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The	 XX	 WOA	 (Workshop	 on	 Organization)	 Palermo	 2019	 –	 brings	 together	 the	
community	of	organization	scholars	around	the	concept	of	identity.	They	dealt	with	
organizational	identity,	to	be	inquired	by	the	category	of	design	and	behaviour,	but	
they	even	dealt	with	the	identity	of	organization	studies,	that	are	characterised	by	a	
strong	disciplinary	pluralism,	and	therefore	with	change.	
Organizational	 identities	 represent	 an	 establishing	 field	 of	 inquiry	 (Brown,	 2015;	
Ybema	et	al.,	2009).	The	concept	of	identity	in	organization	is	inquired	both	from	a	
conceptual	and	pragmatic	point	of	view.	Concerning	the	former,	the	structuration	of	
the	identity	concepts	addresses	the	definition	of	identity,	the	evolution	of	the	identity	
over	 time,	 the	 process	 of	 identity	 construction,	 and	which	ways	 identity	 could	 be	
studied	 (Sveningsson	 and	 Alvesson,	 2003;	 Gabriel,	 1999;	 Kreiner	 et	 al.,	 2006).	
Concerning	the	latter,	the	identity	as	a	phenomenon	addresses	the	role	played	by	this	
concept	 within	 organizational	 processes	 and	 performances,	 thus	 looking	 at	
relationships,	motivations,	 control,	 institutional	 change	 and	diversity	management	
(Johansson	et	al.,	2017;	Endrissat	et	al.,	2017).	Therefore,	empirical	research	on	the	
theme	is	focusing	on	specific	domains	of	inquiry,	characterised	by	the	relevance	of	the	
social	face	within	organizational	processes.	If	seen	as	a	construction	process,	identity	
means	also	dialogue,	 conducted	by	more	 than	one	 identity	 that	 take	action	on	 the	
same	playground.	Here	it	emerges	the	matter	of	pluralism.	Are	the	collective	identities	
pluralistic	by	definition?	Otherwise,	is	the	collective	identity	the	sum	of	pluralities?	
Pluralism,	if	compared	with	identity	becomes	in	turn	a	point	of	weakness	or	a	point	
of	strength	of	the	organization	(Shipilov	et	al.,	2014).	In	this	sense,	the	contribution	
by	Beech	(2011)	promotes	the	conception	of	identity	as	an	increasing	construct,	in	
which	liminality	supports	the	progressive	identity	construction	aspects.	However,	if	
on	 the	 one	 hand,	 the	 capacity	 to	 relate	 with	 different	 actors	 could	 increase	 the	
strategic	alternatives	at	 the	management	disposal,	on	the	other	this	capacity	could	
create	difficulties	 in	univocally	acknowledge	the	organizational	action.	Pluralism	is	
thus	tightly	linked	to	the	change	(Eisenhardt,	2000).	
Looking	at	the	many	and	possible	fields	in	which	the	organization	identity	has	been	
dealt	with	in	recent	years,	it	follows	a	not	exhaustive	list	of	possible	topics	to	take	in	
consideration	in	participating	to	this	call:		

‐ family	Business.	Managerialization	vs.	Reciprocal	adaption;	
‐ innovation	and	change.	From	Knowledge	to	practice;	
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‐ organizational	wellness	and	citizenship;		
‐ organizational	 practices	 and	 human	 resource	 management,	 inside	 and	

outside	organization;	
‐ new	professions,	identity	and	social	media;		
‐ new	professions,	identity	and	cultural	enterprises;		
‐ organizational	pluralism	and	performances.		

	
The	 CfP	 is	 open	 to	 both	 theoretical	 and	 empirical	 papers,	 both	 qualitative	 and	
quantitative,	with	the	objective	of	contributing	to	the	dialogue	between	the	concept	
of	 identity,	 pluralism,	 and	 change,	 and	 to	 contribute	 to	 the	 debate	 on	 identity	 in	
organization	studies.	
Full	 paper	 submission	 (following	 the	 journal	 guidelines,	 please	 see:	
https://www.impresaprogetto.it/sites/impresaprogetto.it/files/a/ipejm_‐
_guidelines_text_2017.pdf	):			
15th	April	2019.	
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