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ABSTRACT

This article is based on the assumption that thestcoction of scientific knowledge is a social prss
characterized by the recursive dynamic betweersdl@l and intellectual dimensions. In light ofststatement,
we investigated how the construction of the insitial perspective is delineated in the contextrginizational
studies in Brazil from 1993 to 2007. The study @&sdd on documentary research of articles published
scientific journals and at academic events. Far phirpose, we analyzed social networks and usdibistric
indicators in order to map the cooperation relafiops between researchers and intellectual framevbased
on the cited authors. The results show the inflaent social relationships in the process of comsing
scientific knowledge. The findings reveal that éxpansion of the field is based on the growing @iation of a
social organization with close links to the actestof continuant and transient researchers. Ttiesemstances
denote the stratification both of production anel telationships between authors, since continuashtr@nsient
researchers are responsible for the intermediatiomelations and the consolidation of production tire
academic field that is being analyzed. The findirdso reveal a secondary dynamic of the activités
researchers located on the margin of the netwodkilaen presence of Brazilian researchers among ts aited
authors, an indication of a legitimized local iteetual base.
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INTRODUCTION

The field of organizational studies has broadlyedeped over the past fifty years. In the course of
these five decades, different theoretical perspesthave been developed and put to the test, méking
a highly creative period. Different rational modkés/e been contrasted and also combined with others
that place emphasis on political or cultural dimens, showing the growing concern over broader
levels of analysis and different facets of the smuinent (Scott, 2001).

In this context, one perspective in particular len increasingly highlighted: organizational
institutionalism, notably its sociological realmg€n, Goodstein, & Scott, 2002; Farashahi, Hafsi, &
Molz, 2005; Machado-da-Silva & Fonseca, 1993; Mihiu& Fein, 1999; Scott, 2001). According to
Greenwood, Oliver, Sahlin and Suddaby (2008), tistitutional theory is probably the dominant
approach in organizational studies. In their tilayeman and David (2008) state that it constitutes
the predominant perspective in the submissionsg¢ddrganization and Management Theory Division
at the recent annual meetings of the Academy ofdgament. In Brazil, data of this nature are not yet
available, but the adherence of researchers angrtingng number of studies from this perspective is
notable, according to Machado-da-Silva, FonsecaGmdbellate (2005), Rossoni (2006), Caldas and
Fachin (2007) and Guarido Filho (2008).

From the point of view of the sociology of knowledgve consider it important to understand the
social processes involved in the construction aérgfic knowledge regarding to the intellectual
program of the field. In this sense, it would bayglible to raise the question of how the institwdio
perspective program evolveahd how much it has been gaining in prominencehim gcientific
community. Before that, however, it is necessaryniap the development of organizational
institutionalism, and it was with this purpose innththat we sought in this article to trace the
trajectory of the institutional perspective in fiedd of organizational studies in Brazil from emipal
data concerning the scientific publications rangirgm 1993 to 2007. We also use the expression
organizational studies to include works classifisdstrategy in organizations on Brazilian territ@y
it does not make sense to treat them separately thieanstitutional analysis perspective is used.

Therefore, the present study aims to evaluate rikgtltionalization of the institutional theory in
organizational studies in Brazil from descriptivedicators of a longitudinal base that portray the
origin and the expansion that has taken placedenteyears.

To this end, the article has been organized intio $ections in addition to this introduction. Irder

to position the reader on the aspects upon whishatticle is based, the first section deals witih o
preliminary considerations concerning organizatigmstitutionalism and the construction of scieiotif
knowledge. This is followed by a description of thethodological procedures we have used in the
empirical examination of articles published in aatil academic outlets over the period 1993-2007.
The results are presented in the third section,revivee discuss through network analysis and
bibliometric indicators (i) the quantitative expammsof the number of researchers and papers based o
organizational institutionalism, (ii) the networkgture of cooperation among researchers and (iii)
the theoretical framework of the papers in termthefmost cited authors. Conclusions and analytical
implications are presented in the last section.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Concerning Organizational Institutionalism

The institutional theory reflects transformatiohattoccurred in the field of organizational studies
especially from the mid nineteen sixties, a penarked by works in favor of the open systems
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models (Scott, 1995). However, it differs from siasstudies of organizations in the notion of the
environment, no longer treated as an entity tlest diutside the organization. This was due to ) th
greater focus on environmental attributes thataoee specific to the interorganizational relatidpsh
instead of aspects that influence structures oaviels of individual organizations, such as scgrcit
and complexity; (ii) the expansion of the levelarfalysis from a single organization and its closest
partners to populations, communities and orgaminatifields; and especially (iii) the consideratian
other environmental facets that involve symbolipeass in the form of social and cultural elements
that act in conjunction with the economic and nmiatelimension (Scott, 1995).

