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Abstract

The goal of this paper is to present an analypeaspective of strategy as social practice in dagaions by the
articulation of proposals by Foucault, Certeau Buabcovici on social dynamics. To accomplish iteiris it
discusses the convergences and divergences bessemh dynamics in Foucault (1972, 1999, 2003a,32)0
knowledge, power and subjectivities from Mosco\tP61), and Social Representation Theory (SRT) as
articulated with the concept of everyday strategied tactics by Certeau (1990). The paper preskatmicro
and macro delineations in investigations involvstgategy-making practices in organizations overetifhe
studies of strategy as social practices are focum@gt on the micro-social level of CEO practices in
organizations and don't consider the involvementhafse practices at the macro-social level. This,gaper
aims at acknowledging the roles played by expertatem and by the researcher’s theoretical positian also
at offering the actors an opportunity to presestrficro and macro aspects that involve their sisafractices

in a given organization. This way, a dynamic refieseis obtained that allows for the comparisonropieical
data in the analysis of strategy as a social gracti

Key words: discoursesocial practicessocial representation theostrategy.
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Introduction

The goal of this paper is to present an analyfeabpective of strategy as social practice in
organizations by the articulation of proposals ociad dynamics by Foucault, Certeau and Moscovici.
The proposal defended here related the concepieofdiationship between strategies and everyday
tactics from Certeau (1990), with the articulatiminsocial dynamic elements presented in Foucault
(21972, 1999, 2003a, 2003b), and involving knowleggever and the subjectivation process found in
proposals by Moscovici (1961), concerning Sociapfesentation Theory (SRT). The differences
between the authors’ approaches offer contributtbas haven't been articulated by researchers that
focus on social dynamics when discussing strategpaial practice.

This paper intent to fill this gap and legitimateaffering a way that expands the possibilities of
studies in the field of strategy as social practitgroposes a theoretical-methodological approach
that legitimizes and allows the research of themgisubjects, as well as the unfolding of the m&mrd
macro aspects involving strategy-making in orgarmns over time. The orthodox concepts of
strategy as a social practice have their startiomtpat the strategies formally deliberated by a
company’s board of directors, which reveal how saoty articulate tactically and operationally in
order to carry out such strategies — this artiauhabeing called asocial practice (Jarzabkowski,
2010; Rouleau, 2010). The outcome is the reification of orgatimas as entities and the neutralization
of the strategic plan developed by managers, whimsequently excludes from the analysis the
sociopolitical aspects involved in the construcsion such strategies.

As Chia (2003) points out, what is defended hetbeasidea that any organization is a process,
not an entity. Westwood and Clegg (2003) emphasimd organizational studies frequently
decontextualize them by detaching the economiom@getand organizational forms from social and
cultural forces, which serve as a place for econamnid organizational forms to be established. For
the authors, (2003, p. 7) “the structuring of ecormbehavior reflects social embeddedness and the
value that circulate within the cultural, sociahdainstitutional context”. Hence, this article aites
discuss an approach that can break with the ortheidev of strategy as a social practice while farth
showing the theoretical-methodological implicatiafig new spectrum of analysis.

In order to understand social practices in a broadtext, we attempted to articulate
contributions from three authors: Foucault, Moscipvand Certeau. In spite of epistemological
differences among them, the articulation of thecemt of social practice in Foucault, along with
Certeau’s strategy and tactics, and Moscovici'siasdoepresentations, allows for the analysis of
organizational practices in a broader social astbtical context. Certeau’s works are much cloger t
Foucault’s than Moscovici’s, and actually Certegudelf emphasizes the influence of Foucault in the
elaboration of his concept of strategy. CerteaiB§)l9ecognizes that Moscovici revealed processes
related to social practices that go beyond thebéskement of an institutionalized normalization in
society; that is, the procedures that coexist in a disciplinary process. However, in spite of their
differences, Foucault, Certeau, and Moscovici carséen as representatives of constructionism if
their works are analyzed as a whole, along withgtiestions that rose from posterior developments.

For Westwood and Clegg (2003), social constructimnhas as its central concern the lived
experience and the production of meanings by peiopke specific context. Its main objective is to
study the living world and the production of meaysirby people in their social interactions. In this
sense, reality is not external and pre-given, Imstelad it is a mutual social construction that
emphasizes the process through which meaningsoastracted. The primary source of investigation
is the use of language and the interpretation isbgns of several discourse analysis techniques.

Our intention is to make use of the explanatoryeptal of this stream of social thinking so as
to contribute to the development of the field ohttgy — more specifically, that of strategy asciad
practice. This approach has gained strength stmeaemid-nineties and examines what occurs at the
micro level of practices by bringing together irdival, organizational, and strategic aspects
(Whittington, 1996; Wilson & Jarzabkowski, 2004).
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In strategy as a social practice, the understanalirsfrategy making requires recognizing these
instances and the powers that influence them, whilenowledging the dynamics that permeate
organizations (Regnér, 2008). Because of the dtyes§ factors that can interfere in these dynamics
Wilson and Jarzabkowski (2004) highlight the comipleof delimiting the edges of the micro and
macro levels of investigation. This issue is comnienstudies in other fields and generally the
researcher has the responsibility of defining thlndtation a priori. But this advanced decision can
overly restrict the scope of the investigation verging the achievement of a necessary depth w she
light on strategy as social practice.

As an alternative, a path to these choices is 4dnghis article. The influence and importance
of the experience and theoretical position takerth®yresearcher is undeniable, but we propose to
include among them an approach that enables rémehstibjects to indicate the limits in which their
social constructs are inserted over time.

