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MoeAHaHHA iHCTUTYLiHOT

Ta pecypCcHO-OpiEHTOBaHOI Teopii
ANA pO3YMIHHA npolecis
OpraHisauiHoro nisHaHHsA

i AMHami4yHMX 38i6HOCTEN

A. P. B. Takaxauwi', X. A. Candep't
fPedepanbHuli yHisepcumem m. Mapad,
Mapana, bpasunia

#YHigepcumemcokuti yeHmp YHibpasis,
MapaHa, bpasunis

Meta  pgocrigkeHHa/locnigHuubke  nuTaHHA. OguH 3
NepCrneKkTUBHUX HANpPAMKIB PO3BUTKY KOHLIEMLii AWHAMIYHMX
3ai6HOCTEN | NpoLecy opraHizaliiHoro nisHaHHA — 06'egHaHHA
iHCTUTYLiHOT Teopii Ta pecypcHo-opieHToBaHO! Teopii (abo
pecypcHO-OpIEHTOBAHOrO MiAXoAy). He3Baxarouu Ha ABHY
HeobXiAHICTb, Takui nigxig BigCyTHIM y cydacHill HayKoBi
nitepatypi. TOMy BUHUK/AO AOC/iAHULbKE MUTAHHA: Y MOXKHA
nobygysatn MiCT MiX fABOMa BMMipamMM Ha OCHOBi ABOX
TeopeTuiHux nigxoais (IHCTUTYLiMHOI Teopii Ta pecypcHo-
OpIEHTOBAHHOrO  MigXo4y), BUKOPWUCTOBYIOUM  MeTadopy
«TepeBepHyTOro OiHOK/0», WOo6 noAMBUTUCA, AK npoLec
Mi3HaHHA 334iAHWIA y NpoLec OpraHi3auiiHOro HaBYaHHA Mpu
dopmMyBaHHi KOMMeTeHL il Ta AMHAMIYHKX 34i6HOCTEN?

Awnsaiti/Metog/Migxia AOC/iAKEHHA. Ana npoBeAeHHsA
AOCNIAXKEHHA BUMKOPUCTAHO aHaNiTUYHUI MeTOog ANA ABOX
Pi3HMX TEOpeTUYHMX MOZe/Iei i 3anpOrnOHOBAHO MOX/MUBY
N/IOLLMHY TX MOEAHAHHA.

Pesy/sbTtaTn. [0Ka3aHo, WO AOCAIAXKEHHA | TAyMaveHHA MiKpo-
HCTUTYLiMHMX Npouecis (AK Ha piBHI opraHi3auji, TaK i Ha piBHi
iHAMBIAQ) MoxKe 6yTW npus'A3aHe A0 MaKPOEKOHOMIYHOro
piBus  (cycminbctBo  abo  chepa  AisnbHOCTI),  AKLWO
BMKOPUCTATU {HCTUTYLHY TeOpito B MOEAHAHHI 3 pecypcHo-
OpiEHTOBaHOIO Teopieto. pu LbOMY AOCAraETbCA My/bTU-
napagurMaTuyHuii - Migxig, WO OXOMN/IIOE  OpraHisauiiHe
HaveHHs (vision) i pi3Hi piBHi opraHisai (cross-level).

TeopeTuyHe 3HaYEHHA AOCNIAKEHHA — MOE/AHAHHA ABOX BKa3aHMX
Teopiit 403BO/IMAO 3MILLHUTU PO3YMIHHA OpraHisauiiMHux 3MiH
Ha pi3HKUX PiBHAX aHazi3y. Mpu LbOMY BPaxoBaHO iX B3aEMHa
3a/1@XKHICTb, Mpouec OpraHisauiiMHOro misHaHHA | AWHaMiuHI

3ai6HOCTI.
OpuriHa/ibHICTb/LiHHICTb/HOBU3HA AoC/igXKeHHA. BigminHa puca
uiei  poboTM - 3pobseHMIt  aKLeHT Ha  KOHLenuii

OpraHisayiiHoro misHaHHA AK OCHOBi A/71A  CTBOPEHHA
B3aEMO3B’A3KY MiXK AaHUMM TEOPIAMM.

