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The development of institutional theory in the fiel d of
organization studies in Brazil *

O desenvolvimento da teoria institucional no campo de estudos organizacionais no
Brasil

Edson Ronaldo Guarido Filho2
Clévis L. Machado-da-Silva®

Abstract

This article is based on the assumption that the construction of scientific knowledge is a social process characterized by the
recursive dynamic between the social and intellectual dimensions. In light of this statement, we investigated how the
construction of the institutional perspective is delineated in the context of organizational studies in Brazil from 1993 to 2007,
considering transformations in its substantive content as well as the social organization of scientists. The study is based on
documentary research of published articles in scientific journals and at academic events. We analyzed social networks of
authorship in order to map the cooperation relationships between researchers, and we also used scientometric analysis,
based on cited and co-cited authors, for mapping the intellectual framework throughout the period under study. The findings
reveal that social ties among scientists in the field of institutional theory are representative of intellectual affinity, which
means that there are social mechanisms working in the process of diffusion of ideas and formation of shared
understandings, both aspects regarded to social embeddedness of researchers in the clusters in which they belong.

Keywords: institutional theory, organizational studies, scientific knowledge, social mechanisms, social network analysis,
scientometrics.

Resumo

Este artigo fundamenta-se no pressuposto de que a construcdo do conhecimento cientifico € um processo social,
caracterizado pela dinamica recursiva entre as dimensdes social e intelectual. A luz dessa afirmagcéo, investigamos como
se caracterizou a construgdo da perspectiva institucional no ambito dos estudos organizacionais no Brasil entre 1993 e
2007, considerando as transformacdes em seu contetido substantivo, bem como a organizacédo social dos cientistas. O
estudo apoia-se em uma pesquisa documental de artigos publicados em periddicos e eventos cientificos. Foram analisadas
as redes sociais de co-autoria, a fim de mapear as relagdes de cooperacéo entre pesquisadores, e também utilizamos a
analise cientométrica, com base nos autores citados e co-citados, para mapear a estrutura intelectual ao longo do periodo
em estudo. Os resultados revelam que os lacos sociais entre cientistas no campo da teoria institucional séo representativos
de afinidade intelectual, o que significa que existem mecanismos sociais envolvidos no processo de difusdo de ideias e
formagdo de entendimentos compartilhados, sendo ambos o0s aspectos associados a imersdo social dos pesquisadores
nos agrupamentos de pertencimento.

Palavras-chave: teoria institucional, estudos organizacionais, conhecimento cientifico, mecanismos sociais, analise de
redes sociais, cientometria.
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Introduction

Many studies have concentrated on understandingptingtruction of scientific knowledge by examinsagial
relationships among researchers and the use o4l somiauthorship networks (e.g. ACEDO et al, 2006;
BARABASI et al, 2002; LI-CHUN et al, 2006; LIU et,005; MOODY, 2004; NEWMAN, 2001a; OTTE;
ROUSSEAU, 2002; WAGNER; LEYDESDORFF, 2005). Howevdespite showing some evidence of
knowledge sharing, these studies tend to be limitethe evidence of relationship patterns in sdient
production and they have little to say with cetttaion this matter without proper analytical depthere are
two reasons for this: the fact that one reseanabeks with another on a certain paper does not riesrthere

is a consistent intellectual alignment between tleamd, furthermore, researchers who have never had a
direct contact with each other often share a comifmeoretical and analytical structure.

With this in mind, we investigated how the condirc of the institutional perspective is delineatadhe

context of organizational studies in Brazil from®3%o 2007, considering transformations in thebssantive

content as well as the social organization of sigtn Analytically, it is our belief that the cdangction of

scientific knowledge is an ongoing social procesnamrehended by recursive dynamics between thel soala
intellectual dimensions. In this process, differemtial mechanisms are involved, such as relaticoghitive

and political/intellectual mechanism.

The present article is partially supported by ihdifhgs we have previously published in two othickes. In

the first, we traced the trajectory of the instiinal perspective in the field of organizationaldiés in Brazil in
terms of the collaboration networks of the reseanrch(GUARIDO FILHO; MACHADO-DA-SILVA;
GONCALVES, 2009). In the second, we investigated lioe intellectual structure is conditioned by sbci
relationships among researchers (GUARIDO FILHO; M#DO-DA-SILVA; ROSSONI, 2010). Now, our
interest is beyond an ordinary consolidation obéhéindings. While some results will be recovetedy will
also be combined with complementary analyses ierotol provide an integrated and dynamic view of the
articulation of the social and intellectual dimemsi, based on social mechanisms participating @ th
construction of scientific knowledge.

From the outset, we would like to make it cleat this not our intention to discuss the trajectofyroduction
in the field in terms of value judgment, but rathiee social mechanisms involved in the constructibn
scientific knowledge. We believe that focusing éhesechanisms may be of great value for understgride
relationship between structure and agency in thigegss, which is usually difficult to grasp in enyal
procedures. Furthermore, our concern with emphmagsigocial mechanisms is justified due to the isterre
institutional research, whose recent focus has begsing the dimension of agency in processedgfaion
and institutionalization of organizational ideasynis and practices, but also the structural camdiip
concerning regulative, normative and cultural-ctigaidimensions.

This article has been organized into five sectionaddition to this introduction. In the first, veensider the
theoretical aspects on which the study is basetljding theoretical assumptions, especially coriogrthe
social and intellectual dimension in scientific wledge and the notion of social mechanisms. We inevide
details of the methodological procedures that stpghe empirical part of the study. The resultsvbich are
dealt with in subsequent section. We then dischssresults in light of the cognitive, relationaldan
political/intellectual social mechanisms. In thedli section, we present the conclusions and aocalyti
implications for future studies.

Theoretical framework

The theoretical model for this study supports theaithat understanding the constitution of a sipdaifdy of
scientific knowledge, such as the institutional spective, involves social process of the productidén
scientific knowledge. Therefore, we understand th&t necessary to discuss the mutual influencéhe$e
aspects concerning social activity and those rletesubstantive content, which we define respelgtias the
social and intellectual dimension. Moreover, a pective of analysis in this sense might be chariaetd by an
epistemological nucleus, shared to a certain exigmrictors in a scientific field who could identiach other
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as integrating an intellectual group. Eventualiyse groups act in favor of its own legitimacy, toaditions
of its reproduction in the field or the validationteria for the knowledge produced.

Some considerations regarding these aspects witil@n throughout this section in order to outlthe
relevant elements to the scheme of analysis ofwbik. Furthermore, we make brief comments on th&d
theoretical framework used as a guideline to tHisle: structurationist approach, whereby the rdifie field
is considered a social system. At last, we disthessiotion of social mechanisms from the analytigalvpoint
of this study.

Social dimension

The social dimension is closely linked to the orgation and interaction of researchers or otheratamits
during the activity of scientific production. Accting to Mullins (1973, p.18-19)there are several forms of
collaboration in the scientific field: “(i) commuwation in the sense of serious discussion aboubiogg
research; (ii) co-authorship; (i) the apprentggiror mentoring, of a student by his or her tegched (iv)
colleagueship (at the most basic level, two sa@entivorking in the same laboratory)”. However, toe
purpose of this study, co-authorship has been dered for the mapping of collaboration networks agno
researchers, due to the fact it is the most foramal visible form of dealing with relationships beem
academics (ACEDO et al, 2006; CRONIN, 1995).

