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Abstract

Although studies of organization certainly need to include analysis of discourse, one prominent tendency within current research on organizational discourse limits its value of for organizational studies through a  commitment to postmodernism and extreme versions of social constructivism. I argue that  a version of critical discourse analysis based upon a critical realist social ontology is potentially of greater value to organization studies, and I refer in particular to the contribution it can make to research on organizational change. 
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I am grateful to the editors of Organization Studies for this opportunity to comment as a relative outsider on developments in the study of organizational discourse. Not perhaps entirely an outsider, in that I have written on organizational discourse (eg Fairclough 1993, Fairclough & Thomas forthcoming), and contributed to conferences, but the discourse of organizations as such has not been a major focus of my work. Yet there are certainly overlaps. My central interest in discourse as an element in processes of social change, especially in my current work on ‘transition’ in Central and Eastern Europe, necessarily raises issues to do with organizations and organizational change; and Critical Discourse Analysis (henceforth CDA), including my own work, has been influential within research on organizational discourse. 
Let me sum up my argument in this paper. First, studies of organization need to include analysis of discourse. Second, however, its commitment to postmodernism and extreme versions of social constructivism limits the value of one prominent tendency within current research on organizational discourse for organizational studies. Third, a version of CDA based upon a critical realist social ontology is potentially of particular value to organization studies. I refer especially to its value in researching organizational change. 
I agree with those whose specific concern is research into organizational discourse that analysis of organizational discourse should be seen as an important part of organization studies.  This follows from certain ontological assumptions about the nature of social (and therefore also organizational) life, namely, that social phenomena are socially constructed, ie people’s concepts of the world they live and act within contribute to its reproduction and transformation; and that social phenomena are socially constructed in discourse.  As I have implied above, however, certain extreme forms of social constructivism should be rejected (I return to this issue below). Like others, I use the term ‘discourse’ for linguistic and other semiotic elements (such as visual images and ‘body language’) of the social, but I use it in a relational way, with a focus on relations between linguistic/semiotic elements of the social and other (including material) elements.  ‘Discourse analysis’ is generally taken to be the analysis of ‘texts’ in a broad sense – written texts, spoken interaction, the multi-media texts of television and the internet, etc. As I shall explain in more detail later, I take ‘texts’ to be the linguistic/semiotic elements of social events, analytically isolable parts of the social process
. But some versions of discourse analysis (which are typically Foucaultian in inspiration) limit themselves to identifying the presence and forms of combination of recurrent and relatively stable and durable ‘discourses’ in texts, whereas others carry our various forms of detailed linguistic analysis (eg analysis of grammar, semantics, vocabulary, metaphor, forms of argumentation or narrative, and so forth) and/or detailed analysis of other semiotic features of texts such as their visual aspects. Some versions of discourse analysis do both, and that is the position I adopt. More specifically,  I adopt a position of ‘analytical dualism’ (see footnote 1, and Sayer 2000) which applies to discourse as well as to other elements of the social, which regards ‘discourse’ as subsuming both linguistic/semiotic elements of social events and linguistic/semiotic facets of social structures, as well as of the ‘social practices’ which, as I explain below, I see as mediating the relationship between events and structures. ‘Discourses’ in a Foucaultian sense are for me elements of social practices. ‘Discourse analysis’ correspondingly has a doubly relational character: it analyses relations between discourse and other elements of the social, and it analyses relations between linguistic/semiotic elements of social events and linguistic/semiotic facets of social structures and social practices, including ‘discourses’. 
I shall take a critical stance towards one prominent tendency within the work which has been carried out in the study of organizational discourse, on the grounds that it equates a shift in focus towards discourse in organization studies with the adoption of postmodernist and extreme social constructivist positions. My position is that commitment to such positions does not in any way follow from a commitment to giving discourse analysis its proper place within organization studies. I shall argue instead for a critical realist position which is moderately socially constructivist but rejects the tendency for the study of organization to be reduced to the study of discourse, locating the analysis of discourse instead within an analytically dualist epistemology which gives primacy to researching relations between agency (process, and events – see note 1) and structure on the basis of a realist social ontology. I shall argue that this form of critical discourse analysis has more to offer organization studies than broadly postmodernist work on organizational discourse. In the final section of the paper, I shall justify this argument through a discussion of organizational change.  So, in sum, this paper is simultaneously an argument that the analysis of discourse is an essential and unavoidable part of organization studies, and an argument against certain prominent forms of discourse analysis which are currently carried out within organization studies. 
1.  Organizing, organization and organizational discourse

Research on organizational discourse encompasses various theoretical and methodological positions.  Putnam & Fairhurst (2001) distinguish eight approaches, and Kieser & Müller (2003) note that a number of distinct research networks have emerged.  I shall not attempt to address or characterize this substantial and complex body of work as a whole. I want to focus on a particular tendency within this research, which has been highly influential without being universal, to distance itself from more conventional work in organization studies by rejecting conceptions of organization as organizational structures in favour of conceptions of organization as an interactive accomplishment in organizational discourse, as ‘organizing’ (eg. Grant, Harvey, Oswick & Putnam forthcoming, Mumby & Clair 1997, Tsoukas & Chia 2002,  Weick 1979).  The theoretical bases for this tendency have come from ethnomethodology (Boden 1994), actor-network theory (Law 1994), and Foucaultian post-structuralism (Reed 2000). Ackroyd & Fleetwood (2000) suggest that it is associated with a reductive opposition which researchers have set up between positivist and postmodern research – since positivism is unacceptable for well-known reasons, postmodernism is seen as the only viable possibility. As these authors argue, it is not: there is a strong tradition of realism in organization studies which is equally adamant in rejecting positivism without embracing postmodernism.
Mumby & Stohl (1996:58) for instance argue that researchers in organizational  communication most centrally differ from those in other areas of organization studies in that the former problematize ‘organization’ whereas the latter do not. ‘For us, organization - or organizing, to use Weick's (1979) term - is a precarious, ambiguous, uncertain process that is continually being made and remade. In Weick's sense, organizations are only seen as stable, rational structures when viewed retrospectively. Communication, then, is the 

substance of organizing in the sense that through discursive practices 

organization members engage in the construction of a complex and diverse system of meanings’.  Another formulation of this shift in emphasis from organizations as structures to ‘organizing’ (or ‘organizational becoming’, Tsoukas & Chia 2002) as a process is that of Mumby & Clair (1997: 181): ‘we suggest that organizations exist only in so far as their members create them through discourse. This is not to claim that organizations are “nothing but” discourse, but rather that discourse is the principal means by which organization members create a coherent social reality that frames their sense of who they are’.  Reed (forthcoming) argues that, despite the disclaimer at the beginning of the second sentence, this formulation can be seen as collapsing ontology into epistemology, and undermining the ontological reality of organizational  structures as constraints on organizational action and communication.  

