actor through hisitglio directly or indirectly
change the organization. An actor might be onerimutor but also a collective - also called
an “intermental unit” (Zunshine, 2012) which gathseveral contributors. Non-humans like
bots™, rules, policies or any other texts (Akrich et &006) also fit to the definition of an
actor (Greimas (1973) uses the termaaftan), meaning that they are all inscriptiodsing
things(Cooren, 2004, 2010b).

Because authority is shared, some actors desciiyeany interviewees become more
powerful than others (Benoit-Barne & Cooren, 200Bpr each organizational action, |
identify these actors, keeping intact their embeddaé¢ationship. Three different levels appear
relevant for the purpose of the analysis: the fiesel reflects the cognitive reading of the
interviewee (it fits to the narrating situationg.ethe time of the interview) ; the second level
brings up the main authority figure ; other levelow the secondary actors involved in the

action.

Case study: A rule to contest administrators on Wikipedia
An administrator on Wikipedia is elected by the ooumity to provide maintenance of

articles through technical tools. The most cruaizions allowed by this special status are the

following:

+ Protecting pages: an administrator has the auyhtwriprevent an article from edition
in case of recurrent vandalisfror in case of conflict between contributors. Petite
pages must be exceptional since the openness ehtlyelopedia is a trademark.

« Administrators are the only contributors entitledetdit protected pages. They play a
central role on articles about current events wharedals add wrong material while
many other contributors try to share relevant imfation. Sometimes, edits must be
posted on the talk page first. An administratornthmight decide to add the
information to the article. For instance, the 200dhoku earthquake article on the
English Wikipedia was protected the first few da@sly administrators could modify
the main page.

. Administrators can also delete new articles'§Sthat do not respect admissibility

criteria (CAA™). Usually, this tool is used in case of vandalisut, depending on the

'>More information about bots hetettp:/fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikip%C3%A9dia:Bot
7 vandalism on Wikipedia designates “any additi@moval, or change of content ileliberateattempt to
compromise the integrity of Wikipedia”. Sddtp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Vandalism
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interpretation of the CAA — considered as a formdé¢ or as a recommendation —,
some administrators may delete articles withouseasu®.

- Another tool allows administrators to block one tritrutor convicted of vandalism.

Most administrative tools are used against “variddlee few others should be used after a
consensus has been found. Hence, an administmtaoti supposed to act for editorial
reasons. However, some contributors still considat administrative status confers power.
The issue was recurrent within the conversationshenwebsite as well as in the narrative
reports of the Wikipedians | met. As there is modilimit on administrative term of office,
abuses might not be sanctioned - especially siheeirstitution that manages conflicts
(Comité d’Arbitragé lost the confidence of some contributors. Theoopmity to challenge
an administrator became more and more pressing.ekenya previous votein 2006 had
been concluded by the refusal of such a contegtingess. As nothing is never finished on
Wikipedia, the 2006 decision gave legally authdrarauntil one contributor launches into a
new debate. It did happen on August 19, 2010 wheWikipedian created the page
“Wikipédia:Prise de décision/ Administrateur/ Cost&tion du statut’ From that moment,
contributors have been debating for nearly one.y®air the votes have been closed on a new
paradox: administrators were forced to create atésiation page” while the modalities of
this contestation had been rejected by the sanme¥stdt means that the result of the majority
vote could not be applied since there was no causean the details of the procedure. Yet a
new “straw poll” followed to discuss these detaifetes ended on January 1, 2012. Finally,
the contestation pages were implemented. For nosvconfidence in several administrators

have already been re-affirmed while others have lgsmissed through this procedure.

The following quotation is a short extract of améive interview | conducted about the
creation of this rule. This Wikipedian explains whg believes that administrators should be

dismissed in some cases and how the new rule vgalNeé the current problem:

18 http://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikip%C3%A9dia:Si

19 http://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikip%C3%A9dia: CAA

2 An article is discussed dritp:/fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikip%C3%A9dia:Pawhen admissibility is put in
question.

