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This essay reflects on the CSD methodology in studies of the strategy as a social practice, consider-

ing as one of the main challenges the methodological procedures of this field of study. Firstly, the 

origin of the strategy is contextualized as a social practice, focusing then the CSD methodology, 

emphasizing the construction of collective thought and the presence of the subject-that-talk. It is 

reflected on the CSD as a possible method for strategizing research that reveals the social skills 

focused on the subject providing an understanding from social representations. From this discus-

sion emerge approaches suggesting this methodology as a candidate for contribution to the re-

search on this phenomenon because of its conceptual juxtapositions. 
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Studies in organizational strategy have been considered fundamental in the 

organizational field when considering a recent historical period, appearing several 

schools of thought based on theories that differ in ontological and epistemological 

perspectives. These studies, most of the time, were guided by the hegemony of the 

functionalist paradigm, with focus on the researching method, the relations of cause 

and effect and explanation of a given phenomenon. Strategic phenomena were ob-

served under a more deterministic look for the allocation of general laws on strategic 

behavior, the skills required and the effectiveness of planning. Moreover, it has been 

sought by prescription and development of optimal management practices, which 

shows a concern about what 'should be' strategy, not with what 'really is'. This par-

ticular thought to address the strategy as 'what should be' is a characteristic of pre-

scriptive schools trying to delineate processes or strategic plans to achieve certain 

point viewed by the organization. On the other hand, the approach of 'what actually 

is the strategy' is commonly noted by alternative strands of prescriptive schools, for 

example, the procedural and systemic approaches (Whittington, 2002). 

However, although there are some alternative insights to the mainstream of 

the strategy after 1950 (Mintzberg, 2000), this hegemonic position of strategic think-

ing has become more expressively asked from the 1990s, when they emerged critical 

to the strategy observed by the functionalist paradigm due to gaps that this one had 

and that made it impossible to understand the recursive process of (re) creation of a 

strategy as a practical built by people. This question was one of the fronts that led to 

the Strategy-as-Practice approach (S-as-P). 

Similar to the questioning of functionalist hegemony after the 1980s in the 

field of organizational studies, other areas of thought had a common movement, such 

as Sociology, leading to alternative methodological considerations that supplied the 

gaps left by the hegemonic paradigm and reach the condition of scientism of the in-

terpretive paradigm (Burrell, 2012), approaching the field of the methodologies 

commonly used by Anthropology. This question was called practical turn in social 

theory (Schatzki; CETINA; SAVIGNY, 2001). It is noteworthy that despite a decline of 

positivism, this is still predominant in the field of organizational studies and offers 

contributions to strategic studies, but by another look (Teixeira; BIRTH, 2011). 

Seeing this common movement in the Humanities, we wonder which methodo-

logical procedures can be used in studies of the Strategy as Practice. This concern 

came in the theories of discourse, in particular, the proposed methodology of the 

Collective Subject Discourse - Lefèvre (2003). In this context, emerged the question 

of the possible links between the methodology (CSD) and studies in the field of Strat-

egy and Practice. 

In this article, we present a brief rescue of strategic thinking highlighting ap-

proaches that marked the literature in the field of strategy in order to show that the 

hegemonic studies prize for a functionalist lens research, while the S-as-P with inter-

pretive approach sees the strategy as a process that emerges from the people, which 

requires studies of the possible methodological procedures for the development of 

this field of knowledge. From the exploitation of S-as-P concepts emerge researcher's 

concerns with people who are in construction of processes of ideas, which character-
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ize the strategizing. At this point it is taken the strict connection with the CSD meth-

odology due to the appreciation of the speech of the subjects and the construction of 

shared meaning. Then, based on the understanding of Lefèvre (2003) that the CSD 

methodology also comes from the discursive field of social representations, it is 

shown briefly what is understood as discourse and its approach to the formulation of 

this methodology, and presented its composition. Finally, there is the suggestion of a 

possible methodological procedure to analyze the S-as-P, indicating the CSD method-

ological ability to supply the methodological deficiency indicated by Whittington 

(2006) or work as a complement to other methods used in understanding the strate-

gic process. 