In academic literature, there are numerous worlicdted to describing or explaining the dynamias swocial
structure of a scientific field. Many of these hasged social network analysis. For instance, tHr@agentific
collaboration networks, the influence of interme@siin the frequency of collaboration betweenrdesés was
observed by Newman (2001a, 2001b). His resultstgaito a relevant mechanism in the development of a
scientific community, the phenomenon of small werlw/ith a different focus, the collaboration redaghip
was also studied by Liat al (2005), whose work stressed the impact obtheture of co-authorship among
researchers on their productivity.

In Brazil, research in the scientific field throutite analysis of cooperation networks found smalildé and
center-periphery structures in different areas efearch in management (e.g. MACHADO-DA-SILVA,
ROSSONI, 2007; ROSSONI; GUARIDO FILHO, 2007, 20B8)SSONI; GUARIDO FILHO; MACHADO-
DA-SILVA, 2008). Moreover, the findings also showdlat the formation of social capital and the
stratification of scientific production favor mooellaborative post-graduate programs, researcliutes or
researchers that acted as an intermediary betwkerso

Intellectual dimension

While the social dimension pays attention to soc#fitions among the actors in a scientific ficlde
intellectual dimension focuses on the substantirgant, objectified in the scientific productiondashared by
a group of researchers who adopt it as a validréieal framework for scientific practice. In thésnse, it is
closely linked to scientometry, a scientific fiewhsed on the conception of science as a measurable
multidimensional construct. According to Van Raaf97), scientometry is concerned with the undedétan
of socio-organizational processes and knowledgetstres of the scientific field. Small (2004, p. EXplains:
“when scientists agree on what constitutes pridevest literature, including what is significant that
literature, they are in fact defining the structuog their communities”. However, the measuresmodedures
in scientometrics are based predominantly on quadine and bibliometric methods, providing an instent
for studies in the field of the sociology of scienespecially through the analysis of citations emitation
(LEYDESDORFF, 2001; VAN RAAN, 1997).

As discussed by Merton (1996), under the normatiuecture of communication system science, knovdedg
property and peer recognition are intrinsicallyoassted to the act of publishing and the sociattwa of
citations (SMALL, 2004). Citations “are much motemn baubles dangling from the tails of scholarkise
they testify to authors’ common understanding @& bases on which recognition, rights, and rewards a
dispensed and managed in contemporary science” NIRQ004, p.43). Nevertheless, Leydesdorff (1998,
p.9) emphasizes the multidimensional nature otigita, stating that they are “the result of thesiiattion
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between networks of authors and between networktteafcommunications”. And he follows: “It can fttion
in scientific practices by indicating both the citige and the social contexts of a knowledge clafh.a
generalized level, citations, as potentially repdabperations, sustain communication in the scgerme
drawing upon cognitive and social contexts” (LEYREIRFF, 1998, p.9).

On those basis, co-citation analysis stand as laridm the development of the representation ofAtedge
domains (MOYA-ANEGON et al, 2006), because it isumsed that co-citation reveals the existence of
intellectual relationships between authors that @ted together (CHEN; PAUL, 2001; SMALL, 1973;
VARGAS-QUESADA; MOYA-ANEGON, 2007). These domaing gartial maps of the intellectual structure
of a scientific field and can be interpreted assotidated or prominent sets of specialized knovdeitigt serve

as a basis for research (READER; WATKINS, 2006)ntebuting to understand the dynamic of the
transformation of scientific knowledge.

Structuration of scientific knowledge

In agreement with Machado-da-Silva, Fonseca antigllate (2005), we adopted an ontological view base
intersubjectivity, according to which the sharin§ meaning among social actors guarantees localized
objectivity, both spatially and temporally delindteand in this sense more suitable to the assumptio
recursiveness between structure and agency. Tiisesearcher is understood as an agent that ableapf
acting with a purpose and influencing the structofrnowledge available in the field (FLIGSTEIN, ®0
2008). Furthermore, we understand that this adpdutked to the interpretation, as a capacity rigftexive
monitoring by the social actor to cognitively preseand attribute meaning to scientific stimuli unthe
conception of bounded rationality (MACHADO-DA-SILVVAONSECA; CRUBELLATE, 2005). However,
in accordance with Giddens (1984), priority is goten to individual agency but rather to the reogity
between social actors who, through their interactimnstruct and reconstruct the social systemgioh they
are involved. This process takes place throughakpcactices that access the available referemreefivorks
(structures) resulted from this social activity. A& have stated elsewhere, “the action of researche
producing, interpreting and mobilizing themselves their ideas are the object of research in liglhthe
conditions of their academic organization and difjed knowledge, which are in turn a medium antcome

of scientific activity. [...] The knowledge producétrough scientific activity [...] represents a certaorld
view which, when shared, influences interpretatdod, therefore, the understanding of the phenomadar
study” (GUARIDO FILHO; MACHADO-DA-SILVA; GONCALVES,2009, p.301).

Thus, our concern in the investigation of the toitnal perspective in organizational studiesrisrged to the
intermediary processes, working on the constructidrscientific knowledge, influencing the ways this
perspective is presented both as a body of knowladd as a community of interacting researchers.

Social mechanisms

Social mechanisms can be defined as social pracetsd help provide sociological explanations
(HEDSTROM; SWEDBERG, 1996). As such, they are lithke the specification of explanatory elements that
enable us to establish hypothetical connectionsd®t observable events: in this case, the unddmstaof

the relationship between the social and intelldctimensions, which implies researching, in liglittioe
evidence, aspects both theoretically elaboratedsabjcent to observed events (HEDSTROM; SWEDBERG,
1996). In this sense, dealing with social mechasisnhances our understanding of how the relatiprasises
between the analytical categories under study hlkyiheir description but without any intention of
generalizing, in the sense of covering-laws modgtee mechanisms do not comprehend deterministisat
models. In fact, social mechanisms are referrexs tmtermediary processes influencing the phenomender
study (McADAM, 2003; DIANI, 2003a), so that its werdtanding is representative of the locally analyze
phenomenon (CAMPBELL, 2005; HEDSTROM; SWEDBERG, @09

Campbell (2005), following the work of Tilly (2001fompared the literature on social movements and
organizational studies and proposed a common fitzdgin into three categories: (a) environmental,
understood as external factors that affect acemgagement for change (for instance, politicalvaies); (b)
cognitive, linked to the perception of identitytérests and perspectives on the part of the agos#joning
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aspects such as framing, diffusion, translationtarmblage; (c) relational, linked to influences on capaday
relationship between actors and their networkdy ssdeadership and network cultivation.

Methodological procedures

As already mentioned in the introductory sectitre present article recovers some of the data adéh{js
previously presented in two other studies publighethe authors (see GUARIDO FILHO; MACHADO-DA-
SILVA; GONCALVES, 2009 and GUARIDO FILHO; MACHADO-B-SILVA; ROSSONI, 2010).
However, our aim is not to make a compilation afuits, but rather to construct a broader and iatedr
interpretive framework for the phenomenon of thastauction of scientific knowledge. Thus, the pchoes
presented in this section in part reflect whatlb@eh done in those previous works, but also includanalysis
that is supplementary to the framework of the neseprocedures.

The research design of this study is explanatotii¢cextent that its purpose is to understand d@bosal nexus
subjacent to the constitution of the field of ingional theory in organization studies. This cabeut through
the investigation of mutual influence between theiad and intellectual dimensions and through jmetation
based on social mechanisms. However, while theaerdiions were also dealt with separately, thesernse
descriptive nature in the study, in that it focysed the one hand, on characterization of the aw&Ede
community in terms of its social organization (aiabdimension) and, second, the preferences esquien the
form of cited authors and cited works, as well asvidledge structures that underlie the researckeckta the
institutional perspective in organizational studieBrazil (an intellectual dimension).