The discussion begins with a summary of the devedton of studies on strategy in
organizations. Then, Foucault's contributions theate driven the recognition of social dynamics in
various areas of knowledge are presented; the field of strategy is included among these. From this
understanding we argue that the approach to syratey a social practice is adequate for
acknowledging such social dynamics in the fieldtoditegy studies.

To provide theoretical support for the analysighefse dynamics, we proposed the adoption of
social representation theory (Moscovici, 1961),tegtualized from the critiques by Foucault, among
other authors, to representationalism. As an altes® to these critiques, dialogical emphasis &gl
on the field of social representation, with theenti®n of the concepts dhemata(Moscovici, 1993;
Moscovici & Vignaux, 1994) and communicative tyg®&arkova, 2000; Moscovici, 1993) in studies
on strategy as a social practice, based on SRT.

To enable the articulation of these author’s cbntions, this work resorts to a concept of
strategy based on the idea of everyday strategisagtics as proposed by Certeau (1990), as well a
its indications on how to conduct an investigatmm practices. Finally, we present our closing
considerations by showing the applicability of deatributions to empirical investigations of stgte

The Development of the Study of Strategy in Organations

In the 1960s, the field of organizational stratbgyl a primarily positivist emphasis, typical of
the organizational studies at that time (Clegg &dya1996). Precursors such as Chandler (1962) and
Ansoff (1965) influenced authors who focused onitamsng and economic bases, such as Porter
(1980). From this perspective, the focus of thiglgtis on the investigation of the influence ofisen
management and strategies on planned interveritiangiven environment.

In the 1970s, other approaches to organizationabrih started to emerge. Among these
alternatives, there was a spread of a view ofesiyaas the result of emerging processes (Whipp,
1996). Pettigrew (1977, 1992) and Mintzberg (19%8)e the precursors of this perspective, which
repudiated the conception of strategy as only Emgaileliberate planning.

Pettigrew (1977, p. 79) argued that “strategy mayibhderstood as a flow of events, values, and
actions running through a context”. According tohthis context includes the position of strategy i
time; the organizational culture; the environment for action with its levels of change and stability; the
activity, structure and téaology of the organization; and the organization’s system of leadership and
internal politics. Through these factors, thicro level (everyday actionsinesolevel (organizational
culture, system of leadership, among others) madro level (environment of activity) are situated
and interrelated, while continuously (re)composoagtexts. On the other hand, within these levels
these factors influence the possible solutiongierenvironmental and inter-organizational dilemmas
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that constitute the focus of strategic choices.yTdiso act in the political process of making diecis,
which defines which dilemmas should be dealt with.

By analyzing these choices, the author overcome=xaessive emphasis on the macro level in
economic institutions, as well as on the micro lare instrumental resources, which is predominant
in the classic approach, paving the way to whattifierg (1978) and Mintzberg and Walters (1985)
distinguished asmergent strategiesand deliberate strategies The first arise in the everyday
relations of individuals in an organization, inde@ently of any formal organizational planning. The
second are formally prepared and defined by mebosgyanizational planning.

Despite the distinctions between the proposalsettigeew (1977, 1992) and Mintzberg (1978),
the two of them examine the process of stratedgwialg the development of the perspective that
works with strategy as practice or micro-practicethis case, the focus is shifted to the everyday
social practices that mediate such a process (dohrMelin, & Whittington, 2003). This places
organizational studies on strategy within a moreaayic view, which acknowledges the articulations
involving the subjects and their practices withigamizations. However, while analyzing the micro-
practices, these authors do not take into condidaraocial and historical aspects. This is because
they focus their effort on the organizational aspemost notably the relations among the several
actors involved in any organization.

Thus, in order to broadly understand the dynamfcsocial practices within a specific social
and historical context, as well as its relationthie field of strategy, it is necessary to resorth®e
contributions by Michel Foucault, which have spdrrarious fields of knowledge to go beyond the
simple analysis of supposedly stable aspects andlpcinvestigate the relations between subjatts i
their everyday life.

Foucault and social dynamics

The effort to understand the implications of Fouitewvork on organizational studies is not
recent. The author’s discussion on social dynampggies to this context, commonly subdivided into
three thematic periods: knowledge, power and stifigation processes. It should be pointed out that
the discussions on knowledge are not separatetfieranalyses of power, which are indispensable to
works on subjectivity.

The theme of power in Foucault's work stands outigarcheological period. In that period,
Foucault (1972, 1999, 2003a, 2003b) sought to aepalgiscourse as being comprised of an
autonomous system with the main objective of stughyand analyzing the conceptual network than
can assign a place to the constitutive understgasdhhuman sciences.

For Foucault (2003a), power is not absolute anblest&ower relationships are produced by a
network of forces manifested in everyday practieed act to constitute strategies that affect tesli
of social actors. The need to recognize the dymanoic such relationships in studying social
phenomena permeated by the manifestations of pievesident.

This micro-physics of power does not characteriie ds a property, but rather as a strategy;
that is, the effects of power cannot be design&tedn appropriation of power, but instead to the
tactics, techniques, and strategies that arisenievar-changing web of relationships, which makes
power an exercise and a social practice. Therefan@er produces knowledge, and power-knowledge
relationships cannot be studied based on a subjectis supposedly free, in relation to the power
system, to produce knowledge. On the contrarysthgect who produces knowledge is also inserted
in the power-knowledge relationships of a givenetim

Allard-Poesi (2010) emphasizes the influence ofuisive practices over subjectivity and the
behavior of organization members. In this sensategy is perceived as a discourse, or a set of
practices that regulate one’s possibilities to ager a given phenomenon. Like any field of
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knowledge, strategy is imbued with social practitest actualize and reproduce such discourses,
creating a power-knowledge network.

