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ABSTRACT
This article aims to propose a polyphonic decolonial historical approach 
to Management and Organization Studies (MOS), relating the theoretical-
methodological aspects of the historical perspective with the decolonial 
option. We suggest a conceptual dialogue between the historiographical 
approach and MOS. We aimed to reflect on the possibilities for improving 
the organization theory, emphasizing the methodological concern with 
polyphony in historical studies. As a result, epistemological limitations in the 
use of history are presented when associated with MOS that is necessary to 
be overcome. We assume a position of understanding the history composed 
of narratives as fragmented representations of the past. Also, we articulate 
the ethical-political option of decoloniality for the co-construction of 
historical narratives about translocal practical-knowledge in management - 
towards pluriversal transmodernity. The article contributes to epistemic and 
methodological (re)orientations engaged in the context of (1) local/regional 
research-teaching (2) through the theory and practice of management in 
(3) rescuing the sociocultural identity.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Arguments around epistemological and methodological positions have raised emblematic 

discussions in Management and Organization Studies (MOS) (Adorisio & Mutch, 2013; Geoffrey 
& Friedman; 2017; Pozzebon & Bido, 2019), presenting a variety of theoretical currents that 
underpin the state-of-the-art in the MOS (Serva, 2017). In this debate, if Clark and Rowlinson’s 
(2004) argument that the knowledge produced in MOS tends to be “universal” and “presentist” 
is valid, then it seems that the theoretical-epistemological involvement with historical studies 
is a feasible possibility that can help to better understand organizations and their phenomena, 
together with organizations theory.

The under-representation of the historical approach to the improvement of the organization 
theory is the result of little understanding of why history is of interest to be debated and integrated 
into MOS (Maclean, Harvey, & Clegg, 2016). Sometimes the role of history is not represented in 
textbooks on management research methods and practice (Bell & Taylor, 2013), which implies the 
generation of absolutist, deterministic, and categorical theories (Weatherbee, 2012). Sometimes 
the role of history is not represented in textbooks on management research methods and practice 
(Weatherbee, 2012). We believe that history as a theory helps to understand the anachronistic 
uses of decontextualized symbols and narratives about organizations (Popp & Fellman, 2016; 
Lara, Vizeu, & Alves, 2019).

History as a research method provides an empirical contribution to improve organizational 
theory (Van Lent & Durepos, 2019). Thus, if history matters to improving organizations theory 
(Van Lent & Durepos, 2019), then it is necessary to reflect the importance of the “historical 
turn” in MOS (Mills et al., 2016) and finally, it is time to practice what was proposed (Maclean, 
Harvey, & Clegg, 2017; Van Lent & Durepos, 2019). However, we also need to reflect on the 
western origin of such historical turn, to construct more authentic possibilities for research done 
in the global south. We assume the understanding that history is risen elevated by narratives in 
the relationship between people, actions, and contexts (Decker, Kipping, & Wadhwani, 2015) 
and that, consequently, it is a fragmented form of representation of the past (Mordhorst & 
Schwarzkopf, 2017).

Now, whether there is more involvement of MOS with history (Rowlinson, 2013), then it 
seems that such involvement has made these studies “tormented” by an influence of “North 
Americans corporative” ideas (Maclean, Harvey, & Clegg, 2017, p. 459) that constitute historical 
narrative imperialism of a management pattern (Mollan, 2019). That is why, from this point of 
view, we recognize the appeal for the polyphonic historiographical approach when seeking not 
for historical narratives already consolidated in the field of study, but by scattered or silenced 
narrative fragments that show other questions, space for possibilities or unanswered queries in 
history (Adorisio, 2014). Also, we recognize the significance of studying the experiences and 
ideas of a variety of people, actions, and events in organizations (Smith & Russel, 2015) from 
different documents, artifacts, and historical sources (Kaul, Sandhu, & Alam, 2019).

Attention is needed not only to become MOS “more historic”, but also to consider the treatment 
of history in the MOS that are being told or silenced under the influence of the narrative of 
capitalist, modern and neoliberal management (Decker, 2013; Abdalla & Faria, 2017; Lage; 2019). 
Thus, Wanderley and Barros (2018) affirmation that MOS urges a decolonization action through 
the historical turn seems valid. The decolonial option, therefore, appears in this article because it 
allows the co-construction of translocal, transmodern, and pluriversal historical narratives from 
different management modes (Dussel & Ibarra-Colado, 2006; Abdalla & Faria, 2017).
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The decolonial option is a possibility to intervene in the disciplinary system of knowledge in 
management that not only Euro-American management and instrumental rationality, seeking 
to rescue historically a variety of insurgent, resurgent, and liberating knowledge in the MOS 
(Misoczky, Flores, & Goulart, 2015; Mignolo & Walsh, 2018). For this reason, we identified 
the need exposed by Abdalla and Faria (2017) for more involvement between organizational 
theorists and the discussion of scientific methodology because of the scarcity of empirical research 
informed by modernity/coloniality. For the authors, this involvement intends to develop alternative 
research methods enlightened by decoloniality from a transmodern and pluriversal perspective.

In this context, it is prudent to declare that “the construction of historical narratives about 
MOS in Brazil is still timid” (Barros & Carrieri, 2015, p. 158); recognizing that organizations do 
not follow generic, neutral, or universal models, and thereby must be studied from the location 
that is inserted (Couto, Honorato, & Silva, 2019); and there is no definition in the literature of 
“how to carry out a decolonial critical historical analysis” (Wanderley, 2015, 241). Therefore, 
this article has a core objective to propose a polyphonic decolonial historical approach to MOS, 
relating the theoretical-methodological aspects of the historical perspective with the decolonial 
option. We presume that MOS has yet to assume the conceptual and empirical requirements 
on which historical research is established and thus expand knowledge about organizations in a 
relational, contextual, and polyphonic way.

We believe that the relationship between organization theory, polyphonic historical theory, and 
the decolonial option can contribute to MOS in at least three broad contexts. In the research and 
teaching contexts: with the elaboration of research projects that understand the reality of local/
regional historical management, and that instructs the most authentic, identity, and peculiar 
teaching. In the context of management: acknowledgment of the diversity of organizational 
practices that can support the theory and practice of administration consistent with each location 
demands. And finally, in the socio-cultural contexts through the historical rescue of practical 
knowledge in management as liberating strategies in the coordination of social life.

2. THE HISTORICAL APPROACH IN MANAGEMENT  
AND ORGANIZATION STUDIES
The involvement with history in the MOS has made it possible to discuss some questions about 

the organization theory based on varied approaches to the history theory and historiography logic 
(Clark & Rowlinson, 2004; Rowlinson; 2013). It has also enabled us to question the marginality 
and scientific rhetoric concerning the use of history as a variable in the distorted and deterministic 
interpretations present in the mainstream of management research (Clark & Rowlinson, 2004; 
Weatherbee, 2012). “To what extent do organizations and organizational research need to 
become historicized?” is the question raised by Booth and Rowlinson (2006, p. 7) right after the 
emblematic call for the “historical turn” in MOS made by Clark and Rowlinson (2004). Such 
questioning sought to join ways of a more authentic, truthful, and reflective relationship of the 
organization theory making use of the historical approach (Maclean, Harvey, & Clegg, 2016).