%L For more information about “straw polls” on Wikiia, see:
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Straw_poll#iinitions:_polling_and_voting
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“It is not normal that User?* cannot be questioned. In fact, with the new
rule, he would be challenged right now, with thevrgrocedure, | do not

give him three months to be challenged and I'm abmit the result®

It is important to note that as the actor is spegkhe isauthoring his own story about this
event. He is thus amgentspeaking for a firsprincipal, which is therule. Following Benoit-
Barne and Cooren (2009), it means that in some thayruleis acting like a puppet is
animated by its puppeteer, text should be congidex® a non-human actor and an
organizationahgent(Cooren, 2004, 2010b). However, the rule aloneotsemough to contest
an administrator. It has to Iseized by the collectiven other words, theule is an agent that
will only act by calling for a secongrincipal, which is thecommunit§* — here implicitly
designated by the passive voice. The “communitythiss the third organizational actor

involved in the action “challenging an administrato

To continue the metaphor of ventriloquism (Coor2d10a), | suggest that the rule is the
puppet that acts for one organizational actor (Hbeeinterviewee telling his story), while the
rule isin the same timeéhe puppeteer who uses themmunityto act. Several authority

figures are thus embedded to give power and c@mgistto one actor’s story.

The embedded scheme can be displayed as follovisrsAare underlined ; embedment’s are
in bold.

“l think that the new proceduetlow the community t@uestion Userl.”

Fig.2

Intervieweel

22 Wikipedia pseudonym has been anonymized. “Useds an administrator.
23 Our translation into English.
%4 The term “community” is widely used by the acttiremselves
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It shows that for one action such as contestin@@ministrator, several actors are needed.
Those actors share the authority but they do ne¢ iae same weight. Without the rule, the

collective cannot challenge an administrator (U9ethe rule is prior in the interaction.

The following example also displays the emplotma&nauthority relationships, showing the
interdependence of the initiative which is indivédland the application of the decision which

is collective:

“Virtually anyone can challenge an administratortviminimal argument. And so
there is a minimum of rules and bureaucracy. Thercan ask: why? Because in any

case it is the community that finally decides.”

I think that individualsuse rules whichasks for the_ community talismiss (administrators).

The narratoacts for a principalthe individuals): the interviewee makes sensdefdhain of

responsibilities; Individualsact for a principal (the rules): wikipedians have to argue
according to the rules; The rulest for a principal (the community): the contesting rule
stipulates that there will be a majority vote tacide whether the administrator will be re-

affirmed or not.

Embedded authority schemes thus highlight that caityhon Wikipedia is a multi-step
relationship in which agents and principals legitienthemselves. As | said before, each
principal (human or non-human) becomes an ageiingdior another principal...till the

narrative closur€y...] in any case it is the community that finallgcides.”

| applied the same methodology to every narratnterviews. Seven categories of authority

figures appeared at the second level of the schemes

- Private individual: he is acting alone, according to his own intergsthich may
embed those of the community). A private individeah be involved in recurrent
procedures such as recent changes patréiling

- Individual with official status: Administrators, bureaucrats or arbitrator. Theyén
been elected by the community. They have specralrastrative tools (sesuprg.

- Small group of individuals: There are unofficial groups of interests. Theyyrba
inclusionists (meaning that they think Wikipedia should admitren@ntries than

traditional encyclopedias) auppressionistgthey want a restricted encyclopedia).

26 More information here http://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikip%C3%A9dia:Patrolle RC
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Other “clans” exist, built on previous conflictstiehdships, real life meetings,
geographical proximity, etc.

- Non-humans: Non-human actors include rules, policies, recomataéions and bot§

- Large group of voters: Consensus-based decisions are sometimes toguttiffo
reach when a large amount of people must expressdhinion. Then, Wikipedians
take decisions trough a voting process. It happanadministrator applications, straw
polls, surveys, etc.

- The outside of Wikipedia: The most influent Wikipedians hold their own hkdog
where they discuss Wikipedias’ issues. Some Wikgedalso chat on IRC channels,
meet in real life, etc.

- The community: This intermental unit overlaps different reaktidepending on the

situation but is widely used by the Wikipedians.