From the perspective of critical realism and the realist view of discourse which I outline below, it makes little sense to see organizing and organization, or more generally process/agency and structure, as alternatives one has to choose between. With respect to organizational change, both organizational structures and the agency of members of organizations in organizational action and communication have causal effects on how organizations change. Organizational communication does indeed organize, produce organizational effects and may contribute to the transformation of organizations, but organizing is subject to conditions of possibility which include organizational structures. 
Organizational discourse studies have been associated with postmodernist positions (Chia 1995, Grant, Harvey, Oswick & Putnam forthcoming, Grant, Keenoy, Oswick 2001), though the field as a whole is too diverse to be seen as simply postmodernist. Chia identifies a postmodern  ‘style of thinking’ in organizational studies which ‘accentuates the significance, ontological priority and analysis of the micro-logics of social organizing practices over and above their stabilized “effects” such as “individuals” ' (1995:581). As this indicates, the focus on organizing rather than organisation is strongly associated with this ‘style of thinking’. Like the dialectical-relational ontology I advocate below, this ‘style of thinking’ sees objects and entities as emergent products of  processes. The key difference is that this ‘style of thinking’ tends towards a one-sided emphasis on process, whereas the realist view of discourse analysis I advocate centres upon the tension between process and pre-structured (discoursal as well as non-discoursal – see below) objects. 

Both Mumby & Stohl (1991) and Mumby & Clair (1997) set up the contrast between ‘organizing’ and ‘organization’ as a contrast between discourse (or ‘communication’) and organizational structures. I would argue that the relationship (or, for some, the choice) is not between organizational discourse and organizational structures, because organizational structures themselves have a partly linguistic/semiotic character. So too do the ‘social practices’ which I shall argue mediate the relationship between structures and processes (and events). It is productive to see organizations at one level of analysis as networks of social practices. In the version of CDA I sketch out below, a network of social practices includes an ‘order of discourse’, a relatively stabilised and durable configuration of discourses (as well as other elements, ‘genres’ and ‘styles’, which I explain below) which is a facet of a relatively stabilised and durable network of social practices.  CDA is concerned with the relationship and tensions between the relative ‘permanences’ of organizational orders of discourse as moments of networks of social practices (and, more indirectly, the languages and other semiotic systems whose potentials they are a selective social ordering of), and organizational texts conceived as processes of texturing and organizing and as the semiotic elements of social events. Thus the relations between discourse and non-discursive elements of the social should not be confused with the relationship between social process (and isolable social events), and social (practices and) structures. 

Viewing what I shall later call, in broad terms discourse as a facet of practices and structures as well as of processes/events is in my view important for achieving coherent theories which can extend our knowledge of organizations and organizational change. Grant & Hardy (2004:6) in the Introduction to a recent special issue of Organizational Studies on organizational discourse state that: 

The term ‘discourse’ has been defined as sets of statements that bring social objects into being (Parker 1992). In using the term ‘organizational discourse’, we refer to the structured collections of texts embodied in the practices of talking and writing … that bring organizationally related objects into being as those texts are produced, disseminated, and consumed  … Consequently, texts can be considered to be a manifestation of discourse and the distinctive unit … on which the researcher focuses. Accordingly, discourse analysis is the systematic study of texts. …’  The papers in the special issue ‘identify and analyse specific, micro-level instances of discursive action and then locate them in the context of other macro-level, “meta” or “grand” discourses’.  

One problem I have with this formulation is that contingent effects of texts (‘bringing organizationally related objects into being’) are collapsed into the theoretical categories of ‘discourse’ and ‘text’, leaving us no way of analysing the contingency of these effects: I would argue that texts may have such effects, depending on certain conditions. Another problem is with the categories of ‘discourse’ and ‘text’. I assume that ‘discursive action’ is equivalent to ‘texts’, though this is not made clear. I also assume that ‘other’ in the last sentence implies that ‘discursive action’ (and ‘texts’) are themselves ‘discourses’; this would also resolve the unclarity of what a particular ‘structured collection of texts’ is – a discourse? – and the apparent redundancy of (organizational) ‘texts’ both being (organizational) ‘discourse’ and being ‘a manifestation of’ (organizational?) ‘discourse’.  If this is the case, it would appear that ‘texts’ are (micro-level?) discourses and are located ‘in the context of’ (‘macro-level’) ‘discourses’. I am not sure that the authors would go along with this attempt to spell out relations between the categories, my point is rather to suggest that the relations are opaque in a way which undermines theoretical coherence, and that this opacity is at least in part due to a failure to explicitly and clearly differentiate levels (processes/events, practices, and structures). 

The other editors of the special issue refer in a concluding paper (Keenoy & Oswick 2004) to some papers focusing on ‘big “D” discourse (that is a Grand Discourse or Mega-Discourse approach)’ whereas others focus on ‘small “d” discourse (that is, a micro- or meso-discourse approach)’. This is inconsistent with the claim of Grant & Hardy that all of the articles ‘identify and analyse specific, microlevel instances of discursive action and then locate them in the context of other macro-level, “meta” or “grand” discourses’. In fact neither seems to be accurate: there are articles which include detailed textual analysis which also identify ‘big ‘D’ discourses’ (eg Iedema, Degeling, Braithwaite and White 2004 show how the ‘doctor-manager’ their analysis is focused upon weaves three ‘big “D” ‘ discourses together), there are also articles (eg Maguire 2004) which discuss ‘big “D” ‘ discourses without any detailed textual analysis. In terms of the version of CDA I shall describe below, one cannot chose  between ‘big “D” ‘ and ‘small “d” ‘ approaches in discourse analysis: discourse analysis is concerned with the relationship between processes/events and practices (as well as structures), texts and discourses (as well as genres and styles), and therefore in the terms of the distinction used by Keenoy & Oswick the relationship between ‘big “D” ’ and ‘small “d” ‘ discourses. This entails the claim which I shall elaborate below that analysis of organizational discourse should include detailed analysis of texts, both analysis of linguistic and other semiotic features of texts, and the ‘interdiscursive’ analysis of texts which I discuss immediately below. 
Grant, Harvey, Oswick & Putnam (forthcoming) emphasize the increasing importance of the category of ‘intertextuality’ in research on organizational discourse, and this is the particular focus of Keeney & Oswick (2004). They propose the notion of ‘textscape’ to ‘refer to the multiplex intertextualities which inform and underpin the meaning(s) of any given piece of discourse’. They see intertextuality as supporting their ‘preference to approach the social phenomenon of ‘organization’ as a (discursive) process – ‘organizing’, again privileging of processes over structures. Does it? I think not. The general concept of ‘intertextuality’ includes relations between actual texts (and events), one obvious example of which is ‘reported speech’, which are indeed complex and ‘multiplex’. But it also includes what I call ‘interdiscursivity’: one important way in which (types of) texts are different from one another and distinctive is in how they draw upon and combine together relatively stable and durable discourses (as well as ‘genres’ and ‘styles’, as I explain later), and this feature of texts can only be investigated in terms of relations between processes (and events) and the networks of practices and associated orders of discourse which mediate the relation between process and structure (as I argued in for instance Fairclough 1992, 1995, 2003). This entails an ‘interdiscursive’ as well as linguistic/semiotic analysis texts, ie an analysis of how they articulate different discourses (as well as genres and styles) together, which I explain further in the next section. Intertextuality is indeed an important aspect of any research on discourse, but this does not provide support for an overemphasis on process at the expense of structure.
Let me close this section by referring to one particularly good and theoretically sophisticated  paper in the special issue of Organizational Studies (Iedema, Degeling, Braithwaite and White 2004) to elaborate what I have been saying about the relationship between organization and ‘organizing’.  It is an analysis of how a ‘doctor-manager’ in a teaching hospital in Australia manages ‘the incommensurable dimensions’ of his ‘boundary position between profession and organization’ by positioning himself across different discourses, sometimes in a single utterance (15). The authors identify a heteroglossia ‘that is too context-regarding to be reducible to personal idiosyncracy, and too complex and dynamic to be the calculated outcome of conscious manipulation’. They see the doctor-manager’s talk as a ‘feat’ of ‘bricolage’, not as a display of ‘behaviours that are pre-programmed’. Nor is it an instantiation of a ‘strategy’, for ‘strategies are they assume ‘conscious’. Although the authors recognize that organizations can ‘set limits’ on what workers can say and do, impose ‘closure’, they see the doctor-manager as successfully ‘deferring closure on his own identity and on the discourses that realize it’ (29). 