Under the institutional perspective, attentionasdpto the relationship of mutual influence between
organizations and organizational fields on the loaed and broader normative and cultural structures
on the other. This perspective pays attention tev hastitutionalized values in society permeate
organizational structures and forms, considerimge@essary to enrich analyses of instrumental &spec
with reflections on cultural and symbolic elemeiits the organizational study. In this sense,
legitimacy, often associated with adaptation anceptability of social values, arises as a relevant
category of analysis that is at the least equivaiernthe importance ascribed to technical efficienc
(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Sgo2001). Thus, institutionalization is a
process conditioned by the logic of conformity twially accepted norms and the incorporation of a
knowledge system constructed throughout sociakast®n, which constitute parameters both for
action and for the conception of reality of so@ators. Organizations, in this sense, articulagdr th
behavior and structures in relation to the charmties of the institutional context in search of
legitimacy and social acceptance (DiMaggio & Pow&l83; Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Scott & Meyer;
1991).

In synthesis, we can state that, in organizatiatadlies, this approach pays special attention to
institutional aspects of the environment, in coojion with their technical dimension. In this senise
considers the implicatiorsoncerning action and organizational behavior,dist investigates themes
connected to the understanding of processes oliptioth, maintenance and transformation of social
norms and the ascension of institutional structumed organizational forms, encompassing their
relationship with the influence of formal and infaal norms, institutional change and cultural bslief
among other matters (Powell, 1991; Scott & Mey881).

Concerning the Construction of Scientific Knowledge

We agree, in accordance with Astley (1985), Da2B06), DiMaggio (1995), Fuller (2002) and
Weick (1995), that the construction of scientificokvledge is well understood as a social dynamic
represented by a number of interactions of actora scientific field. In this process, to study an
analytical perspective such as the institutionabtli means recognizing that it embraces an ongoing
social and theoretical (re)construction. As subls, ineans, on the one hand, enquiring about the way
in which ideas, concepts and their inherent assompbecome legitimate and last over time; on the
other hand, and complementarily, it means undedigrthe peculiarities of this intellectual program
In other words, it is the investigation of the resiue process between the social and intellectual
dimensions (Guarido Filho, 2008).

Thus, the action of researchers producing, intéimyreand mobilizing themselves for their ideas are
the object of research in light of the conditionk the academic organization and objectified
knowledge, which are in turn a medium and outcorhesadentific activity. We agree that the
knowledge produced through scientific activity (matly taking the form of academic publications as
articles) represent a certain world view which, wishared, influences interpretation and, therefore,
the understanding of the phenomena under studg. ddes not preclude implications in the choice of
research problems and strategies, analytical cagsgwalidation criteria and other aspects assedia
with the dynamic of scientific activity.
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Concerning the Aims of the Study

Faced with the complexity involved in researchimpkledge as a social process, we have opted to
adopt a methodology that makes it possible to shabeit descriptively, certain aspects that we
consider relevant to the outcome of this studyh&case of the institutionalization of the ingtdnal
theory in organizational studies in Brazil, we urstiend that, as a state (unlike a process), aicerta
degree of permanence is presumed in the environaiesdientific production, supported by a broad
segment of researchers who cooperate in the sémssigning and adopting a theoretical framework
that will enable some kind of differentiation inlatton to other perspectives available in the field
Thus, we emphasize that the adopted procedures gueded for evidence that could indicate the
settlement of the institutional analysis framewarkthe context of organizational studies. We are
conscious that they do not represent all theolediesumptions that we believe guide a broaderdfne
research regarding the construction of scientifiloidedge and that in this study they are only
partially represented.

METHODOLOGICAL PROCEDURES

The research design of this study is of a desggptiature. On the one hand, it gives preference to
the characterization of the academic community tedrelationship structure between researchers
and, on the other hand, it depicts the prevalefcéax authors in the references used by the 8fieen
articles examined. Therefore, based on documentsgarch of articles published in Brazilian
scientific outlets, we extracted data concerniregydhthorship and the cited references. The temporal
perspective was longitudinal, with data collectranging over a period of fifteen years, from 1493
to 2007.