Those categories are not mutually exclusive. Itresdhat an individual with an official status
(e.g. an administrator) will probably act sometinf@sinterests that have nothing to do with
this status. Reviewing the authority of the catesgomentioned above, it appears that private

individual initiatives are paramount.
| also pointed out two different types of organiaaal actions:

- Influence and/or make a judgment: Influence is subjective and depends on
interviewee feelings expressed in the stories.

- Effective actions: Many actions impact the organization directlyfeEfive actions
include: starting a debate or a straw poll, votingfavor of an administrator,

protecting a page, blocking a vandal, deletingréiole, etc.

A first answer to the question “Who is leading Vpidia?” would be something like: “Highly
motivated private individuals!” Thesedividuals are different persons, with sometimes
opposed interests. In the following extract, a pgklian told me his story of the creation of

the rule. It illustrates how private individualsdamitiatives are valued:

“[There was] a second phase, actually, where | maptated less [...], where it was
rather user3 and user4 who did a lot of work thas fcontributed to the ultimate

success [of the rule], which was not obvious.”

2" “Bots are automatic or semi-automatic agents thaeiact with Wikipedia like any user but for repigé and
tedious tasks for humansSeehttp://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/\Wikip%C3%A9dia:Bot
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It does not mean thatser3anduser4shared the same interests, but they did collabofaiey
might have been each other forces of oppositionfatit, they look like “representatives”
except that they have not been elected for theNubyeover, their power is widely offset by
the large groups of voters. If initiative is indival, the application of a decision must often
go through a vote, and the transition between theonstruction of propositions to be voted
and the vote itself takes time and fails sometimBs. become an organizational text,
individual initiative must be seized (or approvedrmor less formally) by theollective. Yet,
private individuals have a strong power becausyg &ne the ones who determine what people

are voting about (even if propositions are compe@siand do not reflect only one initiative):

“[The construction of the rule] was extended overlang period. There were
preparations by user5 on his personal page. Thigdtkidentify key elements.”

Voters then approve one or another propositiongtheconfirming private initiatives.

Status actions are essentially effective. They consist in the afseaintenance tools that are

sometimes perceived as a tool of power:

“Blocking is not an editorial tool, but rather aabof power. And it is also a tool of
power between admins. For example, if someone kmlatat another admin had
blocked.”

This last extract shows that administrators do netessary share similar interests.
Nevertheless, contributors with official statukéliadministrators) also struggle with private
individuals. For example, many conflicts appear eletion pages” (PaS) where
administrators must decide whether a page shoulémeved or not from the encyclopedia.
They are supposed to interpret arguments from tier @ontributors to make their choice (it
is not a majority vote). This interpretation is hewer very close to an editorialist chdite
Depending on the administrator personality, thesi@e will be taken carefully or roughly
and might cause a conflict. It is also importantntte that the status of an administrator
allows him to make this choice but it does not miat the choice is motivated by the status

(e.g. an administrator might be more inclusionarssuppressionist).

28 Contributors are currently arguing about thatéssuday-to-day talks. This extract from the “higtillustrates
the controversy:
http://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikip%C3%A9dia:Bistrogne P.C3.A0S_.C3.A0_cl.C3.B4turer_svp
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Narrative approaches help qualifying influencesMeeinsmall groups of individuals. Those
influences play an undoubted role, at least imtimed of frequent contributors:

“In addition, [this contributor] is associated witbertain clans - well, yes, you can
call it clans - with user6 or user7 who is alsotbé same kind, but hey, it's a tiny

group that is a little bit problematic.”

Consequently, frequent contributors act as if thwdkiences were materialized, thereby
creating the conditions for their reality. In some&y, they seem to be self-fulfilling
prophecies. Consequences on the encyclopedia appesr background conflicts between
“clans” lead to conflicts resolution procedures hwipotential sanctions like blocking.
Similarly, the influence othe outside of Wikipedia (blogs, articles in newspapers, etc.) is

relative but theipotentialinfluence is sufficient to constitute a threat &mds to act:

“There is an element at stake in the discussiors that there are people who have
more influence than others. And | do not have sohnifluence. | think one reason
is that | met a few people, I'm not on IRC, I'm thatre and | also never really went
there, you know, on Twitter. And there are alsortieetings in the real life. | think

people who have influence are those who use thed&rh

Non-human actions are mainly effective. One contributor stresse$ bwds make possible

much more complicated types of votes that aremlsch more democratic:

“Some votes are made possible because there arputentools to do so. Otherwise
such votes would be infeasible. Robots [...] cantaskquestions differently, so no
more binary choices.”