One can take this as an interesting and nuanced study of organization as the ‘organizing’ that is achieved in interaction (nuanced in that it does not exclude organizational structures, though it does suggest that they are more ‘fluid’ and less ‘categorical’ than they have been taken to be, and in that it does recognize their capacity to impose ‘closure’).  I would like to make a number of connected observations on this paper. First, one might see the doctor-manager’s ‘feat’ in this case as a particular form of a more general organizational process, the management of contradictions. Second, discourse figures differently in different types of organization (Borzeix 2003, referring to Girin 2001). The type of organization in this case seems to be in Girin’s terms a ‘cognitive’ (or ‘learning’, or ‘intelligent’) organization, in which the normative force of (written) texts (rules, procedures) is limited, and there is an emphasis on learning in spoken interaction.  There seems to be, in other terms, a relatively ‘network’ type of structure rather than a simple hierarchy, where management involves a strong element of participatory and consultative interaction with stakeholders. Third, connecting the first two points, spoken interaction in this type of organization accomplishes an ongoing management of contradictions which contrasts with the management of contradictions through suppressing them by imposing rules and procedures, which one finds in certain sorts of organization, and one might perhaps find in this sort of organization in certain situations. Fourth, the doctor-manager’s ‘feat’ can be seen as a performance of a strategy as long as we abandon the (somewhat implausible) claim that all aspects and levels of strategic action are conscious – the doctor-manager would one imagines be conscious of the need to sustain a balancing act between professional and managerial perspectives and priorities, and of certain specific means to do so, but that does not entail him being conscious of all the complex interactive means he uses to do it. Fifth, while particular performances of this strategy (or, indeed, any strategy) are not ‘pre-programmed’, the strategy is institutionalized, disseminated, learnt, and constitutes one might say a facet of the networks of social practices which characterize this type of organization, ie a facet of organizational structure. Sixth, it strikes me that bringing off a sense of creative bricolage is perhaps itself a part of the managerial style of this type of organization, ie part of the strategy, the network of social practices, the order of discourse. My conclusion is that even given the nuanced position taken on the relationship between organizing and organization in this paper, there may be undue emphasis on organizing rather organization, performance rather than practice, ‘feat’ rather than strategy
 . 
2.  A critical realist approach to discourse analysis

I shall begin this section with a brief sketch of certain central features of critical realism, and then move on outline, still briefly but more fully, a critical realist approach to discourse analysis. 
(a) Critical realism
Realism is minimally the claim that there is a real world, including a real social world, which exists independently of our knowledge about it. Critical realism is a particular version of realism which is particularly associated with the work of Bhaskar (Bhaskar 1986, Archer 1995, Sayer 2000). Critical realists argue that the natural and social worlds differ in that the latter but not the former is dependent on human action for its existence – it is socially constructed. The social world is pre-constructed for any human being, and its socially constructed nature does not preclude there being aspects of it which human beings have no or limited or mistaken knowledge of. So for critical realists ontology must be distinguished from epistemology, and we must avoid the ‘epistemic fallacy’ of confusing the nature of reality with our knowledge of reality. This does not at all imply that reliable knowledge about reality is easy to come by, but it does mean a rejection of ‘judgemental relativism’ – of the view that all representations of the world are equally good – and a search for grounds for determining whether some representations constitute better  knowledge of the world than others. 
Critical realists assume a ‘stratified ontology’,  which sees processes/events and structures as different strata of social reality with different properties. A distinction is drawn between the ‘real’, the ‘actual’, and the ‘empirical’: the ‘real’ is the domain of structures with their associated ‘causal powers’; the ‘actual’ is the domain of events and processes; the ‘empirical’ is the part of the real and the actual that is experienced by social actors. The ‘actual’ does not in any simple or straightforward way reflect the ‘real’: the extent to which and ways in which the particular causal powers are activated to affect actual events is contingent upon the complex interaction of different structures and causal powers in the causing of events. Causal powers moreover are not exclusively the properties of structures: social agents also have causal powers which affect the actual. The view of causality therefore is not a (Humean) ‘constant conjunction’ view according to which a causal relation between x and y entails a regular (and in principle predictable) relation such that where x appears, y will appear. On the contrary, the production of such ‘constant conjunctions’ require human intervention, notably in the form of experiments (which are generally more possible in natural than in social sciences). 
As I have already indicated, critical realism claims that mediating entities are necessary to account for the relationship between structures and processes/events. These mediating entities are ‘social practices’, more or less durable and stable articulations of diverse social elements including discourse which constitute social selections and orderings of the allowances of social structures as actualisable allowances in particular areas of social life in a certain time and place. Social practices are networked together in distinctive and shifting ways.  Social fields, institutions and organizations can be regarded as networks of social practices
. Critical realist ontology is also ‘transformational’: human agency produces effects through drawing upon existing structures and practices which are reproduced and/or transformed in action. Critical realism aims at explanation: at explaining social processes and events in terms of the causal powers of both structures and human agency and the contingency of their effects. 
Social research proceeds through abstraction from the concrete events of social life aimed at understanding the pre-structured nature of social life, and returns to analysis of concrete events, actions and processes in the light of this knowledge. Thus for instance it is through investigation of sets of concrete events and texts in contemporary ‘marketized’ universities that one arrives at a knowledge of the pre-structured networks of social practices which constitute them as ‘marketized’ organizations, which have discoursal facets which I shall refer to as ‘orders of discourse’ (see below). Analysis of concrete events and texts then centres upon the relationship between them as occasioned and situated events and texts and pre-structured networks of social practices and orders of discourse, which both constitute preconditions for them and are open to transformation by them (Fairclough 1995). This form of realism is not subject to the tendency within modernist social research which is criticized by Woolgar (1988) to take the objects it arrives at through abstraction (which would include in the case of CDA orders of discourse, as well as languages and other semiotic systems) to be exhaustive of the social reality it researches. The key difference in this case is whereas this form of modernist research moves from the concrete to the abstract and then ‘forgets’ the concrete, the dialectic-relational form of realism I advocate crucially makes the move back to analysis of the concrete. Thus a critical realistic discourse analysis is not merely concerned with languages and orders of discourse, it is equally concerned with texts as (elements of) processes, and with the relations of tension between the two. 