 

 

The organizational strategy while globally recognized field of study was pre-

dominantly observed by the functionalist lens. These studies with functionalist basis, 

emerged four basic insights on strategy, worked by Whittington (2002): classical, 

evolutionary, systemic and procedural approach . 

The first approach, the classical one is still the most influential in the environ-

ment, with a focus on rational planning and treating the concept of strategy as a ra-

tional process, capable of calculating and deliberate analysis as approaches Igor An-

soff and Michael Porter (Whittington, 2002 ). In this approach, the strategy disre-

gards any possibility of emerging issues and it is strongly rooted in the planning as 

able to predict and control changes in the internal and external environment. 

This hegemony of strategic thinking suffered his first question with Hannan 

and Freeman (2007) pointed to the ineffectiveness of the expected environmental 

conditions as to control them. Thus, the evolutionary approach appears, based on the 

ecology, which emphasizes the survival of only the fittest organizations find its place 

in the competitive niche. This approach has a strongly deterministic and objectivist 

character, in that it is for managers only position their organizations in the environ-

ment, and never create it or change it as to obtain benefits from a new context (Whit-

tington, 2002). 

The third approach, processual, share the view of the evolutionary approach to 

treat planning as futile and unnecessary, and considers that planning will be forgot-

ten at the same time as the circumstances in which it was drawn up change. This 

approach places, in short, that the strategy comes with a practical learning process, 

and therefore an error in the implementation of a strategic plan would not lead to a 

competitive disadvantage able to debunk the organization (Whittington, 2002; 

Minztberg, 2008). However, this school is also marked in determinism, considering 

that the process of learning takes place by the movement of the market, charging the 

agent only address the acquired knowledge and absorb it (Mintzberg, Ahlstrand & 

Lampel, 2000). Its insights that led to the first discussions of S-as-P. 

Finally, the systemic approach deals with the ends and means of the strategy 

linked with existing power structures and culture in the local social system. If con-

sidered in a continuum of voluntarism / determinism, this approach is less determin-

istic of the four ones, but it is still presented as dependent on a specific social system 

where the strategy is developed (Whittington, 2002). 



 

In addition to the approaches of Whittington (2002), the strategy also tariff in 

ten schools presented by Mintzberg, Ahlstrand and Lampel (2000), in which most 

schools is the strategy as a dependent relationship with the environment, according 

to which no it is in the process build the context in which it operates, adopting only a 

reactive process. Schools that differ from the others are cognitive and entrepreneuri-

al: the first places that the positioning of the organization as part of a mental concep-

tion strategist environment, but still has deterministic character; and the entrepre-

neurial school is the strategy as dependent as a visionary strategist and opportunis-

tic, able to lead the organization to the various existing niches in the environment. 

Thus, we can see that the schools for less deterministic they are, have always 

been addressed by a functionalist perspective in order to identify environmental 

regularities in which the organization has to fit to survive, be this adaptation coming 

from the strategist or given by environmental selection. 

However, in 1996, Richard Whittington brings an innovative approach to the 

strategy through a practical perspective that focuses on the strategist and the strate-

gy development process, putting in the background the organization and the strategy 

itself. Thus, this new way of studying uses insights of the procedural school, trying to 

identify how the need for strategic change arises and how the strategic practice is 

repeated by placing the agent in focus. This new perception is not characterized as a 

school, but as a new look of the strategy, addressing the adaptation and recursion on 

the practice field (Jarzabkowski, 2002). 

In this context, emerges the S-as-P as an alternative approach that understands 

the strategy as a social practice, watching like the strategy practitioners act and in-

teract to formulate it (Whittington, 1996). Coming from the school of procedural 

insights, S-as-P returns to the approach in management level, but more interested in 

how is the process of strategizing by strategists, speaking from practitioners them-

selves and their practices (Whittington, 1996). "So the practical perspective is con-

cerned [also] with administrative tasks, such as managers" do. "" Strategy (Whitting-

ton, 1996, p. 732, our translation). 

To study the S-as-P traditional functionalist methods are not enough , but the 

capture of ideas and the seizure of everyday situations and observing the routines 

that involve the emersion process of the strategy. "Here craftsmanship is as im-

portant as technical facility, the essential knowledge is both tacit and formal, local 

and general; and persistence and detail can make more brightness and inspiration. 