Articles were chosen based on their analytical $oguided by the theoretical framework of the
institutional theory provided that they were pubiid in annals of meetings of the Brazilian Academy
of Management [ANPAD] (EnANPAD, EnEO and 3Es) oiestific journals with an editorial line
that converges with the field of organizationaldsts. Both sources were classifiedfablational by
the Brazilian Governmental Accreditation Agency @faduate Programs [CAPES], in accordance
with the ranking of June, 20877 For greater confidence in the selection of ariclee triangulated
data extracted directly from research sources,yaimg the content of the texts (restricted to their
titles, abstracts, key words and introductory sedtithe results of an electronic search using key
words on the website of the researched sourcesalsond based on partial data available so far, the
registers available from Lattes Platform concerrsaigntific production of the twenty most prominent
researchers in terms of published articles.

All the articles selected were coded and tabulfdedhe construction of an organized database.
From the articles, we extracted the identificatofrthe authors, whose data enabled us to trace thei
cooperation relationships as represented by theiauthorship. Furthermore, we tabulated and
codified all the references used in each paperdardo make viable citation analyses.

After these stages, 297 scientific articles hadnbselected, the result of the production of 256
researchers. As for the references, of a totalOpd4b, we verified 4,625 different cited articlewa
3,998 valid and distinct cited authors used indfieeles in the field of the institutional perspgeetin
organizational studies.

We used data referring to the authorship of thecsetl articles to evaluate the expansion of
researchers and the social organization surrouribdestitutional perspective. These data enailxed
to describe the academic community through bibliimendicators and the analysis of the social
structure, based on collaboration networks amosgarehers in accordance with Liu, Bollen, Nelson
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and Van de Sopel (2005) and Moody (2004). The rekemethod was quantitative through network
analysis.

The rise of the institutional perspective in theldi of organizational studies was evaluated
guantitatively by the volume (absolute and relgtigkarticles, researchers and authorships for each
year. The researchers, in their turn, were claskifinto continuants, transients, newcomers,
terminators and one-timers, according to the reguleand distribution of their publications
throughout the period. This classification was aedgrom Braun, Glanzel and Schubert (2001) and
Gordon (2007).

Finally, the collaboration structure among researshwas obtained by way of authorship data
through which a matrix was constructed between astland their respective articles (two-mode
network) so that it could later be transformed iat@quare matrix of affiliation between authors,
where each cell indicates the volume of occurrermdedifferent pairs of co-authorship (one-mode
network). Graphically, the representation of thidiafion matrix illustrates the collaboration stture
for scientific performance in the field under study

To analyze the cited authors, we evaluated th@&mprence by counting the number of citations
each of them received in the articles publishednhduthe period under study. The ranking reflects th
number of times that an author was cited in allréferences extracted from the examined articles.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The field of the institutional perspective in orgaational studies showed signs of transformation
during the period under study. Based on the daleoted from the 297 articles selected for the
purpose of this study, we found that the academimnounity in this specific field includes 256
researchers, the consequence of the sharp growtib Iater years, as shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Production and the Academic Community Assciated with Organizational
Institutionalism

W T 300 Year _%C %P
120 . 199  0.8% 0.7%

" uthors - 250 1994 0.8%  0.7%
;E 100 4 Authorships 1996 0.8% 0.3%
E Sum of Articles - 200 1997 1.6% 1.3%
E; 8 1998 1.2% 0.7%
. o B 1999 55%  3.7%
£ 5 2000 8.6% 4.7%
32 £ 2001 9.8% 5.4%
o - 100 @ 2002 13.3% 8.4%
- 2003 18.4% 10.1%
< L s0 2004 26.2% 14.1%
2005 25.8% 15.2%
. 2006 31.6% 18.2%

2007 27.0% 16.5%
TOTAL 25¢€ 297

Source: research results.
%C = percentage in relation to the total numbereséarchers active that year; %P = percentageatiaelto the number of
articles produced in that year.
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However, and more importantly for this study, tlevgh of the field is a sign of greater adherence
of researchers to the analysis perspective undely st.e., every year, new authors produce papers
within the institutional approach, increasingly stituting a specialty, in that there is a certain
continuous sharing of ideas. This can be seen ghrtlue growing number of researchers and articles
appearing every year, reaching ever higher rat@9@ and 2007. Respectively, during this period we
found that 18.2% and 16.5% of the total numberrti€las were produced in the field, as well as the
greater participation of researchers in the agtioit scientific production, with around 31.6% and
27.0% of the community linked to the perspectiveolaed in the publication of papers. In turn, the
number of authorships strengthens these data btitefuindicates positive rates of collaboration
between researchers for the purpose of scientifidyzction.