Realist discourse analysis on this view is based in a dialectical-relational social ontology which sees objects, entities, persons, discourses, organizations etc as socially produced ‘permanences’ which arise out of processes and relations (Harvey 1996) and which constitute a pre-structured reality with which we are confronted, and sets of affordances and limitations on processes. The concern in research is with the relationship and tension between pre-constructed social structures, practices, identities, orders of discourse, organizations on the one hand, and processes, actions, events on the other. People with their capacities for agency are seen as socially produced, contingent and subject to change, yet real, and possessing real causal powers which, in their tension with the causal powers of social structures and practices, are a focus for analysis.  Discourse analysis focuses on this tension specifically in textual elements of social events. 

(b) Critical discourse analysis

This version of discourse analysis has been developed in connection with transdisciplinary research on social change. Transdisciplinary research is more than a short-term collaboration of disciplines around particular research projects, it is a long-term dialogue between disciplines and theories with each drawing upon the concepts, categories and ‘logics’ of the others in pursuing its own theoretical and methodological development (Fairclough 2003, forthcoming b). Critical discourse analysis specifically contributes to such research a focus on how discourse figures in relation to other social elements in processes of social change. This includes the integration of detailed analysis of texts into research on social change
. 
This version of CDA views discourse as an element of social processes and  social events, and also an element of relatively durable social practices, though neither are reducible to discourse: they are articulations of discourse with non-discoursal elements. ‘Discourse’ subsumes language as well as other forms of semiosis such as visual images and ‘body language’, and texts (the discoursal elements of social events) often combine different semiotic forms (eg the texts of television characteristically combine language and visual images, and in many cases music or various ‘sound effects’). But the use of the ‘term ‘discourse’
 rather than ‘language’ is not purely or even primarily motivated by the diversity of forms of semiosis, it primarily registers a relational way of seeing linguistic/semiotic elements of social events and practices as interconnected with other elements. The objective of discourse analysis, on this view, is not simply analysis of discourse per se, but analysis of the relations between discourse and non-discoursal elements of the social, in order to reach a better understanding of these complex relations (including how changes in discourse can cause changes in other elements). But if we are to analyse relations between discourse and non-discoursal elements, we must obviously see them as different elements of social reality – as ontologically (and not just epistemologically, analytically) different. They are different, but we might say that they are not discrete, in the sense that other elements of the social (eg the social relations and material division and structuring of space in organizations), in being socially constructed through discourse, come to incorporate or ‘internalize’ particular discursive elements (including particular discourses) without being reducible to them.  The relations between them are dialectical, in Harvey’s sense (Harvey 1996, see also Chouliaraki & Fairclough 1999, Fairclough 2003, Fairclough, Jessop & Sayer 2004).

As I have indicated, I adopt the ‘stratified’ view of ontology characteristic of critical realism, along with the claim that the relationship between structures and events is mediated by social practices. This means that discourse analysis has a doubly relational character: it is concerned with relations between discourse and other social elements, and relations between texts as discoursal elements of events and ‘orders of discourse’ as discoursal elements of networks of social practices (and, ultimately, languages and other semiotic systems as social structures). Networks of social practices include specifically discoursal selections and orderings from languages and other semiotic systems which I call ‘orders of discourse’, appropriating but redefining Foucault’s term (Foucault 1984, Fairclough 1992). Orders of discourse are social structurings of linguistic/semiotic variation or difference. That is to say, linguistic and semiotic systems make possible (can ‘generate’) texts which differ without limit, but the actual range of variation is socially delimited and structured, ie through the ways in which linguistic and semiotic systems interact with other social structures and systems. An order of discourse can more specifically be seen as a particular combination of different discourses, different genres, and different styles, which are articulated together in a distinctive way. A discourse is a particular way of representing certain parts or aspects of the (physical, social, psychological) world; for instance, there are different political discourses (liberal, conservative, social-democratic etc) which represent social groups and relations between social groups in a society in different ways. A genre is a particular way of acting socially, which means acting together, ie interacting; for instance, there are different genres for consulting, discussing or interviewing. A style is a particular way of being, ie a particular identity; for instance, there are distinguishable ways of managing or ‘leading’ in organizations which can be characterized as different styles.   Whereas one can see ways of representing as having a purely discoursal or semiotic character, ways of acting and ways of being have only a partially discursive character, and entail relations between discoursal and non-discoursal social elements. In some forms of social action (eg certain commodity production processes) discourse is secondary to material action, in others (eg meetings) action consists almost entirely of discourse; and particular ways of managing include bodily habits and dispositions as well as ways of communicating. An order of discourse is not adequately specified simply in terms of the sets of discourses, genres and styles it comprises; the relations between them – how they are articulated together – are crucial. So the order of discourse of a particular organization will include discourses, genres and styles whose distribution is complementary, corresponding to different parts and facets of the organization, but also discourses, genres and styles which are potentially conflicting alternatives, whose relations are defined in terms of dominance, resistance, marginalization, innovation, and so forth. If an order of discourse constitutes a system, it is a system which may be more or less stable and durable, or stable in some parts and unstable in others, more or less resistant to change or open to change
.  
I shall use the term ‘text’
, in a generalized sense (not just written text but also spoken interaction, multi-semiotic televisual text etc) for the discoursal element of social events. Texts are doubly contextualized, first in their relation to other elements of social events, second in their relation to social practices, which is ‘internal’ to texts in the sense that they necessarily draw upon orders of discourse, ie social practices in their discoursal aspect, and the discourses, genres and styles associated with them. However, events (and therefore texts) are points of articulation and tension between two causal forces: social practices and, through their mediation, social structures; and the agency of the social actors who speak, write, compose, read, listen to, interpret them. The social ‘resource’ of discourses, genres and styles is subject to the transformative potential of social agency, so that texts do not simply instantiate discourses, genres and styles, they actively rework them, articulate them together in distinctive and potentially novel ways, hybridize them, transform them. The ‘interdiscursive’ analysis of texts (Fairclough 1992, Chouliaraki & Fairclough 1999) in this version of CDA shows how texts articulate different discourses, genres and styles together, potentially drawing from diverse orders of discourse, and potentially showing the capacity of social agents to use existing social resources in innovative ways which, subject to certain conditions, may contribute to changing the character of and relations between social practices. The causal powers of social agents in social events are thus conditional upon pre-structured properties of social life, knowledge of which can only be produced by abstraction, and knowledge of which is necessary for analyses of concrete events which can show the socially transformative and constructive powers of social agents. Interdiscursive analysis allows the analyst to assess the relationship and tension between the causal effects of agency in the concrete event and the causal effects of practices and structures, and to detect shifts in the relationship between orders of discourse and networks of social practices as these are registered in the interdiscursivity (mixing of genres, discourses, styles) of texts. The interdiscursive properties of texts can be seen as ‘realized’ in their linguistic and semiotic features
. Analysis of texts comprises both interdiscursive analysis, and linguistic/semiotic analysis.
Texts can be seen as product and as process. Texts as products can be stored, retrieved, bought and sold, cited and summarized and so forth. Texts as processes can be grasped through regarding what we might call ‘texturing’ (Fairclough 2003), the making of texts, as a specific modality of social action, of social production or ‘making’ (of meanings, understandings, knowledge, beliefs, attitudes, feelings, social relations, social and personal identities). Halliday (1994) has used the term ‘logogenesis’, seeing the text itself as a time-frame within which entities (objects, persons, spaces) can be constructed, ‘textured’. For instance, an important logogenetic process in the texts of organizations is ‘nominalization’, which is linguistically a shift from verbs (and the subjects, objects, tense and modal operators and so forth which are co-constructed with verbs in sentences)  to a particular class of nouns in the representation of actions and processes (from for instance ‘I commenced work’ to ‘job commencement’).  Nominalization is associated with a shift from the representation of actions and processes situated in the ‘here and now’, involving specific persons in specific places at specific times, a disembedding, dedifferentiation and time-space distantiation of actions and processes from concrete and particular situations to an abstract representation of them as applicable ‘wherever, whenever and involving whoever’ (Iedema 2003:73). Iedema argues that ‘organization is contingent upon people being able to produce and reproduce these kinds of “distanced meanings” ‘ (79).  Nominalization transforms processes and actions into a type of pseudo-entities, but at the same time has potentially (re)constructive effects on organizational identities and social relations. Analysis of nominalization in organizational texts constitutes one case where a specific and focused form of linguistic analysis can be connected to questions about social construction in organizations. 

