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Legitimacy is critical for the growth, survival and performance of ventures, yet efforts to measure
legitimacy empirically typically focus on a single dimension of this multi-dimensional construct. In
this article, we develop a multi-dimensional framework for measuring legitimacy using computational
text analysis. We begin by elaborating the theoretical foundations of our multi-dimensional approach,
situating it in relation to influential multi-level perspectives on legitimacy. Using dyads as our unit of
analysis, we show how our approach enables simultaneous measurement of multiple dimensions of le-
gitimacy across multiple audiences at scale. This approach provides a methodological bridge between
dominant uni-dimensional approaches to the empirical study of legitimacy, generating both a compos-
ite measure of legitimacy and indicators for each dimension individually, which can be incorporated
into empirical analyses. We validate the measure using both expert evaluations and by demonstrating
its predictive power for venture failure. Our study offers both a methodological advance for legitimacy
research and a foundation for new theory building on how legitimacy emerges, evolves and influences

outcomes not only across multiple levels but also across multiple dimensions.

Introduction

Legitimacy is foundational to management studies, with
a rich collection of scholarship dating back to the ori-
gins of organizational theory (Dimaggio and Powell,
1983; Dowling and Pfeffer, 1975; Suchman, 1995). Le-
gitimacy is recognized as a multi-dimensional, multi-
level and dynamic concept (Fisher, 2020; Powell and
Rerup, 2017; Suddaby, Bitektine and Haack, 2017).
Faced with this complexity, researchers routinely priv-
ilege individual dimensions' both empirically and the-
oretically, yielding epistemologically and ontologically

'We use the term dimensions to capture the notion that
definitions of legitimacy imply multiple constitutive dimen-
sions (see Goertz, 2020), namely audience evaluations, ob-
jects” behaviours, and the norms, values and beliefs that de-
fine what is or is not legitimate (as we discuss, these are each
as privileged by the legitimacy-as-perception, legitimacy-as-
process, legitimacy-as-propriety perspectives) (Suddaby, Bitek-
tine and Haack, 2017; for elaborated discussion, see Schoon,
2022). These dimensions are distinct from levels of legitimacy
(e.g. micro, meso and macro) (Bitektine and Haack, 2015;
Haack, Schilke and Zucker, 2021), and types of legitimacy (e.g.
cognitive, moral or pragmatic) (see Suchman, 1995).

distinct perspectives on how legitimacy is defined, the-
orized and measured (Suddaby, Bitektine and Haack,
2017). While recent studies have worked to capture this
complexity within individual dimensions (e.g. Bitektine
and Haack, 2015; Haack and Sieweke, 2018; Haack,
Sieweke and Pfarrer, 2025), efforts to account for mul-
tiple dimensions have been absent largely due to mea-
surement challenges. While most research acknowledges
that legitimacy entails the qualities or characteristics of
the organization, the evaluation of an audience, and a
system of social expectations (e.g. collective norms, val-
ues or beliefs) that serve as a point of reference for both
sides of this equation (see, e.g., Suchman, 1995), most
measurement strategies focus either on the organization
(i.e. the object), the audience or the systems in which
those expectations are embedded (Suddaby, Bitektine
and Haack, 2017). This has prompted calls from re-
searchers to employ emerging methodological tools, no-
tably computational analysis and natural language pro-
cessing (NLP), in legitimacy studies (Vaara, Aranda and
Etchanchu, 2024).

In this article, we advance research on legitimacy
by developing a multi-dimensional framework for
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measuring legitimacy using computational text analy-
sis. Building on recent works that treats dyads (i.e. spe-
cific organization-audience pairs) as a productive point
of departure for measuring multiple dimensions of le-
gitimacy simultaneously (Schoon, 2022), we produce in-
dividual and integrable measures across multiple audi-
ences and multiple organizations. Applying our method
to textual data drawn from media coverage of a sample
of French biotechnology small and medium enterprises
(SMEs), we demonstrate how our approach enables the
large-scale study of legitimacy, revealing patterns that
cannot be identified using uni-dimension measures.

This paper contributes to the scholarship on le-
gitimacy in two ways. First, we provide a theoreti-
cal foundation that bridges the legitimacy-as-property,
legitimacy-as-process and legitimacy-as-perception per-
spectives (Suddaby, Bitektine and Haack, 2017), which
have largely developed in parallel. By grounding our
approach in the dyadic conceptualization of legitimacy
(Schoon, 2022), we offer a measurement framework
that accounts for legitimacy as both a multi-level and a
multi-dimensional phenomenon. In doing so, we deepen
the dyadic approach by demonstrating that legitimacy
can be meaningfully operationalized at the level of re-
lationships. Moreover, our measurement approach en-
ables researchers to empirically account for variation in
the ‘grey area’ of legitimacy (Siraz et al., 2023), where
organizations are neither fully legitimate nor fully ille-
gitimate, creating further connections across disparate
streams of literature. Second, we empirically demon-
strate the relevance of the dyadic perspective by mobiliz-
ing computational textual analysis techniques to opera-
tionalize its core pillars. We provide empirical evidence
of the measure’s validity, both through expert evalua-
tion and by demonstrating its predictive power for ven-
ture failure, thereby offering a tool that can support ro-
bust inference and theory testing in future work.

Legitimacy: Conceptualization and
measurement

What is legitimacy?

Most contemporary scholars define legitimacy as ‘a gen-
eralized perception or assumption that the actions of
an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within
some socially constructed system of norms, values, be-
liefs, and definitions’ (Suchman, 1995; for a notable revi-
sion, see Deephouse [2017]). As this definition indicates,
legitimacy is a multi-dimensional construct that entails
perceptions or assumptions on the part of an audience,
but is also linked to a particular entity that is being eval-
uated. Additionally, legitimacy depends upon the exis-
tence of some broader system of norms, values or be-
liefs that are used to establish expectations for what is
or is not legitimate.

A. Ghods et al.

The multi-dimensional nature of legitimacy al-
lows room for diverse orientations towards the con-
struct, resulting in ontologically and epistemologically
distinct approaches to the conceptualization and theo-
rization of legitimacy. In an extensive review of schol-
arship on organizational legitimacy, Suddaby, Bitek-
tine and Haack (2017) identify three such approaches,
which they label legitimacy-as-property, legitimacy-as-
process and legitimacy-as-perception. As the authors
explain, each of these approaches offers distinct an-
swers to fundamental questions about the basic nature
of legitimacy (Suddaby, Bitektine and Haack, 2017).
While the legitimacy-as-process perspective emphasizes
the dynamic nature of legitimacy, the former two
perspectives can each be understood as privileging dif-
ferent dimensions of legitimacy. Specifically, legitimacy-
as-property privileges the object of legitimacy, theo-
rizing how its actions and orientations influence its
legitimacy. In contrast, legitimacy-as-perception per-
spective privileges audiences’ evaluations, theorizing
the factors that influence audiences’ perceptions and
judgements.

Within each of these perspectives, researchers rou-
tinely acknowledge the other dimensions of legitimacy.
For instance, within the legitimacy-as-property perspec-
tive, researchers are acutely sensitive to the importance
of audiences. Yet, researchers adopting each perspec-
tive theoretically (and methodologically) tend to anchor
their work to one dimension in particular, thus privileg-
ing that dimension.

In addition to being multi-dimensional, most schol-
ars recognize legitimacy as being multi-level (Dimaggio
and Powell, 1983; Greenwood, Suddaby and Hinings,
2002; Stryker, 1994). The most robust efforts to theorize
legitimacy as a multi-level phenomenon have emerged
within the legitimacy-as-perception  perspective
(Bitektine and Haack, 2015; Haack, Schilke and Zucker,
2021; Haack, Sieweke and Pfarrer, 2025). The multi-
level theory views legitimacy as being both an individual
and a collective phenomenon, with perceptions operat-
ing differently at each of these levels. At the micro-level,
individuals make propriety judgements, which reflect
their personal evaluation of an object of legitimacy
(Bitektine and Haack, 2015; see also Walker, Thomas
and Zelditch, 1986; Zelditch, 2001; Zelditch and Walker,
2003). These propriety judgements can also operate in
the aggregate, producing meso-level consensus (i.e. the
aggregation of individual evaluations) (Haack, Schilke
and Zucker, 2021). At the macro-level, validity signals
‘the extent to which there appears to be a consensus
within a collectivity that the entity is appropriate for
its social context’ (Tost, 2011, p. 689). While valid-
ity operates at the supra-individual level, individuals
nevertheless have validity beliefs, which are individual
judgements about what is generally valid (Bitektine and
Haack, 2015).
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Figure 1. Intersection between levels and dimensions of legitimacy

Taken together, contemporary scholarship on orga-
nizational legitimacy highlights that legitimacy is both
multi-dimensional and multi-level. It is useful to think
of this in terms of horizontal and vertical axes of dis-
tinction within legitimacy as a larger construct, as illus-
trated in Figure 1. Horizontally, we see that legitimacy
entails three distinct dimensions: an audience engaged
in evaluation, an object that is being evaluated, and a
social field or environment that is defined by the pres-
ence of shared norms, values and expectations (e.g. Flig-
stein and McAdam, 2012). Each of these dimensions re-
flect distinct aspects of Suchman’s (1995) definition of
legitimacy.

Vertically, legitimacy is understood as operating
across the individual (micro), collective (meso) and
supra-individual (macro) levels. In addition to the levels
identified in the legitimacy-as-perception perspective,
these levels are also evident in research traditions asso-
ciated with the other two dimensions. In research cen-
tring, the object of legitimacy (legitimacy-as-property),
these levels are not as explicitly differentiated in existing
theory. Yet, it is clear that researchers study legitimacy
in this way across multiple levels, with different theoreti-
cal implications. We suggest that these levels are evident
in legitimacy research that focuses on organizational be-
haviours (micro), organizations (meso) and organiza-
tional ecologies (macro) (e.g. Baum and Singh, 1994;
Chakravarthy and Gargiulo, 1998; Dowling and Pfeffer,
1975; Johnson, Dowd and Ridgeway, 2006; Thomas and
Lamm, 2012).