This type of critical analysis of strategy resersblestorical issues, calling attention to the
contextual and accidental character of strategywels as the effects of those practices over the
subjectivity of social actors known agategists The orthodox view of strategy sees the strategist
person capable of carrying out his intentions, gfesi and plans, to take risks, and to be an aotor f
change; an autonomous and responsible strategist able to foresee the organizational environment and
future. According to this perspective, a stratagyolves the capacity of choice, action, and inflreen
over other people’s behavior. However, to analyzaetegy as a social practice from a discursive
perspective means to withdraw from such an orthaa®x of strategy.

Therefore, for Allard-Poesi (2010), what Foucaudtrsalysis emphasizes is how we are shaped
as subjects; in other words, what we think, say, and do does not refer to an essence of what we are, but
shows that we are instead historically formed. Dwehis, strategy as a social practice cannot be
studied separately, for it depends on and is shap&dher practices and techniques that build nbt o
knowledge, but also power relations.

Power should be thought of as a flow, somethinganstant circulation, which only operates
within a network, but not as something fixed. Herfoe Foucault, individuals are shaped through the
flow of forces that swirl around them. These are tkery forces that construct people and their
respective subjectivities. Therefore, values thawpbe think are particular to each individual are
established by the forces that shape them.

This being the case, strategy for Foucault is neviginated from a person’s own will or by a
possible autonomy of the social actors. All stratisga strategy without a strategist, without athau
There is no author and formulator for a strateggauvse it is produced by the power relationships
manifested in a web of forces.

In performing a historical interpretation orientéal social practice, Foucault (1985, 1987,
2003b) developed the terrdispositif (apparatus). According to himglispositif is something
heterogeneous and includes discourses, institytiamshitectural forms, regulations, laws,
administrative practices, scientific statementsrahprecepts, philosophical ideas, and philanttoropi
propositions.

Both Pettigrew (1977, 1992) and Mintzberg (1978yeh@xamined the process of strategy,
allowing the development of the approach to stratesypractice or micro-practice, in which the focus
shifts to the quotidian social practices that miedihis process (Johnsenal, 2003).

Therefore, to study power relationships accordingducault (2003a), the field of analysis must
be directed to social practices, that is, it mygtraach the study from the perspective of what is
actually done. It is worth noting that, accordigthe description, the meaning of social practite i
Foucault’'s works has no relations with the usehefsame term by Mintzberg (1978), Pettigrew (1977,
1992). For Foucault, the expression “social prattis inserted in historical and social aspects tha
limit and determine the action of social agent®rafore including a broader social context and
analytical aspects that are not restricted to emdnand organizational contexts. The ways of doing
things that are more or less regulated, more & desisidered, and more or less finished must be
studied, by means of which one can delineate thalsineous ways of constituting what reality is for
those who seek to think about it and to controhd,well as how subjects are able to comprehend,
analyze, and modify it.

Employing this approach in organizational strateggydies involves the need to examine
people’s social practices, which eventually leadghée concept of strategy as a social practice.
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Strategy as Social Practice

Studies of strategy as practice confront thememahagement and organizational planning
process with the social practices of the subjautsived in it. Orlikowski (2000), for example, has
investigated how people interact with technologyhieir practices and how they establish structtoes
influence the use of technology itself. In this anilder studies, the focus on the micro-social level
the everyday practices inside organizations — ctoriee advocated as suitable for investigations on
strategy. These studies examine strategy-makingrganizations, considering it to be “the skilled
ability to use, adapt, and manipulate those ressuittat are to hand to engage in shaping the tgctivi
of strategy over time” (Jarzabkowski, 2005, p. 34).

The concerns about strategy-making in organizat@wadocused on “the detailed processes and
practices which constitute the everyday activibé®rganizational lifeand which relate to strategic
outcomes” (Johnsoet al, 2003, p. 3). In this context, then, there is ach® discuss the level to be
assumed in the analysis of thadetailed processes and practicesand consequently, of strategy
making in a given organization. Wilson and Jarzaiio (2004) show that without this delimitation
the researcher will be faced with infinite practicanong the organizational actors: each glance or
utterance can be included within the boundarigb@micro level. Besides this, the influences on this
level can extend, in the ultimate instance, torttaero-social level, as well as any other influetie
may come from the most diverse parts of the planet.

Wilson and Jarzabkowski (2004) suggest thamnti@o level must be defined according to the
objective of the study and by what constitutesriaero level in a given situation. This proposition
leads to the fact that while analyzing these twgeats, researchers must define the delimitateons
priori. Researchers will inevitably have to make choinesdvance in any investigation. Therefore, in
this case, as the authors say in developing thejgestion, the discussion must investigate further,
because the choices involve implications for thetextualization of social practices, which is tleew
basis for studies on strategy as practice. Thexefarthe next topic we discuss the contributiohs o
Social Representations Theory (SRT), first formedaby Moscovici (1961) and already used in other
organizational studie®(g, Laroche, 1995). More specifically, the SRT applotollowed here — the
dialogical — breaks with the traditional vision tlisacial representations are static, and instei@asod
dynamic reference to contextualize social practicesnvestigations of organizational strategy as
practice.

Contributions from social representations to studyof strategy as social practice

In this article it is assumed that there is not gusingle strategy in an organization, but rather
mosaic of overlapping strategies, resulting frora flows of practices of subjects in their social
interactions.