Finally, voters exert effective actions. In so dpithey are a needed force of opposition and
flatten strong initiatives taken by individuals.€élhalso prevent the processes from organized
action of small groups of interests. Authority onkiffedia is thus disseminated between
many actors with different ontologies that struggigoint construction (Hardy, Palmer, &
Phillips, 2000; Hardy & Phillips, 2004). As | samfore, conflicts are important Iintegrated
Organization System@.imerick, 1976) as they are the site where thas®ience of the
organization is negotiated.
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Authorships as constitutive of legitimate authority
The analysis reveals the multiplicity of actorsatwed in Wikipedia. They might be humans

or non-humans, individuals or collectives ; theg tangible (like administrators) or constitute
a more abstract category (like “the outside of \Meklia”). Are they all organizational
authors, according to the previous discussion?anissver will determine which categories of
actors areeeded for(and not onlyinvolved ir) the creation of an organizatiorsdl!f (Taylor

& Van Every, 2010).

As demonstrated above, there are several conditoraithorship to appear:

1. An author carries out a projedte is consistent with his actions, which means tieat
is univocal. Non-humans, large group of voters loe putside of Wikipedia all
comprise intrinsic contradictions. They cannot besidered as “authors”.

2. Authorship occurs in a transdiscursive situatidion-humans and large groups of
participants do not interact directly on the cosa¢ional site. They might be called in
arguments (like puppets) but they are not arguinthbmselves.

3. The author is responsible for his writings and da punishedOnly human actors
can beresponsibldor something. A bot, for example, which would raakmistake by
deleting wrong paragraphs on one article is ngbamesible for that error: it cannot
repair its fault, apologize, change its mind, etc.

4. The author is valued as an individu&uch a definition excludes from organizational

authorship all kind of intermental unit (Zunshi2e12).

Only two categories of actors fulfill the four comans: private individuals and individuals
with an official status. It confirms the resultstbé analysis asserting that individuals are the
prevailing authority guthorship on Wikipedia. Of course, these individuals do siodre the
same interests but this shows that personal ingias absolutely needed in the encyclopedia.
Individuals do have a very pragmatic role (they agnconflicts, create rules, participate to
democratic processes, etc.) but they also struggientinually define the organizatioithey
are doing it during the organizing process itselfg( as they are calling for the figure
“community” to back one argument) but also as theynarrating the organization (when
they are negotiating but also when they are ansgemy questions). This last aspect is
crucial because it explains precisely how the omgdion as a whole achieves #sthority.
Indeed, authors are delegated actors who speatkdoorganization and, doing so, who are
authoringthe organization.

20



In the words of Taylor and Van Every (2010):

“Yes, it is by the authoring of the perceptions antgntions of the organization
(B) by someone (A), its agent, that organizatioaathority is established: a
second-to-first relationship of the organizatiorttwall its agents, justified by a
recognition of the legitimacy and authenticity &f mission and accomplished by

its communicating with them.”

Of course, not all the authors have the same apifiibat is why the organizational authority
is a negotiated authority and thus the result shrooinicative processes. CCO approaches
(Communication as Constitutive of Organizationsg g@wer relationships as activated
through the interaction itself (Ashcraft et al.,02). The conversational site allows the
contributors to “bind the coorientational relatibips to each other sufficiently to hold the

delicate fabric of human relationships togethedyér, 2009).

As Wikipedia is a never finished work (Kaltenbrund&eLaniado, 2012)whatis written and
how it is written might be renegotiated at any time. IASighlighted before, if authorship
supposes closure of meaning, this is not the chaegext without authors (or whose authors

have been anonymized).