Research focusing primarily on the emergence and
evolution of the social expectations that define legiti-

macy tends to focus on field-level dynamics (see Sud-
daby, Bitektine and Haack, 2017). In this context, fields
span micro-, meso- and macro-levels (Dimaggio and
Powell, 1983). Within this context, researchers recognize
the power of both individuals (e.g. organizational en-
trepreneurs) (see Maguire and Hardy, 2009; Rao, 1994)
and collective actors (e.g. professional associations) (see
Greenwood, Suddaby and Hinings, 2002) in relation to
the broader (macro) field dynamics. Because this litera-
ture tends to treat these levels in an explicitly integrative
way, we do not delineate levels for this perspective.

Measuring legitimacy

Given the multi-dimensional, multi-level nature of le-
gitimacy, measuring legitimacy is challenging as each
dimension of legitimacy generally implies a different
unit of analysis. Within the legitimacy-as-property per-
spective, researchers typically treat organizations them-
selves as the unit of analysis (Bansal and Hunter, 2003;
Baum and Oliver, 1992; Singh, Tucker and House,
1986). Within the legitimacy-as-perception perspective,
the unit of analysis is a particular audience that is en-
gaged in evaluation (Barraket, 2016; Bitektine, 2020;
Pollock and Rindova, 2003). This is typically individ-
uals but can also be evaluative entities such as regula-
tors or news outlets. Researchers focused on systems of
norms, values, beliefs or definitions tend to focus on an
entire field or sector, looking at the dynamic interplay
of actors and the norms, values and expectations that
shape their interactions (e.g. Greenwood, Suddaby and
Hinings, 2002).
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Despite important efforts to improve the measure-
ment of legitimacy across levels of legitimacy, there has
been little such work aimed at spanning multiple di-
mensions of legitimacy. Because both empirical research
and the resulting theoretical contributions are deeply
influenced by measurement strategies (Schneiberg and
Clemens, 2006), this has limited the degree to which
insights developed within one approach to legitimacy
can speak to other approaches or inform a broader un-
derstanding of legitimacy as a multi-dimensional phe-
nomenon.

A dyadic approach to legitimacy

How, then, can we analytically account for legitimacy’s
multiple dimensions? Consistent with our discussion
above, in his 2022 article on operationalizing legitimacy,
Schoon makes the case that definitions of legitimacy
consistently identify or imply three distinct empirical el-
ements: an object of legitimacy, an audience and a set of
social expectations that define the terms for legitimacy.
Aiming to integrate these empirical elements, he iden-
tifies dyads as a basic unit of analysis. He argues that
legitimacy can be understood as present when (1) expec-
tations defining the relationship are present, (2) the ob-
ject conforms to the expectations, and (3) the audience
assents to the expectations (i.e. it is positively oriented
towards its relationship with the object). Each of these
conditions are treated as necessary. The basic logic of
this approach is that, rather than legitimacy being solely
a property of the object or a perception of observers, it
exists in the relationship between the two that is shaped
by the evolving expectations that operate within a given
social field or environment.

Theoretically, this dyadic approach does not explicitly
distinguish between the micro- and macro-levels. This
is because it focuses on audiences’ assent to the rela-
tionship, which can be indicated by individual evalua-
tors, collective (i.e. institutional) evaluators or the ag-
gregation of collective evaluators. However, the dyadic
approach does not account for supra-individual evalu-
ations, as reflected in the taken-for-grantedness of an
entity (i.e. validity) (see Tost, 2011; Zelditch, 2001).?
Similarly, within the legitimacy-as-property perspective,
we do not see a clear link between what we are doing
and the focus of organizational ecology on population-
level dynamics. Within the legitimacy-as-process frame-
work, the linkages are less clear. While some scholars
view fields as composed of systems of relationships (e.g.

We would note that we are unable to find empirical mea-
surement strategies that explicitly measure validity, as most re-
searchers instead measure validity beliefs (i.e. micro-level beliefs
about collective judgements) (Bitektine and Haack, 2015) rather
than validity.

A. Ghods et al.

Dimaggio and Powell, 1983), the degree to which dyads
can or should be centred in this context is not imme-
diately clear based on the existing literature. Thus, im-
mediate applications of our approach are limited to
the micro- and meso-levels. The scope of our approach
is illustrated in Figure 2 with a dashed line outlining
the dimensions of legitimacy it is capable of account-
ing for. Given these considerations, our approach is
not intended to replace existing measurement strategies.
Rather, we aim to facilitate greater depth of analysis and
complement existing strategies.

Measuring legitimacy dyadically: Method
for applying computational text analysis

The dyadic perspective conceptualizes legitimacy as em-
bedded in the relationship between an audience and an
object and, as noted above, identifies three necessary
conditions for legitimacy. Here, we develop an empiri-
cal strategy for measuring each of these necessary con-
ditions using computational textual analysis techniques.
To briefly summarize our approach, because expecta-
tions reflect the perceptions that define the relationship
between audiences and the object, we measure them
using the latent topics uncovered in media outlets. As
assent reflects the audiences’ (positive) orientation to-
wards the relationship, we measure it through the senti-
ment expressed in media texts, as the valence of media
discourse provides a meaningful signal of collective ap-
proval or disapproval. Finally, given that conformity re-
flects the degree to which the object aligns with audience
expectations, we measure it via the fit between represen-
tation of expectations in the public communications and
the expectations of the audience.

Step 1: Identify the nodes of the dyad

A dyadic approach to measuring legitimacy requires two
corpora of textual data: one that captures the audience’s
orientation towards the object, and one that captures
the object’s orientation towards the expectations. Thus,
the specification of nodes entails ‘rendering’ the data,
a process of curating the textual data to ‘account for
language, authoring, and document sources—ensuring
a logical fit with the research questions being investigat-
ed...” (Hannigan, 2019, p. 591).

The process of identifying nodes of a dyad and cor-
pora of data can be inductive or deductive, such that
nodes are defined by available data, or data are selected
based on pre-defined nodes. For instance, if a researcher
is interested in studying the legitimacy of a particular
set of corporations, they might use data from websites,
meeting minutes, financial strategy documents and press
releases, among others to assess the objects’ behaviours
(Barros, 2014; Erkama and Vaara, 2010; Lamin and
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Figure 2. Delimiting scope of application for dyadic approach

Zaheer, 2011, Patala, 2019). The same is true for identi-
fying the audience. For instance, a researcher interested
in assessing legitimacy in the eyes of consumers might
use customer reviews. In contrast, a researcher might
have access to an extensive corpus of media coverage
of the object and choose to focus on the media outlets
themselves as the audience of interest (e.g. Deephouse,
1996).

One important consideration that applies specifically
to the audience-side of this process is the need to de-
fine the boundaries of an audience. While audiences are
generally defined in terms of preexisting categories, not
all pre-defined audiences can be treated as unitary. For
instance, customers who shop with a company because
of low prices may have different criteria for evaluat-
ing legitimacy than customers who shop with a com-
pany because of labour practices or politics (e.g. King,
2008). These differences can be theoretically and sub-
stantively consequential for understanding the dynam-
ics of legitimacy. As such, selecting the audience(s) is a
two-step process. First, an audience must be defined in
general terms that are, ‘guided by theoretical and em-
pirical considerations’ (Hannigan, 2019, p. 591). Sec-
ond, the researcher must allow for the possibility that
there are distinct audiences—indicated by the presence
of clear subsets among members of the audience that
have distinct expectations—and assess this empirically.
The first step is accomplished in the process of selecting
a corpus of data. This second step is done in dialogue
with the identification of expectations, which we discuss
next.

Step 2: Identify expectations

After identifying the corpora of texts, the corpus repre-
senting audiences’ orientations are used to identify ex-
pectations that define the relationship between the audi-
ence and the object. This step is accomplished through
the use of topic modelling. Topic modelling is a well-
established technique for analysing textual datasets in
management research (Hannigan, 2019), and has been
productively used to analyse systems of meaning and
social representations (DiMaggio, Nag and Blei, 2013;
Hannigan, 2019; Mohr and Bogdanov, 2013) which
can in turn be used to identify the expectations asso-
ciated with legitimacy (see Croidieu and Kim, 2018).
Latent Dirichlet allocation (LDA) (Blei, Ng and Jor-
dan, 2003) is a widely applied algorithm in management
research (see Hannigan, 2019). The Bayesian LDA as-
sumes that each document is composed of a mixture of
topics and each topic is represented as a distribution of
co-occurring words (Reisenbichler and Reutterer, 2019;
Schmiedel, Miiller and vom Brocke, 2019). Topic mod-
elling relies on numeric vectors for their input, format-
ted from the content. To derive these vectors, the whole
document is converted to the complete list of written
words (i.e. tokenization), duplicates are removed and
dictation errors are corrected (Jo, 2019). All tokens are
then mapped to their roots (stemming). For example,
with different variations of verbs that have the same
root, all are manipulated as the same word to avoid re-
dundancy. Then, prepositions or other irrelevant tokens
(stopwords) are removed. Finally, all tokens must be
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normalized to lowercase (or uppercase) format (Kang,
2020). This step ensures the quality of the data before
running the analysis. The indexing process follows the
stages of tokenization.

Once topics are generated, the researcher must inter-
pret them. This interpretation is done iteratively, mov-
ing between the word members in the topic and samples
of the complete text. As Mohr and Bogdanov (2013, p.
560) clarify, topic models do not simply produce ready-
made outputs. Rather, they require interpretation, and
situations may arise where ‘there are no well-organized
topics in the corpus’. As such, it is important to clar-
ify that topic models are a valuable aid for identifying
relevant expectations; they are not a replacement for it-
erative and substantively informed interpretation.

