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This Online Appendix provides (1) a more detailed account of the method we
have followed in building the ISoM prosopography and network analysis ; (2) an
additional network analysis, covering the whole period under investigation (1978-
1993); (3) exhaustive information collected about the ISoM organisation, organis-
ers, and participants.

1 Network Analysis: Methodology
The fundamental principle underlying network analysis is to connect ‘nodes’

through ‘edges’. In our analysis, the ‘nodes’ are the 246 participants of the 16
ISoM held between 1978 and 1993. The ‘edges’ consist, in our case, in a set of
professional relationships between each couple of ISoM participants. All these
relationships are pre-existent to the attendance of a given participant to his first
ISoM meeting. Below, we first detail the prosopographic method for building
the database—which includes both the list of participants (the ’nodes’) and their
professional relationship (the ’edges’).

1.1 Data collection: List of participants

The complete lists of ISoM participants, by year, are appended in section 3
of this Online Appendix. We established these lists by combining two sources:
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the ISoM proceedings published by the European Economic Review (EER); the
conference programmes held at the FMSH archives, when they were available (i.e.
for the years from 1978 to 1985, plus 1988).1

Crossing-checking across these two sources was particularly important for sev-
eral reasons. First, the EER did not publish all the papers presented at the ISoM;
the problem is similar for the comments given by the discussants.2 Thus, thanks
to the conference programmes, we were able to identify the papers and comments
“missing” from the EER proceedings.3 The cross-checking of proceedings and pro-
grammes was also particularly relevant to identify any participant that was just
attending the Seminar, without presenting, commenting on a paper, or being a
member of the advisory committee. Finally, in the specific case of the first ISoM
(1978), proceedings were not published: henceforth, archives provided the only
source about the participants and the papers presented.

Unfortunately, in the MSH archives, ISoM programmes were available only for
the years 1978 to 1985, and 1988.4 Therefore, the lists of participants for 1986-1987
and 1989-1993 were established relying solely on the proceedings published by the
EER.5 This means that a small number of papers and participants are missing
from our database.

1.2 Prosopography

Once we had established the list of participants to the 16 ISoM (1978-1993),
we have proceeded with constructing a prosopography of these 246 economists.
Prosopography is the study of collective biographies (Svorenčík, 2018):6 we focused
1 MSH Information (the internal newsletter of the Maison des sciences de l’Homme) provides

an additional source for this, though only for the first two Seminars (1978 and 1979) and for
the 1992 ISoM. For these three years, extensive coverage of the event, including the list of
participants, was published.

2 For comments, sometimes the original discussant has been replaced in print by another
participant—only the latter writing a comment on the paper for the proceedings.

3 Note that the ISoM programmes only mention the title of each presented paper; no copies
of the papers, in their conference format, are available. Henceforth, when a paper presented
at the ISoM was (i) published later, (ii) elsewhere than in the EER, and (iii) under another
title than the one in the conference programme, we had to rely on the published article’s
acknowledgement (looking for any mention the ISoM, or ISoM participants) to identify it as
the paper presented at the ISoM.

4 Furthermore, it was not possible to collect programmes from the participants; we also consid-
ered that it would have been unreliable to ask interviewees to reconstruct the list of attendees.

5 The 1986 ISoM was the only edition for which all the seven papers presented were published
by the EER. Henceforth, except for the name of discussants, the list of 1986 participants is
completely reliable.

6 Svorenčík, A. (2018). The Missing Link: Prosopography in the History of Economics. History
of Political Economy, 50(3):605–613.
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on some particular aspects of each participant biography (see list below).
Information about each participant’s biography has been mostly collected from

his or her curriculum vitae and personal website pages (when available). Whenever
these sources were missing, we have inferred the relevant information by checking
alternative sources, such as:

• for establishing professional positions and affiliations, we relied on the par-
ticipants’ signature of articles and books;

• for determining the PhD advisor of each participant, we also
relied on two online databases, https://academictree.org/ and
https://genealogy.math.ndsu.nodak.edu/. The information from these
databases was cross-checked (across the two bases, but also from other
sources, for instance the ProQuest database or from acknowledgements in
early publications);

• co-authorship information has been established by cross-checking personal
pages and CVs with Google scholar references.

For each participant, the prosopography contains the following information:

• year and institution of graduation and PhD;

• PhD supervisor(s);

• Academic positions (with corresponding start and end date), including vis-
iting positions exceeding 6 months;

• Non-academic positions (with corresponding start and end dates), not in-
cluding networks (such as NBER or CEPR) and external consultancies;

• Other relevant activities outside the main position, such as an involve-
ment with large-scale macroeconometric modelling (e.g. SISYFO, METRIC,
LINK);

• Co-authorship (with relevant dates);

• number of ISoM meetings attended.