Data. Data were collected through the documentary rekeaf scientific articles published in Brazilian
scientific outlets over a period of fifteen yeamaging from 1993to 2007. The procedures for identifying and
selecting the articles of interest involved: (i) amalysis of sources in order to identify artiobgnterest by
analyzing their titles, abstracts, key words antbauctory section, (ii) an electronic search @& tebsites of
the consulted sources, and (iii) based on thegbaeults so far, an examination of thites curriculum of the
twenty most prominent researchers in terms of pobll articles. These procedures allowed us togtriate
the data sources in order to ensure greater fdlat®garding the selection of articles. Only elgs with
analytical focus guided by the theoretical framdwof the institutional theory were selected, preddhey
were published in annals of congresses of the Braz\cademy of Management [Anpad], (ENANPAD, EnEO
e 3Es) in the fields of organizations and strategyn scientific journals classified ag\‘National > by the
Brazilian Governmental Accreditation Agency of Qrate Programs [CAPES], with an editorial line that
converges with the field of organizational studieslassified in June 2007.

All the selected articles were coded and tabulatextder to construct an organized database. Asitlipidata
extracted from the selected articles enabled thpping of cooperation among researchers through co-
authorship. Conversely, all the cited texts andanst listed in the bibliographic references of fadected
articles were also tabulated and coded, which aitbus to analyze citations and co-citations.

After these steps, 297 articles had been selectetesponding to the production of 256 researctessor
references, out of a total of 10,445, we found thate were 4,625 citations of different works &;@P8 valid
and distinct cited authors.

Based on these data, three stages of researclvddl|@s explained below. The research method eeghlagns
guantitative and the data analysis was centereth@ranalysis of social networks, citation and ¢atwn,
further complemented by the use of multiple regoestechniques.

Stage 1. Evaluation of the expansion and the social organization. The expansion of the institutional
perspective in the field of organizational studigas gquantitatively evaluated through the (relatared
absolute) volume of articles and researchers fdondach year. The researchers were then classafied
continuants, transients, newcomers, terminatoknertimers according to their regularity and disttion of
work throughout the period as adapted from Brad@nzzl and Schubert (2001) and Gordon (2007).

CADERNOS EBAPE. BR, v. 8, n° 2, paper 6, Rio de Janeiro, Jun. 2010 p. 282-301



The development of institutional theory in the field of organization studies Edson Ronaldo Guarido Filho
in Brazil Clévis L. Machado-da-Silva

Social organization of the academic community vegsesented by the construction of co-authorshiworés

in accordance with Liu et al (2005) and Moody (200#br this purpose, we first constructed a two-enod
matrix of incidence between articles and their eetipe authors. This was then transformed into exrande
square matrix of authors, in which each cell ingisathe occurrences of different pairs of co-auhipt
Graphically, this illustrates the co-authorshipwak for scientific production of the field undeiudy. In it,
each node represents a single author and thediesiie co-authorship relations at some time dutiegeriod
under study. Moreover, each group in which resesschre connected to one another is a componesft, ea
configuring different spaces for relationships (WBEIRRMAN; FAUST, 1994).

Stage 2: Analysis of citations and co-citation. To analyze the cited authors we evaluated themprence by
counting the citations each received in publisheitles during the period under study. Co-citationsre
analyzed in accordance with Chen (2006). Firstfribguency of co-citation was determined for eaain pf
authors cited together, whose data were compiledraaw co-citation matrix. This matrix was then wemed
into a similarity matrix, standardizing the co-tiba counts in accordance with Chen (2004) and &srg
Quesada and Moya-Anegén (2007). This results iraahor co-citation network, in that the greater the
similarity coefficient between two cited authorse tcloser they will be placed on the network, sigvthat
they are co-cited with a very similar set of authGREADER; WATKINS, 2006). After that, the similbyri
matrix was redimensioned through exploratory faatalysis, according to the main components medhtd
varimax rotation. We used the scree plot graptacalysis to define the number of factors whosel$alvere
defined from the analysis of the cited authors wiijher factor loading. The extracted factors helpe to
identify intellectual groupings and were also repreged in co-citation networks in the form of natkeibutes.
This procedure was conducted for the two largestpaments of researchers in the field, involvindedént
analytical periods, each originating specific aaton networks; when compared, these allowed udetatify
tendencies and discontinuities in the intellectigalelopment of the field.

Stage 3: Relationship between the social and intéllectual dimensions. The analysis of the relationship
between the social and intellectual dimensions waseducted through the following procedures: (1)
construction of the intellectual affinity networf2) evaluation of the strength of social embeddssirmn the
intellectual structure, considering in the aggreghae social ties between the different groupseséarchers;
(3) evaluation of the strength of direct relatidpsh(dyads) between researchers on the intellestuatture.
For each of these procedures, we considered oslyfitle largest components of the social network of
researchers. The reason for this was their repisamess both in terms of the volume of publishdttles
and the involvement of researchers throughout ¢éneg under study.

Condgruction of the intellectual affinity network. The intellectual affinity network is configured agelational
structure that no longer expresses social co-aliprUnlike what was done in the first stage of gtudy, the
intellectual affinity network is based on the semity between researchers concerning the referghegsite.
Graphically, the more similar are the researchescloser they will be in the resulting network.

For this purpose, the two-mode matrix between reBees and cited authors was transformed into arequ
matrix and then into a similarity matrix of the eascher$ In the resulting network, we applied a variable
attribute to each node, which enabled the ideatifin of each researcher in relation of the compbtzewhich
they belonged in the social co-authorship netwbrking this procedure, only the references shastaden
researchers were considered, which naturally efitath those cited exclusively by one researcher.
Furthermore, in order to reduce the density ofrdseilting network, we included only authors who badn
cited at least eight times in the database. Thesgsulting intellectual affinity network was bdsm a total of
331 cited authors.

Srength of embeddedness through ties. We used the E-I Index algorithm (KRACKHARDT; STERN88) to
evaluate the tendency of researchers in the sampareent to cite authors from the intellectual stresof this
same component when writing a new article. Thergix allows a comparison between the proportiotnesf
within and outside the partitions, which corresptmthe different components identified in the ctkarship
network. Thus, values closer to 1 indicate a teaglémwards external relationships with differentngmnents,
while values closer to -1 show a tendency to estalihternal relationships. The analysis was basethe
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intellectual affinity network and because the conguus originate from social groups, the ties betwaehors
represent the degree of shared references.

Srength of direct relationships. For this purpose, we performed a Double-Dekker MR@nultiple regression
analysis that is normally used to test hypothessgd on dyadic relationships (DEKKER; KRACKHARDT;
SNIJDERS, 2007). In general terms, through thigudare it is possible to evaluate whether one type
relationship influences another, which means a otwegression analysis whose unit of analysiisnore
the researcher, but the immediate ties betweero@mHANNEMAN; RIDDLE, 2005). In the regression
model, the intellectual affinity of researchers whe dependent variable and the dyadic co-authmrshi
relationships were the independent variable, @asdsta Guarido Filho, Machado-da-Silva and Ros§2010).

We used Ucinet 6 and Pajek 1.20 software to cordigiue co-authorship, co-citation and intellectaffihity
networks. Ucinet was also used for the E-I Indgoadhm and the MRQAP regression technique.

Results

The field of research in management in Brazil lenssignificant growth especially since the |d8tdn years.

At least three contextual factors can accounthisr phenomenon: (i) the growing number of MastBegree
and Doctorate programs, (ii) the evaluation pobéyost-graduate programs set by the responsilaeilizm
agency (Capes), which has increased the importanpablishing scientific articles and (iii) the ¢ga space
for scientific communication with the rise of nevongresses promoted by the Brazilian Academy of
Administration (Anpad) since 2000 and the launclifigew periodicals.