After identifying expectations, we can use those ex-
pectations to empirically explore the boundaries of our
audiences. To do this, researchers should determine the
distribution of topics in each document, and which au-
diences are assigned to each document. As we demon-
strate below, in the preparation of the dataset, the
columns are ‘audience’, ‘date of publication’ and ‘con-
tent’. Finding the overall expectations over the column
‘content’ will lead us to find the distribution of topics
over each row of the dataset. Audiences can then be hi-
erarchically clustered based on the dominance of topics
that have been determined to suggest meaningful expec-
tations. In some cases, distinct subsets will not emerge,
indicating that the theoretically or substantively defined
audience is unitary. If distinct topics (and inductively
identified expectations) are associated with distinct sub-
sets of the audience specified in step one, then each sub-
set should be separated, and their textual data treated as
separate corpora.

Step 3: Measure assent

Assent captures the notion that legitimacy is a ‘reaction
of observers’ (Suchman, 1995, p. 574), dependent on
their positive orientation towards the relationship they
have with the object of legitimacy. Audience-oriented
approaches to measuring legitimacy typically only cap-
ture assent (e.g. Etter, 2017). For our approach, we ap-
ply sentiment analysis to the corpus of text representing
the audiences’ perceptions of the object of legitimacy.
If more than one empirically distinct audience is iden-
tified in Step 2, the sentiment analysis must be run sep-
arately for each corpus of text representing each of the
audiences.

Sentiment analysis is a family of techniques in com-
putational textual analysis by which we evaluate the ex-
pressed sentiments of texts in terms of polarity (Liu,
2015). The output of the algorithm can be a score rang-
ing from —1 to +1 or labels like positive, negative, or
neutral (Pang, Lee and Vaithyanathan, 2002). Sentiment
analysis can be designed as an unsupervised algorithm

A. Ghods et al.

using pre-compiled lexicon dictionaries like WordNet
for English terms (Strapparava and Valitutti, 2004), and
WOLF and FEEL for French terms (Abdaoui, 2017).
Previous research has used sentiment analysis to mea-
sure legitimacy (conceptualized as a perception of au-
diences) (Etter, 2017). As Etter (2017, p. 74) succinctly
summarize, ‘through the detection of affective orien-
tations in large amounts of texts, the advanced tech-
niques of sentiment analysis can be considered as a valid
method for the measurement of citizens’ judgement...’.

Step 4: Measure conformity

To measure conformity, we rely on the second corpus of
textual data compiled in Step 1: text representing rele-
vant dimensions of the object of legitimacy. By using in-
dependent data produced by the object of legitimacy—
such as website data, blog posts or fiscal reports—and
analysing it in reference to empirically identified ex-
pectations produced by the audience, we are able to
capture the inherently relational dynamics implied by
dyads. Measuring conformity first requires systemati-
cally measuring the presence of the topics (identified in
Step 2) that represent audiences’ expectations in the cor-
pus of textual data that represents the activities or be-
haviours of the organization. To do this, we first remove
the stop words and chunk the textual data into tokens
(Pandey and Pandey, 2019). Second, we vectorize the to-
kens and convert it to a numerical representation. Third,
we use the trained topic model from the audience to infer
the topics for representation documents. For each doc-
ument, we obtain the probabilities of the document be-
longing to each topic and the degree of this presence. If
a document has a high probability for a specific topic, it
is considered to contain that topic and the objects that
are representing the topic(s) are understood as conform-
ing to the expectation(s) of the audience.

Integrating indicators

This four-step method is designed to facilitate the con-
struction of quantitative measures of multiple dimen-
sions of legitimacy, with Steps 2 and 3 detailing how
to generate measures of assent and conformity between
audience(s) and objects. Each of these measures pro-
vides valuable data on its own, and can be used inde-
pendently. However, they can also be integrated to gen-
erate a composite legitimacy score for each empirically
delineated audience. There is debate in the literature as
to whether legitimacy should be treated as dichotomous
(i.e. an organization is either legitimate or not) or mea-
sured on a relative scale (e.g. Deephouse, 2017). Here,
we follow Deephouse and Suchman’s (2008) recommen-
dation that it be measured dichotomously. However, it is
entirely possible to develop a scaled measure using the
three indicators produced by our method.
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Measuring New Venture Legitimacy

Following the logic outlined by Schoon (2022), a com-
posite measure of legitimacy must indicate the com-
bined presence of each of the three necessary con-
ditions. For the first condition—expectations—a fail-
ure to derive meaningful results from the topic model
(a distinct possibility, see Mohr and Bogdanov, 2013)
would indicate the absence of clear audience expecta-
tions. In this case, the legitimacy score would automat-
ically be 0. Regarding measures of assent, we suggest
rounding the sentiment score to 0 or 1. Here, 0 indicates
the absence of assent, while 1 indicates the presence of
assent. If assent is 0, then the legitimacy score is 0. Sim-
ilarly, we can binarize the measure of conformity, where
a score of 0 automatically indicates the absence of le-
gitimacy. If expectations, assent and conformity are all
present, then the composite legitimacy score will equal
1. If any of these measures equal 0, then the composite
score will be zero.

Importantly, a composite score of 0 indicates the ab-
sence of legitimacy but does not necessarily indicate il-
legitimacy (Siraz et al., 2023). The absence of any single
condition does not necessarily mean that legitimacy is
absent. Rather, it leaves open the possibility that mea-
surement strategies are empirically capturing something
other than legitimacy. Conversely, the co-occurrence of
these three conditions is sufficient for establishing le-
gitimacy’s presence (see Schoon, 2022). Often, however,
researchers are interested in measuring legitimacy ver-
sus illegitimacy (as opposed to legitimacy versus its ab-
sence). In this case, we recommend one minor adjust-
ment, wherein the assent score is made trichotomous
and rounded to —1, 0 or 1. Following the logic that
the absence of expectations indicates the absence of a
relationship, we assume that expectations must still be
present for illegitimacy. However, we treat misalignment
between audience assent and object conformity as ille-
gitimacy. This allows for a tripartite composite index,
scored from —1 to 1, where 1 indicates legitimacy, 0 in-
dicates the absence of legitimacy or illegitimacy, and —1
indicates illegitimacy.

Empirical application of the dyadic
approach: An illustration

Step 1: Identify the nodes of the dyad

To illustrate how our proposed method works in an em-
pirical setting, we apply it to a dataset on a geographi-
cally defined cluster of 67 French biotechnology SMEs
(the object of legitimacy) and the media outlets that pro-
vide evaluative coverage of those companies (the audi-
ences). We focus on media outlets in our initial audi-
ence specification because of the critical role that these
outlets play in the growth and failure of biotech SMEs.
As previous research has shown, the media represent
a distinct audience unto themselves, serving the dual

7of 16

purposes of communicating the elements of ventures
strategies (Lamertz and Baum, 1998) and evaluating
the outcomes of those strategies (Rao, 1998). We fo-
cus on established media firms (e.g. online and offline
newspapers, TV and radio programmes) specializing in
disseminating information about ventures (Rao, 1998).
While there are a variety of relationships that news out-
lets might have with ventures—ranging from informal
ties between shareholders to commercial ties rooted in
spending on advertisement—our focus is on the evalu-
ative role that news outlets play through their coverage
of media outlets.

For the first corpus representing the audience per-
spective on the object, we collected 426 articles pub-
lished by media outlets in France that reference the 67
SMEs. We focused specifically on French media sources,
and selected sources using a combination of global news
databases (i.e. Factivia and Europresse) and standard
internet search engines. The decision to retain an outlet
was based on a combination of criteria, including visi-
bility (in terms of the total number of words published
about the industry studied) and expertise (i.e. a quali-
tative analysis of the outlet’s expertise regarding the in-
dustry). Once we identified relevant outlets, we retrieved
articles published by these outlets on each of the 67 ven-
tures. To ensure that the articles were relevant to our
analysis, we checked them manually for homonyms, and
filtered out commercial content. The final corpus of 426
articles included both news coverage and opinion arti-
cles but excluding paid-for partnership articles.

Our second corpus of text was drawn from the SMEs
websites. SME’s websites provide an account of each or-
ganization’s actions and activities that is independent of
the evaluations made by relevant news outlets, thereby
allowing us to compare the extent to which organiza-
tions’ self-presentation conforms to audience expecta-
tions. Our use of data produced by the companies them-
selves to measure conformity follows prior research (e.g.
Barros, 2014; Erkama and Vaara, 2010; Lamin and Za-
heer, 2011; Patala, 2019). We used web scraping tech-
niques to compile textual content from the websites of
each of the ventures in our analysis. In total, we col-
lected 1,661,971 words for the collection of 67 objects
of legitimacy.