This growing cooperation between authors is a gtindicator of the intellectual organization of the
institutional perspective in vogue. Neverthelessrarcategorical statements about the characteristic
of this process cannot be made without complemeritdormation being researched. For example,
every year, only a part of the authors in the comitguproduce new articles and publish them at the
sources of our research. While some do this witkréain regularity, others publish only once and no
longer produce papers rooted in organizationaltutginalism. With this in mind, we categorized
authors according to their volume and regularitprfduction in order to include additional elements
to help understand scientific activity in the field

Continuants and Consolidation of Production

Author categorization was based on the overallviagtof the researchers during the period under
study, considering the volume and regularity ofrtpeoduction (see Table 1). For each category we
analyzed its representation in the field concertiegnumber of researchers involved and the volume
of articles produced.

Table 1: Distribution of Researchers according to Poduction Categories and Continuity

Category Description Authors  AA AP PP
Published in 5 or more different years in the perio ¢ .o, 485%  93.3%
CONTINUANTS  under study, with an average interval of up to two 186
years, with at least one in the last 3 years. (14) (144) (14
More than one pyblication distribute(_j over the 16.4% 36.4%  60.0%
TRANSIENTS period analyzed in no more than 4 different yeal 137
with at least one in the last 3 years. (42) (108) ©)
i ication i i 59.8% 36.0% 66.7%
ONE-TIMERS Onlé/ one single publication in all the period under ° s3 0 0
study. (153) (107)  (10)
More than one publication in one or more differe 10.2% 17.2%  20.0%
NIESHSOIERS years in the last three years (exclusively). (26) 88 (51) @)
More than one publication in one or more different 8.2% 12.8%  40.0%
TERMINATORS years, but none in the last three years. 1) 51 (38) 6)
Total 256 592 297 15

Note: AA = Authorships of Articlesotals the presence of authors in the works predu@P =Articles with Production;
takes into account the number of publications inctvlauthors from different categories made a cbatidon. Because many
articles have more than one author, and from diffecategories, the sum of these indicators isemigfhan the total number
of authors and articles in the field. PPPeriods with Productionconsiders the number of years, from 1993 to 2007,
which there was an article produced by an authdthetategory.

Source: research results.
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The first aspect that deserves attention in thisgification is the small number of continuant
authors (only 14, according to the adopted criyé@riaomparison with those classified as one-timers
who totaled 155 authors. Both categories, neveriselaccounted for a high number of published
articles (48.5% and 36.0%, respectively), but imyveifferent proportions in terms of volume of
researchers in the field: while the continuantsresent only 5.5% of the total, the one-timers
represented 59.8%. According to the data in Tabléhd continuants have the highest average of
involvement in papers, with total productivity efitm13.3. The transients also stand out in thisege
since 42 researchers are associated with 137esrpebduced in the field, with total productivityual
to 3.3, higher than the newcomers (2.5), termisa{®r4) and one-timers (1.0). These data poirtdo t
fact that both categories, continuants and tratsieshould be recognized as exponents of the
foundational bases and continuity of researcherfigid under study.

Concerning the large number of one-timers, althosigime of them may return to the field in the
future with new publications, being reclassifiedhasvcomers or transients, what calls attentiohés t
fact that we are dealing with a single publicatipneach of these authors in the field under study.
Indeed, some of these authors could be considerstters as their predominant interest lies in some
other field of study and they have made only onetrdgution to the institutional perspective in
organizational studies. However, it is more likegat the majority of papers published by one-timers
are the product of master's degree dissertatiotts guidance from other researchers who are already
established in the field, or else the result ofeeceived window of opportunity by many researches
due tothe growth of the approach in the field of orgaticzzal studies. One-timers may also represent
the attractiveness of the field as a suitable metsge for explaining organizational phenomena,
thereby stimulating its expansion and visibility.

The data so far allow us to conclude that the tutgbnal perspective in organizational studies
follows a growth trajectory in terms of the numloérarticles published in the academic community.
This expansion is sustained, to a certain extarthe activity of continuant and transient autheh®,
together, are responsible for most of the papebdighed throughout the period under study, which
points to the stratification of scientific produati (see Merton, 1996) associated with a reduced
number of authors, especially continuants.

Continuants and Intermediation

When comparing the cooperation patterns in relatiothe categorization of authors, some points
require attention. First, it is worth observingttifae proportion of co-authored papers is 71.2% of
production for all the period under study. Contimisaand terminators are the groups with the highest
proportion of authors who collaborate with othexanf different categories, followed by newcomers
and transients. Furthermore, one-timers are thepgwith the lowest degree of involvement with
other different categories. Moreover, one-timergeha higher rate (18.1%) of isolated authors (with
no cooperation) and also the highest number ofcasittvhose links are restricted internally to their
own category. All the other categories, inversdélghave in a way that favors relationships with
others, and only a small number of authors hawaiogiships exclusively within their own category.
The positive E-l Index of 0.146, calculated frore thatrix of cooperation between researchers, with
the categories of authors as an attribute, is pbtfis aspect.