MepcnekTUBM noga/bluMX AocaigKeHb. CTBOpeHHA iHTepdeiicy
MiXX peCypCHO-OPIEHTOBAHOK Ta IHCTUTYLiHOO TeopiaMM —
HeobxigHa mepegymoBa /A TMOAA/ILLIOTO  PO3BUTKY i
PO3yMiHHA  OpraHisaliiMHMX KOHUenuii AK, Hanpukiaag,
AMHaMiYHi 3ai6HOCTI.

Tun cTaTTi - TeopeTnyHa.

Kaouosi croea: auvHamiuHi  34i6HOCTI;  iHCTUTYUiMHA  Teopis;
pecypcHO-OpieHTOBaHa Teopis; npouec.

CoBMmelleHne MUHCTUTYLIMOHA/IbHOM

M pecypCHO-OPUEHTUPOBAHHOM Teopuii
A/1A NTOHUMaHUA NMPOLLEeCcCcoB
OpraHM3aLMOHHOIO NO3HAHUA

M AMHaMUYECKUX CNOCcoBHOCTEN

A. P. B. Takaxawu', X. A. Canoep't
fPedepasnbHoili yHusepcumem 2. [lapaxd,
lapaHa, Bpasunus

#YHugepcumemckul yeHmp YHuBpasus,
MapaHa, Bpasususa

Lenb uccreposavusa/MccaegoBatenbckuii  Bonpoc. OaHO 13
MepCreKTUBHbIX ~ HampaB/eHUid  pasBUTMA  KOHLIeNuuit
AVHAMUYeCKUX CNOCOBHOCTEN 1 npoLecca OpraHM3aLMOHHOro
No3HaHWA — OobbeAuHEHUE WHCTUTYLIMOHA/IbHOM Teopun U
pecypcHO-OpueHTUpOBaHHOM  Teopun (MM pecypcHo-
OPUEHTUPOBAHHOrO  Moaxosa). HecmoTps Ha  sABHYH
HeobX0AMMOCTb, TaKOM NMOAX04 OTCYTCTBYeT B COBPEMEHHOM
Hay4HOW /MTepaType. MO3TOMY BO3HWMK MCC/1€40BaTe/IbCKUIMA
BOMPOC: MOXHO /M MOCTPOUTb MOCT MeXay ABymA
M3MEpPEHWMAMM Ha OCHOBE [BYX TEOPETUYECKUX MOAXOA0B
(MHCTUTYLMOHA/ILHOM TEOPUU U PeCypCo-OpUEHTUPOBAHHOMO
NoAX0Aa), UCMO/b3yss MeTadopy «MepeBepHYTOro GUHOK/SA,
4YTODObI MOCMOTPETb, KaK MpoLLecC NMO3HaHUA 334elCTBOBaH B
npouecc OopraHu3aLMoHHOro oby4eHuAs npu GOpMUPOBaHUM
KOMMETEHUMM U AMHAMUYECKMUX CMOCOBHOCTEN?

Ausaitn/Metog/Moaxos  uccregoBanus.  [is npoBegeHus
UCC/1Ieq0BaHUA UCMO/b30BAH aHa/IMTUYECKUIA METO/, ANA ABYX
Pas/M4HbIX  TEOPETUYECKMX  MOAeneil U Mpea/loXeHa
BO3MOXHafA M/10CKOCTb UX COBMELLLeHUA.