>

Step 2: Identify expectations

We applied topic modelling to our first corpus of text,
consisting of 426 articles published about the 67 biotech
SMEs. The total number of words in all documents was
1,944,548. To identify expectations in the media outlet
content, we first ran the topic modelling LDA algorithm
using the programming language Python, selecting the
number of topics based on their perplexity and log-
likelihood scores. After searching various combinations
of two, three, four and five topics, we pinpointed two
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Table 1. Topics and the vocabulary associated with them in the traditional media

LDA topic modelling (unsupervised)

Topic 1

Topic 2

Patient—research—permission—enterprise—company—
develop—clinical power—new trial—cancer —development
phase—test vaccine—measure—treatment—medical
results—molecule—startup—first—laboratories—cellule

Group—company—percent—Ifirst solution—new
medical—market—financial
turnover—activity—development—bet—action—capital—
biotech—imagery—technology—price
index—medical—health—Euronext

Guided LDA (semi-supervised)

Topic 1: Cognitive

Topic 2: Pragmatic

Patient—research—new—permission—company—
development—enterprise—efficacy—clinical
development—first try—cancer—phase—measure—test
vaccine—maladies—treatment—results medicine—project—
molecule—program—startup—Ilaboratories—scientific

Group—company—market percent—solution—first
medical—financial turnover—activity—first
group—development—diagnostic—bet—action—capital—
biotech—imagery—technology

topics that gave the optimum number for log-likelihood
(giving a score of —5.21 x 10e5) and model perplexity
(giving a score of 19.71 x 10e2) (Buntine, 2009). In other
words, the scores for more than two topics got bigger,
and thus more perplexing. Table 1 presents a summary
of the content of these two topics. As an author team,
we individually and collectively interpreted the results
from the first round of analyses to identify meaning-
ful themes among the vocabulary (Croidieu and Kim,
2018). We then decided to apply LDA semi-structured
algorithm to ensure the accuracy and consistency of
vocabulary in each topic. Following Kaplan and Vakili
(2015), we presented the results to two external evalua-
tors who are the scholars in the field of the management
studies to validate the semantic relevance of the identi-
fied topics.

The two topics that resulted from our topic mod-
elling were fortunately both coherent, and, in dialogue
with the actual text of the articles, reveal meaningful
expectations for biotech SMEs. The first topic from
the semi-supervised technique emphasizes the techno-
logical qualifications of an SME, reflecting expecta-
tions that these companies will be engaged in research
and development and pursuing scientific innovation
(Golant and Sillince, 2007). This first topic reflects firms’
cognitive legitimacy (Suchman, 1995). The second topic
emphasizes ventures performance, reflecting the expec-
tation that SMEs will engage in effective business prac-
tices, maximizing their market percentage, having good
rates of financial turnover, and being at the vanguard of
their industry (i.e. first out of the gate), all of which are
common expectations of organizations (Ruef and Scott,
1998). This second topic reflects firms’ pragmatic legiti-
macy (Suchman, 1995).

After identifying these two sets of expectations, we
assessed whether there were multiple distinct audiences
represented among the media outlets included in our

analysis. To do this, we identified the topic distribu-
tion across all documents for each media outlet by em-
ploying hierarchical clustering. This step revealed the
distinct expectations expressed by each media outlet.
As depicted in Figure 3, we observe the presence of
three distinct subgroups within the media. The first sub-
group primarily focuses on the scientific aspect, while
the second subgroup emphasizes the pragmatic aspect.
The third subgroup expresses a combination of cogni-
tive and pragmatic expectations. Our analysis reveals
that the media outlets exhibit heterogeneity (Roulet and
Clemente, 2018; Zavyalova, Pfarrer and Reger, 2018).

Following our method, after identifying these distinct
audiences, we measured assent and conformity for each
audience separately. However, due to space constraints,
we present our illustration of Steps 3 and 4 of our
method for the complete dataset rather than presenting
six separate analyses (i.e. one per construct for each of
three audiences).

Step 3: Measure assent

To calculate assent, we use sentiment analysis to evalu-
ate the media outlets’ affective orientation towards the
SMEs. As all the articles in the sample were gathered
from reputable media and used formal language, we de-
cided to use unsupervised techniques (Liu, 2015). To this
end, we first needed to find a substantively and linguisti-
cally appropriate lexicon. Abdaoui (2017) built a robust
lexicon comprising 14,127 French-language descriptors
of polarity (positive and negative) and emotion (joy, sur-
prise, anger, disgust, sadness, fear etc.). Using this lexi-
con, we measured the polarity of the documents for each
SME and for the documents as a whole (available by re-
quest to the authors). The mean polarity score of the
whole sample of documents (i.e. the total sum of the
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Figure 3. Hierarchical clustering of audience groups (for a better presentation, we show one media outlet per group)

Table 2. Descriptive analysis of assent

Cognitive Pragmatic
Mean 0.31 0.20
SD 0.19 0.21
Max (Min) 0.78 (0.0) 0.65 (0.0)

documents) was 0.83. Summary statistics of the results
are presented in Table 2.

Step 4: Measure conformity

To calculate the observed conformity of the SMEs to-
wards the expectations of the media outlets, we turned
our analysis to the second corpus of data drawn from
ventures’ websites. After processing and vectorizing the
data using bag of words technique (Jo, 2019), we took
the trained model with the two topics generated in Step
2 and, for each website’s content, obtained the distribu-
tion of topic. This distribution represents the probabil-
ity of the website’s content belonging to each topic. We
then assessed the extent to which the topic is prevalent

on the website of each object. The result is a continuous
0-1 score for each SME-audience dyad. Table 3 provides
summary statistics for the resulting conformity scores.

Integrating indicators

The results of the preceding analyses allow us to con-
struct an overall measure of legitimacy for each ven-
ture in our data. As Schoon (2022) argues, legitimacy is
distinguished from related constructs by the co-
occurrence of expectations, assent and conformity. Be-
cause we found two coherent sets of expectations, we
have determined that expectations are, in fact, present
for all organizations. In our analysis of the audience
boundaries, we found one audience that was predomi-
nantly associated with pragmatic expectations, one that
was largely associated with cognitive expectations, and
one that was associated with both sets of expectations. If
we were constructing our composite index by audience
subgroup, we would use the predominant expectations
associated with each audience to calculate assent and
conformity. For this third group, we see two options: (1)
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Table 3. Descriptive analysis of conformity

A. Ghods et al.

Sentiments towards expectation 1 (cognitive)

Sentiments towards expectations 2 (pragmatic)

Mean 0.76
SD 0.39
Max (Min) 0.99 (0.0)

0.39
0.28
0.99 (0.0)

compute a composite index requiring assent and confor-
mity to both expectation sets (e.g. pragmatic and cogni-
tive) and (2) compute assent and conformity separately
for each set to yield pragmatic and cognitive legitimacy.
As we do not partition results by audience subgroups,
we adopt option (2) and report separate measures for
each type.

To determine whether each set of expectations co-
occurs with assent and conformity, we first classify the
objects into three groups: those with a negative assent
score (coded as —1), those with an assent score lower
than the overall average for each expectation (coded
as 0), and those with an assent score higher than the
average (coded as +1). As a result, we assign a +1
code to 49 enterprises for cognitive assent and 50 en-
terprises for pragmatic assent. In the third step, we as-
sign a +1 code to enterprises with a conformity score
higher than the population average. This resulted in 46
enterprises coded as conforming to cognitive expecta-
tions, and 30 enterprises to pragmatic expectations. Fi-
nally, enterprises were coded as having legitimacy when
they were coded as +1 code for both assent and confor-
mity scores. The result is 35 enterprises categorized as
having cognitive legitimacy, and 22 enterprises catego-
rized as having pragmatic legitimacy.

Assessing measure validity

Given that there is no existing gold standard for mea-
suring legitimacy across multiple dimensions for us to
compare our approach against, we adopt two different
approaches to assessing whether our measurement strat-
egy is valid. First, we measure the face validity of our
measurement strategy by comparing our composite in-
dex for legitimacy with the subjective evaluations of a
panel of industry experts who were asked to evaluate a
random sample of 10 of the 67 ventures included in our
analysis. We opted to focus on a sample of organiza-
tions to reduce survey fatigue and increase respondent
engagement. This allows us to provide at least a basic
assessment of whether our measurement strategy yields
a meaningful measurement of legitimacy.

We selected experts based on evidence of their experi-
ence in the biotech industry, their insertion in the ecosys-
tem and their media visibility. We asked those industry
experts to simply evaluate the legitimacy of all SMEs in
our sample using a five-point Likert scale, ranging from
‘totally illegitimate’ to ‘totally legitimate’. Such broadly

defined subjective evaluations provide an effective mea-
sure of the legitimacy of organizations within the field
they are operating in. We collected 41 responses from a
total of 65 experts identified (response rate = 63%), and
used Kendal’s tau to evaluate the convergence between
the average of experts’ rating and total legitimacy score
for all audiences (Clark-Carter, 2004). For cognitive le-
gitimacy t = 0.65 (p-value < 0.01), and for pragmatic
legitimacy T = 0.62 (p-value < 0.01). These scores rep-
resent a high degree of correlation, indicating that our
measurement strategy does well compared with the eval-
uations of those with holistic knowledge of the industry
field and organizations.

In addition to assessing the face validity of our mea-
sure, we also assessed its predictive validity. In order
to assess the predictive validity of our legitimacy mea-
sure, it is necessary to establish an empirical association
with a relevant criterion (Geringer, 1998). For this pur-
pose, we choose the failure rate of ventures as a cri-
terion. There is a large body of studies that supports
the positive link between the legitimacy of an organiza-
tion and its survival (Delmar and Shane, 2004; Lu and
Xu, 2006; Meyer and Rowan, 1977; Singh, Tucker and
House, 1986; Zimmerman and Zeitz, 2002). Delmar and
Shane (2004, p. 387) suggest that new ventures ‘need to
create the external perception that they are legitimate
to garner resources and survive competition with estab-
lished firms’.

Following the existing research, we investigated if our
measure of legitimacy can predict the failure rate of the
SMEs in our database. Doing that, we tracked the infor-
mation of the enterprises and found that in 2023, 14 en-
terprises in our database had failed and exited the busi-
ness. We created a table and coded the failure rate of a
SME in 2023 as a dummy variable, we also added the
expectation, assent and conformity, age and size of the
SME in 2019.

Due to the binary nature of our dependent variable
(survival-failure), we employed logistic regression as the
suitable approach to examine our hypothesis that legit-
imate SMEs are more likely to survive and used the le-
gitimacy scores generated above. All analyses were con-
ducted in R. Table 4 reports the descriptive statistics and
correlation.