Among the continuants, the average number of coeastip ties, i.e., the volume of cooperation
relationships, is visibly higher than the otherdsthwas many as 80% of authors maintaining
connections with four or more authors. Another pdhmat deserves to be mentioned is the high
proportion of researchers whose collaborationsndtte researchers from other categories: continuants
have connections with 18.1% of one-timers, 34.6%eavcomers, 45.2% of transients and 47.6% of
terminators, a considerable participation in therimediation of relationships of different categsri
of authors. Another group that appears to playngortant role in the configuration of co-authorship
relationships is that of the transients, whose nembooperate with 16.8% of one-timers and 26.9%
of newcomers. These relationships are shown inr&igu
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Figure 2: Relationship between Research Categoriesnd Centrality of Categories

D 2,40¢ Q
o B 14,72¢ ONE-TIMERS
TTRANSIENTS . —
F 32,73 D 1,40¢
B 0,00(
F 1,967
> D 7,857
CONTINUANTS B 241,73
F 451,01«
y 1w 0257
NEWCOMERS B 5,50( 19~
F 1251 _F 11,73

@
TERMINATORS

Note: D = degree centrality; B = betweenness catyydf = flow centrality. The ties correspond toetimage matrix
resulting from the evaluation of the strength oé ties between categories and the density calculate the overall
connections between authors in the field. Onlytieships whose density was greater than the deokihe co-authorship
matrix were considered.

Source: research results.

It is worth highlighting that these data show theeimediation role played by continuants in the
connection of different categories of authors. Tastrality measurements make this clearer stilis Th
means that researchers in this category tend fmbiioned on the path of cooperation relationships
between authors, which enables us to believe initifuence on the flow and content of information
(see betweenness centrality in Figure 2). Suchcéspeake sense when we admit, in accordance with
Borgatti (2005), that, in the scientific field, salcrelationships are also channels of intellectual
influence; relationships between actors are floivimituence that, through interaction, can affdu t
way other actors think or act (see centrality @fwflin Figure 2). In the case of the network of
collaboration between researchers, we can staté fkahrough social relations that the flow déas
articulated as shared cognitive structures occurs.

In short, the data analysis shows the role playgdcontinuants in the intermediation of
relationships. Besides acting as channels/distiBubf relations between authors of different
categories, they are also responsible for the diolasion of production. The same observation isdval
for transient researchers, especially because aheyalso a group that receives newcomers. In both
cases, the results show the existence of a soeehamism linked to intermediation participating in
the construction of scientific knowledge.

Social Organization: Structured Growth

The 256 authors identified in the 297 articles yred constitute the academic research community
in organizational studies in the light of the ingibnal perspective and are identified through the
nodes depicted in Figure 3 (see the year 2007) gfdgehic representation of the relationship between
authors was generated from the sum of cooperdtikis for each year, so that each node represents a
single actor and the ties indicate the existenca @lation of co-authorship at some time durirg th
period under study.
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The high fragmentation of the network in itself dam considered a characteristic of this field
because there are several small components - qitmrehose nodes are connected to one another
in accordance witlthe view of Wasserman and Faust (1994) - in additothe large number of
isolated authors not represented in Figure 3. Tleseound five other larger components and
together represent 48.1% of the network, regarttiegnumber of authors. The largest of them, the
main component, involves 20.3% of all the authoh®wook part in scientific production during the
period under study. The second largest componanitsiturn, has the smallest proportion, with
14.5% of the total number of researchers in the fie

The configuration of the components enables us dcgive the inequality present in the
formation of relationships. The same goes for thuster coefficient, a measurement that checks
the local network structure in terms of densitygificient equal to 0.722). It is interesting to aot
that the fragmented character of the network iagmanied by greater local agglomeration of the
nodes, which could potentially be a conditioningtéa of research practices and sharing of
perspectives. In light of this, the presence o&bmork with few connections and with many small
components suggest restricted communications betvdfferent parts of the network, which
could be a tendency to form groups of researchkesirsy different interests and preferences
among themselves, whether epistemological, themletr thematic. The longitudinal analysis of
the social collaboration network (see Figure 3)wal us to observe this process over the years.