It is not always possible to find all the relevant information for all partici-
pants, particularly for those belonging to the oldest generation (i.e. those who
passed away in the 1980s or 1990s)—since published CVs and personal websites
constituted a major source of information. Similarly, relevant information proven
easier to find for US-based ISoM participants. This impacts the network analy-
sis insofar as US economists resulted as more tightly connected with each other
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(see below). However, this result also stemmed from the overall higher visibility
of US economists and to their higher integration in professional networks (which
multiplied the availability of information). Thus, overall, this should be taken
as another proof of the higher integration of the US economics, as well as of its
influence on European economists.

1.3 Network analysis

Based on the above prosopography, we were able to draw an ‘edge’ between two
ISoM participants, whenever they were connected by at least one of the following
professional relationships:

• Participant X and Participant Y have been PhD students together;7

• Participant X and Participant Y shared the same PhD supervisor during
their PhD years;8

• Participant X was the PhD student or the PhD advisor of Participant Y;

• Participant X and Participant Y worked together in the same institution
(academic or non-academic) after their PhD;

• Participant X and Participant Y were both involved together in a significant
research activity outside their main institution (e.g. they were co-organizing
seminars or co-editing a journal);

• Participant X and Participant Y co-authored a paper.

All the relationships we have established are pre-existent to the first ISoM
participation. For instance, if Participant X attended for the first time the ISoM
in 1982, and Participant Y attended for the first time in 1986, we considered
only the relationships between X and Y before 1986, and ignored all subsequent
relationships.9

When two participants had multiple relationships (for instance, being PhD stu-
dents together, under the supervision of the same advisor, and publishing a paper
together) the ‘edge’ between these two participants is “thicker” (i.e. is weighted by
7 There were too few occurrences of two participants having been undergraduate students to-

gether (<5), henceforth this type of connection was ignored).
8 Regardless of the supervisor being or not a participant to the ISoM.
9 Pre-existent relationships are particularly relevant in the case of the ISoM, since the Seminar

is based on an invitation to participate (delivered by the advisory committee), and not on an
open call for papers.
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a numerical factor). The maximum weight is 5 (when all the relationships listed
above are verified, relationship 2 and 3 being incompatible).

Using the software GEPHI,10 we used the Force Atlas algorithm to shape the
structure of our three networks (one for each sub-period).11 Force Atlas relied
on an attractive force—bringing closer participants who are connected to each
other—and a repulsive force—moving away the participants with less connections
to each other. The nodes are thus iteratively moved in a two-dimensional space,
depending on the strength of their links with other nodes.

For each network, we then applied the GEPHI modularity algorithm (the Lou-
vain method), which identified ‘communities’ gathering the nodes that are the
most connected together.12 The Louvain algorithm maximises, for a given reso-
lution (1 in our case), the number of links within communities in comparison to
the number of links going outside of the communities.13 In each sub-period, the
different communities are graphically identified by a shape-colour couple. Section
3 of this Appendix reports the networks for the three sub-periods presented in the
article, as well as the lists of names of the participants by community (as identified
by the Louvain method).

2 Network analysis 1978-1993
The figure below is the result of the network analysis for the whole period

under study (1978-1993).
The US-based community (northwest of the graph) constitutes a dense inter-

twining of four sub-communities: Harvard (in orange); the MIT (in green), with a
younger generation (dark green) and an older one (light green);14 all other institu-
tions, including mostly Princeton, Yale, and Northwestern University (in magenta).
The proximity of the nodes and the entanglement of the sub-communities both ex-
press the general strong interconnectedness of this US-based group. However, the
MIT clearly constitutes the most ‘connective’ institution of the network: for in-
10 Bastian, M., Heymann, S., and Jacomy, M. (2009). Gephi: An Open Source Soft-ware for

Exploring and Manipulating Networks. In Third International AAAI Conference on Weblogs
and Social Media.

11 Jacomy M., Venturini T., Heymann S., Bastian M. (2014) ForceAtlas2, a Continuous Graph
Layout Algorithm for Handy Network Visualization Designed for the Gephi Software. PLoS
ONE, 9(6): e98679.

12 De Meo, P., Ferrara, E., Fiumara, G., and Provetti, A. (2011). Generalized Louvain method for
community detection in large networks. 11th International Conference on Intelligent Systems
Design and Applications, pp. 88-93.

13 A higher resolution would lead the algorithm to identify a higher number of communities.
14 Within this older generation, we also account for a group of scholars (also in light green)

circulating from MIT to Chicago, typically between their PhD and their first appointment.
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