In our typology of organizational actors on Wikifeedthe categorycommunity” illustrates
how authors give birth to the organizatiorself in the interaction. Indeed, singular
interviewees often credit all the participants watlthority, even sometimes in a roundabout

way:

“Even if the rules do not exactly correspond to whproposed, it did not bother

methat to happen.”

At some point the use of passive voice or generahs like “community”, “Wikipedians” or

pronouns like “we” are needed for three main reason

(1) First, they are used as figures backing onarmther stance (Cooren, 2010b). In that
sense, referring to the term “community” might beway to rhetorically legitimize an

approach of consensus based on majority votes;

(2) second, it is not always easy for one contabub identify who is responsible for an
action. Thus, the use of general terms is also #emaf convenience in the narrating

situation;
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(3) third, - and more significantly - general terrmie needed to create a “self” from the
polyphony of voices (Robichaud et al., 2004). Sitloere is no large group of participants

uln

whose power would not come from an individual atitre, the is included into the

intermental unit “contributors”, allowing everyonie identify to one decision, and thereby
reducing struggles between “I” and “them”. In anihontal organization, the authority of the
whole organization must be achieved precisely bseahere is no formal intermediate

authorities. According to Taylor and Van Every (@Dlthe transition from “I” to “we” is the
first step in the construction of organization-asitg, a thridness(Taylor & Van Every,
2010). In this sense, the “community” should notcoasidered as a background but as an
outcome (Taylor, 2009) and the organization nopm@sequisite that allows communication

but as the outcome of communication.

Conclusion
On Wikipedia, there is no manager, no formal leaate€EG°. However, like in any other

traditional organizations, decisions must be mdtdhs article aimed to answer the following

question: Who take decisions in organizations whiegee is no formal organizational chart?

To answer this question, | explored the conceptuathor and showed the connections
betweenauthorshipandauthority. | identified organizational authors as specifaitoas who

take initiatives and argument to change the orgdioz (they build rules, they manage
conflicts, etc.), regardless of formal status. Aseiests of organizational authors are
sometimes opposed, they summon other actors toosgupipeir arguments and to gain

authority. Those actors might be collectives or-hamans.

Through narrative analysis, this paper asserts @b#tority mechanisms often imply more
than the two-step process described by Benoit-BamieCooren (2009). | suggest that the
relevant agent-principal relationship would also work like Matryoshka dollsaan
organizational author refers to another actor thigtht refer to a third one and so on, till a
narrative closure. This narrative closure is sigaiit in that it includes a range of actors and
excludes others. Through the emplotment (Czarniawslerges, 1999), authors sort and rank

authority of actors that will have to be considepeidr or secondary.

The main contributions of this research consists (1) the attempt to connect the

organizationakelf with authorship mechanisms in horizontal orgamres; (2) showing that

9 The Wikipedia organizing is different from the rprofit organization Wikimedia that operates thejpct
Wikipedia. Indeed, the Wikimedia Foundation is mgathby a traditional board of trustees.
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the organizational authority as well as the autlhioaf organizational authors are both
negotiated and used through arguments in the ddgyanteractions. This observation allows
us to consider organizational micro-processes hiyganeral terms like “participation” or
“decentralization of powers”. In so doing, thiseasch confirms the advantage of considering

communication as constitutive of organizing proeega\shcraft et al., 2009).

In their article“Discourse and institutions”(2004, p.648), Phillips et al. defined authors as:
“Generators of influential texts that are aimed rfiuencing the nature and
structure of discourses and, in turn, affecting itheitutions that are supported

by those discourses. »

Future researches could explawghorshipin such a direction. Indeed, organizational aighor
and institutional entrepreneurs described by Caarska (2009) share significant similarities:
they are very much involved in their organizati@zgrniawska says that thelpve it’), they
take advantage of a positive zeitgeastd they exert a certain control — that is they take

initiatives in the right place at the right time.

All organizational actors cannot be authors, evean organization where there is no formal
authority. This takes time, requires rhetoricallskiand it can be seen as a thankless job in
that extent that resulting organizational texts tmamain anonymous. However, to continue
the metaphor of Lefkowitz (2002) and Czarniawska0@), they are as essential for the living

and the development of horizontal organizations #ats in anthill.
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