The growth in the number of authors and componemiten observed in global terms, resulted
in a low density configuration, with sparsely dilstited relationships; with the passing of time,
the average number of co-authorship ties per reeeadecreased, although the overall volume of
collaboration in the production of articles increds However, this effect, when analyzed more
closely, shows the existence of denser local caimes among researchers, showing the
organized growth of relationships over the timeigarunder study. It can be seen that, as time
goes by, the addition of co-authorship ties is gdidy the formation and consolidation of
components, especially the two largest. It is wagrtlinting out that most continuant researchers
are present in these components, which guarangeedfitinuity of production, as seen previously,
maintaining a high degree of productivity and attirag new relationships.

These circumstances strengthen the argumentshéed tay exist relevant social mechanisms
that condition the existence of relationships bemveesearchers, such as sharing common
theoretical frameworks among authors. Furthermibris, worth noting that the consistence of the
low percentage of isolated authors over time (adoliB% in the period under study) is further
evidence of consolidation of collaboration as arent practice in scientific production. This
evidence strengthens the understanding that there istructuration dynamic of scientific
knowledge from the definition of theoretical franaks that are shared, produced and influenced
by the structure of knowledge in the field, gro@msl relationships among researchers.
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Figure 3: Transformation of the Network of Collaboration between Researchers
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Figure 3 (continued): Transformation of the Networkof Collaboration between Researchers

2003

L 8 & "’i‘"“-o.,_o 2007

Note: The nodes in red are authors whose firstipatidn occurred in the respective year of repregEm (up to 2006).
Isolated nodes in the aggregate co-authorship mkteansidering all the periods are not represen@adors distinguish the
components.

Source: research results.
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Social Organization: Secondary Dynamic

An important aspect which cannot be ignored, bt thrat is difficult to visualize when the analysis
is concentrated around larger components, is the tfeat over the years there has been greater
expression on the margins of the network, wherated authors and smaller components are located.
Although we know that a considerable part of thase characterized as one-timers, the number of
authors in this space practically doubled from 2@02007. Between 2002 and 2004, there were 48
authors with production in the peripheral compogse®ut more recently, from 2005 to 2007, this
number rose to 95 researchers.

The same can be seen concerning the volume ofearfitoduced, with a growth of almost 100%
between the two periods, rising from 33 papers3toData like these are very significant becausg the
show the concentration of almost 70% of periphaughors during this latest period (2005-2007), who
produced 60% of the articles by this category séaechers.

Furthermore, these data show that the institutiam@broach in organizational studies has a
secondary dynamic, although not organized moreesyaically, but which indicates diffusion of the
perspective to beyond the frontiers of the largengonents. There are also the growing cooperation
indicators from each period, so that it would netdm exaggeration to imagine that the formation of
new components or the broadening of those thaadyrexist (whether peripheral or even the larger
components) could become a reality in a short spadenme due to the multiplication of channels
through which the approach has been developed.

Citations: Legitimate Cognitive Resources

According to Giddens (1999), articles are not cptioas reduced to what is written but rather
social practices inserted in the world and in tlay whis conjunction is organized by the agent himse
As such, they are absorbed and, therefore, cotiyinimderpreted and modified throughout the idea
transmission process. Thus, they carry not onlyelyighared knowledge but also values and ideas
depending on how they are organized and communi¢&eott, 2003). From this view, the possibility
of studying articles in the aggregate, through shéence of how certain sets of cited authors or
references are presented throughout the structafirige field, makes it possible to understand the
formation of domains of knowledge. Furthermore, pheminence shown by certain references raises
analytical questions that not only have to do witeoretical or epistemological stances, but algo th
legitimacy and prestige of certain texts or authass fundamental to the construction of later
knowledge. From these points arose the intereisteintifying and classifying cited authors according
to their prominence in the articles selected fadgt

The data collected showed a distribution of citagigimilar to international bibliometric patterns,
with stratification characteristics, since of th@3 authors cited, around 57% were cited only pnce
while only 4.8% were cited over ten times. The &xise of authors, who were cited far more often
than the majority, shows their prominence in theddfi be it because they are considered legitimate
cognitive resources and adequate for scientificlpection, be it because they are seen as conceptual
symbols (Small, 1978).