Pesy/bTaThbl. [10Ka3aHo, YTO UCC/ef0BaHME U TO/IKOBaHUE MUKPO-
MHCTUTYLIMOHA/IbHBIX MPOLLeccoB (Kak Ha ypOBHE OpraHu3aLuu,
TaKk M Ha YpOBHE WHAMBMAA) MOXET OblTb MPMBA3AHO K
MaKpO3KOHOMMYECKOMY YypoBHIO (obwectBo wan  cdepa
AEATE/IbHOCTU), eC/M  UCMO/b30BaTb  UHCTUTYLMOHA/IbHYHO
TEOPUIO B COMETaHWUK C peCypCHO-OPUEHTUPOBAHHO TeopHeit.
[pu 3TOM goCTUraeTCA My/IbTU-MapagUrMmaTUHecKuit noaxod,
OXBaTbIBAKOLLMIA OPraHu3auuoHHoe BugeHue (vision) u pastble
ypoBHw opranusauuu (cross-level).

TeopeTnyeckoe 3HayeHue ucciegoBaHuA. CodeTaHue ABYX
YKa3aHHbIX ~TEOpU  TO3BO/M/IO  YKPENuUTb  TMOHUMaHue
OpraHM3aLMOHHbIX NepeMeH Ha Pas/IM4HbIX YPOBHAX aHa/M3a.
Mpy 3TOM y4TeHbl WX B3aWMHasA 3aBUCMMOCTb, MNpouecc
OPraHM3aLMOHHOrO MO3HaHUA U AWHAMUYECKME CIOCOBHOCTM.

OpUrMHa/IbHOCTb/L€HHOCTb/HOBU3HA UCC/Ie40BaHUA.
OT/M4nTeNIbHasA OCOBEHHOCTb 3TOM PaboTbl — CAenaHHbIN
AKUEeHT Ha KOHuenuuMu OpraHU3auMOHHOro MnoO3HaHUA Kak
OCHOBE A/1A1 CO3/aHUA B3aUMOCBA3N MeX Ay PacCMOTPEHHbIMU
TEeopUAMM.

MepcnekTuBbI AaNbHENLINX Ucc/1e0BaHuM. Co3pgaHve
nHTepdeiica Mexay peCcypCHO-OPUEHTUPOBAHHOWM 14
MHCTUTYLIMOHA/IbHOW ~ TEOPUAMM  ABAAGTCA  HeobXoauMmoW
NpeAnoCbIIKOW ANA Aa/lbHelero pasBUTUA WM MOHUMaHUA
TAKUX OPraHM3aLMOHHBIX KOHLEMUMM Kak AuHamMuYecKkue
CnocobHoCTU.

Tun cTaTbu — TeopeTnyeckas.
Knrouesoie c/oea: AVHaAMHUYeCKune CI'[OCOGHOCTVI;

UHCTUTYLIMOHA/IbHASA  TEOpWSA;  PeCcypCcHO-OPUEHTUPOBAHHAs
Teopus; npoLecc.
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Introduction

e propose that the exploration and explication of micro-

institutional processes (organizational or individual) can be

connected to the macro level (societal or field level) by
combining Institutional Theory (Scott, 2013) with Resource Based
Theory (RBT) (Barney, 2011) in a multiparadigmatic view between
visions and levels (cross-level). For that, we use the metaphor of
binoculars, which is an instrument with a lens for each eye,
making distant objects seem nearer. However, our binocular is a
little bit different. Whereas one lens makes distant objects seem
nearer, the other lens makes near objects seem distant. We call it
an inverted binocular. Thus, we are trying to look at the
organizational practices from both structural and micro-
processual lenses.

Using an inverted binocular demands a support theory that allows
us to look at macro processes, and another support theory to look
at micro processes. We suggest using Institutional Theory for the
first and RBT for the second. Thus, in order to what we look at
makes sense, we chose some relevant concepts that link these
two lenses: legitimacy, institutionalization process and filtering
process, resources and capabilities, reciprocal process.

Considering this aim and these theories and concepts, we focus
on the study about the social and organizational knowledge as a
process of knowing, as a flow of knowledge, and dynamic
capabilities. It is because knowledge may be considered a
potential way to understand the interface between micro and
macro, agency and structure, and individual and social.
Knowledge is also a phenomenon that occurs at both levels.

Research question

he research question of this paper is “Is it possible to
construct a bridge between two dimensions basing on two

theoretical bodies (Institutional Theory and RBT), using an
inverted binocular to look at knowing process enacted in a process
of organizational learning, competences and dynamic capabilities?”.

