


Setting

Characters

Plot

Theory

Constructs

Changes to theory



§ Main characters: 
Focal constructs

§ Supporting 
characters: 
Secondary constructs

§ Ensemble: Control 
variables

Hollenbeck et al. (1996)

This theory identifies 3 core team-level 
constructs (team informity, staff validity, and 
hierarchical sensitivity) and 3 constructs 
below the team level that are central to 
decision-making accuracy in hierarchical 
teams with distributed expertise.

All constructs other than the six listed 
previously are labeled noncore constructs.



Consider the paper you are working on.

§ What are the main and supporting 
characters in your paper as you wrote it?

§ Could you reframe the paper such that a 
supporting character becomes a main 
character (or vice versa)? How would the 
story change with this reframing?



Rhetorical template (Silvia, 2014) Framing (Zuckerman, 2017)

Here’s how this works

Known puzzle

Clarifying confusion

False debate

Which one is right?

“No warrant” puzzle

Alternative hypothesis

Horse race

Things that seem similar are different (or 
vice versa) Obscured puzzle

Here’s something new
Found puzzle

Extending theoretical scope



RESEARCH 
PAPER 

TEMPLATES

Here’s how this works
§ Illuminates inner workings of 

established findings
§Highlights mediators, mechanisms, or 

processes

Frameworks
§ Known puzzle: Resolves an empirical pattern 

that is not fully understood
§ Clarifying confusion: Illuminates problems 

with a theory and resolves them
§ False debate: Shows that two theoretical ideas 

can coexist







RESEARCH 
PAPER 

TEMPLATES

Which one is right?
§Pits two or more theoretical 

perspectives against each other
§Tests which mediators, moderators, 

mechanisms, or interpretations receive 
the most (or incremental) support

Frameworks
§ Alternative hypothesis: Shows that a finding 

can be better explained by a different theory
§ Horse race:  Tests and adjudicates one theory 

as right and another as wrong



Proprietary costs of disclosure are rarely observable, so it is seldom possible to directly 
estimate them. Inferring their scope and magnitude based on the cost incurred to avoid 
disclosure is also challenging. In most settings, the cost of avoidance is either very low or 
hard to estimate. Moreover, the relations studied typically capture proprietary costs 
pertaining only to a specific disclosure (such as segment information) and a specific firm 
characteristic (such as profitability) and do not address costs associated with more general 
financial statement information. Given these limitations, it is unclear whether proprietary 
costs matter only in the context of highly specific disclosures (and then are only of marginal 
importance) or are a key friction for general financial disclosure decisions.





RESEARCH 
PAPER 

TEMPLATES

Things that seem similar are 
different (and vice versa)
§ Integrates or differentiates theories, 

constructs, or relationships
§Challenges existing 

phenomenological presumptions

Framework
§ Obscured puzzle: Demonstrates an empirical 

pattern that is inconsistent with existing 
theory







RESEARCH 
PAPER 

TEMPLATES

Here’s something new
§Shows novel effects that are 

interesting, surprising, or useful
§Demonstrates that the new idea is both 
reasonable and relevant

Frameworks
§ Extending theoretical scope: Pushes existing 

theory into new areas and shows that it 
explains empirical patterns in those areas











Rhetorical templates

§Does your paper fit one of the 
rhetorical templates/framings? 

§ If so, which one(s)?  If not, how 
would you describe its 
framing?



STRUCTURING 
YOUR THEORY 

SECTION

Here’s how this works

1. Review evidence that establishes 
the effect

2. Propose your potential mediators



STRUCTURING 
YOUR THEORY 

SECTION

Which one is right?

1. Describe why people think the 
first approach is correct

2. Discuss theories and empirical 
research that the first approach 
doesn’t explain

3. Develop the alternate position



STRUCTURING 
YOUR THEORY 

SECTION

Things that seem similar are 
different (or vice versa)

1. Discuss why people think these 
things are similar (or different)

2. Describe why they are different 
(or similar)



STRUCTURING 
YOUR THEORY 

SECTION

Here’s something new

1. Describe the sub-field that your 
new idea connects to

2. Establish the reasonableness of 
your idea



Factor Positioning

Single theory Theory review first, 
then hypotheses

Multiple theories General overarching 
framework first, then 
specifics of theories

Existing constructs Together or 
sequentially

New construct Early

Single main character Early

Multiple main 
characters

Most important first
Sequentially, as story 
unfolds

Factor Positioning

Single supporting 
character

If DV: early
If IV: as story unfolds

Multiple supporting 
characters

As story unfolds

Context Early, if integral to 
introducing characters
Late, if not critical to 
story

Figures –general 
illustration

Where relevant theory 
is discussed

Figures—summarizing 
model

After hypotheses are 
developed

Pollock (2021)



WRITING EXERCISE 
#3

Good Bones

Given the rhetorical template 
you chose in the previous 
exercise, create sub-headings 
for the theory section of your 
paper. Keep in mind where 
each factor should be 
introduced.