From the perspective of this version of CDA, the general case for incorporating discourse analysis into social and organizational research includes the claim that such research should include detailed analysis of texts.  The argument is a rather obvious one: one cannot research relations between discourse and other social elements, including the constructive effects of discourse, in the absence of methods for analysing linguistic, semiotic and interdiscursive features of texts in some detail.  This of course is widely recognised as a problem for many social researchers who wish to undertake discourse analysis without a background in linguistics or language studies, and it is one good reason for developing transdisciplinary collaboration in social and organizational research. 
The approach to research methodology associated with this version of discourse analysis sees methodology as the process through which one constructs ’objects of research’ (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992) from research topics. One should not assume that the research topic is transparent in yielding up coherent objects of research. The process of constructing them  

involves selecting theoretical frameworks, perspectives and categories to bring to bear on the research topic. It is only on the basis of such theorization of the research topic and the delineation of ‘objects of research’ that one can settle upon appropriate methods of data selection, collection and analysis. In certain cases, this would be the work of an interdisciplinary research team, in others it may be a matter of a discourse analyst drawing upon literature from other disciplines and theories.  This means that discourse analysis on this view involves working in dialogue with particular bodies of social theory and approaches to social research, identifying specific research questions for discourse analysis within the object of research, seeking to ensure that relations between discourse and other social elements are properly addressed. For example, Fairclough (2000) addressed the political phenomenon of ‘New Labour’ from a discourse analytical perspective, formulating research questions in dialogue with objects of research constructed by political researchers. Critical realism is a philosophy of (social) science, not a (social) theory, and a critical realist approach is consistent diverse social scientific theories which CDA might productively enter dialogue with (see for instance the dialogue with Jessop (2002) in Fairclough forthcoming b). 
3. Discourse analysis in a critical realist approach to organizational studies and organizational change
I shall begin this section with a brief discussion of critical realist approaches to organizational studies, and then focus on how the version of discourse analysis I have set out above can contribute to research on organizational change which is consistent with a critical realist position.

(a) Critical realist approaches to organizational studies 

Ackroyd & Fleetwood (2000) address the tendency within organization and management studies towards a polarization between positivist and postmodernist research. The objection of the authors in this collection is that this polarization of positions has ignored both the claims of realism (and particularly critical realism) to be an alternative to both positivism and postmodernism in organization and management studies, and the substantive body of existing research which is based upon realist principles. The critical realist critique of postmodernist research in organizational studies focuses upon two interconnected issues which have already featured in my discussion above: the view of organizations as consisting of only discourse, and a ‘flat ontology’ which makes no ontological distinction between process (and agency) and structure. These features of postmodernist positions are held to cause various problems for organization and management studies which critical realist positions can overcome. Without a dualist ontology, methodological examination of conditions for organizational stability or organizational change becomes impossible. Collapsing the distinction between agency and structure, far from leaving researchers free to account for neglected aspects of agency,  makes the causal powers of agents and their actualization impossible to analyse: the capacity of social agents to radically transform organizational structures, and the conditions under which that capacity can be actualized; differences between agents, according to their positions within the social relations of organizations, to effect changes; and so forth. Furthermore, texts may have disorganizing as well as organizing effects on organizations (Ackroyd 2000), but one cannot assess the effects of texts on organizations, or indeed whether changes in texts have any wider effects at all, unless one can look at relations between discourse and other social elements and between process (and agency) and structure. One limitation of critical realism with respect to the incorporation of discourse analysis into organizational studies is that it has tended to give little systematic attention to language and discourse. However, a recent paper by Fairclough, Jessop & Sayer (2004) has tried to go some way towards redressing this neglect, and has argued that certain work in CDA (particularly the sort of approach I have described above) is consistent with critical realism. 

(b)  CDA and organizational change
The tendency within research on organizational discourse which I have criticized above, privileging ‘organizing’ over organization, is also evident in a recent paper on organizational change by Tsoukas & Chia (2002).  The authors argue that: 
      Change must not be thought of as a property of organization. 