Method

n order to answer the research question a theoretical
analysis of two theoretical frameworks (Institutional Theory
and RBT) was performed.

Results of the theoretical analysis

n this section, we present the main concepts related to RBT

and Institutional Theory. Also presented are examples of

theoretical propositions that evidence the compatibility of
these theories.

In the 1980s strategy studies favored the analysis of the
environment in which the organization was embedded, such as
the classic study of the five competitive forces developed by
Michael Porter. In this context Wernerfelt (1984) emphasizes the
importance of organizational resources to the definition of
organizational strategy and wedge the expression "Resource-
Based View" (RBV).

According to Barney (1991), RBV is anchored in two assumptions:
the resources of organizations are heterogeneous and these
resources do not have perfect mobility. These two arguments
contradict the assumptions made by economists in considering
firms as owners of the same resources and the perfect
competition in which all organizations can access all resources.
Barney (1991) proposed that for the organization to achieve
competitive advantage, the resource must have four
characteristics: value; rareness; imperfect imitability; imperfect
substitutability.

In 2011, Barney, Ketchen, & Wrigth (2011) point out that RBV
becomes a theory, called Resource-Based Theory (RBT). This

O

statement was made based on four factors that report the
maturity of resource-based studies as a theory: the increasing use
of the term RBT; use of the resource-based idea with other
perspectives; RBT's relationship with other theories, such as
Institutional Theory; discussions involving research on the theme.

The origins of Institutional Theory date back to the nineteenth
century (Scott, 2013), yet the popularity of Institutional Theory in
organizational studies is a relatively recent phenomenon of the
1980s. Institutional Theory considers that actions are guided by
the intersubjective interpretation of social actors on the
predominant rationality in the social context itself (Machado-da-
Silva, Fonseca & Crubellate, 2005).

In an institutional perspective of analysis, it is considered that
although institutional standards limit the possibility of rational
action, it is these same patterns that make possible some action.
The central argument to be developed is that there are rationally
limited actions through institutional references (Machado-da-Silva
etal., 2005).

Machado-da-Silva, Fonseca, & Crubellate (2005) exemplify when
describing that any social actor in any daily situation of problem
solving needs references to act. Such references are delineated
and consolidated by institutions such as the State, industry,
professional associations, among others. To access such
references is to interpret contemporary stimuli that come in the
daily flow of practices established by social structures. Such
references never come in a linear and direct way from an external
source to the agent, but always through interpretation, of the
meaning that he attributes to the context and social practice.

Other works propose the integration of Resource-Based Theory
and Institutional Theory, as, for example, did Oliver (1997) and
Crubellate, Pascuce, & Grave (2008). Oliver (1997, p. 697) proposed
that “firm’s sustainable advantage depends on its ability to
manage the institutional context of its resource decisions”.
Crubellate, Pascuce, and Grave (2008) discussed the notion of
strategy, through the inclusion of institutional references not only
as limitations but also as enablers of actions, thus, moving
towards a vision based on legitimate resources. The main
consequence of this finding is that we need to understand the
process of interpretation to understand how resources and
context affect decisions.

The dynamic capabilities approach allows for bridging both micro
and macro aspects. The construction of this bridge is based on: a)
the statement of the seminal author of dynamic capabilities that
"it [dynamic capabilities] is an integrative and interdisciplinary
framework" (Teece 2009, p. 107); and b) the statement that "the
dynamic capability view can only gain in importance if it is
integrated with existing streams of research, rather than
attempting to co-exist independently". (Wall et al., 2010, p. 5).
From the perspective of Institutional Theory, Greendwood et al.
(2008) encouraged the construction of this bridge. A recent
example of such bridging is the work developed by McKague
(2011), who proposes the relation between dynamic capabilities
and institutional entrepreneurship. When performing their case
study, the authors discovered that highly institutionalized
organizations need to manage two main tensions in order to act
as institutional entrepreneurs. The tensions are related to
legitimacy (also highlighted in this paper) and to the process of
change.