The term “history” carries certain ambiguities of meanings. Sometimes referring to the 
completeness of human actions in the past, sometimes referring to the told narratives that we 
construct about the past (Clark & Rowlinson, 2004). Anyway, it seems that history is usually 
treated under empiricist, objectivist, and documentary beliefs (Jenkins, 1997) assuming that efforts 
to understand history should be directed towards analyzing history as “faithful reproduction of the 
past” (Weatherbee, 2012), in which historical events are supposedly “discovered” or “revealed,” 
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by checking past “facts” (Munslow, 2000). This is a position adopted recurrently in historical 
studies at MOS, and we strongly reject in this article, named by some authors of “historical 
realism” (Clark & Rowlinson, 2004; Weatherbee, 2012).

We understand that this is an onto-epistemological problem when treating history and the 
past as synonyms. Thus, there is a wrong deduction when understanding history as the “true 
past reality” determined by the correlation between “facts” and “past” (Weatherbee, 2012). The 
confusion and referential illusion derived from this correlation between facts, past, and history 
had already been argued by Bhaskar (1997, 2009) as an epistemic fallacy in which the empirical 
knowledge of the world should not be considered as the totality of it (Weatherbee, 2012). We 
agree with the understanding that history and the past have different ontological statuses (Jenkins, 
1995) because the past suggests lived reality, and history is only a fragmented representation of 
that past (Van Maanen, Sorensen, & Mitchell, 2007; Van Lent & Durepos, 2019).

Based on this discussion, Costa and Saraiva (2011) argue the common objective rescue of the 
past through memories considered official, to construct unique histories, sometimes romanticized, 
and with ideological character. For the authors, this would be a managerial use of memory, reifying 
the past to improve organizational performance. Thus, it seems to show that Organizational 
Memory Studies have limited themselves to “collected memories” to the detriment of “collective 
memories” (Rowlinson et al., 2010).

We emphasize here that we understand the existence of a strong relationship between history, 
past, and memory. However, we cannot confuse such concepts. In particular, memory is understood 
not only as the accumulation of individual memories (Rowlinson et al., 2010), but a phenomenon 
elaborated from the feeling of identity. Therefore, memory and social identity are disputed 
values (Pollak, 1992). Thus, there are always conflicts between official and organized memories 
or clandestine and inaudible memories that contest and claim social spaces. According to Pollak 
(1989), disputes between different memories have the purpose of maintaining the institutional 
structures of society.

In this sense, the theoretical relationship between history and MOS involves understanding 
what precisely history is (Lente & Durepos, 2019), how it has been most used and what it 
represents. We realize that history - as a discipline - has been criticized for its lack of reflective 
involvement with theory, epistemology, and method (Bell & Taylor, 2013).

We summarize in Table 1 some recent research that has attempted to mitigate this gap seeking 
to define the use of historical theory when incorporated into the MOS. Maclean, Harvey, & 
Clegg (2016) categorized the usage of history in the MOS as evaluation, explanatory, conceptual, 
and narrative. The categorization identifies the use of historical theory: as a route to validate the 
organization theory, generalizations of specific analytical models and interpretations of the past, 
or the construction of narratives with high sensitivity to the context of the creation of empirical 
evidence.

Therefore to comprehend further, we adopted that “there is no history without narratives and 
there are no narratives without history” (Mordhorst & Schwarzkopf, 2017, p. 1158). And thus, 
it is possible to improve the organization theory through contextual, relational, and historical 
knowledge when researching organizational phenomena. The narrative seems to be the genre 
most used by historians and theorists in MOS (Mordhorst & Schwarzkopf, 2017), even assuming 
epistemological discussion status (Czarniawska, 2000). In other words, it is valid to understand 
that the narratives have described history in an attempt to organize the past. The construction of 
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history occurs through the relationship between events, people, and actions based on associations 
having nothing to do with chronological time (Clark & Rowlinson, 2004; Adorisio, 2014).

If historical research is narrative in the relationship between people, actions, and contexts, like 
Decker, Kipping, and Wadhwani (2015) pointed out, then historical narratives are a fragmented 
representation of the past (Mordhorst & Schwarzkopf, 2017). This concept has made it possible to 
improve the organization theory by accessing the past in the knowledge production in a theoretical 
and epistemological way. We chose this understanding when using the historical approach, in which 
we see the history constituted by narratives that help to analyze the investigated organizational 
facts and phenomena. Such theoretical alignment is adopted to guarantee the authenticity and 
reflexivity of the historical approach when it comes to improving the knowledge produced in 
the MOS. Furthermore, it seems that the historian’s narrative form - when linked to MOS - has 
become a mode of theoretical explanation (Maclean, Harvey, & Clegg, 2017).

We affirm that our understanding of what history is linked to the idea of “New History” is 
strongly influenced by the studies of Michel Foucault. This perception of history questions the 
various truths produced by historiographical analysis (Carneiro, 2016). It is necessary to make 
clear the position regarding the historical approach, understanding its impact in epistemological 
and methodological terms. We need to overcome the obstacles to using the historical approach 
in MOS. As Carneiro (2016) put it, it is necessary to adapt the historiographic approach to the 
analysis of organizations respecting the particularities of each area of knowledge. We believe that 
knowing the particulars of the historical approach is important for there to be a dialogue with 
the MOS without incurring the risk of instrumentalizing history for the administration area 
(Wanderley et. al., 2016).

Still referring to Table 1, it is possible to perceive, as argued by Rowlinson, Hassard, and 
Decker (2014), the historical themes commonly used in MOS. It is customary to write about 
the achievements of large corporations, privileging the objectivist view in sources and periods of 
the stories of the entities themselves. It is also common to develop analytical structures through 
the investigated archives as well as interpretations focused on repeatable facts of a chronological 
order that generates the quantitative value of data to describe the studied phenomena. And more 
recently, the ethnography of microhistory is used in archival sources, sometimes silenced and 
revisited in the construction of management narratives. The ethnography of micro-history has 
considered everyday issues (Wanderley et al., 2016).

In reality, it is necessary to have a forthright positioning of what kind of history one wants 
to write in MOS to the point of questioning which history is being written and read so far 
and how to reorient the existing theoretical-methodological alignments. For Smith and Russel 
(2015), history cannot be simply “invented” in which the past acts “as an empirical test”. 
Also, the authors argue about how the disproportionate focus of management research in large 
corporations, particularly multinationals, is recurrent. This datum makes us understand the need 
to think about the involvement of historical theory with the organization theory in terms of the 
diversification of theories, methods, and research objects. However, we need to be careful not 
to instrumentalize the study of past events or to reproduce common mistakes - but not without 
purpose - that confuse history, past, and memory in MOS.
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In this sense, Bell and Taylor (2013) argued that historical theory needs to be thought of in 
epistemological terms - as we are discussing throughout the text - and in methodological terms, 
about data collection and analysis techniques. Thinking of history as a method is to adjust the 
theory more flexible with a basis for the integrated practice of collecting and analyzing historical 
data (Van Lent & Durepos, 2019). Or, as Carneiro (2016) puts it, a rigid determinism between 
epistemology and method is not advocated. But more importantly, it is to consider the theoretical-
methodology choice at the level of analysis of research. The choice of methods in the construction 
of historical narratives can help to attenuate the common tendency towards linear narratives and 
traditional approaches to historiography (Adorisio, 2014) already well consolidated in MOS.

More recently, some researchers have sought to make historical studies in MOS more polyphonic 
in an attempt to construct narratives in which different contexts and histories are possible to 
be understood (Sliwa, 2013; Decker, 2013; Smith & Russel, 2015; Barros & Carrieri, 2015; 
Kaul, Sandhu, & Alam, 2019). For Smith and Russell (2015), polyphony in historical studies is 
the attempt to investigate how competing interpretations of the past are developed and used by 
different sets of actors and institutions in the construction of narratives. This positioning seeks 
to capture alternative, singular, insurgent, and insurgent versions of the histories within (and 
around) organizations.

