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Periphery

Constructivist approach:
e NOt only content-based (essentialist)

e Attention to representations: boundary-work (Gyerin,
1995)

o [Witter: symbolism, density
e Process (Abbott 1988, 1995)

Field

/ Boundaries » Entities
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3. Entities:
® supporters as pseudo-scientists
e adversaries as gatekeepers

4. Adversaries are the dominant coalition
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