"(Whittington, 1996, p. 732, our translation). 

According Pacagnan (2011) and Rhoden (2008), the Strategy as Practice study 

activities that are generally considered "invisible" in the light of the traditional stra-

tegic theories and that when ignored, can cause unmeasurable and inconsiderable 

impacts. Thus, the positivist assumptions of the strategy and the traditional sciences 

are thrown into crisis by not considering such social relations and abstract rationali-

ty (Alexander, 1988). 

Mintzberg, Ahlstrand and Lampel (2000) notes that only the plans and strate-

gic positioning are insufficient to achieve an effective strategy, since the process does 

not depend simply of the organization, but also of people, which make this process 

naturally social. Whittington (2004) proposes a change of approach in strategy re-

search in an attempt to understand how the practitioners do the strategy process, 
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called strategizing, considered the constant process of making the strategy in an 

organization. "For this, one must descend to the level of practitioners and study 

them, see how they act and interact in the organization, what their abilities, skills and 

performance" (Whittington, 1996 as cited in Canhada & Rese, 2009, p. 283). The 

method of investigation is not locked into existing causal relationships in full any-

more, but address to an intermediate size as worked by Giddens (2009) in the theory 

of structuring. 

According Whittington (1996), there is also change in the agenda of the re-

search in strategy and should be considered from the biography of the strategist to 

his/her daily activities within the organization. However, the interest of the research 

in strategy goes out of instrumentality, which usually flows into organizational per-

formance, expanding into social relations of the strategist, his/her history, the con-

text in which he/she was and is inserted, social actors that influenced in his/her con-

ceptions of the world, and critical communication interactions strategizing process. 

According Bulgacov and Marchiori, (2010, p. 160) "the fundamentals of the 

strategy are inextricably grounded in social interaction and understanding the strat-

egy as a permanent process of making strategy." This leads us to the understanding 

that the S-as-P can then be understood by the ideographic approach able to scruti-

nize the essence of a phenomenon (Burrell & Morgan, 2006) 

This brief construction leads us to consider that the phenomenon of S-as-P 

shall adopt an interpretive bias capable of understanding how this phenomenon 

happens, which leads to the questioning of Whittington (2006) of the necessary 

methodological approaches in S-as- P, failing to be understood through the normal 

functionalist science regarding the causal relationships and other hegemonic features 

in the organizational scientific field. 

 

 

This topic is first considered the concept of discourse, which provides input to 

the understanding of the collective subject discourse analysis methodology (CSD) 

itself. 

The discourse is understood into two parts. The discourse as a political state-

ment, aesthetic or will, characterized by its eloquence and formed by convoluted 

signs; and the discourse as a concrete manifestation of language, endowed with so-

cially constructed meaning and significance (Fernandes, 2007). The second way of 

understanding the discourse is considered by S-as-P theorists as a component of the 

strategizing process (Vaara, 2010), and that the subjectivity of human consciousness 

is exposed through language and communication through the narratives (Bulgacov & 

Marchiori, 2010). The discourse is assumed as input for training and ideological ex-

pression that are steeped in the words, this discourse is loaded of the need for lin-

guistic elements to exist in its material state (Fernandes, 2007) rather than a contin-

uous period of speech and / or writing (Crystal, 1985). 
 

Thus, we say that speech implies exterior of language, it is encoun-
tered in the social nature and involves issues not strictly linguistic. 
We refer to social and ideological aspects impregnated in the words 
when they are pronounced. [...] We see, therefore, that the speech is 



 

not the language itself, but it needs it to have material existence and / 
or real. "(Fernandes, 2007, p. 18) 
 

The speech comprises a communication process triggered by historical, ideo-

logical and social experiences that makes the speech mobile and suitable for further 

processing and collective construction, being treated like moving words (Cabral, 

2005; Orlandi, 2007). Therefore, the discourse is connected with the production of 

meaning, and this, in turn, produced as the places and situations that the subjects in 

dialogue occupy (Fernandes, 2007) going to be seen not only as precepts of thought 

and structured language but as an expression of a collective thought built on social 

and temporal conditions, lying in the social sphere (Gondim & Fischer, 2009). Ac-

cording to Brandão (. 1993, p 9) "the linguistic material is only part of the statement; 

there is also another [sic] part, nonverbal, which is the context of enunciation, "which 

justifies the existence of the social sphere. 