Polyphony as a methodological concern in historical studies aims to “learn to listen/investigate/
question” because “the past speaks” and silence implies that there are versions of history that 
have not always been heard and written (Sliwa, 2013; Decker, 2013). For polyphonic historical 
studies, it is significant that many voices are understood together, “rather than just a single voice 
or just the voices of a few elite individuals within an organization.” (Smith & Russel, 2015, p. 

Table 1 
The use of the history theory in the MOS

The history 
is used as: Description: The history is 

written about: Description:

Evaluation Historical facts and evidence are used 
to test the theory’s validity.

Corporate 
Organization

Holistic and objectivist narratives 
are elaborated about corporate 
organizations with an emphasis on 
multinationals.

Explanation

Historical evidence goes through a 
consistent interpretive synthesis, which 
generates new interpretations through 
the theoretical refinement of the past 
to understand the present.

Analytically 
Structured

Analytical structures are elaborated 
on structures and historical events. 
Narratives based on organizational files 
are presented.

Conceptual

New theoretical constructions are 
elaborated through the systematic 
interrogation of historical evidence. 
There is an inductive generalization 
based on specific cases.

Serial Base

The facts that are repeated in history 
are analyzed. In general, the analysis 
is developed on a predefined and 
chronological set of continuous 
sources.

Narrative

General proposals are made under the 
accumulation, ordering, and analysis of 
historical evidence. This requires a high 
level of contextual sensitivity.

Ethnography
of 
microhistory

Historical sources are used to narrate 
the events of microhistory. Cultural 
studies and storytelling are the basis for 
writing history. It is an opposition to 
what is commonly studied.

Source: Prepared by the authors based on Booth & Rowlinson (2006); Decker (2013); Rowlinson, Hassard, & 
Decker (2014); Maclean, Harvey, & Clegg (2016).
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6). “Voices”, in these terms, is about realizing that narratives are reachable to be collected in 
different historical sources and artifacts produced by a variety of people, actions, and events in 
different contexts and interpretations of a specific phenomenon to be studied. That is to say, 
the use of multi-methods in the historical studies enriches the methodological contribution to 
the theoretical diversification that is important for the context of management research through 
various historical sources (Kaul, Sandhu, & Alam, 2019).

Historical narratives, when polyphonic, are, therefore, the attempt to overcome the practical 
barriers of capturing, converging, and analyzing distinct narratives (Smith & Russel, 2015) aimed 
to developing in a more elaborated way the organization theory. Sometimes, it is questioning the 
commonly accepted “official history”, telling a new history or a different history. The analysis of 
organizational phenomena must embrace the context and the relations situated in the intention 
of breaking with anachronism and the decontextualized interpretations that are disseminated in 
the mainstream of literature in the MOS (Lara, Vizeu & Alves, 2019).

We chose polyphony in historical studies in the MOS, as an attempt to make the research 
process more reflective and allow the researcher to understand and analyze multiple narratives 
around the complexity of organizational facts/phenomena. For this, it is necessary to use the 
various theoretical and methodological currents that demystify the anachronistic, decontextualized, 
and simplistic interpretations of history (Adorisio & Mutch, 2013; Lara, Vizeu & Alves, 2019; 
Van Lent & Durepos, 2019) and thus advance in the involvement of historical theory with the 
organization theory.

3. THE DECOLONIAL OPTION
The decoloniality construct has been developed by a group initially formed by South American 

researchers that discuss the relationship between modernity, coloniality, and Eurocentrism 
(Wanderley, 2015). The concept of “coloniality” was first introduced by Quijano (1993; 2005) 
in the late 1980s and early 1990s (Mignolo, 2017). In the early 1990s, from the academy in the 
USA and some Latin American countries, the research group Modernity/Coloniality (MC) was 
formed, which later became Modernity/Coloniality/Decoloniality (MCD) (Abdalla & Faria, 2017). 
The main concepts used by researchers in this group are the ethics of liberation and pluriversal 
transmodernity (Dussel, 1993); the geopolitics of knowledge (Mignolo & Tlostanova, 2006); 
the rhetoric of modernity and epistemic disobedience (Mignolo, 2007; 2009); the coloniality of 
power (Quijano, 2005); and decolonial praxis (Mignolo & Walsh, 2018).

As Ballestrin (2017) observed, decolonial studies in their origin have epistemological assumptions 
influenced by Marxian and Marxist writings. The themes of capitalism, colonialism, and imperialism 
were three major historical processes that several Latin American authors have studied. Particularly 
the Subaltern Studies Group, before the MCD group, harshly criticizes post-structuralist authors 
such as Foucault and Deleuze because they disregard the international division of labor and the 
epistemic violence produced by imperialism. These post-structuralist authors were criticized as 
“transparent subjects”, authorized to speak by subordinate subjects (Spivak, 2010).

In this research article, we are aware of the criticisms necessary to the post-structuralist 
perspective and the critics made by decolonial authors to Marxist theories. For example, when 
Quijano (2009) problematizes the Eurocentric theory about social classes. Therefore, we believe it 
is possible to articulate the historical approach to decolonial studies, considering that coloniality 
has assumed certain cloudiness through different practices, discourses, levels, scales, and not only 
through the action of the nation-state (Ballestrin, 2017). We also believe that the decolonial 
option is relevant to problematize the very historical approach adopted here since it is told by 
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Europeans and reproduced by Latin Americans. Therefore, we reinforce the importance of linking 
the “new story” to decolonial concerns, reconstructing the commonly accepted view of history, 
and creating more authentic conceptions (Wanderley & Barros, 2018).

We opted for the decolonial option and accepted the basic thesis adopted by the MCD group 
that “modernity” was born in 1492 with the conquest/domination of America, and that to solve 
the problems of universality as a result of modernity, it is necessary to move towards pluriversal 
transmodernity in general context (Dussel, 2005; 2012), and in the context of MOS in a specific 
way (Abdalla & Faria, 2017). Escobar (2007) argues that the concept of modernity is directly 
related to the concept of coloniality elaborated to demonstrate: (1) the construction of the world 
capitalist system as constitutive of modernity and persistence of colonialism; (2) the domination of 
other people outside the European nucleus as a necessary dimension of modernity, subordinating 
their knowledge and cultures; and (3) the conception of the history of Europe as the center of 
universality and world hegemony.

In this way, the idea of unilateral and unidirectional modernity as a path to progress/salvation/
mission/rebirth is a European conception imported into other peoples, cultures, and territories 
as “universal and homogeneous” modernity (Mignolo, 2017). That is why Quijano (1993; 
2005) argued that the coloniality of knowledge, power, and being is visible from the historical-
socioeconomic analysis of colonization and its impacts on the distorted perception that modernity 
and rationality are exclusively European phenomena and experiences. Therefore, when we speak 
of modernity, it is also necessary to discuss the coloniality that accompanies such modernity and 
the ills of equality/inequality, wealth/poverty produced by this power system (Mignolo & Walsh, 
2018; Lage, 2019; Simões, 2019).

When we analyze history from the rhetoric of modernity, it is possible to perceive the macro-
narrative of progress assimilated by capitalism that imposes a selective, monolithic, and unanimous 
modernity that convinces little or nothing (Chumbita, 2015; Lage, 2019; Simões, 2019). At 
this point, decoloniality is to perceive the effects of coloniality that persist and to unveil its 
functioning before the mirage of modernity and its broken promises (Mignolo, 2017; Mignolo 
& Walsh, 2018). For this, we adopted the option for pluriversal transmodernity in overcoming 
the imposed universal modernity, in the search: (1) of the self-valorization of peoples and cultures 
devalued by modernity that remains outside this ostentatious and destructive universal modern 
culture; (2) traditional values ignored by modernity as a starting point for the construction 
of criticism; and (3) for understanding the “frontiers” of modernity in the creation of critical 
thinking (Dussel, 2012).