Table 5 reports the results of our analysis. Model 1 in-
cludes the two control variables. This model shows that
there is no significant relation between age and size on
the failure rate of firms, which is in line with the find-
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Table 4. Descriptive analysis and correlations

11 of 16

Mean  SD  Failure Cognitive Pragmatic Cognitive Pragmatic Cognitive Pragmatic Size Age
assent assent conformity  conformity legitimacy legitimacy

Failure 0.79 0.40 1 0.10 0.20 0.41%%* 0.27* 0.39%* 0.12 —0.04 0.10

Cognitive 0.31 0.19 1 0.32% 0.31 0.09 0.47%** 0.31 0.03 0.13
assent

Pragmatic 0.20 0.21 1 0.13 0.19 0.32 0.33** 0.32 0.26
assent

Cognitive 0.71 0.28 1 0.24 0.61%** 0.25% —0.10 —0.13
conformity

Pragmatic 0.35 0.26 1 0.16 0.60%** 0.11 0.07
conformity

Cognitive 0.52 0.50 1 0.48%** —-0.07 -0.14
legitimacy

Pragmatic 0.32 0.31 1 0.09 0.04
legitimacy

Size 2426 38.28 1 0.43%%*

Age 10.25  7.80 1

Note: N = 67 for all variables. This table presents Pearson correlation coefficients with pairwise deletion.

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.

Table 5. Logistic regression results on failure of SMEs

Model 1 Model 2
Constant 0.95 —0.07
(0.06) (0.01)*
Age 0.05 0.07
0.31) 0.19)
Size —0.005 —0.003
(0.53) 0.71)
Cognitive 2.96
legitimacy (0.006)**
Pragmatic 1.05
legitimacy (0.07)

*p < 0.05, 7 p < 0.01, ™ p < 0.001.

ings in the literature (see, e.g., Zhao et al., 2020). Model
2 shows that there is a significant relation between cogni-
tive legitimacy and failure rate. We then established the
confusion matrix of our logistic regression to calculate
the accuracy of our model, we arrived at the accuracy
of 0.7.

Importantly, while we present analyses that use only
the composite measures of legitimacy, our approach
to measuring legitimacy introduces the possibility of
analysing the effects of legitimacy as a unified construct
and exploring the effects of each dimension individu-
ally. By including audience- and/or expectation-specific
measures of assent and conformity in an analysis of le-
gitimacy’s effects, researchers can gain a far more gran-
ular understanding of how legitimacy and its multiple
dimensions affect key outcomes for organizations.

Complementary analyses

To assess the distinctiveness and the strength of the
dyadic perspective, we conducted a series of additional

analyses where we compared the composite measure
of legitimacy with the uni-dimensional audience side
of legitimacy (e.g. Illia, 2022; Vergne, 2011). We evalu-
ated model performance using two complementary ap-
proaches. First, we compared Akaike information cri-
terion (AIC) values, where lower values indicate bet-
ter model fit after penalizing for model complexity
(Burnham and Anderson, 2002). Second, we conducted
bootstrap resampling (# = 200 iterations) to assess
the stability of coefficient estimates and generate bias-
corrected confidence intervals, ensuring our results are
not artefacts of sample-specific variations. Results are
presented in Table 6.

As shown in Table 6, both evaluation methods con-
verge on consistent findings: the dyadic model demon-
strates superior performance, with the lowest AIC value
indicating better predictive accuracy despite the addi-
tional parameter. Bootstrap results confirm the robust-
ness of this advantage.

Discussion

While legitimacy is widely recognized as being a multi-
level and multi-dimensional construct, most scholarship
on legitimacy focuses on one dimension at a time. The
challenges of accounting for the multi-dimensionality
of legitimacy are intimately linked to challenges of mea-
suring across dimensions. To address this challenge, we
follow the lead of pathbreaking scholars who have ad-
vanced novel strategies for measuring legitimacy across
multiple levels and introduce a novel framework for
measuring legitimacy across multiple dimensions using
computational text analysis. Treating dyads as our unit
of analysis, we incorporate measurement of the social
expectations that define legitimacy, audiences’ evalua-
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Table 6. Comparison between the composite variable and traditional models

Composed index of legitimacy without assent ~ Composed index of legitimacy without expectations ~ Composed index of legitimacy

Dy, 0.1741 0.2519 0.4395
AICP 81.50 78.51 76.96

* Cross-validation (bootstrapping) and comparison between the models (composed index vs. assent): (Sommer’s D index [—1 to +1]) (Dxy near to

+1 means the model’s predictions are correct).
AIC (relative quality of models) = lower is better.

tions and the conformity of objects to those social ex-
pectations which can be analysed independently or com-
bined into a single dimension of legitimacy that spans
across all three dimensions.

This paper makes two important contributions to
scholarship on organizational legitimacy. First, we have
articulated the relationship between the multiple dimen-
sions of legitimacy that are reflected in dominant defi-
nitions of the construct. In doing so, this work provides
a foundation for bridging disparate approaches to le-
gitimacy, as reflected in the legitimacy-as-property and
legitimacy-as-perception perspectives (Suddaby, Bitek-
tine and Haack, 2017). This is an important step in
the literature to connect theory with the measurement
of legitimacy. By providing a framework for measuring
legitimacy across multiple dimensions, our work com-
plements important efforts to theorize and study legiti-
macy as not only a multi-level phenomenon, but a multi-
dimensional phenomenon as well.

Given the tight-coupling between theory and method
(see Haack, Schilke and Zucker, 2021), the development
of this methodological framework represents an impor-
tant step towards productively bridging long-standing
divisions within scholarship on legitimacy. In doing
so, this work deepens the theoretical foundations of
Schoon’s (2022) dyadic model, situating it in relation
to established scholarship on legitimacy. The ability to
measure legitimacy in the context of dyads provides the
necessary empirical foundation for exploring the possi-
bility that legitimacy operates at the level of relation-
ships. Moreover, our approach to constructing measures
of legitimacy also allows researchers to empirically ac-
count for variation in the ‘grey area’ of legitimacy (Siraz
et al., 2023), creating further connections across the lit-
erature. We contend that the ability to not only con-
ceptualize legitimacy at the level of dyads, but to mea-
sure it, is suggestive of a possible fourth perspective on
legitimacy—I/egitimacy-as-relationship—that is distinct
from the three dominant perspectives identified by Sud-
daby, Bitektine and Haack (2017) with the potential to
integrate key insights across all of them.

Second, we empirically demonstrate the relevance of
the dyadic perspective. Our article allows us to address
suggestions from Vaara, Aranda and Etchanchu (2024)
to implement automated textual analysis to further
understand the antecedents and consequences of legit-
imacy through communication. By mobilizing the tex-

tual analysis techniques, we provide an empirical ex-
planation to the foundation of discursive legitimacy.
Specifically, we showed that expectations (from topic
modelling), assent (from sentiment analysis) and con-
formity (from topic modelling) form a relevant com-
posite index of legitimacy expected by various authors
(Siraz et al., 2023; Vaara, Aranda and Etchanchu, 2024).
Additionally, we provide empirical evidence of the
measure’s validity—both through expert evaluation and
by showing its predictive power for venture failure—
thereby offering a tool that can support robust inference
and theory testing in future work. Previous empirical
papers used textual data to measure legitimacy through
one component of the dyadic model (Deephouse and
Carter, 2005; Elsbach, 1994; Illia, 2022; Vergne, 2011).
However, our results indicate that relying solely on one
component has a lower explanatory power. While there
are of course meaningful limitations to our methods—
for instance, it can only be applied to textual data—we
believe that it represents a meaningful advance towards
accounting for the multi-level and multi-dimensional
nature of legitimacy in research on organizations. By de-
veloping a new method for measuring one of the hot
constructs in recent research, our work stands to ad-
vance both substantive and theoretical scholarship on
this topic. While recent developments in this area have
largely emphasized experimental approaches to mea-
suring new venture legitimacy, the dyadic perspective
on legitimacy address the growing collection of schol-
arship that uses textual data to measure legitimacy by
providing a framework that captures the complex multi-
dimensionality of new venture legitimacy in observa-
tional research. In doing so, we advance a growing
stream of research advancing efforts to improve theory
and substantive scholarship on venture legitimacy by
improving measurement (Haack and Sieweke, 2020).

Limitations and future research

Before concluding, we want to highlight three limi-
tations, each of which highlights exciting directions
for future research. First, our reliance on topic mod-
elling and lexicon-based sentiment analysis introduces
boundary conditions regarding the types of expecta-
tions and judgements that can be detected. Textual data,
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by nature remains an incomplete source of informa-
tion (Kobayashi et al., 2018), meaning that implicit or
non-verbally conveyed expectations and judgements fall
outside the reach of our approach. Topic modelling,
while effective in uncovering thematic structures, re-
quires subjective decisions regarding the number of top-
ics and their interpretation, which may result in the
aggregation or omission of nuanced expectations that
do not fit within dominant topics (Schmiedel, Miiller
and vom Brocke, 2019). Besides, lexicon-based senti-
ment analysis is insensitive to contextual factors such
as irony, sarcasm, domain-specific language and tonal
nuance, thereby limiting the detectable judgements to
those expressed through overtly positive or negative
vocabulary while leaving subtle or mixed sentiments
unrecognized (Van der Veen and Bleich, 2025). These
constraints mean that our framework is best suited to
detecting linguistically explicit evaluations rather than
tacit, affective or contextually embedded forms of eval-
uations. This leaves room for future research that com-
plements computational textual analysis with methods
such as transformer-based sentiment models capable of
capturing multi-dimensional sentiment patterns, as well
as employing multimodal data sources.