In this sense, it is worth recapping the idea thatpractice of citing is reflexive and at the same
time necessary for scientific communication andditioned by the social context. In another sertse, i
provides conditions for the dynamic of reproductiomolved in the (re)construction of scientific
knowledge, considering it is recognized as a sifienalue (Leydesdorff, 1998; Merton, 1957). Thus,
the distribution of citations among authors, coasid as a whole, also makes it possible to refiect
the bases of knowledge. Authors with greater academcognition tend to be more influential and,
therefore, have a greater impact on knowledge gégbiin the practice of scientific production, in
that they are also considered favorable resourgesustaining and validating the ideas stated in
gcientific articles (Small. 1978).
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Having said this, it is interesting to note thatoaig the six most cited authors, two are Brazilian:
Scott, W.R. with 442 indications in the referenddachado-da-Silva, C. L. is next, with 417 citagpn
DiMaggio, P.J. with 361, Powell, W.W. with 337, Mey J.W. with 278 and Fonseca, V.S., cited on
274 occasions. The presence of two Brazilians, Mdotda-Silva and Fonseca, among the foreign
authors considered classics in the field of orgational institutionalism reveals the growing weight
that Brazilian researchers have gained in thel@utelal structure of the institutional perspeciiveéhe
country. Three other Brazilians also figure amdmg mnost cited authors, with between 150 and 100
indications in the cited references: Vieira, M.M.With 144, Carvalho, C.A.P. with 122 and
Fernandes, B.H.R. with 115. These authors alsad@jamong the cited authors with the highest h-
index (Hirsch, 2005), a bibliometric index thatiicates their representativeness as a valid theafeti
framework for articles, which indirectly expresdksir intellectual recognition by researchers ia th
field under study.

CONCLUSIONS

This study began on the assumption that the cariiiru of scientific knowledge involves
recursiveness between two dimensions, the socdhlttzen intellectual, which are at the same time a
medium and outcome of the social activity of reskars. Their choices result in scientific produttio
be it in the way they establish collaboration rielehips with their peers, be it based on reference
used to conduct their work. We sought, throughbatdtages of research, to discuss these aspexts, th
main findings of which are briefly summarized here:

. Quantitative expansion in terms of researchersaaticles: around 20% a year, with higher levels of
activity in recent years;

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

. Organized growth involving some authors classifisdcontinuant and transient, demonstrative of
the stratification of production and relationshiggnhce these groups are responsible for the
intermediation of relationships and consolidatibprmduction;

. Secondary dynamic based on the work of researthemted on the margins of the network, whose
sporadic work can help legitimize the knowledge eefdrence frameworks;

. The fact that Brazilian researchers are among th&t gited authors, a sign of their recognition and
the formation of a legitimized local intellectualde in the production of knowledge in the field.

These results call attention to the influence dfiaorelationships on the process of constructing
scientific knowledge, which is the same as sayihgt tit occurs through social networks of
researchers. We found that the field of the intihal perspective in organizational studies inZira
in terms of collaboration for scientific producticzonfigures a network fragmented around two main
clusters, wherein are concentrated most of thelestand researchers.

However, in both components, the most central aathce also categorized as continuants, and are
also those who have been active longest in thd.figlthough there are variations concerning the
structural characteristics of these componentsa# clear that the growth of the field occurreduarcb
them. Several reasons could account for this.

The first is the fact that the existence of monetigd and continuant authors means that they should
be considered a force of diffusion and legitimiaatof knowledge practiced in the field in lighttbe
social capital that they have mobilized (Zucker &rBy, 1996). As such, they can concern themselves
with cultivatina relationships that can provide tnooance to the intellectual development in which
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they are involved. Less intentionally, more centaalthors are involved in a large number of
relationships and develop a set of contacts throwbich they gain visibility as an influential
information channel (Wasserman & Faust, 1994).

Therefore, it can be inferred that researchers witse characteristics are capable of a certain
leadership in the sense of promoting the spreaddefs, mobilizing structures and generating
scientific production. It should also be considetieat hierarchical relationships between studedt an
guidance advisor also have an influence on sodiafiguration and scientific production. Figure 4
illustrates this aspect through continuant reseas;hassociating the origin of the two largest
components of co-authorship with advising relatiops at the doctorate and master’s degree levels. |
is interesting to note that, despite stemming francommon origin, both components developed
separately, which may indicate different preferencencerning how to approach the organizational
phenomenon in the light of institutionalism, desyifie original guidance relationship.

Figure 4. Relationship between Continuant Researchs
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Note: the co-authorship ties are for 1993-2007.
Source: research results, based on data availaintethe Lattes Platform.

According to Braunet al. (2001), continuants play an important role in thenstruction of
knowledge, especially the consolidation of productand the articulation of other categories of
authors such as newcomers or transients. Furtherrmontinuants act as disseminators, maintaining a
high degree of connectivity with other actors. Reskers with a great reputation or those who
represent access to resources, such as experieko®wledge, tend to be accessed more and, as a
result of this, increase their prestige and atstume time influence the knowledge produced in the
field (see Merton, 1996; Moody, 2004). Moreovelisitvorth mentioning that these same researchers
also have the greatest centralities of intermeatiata characteristic that is structurally connedted
their potential control of interactions. In theusition under study, this means, on the one hand,
dependence of some of the other authors and, atlee, their influence on the circulation of idéas
the field.