According to Dussel (2012), transmodernity is the search for a dialogue between cultures, 
peoples, and identities, understanding the limitations and positive aspects of modernity in an 
authentic intercultural construction. Thus it is possible to move towards pluriversal transmodernity 
in which the cultural identity of a people can be preserved and at the same time assimilate the 
development of globalized modernity in the co-construction of a more inclusive and diverse world, 
nations, without ignoring the existing relational asymmetries. That is, pluriversal transmodernity 
tries to encourage people to live together as opposed to excessive profit, private appropriations, 
and personal benefits (Dussel & Ibarra-Colado, 2006).

In this research article, we understand that the notion of modernity/coloniality is capable of 
being used in the knowledge generated in the MOS that reflects the problems propagated by the 
logic of Euro-American management and instrumental rationality. The idea of “modernization”, 
“development” and “technical rationality” appears to be the universal propaganda of the managerial 
ideology disseminated in the MOS (Misoczky, 2011). This ideology based - as stated by Dussel 



	
18

687

and Ibarra-Colado (2006) - on the logic of technological efficiency associated with administration 
and related to commercial production in a capitalist world system.

This understanding is related to the naturalization of instrumental reason that ensured - in the 
particular field of management knowledge - control and discipline supported by the division of 
labor, technological development, and economic supremacy. Dussel and Ibarra-Colado (2006) 
observed that management knowledge was influenced by the thoughts of Adam Smith, which 
Frederick Taylor and Henry Ford later refined, in what we usually call “scientific management”. 
This process of “rationalization” along with the logic of modernity contributed to institutionalizing 
the bureaucratic, technical, and hierarchical organization, with the influence of Weberian thought. 
Furthermore, Misoczky & Camara (2015) recall that the modern management, disseminated 
by Peter Drucker, preserves the discourse of the neo-capitalist ideology, which had the function 
of legitimizing the status quo of management as a neutral technology.

These arguments made Wanderley and Barros (2018) claim that MOS is an expression of 
modernity/coloniality reproduced and reinforced by Euro-American management. For Couto 
and Carrieri (2018), it is necessary to see coloniality in the MOS through a critical awareness 
of management in the readings of popular business media, the rhetoric of consultancy, and the 
belief in the free market that naturalizes the neoliberal ideology. This seems to corroborate the 
position of Couto, Honorato, and Silva (2019) when reiterating that the naturalized view of Euro-
American management was not spontaneously exported worldwide, but historically constructed 
by the political interests of the central economic powers.

At this point, we argue that in MOS modernity/coloniality is an expression of the radical 
neoliberal capitalist discourse, universally disseminated through instrumental rationality and Euro-
American administration. This management, therefore, is seen as a neutral tool for modernizing 
organizations that ensure organizational effectiveness and profitable production. We agree with 
Abdalla and Faria (2017) about the need to co-construct a pluriversal transmodern world that 
rescues, legitimizes, and disseminates other decolonial knowledge in the MOS. Thus, we overcome 
this situation of asymmetry between the management modes devalued by modernity. For us, 
this is a transmodern perspective in which different worlds, knowledge, and history can coexist.

Misoczky and Camara (2015) note the need to free at least part of the MOS, including critical 
studies, from the hegemony of Euro-American management, opening up to the possibilities of 
multiple interdisciplinary and intercultural dialogues. Thus, it seems that the use of polyphonic 
historical studies in MOS research is a decolonial option when articulating alternatives through 
the dynamics of the co-construction of narratives around historically devalued management 
knowledge and practices. Also, we understand that such a perspective defends the promotion 
of the pluriversality of knowledge in the MOS with the possibility of transmodern coexistence 
(Abdalla & Faria, 2017).

Therefore, we believe that the “historical turnaround” in MOS is more than simply articulating the 
historical approach with the organization theory in epistemological, theoretical, or methodological 
terms. We understand that it is also necessary to promote a historical turn in organizational 
knowledge in a critical way linked to the decolonial option (Wanderley & Barros, 2018). This 
idea requires the promotion of pluriversal transmodernity as opposed to Euro-American modern 
universality, allowing the co-construction of historical narratives in MOS (Abdalla & Faria, 2017). 
We also seek to supply the “absence of dialogue between the world of scientific methodology 
and decoloniality” (Abdalla & Farias, 2017, p. 924) through a polyphonic decolonial historical 
approach that we will expose below, relating the theoretical-methodological aspects of the historical 
perspective with the decolonial option.
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4. THE POLYPHONIC DECOLONIAL HISTORICAL  
APPROACH TO MOS
When we use the theoretical-methodological aspects of the historical approach, it is an attempt 

to rethink “how to study the complexity of organizational phenomena?” and consider the process 
of doing science in the particular area of MOS. If the intention is to improve the theory of 
organizations to understand the processes, structures, and people in organizations, then we must 
question the use of the theories, methods, and objects of research so predominant in the area. 
Such criticism exposes the way we researchers reflect on our research desires and also how we 
project and understand the organizational reality. That also involves tinkering with ontological 
predispositions that are quite consolidated in the field of specialized research, sometimes objective 
and deterministic.

We strongly believe that historical theory should improve research in MOS because it is only 
possible to understand organizations when we recognize the basis of the socio-historical formulation 
of their organizational phenomena. As introduced in Figure 1, the relationship between the 
organization theory with historical theory requires high contextual sensitivity when we realized 
historical narratives as a fragmented representation of the past captured during the research.

From this, some inferences are pertinent to the explanation. We understand that the theoretical-
methodological relationship between the historiographical research and the MOS needs to 
consider the context in which the organizational phenomena are investigated. Thence, if we try 
to answer “how” and “why” the historical narratives about the past in MOS are told only from 
one perspective, then we incur the process of denaturalization of history understood as linear, 
homogeneous, and without conflicts. So, contextual sensitivity is the ability to doubt the unison 
of historical narratives that discredit competing versions of history, commonly fragmented and 
heterogeneous from the past. In other words, we chose to analyze historical narratives relationally 
through people, events, and past actions as an alternative to the empiricist and objectivist beliefs 
of traditional historiography when associated with management research.

The logic arranged in a figure format seeks to achieve a certain authenticity and reflexivity 
that we believe to be fundamental for theoretical-empirical research that wants to understand 
organizations through dialogue with history. However, there is the awareness of the necessity of 
building authentic stories that consider the coloniality of power and knowledge that characterize 
the contexts in the Global South. When we relate history, polyphony, and decolonial options, 
we intend to advocate beyond the need to insert the historical perspective in MOS, because we 
understand that to some extent this is being done - even if partially and in a non-polyphonic 
manner. Here we suggest a historical approach with the purpose to recognize the effects of 
modernity/coloniality imposed by Euro-American management through corporative narratives 
in a presentist and realistic form. Such recognition allows researchers to rethink management 
knowledge from a pluriversal transmodern perspective. Therefore, we need to value the coexistence 
of decolonial knowledge and insurgent forms of management, sometimes delegitimized.
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In any case, we need to understand historical studies in organizations that develop management 
knowledge based on historical facts through methods and sources that can be empirically and 
conceptually verified (Maclean, Harvey, & Clegg, 2016). The improvement of management 
research practice seeks to converge fields of history knowledge and management concerning 
epistemic predispositions. For this, there is an essential involvement with competing narratives and 
competing interpretations of the past, historical sources, and historiographical methods - when 
advancing in the understanding of organizational phenomena (Van Lent & Durepos, 2019). 
Maclean, Harvey, & Clegg (2017) suggest that the field of management studies is somewhat 
introspective, excessively narrow, and quite fragmented. That same field neglects numerous 
themes, issues, and objects of study within what would be the natural scope of it.