Thus, according to Taylor and Robichaud (2004) the discourse is usually 

higher than the sentence; oriented to engage in time and seek an end; interactive, 

especially in conversation; contextualized; governed by social norms as all social 

behavior; assumed in a interdiscourse, acquiring meaning only within a universe of 

other discourses. The speech is also assumed: 
 

[...] it is not speech unless it is related to an instance that at the same 
time sets as a source of personal reference points, temporal, spatial, 
and indicates which attitude adopts in relation to what he says and to 
his interlocutor. "(Charaudeau & Maingueneau, 2004, p. 171). 
 

Thus, the organization is seen as a discursive construction (Fairhust and Put-

nam, 2010) in which communication is pervasive and strategic processes are not 

expressing more as a unitary and integrated manner, but as "[...] constituents of 

meaningful production processes performed by (and in) interactions and interpreta-

tions of a collective [...] "which has varied positions (Reis, Marchiori & Casali, 2010, p. 

171). 

The concept of speech is only capable of understanding with the breakdown of 

traditional studies on language, which have intended to reach the inviolability of 

languages (Chamarelli, 2003). From this point, first emerges content analysis and 

then the Discourse Analysis, with this second critical founded on the first (Brandão, 

1993). The first has a positivist cut relying on methodological rigor and neutrality of 

the method, and seeking basically quantitative and objectivist exploitation; while the 

second embraces an interpretative character supported in the Weberian verstehen 

(cf. Weber, 1991), identifying with the proactive dimension to confer linguistic and 

historical materiality to speech (Rock & Deusdará, 2005). 

Individual shows not only the speech perception and individual conception of 

the world, but a common perception that also forms a shared address and group 

(Gondim & Fischer, 2009), since the macro context is also shared. However, the au-

thors introduce here the perspective of social representation "adopts the premise 

that there are individual representations that are not shared and therefore are more 

relating to how each perceives the world around whether or not this is shared 

"(Gondim & Fischer 2009, p. 14). From this point, insert the contribution of Lefèvre 
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and Lefèvre (2005) regarding the collective subject discourse analysis methodology 

(CSD). 

Garfinkel (1967 as cited in Heritage, 1996, p. 285) suggests that "a theory of 

action and social organization would be incomplete without an analysis of how social 

agents share the knowledge and the reasoning produced by common sense in con-

ducting its common issues."The author points out that it is possible to identify shared 

meanings and directions between agents in the course of daily social action and may 

use the collective discourse as input for empirical research. 

The CSD methodology is concerned with the creation of a bridge between 

common sense and scientific knowledge based on the reconstitution of a collective 

thought, based on the Theory of Social Representations, also mediating the qualita-

tive and quantitative methodological perspectives. This gives you access to the 

knowledge and the routine knowledge, treating individuals as owners of sharing 

rational and cognitive characters. This sharing of common situations is what enables 

the analysis of discourse as a collective representation in which there are differences 

between subjects, but with a "common thread" that binds them in their practices and 

discourses (LEFÉVRE; LEFÉVRE, 2005). 
 
Objectively, the DSC methodology consists of analyzing statements 
and other verbal materials that constitute its main corpus, extracting 
each of the central ideas or anchors from key expressions referred. 
Based on the central / anchors and corresponding key expressions 
ideas, it consists of one or more synthetic discourses that are the dis-
course of the collective subject. (Gondim & Fischer, 2009, p. 15) 
 

The DSC methodology allows putting into practice the qualitative and quantita-

tive approach, which maintains the size of the sample with the existing discursive 

subjectivity. Thus, it becomes possible to develop synthetic discourses from objective 

variables (LEFÈVRE; LEFÉVRE, 2003) that support the analysis procedure given 

search through conceptual explanations. The extracted core ideas of the corpus are 

interpreted according to their senses and meanings, considering the context in which 

they operate, making sense of similar speeches in a single speech as something said 

by the collective subject in first person (LEFÈVRE; LEFÉVRE, 2003). In this scope, it is 

extracted a procedure that allows to reproduce the collective thought, based on the 

transformation of thought in speech, then organization and systematization of the 

statements, and, finally, the qualitative and quantitative interpretation of the system-

atic testimonials. 