In keeping with this trend, the field of researaséd on institutional perspective has seen a gnavwth both
in terms of the academic community and the nhumberrticles being published. In this context, ashawe
recorded elsewhere, this growth has been accompbyigreater cooperation among researchers thropgh
authorship (see GUARIDO FILHO, 2008 and GUARIDO HQ; MACHADO-DA-SILVA; GONCALVES,
2009).

From here on, we will seek to answer our reseamchgse. We will first examine the social organizatof
researchers in order to examine the formation @dlloognitive structures and interaction betweensicial
and intellectual dimensions, which brings us to thecussion on social mechanisms involved in the
construction of scientific knowledge.

Social organization

The production of articles based on the instittigrerspective grew continually throughout the gubrtinder
study. Since 1993, when the first texts were idiextin the selected sources, until 2007, the nurobarticles
grew consistently, as did the involvement of thademic community. Figure 1 shows the number oflagi
produced by year and the successive adherenceseérohers to the institutional perspective to émxpla
organizational phenomena. Every year, more resegrtiecame involved in this type of work, showimat ta
specialized research field is gradually being darsd.
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Figure 1: Publications by year and the adherence of researchersto the institutional perspective
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Source: research results.

However, this quantitative growth has come withegtain social organization among researchers, wt refs
greater collaboration in scientific production. dig 2 shows the co-authorships for specific years.

In 2007, we observe a fragmented network made gewdral small components and isolated authorsggvho
are not represented in the figure). These surrfivadarger components that together account fot%Sof the
network in terms of the number of authors. Thedatgthe main component, includes 20.3% of alktht&ors
and 33.3% of the texts that were published dufregperiod under study. The second largest compoiment
turn, has a lower number, with 14.5% of the tot@hber of researchers and 24.2% of the articlesviket

written.

Figure 2: Configuration of the co-authorship network of researchers
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Note: The nodes in red are authors whose firstigatidn occurred in the respective year of repriegiam (up to 2006). Isolated nodes
in the aggregate co-authorship network consideihtpe periods are not represented. Colors digiiigthe components.

Source: research results.

Contrary to first impressions, the apparent disogdion of the network, although this is a chagastic of the
field under study when observed globally, is reldtea tendency towards a local agglomeration desoThis
can indicate that inequality in formation of rateships could influence research practices andrghaf
perspectives. As we pointed out elsewhere, “thegmee of a network with few connections and witimyna
small components suggests restricted communicabetgeen different parts of the network, which ddog a
tendency to form groups of researchers sharingréifit interests and preferences among themselheshev
epistemological, theoretical or thematic” (GUARIDEILHO, MACHADO-DA-SILVA; GONCALVES,
20009, p.307).

This fact becomes more interesting when we consideinfluence of continuant researchers, those avbo
more regularly and frequently involved in the figld terms of scientific production. We found thaet
organized growth of the network, especially conicgyrihe formation of the larger components, is @lps
linked to their activity in the field. Our findingshowed that continuant researchers are the noifleshe

larger degree, betweenness and flow centralitiess Fggure 3). This means that: (i) they have miee with

other researchers, including less experienced avigish shows stratification of relationshipgii) because
relationships in the scientific field are also ahels of intellectual influence (BORGATTI, 2005)getposition

of continuant researchers on the route of the lotktion relationship between the other authofsentces the
flow and content of information, and can affectestuthors in how they conceive or conduct resetirah
favors shared cognitive structures.
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Figure 3: Centrality and relationships between categories of researchers
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Note: DC = degree centrality; BC = betweennesgaliyt FC = flow centrality. The ties correspomdthe image matrix resulting from
the evaluation of the strength of the ties betwesgagories and the density calculated for the dvaranections between authors in the
field. Only relationships whose density was gretiten the density of the co-authorship matrix veenesidered.

Source: research results.

Distribution of citations

The distribution of citations among authors, coased as a whole, makes it possible to reflect erbses of
knowledge. This is because, on the one hand, #etige of citing is reflexive and at the same timeessary
for scientific communication. As such, it is alsonditioned by the social context. On the other hand
associated with values of scientific ethos proygdionditions for the dynamic of reproduction inadvin the
(re)construction of scientific knowledge (LEYDESDER 1998; MERTON, 1957).

The data collected showed a stratified distributibreitations, since of the 3,998 cited authorsuad 57%
were cited only once, while only 4.8% were cite@roten times. The six most cited authors were:tS¢OR.
with 442 citations; Machado-da-Silva, C.L. with 4difations, DiMaggio, P.J. with 361, Powell, W.Withv
337, Meyer, J.W. with 278 and Fonseca, V.S. with 2ifation. It is worth noting that the presencetved
Brazilians, Machado-da-Silva and Fonseca, amongfdreign authors considered classics in the fidld o
organizational institutionalism could be an indigatof the growing weight that Brazilian researchbave
gained in the intellectual structure of the ingiitnal perspective in the country. This is reinfidoy the fact
that three other Brazilian researchers also figum®ng the most cited authors, with between 150 1&d
citation each: Vieira, M.M.F. with 144, Carvalho,AP. with 122 and Fernandes, B.H.R. with 115. The
existence of authors who were cited far more oftem the majority shows their prominence in thddfie
whether it is because they are considered legiiroaginitive resources and adequate for scientiidyxtion

or because they are seen as conceptual symbolsl(SMA78). Moreover, all the authors mentioned abov
also figured among the cited authors with the hsgheindex (HIRSCH, 2005), a bibliometric index ttha
indicates their representativeness as a valid eieal framework, which indirectly expresses tligiellectual
recognition by researchers in the field under stédithors with greater academic recognition tenbbganore
influential and, therefore, have a greater impacttlte knowledge generated in the practice of sient
production, in that they are also considered faMereesources for sustaining and validating thasdsated in
scientific articles (SMALL, 1978).

Formation of local cognitive structures

The characteristics of the co-authorship networkeskarchers interested in the institutional petspe in
organizational studies raise questions as to hevktiowledge is articulated in the different grotipest were
found. Considering that scientific collaboration ynbe a relevant indicator on social interactiontine
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construction of scientific knowledge, it makes et speculate whether those groups representssface
sharing and spreading ideas, concepts and paranietescientific knowledge. To this end, our praoed
were concentrated on the two largest componentthénco-authorship network in order to reveal their
knowledge structures, as organized from the ceiamitaf authors in selected periods (see Figuraedib). It

is worth pointing out that this procedure adds elet® to the simple act of counting the most citgti@s by
each set of researchers because it constitutéstiamal structure that links cited pairs, enablimgrpretations
as to how authors and texts are jointly articulatettie construction of knowledye

Figure 4: Co-citation networks for the main component
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Figure 5: Co-citation networks for the second largest component
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The transformation of the intellectual structurettd main component can be seen in Figure 4. Duhag
periods under study, the most traditional authbts@ institutional perspective became more prontimehile
the field was becoming more integrated in the campt In the main component, the initial dialogeeAzen
approaches gradually ended up forming a basic unsidleat, in the later years, made connections ettler
perspectives. During this period, the approximatibthe institutional theory with the social netk@nalysis
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is highlighted. Similar movement can be seen iati@h to the number of authors linked to structarast
approach. Because they are more centrally posdiothese authors tended to be used in the coongcti
between the different knowledge domains used Isydtinponent.

Focusing on the second largest component, from-2099, the authors considered classic in studiegioh

the institutional approach is the predominant aically perspective appear in the center in the ¢beaship
network. The ties in blue are cited authors whaespond to researchers in the main component, whose
published works also appear with some emphasithdrupper part of the figure it is important to endthat
there are a number of co-citation groups whoseoasithave been linked to the institutional perspectis
specifically dealt with in this component. Pierreugdieu stands out in studies concerning sociédiand
Michel Foucault and Stewart Clegg in discussiomseeming dependencies of power in the approach.