This interpretation comes close to studies insdridtie Social Representations Theory (SRT),
in which the emphasis on these practices is pafeotheoretical basis (Moscovici, 1961, 1993, 3984

Such approach is associated with the social psgghostream argued by Moscovici (1961,
1993, 1984). The concept of social representatias iwfluenced by Durkheim’s (1898) concept of
collective representations but is distinguished from Durkheim’s proposalstbg emphasis put on
the primacy of the society over the individual, foassumes that society and individual influenaehe
other.

As a researcher approaches the social represerstatid subjects, he also approaches the
knowledge that exposes articulations featuredeir thays of doing everyday things. This justifigs t
adoption in this article of the approach relatedh® SRT developed by Jodelet (1989). She stresses
such knowledge in her work, because for her (Jode889, p. 36) social representations are “a form
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of knowledge, socially elaborated and shared, waitipractical objective, that contributes to the
construction of a common reality to a social set”.

According to Jodelet (1989), the operationalizatioh that approach must respect the
understanding that a social representation opematése realm of the subject (somebody) over an
object (something). This understanding is commamtigrpreted as the need to define both in advance.
But as the subjects are defined, it is possiblealtow them to indicate the objects and social
representations that are articulated in determooedexts. By offering an epistemological basiseald
with this contextual insertion, the SRT grants im@aot contributions to the approach to strategy as
social practice.

This argument emerges from the belief that in otdamderstand the process of strategizing in
organizations, it is not enough to observe and rdesdhe social practices of the organizational
members. Social practices must be placed in comteatfer evidence of what made the subjects to
articulate them, as well as their implications £a@kowski, 2005). This concern leads to a difficolt
operationalizing empirical studies that face inérpossibilities of social practices contexts (\dfils
Jarzabkowski, 2004). Even though there is no defeanswer to this question, SRT has dealt with it
since the 1960s, when Moscovici (1961) proposeititisl bases.

Hence, to operationalize the investigation of hiscess, it is necessary to gather, treat, and
analyze data related to aspects such as discdeisayior, and social practices. There is no sgecifi
technique in SRT and various approaches have lolewé&d: quantitative, qualitative or both.

These techniques reveal how subjects become familth strange events that occur in their
everyday life. Moscovici (1984) points out the diffity of transforming unfamiliar words, ideas,
things or beings into something real, accessilid, wsual. This process of familiarization occurs by
means of the mechanisms of anchoring and objedtidic, based on the subjects’ previous social
constructs. According to the author, the procesfwiiliarization strives to anchor strange ideas, t
reduce them to ordinary categories and images@adttthem into a familiar context. For this reason
for instance, a religious person uses his or renéwork of religious values to confront something
new (Moscovici, 1984, p. 29). In turn, objectifiet means “to turn something abstract into
something concrete, to transfer what is in the ntimdomething existing in the physical world”
(Moscovici, 1984, p. 29).

In the case of strategy-making in organizationg timknown can arise from a deliberate
planning process — for example, the acquisitioaudbmated equipment. The news of the acquisition
can be anchored by subjects in stories from otlgarizations, in which many employees were made
redundant after the introduction of automation. tBis acquisition would also be obijectified in
concrete visions of the privations inherent in upkxyyment.

The social practices of the subjects involved ofbis social construct’s set, by means of
which an approximation is possible through the epte of anchoring and objectification, present in
the initial bases of SRT (Moscovici, 1961). Howewitre question remains of how they develop
interactions with implications positioned in groupsmposed of subjects who are commonly not part
of just one single social group, but instead whe angaged in various ones. A person can be a
mechanic, a member of the internal accident prémembmmittee, an evangelic individual, a member
of a neighborhood council, and so forth. The eristeof sets of different social insertions in ttie |
of each person recalls the diversity of construatd,a single homogeneous social representation. In
other words, a person does not become anotherrpéosceach group, but is instead a dialogical
subject, able to practice multiple interactions &amdengage in dialogue with different situations in
specific groups.

It should be pointed out that this dialogical positis not always observed in studies of social
representations, many of which are focused on thbilisy of familiarization in the process of
anchoring and objectification.
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In departing from the dialogical vision, the iddaocial representation gives room for criticism
commonly leveled by authors who resort to the dledaonstructionist approach (Gergen, 1997),
such as Spink (1996) and Shotter (1997). Theseeuuthiticize the social representation conception
because they perceive social construction as atevegproduce objects of a substantive reality, such
as an image in a mirror. Foucault (1999) follows shme direction, for in his view there isapriori
stand that precedes the objective and the subgedti® considers that subject and object are mytuall
constituted and are in constant transformation. Frcault, as Dreyfus and Rabinow (1995) point
out, discourse also must not be analyzed as bemgthing hermeneutic and as a representation of
reality.

Despite these critiques, the thoughts of Foucd@199), Spink (1996) and Shotter (1997) show
concerns that are also present in the SRT apputtdized here: the importance of social practiced a
consequently of common sense in the constitutioreality, as well as the understanding that these
practices are in constant flux. Hence, the undedstg of social representations advocated here
incorporates the idea of dynamic networks, estiabtisfrom the articulations of thdispositifs and
does not involve the idea of a reproduced imageeality. There is a need to discuss those critiques
more deeply to better articulate the points of @wgence between these approaches.

The criticism of representation as the reproductiban image of reality is coherent, inasmuch
as representation is also utilized in this sengethis cannot be generalized to all approachassdtal
representations. In the studies of Markova (2088)well as in the approach advocated here, what
stands out is the need to recognize a history, wtl@narcates a past origin from the representations
that continue in the present, in an eternal prooéskemarcation that involves the time dimension in
the social construction of knowledge — the objeself is a cross-section in this dimension. As
explained by Markova (2000, p. 430), it is necessarrecognize the difference “between defining
static and single object®rsusdefining dynamics and relational phenomena”.