The proposal of Lefèvre came to help polls in their qualitative work, but 

Gondim and Fischer (2009) suggest the approach of the CSD methodology with or-

ganizational studies where there may be mutual collaboration: CSD methodology as a 

facilitator for understanding of organizations, and organizations as experimental 

field of methodology (Gondim & Fischer, 2009), which gives margin to also approach 

with the studies in strategy. 

While dealing with quantity and frequency of senses and meanings, the CSD 

methodology "needs not to establish as the main criterion the amount, as the indi-

vidual expression is always shared, to some extent." (Gondim & Fischer, 2009, p. 16) 

In order to prepare the synthesis-speeches it is necessary to be based on the similari-

ty of meaning, regardless the level of sharing of a particular way. "Indeed, in the re-



 

searches with the CSD, the thought is collected through individual interviews with 

open questions, which enables the thought, as a discursive behavior and individually 

internalized social fact, to express itself." (Lefèvre & Lefèvre, 2005 p. 21) 

Lined on the consideration that the individual thought is expressed as an in-

ternalization process previously occurred and socially constructed, Lefèvre and 

Lefèvre (2005) suggest four operations to produce CSDs: (1) Expressions Key (E-Ch), 

(2) Central Ideas (CI), (3) anchors (AC), and (4) Collective Subject Discourse (CSD) 

themselves, explained briefly in Figure 1. 
 

 

The IC and AC have order to identify, name and mark a position or idea of 

another. Thus, Lefèvre and Lefèvre (2005) suggest working with a process of (a) 

selection of key expressions present in individual discourses representing central 

ideas; (B) the issuance of an excerpt that describes the senses present in the deposi-

tions; and / or (c) the issuance of an excerpt describing ideologies present in the 

depositions; and, finally, (d) preparation of a statement that represents the collective 

say. Through this procedure it is possible, according Gondim and Fischer (2009), 

learn the language, the subject, the story and the underlying ideology. 

To illustrate the application of the CSD methodology for presentation purposes 

it is good to rescue Goulart’s work (2007). His work in the area of Social Sciences, 

sought to analyze the oral speech of women over sixty years who participated in the 

social rite of creation of the State Reserve for Sustainable Development of Ponta do 

Tubarão (RN). In the CSD approach, Goulart first performed in-depth interviews with 

nine women who represented the population of its subject matter, selected based on 

criteria listed by Lefevre and Lefevre (2005) as involvement with the subject at hand, 

closing time / coexistence with the studied community and acting in specific social 

practices which are consistent with the objective of the study - in this case, perfor-

mance in social and religious rites. 

After this organization and application, Gourlat (2007) organized the collected 

data using the methodological assumptions of Lefevre and Lefevre (2003). At first, 

the discourses (E-Ch, Key Expressions) were separated by the issue of researching 

screenplay on which developed itself and subsequently by respondent. Then the 

central ideas and the anchors were highlighted in the text and separated into an arti-
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ficially produced speech while maintaining the original excerpt from the idea (Figure 

ABCD). 
 

 
Subsequently, the central ideas and anchors were grouped into predetermined 

categories, and made a first treatment in which Central Ideas and Anchors were re-

duced into smaller Anchor-Synthesis, which, in turn, were reduced to a final Anchor-

Synthesis. After this reduction, it was beard an excerpt which represents and war-

rants that category of analysis. 
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Finally, the Collective Subject Discourses were developed based on these cate-

gories through the logical ordering of individual speeches taking the anchors as in-

put. 
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With this approach the Collective Subject Discourse methodology depart on to 

the overlap of the CSD methodology of contributions to the Strategy as Practice stud-

ies. 

 

 

Aiming to work with the overlapping of a methodological perspective with a 

theoretical approach, we adopt in this paper the following procedure. At first, we 

draw the epistemological foundations of the approaches, which were identified in the 

interpretativism field, according to Burrell and Morgan (2006). Still, to rescue the 

possibility of understanding the organizational strategy as a social construction, we 

can bring it to a method that organizes field materials by emerging categories from 

the data. Finally, we raise the existing gaps in the methodological field pointed in the 

literature S-as-P and seek supply them by inserting the CSD methodology, giving 

breadth and depth in the study. 