Relationship mechanisms of intermediation and ifitration can stimulate the use of certain ideas,
favoring their acceptance and encouraging new relsedhese mechanisms can also be responsible
for diffusion beyond the frontiers of the comporgnsince the reputation achieved by certain
researchers, in addition to the fact that theyadse the most cited, make them gatekeepers for the
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development of new works. Additionally, they cannbrlegitimacy to these studies, establishing a
contact with knowledge that is already recognized eonsidered valid (McKinley, Mone, & Moon,
1999).

Concerning what has been discussed here so faugironechanisms of intermediation and
stratification, but still dependent on them, thgmitive structure can follow ceremonial paths. This
means that certain cited units come to be viewexkras symbolic means of legitimizing ideas than an
epistemological basis. It is worth pointing outttllaese aspects seem to be related to the gradual
formation of a legitimate base through which thalgsis of different phenomena is supported under
the institutional perspective. Development of thimtter would be expressed in the theoretical
frameworks used by researchers and research grskgighing not only the thematic diversity but
also epistemological cuts and intellectual diveogsrfound in the scientific debate.

Transposing these ideas to the field of scienfifizduction, concerning this study, it could be said
that published texts influence the structure ofvikdedge, not only as a repository of information but
also because they render favorable elements tfeadt éiie dynamic of knowledge or the examination
of academic knowledge through content analysidaaghip relations, transmission and genealogy of
texts and ideas, and so forth. Another aspectdhaftinterest has to do with how patterns of aritio
and of social organization can influence sciengfioduction. In this sense, it is viable to say tha
authority of knowledge may be related to sociaharity patterns (groups, people, institutions), ethi
would influence the arrangement of approaches, edsthor foundational bases in the field.
Furthermore, relationship structures between adtothie academic field can influence the way in
which knowledge is organized, as observed by F(2@02).

Finally, we stress that although we have placedemamphasis on our analysis of the social
dimension than the intellectual, we believe thahlare recursively constructed and, therefore, need
be understood together. However, it should be dtdtat the continuation of this debate is necessary
in terms of themes, knowledge structures and cata@n of academic programs, and will be the aim
of a future work that is already in preparationttsy authors of this paper.

NOTES

! Two texts prior to the year 1993 were found insbarces that were consulted: Venosa, R. (1982 s#ticionalizacdo de
tipologias organizacionais: um estudo de c&vista de Administracdo de Empresag2p223-36. and Machado, M. H.
(1991). A sociedade e as organizagd®Revista de Administracdo Publica5(3), 74-84. However, both deal with the
institutional approach without expressing it as pec#fic analytical perspective for understanding@ throcesses of
institutionalization in the context of organizat®orAccording to Caldas and Fachin (2007), orgarumati institutionalism
was effectively launched in Brazil as an analytipatspective in a study conducted by Machado-deaSibz L. (1991).
Modelos burocratico e politico e estrutura orgecitmaal de universidades. In Nicleo de PesquisasstedBs em
Administracdo Universitaria (Org.Jemas de administragdo universitarfpp. 78-90). Floriandpolis: OEA/UFSC, which
was not included in the analyses of this study a&s not among the selected sources for thidertic

2 The research sources included: Revista de Admagétr de Empresas [RAE], Revista de Administracéo rdpr&sas
Eletrbnica [RAE-E], Revista de Administracdo da Unsidade de Sao Paulo [RAUSP], Revista de Administraca
Contemporanea [RAC], Revista de Administracdo Contempar&letronica [RAC-E], Revista de Administracdo Rabl
[RAP], Organizagdes & Sociedade [O&S], Revista Eldttd de Administracdo [REAd], Revista BASE, Cadernos
EBAPE.br, Revista de Administracdo Mackenzie [RAM]aBlian Administration Review [BAR], Anais dos Encargr
Anuais da Associacdo Nacional de Pds-GraduacdosquBa em Administragdo [ENANPAD], Anais dos Enocomitde
Estudos Organizacionais [ENEO] and Anais dos Emesride Estudos em Estratégia [3Es]. The journatuated for 2007
were limited to the publications available up te fimal data collection. The last editions congliiiere: RAE-E, 6(2); RAE,
47(4), RAP, 41(5); Cadernos EBAPE, 5(4); RAC, 11(4); RACL(3); BAR, 4(3); RAUSP, 42(4); READ, 13(3); RAM,
8(4); BASE, 4(3); O&S, 14(2).
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