      Rather, organization must be understood as an emergent property of
      change. Change is ontologically prior to organization - it is the condition of 

      possibility for organization. … we argue that change is the reweaving of 
      actors' webs of beliefs and habits of action as a result of new experiences 
      obtained through interactions. … Organization is an attempt to order 

      the intrinsic flux of human action, to channel it towards certain ends, to 

      give it a particular shape, through generalizing and institutionalizing 

      particular meanings and rules. At the same time, organization is a pattern 

      that is constituted, shaped, emerging from change. (567)
The view that organizations, like all objects or ‘permanences’, are emergent effects of social process, and that change is inherent in social process, is consistent with the dialectical-relational version of critical realist ontology I have been advocating.  But once constituted, such objects as organizations become durable entities with their own causal powers to shape processes and events, though always in contingent ways which are conditional amongst other things on the causal powers of social agents and the unpredictable character of events. Tsoukas & Chia recognize this. Part of their argument however is that the categories and practices which are institutionalized in organizations are inevitably subject to adaptation and change as organizational agents engage in a range of processes and events which is inherently too complex and fluid to be anticipated or pre-programmed. This is clearly the case. 
My first problem with their account of organisational change however is that it does not address the relationship between ‘organizational becoming’ (change as ongoing in organizational interaction) and change in organizational structures. They do acknowledge that much of the change in organizational interaction does not become ‘institutionalized’, but this is in the context of a discussion or organizational resistance and inertia. But it is not just a matter of organizations sometimes failing to change when there are good reasons for arguing that they need to. One can argue rather that it is a property of organizational structures – and not merely a fault – that they can remain relatively stable despite the change and variation which organizational processes routinely produce, even despite radically disorganizing processes (Ackroyd 2000). From the perspective of analytical dualism, structures and processes (and agency) have different properties, including different properties of continuity and change, and a theory of organizational change needs to clarify these differences, and in so doing clarify the relationship between change as an inherent feature of organizational processes and change in organizational structures. The authors’ view that ‘organization scientists need to give theoretical priority to microscopic change’ (572) strikes me as an obstacle in this respect: neither ‘microscopic’ change not structural change should be given theoretical priority, what theory needs to address is the relationship between them. 
I would argue that research on organizational change benefits not only from adopting analytical dualism, but also from a clear and coherent account of the difference and relations between discourse and other elements of the social. This brings me to my second problem with Tsoukas & Chia’s paper. It strikes me that they merge together (for instance in the quotation above) aspects of change which need to be analytically teased apart: change in discourse (which they do not explicitly distinguish or address as such), ‘new’ experiences, change in beliefs, change in habits of action, and change in organization. The metaphor or ‘reweaving’ is a congenial one for the version of discourse analysis I have set out above. But I was suggesting there specifically that change in discourse is a matter of novel interdiscursive relations, the ‘reweaving’ of relations between different discourses, genres and styles. One can certainly relate this to new experiences. But it is necessary to distinguish such change in discourse from change in beliefs, change in habits of action and (as I have already indicated) change in organization. Whether or not change in discourse leads to change in beliefs or habits of action, as well as change in organizations, is a contingent matter. Change in discourse may for instance be rhetorically motivated, to do with persuading others without necessarily implying change in one’s own beliefs. Or even if it is not rhetorically motivated it can be ephemeral, without durable effects on beliefs or habits of action. Whether it does or does not have such effects is contingent on other factors, including long-term (‘habitus’) and short-term characteristics of social actors, and the latitude available within the ‘pattern’ of organization for variation in habits of action.  Changes in discourse certainly can and do contribute to change in beliefs, habits of action, and indeed organizations, but it is only by consistently regarding the difference between such social elements that one can investigate the relations between them. 
The issues can be formulated in terms of evolutionary theory, which Jessop (2002) has integrated  into a theoretical framework for researching changes in governance and the state which is consistent with critical realism and a dialectical-relational ontology. Social interaction inherently produces changes in discourse which add to social variation. But to account for the relationship between such change and change in pre-constructed objects such as persons (with their beliefs and habits of action) and organizations, one needs to address the factors and conditions which determine how particular variants are selected and retained, whereas others are not.
I have argued above that the version of discourse analysis I am advocating is best deployed within transdisciplinary research on social change, providing a specifically discourse analytical perspective in researching ‘objects of research’ which are constituted on a transdisciplinary basis. This entails working as a discourse analyst in dialogue with the particular theoretical resources and frameworks drawn upon in constituting objects of research for research topics. Let me refer to three examples in my own work. I have already mentioned the study of ‘New Labour’, in which the particular research questions formulated for a discourse analytical approach to ‘New Labour’ were established through dialogue with social and political theories of which related change in the political field to economic globalisation and the associated political project of neo-liberalism. Chiapello & Fairclough (2002) was an attempt to set up a dialogue between the ‘new sociology of capitalism’ (Boltanski & Chiapello 1999) and CDA, interpreting what Boltanski & Chiapello identify as the ‘new spirit of capitalism’ in discourse analytical terms as being in part a change in orders of discourse within business organizations, including for instance changes in the styles of managers and ‘leaders’. Fairclough (forthcoming a) is a study of ‘transition’ in post-communist countries focusing upon Romanian strategies for building an ‘information society’ and ‘knowledge economy’, which formulated specific objects of research and specific research questions for discourse analysis on the basis of a theorisation of ‘transition’ in terms of ‘new’ or ‘cultural’ political economy. None of these studies has addressed change in particular organizations, but they do I think begin to set out an approach to incorporating discourse analysis into transdisciplinary research on change which can be productively extended to organizational change. 
From what I have said so far, two central principles for such research have emerged: (a) that while change in discourse is a part of organizational change, and organizational change can often be understood partly in terms of the constructive effects of discourse on organizations, organizational change is not simply change in discourse, and relations between change in discourse and change in other elements of organizations are matters for investigation, which entails a clear and consistent analytical distinction between discourse and other social elements; (b) that while ongoing change in social process, in social interaction, can contribute to organizational change, the relationship between change in social interaction and change in organizational structures is complex and subject to conditions of possibility which need to be investigated, which entails a clear and consistent distinction between social process (including texts), social practices (including orders of discourse), and social structures. 
One cannot proceed without theoretical assumptions about organizational change.  Proposing a general theory of organizational change is clearly beyond the scope of this paper (not to mention my own capabilities), but I do need to make a number of assumptions about organizational structures and organizational change in order to consider them from a discourse analytical perspective. These assumptions draw from the version of cultural political economy I used in Fairclough (forthcoming a), and especially from Jessop (2002)
.
(a) Organizational structures are hegemonic structures, structures which are based in and reproduce particular power relations between groups of social agents, which constitute ‘fixes’ with enduring capacity to manage the contradictions of organizations in ways which allow them to get on with their main business more or less successfully.
(b) Organizational structures may come into crisis, generally as a result of a combination of both external and internal changes and pressures, when the ‘fix’ is perceived as no longer viable. 
(c) In situations of crisis, groups of social agents develop their own particular (and opposing) strategies for achieving a new ‘fix’, and through a process of hegemonic struggle a new hegemonic ‘fix’ may emerge. 

(d) Strategies have a partly discoursal character, including particular discourses and narratives
 which represent in particular ways what has happened and is happening, and construct imaginaries for what could happen.  Discourses and narratives may be ‘recontextualized’ from other organizations.

(e) Change in the social process, including change in texts, may have transformative effects on organizational structures in so far as it becomes incorporated within successful strategies. 