Anyway, it seems prudent to rethink what we mean by organization, knowledge, and management 
practices to promote critical translocal dialogues recognizing the modernity/coloniality problems 
of the universal vision disseminated through Euro-American and instrumental management. 
When we recognize this universal view of modernity/coloniality, we choose the decolonial ethical-
political position seeking to interpret the specific variety of social life organizations. Thence we 
respond to the inherent demands and needs that disturb the totality in which the universal and 
the “modern” are recognized with more dissonance and frequency.

Figure 1. Relationship between history and organizational theory.
Source: Prepared by the authors based on Kaul, Sandhu, & Alam (2019).
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We understand that the involvement with the decolonial option with historical studies helps 
to expand organizational knowledge in two central points: (1) develops the epistemological in 
MOS when it analyzes organizations based on theories that understand the heterogeneity of 
the different configurations of organization of social life and, therefore, cause the discontinuity 
of the modernity/coloniality matrix of Euro-American management founded on the “myth of 
instrumental rationality” of “modern” administration; (2) and invites researchers to diversify 
the methods of collecting and analyzing empirical material in the construction of polyphonic 
historical narratives with various archival sources and artifacts.

What is interesting from our perspective is that we converge levels of concentric analysis when 
we put management research, the historical approach, and the decolonial option into dialogue. 
We need management research to improve the theory of organizations. We use historical research 
through its conceptual and empirical requirements. We understand historical research in its 
relational, contextual, and polyphonic character. The decolonial option that values insurgent and 
resurgent management knowledge and translocal practices that (co)exist in defense of pluriversal 
transmodernity. Our proposition of articulation concerning these three levels of analysis can be 
better visualized in Figure 2.

Figure 2. Concentric levels of analysis.
Source: Authors (2020).
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In the analysis presented in Figure 2, we mobilize the organization theory intending to expand 
the concept of organization as a priori conception in the practice of management research. We 
start from the assumption of understanding the concept of organization as sui generis forms of 
organization of social life located in different (trans)locations. These organizations face the problems 
caused by the modern/colonial/universal vision of Euro-American management. Therefore, we 
(re)think of critical dialogues that promote a vision of decolonial management with legitimate 
bases for the co-construction of a pluriversal global academy (Abdalla & Faria, 2017).

In response to these historical-contextual asymmetries, we used the polyphonic historiographical 
approach to co-construction historical narratives in management, consistent with local histories 
and problems. Thereby, it is necessary to be attentive to practical knowledge in management that 
crosses geopolitical locations and colonial differences (Mignolo & Walsh, 2018). We argue the 
influence of that colonial difference in other organizations, practices, knowledge, narratives, and 
modes of management as opposed to the modern colonial order. The broader level of analysis in 
Figure 2, the decolonial option, is illustrated concerning the historical approach and the MOS. 
We affirm that the decolonial option allows us to question the very conception of history adopted, 
encouraging distinct reflections on universal history. It is possible, therefore, to understand history 
beyond what Euro-American authors say and to ponder management theories.

That means that the use of polyphony in the historical narrative requires the researcher to 
be careful with historical sources, using reflexivity in collecting empirical material for further 
analysis. Researchers must record and compare the historical ideas of different sets of actors and 
institutions (Smith & Russell, 2015) and build narratives based on the multiple views of the 
studied fact/phenomenon. The notion of archives as a source of data for historical research is 
not just official written documents. There are different historical sources for research (Barros, 
Carneiro, & Wanderley, 2019).

The term polyphony is for us to realize that it is possible to elaborate historical narratives from 
different sources and artifacts. Thus, anyone can question historical narratives concerning the 
nature of production, maintenance, and storage over time. We understand as a historical source: 
illustrations, images, pictures of arts, crafts, sculptures, photographs, books, comics, newspapers, 
pamphlets, popular literature, films, the literature of twine, television and radio advertisements, 
short stories, music, testimonies and so on. That helps to elucidate the polyphony in competing 
versions of the past and clarify the historical narratives in management.

The researcher’s position reflects the perception of the historical sources that need to reconstruct 
the view of the field of study. Also, historical sources assume the function in the (re)construction of 
historical narratives, demonstrating evidence of inequality, multiplicity, confusion, and complexity 
through the researchers’ intellectual framework. We also emphasize that it is necessary to recover 
some dissonant sources and narratives about the past, recurrently silenced (Decker, 2013)

As Barros, Carneiro, & Wanderley (2018) put it, researchers need to question the nature of 
historical documents and sources. Why were the files created? How easy is it to access the sources? 
How do these sources influence historical narratives? For the authors, the construction of history is 
understood from different points of view of the past in a process of critical and reflective research. 
Similarly, Kaul, Sandhu, & Alam (2019) suggest comparing files that offer similar information; 
identify the authors, date, and place of creation of the document; and contextualize when and 
where historical events occurred. This process aims to guarantee the validity and reliability of 
historical sources.
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We understand that historical narratives may be constructed using primary sources in the 
form of private properties or collections such as personal files, diaries, newsletters, books, letters, 
annual reports, biographies, and lectures (Kaul, Sandhu, & Alam, 2019). When writing historical 
narratives, we are required to have high epistemic and methodological sensitivity. Thereby, we 
analyze or propose conclusions of the traces existing in the varied versions of the past.

For this reason, we suggest that researchers opt for research strategies that allow a broad analysis of 
the polyphony of historical narratives. As an example, Sliwa (2013) and Joaquim & Carrieri (2018) 
use oral history to access memories and narratives that formulate the notion of the organization 
as a locus of existence, practices, and knowledge that elaborate group identities. Or as Bowie 
(2019) and Tumbe (2019) suggest, the narratives told in newspapers, films, advertisements, and 
the information media, in general, can be used to contextualize historical research.

The images, cartoons, comics, photographs, and advertisements, for example, can be used 
as historical sources in which “images as speeches” are analyzed in the proposal of Godoi & 
Uchôa (2019, p. 777). That diversifies the scope of methodological techniques that enable more 
polyphonic historical research. Another example is the archivist ethnography that makes it possible 
to analyze the archives and focus on the silencing that occurs in historical records when they are 
created and stored (Decker, 2013).

We consider that the theoretical and methodological possibilities- presented by the current 
literature- promote the interdisciplinary articulation that we propose between the organization 
theory, the polyphonic historical approach, and the decolonial option. The production of 
knowledge, theories, and research methods are situated socially, historically, and culturally. When 
we recognize the situated character of scientific production in MOS, it is valid to choose research 
practices as opposed to the universality and modernity of management research. Therefore, it is 
possible to opt for the knowledge that is resurging and rising from below - invisible or neglected 
- towards the visions of a transmodern and pluriversal world (Dussel, 2012; Mignolo & Walsh, 
2018). We do not want to present a theoretical or methodological prescription, and we also do 
not want our approach to be a universal model. The purpose of the undertaken reflection is to 
promote a dialogue between the different theoretical and methodological perspectives for MOS.