In the following years, these aspects continuethite shape and in the period from 2005-2007 twe akt
references converge in the foundation of part efbrks of this component: one is more centralugfing the
authors who are seen as classic in the institutjpeigpective in organizations, in addition to theearchers
from the same component and, further to the right.a set of cited authors especially linked to
interorganizational relationships.

Therefore, the data allowed us to conclude thaspitee the widespread sharing of references between
components, this did not preclude their capacitgdopt an identity of their own concerning theefprential
basis for theoretical foundation. The two largesinponents differ from one another in terms of their
articulation of the institutional perspective asbahe popularity and prominence of authors atetlcivorks.
Finally, these characteristics proved to be vemdgenous, although not perfectly so within the conemts.
This shows a relatively high rate of internal cagemce and brings them closer, with limitationsteir
characterization as a group. Nevertheless, sa f&ppears more prudent to say only that from tthesoretical
framework, the components followed a pathway déliattual delimitation that distinguishes them frome
another.

A further point that deserves to be mentioned camog the two larger components is the fact thay thave
high rates of self-citation while the percentageitdtions among themselves is quite low. Theisater 70%
for the second component and 90% for the firseims of citations for researchers in their grougelation to
the total number of researchers in the five largestponents of the social co-authorship networlothar
interesting aspect is that, in the main comportente of the most widely read authors are membetised

own co-authorship network: Machado-da-Silva, Foaseal Crubellate are cited respectively in 82.0840%
and 60.0% of the articles produced by this samepoment during the period under analysis. Howevey, df
these authors are not even mentioned among therawtino are proportionally most cited or widelydea
the second largest component. The exception isdeanbut even so with a more modest level of poipyia

published works (37.04%), in relation to the maimponent.

The reverse is also true. Three researchers freragbond largest component are among the mostyvaitied

by articles produced in their own co-authorshipuoek. Vieira, Carvalho and Misoczky are found regpwely

in 55.56%, 51.85% and 33.33% of the articles phbtisat this time; however, when we look at the main
component, they appear far less often and arenrmaigthe most cited or widely read.

The data obtained from these analyses for the angest components of the co-authorship networkateae
certain level of specificity in the cognitive sttues of each, suggesting that it is possible ttetstand them
as separate units, with social and intellectudlfesa of their own. The connections between speaffpects of
the intellectual base subjacent to each one of tles@al preferences of the researchers in eacharmnp
which results in a distinctive profile concerningwhthe institutional perspective is used for thalgsis of
organizational phenomena. It is believed that thinoa qualitative study of the content, these aspsmild be
examined further and reveal with greater clarity lcope of differences or divergences between amitall,
epistemological and thematic assumptions withinetween different groups of researchers.
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Relationship between the social and the intellectual

The comparison between the two largest componentsecning the formation of their intellectual bafews
us to state that, despite sharing certain eleméots, were constructed differently, and this gitlesm a
configuration of their own. Figure 6 illustratesstaspect through continuant researchers, assariai origin
of the two largest components of co-authorship waitlvising relationships at the Doctorate and Master
Degree levels. It is interesting to note that, desphe original guidance relationship, both congrs
developed separately, which may indicate diffepgaterences concerning how to approach the orgaoniza
phenomenon in the light of institutionalism.

Figure 6: Relationship between continuant researchers
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Note: the co-authorship ties are for 1993-2007.

Source: research results, based on data avaitabiettie Lattes Platform (GUARIDO FILHO; MACHADO-DAISVA;
GONGALVES, 2009).

In order to evaluate this matter, we sought to@eplurther the relationship between the socialiatadlectual
dimensions. As shown in the methodological procesigection, we once again used the network andtysis
this purpose, but in this case our aim was toedla researchers according to their similaritterms of the
references they used in their works. Thus, theafdbe network do not represent co-authorshipticela but
rather the similarity of the set of cited authdisvertheless, for easier viewing, we applied d#ffiércolors to
the nodes depending on the component of the soetabork in which each researcher is included. The
resulting network shows the intellectual affinitp@ng researchers.

As showed in Figure 7, researchers with differgation profiles are represented by nodes thatistant from
each other; the more distant, the more differemtrésearchers are in terms of what they cite. Gealye the
closer the nodes are to each other, the more sithdaresearchers are in terms of their citatiadfilpr In this
case, the proximity of researchers would revealrahtommunities, i.e., sets of researchers whoesthe
same intellectual basis whether or not they arectlir connected for scientific production. The velat point
here is the evidence of a strong correlation betweese natural communities and co-authorship coegs,
as was shown in the co-authorship network. Stedistechniques back up these results.
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Figure 7 : Similarity of researchers based on the references they cite
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Source: research results.

This finding shows that there is a close relatigméietween the social and intellectual dimensionthé field
under study, so much so that the results were roosfi and strengthened by the E-I Index and MRQAP
statistical tests. The former jointly evaluates ttegree to which connections between researchetisein
intellectual affinity network occur with other meers of the same component. The results show thaies
tend to concentrate internally within the composé€gt| Index = -0.214, p<0.05), which appears tpleasize
the idea that relationships in a component tendflicence the knowledge framework used as a basitudies
and also that the cognitive structure of a compoieemore likely to serve as a theoretical fourmtatihan
theoretical frameworks that are predominant in otharts of the field. Meanwhile, the latter statisk
procedure evaluates the direct relationships incttagion profile of researchers. The results shbat the
strength of intellectual affinity tends to be ge¥athe higher the frequency of collaboration betwéee
researchers (R= 0.176, p<0.001), revealing the considerablei@rite of dyadic relationships in the theoretical
foundation adopted by researchers.

Discussion: social mechanisms

The results so far allow us to conclude that ctxanghip relations, besides showing evident linkisvben
researchers in terms of collaboration, also reffaxial processes that extrapolate the dyadicioesdtip
between actors. In other words, although it is @vidthat in co-authorship relationships researcBeese
common reference frameworks, the results of thiskwahow a structural dimension in terms of shared
understandings that overlap the direct ties betwieem and that do not depend on them directly. @rone
hand, this brings us back to socialization processgolved in the researchers’ intellectual folimafprocess;

on the other hand, the findings are linked to titelliectual delimitation itself, favoring a partiatuperspective,
homogenizing the intellectual structure and confogtio social and symbolic frontiers. With thisrmnd, we
dedicated this section to the discussion of theltsee$ound in light of social mechanisms that canhelpful
when it comes to understanding the constructiastentific knowledge.

Thus, we conducted the interpretative analysisi®fset of information found so far, attributingtta meaning
based on three types of social mechanisms: re#dtiongnitive, and political/intellectual. We wouide to
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make it clear that the separating these is hightgatex and an attempt to do so didactically wilulein some
redundancy throughout the text since the relatistraktures are also processes of communicatieeaiction
between researchers, culturally constituted andmerely conductors or a locus of information (MISEH
2003).

Cognitive mechanisms

The first aspect worth mentioning has to do withogmizing articles as symbolic elements. They ae n
conceptions reduced to what is written because taeyy widely shared beliefs, values and ideasaw h
scientific knowledge might be organized and commateid (SCOTT, 2003). According to Giddens (1987),
articles are better understood as social practidessuch, they are consumed and, therefore, caliynu
interpreted and modified throughout the procegssansmission of ideas.