The RBT perspective points to the micro processes where the
resources are modified and articulated in the process of
development of competences, which results from the process of
organizational learning that, in turn, implicates in the
institutionalization of knowledge and conversion into routines
(stable patterns of actions).

We consider that knowledge is not a simple resource but rather a
complex process where the core aspects are those of knowledge
creation, utilization, and institutionalization in the organizations
(Patriotta, 2003). Therefore, “knowledge making has less to do
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with performance, control or competition and more with sense
making, existence, and ontology” (Patriotta, 2003, p. 11).

Organizational learning, as a lens (Prange, 2001), allows us to
approach the appropriation of knowledge by the organization.
Yet, learning involves more than the creation of individual
knowledge, including its utilization and institutionalization in the
organization. This is the main point of the idea of ‘flow of
knowledge and knowing’. Knowledge, internal or external, can be
absorbed (Cohen, & Levinthal, 1990), acquired, assimilated,
combined with the existing knowledge in order to change
cognition structures and routines and, thus, extend or create new
and existing organizational competences (Zahra, & George, 2002).
The organizational learning is a process of transformational
change, involving the various levels (individuals, groups, and
organization) through which the creation, utilization, and
institutionalization of knowledge occur.

The result of organizational learning is the acquisition of a new
competence: an ability to apply new knowledge to improve the
performance of a present or future activity (Prahalad, & Hamel,
1990; Hamel, & Heene, 1994; Chiesa, & Barbeschi, 1997). Therefore,
the assumption that competences are related to organizational
learning is implied in this work.

Another key aspect for the development of competences is the
concept of interpretation from which decisions and actions may
result. As proposed by Institutional Theory, the process of
interpretation is also influenced by reference patterns in society.
Therefore, interpretation is influenced by personal,
organizational, and societal factors. The Institutional Theory
highlights this aspect, since the organizations are influenced by
symbolic aspects, such as cultural and social elements, as much as
by cognitive structures (Scott, 2013). Eggers, & Kaplan (2013)
describe that cognitive structures are applied in both the
environmental diagnostics and the prognosis concerning a further
capacities to be developed.

New interpretations supply the flow of knowledge that can lead
to the internalization of such knowledge. Knowledge can be
converted into stable practices or mechanisms that involve
changes and articulation of resources. The result of the
organizational learning process is the development of
competencies. Organizational knowing is circular. It involves
internal and external dimensions (Patriotta, 2003), agency and
structure aspects, individual and social dynamics, organization
and society.

Likewise, change is another point of consensus because there is a

clear relationship with the learning process and the development
of competences, since it implies in change and articulation of
resources (Prahalad, & Hamel, 1990; Mills, et al., 2002). However,
the possibility to access resources (or a lack of it) depends on the
pre-interpretation (cognitive and behavioral aspects) and the
structure of the institutional environment (e. g. Danneels, 2010).
As Thornton, & Ocasio (2008) say, institutions limit and enable, but
do not determine the choices of the actors and the relation of
recursive nature between institutions and actions.

The studies on knowledge, organizational learning, and
development of competences under a dynamic and processual
approach (Heene, & Sanchez, 1997) point towards the process of
adjustment or organizational change in the face of new strategic
redirections or operations throughout time (Turner, & Crawford,
1994). Response to environmental pressures or even proactivity in
the technological changes requires flexibility in order to create
new knowledge and its application (Heene, & Sanchez, 1997).
Therefore, knowledge and practices can be institutionalized and
deinstitutionalized, as the organizational behavior can vary from a
passive conformity to an active resistance in response to the
environmental pressures, depending on the nature and context of
the very pressures (Oliver, 1992).