Quantitative Qualitative Theory

Total length 40-45 pages 45-52 pages 30-35 pages

Introduction 10% (3-4 pages) 6% (3-4 pages) 10% (3-4 pages)

Theory and hypotheses 35% (12-14 pages)

Theoretical background 12% (5-7 pages)

Literature review 15% (5-6 pages)

Theory development 55% (16-18 pages)

Context 7% (3-4 pages)

Methods 20% (8-10 pages)

Methods and results 35% (12-14 pages)

Findings 35% (15-18 pages)

Discussion 20% (6-7 pages) 20% (8-10 pages) 20% (6-7 pages)

Pollock (2021)
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Gratitude is a valuable emotion with an array of functional outcomes. Nonetheless,
research on gratitude in organizations is limited. In this article we develop a multi-
level model of gratitude composed of episodic gratitude at the event level, persistent
gratitude at the individual level, and collective gratitude at the organizational level.
We then consider the types of human resource initiatives that organizations can
develop to cultivate employee gratitude and the contingencies of gratitude’s emer-
gence at the individual and organizational levels of analysis. Finally, we elucidate
the benefits of gratitude for organizations and their employees. The result is a deeper
understanding of how gratitude unfolds in organizations and the role that organi-
zations themselves can play in influencing emotions at multiple levels in the
workplace.

Organizations are often criticized as environ-
ments that cultivate egocentrism and selfish-
ness (Mueller, 2012; Vogel, 2006). Media reports
on corporate greed and financial scandal seem
to reinforce this critique, with many observers
lamenting employees’ growing sense of entitle-
ment (Twenge & Campbell, 2010). Organizations
consequently suffer from a range of troubles, in-
cluding increased conflict, incivility, deviance,
and turnover (Fisk, 2010; Harvey&Martinko, 2009).
At the same time there is evidence of an alterna-
tive. Some organizations cultivate appreciation
and thankfulness, thus promoting high-quality
relationships and prosocial behavior (Cameron &
Spreitzer, 2012). In these organizations gratitude
can play a critical role.

A growing body of work in the social sciences
has shown that gratitude improves life satis-
faction (McCullough, Emmons, & Tsang, 2002),
reduces aggression (DeWall, Lambert, Pond,
Kashdan, & Fincham, 2012), and motivates

prosocial behavior (Bartlett & DeSteno, 2006;
Tsang, 2006). However, in only a handful of stud-
ies have scholars examined its role in organi-
zations (Grant & Wrzesniewski, 2010; Kaplan
et al., 2014; Waters, 2012). Even in domains
where gratitude would seem to play a central
role (e.g., servant leadership, organizational cit-
izenship, and customer service), it is scarcely
mentioned.
An understanding of gratitude in organiza-

tions requires explicit attention to how the or-
ganizational context shapes the emergence and
functions of gratitude itself. Organizations are
not simply extensions of everyday social interac-
tions. Rather, the organizational context intro-
duces a unique set of constraints and affordances
that influence how individual employees feel,
think, and act on a daily basis. As noted byHouse,
Rousseau, and Thomas-Hunt, “Until general
psychological theories are linked to organiza-
tional contextual variables they will remain
inadequate to explain what goes on in organi-
zations” (1995: 77; see also Gelfand, Leslie, &
Keller, 2008). Research on the consequences of
emotions in general and gratitude in particular
suggests that organizations can greatly benefit
from an explicit consideration of how gratitude

We thank special issue editor Ronald Humphrey and
three anonymous reviewers for their invaluable assistance
throughout the reviewprocess. This researchwas supported in
part by a National University of Singapore Isaac Manasseh
Meyer Fellowship to the first author and a National University
of Singapore start-up grant to the second author.
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WRITING EXERCISE 
#4

Macrostructure Spacing

§ Examine the amount of space you have given 
to each section of your paper. Does it differ 
from the recommendations? If so, what can 
you add/cut to the various sections?

§ Examine the amount of space you have given 
to each subsection within a section. Are they 
roughly equal, or do some have much more 
space than others?