Nevertheless, we agree with Strang and Meyer (18%4)this process is not dealt with mechanicailgh
ideas flowing directly by way of social relationssi We are dealing with theorization processelan while
ideas are interpreted and cognitively organizeey thre also diffused and articulated in broadeemsehof
meaning. These in their turn serve as parameterafiauring knowledge. In this sense, the theddmaiccurs
under the ongoing knowledge construction and how fieing coded, abstracted and converted intcedhar
interpretation schema. Furthermore, it is also iadpto the researchers themselves in that theynbiegi
perceive themselves and be perceived by otheimdars

The notion of similarity developed by Strang andykte(1994) has to do with the degree to which share
understandings are perceived by researchers tioreta what is practiced in a certain field, tlagsving as a
guide for the diffusion of ideas, either by giviogntinuity to that which is perceived as a suitabtelel or by
social embeddedness. In this sense, it can acalbett partially, for the fact that the componemtspecially

the two largest, have different intellectual stanes, with different degrees of involvement of airtcited
works and authors. Each has its own theoreticahdwork, in which ontological, and epistemological
preferences would be supported, suggesting shaméerstandings among the members of each components
concerning how organizational phenomena can berstode from the institutional perspective.

However, although similarity may be associated siticial relationships and the intellectual strugtuhis
does not allow us to consider the commitment cdaeshers to the perspective for which they folldis is
now a question of solidarity, which has to do withellectual strengthening and the tendency towards
embeddedness identified in the field or in paritoffhe research results show this, especially whdow
degree of crossed citations between the two largmsponents was found, along with a significanilghh
volume of self-citations. The question of solidanhay also explain the negative E-l Index conceyrime
propensity of relationships inside the componehesE aspects, therefore, are related to the ladidiation
made evident by the knowledge generated by the apemt and how it is based.

Taken together, similarity and solidarity refertb@ matter of social identification, i.e., a pracéy which a
certain vision of the world, here having to do witow knowledge is articulated with organizational
phenomena, gains an advantage over those with whembers of a certain community interact, defining a
shared sense of reality (MACHADO-DA-SILVA; NOGUEIRAR001). This aspect refers to the results found
through analysis of the intellectual affinity netkioorganized through the citation profiles of theearchers in
each component, positioning them closely withoyt@msideration of their social relationship, braying the
social influence in the formation of interpretativ@meworks.

Thus, both aspects (similarity and solidarity) sheowelationship with the diffusion of ideas, mopedfically
how the institutional perspective is articulatedhwirganizational studies, which converges withfthdings,
from the uniquely mode of appropriation of the itagibnal theory through the largest componenthafield.
Thus, the finding that the intellectual structufahe field, or even its components, has been paated and
combined theoretical elements, as representedeirtdlicitation networks, requires considerationsutltoe
processes of translation arfmlicolage (CAMPBELL, 2005), respectively, concerning the wstinent or
combination of elements that configure the thecatframework for the construction of knowledgeedted in
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the same way, they appear to explain certain fgglin that they lead to developments that involsteonly the
sharing of ideas but also normative aspects apceisis.

Cognitive mechanisms, therefore, may involve iettlial preferences as to how the perspective shmild
organized, which accounts for the differences betwe cognitive structures, the prominence andlpagy

of cited authors and texts in the components. Afingrto our findings, the researchers articulate th
knowledge in the field so as to reflect the way thay believe the understanding of organizatigh&nomena
should be established in light of the institutiopatspective. The incorporation of knowledge mawlve an
attempt to maintain a certain degree of identificaamong researchers, which was most visibly detnaied
within the components themselves, attributing tenththe potential for embeddedness, combining new
elements in the current structure, adjusting arehgimg, but without moving away from its fundaménta
cognitive base. This may also account for the fiaat they remain different, even with the growthtloé
network. However, translation mechanisms throughlbetknowledge construction processes may involve a
debate over the academic recognition and legitimaicyhe perspectives defended by different sets of
researchers and by actors with greater power toeine scientific production. As will be seen, gomith
relational elements this aspect may help accourthéfact that the development of the two largengonents

in the field occurred in parallel, defining not yrdocial co-authorship boundaries but also therétieal
framework for producing works.

Finally, it could be argued that social connectitale place due to intellectual affinity, an aspestified by

the idea of similarity discussed above. Although typothesis is highly plausible, we understarad ithis not

the primary mechanism in the social configuratibthe co-authorship components. We believe thastioeal
organization of the groups of researchers couldiodwough an approximation between them because th
mutually recognize each other as similar in hovy theiculate knowledge, although our findings pdimthe
role of continuant researchers in the receptionesfcomers and their predominance in terms of ptamuc
Therefore, although the social configuration caisdme extent be explained through similarity mersmas,
what the results show is also the presence ofior&dt mechanisms, especially evident in the larger
components.

Relational mechanisms

Concerning the aspects discussed so far, theralsyaelational implications, assuming that thenemtion
between researchers refers to forms of co-authmestd mutual recognition, that go beyond any isdlaict of
scientific production. In this way, relational medsms have a widespread influence on the behaf/awtors,
either as channels for diffusing practices andgestsves or in how they mutually identify each oftwe in the
articulation of ideas for understanding organizaighenomena. In this sense, relational mechanisaysbe
associated to retaining knowledge in the fieldphawng its dissemination, legitimization and incorgtion, in
addition to the social organization itself as difat intellectual groups.

As the research results show, there is a fragmédiatield with five larger components, two of whictasd out
among the others, both in terms of number of rebeas and the volume of articles produced duriegtriod
under study. We have previously discussed somessgigt might account for this formation, espégitde
fact that they remain distant, even though thelfiel growing. We concluded that this has to do \tlith
processes of similarity and solidarity of theseugs) which end up emphasizing their collective fitgn
defining them not only socially but intellectualljdowever, our findings also refer to the effects of
characteristics of social relationships that supih@se processes, which means considering théiothef the
diffusion of ideas and the sharing of ideas doess aoour haphazardly, but through social networks of
researchers. These characteristics involve stegtaf preferential attachment and stratificatiorhiciv
influence the academic communication system.

Within the two largest components were structuresacterized by the presence of certain researehttra
higher number of connections than the others, wpitithem in a better position to control the rietsl flow
within the network, which also confers upon themager influence on the dynamic of constructingfigld. In
both components, the most central authors arecalstnuants, and are also the ones who have beiee ac
longest in the field. Although there are variatioosncerning the differences between the structural
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characteristics of these components, it was evithaitthe growth of the field took place surrougdthem.
Different reasons can be given for this, as wilsben below.

The first reason has to do with the fact that beedbere are more central and continuant authussinplies
that they should be considered as forces of dissdion and legitimization of the knowledge of thedd due

to the social capital they have accumulated (ZUCKERRBY, 1996). As such, they may be concerned with
cultivating relationships that can carry forware thtellectual developments in which they are ingdl Less
intentionally, the more central authors have a dighumber of relationships, activating a wide raofe
contacts, which makes them appear more prominenvisible as an influential information channel
(WASSERMAN; FAUST, 1994). Therefore, it could bedsthat researchers with these characteristics tmigh
be seen as leaders in that they promote the disagam of ideas, mobilize structures and are bekived
production of scientific knowledge.