(f) The implementation of a successful strategy is a matter of the operationalization of new representations and imaginaries (new discourses and narratives) in new ways of acting and being and new material arrangements. 

An important part of these assumptions is that the category of ‘strategies’ is seen as mediating the relationship between the change which is in inherent in social interaction and texts,  and change in organisational structures. With respect to my reference to evolutionary theory above, the selection and retention of variants is a matter of their being incorporated into successful strategies. Strategies constitute imaginaries for changes in the networks of social practices of organizations, changes in organizational structure, including changes in the orders of discourse of organizations; and in so far as strategies are successful, such imaginaries may be realized in actual changes. 

In connection with these assumptions, I would suggest that there are four broad sets of research issues which can productively be addressed specifically by discourse analysts in transdisciplinary research on organizational change: the problems of emergence, hegemony, recontextualization, and operationalization:

· Emergence: the processes of emergence of new discourses, their constitution as new articulations of elements of existing discourses.

· Hegemony: the processes of particular emergent discourses (and not others) and associated narratives becoming hegemonic in particular organizations. 
· Recontextualization: the dissemination of emergently hegemonic discourses across structural boundaries (eg between organizations) and scalar boundaries (eg from local to national or international scale, or vice-versa). 

· Operationalization: the operationalization of such discourses, their enactment in new ways of (inter)acting, including genres, their inculcation in new ways of being or identities, including styles, their materialization as objects and properties of the physical world. 
Emergence.  The problem of emergence is approached on the principle that nothing comes out of nothing – new discourses emerge through ‘reweaving’ relations between existing discourses. These may include ‘external’ discourses existing elsewhere which become recontextualized in an organization – recontextualization (see further below) involves questions of reception and appropriation, working ‘external’ discourses into relations with internal discourses. These processes of ‘reweaving’ can be identified in analysis of texts as processes (as ‘texturing’). There is an analysis of a specific example in Fairclough, Jessop & Sayer (2004, pages 35-36). And Iedema, Degeling, Braithwaite and White (2004) show how the doctor-manager ‘reweaves’ relations between different discourses (a process of ‘bricolage’, as they describe it).  An emergent new discourse may be ‘institutionalized’ within a changed order of discourse, a process which is conditional upon it being incorporated into a successful strategy (see the discussion of ‘hegemony’ below). What ‘reweaving’ goes on, which new discourses emerge, are not dependent upon internal properties of social process and text alone – they are not socially arbitrary, not merely an effect of the normal flux or ‘play’ of interaction. As Iedema, Degeling, Braithwaite and White point out, the doctor-manager’s ‘feat’ (as they see it) is conditional upon the particular contradictions thrown up by organisational restructuring in public services such as medicine, the marketization and managerialization of organizations such as hospitals. In other words, new discourses which may contribute to changes in organizational structures have their own conditions of possibility in the structures of organizations, the strategies of social agents, the habitus of social agents, and so forth
. Therefore while problems of emergence can be researched through analysing change in social processes, social interaction and text, including chains and series of interconnected texts over time and across organizational space, they also require reference to these structural, strategic and other factors. 
Hegemony.  The effect (or lack of effect) of emergent phenomena in social process and text depends upon whether they are selected for incorporation in the strategies of social groups, and the success or failure of competing strategies in processes of hegemonic struggle. Researching the hegemony problem entails carrying out discourse analytical research in dialogue with social scientists who investigate relations between social groups in organizations and the strategies of social groups. This is a matter both of textual analysis, and of seeking to identify what distinctive discourses and narratives are associated with particular strategies (which shifts the focus towards emerging social practices and associated orders of discourse), as well as analysing texts with a focus on contradictions and struggles between competing discourses and strategies. This entails what one might call strategic critique (as opposed to the ideological and rhetorical critique which are also familiar within CDA), focusing on how discourse figures within the strategies pursued by groups of social agents to change organizations in particular directions (Fairclough forthcoming c). Strategies effect distinctive articulations of discourses, often organized around a dominant ‘nodal discourse’ (the discourse of ‘new public management’, or ‘total quality management’ might be examples) which organizes relations between other constituent discourses (Jessop 2002, Fairclough forthcoming a). The success or failure of strategies depends upon various conditions some of which have a discoursal character: for instance, some discourses are more ‘resonant’ than others (Fairclough, Jessop & Sayer 2004), better able to capture and encapsulate the experiences of social agents, better able to complement or organize existing discourses. The success or failure of strategies also depends upon the resilience, resistance or inertia of existing organizational structures, including how well embedded existing discourses are. 
Recontextualization.  The concept of recontextualization is taken from Bernstein’s sociology of pedagogy and has been operationalized as a category in CDA (Bernstein 1990, Chouliaraki & Fairclough 1999), a case of internal theoretical development through transdisciplinary dialogue. Recontextualization identifies the (‘recontextualizing’) principles according to which ‘external’ discourses (and practices) are internalized within particular organizations – particular organizations (schools, businesses, media organizations) constituted in particular ways have their own distinctive ways of internalizing ‘external’ discourses. Chouliaraki & Fairclough see recontextualization as a colonization-appropriation dialectic: organizations may be seen as colonized by external discourses, but they actively appropriate them (setting the new in relation with the old) in ways which may lead to unpredictable transformations and outcomes. Given that contemporary organizations are characteristically embedded within complex networks of organizations which render them subject to powerful external pressures which affect trajectories of internal change, and given that these inter-organizational processes are often ‘discourse-led’, researching the recontextualization of discourses is an important part of discourse analytical research on organizational change. For instance, research on ‘transition’ in the post-communist countries involves questions about how the neo-liberal discourses which were so salient in the interventions of external agencies in the early years of ‘transition’ have been recontextualized within post-communist countries and within particular organizations and institutions.  Linking the problem of recontextualization with the problem of hegemony, one might argue that such external discourses have substantive internal effects only on condition that they are incorporated within successful strategies, ie that the effectivity of the ‘flow’ of discourses across structural boundaries between organizations and across scalar boundaries between ‘global’, ‘macro-regional’ (eg EU), national, and local boundaries (specific organizations would be ‘local’ in this sense) is conditional upon how they enter into internal social relations and social struggles. 
Operationalization. I have referred so far only to discourses, without mentioning the other categories which constitute orders of discourse (genres, styles), or how discourses are dialectically transformed into other social elements. These are interconnected. Successful strategies may be operationalized, ie cease to be merely imaginaries for change, and effect real change.  Operationalization includes enactment: discourses may be dialectically transformed into new ways of acting and interacting. For instance, the discourse of ‘appraisal’ entered higher educational organizations in Britain as a discourse, an imaginary for change, which was then enacted as universities negotiated and adopted procedures for appraising staff.  And, as this example indicates, enactment includes the dialectical transformation of discourses into genres: these procedures included new genres, including the ‘appraisal interview’, which was designed to regulate interaction between appraiser and appraisee in particular ways (see Fairclough 2003 for analysis of a particular organization). Operationalization also includes inculcation – the dialectical transformation of discourses into new ways of being, new identities, which includes new styles. For instance, the emergent hegemony of the discourse of ‘new public management’ in such organizations as local government authorities includes changes in the identities of public service managers and workers, including changes in their communicative styles. Finally, operationalization includes materialization: a new management system in an organization may include changes in the structuring of organizational space, eg in the design of office space.  Through these forms of operationalization, networks of social practices and the orders of discourse which are parts of them may be transformed. 
I have formulated these four problems in general terms to give a general view of the sort of contribution CDA can make to research on organizational change. They are, of course, not alternatives. For any particular research project, discourse analysts can contribute in dialogue with other researchers to the constitution of objects of research for research topics, and the likelihood is that the particular research questions it contributes will involve a combination of versions of some or all of the problems. For instance, my research on ‘New Labour’ (Fairclough 2000) addressed the emergence of the discourse of the ‘third way’, its incorporation within a hegemonic strategy for change, its recontextualization (eg from UK domestic politics to international politics), and to some extent its operationalization through the formulation and implementation of policies. 
Conclusion