The importance of the definition of the object re tstudy of social representations does not
come from its conception as an objective or refdremce, but rather from the fact that this object
delimits the social context in which the socialresggentation is expressed (Rey, 2002). Without this,
one is faced with an infinite number of social tielas that are impossible for the researcher td dea
with. This is not the place to discuss the needstdting limits for any study, but it is importaiat
clarify the paths to reach these delimitationsthie case of SRT, according to the approach followed
here, the object and the subjects are means tdé¢hmitation, of a dynamic and socially construacte
reality. Therefore, the object is not the realitgy is the representation a reflection of this obje a
homogeneous group in a static configuration.

In the case of research subjects, even when astasfiep of an investigation the researcher
chooses the group of subjects in advance in agi@atwoss-section, the role of the subjects inbljta
arises in demarcating the spaces of their sodatioas. As pointed out by Sa (1998), those whgado
SRT and ignore this second step fail by not offpgpace to the research subjects, which goes a&gains
the epistemological bases of SRT.

This step is the principal reason for the propositin this article of the insertion of SRT in
studies of strategy as social practice: a basthfosubjects themselves to present the delimitatidn
the suitable scope to investigate the infinite @lomlations that can be involved in their strateyj
practices, offering a dynamic reference to contkta those practices.

It remains to be explained how to operationalize tontribution based on studies of social
representations. So far we have restricted theusssen to the anchoring and objectification proesss
that compose familiarization. As already mentiondobse processes are commonly adopted with
emphasis on stability instead of the dialogic dyiwamwhich deferred to the development of other
concepts in the field of SRT, in the direction ééldgism: thema(Moscovici, 1993; Moscovici &
Vignaux, 1994) and communicative genres (MoscoidMarkova, 1998).
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The concept othematais defined by Liu (2004, p. 255) as being “histatly embedded
presuppositions, culturally shared antinomies, thieddeeper logic of social thought”. This concept i
developed by Moscovici (1993) and Moscovici and ndgx (1994) in SRT starting from the
contributions of Holton (1978) to the epistemologywhich thethemataare presented as relatively
stable cognitive units, prejudices, or presuppmsitithat permeate the experience and training of
scientists, capable of transforming and moldingrific thinking.

The application of this concept in SRT is justified its capacity to generate themes. This
means the possibility of addressing them empisidayl means of the relations maintained with these
same themes, capable of being accessed by theaesed he themes, considered as units of analysis
and accessed by means of the data collection melthgds, are dialogically interdependent in
relation to thehemata Liu (2006) explains that the themes can be ephagtuational and do not
necessarily constitute a form of dyad or triad.t® other hand, thithemataare relatively stable and
constituted over time. “They are typically antiibat dyads such as atomicity/continuum or
analysis/synthesis, but also occasionally apoiad$r such as constancy/evolution/catastrophic
change” (Liu, 2004, p. 254).

The insertion othematain SRT is a response to the search to understdiehae came the
ideas that permit the subject to act in his orihexorable dealing with the unknown, by means of
anchoring and objectification. Liu (2004) followsid path in studying the question of the quality of
life for Chinese, by means of SRT. From the varithesmes revealed by the informants, the author
identified that the social representation of litelity for Chinese is organized around the beingfiga
thema The author revealed that the opposition betweeingoand having involves centuries-old
influences of Confucianism, in which spiritualisime(ng) is celebrated in opposition to materialism
(having). At the same time, thilsemais now caught up in the recent Chinese transisitarting in the
1980s, toward a market economy, marked by matesiafort and greater economic freedom.

In Liu (2004) the being/havindpemapresent its hegemonic face, to the extent thaamtienony
betweenbeing andhaving is present in Chinese society as a whole. Howelrermanifestations and
their themes vary according to the different dommash society, with clear distinctions between the
rural and urban sectors of Chinese society. Thig @stinction linked to people’s positions in the
different sectors of the society and in the comsion of this society. Thus, the being/havithggma
presents aemancipatedface as well as laegemonicface, in the sense of being specific to a group in
emancipated form in relation to society.

For this interpretation and use of the telregemonicandemancipated Liu (2004) referred to
Moscovici (1988). For Moscovici (1988), the teremancipated indicates the emancipated
representations, shared within determined groupsmancipated form in relation to society as a
whole. For the author, the shared representationisis society are the hegemonic ones, while those
shared by groups that enter into open and expiggosition in relation to the aspects of these
representations are the polemical representatbmmspleting the three types identified by him.

Liu (2006) argues that these three ways of shaatgimultaneously and complementarily in a
single social representation. Unlike Moscovici (@B88Liu (2006) shifts the question of the
hegemonic, emancipated, and controversial typeshafing social representations to the sharing of
their aspects. By doing this Liu (2006) shows éhgatunderstand social phenomena through social
representations, focusing on the process of casigiruin which these representations are inserted,
without emphasizing social representation in andts#lf, but rather focusing on heterogeneous
relegations and aspects involved in its constractio

By investigating these multiple dimensions, it @sgible to take an approach that joins previous
socio-historical elements and the interactionsh& moment. Based on the former, the latter are
responsible for restructuring social representatiaand the knowledge filtered through our
experiences, our groups and the discourses oftMwscovici & Vignaux, 1994). Familiarization
occurs this way, by means of anchoring and objeatibn, based othemataand communication. But
this filtering means the researcher must face tiadlenge of finding a way, at least partly, to dedh
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the influences of thesbemataand communication while analyzing themes and figdrem the data
gathered.