5. REFLECTIVE CONTRIBUTIONS TO RESEARCH PRACTICE
This paper proposed a polyphonic decolonial historical approach to Management and 

Organization Studies (MOS), relating the theoretical-methodological aspects of the historical 
perspective with the decolonial option. We recognize the epistemological limitations in the 
use of approach historical associated with the organization theory that needs to be overcome. 
We also affirm the position of recognizing history composed of narratives. These narratives are 
fragmented representations of the past.

We suggest the construction of polyphonic historical narratives as a methodological concern 
of using the historical approach to inform a more authentic, inclusive, and diverse management 
knowledge. This suggestion takes the decolonial option as a political-ethical action. We defend the 
need to understand the sui generis forms of social life organization in response to the problems 
arising from the modern/colonial view existing in MOS. And we thus value and co-construct 
translocal knowledge and decolonial practices towards pluriversal transmodernity. Pluriversal 
transmodernity is a possibility in which different worlds, people, organizations, and management 
can coexist.
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Also, we understand the decolonial assumption that theory and practice are interrelated in the 
challenge of researching “with” (and not simply “about”) people, knowledge, and management 
practices (Mignolo & Walsh, 2018). Our suggestion - of relating historical approach, organization 
theory, and decoloniality - aims to contribute to three broad contexts interconnected by more 
reflective and critical research practice.

In the research and teaching contexts, we are concerned with promoting epistemological, 
theoretical, and methodological reflections that make researchers rethink the contribution of their 
research to MOS. Questions such as: “where does my interest in developing this research come 
from?” and “how do the theories we use obscure the narratives I can write?” are well suggested 
by Barros, Carneiro, & Wanderley (2018).

Our approach also provides reflections on academic writing at MOS. How we construct 
the supposedly scientific academic argument can be understood as a mechanism of epistemic 
imperialism coming from the Anglo-Saxon axis of Management knowledge. So, would it be 
possible to question our colonized academic prose? What is our identity when we choose to 
participate in this science conversation? Is it possible to construct rational knowledge without 
submitting to the protocol of Anglo-Saxon academicism?

Thus, it is also relevant to be concerned with understanding different subaltern groups and 
collectives that create forms of management adapted to their realities. Good examples of studies 
related to this point were developed by Holanda (2011) and Santos et al. (2019) that show 
how ancestral knowledge in local popular organizations underlies the decolonial management 
practices maintained and passed on historically. These decolonial pieces of knowledge are forms 
of insurgent management in creation, construction, and intervention in the opposite direction 
to the universal.

Counter-narratives and antagonistic versions of people, actions, and events from the past in 
organizations are the loci for understanding the contradictions and conflicts in MOS. They help 
us to co-construct dissonant narratives that inform alternatives for the improvement of pluriversal 
and authentic knowledge in management research. Thus, questions such as the following are 
substantial: what is the purpose, and for whom is the common management knowledge being 
constructed in the area? Are the researchers welcoming other management concepts, analyzes, and 
practices? We call attention to “why”, “with whom” and “how” to think about decoloniality. That is 
why, from this point of view, we promote liberations in thinking, being, knowing, understanding, 
and living. It is necessary to encourage places of existence and construct connections between 
regions, territories, struggles, and peoples (Mignolo & Walsh, 2018).

Furthermore, it is necessary to recognize critically and reflexively the dilemma of researching 
in response to modern/colonial problems. We cannot have a distorted view of the “modern 
organization” and instrumental Euro-American management that is intended to be universal. 
And we also need to write historical narratives in management without reproducing modernity/
coloniality - towards pluriversal transmodernity. Therefore, we suggest the encounter between 
historical approach and MOS with theoretical and methodological positions concerned with 
articulating alternatives through the dynamics of the co-construction of historical narratives 
about decolonial knowledge, practices, and management. We defend the legitimation of the 
pluriversality of knowledge through research practice that constructs conditions for transmodern 
coexistence (Dussel, 2012; Abdalla & Faria, 2017).

Moreover, Mignolo (2017) analyzed historical-structural nodes that interrelate through the 
rhetoric of modernity/coloniality based on the colonial difference. For the author, these historical 
analyzes can help us to analyze modernity/coloniality/decoloniality and see:
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•	 A global racial formation that subjugated people and cultures. We need to look at inequalities 
in management practices as a result of ethnic/racial hierarchies. Thus, it is possible to 
understand the discourse of “diversity” of the workforce in organizations. We can see the 
subtle forms of “modern” people management practices that preserve coloniality. It is 
necessary to demystify the modern/colonial discourses that are also related in the hierarchy 
between gender, sex, and sexuality.

•	 A global class formation of workers organized in different forms of work. We need to 
investigate the implications of wage labor, slavery, serfdom, economic and foreign exchange, 
for example. These forms of work coexist and persist at the base of the modern and financial 
capitalist system. The time has come to question what happened in the Global South when 
capitalism was established here through slavery or other forms of labor exploitation. The 
forms of work established in the global south were based on the logic of the colonial pact, 
aristocratic elites, and eugenics concerning traditional peoples.

•	 Moreover, we know that the forms of work organization are related to the international 
division of labor historically constituted. This international division of labor hierarchizes 
societies and nations in dichotomies such as Center/Periphery and North/Global South. 
That is to say, what are the socio-cultural consequences of the relationship between capital 
and labor responsible for structuring the production, sale, and distribution of goods and 
services? How does the profit of global markets underlie the production of surplus-value, 
sometimes imposed by authoritarian socio-political systems?

•	 System of political-military organizations and colonial administration. Here, we call attention 
to the performance of the State and its coercive authority. New research needs to investigate 
the institutionalization of the forms of management historically used in State structures such 
as colonial, bureaucratic, military, dictatorial, and totalitarian management. Therefore, what 
are the forms of administration of the Global South that were constituted from a historical 
context differently from the Global North? Or what are the existing resistance practices in 
the colonized contexts that can serve as a reference for the reconstruction of organizational 
processes in contemporary times? We recognize here the Anglo-Saxon colonization in 
management and the coercive authority of the State.

•	 An epistemic and linguistic hierarchy that favors the production of knowledge on the north 
axis (Europe and North America) and neglects the stories on the south axis (Western and 
Eastern). Therefore, new interpretations need to be made about the (trans)local economic, 
political, and social organization and administration practices. We have to go back to our 
past and interpret organizational events again without the axiom of the concepts of the 
Global North - such as instrumental rationality, modern capitalism, Weberian bureaucracy, 
and Taylorism-Fordism.

We indicate such research questions in particular for peripheral contexts. We also believe 
that teaching can be enhanced through the reflections proposed in this paper. Together with 
students and from their social communities, we can construct heterogeneous narratives that tell 
their histories. It is then possible to train new managers based on historical and political issues 
in each location. Thus, questioning the modern and universal assumptions common in MOS 
is necessary. That helps to promote consciously and transforming actions about their realities.

In the context of management practice: research projects and a change in the teaching can 
provide answers to the needs of each location. The resolution of local economic-administrative 
problems helps to understand the relationships, practices, and knowledge in management that 
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can support the authentic and identity theory/practice in MOS. It is to recognize the academic, 
social, and management contexts of knowledge and practices produced in the local/regional 
context that solve local problems. That means understanding the broader systems of organized 
life in society - such as political, economic, scientific, philosophical, ethical, aesthetic, religious, 
cultural, and environmental dimensions.

We need to consider organizations other than just modern-western logic: how organizations 
based are popular knowledge linked to ancestry, affection, and traditions (Santos et al., 2019); or 
those organizations based on economic systems of communal reciprocity that prioritize the work 
and welfare of the community (Mignolo, 2008); or those organizations based on complementary 
relations between genders as opposed to binary relations in the modern world (Segato, 2012); 
or organizations that are born from a fractured locus, that is, from a context of subordinate 
enunciation (Lugones, 2014).