 

 



 

 

In studies of S-as-P was possible to see the emergence of a practical approach 

in the strategy literature, which now focus more on strategists involved in the actual 

work of making the strategy (Jarzabkowski, 2004). In this new outlook can work with 

some analytical possibilities, guided by power relations, symbolism, speeches, com-

mon resources, among others, with a view to understand the phenomenon. Such 

points are entered into a collective system where social actors perform their daily 

actions, forming structures that "restrict and allow human action and are also creat-

ed and recreated by actors who have the social structure to act" (Jarzabkowski, 2004, 

p. 4, our translation). Thus agents, being contained in these networks or "structures" 

of meaning and significance of their actions, share senses and meanings of other 

individuals also contained in these structures (Gondim & Fischer, 2009), which paves 

the way for strategic research practice via shared common features emerged speech 

from a process that produces both conversational resources discourse, as indicated 

by Hardy, Lawrence and Grant (2005), the formation of the organizational compo-

nent as addresses and Robichaud Taylor (2004). 

The S-as-P is formed by social practices (Jarzabkowski, 2004) that can be re-

constructed through discourse analysis based on the meaning of words (Charaudeau; 

Maingueneau, 2004). However, the meanings are temporally and socially construct-

ed, as suggested by Fernandes (2007), and the meaning attributed in time witnessed 

by the individual. Willing meanings in social structures are shared in the instance of 

political institutions, economic, technological and ethnic (macro), and at the national 

level organizations (micro) by individual-individual interaction, individual and envi-

ronment, individual-organization (Jarzabkowski, 2004 ), which justifies the existence 

of common speeches or anchors, as approach Lefèvre (2003), as strategists actors 

feed on common sources. This is evidenced in the approach of Cook and Brown 

(1999) and Lave and Wenger (1991), cited by Jarzabkowski (2004, p 9, our transla-

tion.): "In a" community of practice "individual thought is essentially social and it is 

developed in the interaction with the practical activities of a community, by living 

and participating in their experiences over the time." 

This process of interaction justifies interpretive methods to understand the 

phenomenon of strategizing and supports the collective subject discourse analysis 

methodology as a way to find similar points (anchors) in the speeches of strategist 

agents. This proposed idea is supported by Charaudeau and Maingueneau (2004, p 

172.) who assume the existence of a speech at an interdiscourse, forming the struc-

ture previously said: 

The speech does not make sense except within a universe of other discourses 

through which it should open a path. To interpret the lowest statement, you need 

to put it in connection with all kinds of others, which are discussed, parody,  quote " 

It is through the set of discourses that agents form senses, recasting them, 

building them and reconstructing them based on previous experiences and produc-

ing new meanings, leading to the understanding of the communication process (Mar-

chiori, Ribeiro Soares and Simões, 2010), which in turn makes the shared meanings. 

This sharing structure and absorption of speeches resembles the practice of integra-

tion model, practice and practitioner presented by Whittington (2006) in Figure 1 
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(see Whittington, 2006. Figure 1: Integrating Praxis, Practices and Practitioners) 

where influence one over the other primarily by considering that the effect takes 

place in the "confluence of the three dimensions" (Bulgacov & Marchiori, 2010, p. 

156) and especially the interaction of the size "practitioner" in itself, namely Interac-

tion with the subject in which the subject produces new directions and meanings 

favors the exchange of the already formed. 

There are two ways of sharing moments and meanings: internal and external 

to the organization. Jarzabkowski (2004, p. 11) suggests that communities of practice 

are exposed to generative practices, where "new participants learn with continuous 

members how to interpret the social infrastructure of a particular community, and 

the rehabilitation process, the players continue and reinforce existing practice. "So 

the meanings and inner senses of the organization are shared constantly among 

strategists and heads having in common key ideas, justifying the use of CSD method-

ology to capture these internally shared ideas. In the organization, there are other 

"broad community networks" of practice in which strategists organizations are in-

serted (Jarzabokwski, 2004, p. 11). And on a more macro instance, meanings and 

feelings can be shared through disembedding mechanisms (Giddens, 1991) that ena-

ble the "[...] displacement of social relations from local contexts of interaction and 

their restructuring across indefinite spans of time-space "(Giddens, 1991, p. 29) lead-

ing key ideas of a strategist to another irrespective of temporal and spatial correla-

tion. 