The second limitation concerns the measurement of
assent through sentiment analysis. We theorized that the
sentiment expressed by an audience towards a given ex-
pectation can serve as an indicator of assent which is
understood as ‘agreement with, approval of, or support
for a relationship’ (Schoon, 2022, p. 21). However, we
acknowledge that sentiment does not always equate to
assent. Despite this constraint, sentiment remains a rea-
sonable proxy in our research. First, the textual data
we analyse are produced by formal media outlets in di-
rect reference to the objects, which increases the like-
lihood that the expressed sentiment reflects evaluative
judgement rather than just a simple enthusiasm. Addi-
tionally, prior research has successfully employed senti-
ment as a proxy for recommendation in similar contexts
(e.g. Guerreiro and Rita, 2020), supporting its validity
as an aggregate indicator of audience reception. Future
research should seek to refine the measurement of as-
sent by incorporating more nuanced approaches, such
as aspect and intent sentiment or multimodal sentiment
analysis.

A third limitation stems from our choice to integrate
the legitimacy indicators into a single trichotomous
variable ranging from —1 through 0 to 1. Although
this operationalization is theoretically motivated and
enhances interpretability by providing a clear categor-
ical distinction aligned with the conceptual boundaries
of legitimacy, dichotomizing or trichotomizing contin-
uous variables can underestimate effect size and reduce
explained variance in the observations (Cohen, 1983),
which in turn reduces the statistical power available to
test hypotheses (Fitzsimons, 2008). It can also under-
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mine meaningful differences across observations that
a granular measure would have preserved (Fitzsimons,
2008). This should partly account for one of the in-
significant results obtained in our survival analysis. This
highlights the importance of future research exploring
the use of scaled or continuous legitimacy measures,
for instance, by employing weighted scoring schemes or
fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis.

Conclusion

In this paper, we have introduced a novel approach
to measuring legitimacy that accounts for the multi-
dimensionality of the construct. Using dyads as the
unit of analysis, our measurement strategy accounts
for audiences’ assent, object’s conformity and the so-
cial expectations that serve as a referent for each.
Our empirical application demonstrates the frame-
work’s face validity, as well as its superior predictive
power compared to traditional uni-dimensional mea-
sures in an illustrative analysis of new venture sur-
vival. In doing so, this paper provides researchers
with a tool to capture the complex, relational na-
ture of legitimacy, but it also opens new pathways for
large-scale, observational research into how organiza-
tions navigate and survive within their social environ-
ments.

Acknowledgements

Open access publication funding provided by
COUPERIN CY26.

References

Abdaoui, A., J. Az¢, S. Bringay and P. Poncelet (2017). ‘FEEL: a French
expanded emotion lexicon’, Language Resources and Evaluation, 51,
pp- 833-855. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10579-016-9364-5.

Bansal, P. and T. Hunter (2003). ‘Strategic explanations for the early
adoption of ISO 14001°, Journal of Business Ethics, 46, pp. 289-299.

Barraket, J., C. Furneaux, S. Barth and C. Mason (2016). ‘Understand-
ing legitimacy formation in multi-goal firms: an examination of busi-
ness planning practices among social enterprises’, Journal of Small
Business Management, 54, pp. 77-89. https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.
12290.

Barros, M. (2014). “Tools of legitimacy: the case of the petrobras cor-
porate blog’, Organization Studies, 35, pp. 1211-1230. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0170840614530914.

Baum, J. A. and J. V. Singh (1994). ‘Organizational niches and the dy-
namics of organizational founding’, Organization Science, 5, pp. 483~
501.

Baum, J. A. C. and C. Oliver (1992). ‘Institutional embeddedness and
the dynamics of organizational populations’, American Sociological
Review, 57, pp. 540-540. https://doi.org/10.2307/2096100.

Bitektine, A., K. Hill, F. Song and C. Vandenberghe (2020). ‘Organi-
zational legitimacy, reputation and status: insights from micro-level
measurement’, Academy of Management Discoveries, 6, pp. 107-136.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amd.2017.0007.

© 2026 The Author(s). British Journal of Management published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of British Academy of

Management.

85U8017 SUOWIWIOD BAEa.D 3|t jdde au Ag peussnob e sajole VO ‘88N Jo se|ni 1oy Ariq1T8UIUO AB]1/ UO (SUOIIPUOD-PUE-SLLBY/WOD"AB| 1M Alelq | |Bu [UO//:SANy) SUONIPUOD pue swie 1 8y} 89S *[9202/60/20] Uo ARiqiauljuo /8|1 ‘soueld aueiyooD Aq 68002 TSS8-/9YT/TTTT OT/I0p/W00 A8 |m Arelqjeuluo//Sdiy wolj pepeojumod ‘0 ‘TSG8.9YT


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10579-016-9364-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12290
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12290
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840614530914
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840614530914
https://doi.org/10.2307/2096100
https://doi.org/10.5465/amd.2017.0007

14 of 16

Bitektine, A. and P. Haack (2015). ‘The “macro” and the “micro” of
legitimacy: toward a multilevel theory of the legitimacy process’,
Academy of Management Review, 40, pp. 49-75. https://doi.org/10.
5465/amr.2013.0318.

Blei, D. M., A. Y. Ng and M. I. Jordan (2003). ‘Latent Dirichlet alloca-
tion’, Journal of Machine Learning Research, 3, pp. 993-1022.

Buntine, W. (2009). ‘Estimating likelihoods for topic models’. In Z. H.
Zhou, T. Washio (eds), Advances in Machine Learning, pp. 51-64.
Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer.

Burnham, K. P. and D. R. Anderson (2002). Model Selection and Mul-
timodel Inference: A Practical Information-theoretic Approach. New
York, NY: Springer.

Chakravarthy, B. and M. Gargiulo (1998). ‘Maintaining leadership le-
gitimacy in the transition to new organizational forms’, Journal of
Management Studies, 35, pp. 437-456.

Clark-Carter, D. (2004). Quantitative Psychological Research: A Stu-
dent’s Handbook, 1st edn. New York, NY: Taylor & Francis.

Cohen, J. (1983). ‘The cost of dichotomization’, Applied Psy-
chological Measurement, T, pp. 249-253. https://doi.org/10.1177/
014662168300700301.

Croidieu, G. and P. H. Kim (2018). ‘Labor of love: amateurs and
lay-expertise legitimation in the early U.S. Radio Field’, Admin-
istrative Science Quarterly, 63, pp. 1-42. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0001839216686531.

Deephouse, D. L. (1996). ‘Does isomorphism legitimate?’, Academy of
Management Journal, 39, pp. 1024-1039.

Deephouse, D. L., J. Bundy, L. Plunkett Tost and Mark C. Suchman
(2017). ‘Organizational legitimacy: six key questions’. In The SAGE
Handbook of Organizational Institutionalism, 2nd edn, pp. 27-52.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Deephouse, D. L. and S. M. Carter (2005). ‘An examination of differ-
ences between organizational legitimacy and organizational reputa-
tion’, Journal of Management Studies, 42, pp. 329-360. https://doi.
org/10.1111/5.1467-6486.2005.00499 .x.

Deephouse, D. L. and M. Suchman (2008). ‘Legitimacy in organiza-
tional institutionalism’. In R. Greenwood, C. Oliver, R. Suddaby, K.
Sahlin, K. Sahlin, D. L. Deephouse, and M. Suchman, (eds), The
SAGE Handbook of Organizational Institutionalism, 1st edn, pp. 49—
77. Thousand Oaks CA: SAGE Publications Inc.

Delmar, F. and S. Shane (2004). ‘Legitimating first: organizing activities
and the survival of new ventures’, Journal of Business Venturing, 19,
pp. 385-410. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(03)00037-5.

DiMaggio, P., M. Nag and D. Blei (2013). ‘Exploiting affinities between
topic modeling and the sociological perspective on culture: applica-
tion to newspaper coverage of U.S. government arts funding’, Poetics,
41, pp. 570-606. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2013.08.004.

Dimaggio, P. J. and W. W. Powell (1983). “The iron cage revisited : in-
stitutional isomorphism and collective rationality in organizational
fields’, American Sociological Review, 48, pp. 147-160.

Dowling, J. and J. Pfeffer (1975). ‘Organizational legitimacy: social val-
ues and organizational behavior’, The Pacific Sociological Review, 18,
pp. 122-136. https://doi.org/10.2307/1388226.

Elsbach, K. D. (1994). ‘Managing organizational legitimacy in the Cal-
ifornia Cattle Industry: the construction and effectiveness of ver-
bal accounts’, Administrative Science Quarterly, 39, pp. 57-88. https:
/ldoi.org/10.5465/AMBPP.1993.10316770.

Erkama, N. and E. Vaara (2010). ‘Struggles over legitimacy in global
organizational restructuring: a rhetorical perspective on legitimation
strategies and dynamics in a shutdown case’, Organization Studies,
31, pp. 813-839. https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840609346924.

Etter, M., E. Colleoni, L. Illia, K. Meggiorin and A. D’Eugenio (2017).
‘Measuring organizational legitimacy in social media: assessing cit-
izens’ judgments with sentiment analysis’, Business and Society, 57,
pp. 1-38. https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650316683926.

Fisher, G. (2020). ‘The complexities of new venture legitimacy’, Or-
ganization Theory, 1, pp. 1-25. https://doi.org/10.1177/26317877209
13881.

A. Ghods et al.

Fitzsimons, G. J. (2008). ‘Death to dichotomizing’, Journal of Consumer
Research, 35, pp. 5-8. https://doi.org/10.1086/589561.

Fligstein, N. and D. McAdam (2012). ‘A political-cultural approach
to the problem of strategic action’. In D. Courpasson, D. Gol-
sorkhi and J.J. Sallaz (eds), Rethinking Power in Organizations, In-
stitutions, and Markets, pp. 287-316. Bingley, UK: Emerald Group
Publishing Limited.