I have argued that a commitment to discourse analysis in organizational studies entails neither a reduction of organizations to organizational discourse, nor a reduction of organizational analysis to the ‘organizing’ that goes on in organizational processes. Discourse analysis is consistent with a realist approach to organizational research which distinguishes organizational process and agency from organizational structures, and focuses research on the relations and tensions between them. Incorporating discourse analysis into a realist approach both ensures that questions of discourse are properly attended to in organizational studies, and avoids these forms of reductionism. Within such a realist approach, discourse analysis can make a significant contribution to researching organizational change, and addressing such general concerns as the following: when organizations change, what is it that changes? what makes organizations resilient in the face of change, resistant to change, or open to change? how are external pressures for organizational change internalized in organizations, how may organizational members respond to them, and what outcomes are possible?  Such questions cannot of course be addressed by discourse analysts alone, but my argument is that effectively researching them does depend upon a substantive element of discourse analysis in transdisciplinary research on organizational change. 
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� I take an analytically dualist position, as I explain later in the paper, which distinguishes ‘social process’ and ‘social structure’ as ontologically distinct though interconnected facets of the social, and focuses research on the relationship between them. Analysis of social process includes analysis of agency, so another way of formulating the fundamental ontological distinction is ‘agency v structure’. As Fairclough, Jessop & Sayer (2004) argue, the analytical isolation of distinct events and chains of events in the social process is itself an interpretative accomplishment which involves and depends upon discourse, even where the events concerned do not have a mainly discursive character (eg a football match, as opposed to a lecture, which does have a mainly discursive character).  


� The authors state that ‘the portrait painted’ in the paper ‘celebrates this one person’s talk as a performativity’.  As conversation analysts have shown, there is a sense in which any talk is a performativity or feat to be celebrated, and that surely applies to the more-or-less skilled performances of managers in any form of organization. I suspect the authors are confusing novelty with performativity – yet there are no doubt already managers for whom performances of this sort are rather routine. 


� Or perhaps more adequately, social fields can be regarded as configurations of institutions, and organizations can be regarded as institutions of a distinctive type, where organizations and other types of institution are configurations of social practices (Ackroyd 2000). 


� Together with a broad consensus which is sufficient to identify CDA as a distinct research tradition, there are substantial differences on certain issues within the field (Fairclough & Wodak 1997), as well as shifts over time in the positions of individual researchers, including my own. If we bring into the picture the rapidly expanding applications of CDA in a great many disciplines and fields in social science (see Fairclough, Graham, Lemke & Wodak 2004), then the positions and approaches which count as, or claim to be, CDA expand considerably. Since I believe that research in CDA is most fruitfully carried out in transdisciplinary dialogue with other disciplines, theories and forms of research, this proliferation of CDA within various areas of social scientific research is a welcome advance on the earlier situation of CDA often camping precariously on their borders. But it does pose some problems in making what counts as CDA.  See footnote v.. 


� Critical discourse analysis has been one of a number of methodological influences within research on organizational discourse (others include conversation analysis, linguistic pragmatics, sociolinguistics, and Systemic Functional Linguistics).  What counts as ‘critical discourse’ analysis is subject to the same diversity in this area of research as in others.  It should be clear from what I have said that my position does not constitute a blanket endorsement of all the research on organisational discourse which has identified itself as critical discourse analysis.


� There are arguments for using the term ‘semiosis’ rather than ‘discourse’ in the abstract sense as an element of the social in relation to other non-discoursal elements of the social, given the widespread confusion between ‘discourse’ in this sense and (particular) ‘discourses’, and the widespread reduction of ‘discourse’ to ‘discourses’ which I discuss later (Fairclough, Jessop, & Sayer 2004). However, I shall use the more familiar term ‘discourse’. 


� Languages and other semiotic systems as social structures, and orders of discourse as facets of networks of social practices, are in critical realist terms both objects with particular generative mechanisms or causal powers. Languages have the causal power to contribute to the production of a limitless set of semiotic (elements of) events, far beyond the actual. Orders of discourse can in part be seen as constructs which account for the gap between the causal powers of languages (and other semiotic systems) and the semiotic actual. But a distinction must still be drawn between the causal powers of an order of discourse and the semiotic actual – the latter is in a sense both less than and more than the former, for the extent to which the former are actualised is conditional upon contingencies, and the fact that texts are effects of the causal powers of objects other than orders of discourse (or languages) means that may exceed the possibilities defined by orders of discourse.


� The term ‘text’ is not really felicitous for the general sense of the discoursal element of events, because it is so strongly associated with written language. However, I have not found a more satisfactory alternative


� I subsume a variety of particular forms of analysis under ‘linguistic’ analysis, including grammatical analysis, semantic analysis, analysis of vocabulary and metaphor, analysis of argumentation and other forms of rhetorical analysis, narrative analysis, pragmatic analysis, conversational analysis and other forms of interactional analysis. See Fairclough 2003. 


� Jessop’s concern is with change in political economies (interconnected changes in economic systems and systems of governance), not with change in organizations. There are clearly difficulties in simply extrapolating from the one to the other, but I think that nevertheless this set of (tentative) assumptions will allow me to indicate schematically how I envisage the contribution of discourse analysis to research on organizational change. 


� Narratives are distinctive both with respect to discourses and with respect to genres – they involve particular ways of representing the social and organizational world (discourses) and particular ways of telling stories about them (genres). For my present purposes, the focus is on the discourses associated with particular narratives rather than questions of genre. 


� In Fairclough & Thomas (forthcoming) we argue for instance that structural factors as well as the strategies of groups of social agents are germane to explaining the emergence of  the discourse of ‘globalization’ in the past few decades, especially given that globalization is widely regarded as a process which is centuries old. ‘Why here, why  now?’ are pertinent questions to ask.