Furthermore, according to Braun, Glanzel and Sahul2©01), continuants play an important role ie th
construction of knowledge, especially in the coistion of production and articulation with othextegories
of authors, such as newcomers or transients. Meregentinuants act as disseminators, maintainihggla
degree of connectivity with other actors (WAGNEREMDESDORFF, 2005). Under these circumstances,
their performance in the structuration of the fiet@urs through mechanisms of preferential attachnadich
means that the relationships between researchemsnaqually distributed, with higher concentratamnthe
most prominent, which tends to underline their hdggree of connectivity. Therefore, the idea ofisdoc
stratification in co-authorship networks for scigatproduction, according to the findings of tissidy, allows
us to believe in the more consistent performanaeedhin researchers in the structuration of coraptsnand,
as a result, in the intellectual structure of il&df Researchers whose reputations stand out ohate access
to resources such as experience or knowledge ¢einel accessed more and, because of this, seeraasadn
their prestige at the same time as they also infla¢he knowledge that is produced (see MERTONG Ho@l
MOODY, 2004). Both of these aspects appear to reakee in light of the results of this study.

It is worth noting that these same researchershase greater betweenness centrality, a charaitdtiat is

structurally linked to their potential control aftéractions. In the situation under study, thismsean the one
hand, dependence on the part of other authorsoarttie other hand, their influence on the circafatf ideas
in the field, considering that we are dealing vathauthorship networks of scientific works, whicleans the
articulation of ideas.

Once again, this has to do with the probable infteeof these authors on the cognitive structuresitr&l
authors tend to spread their ideas more rapidthenfield and due to this increased visibility thiepd to be
consumed more than the others. This can be sdbke data concerning to what extent Brazilian redeas are
represented in the references and their populiaritiye field, especially within the components ihieh they
are included.

The research results also show other situationghich relational mechanisms influence the inteilatt
structure. In this case, the structural charadiesi®f the social network, especially resultingnfr aspects of
stratification and betweenness, have an influemcthe reference base of the field, as found byEthéndex

and the MRQAP technique. At first sight, a newtieteship in the component appears to suffer forenettiect

of embeddedness, i.e., existing relationships reaveertain force in favor of promotion or intellesitu
alignment.

However, it is worth reflecting on the fact thaisting relationships in the components are notisal from
the intellectual structure; on the contrary, theysupported by it, making sense and ensuringrieagt for the
favored perspective. For this reason, the effeth@embeddedness, resulted of the social relaijpsiscannot
be understood in a linear fashion, from the sawahe intellectual, but rather recursively, rafegrto the
aforementioned cognitive mechanisms. Likewisediffasion of new ideas can also be viewed this vifatie

construction of the institutional perspective rgesinew ideas, this means that they have beenmexsand
articulated with the knowledge in the field. Asyttare incorporated into new works, they also undergocial
evaluation, so that, if they are accepted, theyagay the existing co-authorship channels to camyheir
diffusion.
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Relational mechanisms of betweenness and strétificenay also encourage the consumption of ceitisias,
favoring their acceptance and stimulating new mesealhese mechanisms may also be responsible for
dissemination beyond the boundaries of the compsnsimce the reputation that has been achievetgin
researchers, along with the fact that they are misie prolific, results in their becoming a refarerbase for
the development of new works. On the other handy ttan also provide legitimacy for these studies,
establishing a contact point with the corpus of videdge already recognized and considered valid
(VERGARA; CARVALHO JR., 1995; McKINLEY; MONE; MOON1999; OFORI-DANKWA; JULIAN,
2005). In other words, relational aspects can @foence a wide range of researchers through ¢kalting
cognitive structure in the field, even if there a@ social relationships among them. The findingghe
intellectual affinity network and the degree of plapity achieved by certain texts and authors @nftbld as a
whole can also be conditioned by this aspect. im sknse, it could be said that the formation dtinah
communities, in some cases, precedes co-authoedhtpnships.

Political/intellectual mechanisms

Political/Intellectual mechanisms are processesutjit which the construction of the institutionatgpective
occurred by way of intellectual debate for the geition of knowledge claims concerning the mostoaede
way to interpret the phenomena in the field. Iis h@nse, it involves the cognitive and relatiosgleats that
have already been considered.

What has been dealt with so far has shown a fragudield organized around two large componergswo

sets of researchers which have grown in parallehbuwith equal representation in terms of hundierticles
published and the adhesion of members of the adad@mmunity. This segmentation of the social strue

in accordance with Diani (2003b), favors the imetibal debate in which the components, by abstainom

cooperation, can adopt a competitive stance betifeenselves. In such circumstances, on the one daed
not seem contradictory to say that these comporésisform social and symbolic frontiers, defentdgdheir

members, since both have shown a close connecttbrperspectives, associated with intellectual éeskip
and mechanisms of stratification and solidarity. t&& other hand, the intellectual choices of themonents
over time may also represent the competitive el¢nmethe field; they show that there are differenes to
how to understand the institutional perspectivéhm context of organizational studies so as tomize the
chances of cooperation.

One of the developments concerning this aspechdgeai to do with theorization, more specificallfhvbne
particular cognitive mechanism that is commonlyltdeath in the literature on social movements adlle
framing (see BENFORD; SNOW, 2000 and CAMPBELL, 200%his mechanism assumes that the
dissemination of ideas does not occur neutrally ibumediated by interpretation schema that organize
knowledge in the sense of establishing the aligritbetween the perspectives of disseminators argiviers.
More than this, as explained by Lounsbury, Venttesw Hirsch (2003), frames refer to the contextshich
appropriate and shared models are constructeallirked to political action. In a more criticatrsion, this
type of mechanism may be understood as the usesafuise in favor of sectional interests, which ldou
require qualitative content or discourse analysecgdures to examine these aspects. Nevertheless]lyp
considered as a reflection of the conversationahyc among actors, it may have a closer connetaitine
notion of institutional logic, as suggested by Mefdand Scott (2005), referring to collective intetation
and social construction processes linked to shapgditive structures, but which are the oppositethier
groups. In the latter sense, it is possible tobdistaa connection with the aspects that have bieatt with
throughout this study.

The idea of framing as a mechanism for the construof scientific knowledge in the institutionagqgpective
in organizational studies can be expressed stalftiny the parallel development of the two maimponents
in this field of study. Each of them shows certsigns of internal homogeneity concerning the fotiodeof
the knowledge they produce in articles, which migistult from their epistemological preferences. &dwer,
they showed a greater tendency to introspectiah, mduced cross citation, citing themselves argelr scale
and emphasizing their intellectual structure thtotlge embeddedness of their members. They alsolieere
organized surrounding the oldest authors in thigl,fimany of these classified as continuants, whaldco

CADERNOS EBAPE. BR, v. 8, n° 2, paper 6, Rio de Janeiro, Jun. 2010 p. 295-301



The development of institutional theory in the field of organization studies Edson Ronaldo Guarido Filho
in Brazil Clévis L. Machado-da-Silva

performed in the sense of guiding the understandireir followers, as discussed in the sectionceoning
relational mechanisms. In addition, this situatioes beyond the normative aspect associated vetimtrnal
theoretical framework of the component. It has tovdth the defense of interests, involving rhetaaind
discourse, which may be in favor of certain perSpes and may not legitimize others in the proaasthe
construction of knowledge According to Merton (199eing involved in science also means a purduit o
recognition and legitimacy in the scientific comniynwhich rarely occurs without intellectual digpu
(ASTLEY, 1985; WILLMOTT, 1993). The structural eedce we found favors the consideration of this
aspect. Not that this should be understood as-plan@ed strategic action, but in the sense ohtidrally
promoting the dissemination of certain interpremframeworks.

As we have seen, the social organization aroundehgally positioned actors in co-authorship neksdends
to promote them as a force of dissemination anititégation in terms of the construction of the agpgech. In
these circumstances, they can also be seen asaggrenf symbolic and material resources connetded
scientific activity, especially through potentialissumed positions outside of the co-authorshiparkt,
sometimes playing a political role in the field atigerefore, involving their co-authorship network.