Geringer, J. M. (1998). ‘Assessing replication and extension. A commen-
tary on Glaister and Buckley: measures of performance in UK Inter-
national Alliances’, Organization Studies, 19, pp. 119-138.

Goertz, G. (2020). Social Science Concepts and Measurement: New and
Completely Revised Edition. Princeton & Oxford: Princeton Univer-
sity Press.

Golant, B. D. and J. A. A. Sillince (2007). ‘The constitution of organi-
zational legitimacy: a narrative perspective’, Organization Studies, 28,
pp. 1149-1167. https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840607075671.

Greenwood, R., R. Suddaby and C. R. Hinings (2002). ‘“Theorizing
change: the role of professional associations in the transformation
of institutionalized fields’, Academy of Management Journal, 45, pp.
58-80. https://doi.org/10.2307/3069285.

Guerreiro, J. and P. Rita (2019). ‘How to predict explicit recommen-
dations in online reviews using text mining and sentiment analysis’,
Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management, 43, pp. 269-272.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2019.07.001.

Haack, P, O. Schilke and L. Zucker (2021). ‘Legitimacy revisited:
disentangling propriety, validity, and consensus’, Journal of Man-
agement Studies, 58, pp. 749-781. https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.126
15.

Haack, P. and J. Sieweke (2018). “The legitimacy of inequality: integrat-
ing the perspectives of system justification and social judgment’, Jour-
nal of Management Studies, 55, pp. 486-516. https://doi.org/10.1111/
joms.12323.

Haack, P. and J. Sieweke (2020). ‘Advancing the measurement of or-
ganizational legitimacy, reputation, and status: first-order judgments
vs second-order judgments—commentary on “Organizational legiti-
macy, reputation and status: insights from micro-level management™,
Academy of Management Discoveries, 6, pp. 153-158. https://doi.org/
10.5465/amd.2019.0103.

Haack, P, J. Sieweke and M. D. Pfarrer (2025). ‘Unveiling propriety,
validity and consensus: a multi-level examination of legitimacy fol-
lowing the global financial crisis’, Journal of Management Studies,
preprint. https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.13196.

Hannigan, T. R., R. F. J. Haans, K. Vakili, H. Tchalian, V. L. Glaser,
M. S. Wang, S. Kaplan and P. D. Jennings (2019). “Topic modeling
in management research: rendering new theory from textual data’,
Academy of Management Annals, 13, pp. 586-632. https://doi.org/10.
5465/annals.2017.0099.

Illia, L., M. Etter, K. Meggiorin and E. Colleoni (2022). ‘From
micro-level to macro-level legitimacy: exploring how judgments in
social media create thematic broadness at meso-level’. In Digital
Transformation and Institutional Theory (eds T. Gegenhuber, D.
Logue, C. R. (Bob) Hinings, M. Barrett), pp. 111-131. Bingley,
UK: Emerald Group Publishing Limited. https://doi.org/10.1108/
S0733-558X20220000083005.

Jo, T. (2019). Text Mining: Concepts, Implementation, and
Big Data Challenge, 1st edn. Cham: Springer International
Publishing.

Johnson, C., T. J. Dowd and C. L. Ridgeway (2006). ‘Legitimacy as a
social process’, Annual Review of Sociology, 32, pp. 53-78. https://
doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.32.061604.123101.

Kang, Y., Z. Cai, C.-W. Tan, Q. Huang and H. Liu (2020). ‘Natural lan-
guage processing (NLP) in management research: a literature review’,
Journal of Management Analytics, 7, pp. 139—-172. https://doi.org/10.
1080/23270012.2020.1756939.

Kaplan, S. and K. Vakili (2015). “The double-edged sword of recombi-
nation in breakthrough innovation’, Strategic Management Journal,
36, pp. 1435-1457. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2294.

© 2026 The Author(s). British Journal of Management published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of British Academy of

Management.

85U8017 SUOWIWIOD BAEa.D 3|t jdde au Ag peussnob e sajole VO ‘88N Jo se|ni 1oy Ariq1T8UIUO AB]1/ UO (SUOIIPUOD-PUE-SLLBY/WOD"AB| 1M Alelq | |Bu [UO//:SANy) SUONIPUOD pue swie 1 8y} 89S *[9202/60/20] Uo ARiqiauljuo /8|1 ‘soueld aueiyooD Aq 68002 TSS8-/9YT/TTTT OT/I0p/W00 A8 |m Arelqjeuluo//Sdiy wolj pepeojumod ‘0 ‘TSG8.9YT


https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2013.0318
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2013.0318
https://doi.org/10.1177/014662168300700301
https://doi.org/10.1177/014662168300700301
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839216686531
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839216686531
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2005.00499.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2005.00499.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(03)00037-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2013.08.004
https://doi.org/10.2307/1388226
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMBPP.1993.10316770
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMBPP.1993.10316770
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840609346924
https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650316683926
https://doi.org/10.1177/2631787720913881
https://doi.org/10.1177/2631787720913881
https://doi.org/10.1086/589561
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840607075671
https://doi.org/10.2307/3069285
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2019.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12615
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12615
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12323
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12323
https://doi.org/10.5465/amd.2019.0103
https://doi.org/10.5465/amd.2019.0103
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.13196
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2017.0099
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2017.0099
https://doi.org/10.1108/S0733-558X20220000083005
https://doi.org/10.1108/S0733-558X20220000083005
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.32.061604.123101
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.32.061604.123101
https://doi.org/10.1080/23270012.2020.1756939
https://doi.org/10.1080/23270012.2020.1756939
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2294

Measuring New Venture Legitimacy

King, B. G. (2008). ‘A political mediation model of corporate response
to social movement activism’, Administrative Science Quarterly, 53,
pp. 395-421. https://doi.org/10.2189/asqu.53.3.395.

Kobayashi, V. B., S. T. Mol, H. A. Berkers, G. Kismihok and D. N.
Den Hartog (2018). “Text mining in organizational research’, Organi-
zational Research Methods, 21, pp. 733-765. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1094428117722619.

Lamertz, K. and J. A. C. Baum (1998). ‘“The legitimacy of organizational
downsizing in Canada: an analysis of explanatory media accounts’,
Canadian Journal of Administrative Sciences, 15, pp. 93-107.

Lamin, A. and S. Zaheer (2011). “Wall street vs. main street: firm strate-
gies for defending legitimacy and their impact on different stakehold-
ers’, Organization Science, 23, pp. 47-66. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.
1100.0631.

Liu, B. (2015). Sentiment Analysis: Mining Opinion, Sentiments, and
Emotions. First. New York, NY, USA: Cambridge University Press.

Lu, J W. and D. Xu (2006). ‘Growth and survival of interna-
tional joint ventures: an external-internal legitimacy perspective’,
Journal of Management, 32, pp. 426-448. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0149206305281399.

Maguire, S. and C. Hardy (2009). ‘Discourse and deinstitutionalization:
the decline of DDT’, Academy of Management Journal, 52, pp. 148—
178.

Meyer, J. W. and B. Rowan (1977). ‘Institutionalized organizations: for-
mal structure as myth and ceremony’, American Journal of Sociology,
83, pp. 340-363. https://doi.org/10.1086/226550.

Mohr, J. W. and P. Bogdanov (2013). ‘Introduction-topic models: what
they are and why they matter’, Poetics, 41, pp. 545-569. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.poetic.2013.10.001.

Pandey, S. and S. K. Pandey (2019). ‘Applying natural language process-
ing capabilities in computerized textual analysis to measure organi-
zational culture’, Organizational Research Methods, 22, pp. 765-797.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428117745648.

Pang, B., L. Lee and S. Vaithyanathan (2002). “Thumbs up? Sentiment
Classification using Machine Learning Techniques’. In Proceedings
of the 2002 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language
Processing (EMNLP 2002 ), pp. 79-86. Philadelphia: Association for
Computational Linguistics.

Patala, S., I. Korpivaara, A. Jalkala, A. Kuitunen and B. Soppe (2019).
‘Legitimacy under institutional change: how incumbents appropriate
clean rhetoric for dirty technologies’, Organization Studies, 40, pp.
395-419. https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840617736938.

Pollock, T. G. and V. P. Rindova (2003). ‘Media legitimation effects in
the market for initial public offerings’, Academy of Management Jour-
nal, 46, pp. 631-642. https://doi.org/10.2307/30040654.

Powell, W. W. and C. Rerup (2017). ‘Opening the black box: the mi-
crofoundations of institutions’. In R. Greenwood, C. Oliver, T. B.
Lawrence and R. E. Meyer, (eds), The SAGE Handbook of Organi-
zational Institutionalism, 2nd edn, pp. 311-337. London & Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Rao, H. (1994). ‘The social construction of reputation: contests, creden-
tialing and legitimation in the American Automobile Industry, 1895—
1912°, Strategic Management Journal, 15, pp. 29-44. https://doi.org/
10.1002/smj.4250150904.

Rao, H. (1998). ‘The construction of non profit watchdog organiza-
tions’, American Journal of Sociology, 103, pp. 912-961.

Reisenbichler, M. and T. Reutterer (2019). ‘Topic modeling in
marketing: recent advances and research opportunities’, Journal
of Business Economics, 89, pp. 327-356. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11573-018-0915-7.

Roulet, T. J. and M. Clemente (2018). ‘Let’s open the media’s black box:
the media as a set of heterogeneous actors and not only as a homoge-
nous ensemble’, Academy of Management Review, 43, pp. 327-329.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2016.0537.

Ruef, M. and W. R. Scott (1998). ‘A multidimensional model of orga-
nizational legitimacy: hospital survival in changing institutional envi-

150f 16

ronments’, Administrative Science Quarterly, 43, pp. 877-877. https:
/ldoi.org/10.2307/2393619.