Scholars started to ponder on the way the organizations develop
and renew their competences before the environmental changes

&

and their own interests. In order to analyze this process, Teece, &
Pisano (1994), and later Teece et al., (1997) proposed the concept
of dynamic capabilities, referring to the organizational capability
to renew competences to acquire congruency with the
environmental changes. The term capabilities emphasizes the key
role of strategic management in adapting, integrating, and
reconfiguring internal and external organizational skills, resources
and functional competences according to the needs of a changing
environment. Thus, dynamic capabilities regard the “[...] firm's
ability to integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and external
competences to address rapidly changing environments” (Teece
et al., 1997, p. 516). Teece (2014) describes dynamic capabilities as
an advanced multidisciplinary theoretical framework to explain
the company's long-term performance.

From the development of studies on dynamic capabilities, the
definitions started to become more ample as the one presented
by Eisenhardt, & Martin (2000, p. 1107) in which the dynamic
capability is “The firm’s processes that use resources - specifically
the processes to integrate, reconfigure, gain and release
resources - to match and even create market change. Dynamic
capabilities thus are the organizational and strategic routines by
which firms achieve new resource configurations as markets
emerge, collide, split, evolve, and die”. Thus, a ‘‘dynamic
capability is a learned and stable pattern of collective activities
that modify an organization’s operating routines” (Zollo, &
Winter, 2002, p. 340). Al-Aali, & Teece (2013) emphasize that the
interpretation of the environment and organizational resources
are important for the study of dynamic capacities.

Institutional Theory analyzes the processes of institutionalization
and deinstitutionalization of practices. The dynamic capabilities
approach describes the existence of routines and patterns
(Eisenhardt, & Martin, 2000) or established patterns (Zollo, &
Winter, 2002) approach practices. Therefore, the use of the
institutional analysis approach can improve its understanding of
the change. In the last years, the Institutional Theory has faced
the challenge of seeking to understand how the processes of
change occur. Change has been approached, for example,
through the concepts of institutional change (Dancin, Goodstein, &
Scott, 2002), institutional entrepreneurship (Garud, Hardy, &
Maguire, 2007), and institutional work (Lawerence, Suddaby, &
Leca, 2009).0ne of the propositions of this paper is fill this gap in
literature on the institutional understanding of the change by the
integration of concepts from resource-based theory and dynamic
capability view. When analyzing the microfoundations of dynamic
capabilities, Teece (2009) describes that the organizational
processes depend on information to be conducted and that the
managers need to have skills to understand this information, as
the "information must be filtered, and must flow to those capable
of making sense of it" (Teece, 2009, p. 12). It is this capability of
filtering process that will be used by the manager to decide which
routine should be utilized/modified in each particular context. This
argument is supported by the studies of Hoffman, & Ocasio (2001)
that demonstrate that the events are not perceived in a similar
way by several members of the industry.

Dynamic capabilities help an organization to constantly adjust its
ordinary capabilities to threats and/or opportunities detected in
the environment. Therefore, the institutionalization
of the dynamic capabilities leads to recurring adjustments and
changes. In order to look at the changes unchained by the
existence of dynamic capabilities, or in order to allow a firm to
integrate, construct and reconfigure competences towards
environmental changes, it is necessary to have a binocular lens
that makes distant objects seem nearer. RBT and its spin-off
concept of dynamic capabilities, may represent this lens because
it allows us to observe organizational change closer at a micro-
processual level.

On the other hand, we need another lens that makes near objects
seem distant. This lens may allow us to see more distantly
structural and environmental aspects that impact the
organizational life at a macro-processual level. From the
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perspective of the Institutional Theory, the bridge can be built
between the theory and the concept aiming to help the studies on
dynamic capabilities to understand their relation with the
environment, using the other lens that distances the objects. This
challenge of understanding the relation between the organization
and the environment can be perceived in the notion by Teece
(2009, p. 108) that "the dynamic capability perspective seeks to
explore how changes in the world are likely to result in changes in
business firms, and how organizations can shape their
environments and improve their capabilities".