Companies can thus be conceptualized as a community of strategic practice. 

However, companies can also be considered a set of several more or less flexible 

communities, in that not all are essentially strategic (cf. Brown & Duguid, 2001). 

(Jarzabkowski, 2004, p. 11) 

However, when investigating the strategizing process using the CSD method-

ology it is for the qualitative researcher abandon the assumption that there is an 

overrun of the qualitative over quantitative, requiring the union of the qualitative to 

the quantitative and exploring the quality in large quantities (Lefèvre & Lefèvre , 

2005), leaving out that this methodology has just focused on the qualitative perspec-

tive with the quantitative as support. When working in quality and quantity, the re-

searcher ends up gaining denser grant to develop categories of speeches and frame-

works of respondents to understand in a real dimension the Collective Subject Dis-

course, working with a double representation of the researched field. 

 

"[...] Representativity is qualitative because in the research with the 
CSD each distinct collective opinion is presented in the form of a 
speech, which retrieves the different contents and arguments that 
make up the given opinion in the social scale; but the representative-
ness of opinion is also quantitative because such discourse has, in ad-
dition, a numeric expression (which indicates how many testimonies 
of the total were necessary to compose each CSD) and therefore sta-
tistical reliability, considering societies as groups of individuals 
"(Lefèvre & Lefèvre, 2006, p. 522). 

 

This leads researchers to come across the way of thinking of a community, as-

sisting you in understanding the tangent issues of the strategizing process. 



 

Jarzabkowski (2004, p. 10) points out that "while communities may have some 

general similarities, each community has specific social interactions that constitute 

an interpretive unique context", and this weakens the design of the CSD methodology 

as the only way to understand the phenomenon of strategizing, which leads to con-

sider the CSD methodology as a support to understand the existence of collective 

discourses and points to the need for other complementary forms of this methodolo-

gy to that arising from the thematic research of S-as-P be more deeply worked. 

 

 

The existence of the speech as a concrete manifestation of language and en-

dowed with socially constructed meaning and significance can be seen also in strate-

gic processes during the interaction between the strategy practitioners. Such interac-

tion can be understood from methodological approaches that exalt the level of sub-

jectivity, the process, the interaction and the existing movement in the social field. 

Thus, through a brief historical review we noticed that the S-as-P should approach 

ideographic methods in order to understand the process of strategizing in the level of 

subjectivity. This perception opens up various methodological studies of fronts in the 

strategy as practice field, leading, among others, to the possibility of approximation 

of this approach with the CSD methodology. The perception of the importance that 

the discourse of the strategist has for the studies of S-as-P led to consider possible 

contributions that the CSD methodology can offer. 

Assuming used by Jarzabkowski (2004), which states that communities of 

practice enable the interaction of subjects in order to construct and reconstruct 

meaning and significance of organizational elements, it is suggested the use of CSD 

methodology as technical apparatus to understand the strategizing process. Such 

approach turns itself possible by embracing the strategy practitioner's relationship 

with practice and with other practitioners, this interaction that offers field for the 

origin of social representations. 

Therefore, it was argued that the CSD methodology supports speech studies in 

the field of S-as-P for their similarities in practice approaches, field, social represen-

tations and macro and micro-social structures, which has been shown to approach of 

the CSD methodology with the S-as-P in the interpretive nature of issues, but with the 

exception of the CSD methodology limitations to understand the phenomenon as a 

whole, requiring thus auxiliary methodologies. It was also possible to emphasize the 

CSD in their investigations of the functioning of experience produced by common 

sense and practical reasoning in social situations to understand the practice, practi-

tioners and strategic practices. 

Thus, this study contributed to the methodological reflection on the CSD, rely-

ing on the contributions of Gondim and Fischer (2009) with regards to organizational 

studies to overlap this methodological approach to the Strategy as Practice. 
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