Schmiedel, T., O. Miiller and J. vom Brocke (2019). ‘Topic model-
ing as a strategy of inquiry in organizational research: a tutorial
with an application example on organizational culture’, Organiza-
tional Research Methods, 22, pp. 941-968. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1094428118773858.

Schneiberg, M. and E. S. Clemens (2006). “The typical tools for the job:
research strategies in institutional analysis’, Sociological Theory, 26,
pp. 195-227.

Schoon, E. W. (2022). ‘Operationalizing legitimacy’, American Socio-
logical Review, 87, pp. 478-503.

Singh, J. V., D. J. Tucker and R. J. House (1986). ‘Organizational legiti-
macy and the liability of newness’, Administrative Science Quarterly,
31, pp. 171-193. https://doi.org/10.2307/2392787.

Siraz, S. S., B. Claes, J. O. De Castro and E. Vaara (2023). ‘Theorizing
the grey area between legitimacy and illegitimacy’, Journal of Man-
agement Studies, 60, pp. 924-962. https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12901.

Strapparava, C. and A. Valitutti (2004). “WordNet-Affect: an affec-
tive extension of WordNet’. In Proceedings of the 4th International
Conference on Language Resources and Evaluation, pp. 1083-1086.
http://openmind.media.mit.edu.

Stryker, R. (1994). ‘Rules, resources, and legitimacy processes: some im-
plications for social conflict, order, and change’, American Journal of
Sociology, 99, pp. 847-910. https://www.jstor.org/stable/2781734.

Suchman, M. C. (1995). ‘Managing legitimacy: strategic and institu-
tional approaches’, Academy of Management Review, 20, pp. 571—
610. https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1995.9508080331.

Suddaby, R., A. Bitektine and P. Haack (2017). ‘Legitimacy’, Academy
of Management Annals, 11, pp. 451-478.

Thomas, T. E. and E. Lamm (2012). ‘Legitimacy and organizational
sustainability’, Journal of Business Ethics, 110, pp. 191-203.

Tost, L. P. (2011). ‘An integrative model of legitimacy judgments’,
Academy of Management Review, 36, pp. 686-710. https://doi.org/10.
5465/amr.2010.0227.

Van Der Veen, A. M. and E. Bleich (2025). ‘The advantages of lexicon-
based sentiment analysis in an age of machine learning’, PLoS One,
20, art. €0313092. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0313092.

Vaara, E., A. M. Aranda and H. Etchanchu (2024). ‘Discursive legit-
imation: an integrative theoretical framework and agenda for future
research’, Journal of Management, 50, pp. 2343-2373. https://doi.org/
10.1177/01492063241230511.

Vergne, J.-P. (2011). ‘“Toward a new measure of organizational le-
gitimacy: method, validation, and illustration’, Organizational
Research  Methods, 14, pp. 484-502. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1094428109359811.

Walker, H. A., G. M. Thomas and M. Zelditch (1986). ‘Legitimation,
endorsement, and stability’, Social Forces, 64, pp. 620-643.

Zavyalova, A., M. Pfarrer and R. Reger (2018). ‘Opening the black box
of celebrity and infamy: constituents as active consumers of media
content’, Academy of Management Review, 43, pp. 329-332. https:
/ldoi.org/10.5465/amr.2017.0579.

Zelditch, M. (2001). ‘Processes of legitimation: recent developments
and new directions’, Social Psychology Quarterly, 64, pp. 4-17. https:
/ldoi.org/10.2307/3090147.

Zelditch, M. and H. A. Walker (2003). ‘“The legitimacy of regimes’. In
S.R. Thye and J. Skvoretz (eds), Power and Status, pp. 217-249. Bin-
gley, UK: Emerald Group Publishing Limited.

Zhao, H., G. O’Connor, J. Wu and G. T. Lumpkin (2021). ‘Age and
entrepreneurial career success: a review and a meta-analysis’, Jour-
nal of Business Venturing, 36, art. 106007. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jbusvent.2020.106007.

Zimmerman, M. A. and G. J. Zeitz (2002). ‘Beyond survival: achieving
new venture growth by building legitimacy’, The Academy of Man-
agement Review, 27, pp. 414-431.

© 2026 The Author(s). British Journal of Management published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of British Academy of

Management.

85U8017 SUOWIWIOD BAEa.D 3|t jdde au Ag peussnob e sajole VO ‘88N Jo se|ni 1oy Ariq1T8UIUO AB]1/ UO (SUOIIPUOD-PUE-SLLBY/WOD"AB| 1M Alelq | |Bu [UO//:SANy) SUONIPUOD pue swie 1 8y} 89S *[9202/60/20] Uo ARiqiauljuo /8|1 ‘soueld aueiyooD Aq 68002 TSS8-/9YT/TTTT OT/I0p/W00 A8 |m Arelqjeuluo//Sdiy wolj pepeojumod ‘0 ‘TSG8.9YT


https://doi.org/10.2189/asqu.53.3.395
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428117722619
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428117722619
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0631
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0631
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305281399
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305281399
https://doi.org/10.1086/226550
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2013.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2013.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428117745648
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840617736938
https://doi.org/10.2307/30040654
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250150904
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250150904
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11573-018-0915-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11573-018-0915-7
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2016.0537
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393619
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393619
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428118773858
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428118773858
https://doi.org/10.2307/2392787
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12901
http://openmind.media.mit.edu
https://www.jstor.org/stable/2781734
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1995.9508080331
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2010.0227
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2010.0227
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0313092
https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063241230511
https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063241230511
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428109359811
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428109359811
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2017.0579
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2017.0579
https://doi.org/10.2307/3090147
https://doi.org/10.2307/3090147
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2020.106007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2020.106007

16 of 16 A. Ghods et al.

Ali Ghods is an Assistant Professor of Entrepreneurship at IAE Aix-Marseille University and a member of
the CERGAM research laboratory. His research explores entrepreneurship and legitimacy, focusing on how en-
trepreneurs build their personal legitimacy and that of their ventures, as well as methodological approaches to
measuring legitimacy using diverse data types.

Antonin Ricard is professor of Entrepreneurship at IAE Aix Marseille, With a diverse background as a project
manager for companies like Westinghouse, France Telecom, and SCC, he joined IAE Aix-Marseille in 2014.
There, he co-founded the icube lab in 2017, a pioneering initiative to teach future skills through entrepreneur-
ship, and launched the Chair of Legitimacy and Entrepreneurship in 2019. His research explores entrepreneur-
ship through two key lenses: legitimacy (measure, development, and impact) and internationalization (decision-
making, effectuation, networks, and psychological distance). He regularly publishes in leading academic journals,
including the British Journal of Management, Journal of International Management, Journal of Vocational Be-
havior, M@n@gement, Management International, and Small Business Economics.

Bénédicte is a Full Professor in entrepreneurship at Aix-Marseille University, within the Faculty of Economics
and Management, and a member of the CERGAM research laboratory. She is also the co-founder of the En-
trepreneurial Legitimacy Chair (CLE), which brings together researchers, entrepreneurs, and ecosystem stake-
holders to advance knowledge on entrepreneurial legitimacy and innovation. Her research examines the measure-
ment of legitimacy, legitimacy-building processes, and the dynamics of deep-tech entrepreneurial ecosystems. She
serves as the principal investigator of the ANR-funded international project ECO-CARE, which investigates how
deep-tech policy instruments shape the entrepreneurial trajectories of early-career researchers. She also leads an
interdisciplinary research collaboration on student entrepreneurship and innovation in higher education, provid-
ing comparative insights from the EURO-Africa CIVIS Alliance.

Eric W. Schoon is Professor of Sociology at The Ohio State University. His research interests include theory,
methodology, culture, politics, and organizations. A central focus of his work is the study of legitimacy, includ-
ing its causes, consequences, and measurement. His 2024 book, Regression Inside Out, was published by Cam-
bridge University Press and was the recipient of both the Harrison White Outstanding Book Award from the
American Sociological Association (ASA) Section on Mathematical Sociology and the Outstanding Publication
Award from the ASA Methodology Section. His research has appeared in leading journals including American
Sociological Review, Journal of Politics, Social Forces, Social Problems, and Sociological Methods & Research.

© 2026 The Author(s). British Journal of Management published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of British Academy of
Management.

85U8017 SUOWIWIOD BAEa.D 3|t jdde au Ag peussnob e sajole VO ‘88N Jo se|ni 1oy Ariq1T8UIUO AB]1/ UO (SUOIIPUOD-PUE-SLLBY/WOD"AB| 1M Alelq | |Bu [UO//:SANy) SUONIPUOD pue swie 1 8y} 89S *[9202/60/20] Uo ARiqiauljuo /8|1 ‘soueld aueiyooD Aq 68002 TSS8-/9YT/TTTT OT/I0p/W00 A8 |m Arelqjeuluo//Sdiy wolj pepeojumod ‘0 ‘TSG8.9YT



	Measuring New Venture Legitimacy: A Multi-dimensional Approach Using Computational Textual Analysis
	 Introduction
	 Legitimacy: Conceptualization and measurement
	What is legitimacy?
	Measuring legitimacy

	 A dyadic approach to legitimacy
	 Measuring legitimacy dyadically: Method for applying computational text analysis
	Step 1: Identify the nodes of the dyad
	Step 2: Identify expectations
	Step 3: Measure assent
	Step 4: Measure conformity
	Integrating indicators

	 Empirical application of the dyadic approach: An illustration
	Step 1: Identify the nodes of the dyad
	Step 2: Identify expectations
	Step 3: Measure assent
	Step 4: Measure conformity
	Integrating indicators
	Assessing measure validity
	Complementary analyses

	 Discussion
	 Limitations and future research
	 Conclusion
	 Acknowledgements
	References