We thus present implications that interfere with the sociocultural context of organizations. It is 
necessary to consider the processes of rescue, legitimation, and dissemination of historical local/
regional knowledge. And so, co-construct translocal narratives in MOS as liberating strategies 
for coexistence. We intend in this paper to base the MOS to find polyphonic historical narratives 
in organizations, which allow us to access processes and practices that disturb, transgress, and 
construct pluriversal identities and forms of transmodern coexistence.

REFERENCES
Abdalla, M. M., & Faria, A. (2017). Em defesa da opção decolonial em administração/gestão. Cadernos 

EBAPE.BR, 15(4), 914-929.

Adorisio, A. L. M. (2014). Organizational remembering as narrative: ‘Storying’ the past in banking. 
Organization, 21(4), 463–476. https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508414527248

Adorisio, A. L. M., & Mutch, A. (2013). In search of historical methods. Management & Organizational 
History, 8(2), 105-110.

Ballestrin, L. M. A. (2017). Modernidade/Colonialidade sem “Imperialidade”? O Elo Perdido do 
Giro Decolonial. Revista de Ciências Sociais, 60(2), 505-540.

Barros, A., & Carrieri, A. de P. (2015). O cotidiano e a história: construindo novos olhares na 
Administração. Revista de Administração de Empresas, 55(2), 151-161.

Barros, A., Carneiro, A., & Wanderley, S. (2019). Organizational archives and historical narratives: 
Practicing reflexivity in (re)constructing the past from memories and silences. Qualitative Research 
in Organizations and Management, 14(3), 280-294. https://doi.org/10.1108/QROM-01-2018-1604

Bell, E., & Taylor, S. (2013). Writing history into management research. Management & Organizational 
History, 8(2), 127-136.

Bhaskar, R. (1997). A Realist Theory of Science. 2nd Edn. London: Verso.

Bhaskar, R. (2009). Scientific Realism and Human Emancipation. 2nd Edn. New York: Routledge.

Booth, C., & Rowlinson, M. (2006). Management and organizational history: Prospects. Management 
& Organizational History, 1(1), 5-30.

Bowie, D. (2019). Contextual analysis and newspaper archives in management history research”. 
Journal of Management History, 25(4), 516-532. https://doi.org/10.1108/JMH-01-2018-0007

Carneiro, A. T. (2016). Pode a área de Estudos Organizacionais ser historiográfica? Revista de Estudos 
Organizacionais e Sociedade, Belo Horizonte, 3(8), 1019-1049.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508414527248
https://doi.org/10.1108/QROM-01-2018-1604
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMH-01-2018-0007


18

696

Chumbita, H. (2015). Fundamentos para los estudios organizacionales: aportes del pensamiento 
crítico suramericano. Cadernos EBAPE.BR, 13(2), 390-401.

Clark, P., & Rowlinson, M. (2004). The Treatment of History in Organisation Studies: Towards an 
‘Historic Turn’? Business History, 46(3), 331-352.

Costa, A. M., & Saraiva, L. A. S. (2011). Memória e a formalização social do passado nas organizações. 
Revista Brasileira de Administração Pública, 45, 1761-1780.

Couto, F. F., & Carrieri, A. (2018). Enrique Dussel e a Filosofia da Libertação nos Estudos 
Organizacionais. Cadernos EBAPE.BR, 16(4), 631-641.

Couto, F. F., Honorato, B. E. F., & Silva, E. R. (2019). Organizações Outras: Diálogos Entre a 
Teoria da Prática e a Abordagem Decolonial de Dussel. Revista de Administração Contemporânea, 
23(2), 249-267.

Czarniawska, B. (2000). The uses of narrative in organization research. Gothenburg Research Institute 
Report, 5, 1-39.

Decker, S. (2013). The silence of the archives: business history, postcolonialism, and archival 
ethnography. Management & Organizational History, 8(2), 155-173.

Decker, S., Kipping, M, & Wadhwani, R. D. (2015). New business histories! Plurality in business 
history research methods. Business History, 57(1), 30-40.

Dussel, E. (1993). O encobrimento do outro: a origem do mito da modernidade. Petrópolis, RJ: Vozes.

Dussel, E. (2005). Europa, Modernidade e Eurocentrismo. In: Lander, E. (org.). La colonialidad del 
saber: eurocentrismo y ciencias sociales. 2nd. ed. Buenos Aires: Clacso.

Dussel, E. (2012). Transmodernity and interculturality: an Interpretation from the perspective of 
philosophy of liberation. Journal of Peripheral Cultural Production of the Luso-Hispanic World, 
1(3), 1-26.

Dussel, E., & Ibarra-Colado, E. (2006). Globalization, Organization, and the Ethics of Liberation. 
Organization, 13(4), 489–508. https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508406065852

Escobar, A. (2007). Worlds and knowledges otherwise: The Latin American modernity/coloniality 
research program. Cultural Studies, 21(2-3), 179-210.

Geoffrey, J., & Friedman, W. (2017). Debating Methodology in Business History. The Business 
History Review, 91, 443 – 455.

Godoi, C. K., Uchôa, A. G. F. (2019). Metodologia de Análise Sociológica Discursivo-imagética: 
possibilidades aos estudos organizacionais. Organizações e Sociedade, 26(91), 776-794.

Holanda, L. A. (2011). Resistência e apropriação de práticas do management no organizar de coletivos 
da cultura popular (Tese de Doutorado). Departamento de Ciências Administrativas. Universidade 
Federal de Pernambuco, Recife, PE, Brasil.

Jenkins, K. (1995). On ‘What Is History? From Carr and Elton to Rorty and White. Routledge: London.

Jenkins, K. (1997). Introduction: On Being Open about our Closures. In: Jenkins, K. (org.). The 
Postmodern History Reader. New York: Routledge.

Joaquim, N. F., & Carrieri, A. P. (2018). Construção e Desenvolvimento de um Projeto de História 
Oral em Estudos sobre Gestão. Organizações & Sociedade, 25(85), 303-319.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508406065852


	
18

697

Kaul, S C.., Sandhu, M., & Alam, Q. (2019). Researching the history of marginalized issues in 
management research: A proposed interpretive framework. Journal of Management History, 25(2), 
237-256. https://doi.org/10.1108/JMH-06-2018-0030

Lage, V. C. (2019). Interpretations of Brazil and Global Capitalism. Latin American Perspectives, 
46(4), 137–153.

Lara, L. G., Vizeu, F., & Alves, E. B. (2019). The instrumentalization of metaphors in the management 
field: reflections from the use of the book “the art of war”. Brazilian Business Review, 16(5), 416-
430. https://doi.org/10.15728/bbr.2019.16.5.1

Lugones, M. (2014). Rumo a um feminismo descolonial. Estudos Feministas, Florianópolis, 22(3), 
935-952.

Maclean, M., Harvey, C., & Clegg, S. (2017). Organization Theory in Business and Management 
History: Present Status and Future Prospects. Business History Review, 91(3), 457-481.

Maclean, M., Harvey, C., & Clegg, S. R. (2016). Conceptualizing Historical Organization Studies. 
Academy of Management Review, 41(4), 609–632.

Mignolo, W. D. (2007). Delinking: The rhetoric of modernity, the logic of coloniality, and the 
grammar of de-coloniality. Cultural Studies, 21(2-3), 449-514.