The issue can be illustrated according to theegyaas social practice approach, by returning to
the example of the plan to acquire automated eqeipm In this case, the
technology/productivity/prosperity thema  anchors distinct  representations of the
technology/productivity/unemploymettiema The first tends to shape constructions in a jusignof
value associated with prosperity; the second, with unemployment, with a series of distinct
implications. To identify these twthemata or any other, it is necessary to examine thenth@n
themes and figures that the subjects themselvegeatim their social practices in the organization
question, while carrying out their strategies. Butce they filter these manifestations, what is
evidenced should not be considered in itself. hdsessary to contextualize these manifestations in
relation to the situation and the way they are esged.

In the case of acquisition of the equipment, tHgesiis, during a meeting with senior managers
that deals specifically with acquisitions or durittge lunch break, while just idly conversing and
making jokes about these acquisitions, will adoifiexent filters. In the light of Moscovici and
Vignaux (1994), this is explained by the fact tha subjects rely on previous insertions that lead
them to contextualize their expressions in relatimthe moment, the place and the people.

To recognize this process when analyzing the data fin empirical study, it is necessary to
delineate this insertion of the manifestations, alwhican be achieved by an investigation of
communicative genres, the last concept of SRT dsmi in this article. The concept of
communicative genres results from the contributibgsBakhtin (1986) to the field of linguistics,
regarding discursive genres. That author’s conogpgenres was combined by Moscovici (1993) with
the latter's concept of communicative systems, tatbgn his previous studies based on SRT
(Moscovici, 1961).

Markova (2000) clarifies that these systems botldmepresentations and are molded by them.
By incorporating the idea ofenres the previously labeleccommunicative systemsgained
sustenance from the contributions of Bakhtin (198@)ose works reinforced the idea that through
them different questions are emphasized or minithibased on the use of specific terminologies and
according to the social practices and groups takvpeople belong.

Bakhtin (1986, p. 87) explains that “genres coroesh to typical situations of speech
communication, typical themes, and, consequenidg t particular contacts between theanings
of words and actual concrete reality under certgjpical circumstances”. He clarifies that the
selection of the words to be used to constructracpéar locution is not based on the neutralityttod
linguistic system, but rather on previous locutiamainly those that are familiar, becoming someghin
typical, and composing certain discursive genres.

The combination of the concepts thiemataand communicative genre, which arose with the
development of the field of SRT (Moscovici & Markigv1998), explains the dialogical position
reached by some approaches within SRT.

The last two concepts are assumed to be insepafableinderstanding the process of
constructing social representations, going beyaable concrete aspects. In this respect, Rosa J2006
makes clear that whatever people perceivea@wrete is presented in a more stable way in their
everyday lives and is used in the process of dfition of other elements that are considered
abstract and non-familiar. In this process, whatevas assumed as stable acquires new meanings.
This is a phenomenon in which the opposition betwst@bility and dynamism is subjected to the
dialogic of social representations, associated withfour concepts presented, articulates with each
other in the following way (Markov4a, 2000): (a) tbemmunicative genres have as a characteristic the
formation of themata (b) as this occurs, they serve as a basis to déal thhe unknown by
constructing social representations that incorgoaaid articulate the unknown with tthemata(what
is known); and (C) in turn, this construction is based on the psscof anchoring and objectification,
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inserted in communicative genres necessary toyimbalic exchanges that enable these processes to
happen and express social representations. Thraiigh relationship of dependence the
communicative genres influence the social represiems, which in turn become the pragmatic
assumptions of the very communicative genres irclviiney are inserted, influencing these genres
with the emergence of new or renewed themes andsrdaxpression.

Articulating these elements in studies involvinge tilsocial representations there is an
epistemological break with the traditional idea@fresentation as the reproductions of somethirag or
reality: and idea openly criticized by the constintists and supported by Foucauldian
constructionists to oppose the SRT. However, pegcishis opposition legitimizes this approach
within the SRT as it assumes such disruption as gfathe SRT development in the direction of
constructionism. This outlines the convergencepitieshe differences, between the Foucault's ideas
and Moscovici, as epistemologically adequate talguhe study of social practices embedded in a
continuous process of (re/de)construction. A desigh clearly outlined in the beginning by the
authors, but that was articulated by both overydars with the development of their proposals about
social dynamics.

In addressing these relations in this article, dsoaate the possibility of a better understanding
to the meanings of social practices and their imdatin guiding specific practices, such as those
referring to individuals’ strategies within orgaaiions. Based on the theoretical discussion predent
we argue that the approach towards strategy aalgweictice adopted here offers contributions that
permit further developing the field, by incorporgtielements of the SRT.

We assume that the strategies in and of organimtanly exist based on social practices,
complex and heterogeneous interactions and cobstridence, a path must be sought to reveal the
existing relations in the strategy-making procexsthus allow for its understanding in organizagion

Certeau highlights the contributions to his profp@sad, in some way, the gap in the work
between two previous authors. Although Certeauudises Foucault’s work deeper than Moscovici,
Certeau (1986, p. 188) makes it clear that Moscowmong others, revealed a “technological
apparatus, which know an analogous interplay vd#ology” referring, as well as Foucault's studies
do, to the process related to social practices ¢fmatbeyond the construction of normalizations
institutionalized in society. In specifically studyg these practices, Certeau (1986, 1990) allows th
articulation between the contributions of Foucault Moscovici, placing them within the focus of
studies of strategies as social practice. The ehgdl is to find support in social theory so asllmaa
the comprehension of this articulation of sociahqgtices in strategy-making in organizations as
compatible with the SRT approach. For this, we ntesothe contributions by Certeau (1986, 1990).