In this sense, some additional developments mapnfbered concerning the political articulation: {je co-
authorship networks and the expression of theinitiog framework in the intellectual structure bétfield can
be seen as ways to promote reliability and acceptaf ideas by involving and stimulating greatearsiy
with consequences in terms of intellectual recagmitboth for the researchers themselves and tspgeive
they support; (ii) there may be an influence in itheartial production of knowledge, stimulating deenic
disputes and the sometimes ideological defensermsppctives; (iii) the self-reference charactesstnd the
tendency towards embeddedness caused by relapenstihin the components might limit the circulatiof
ideas to restricted research circles, influencioigpliination or articulation with other interpretatsoproduced
externally, which may be undervalued or consideneduitable, establishing a situation of intellettua
enclosure. However, these aspects are merely tleabgossibilities that have yet to be investigato much
so that the evidence resulting from research doegrove that they exist in the dynamic of thediel

Conclusions

In this study, we investigated the constructionsoientific knowledge, focusing on the institutideal in
organizational studies in Brazil under the assumpthat it is a recursive process between the Isaoid
intellectual dimensions, in which relational, cdiy@ and political/intellectual mechanisms are iwed.

We chose to consider scientific production in therf of articles as a source of data for analysiabse we
recognize that articles are also symbolic elemientisat they condense the language in the confexieaning

of the agents (GUARIDO FILHO, 2008). As such, tleeg consumed and, therefore, continually interdrete
and modified. Moreover, scientific articles expressial practices, bearing widely shared values [miefs
regarding the processes of organization and conuation of the scientific knowledge (GIDDENS, 1987,
SCOTT, 2003).

Our major findings are summarized as follows:

Quantitative evolution in terms of researchers artitles: around 20% a year, with higher levels of
activity in recent years;

Elaboration of the social organization around th&titutional perspective, with greater cooperation
between researchers and the formation of co-adtipordusters, with the two largest being
responsible for 34.7% of researchers and 57.6%oalugtion for the period;

Intellectual consolidation in terms of knowledgeustures (identifiable citation pattern and intetieal
preferences) discernible in different social clisste

Creative articulation of theory with acknowledgemeh local researchers as valid references, and
identifiable cognitive structures represented ligsighcratic co-citation maps.
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The emphasis on certain social mechanisms as geEx@s the construction of the institutional pectipe in
organizational studies in Brazil has greatly highited aspects that have to do with the potentiklence of
certain actors, being intellectually articulatedtermediating relationships and guiding the waywinich
knowledge is produced or even the founding of dognirameworks that are disseminated in the fiklé to
the influence of their reputation and productivi§evertheless, these considerations should nohterstood
disjointedly with more wide ranging knowledge sinites highly unlikely that the construction ofettiield
would be simply the result of deliberate actiorisud the construction of the institutional perspectannot be
boiled down to the intentional actions of certasaarchers of sets of researchers, although d ets&d depend
on them.

It is worth emphasizing that the accumulation afWledge is a social process and, therefore, thelolement
of a theoretical perspective is connected to nstérconformity, with what is considered acceptadohel
desirable. The configurations of the intellectualiture, in this sense, imply reference framewdoksaction,
although they themselves are a product of precegaliagtices, reproduced through the dynamic of gfien
production, and organized according to the collatiam networks. Therefore, although a theoretipgireach
can be defined paradigmatically in the context®fntellectual program as defined by the agentbencourse
of their scientific activity, our findings favor derstanding them not as a packed model but onéstbagoing.

In these circumstances, it is important to beamind that knowledge in a specific field, as is tase of
organizational studies, does not develop linearty @annot be considered homogenously regardintiectieal
interests, social relationships, symbolic recognitietc. In this light, we believe that, as para&ocial system

in continuous (re)production, an analytical perigecsuch as the institutional theory in organizadl studies
can be understood diachronically as a movementhithwintellectual interactions are in flux, recuntlg
influencing (and they themselves being influencgll the reference system adopted by the actors glurin
scientific production. Synchronically, however, the agency level, an approach can be expressed in a
intellectual debate. In this case, it is intereptio attend to the possibilities of active parttipn of
researchers, competitively or cooperatively, irofanf preferred perspectives (with their own intetgtion of
organizational phenomena), with implications foe tlevelopment of the field in the form of scientifi
production and legitimization of worldviews andalmdirectly, for the establishment of the boutekof the
field in question.

To conclude, one final point deserves to be meatioconcerning the discussion of the results irt ligithe
social mechanisms. The option to interpret the doghi results based on cognitive, relational and
political/intellectual processes has to do not wathconcern over generalizing the results but rather
transferability of mechanisms in different situasoor different fields. As these mechanisms hatendbeen
studied with a variety of implications, their usetlis study allows us to advance beyond this @dar case.
Furthermore, the findings resulting form the reskeaprocedures should not be understood as faithful
expressions of reality, running the risk of beimgited to the formalism of the analyses. On thetreoy, they
need to be recognized as a collection of eviderttehacan help to explain the social process inttiatuse of
mechanisms is seen as an analytical device (HEDSRRWEDBERG, 1996; McADAM, 2003; TILLY,
2001). From what we have seen, therefore, we erigghtizat although the inadequacy of the term may be
misleading, the use of social mechanisms has natirtp with the establishment of causal relatiopsimn a
strict sense, despite reflecting the predominarica design of an explanatory nature. There is,aut,fa
concern over investigating and recognizing elem#éras are part of the social process of the strattn of
scientific knowledge.
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’ The following sources were used for this study: Revista de Administragcdo de Empresas (RAE), Revista de Administracdo de Empresas
Eletronica (RAE-E), Revista de Administracdo da Universidade de S&o Paulo (RAUSP), Revista de Administracdo Contemporanea
(RAC), Revista de Administragcdo Contemporanea Eletronica (RAC-E), Revista de Administracdo Publica (RAP), Organizacfes &
Sociedade (O&S), Revista Eletrdnica de Administracdo (REAd), Revista BASE, Cadernos EBAPE.br, Revista de Administragcao
Mackenzie (RAM), Brazilian Administration Review (BAR), Annals of the Brazilian Academy of Management Meeting (EnANPAD),
Annals of the Brazilian Organizational Studies Meeting (EnEQO) and Annals of the Brazilian Organizational Strategy Meeting (3Es). The
journals that were evaluated for 2007 were limited to those available up to the date when data collection ceased, with the last editions to
be consulted being : RAE-E, 6(2); RAE, 47(4); RAP, 41(5); Cadernos EBAPE, 5(4); RAC, 11(4); RAC-E, 1(3); BAR, 4(3); RAUSP, 42(4);
READ, 13(3); RAM, 8(4); BASE, 4(3); O&S, 14(2).
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4 The measurement used for correlating citations was the cosine, in accordance with Chen (2006), highlighting its suitability for studies like
this one.

> The statistical analysis of the degree of centrality of the researchers revealed a preferential choice for continuants, i.e., they attracted a
significantly higher number of collaborators than most of the others. This also shows their tendency to guide entrants in the field, resulting

in their concentrating an increasingly higher number of collaborators in the network (NEWMAN, 2001a). The test to adjust to the power
function was significant (p<0.001) with a high coefficient of determination (R=0.812) and exponent —1.78.

% Further information on the comparison of the components can be found in Guarido Filho (2008).
7 Such as the status of the researcher in academic circles, his position in the groups and organizations pertaining to the field of
organizational studies such as roles as a coordinator in research programs or an editor of a periodical or member of a regulating body

such as Brazilian Academy of Management [Anpad] and its academic divisions, Brazilian Governmental Accreditation Agency of
Graduate Programs [CAPES] or the Brazilian Agency for Scientific and Technological Development [CNP(].
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