Mignolo, W. (2008). Desobediência Epistêmica: A opção descolonial e o significado de identidade 
em política. Cadernos de Letras da UFF. Dossiê: Literatura, língua e identidade, 34, 287-324;

Mignolo, W. D. (2009). Epistemic Disobedience, Independent Thought, and Decolonial Freedom. 
Theory, Culture & Society, 26(7–8), 159–181.

Mignolo, W. D. (2017). Colonialidade: o lado mais escuro da modernidade. Revista Brasileira de 
Ciências Sociais, 32(94), 1-18.

Mignolo, W. D., & Tlostanova, M. V. (2006). Theorizing from the Borders: Shifting to Geo- and 
Body-Politics of Knowledge. European Journal of Social Theory, 9(2), 205–221.

Mignolo, W. D., & Walsh, C. E. (2018). On decoloniality: concepts, analytics, and praxis. Raleigh, 
NC: Duke University Press.

Mills, A. J., Suddaby, R., Foster, W. M., & Durepos, G. (2016). Re-visiting the historic turn 10 years 
later: current debates in management and organizational history – an introduction. Management 
& Organizational History, 11(2), 67-76.

Misoczky, M, C., & Camara, G. D. (2015). Enrique Dussel: contribuições para a crítica ética e 
radical nos Estudos Organizacionais. Cadernos EBAPE.BR, 13(2), 286-314.

Misoczky, M. C. (2011). World visions in dispute in contemporary Latin America: development x 
harmonic life. Organization, 18(3), 345–363.

Misoczky, M. C. (2019). Populism/people/popular: Reflections from a Latin American perspective. 
Organization, 1-9. https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508419870893

Misoczky, M. C., Flores, R. K., & Goulart, S. (2015). An anti-management statement in dialogue 
with critical brazilian authors. Revista de Administração de Empresas, 55(2), 130-138.

Mollan, S. (2019). Imperialism and coloniality in management and organization history. Management 
& Organizational History, 14(1), 1-9.

Mordhorst, M. & Schwarzkopf, S. (2017). Theorising narrative in business history. Business History, 
59(8), 1155-1175.

https://doi.org/10.1108/JMH-06-2018-0030
https://doi.org/10.15728/bbr.2019.16.5.1
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508419870893


18

698

Munslow, A. (2000). The Routledge Companion to Historical Studies. London: Routledge.

Pollak, M. (1989). Memória, esquecimento, silêncio. Estudos Históricos, Rio de Janeiro, 2(3), 3-15.

Pollak, M. (1992). Memória e identidade social. Estudos Históricos, Rio de Janeiro, 5(10), p. 200-212.

Popp, A., & Fellman, S. (2016). Writing business history: Creating narratives. Business History, 
59(8), 1242-1260.

Pozzebon, M., & Bido, D. S. (2019). “Research methods in management: advances and applications”. 
RAUSP Management Journal, 54(4), 366-370.

Quijano, A. (1993). América Latina en la economía mundial. Problemas del desarrollo, 24(95), 43-59.

Quijano, A. (2005). Colonialidade do poder, eurocentrismo e América Latina. In: Lander, E (org). 
A colonialidade do saber: eurocentrismo e ciências sociais. Perspectivas latino-americanas. Buenos 
Aires: Colección Sur.

Quijano, A. (2009). Colonialidade do Poder e Classificação Social. In: Santos, B. S. & Menezes, M. 
P. Epistemologias do Sul. Coimbra: Edições Almedina S. A.

Rowlinson, M. (2013). Management & Organizational History: the continuing historic turn. 
Management & Organizational History, 8(4), 327-328.

Rowlinson, M., Booth, C, Clark, P., Delahaye, A, & Procter, S. (2010). Social remembering and 
organizational memory. Organization Studies, London, 31(1), 69-87.

Rowlinson, M., & Hassard, J, Decker, S. (2014). Research Strategies for Organizational History: 
A Dialogue Between Historical Theory and Organization Theory. The Academy of Management 
Review, 39(4), 250-374.

Santos, E. C., Silva, I. H. F. R., Dias, P. K., & Morais, W. M. (2019). Reflexões Acerca dos Saberes 
e Práticas Organizativas das Culturas Populares em Caruaru-PE. In: X Encontro de Estudos 
Organizacionais da ANPAD, 10, 1-10.

Segato, R. (2012). Gênero e colonialidade: em busca de chaves de leitura e de um vocabulário 
estratégico descolonial. E-Cadernos CES, 18, 18-37.

Serva, M. (2017). Epistemologia da administração no Brasil: o estado da arte. Cadernos EBAPE.BR, 
15(4), 741-750. https://dx.doi.org/10.1590/1679-395173209

Simões, P. (2019). Brazil’s Crisis of Memory: Embracing Myths and Forgetting History. Latin American 
Perspectives, 46(4), 4–14. https://doi.org/10.1177/0094582X19843843

Śliwa, M. (2013). Learning to listen: an organizational researcher›s reflections on ‘doing oral history’. 
Management & Organizational History, 8(2), 185-196.

Smith, A., & Russell, J. (2015). Toward polyphonic constitutive historicism: a new research agenda 
for management historians. Management & Organizational History, 11(2), 236-251.

Spivak, G. C. (2010). Pode o subalterno falar? Tradução de Sandra Regina Goulart Almeida, Marcos 
Pereira Feitosa, André Pereira Feitosa. Belo horizonte: Editora UFMG.

Tumbe, C. (2019), “Corpus linguistics, newspaper archives, and historical research methods”. Journal 
of Management History, 25(4), 533-549. https://doi.org/10.1108/JMH-01-2018-0009

Van Lent, W., & Durepos, G. (2019). “Nurturing the historic turn: “history as theory” versus 
“history as method”. Journal of Management History, 25(4), 429-443. https://doi.org/10.1108/
JMH-03-2019-0017

https://dx.doi.org/10.1590/1679-395173209
https://doi.org/10.1177/0094582X19843843
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMH-01-2018-0009
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMH-03-2019-0017
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMH-03-2019-0017


	
18

699

Van Maanen, J., Sorensen, J., & Mitchell, T. (2007), “The interplay between theory and method”. 
Academy of Management Review, 32(4). 1145-1154.

Wanderley, S. (2015). Estudos organizacionais, (des)colonialidade e estudos da dependência: as 
contribuições da Cepal. Cadernos EBAPE.BR, 13(2), 237-255.

Wanderley, S., & Barros, A. (2018). Decoloniality, geopolitics of knowledge and historic turn: towards 
a Latin American agenda. Management & Organizational History, 14(1), 79-97.

Wanderley, S., Barros, A., Costa, A. S. M., & Carrieri, A. P. (2016). Caminhos e percursos da História 
em Administração: um chamado à reflexão sobre o tempo e a construção do presente. Revista de 
Estudos Organizacionais e Sociedade, Belo Horizonte, 3(8), 832-851.

Weatherbee, T. G. (2012) Caution! This historiography makes wide turns: Historic turns and breaks 
in management and organization studies. Management & Organizational History, 7(3), 203-218.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

The authors’ contribution was fundamental to compose this paper and declare that there is no interest conflict. Author 
1 contributed to the project design and administration; theoretical foundation; research and analysis of the literature; 
writing and proofreading the paper; and tables and figures elaboration. Author 2 contributed to the project design; 
literature review and analysis; repeated revisions of this paper; and figures elaboration. The authors acknowledge 
the contributions of the anonymous reviewers of the VII Colloquium on Epistemology and Sociology of Science in 
Administration 2020 and BBR who contributed directly to the initial versions of the paper.