The Study of Strategy as Social Practice and Contsutions by Certeau

Among the various social practices, Certeau (1986knowledges their position in the
mediation of stability, in the sense of maintainihgogether with the legitimacy of the practices
themselves; and the position of others acting in favor of determined interests (of groups or subjects),
by means of creative subversion of the elementstlamdiegitimacy that belongs to that stability. For
the author, social practices can be supported iy, directly aligned with, the privileged spaces of
power and stability; reproducing them, or using elements of that space in transgressions that can
subvert it, in favor of the interests of a poweslésinsgressor in a process that has the poteatial
produce diverse spaces. In the first case, theoaltientifies the social practices as articulated
everyday strategies, and in the second, as evetgdtgs.

This perspective offers two basic interdependentridmutions for the study of strategy as social
practice: (a) a way to understand how establistiedegies (including organizational ones) change
over time; (b) within this scope, it focuses on the processouph which agents subvert
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institutionalized spaces (including organizatiowales) towards various interests, which might or
might not be convergent with the organizationaltsigies.

By emphasizing how subjects resort to everyday tjpes; Certeau (1990) indicates the
conformation of his proposals to the study of sfggitas practice, as he proposes to investigat@athe
of doing”. In order to achieve this, Certeau (198Q)ygests the investigation of people while they
carry out their everyday tasks and questioningalteged passive submission to the discipline that
permeates this quotidian. His intention is to fampathways to pending analyses, by means of
methods and theoretical questions that go beyond practices; that is, the ways of doing things, no longer
considered as a backdrop for social activity.

The author starts from the assumption that theiymsand disciplined users of ordinary
everyday practices also relate to each other iardidiscipline, based on what he caliscolages
(expedients) in their everyday practices (waysang things). When this perspective is transposed t
making strategy in organizations, this passivityl atiscipline contribute to the actions of certain
people in deliberate planning efforts. But theral&o resistance (anti-discipline) in the organdrat
which enables a certain degree of transgressiail lmyganizational actors.

To investigate thigxpediency we apply this concept diricolageproposed by Certeau (1990):
the creative inventiveness or art of expediency@ated with getting things done. This concept
composes the base ftactics: a calculus that cannot count on a proper (a pensocontrol in a
relationship or positioning), or on a frontier tistthguish the other (the weaker or subservienth as
visible totality. According to the author, this ocs because of the fact thatake do dwells in the
spaces for transgression that remain insertedeirpldice controlled by the other. It is in thesecepa
for expedients in the place controlled by ®teong that theweak articulate to take advantage of
outside forces, through movements including everyatactices, such as shopping, reading, speaking,
and walking around (Certeau, 1990).

The place that permits differentiating the otheb@sed on disciplinary procedures (Foucault,
1987) and enables what Certeau (1990) calls strategnely the calculus of force-relationships ihat
possible when a subject of will and power can b&ted from an environment. A strategy assumes a
place that can be circumscribed as proper andgbrne as the basis for generating relations with a
distinct exterior reality.

For Certeau (1990), strategies exist to the exttwttthe other is observed from a place where
he is presented as a visible and delineated tgtalith power acting over him. This place is based
discipline, on themicrophysics of power evidenced by Foucault (1977). But although he
acknowledges this author’s contributions, Certea990Q) disagrees with him when arguing that
discipline is transgressed by the web ofati-discipline, based on a shrewd and opportunistic use of
the procedures themselves.

In the interplay between discipline and anti-difog, everyday strategies and tactics are
present in all people’s lives, including in orgatians. Therefore, a common link that would permit
investigating these quotidian strategies and taaticuld also enable the study of strategy-making in
organizations. This link is offered by Certeau (@Q@%hey are practices, acting in places and spates
strategies and tactics, in discipline and antiiglste.

This understanding has led to the search for a eminof organizational strategy that
acknowledges the practices of subjects in thely eenstructions and strategy-making within a given
organization. In this respect, the Pettigrew’s gbations (1977, p. 79) stand out, for he describes
strategy as “a flow of events, values, and actransing through a context”. The actions, the valofes
subjects, and the events are articulated and irsgleafrom practices. In turn, practices also apmi
a unit of analysis capable of evidencing the omtion’s strategizing (Jarzabkowski, 2005).

Based on this interpretation, we propose to replheethree elements (event, values and
actions) with a synthesis: the practices. Besiliss the idea of insertioim a context, in the singular
form, does not delineate the adequate complexith®fvarious contextual insertions, from the more
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ample macro level down to the more localized mlex@l, with its passage to the plural remaining as
a second proposition. Finally, among the diversitypossible contexts, such as the treatment of a
concept of organizational strategy, it becomes sy to highlight this context, without limiting i
because the subject is simultaneously inserted onenthan one social context. Based on these
propositions, in this article organizational stggtés considered as a flow of social practicesriese

in specific organizational and more ample social contexts; i.e. its analysis does not have strategical
plans elaborated by the companies’ directors d@artéirgy point, nor is it restricted to or limiteg it
(Jarzabkowski, 2004, 2010; Rouleau, 2010; Whittington, 1996). We disregard the production devices

of social practices that act on the cultural andiadocontext, including the very elaboration of
strategies by a company’s board of directors, mitanly delimiting the social practices at their
tactical and operational levels.