The main focus of Institutional Theory analysis is the relationship
between the organizational and societal level, especially the
organizational field. Among the different concepts that analyze
the relation with the field, we highlight the legitimacy which is
one of the fundamental concepts of the Institutional Theory.
Legitimacy is related to the actions perceived as desirable and
appropriate for certain systems of norms and values which are
socially constructed (Deephouse, & Suchman, 2008). Kodeih, &
Greenwood (2013) identified that organizations' (consolidated or
projected) identity plays a relevant role in mediating multiple
institutional logics present in an institutional field. Therefore, we
propose that an organization that possesses legitimacy in its
institutional context will have advantages when proposing
technical innovations in relation to the competitors that do not
have this legitimacy.

As an example, we would like highlight the products by Apple Inc.
Due to the legitimacy regarding their customers, they have
competence in launching innovative products, functions of which
are unknown or even not accepted in the event of competitors’
products, as demonstrates the company’s recent releases (iPod,
iPhone, and iPad had competitive products with similar
functionality but were still highly appreciated by users). As the
customers cannot fully understand the advantage and utility of
innovative products/services, they evaluate them also based on
the legitimacy that the organization acquired in the environment
by launching qualitative products before. Users simply trust Apple
Inc. and acquire new products not for knowing/appreciating their
functionality but for being products by their trusted producer.

Conclusions

competences of development, capabilities, and learning,

allows exploring micro-institutional processes connecting
them back to the macro level. When the concept of the
organizational knowledge is integrated to the concept of
organizational learning, it becomes an enabler of the
development of competences. The latter allows for a better
understanding of micro and macro processes of an organization.
At the same time, ‘institutions reside in intersubjectively shared
knowledge about the word’, making knowledge permeate
organizations and institutions.

:: he study on organizational knowledge by fields such as

Reflecting on the notions presented, we understand the
importance of integration of the Institutional Theory into research
on dynamic capabilities and vice versa. As emphasized in the
beginning, we consider that the main contribution of this paper is
the work of construction of bridges between two dimensions
rooted in two theoretical bodies (Institutional Theory and RBT),
using an inverted binocular metaphor to look at knowing process
enacted in a process of organizational learning, competences, and
dynamic capabilities.

As in the study of Patriotta (2003), the forms of
institutionalization of knowledge by means of routines and
practices can be investigated in order to analyze the institutional
dynamics or stability in a certain field and their relation with
institutional logics.

Based on the concept from institutional work proposed by
Lawrence et al. (2009), we ask ourselves: How do actions from the
changes generated by the organizations with a high dynamic

O

capability affect institutions? How can they cause constant
innovations? Is it only about large companies which have a greater
probability of having sufficient resources for a dynamic capability?

This constructed bridge generates a series of possibilities for
researches that certainly posit a methodological challenge. One of
the promising paths is the integration of theories. Complex
situations can hardly be investigated using both theories, since
these theories (Institutional theory and RBT) have limitations and
different assumptions. When we integrate theories or concepts
from one theory to another, we leverage the capacity of
understanding and explanation of organizational phenomena,
opening the ‘black box’ without decontextualizing it from its time-
space. In-depth case studies with similar firms acting in different
institutional environments (e.g. cross-cultural) are relevant in this
regard and should concentrate on the micro processes with a
methodological lens and at the macro processes with another
conceptual lens. This approach would correspond to the idea of
the inverted, multiparadigmatic binocular.

Finally, we believe that scholars from both domains can profit
from the theories integration. This paper opens up an opportunity
to investigate dynamic capabilities more thorough, considering
organizations and their resources which are acting in an
environment pressures and complex social norms. Our hope is
that in looking at these possibilities we can inspire scholars
interested in dynamic capabilities to add value through their
researches about this concept. Future studies should further
follow the call for dynamic capabilities research using integrated
theories, and therefore adopt different approaches to look into
this phenomenon such as Institutional Theory and RBT. Future
researches could also consider this proposal to look into the
effect of dynamic capabilities on high performance, investigating
both internal activities and the competitive relations, or
considering different dimensions of exploration and exploitation
decisions. Because dynamic capabilities are a concept central to
organizations and their success, a greater understanding of these
capabilities can advance both strategic management theory and
organizational practice.
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