This conceptual framework provides room for thesgnation of the contributions by Certeau
(1986, 1990) and the SRT within the scope of ther@gch of strategy as practice. In order to carry
this out, we take advantage of what Certeau (1RE8ijtified in the precursor study of SRT published
by Moscovici (1961): the possibility for revealisgcial processes related to social practices, wich
beyond the constructions of norms for social subiors With subsequent conceptual developments,
this allows not only for studying determined sodiapresentations, but also understanding social
phenomena in a specifiocus such as strategy-making in organizations.

Final Considerations

Social practices are always present in individuel€ryday strategies and practices (Certeau,
1990). Consequently, they are present in orgaoizattind organizational strategies as well. Sineg th
are closely related to social representations @&rd989), capable of elucidating them (Jodelet,
1989), these practices constitute a unit of amalysiitable for analyzing strategy-making in
organizations.

The positioning of social practices as a unit dalgsis is not a contribution of this article. Other
authors in the field of strategy as practice halready revealed the adequacy of this option
(Jarzabkowski, 2005). The contribution of this paipdo propose a way to investigate these pragtice
from the recognition of the complexity of the sdéalgnamic that permeates them. The complexity and
the ways to deal with it were evident in this paperFoucault's definition on social practices,
especially through the observation and analystb®fevices in meaning construction, allied with th
concept of strategy by Certeau and that of soefaasentation by Moscovici. Although Allard-Poesi
(2010) has referred to Foucault in the studiestraftegy as social practice, our use of Certeaus an
Moscovici's contributions is quite novel, as is theiculation of these two authors with Foucault’s
work.

SRT emphasizes the processesanthoring and objectification of subjects in dealing with
everyday experience, which includes a diversitintdractions and contextual insertions preserién t
themataand the communicative genres articulated by thgests. This process is subjected to the
hegemonic, emancipated, and controversial facdseofsocial representations.

Therefore, SRT enables the contextualization ofpitaetices being studied in strategy-making.
In contrast, the contributions of Certeau (199@)valthe understanding of how this process is repkct
or appropriated by certain subjects, revealing réaite amount of freedom, even within their given
social insertions. In this author’s conception, wisarelatively stable, with the potential of madsin
subjects be submitted to it — a characteristicanfiad representations — also supplies the arsenal o
elements for expedientbr{colage$ in the articulation of their own interests.

According to this, a boss and his personal or argdion intentions, for instance, are resources
articulated by the organizational actors, just es e possibilities of sabotaging a machine or
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promoting an increase in productivity. Thereforg dgreeing with the Certeau’s (1990) propositions,
we assume that the subjects will not necessaritgmtcthat which has been decided for them. There
will be interplay: a mediation of interests invalgi a diversity of contextual insertions. The final
outcome may even be what was desired by the indwigho initially created the plan, but behind it
there is a whole set of negotiations among subjaets their contextual insertions, which includes
their social representations.

The comprehension of this social complexity is fheus of investigations of strategy as
practice. Based on SRT, the challenge of makindy stedies feasible begins with the researcher’s
definition of the subjects; that is, those who are to be investigated in order to reveal information about
a given organization's strategy-making options.eAfthis is defined, it is necessary to use data
collecting techniques. Based on the propositioredirbere, qualitative methods such as in-depth
interviews, focus groups, and observation tendetdhle most suitable, as these allow the subjects to
indicate the delimitations at thmicro andmacro levels of analysis. This is not a classic methbd o
delimitation, for without giving up the attemptimake the delimitation, it seeks to do this by alluyv
for people themselves, who are permeated by isawetsing the micro and macro levels, to reveal
the limits of the levels with which they coexist.

This delineation provides room to deal with theamigationalocusso as to recognize its social
dynamism or, in other words, the devices that bsddial practices. This concern involves Foucault’s
(2979, 1987) contributions, by analyzing power tietes in their social, cultural, and historic coxite
while not having as its main focus the center, fhata company’s board of directors or its CEO.
Instead, it is focused on its extremities, wheravgrois distributed and ramified, where power is
capillary and it is possible to observe the diwgref forces acting in an organization. There masst
an effort to discover what the intention of pow®iiri real social practices, or what Foucault (2003a
callsits external face The idea here is not to analyze a subject’s titenwhat someone intends to
achieve when exercising power, for the devices thald social practices do not originate from
people, much less from a company’s board throughfdhmalization of its organizational strategies,
but actually its external face, the several powevigks existing in specific social and historic
contexts, which constitute the subject’s sociatpcas.

This is precisely the main aspect that sets Fotiegalt from Moscovici and Certeau. This does
not diminish his contribution to social dynamics foe theoretical articulation proposed here. Gerte
(1990), in discussing the work of Foucault, malesarchis intention to subvert this view by propasin
that tactics act through expediency, at the same tie acknowledges the contributions of Foucault in
the sense of clarifying the mechanisms that enstbddéegies and the place of the proper in the kocia
dynamic peculiar to discipline.

By articulating these contributions in this artickee aim to stress the need to promote more
intense mediations between certain interests anthe final analysis, an infinity of social consis
belonging to people, organizations and the stratedeveloped in them. We do not believe that a
contribution to the field of strategy can be donedenying such constructs, which legitimize the
proposal of a pathway to approximate them and wtaied the process associated with them.

In conclusion, we suggest that the proposals distlibere be applied and expanded. It is not
our intention that this article concludes the déston. Much to the contrary, our intention is teop
further debate, to add to the knowledge of reseascland groups interested in developing the
approach of strategy as social practice.

Received 2 September 2010; received in revised form 8 February 2012.
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