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Abstract This essay aims to bring politics closer to home in two main ways. First, we 
address geographical and disciplinary spaces and identities in order to propose a fruitful 
‘breeding ground’ for critical management education (CME) in the US context: organ-
izational and instructional communication studies. Second, we engage recent calls for self-
refl exivity among CME scholars, re-directing the critical lens from ‘mainstream’ management 
education to political dynamics embedded in our own practices. As we articulate possibilities 
for both institutional, theoretical and practical collaboration, we emphasize how CME and 
communication scholars might work together to illuminate and transform embodied relations 
of difference. Key Words: classroom interaction; CME; CMS; critical pedagogy; organizational 
and instructional communication studies; power, identity, and difference (specifi cally gender, 
race, class, sexuality); refl exivity; textbooks; text-conversation dialectic

Introduction

While critical management studies (CMS) has been mostly occupied with the 
critique of organizations ‘out there’, a growing body of work on critical manage-
ment education (CME) directs the critical gaze ‘in here’, on the academic 
institutions in which the labor of management research and teaching is carried 
out. CME has generated vital insights about political relations close to home for 
organizational scholars, illuminating micro-dynamics endemic to classroom prac-
tice and curriculum design (e.g. Cavanaugh and Prasad, 1996; Grey et al., 1996), 
as well as broader institutional patterns like the disciplinary mechanisms of tenure 
(Boje, 1996) and the rise of productivity accounting systems (Willmott, 1995). 
Authors attuned to such macro-dynamics frequently claim that national context 
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shapes CME’s institutional possibilities. Many concur that, despite historical 
shifts and abiding challenges, the UK continues to provide a friendlier home for 
critical perspectives on management, organization, and work than does the US 
(Perriton, 2007).

Overwhelmingly, ‘mainstream’ settings, artifacts, and practices of higher edu-
cation comprise the central objects of CME. Less common are internal critiques 
of the CME movement itself (i.e. critique of the critics). Some works engaging 
such introspection note a lack of political refl exivity regarding key CME articles 
of faith, like enduring confi dence in the critical pedagogue who utilizes rational 
dialogue to awaken student consciousness and agency (Ellsworth, 1989; Perriton 
and Reynolds, 2004). Several critics have begun to call out gender, sexual, and 
racial politics at play in such abstract, disembodied depictions of critical pedagogy 
(Ellsworth, 1989; Reynolds and Trehan, 2001). Arguably, internal critiques of 
this sort have barely dented the larger CME conversation, which has not yet 
devoted sustained attention to relations of difference—that is, intersections 
among gender, sexuality, race, class, and so forth—as these defi ne and delimit 
the actual experience of critical management pedagogy (Ellsworth, 1989; Perriton 
and Reynolds, 2004).

This essay draws together these two developments: (1) pessimism about the 
institutional viability of CME in the US and (2) continued reference to generic 
notions of teacher, student, and manager that downplay embodied relations of 
difference in CME. We argue that these seemingly unrelated tendencies converge 
through the lens of communication studies, a largely US-based academic discipline 
in which critical perspectives on both management and education have begun to 
fl ourish, and in which awareness of the embodied character of interaction has 
cultivated particular sensitivity to the mundane politics of difference. With their 
exclusive attention to business schools, previous characterizations of CME in national 
context (e.g. Perriton, 2007) tend to overlook important nuances in US man-
agement and organization studies: namely, the existence of a thriving community 
of organizational communication scholars trained in a range of critical philosophies, 
as well as an adjacent community of critical instructional communication scholars 
who theorize interaction specifi c to educational settings. As it houses both of these 
sub-fi elds, the discipline of communication studies stands to redress the two devel-
opments just mentioned by providing (a) a useful institutional foothold for CME 
in the US that eludes many of the obstacles documented in business schools 
and (b) a supportive ally for refl exivity on the embodied politics of difference at 
work in CME.

Thus, in the spirit of the essay’s title, we seek to bring politics ‘even closer to 
home’ in two ways: fi rst, by addressing geographical, disciplinary, and institutional 
spaces and identities; and second, by engaging recent calls for political refl exivity 
not only about ‘mainstream’ management education, but also about CME rela-
tions. In other words, ‘home’ as invoked in this article entails matters of both 
location and self-refl exivity. We begin our case for the distinctive contributions 
of communication studies by contextualizing the discipline—and, specifi cally, the 
twin sub-fi elds of organizational and instructional communication—for readers 
less familiar with this scholarly community. Turning from institutional possibilities 
to content contributions, we explore how communication and CME scholars 
might work together to illuminate embodied relations of difference.
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As this preview implies, we write from our experience as US critical organ-
izational communication scholars. Our intent is to situate communication studies 
as a signifi cant ‘sister community’ of CME in the US. We do not mean to imply 
that the fi eld of communication is without its own problems; indeed, we explore 
some of those most pertinent here. Nor do we mean to suggest communication 
departments as a substitute for schools of business; after all, the latter will remain 
the primary site of managerial education for the foreseeable future. Rather, we 
propose communication studies as a US incubator for CME, encouraging greater 
inter- and intra-disciplinary networks that join critical scholars from varied settings 
and perspectives in examining how CME enacts relations of difference.

(Re)locating Home: Communication Studies as a Site of Possibility Amid 
Pessimism

CME in Broad Strokes: Merging CMS and Critical Pedagogy

The CME literature has enabled the meeting of CMS and critical pedagogy, the 
latter emanating mainly from education scholarship and activism. By most 
accounts, CMS has enjoyed a 20-year history of investigating relations of power 
in and around organizations (Hassard et al., 2001). Distilling common ground 
from this theoretically complex and sometimes contentious terrain, we sketch key 
commitments we share with many others (e.g. Alvesson and Willmott, 1992; Grey 
and Mitev, 1995; Grey and Willmott, 2005; Perriton and Reynolds, 2004):

• Organizations are a central mechanism for confi guring and controlling pur-
posive human activity in the western world. The evolution of contemporary 
organizations entailed the development of new meanings, relationships, practices, 
and structures with signifi cant social, cultural, and environmental impact. 
In particular, organizations have become pivotal sites of identity (re)construction: 
Through them, we learn much of what we ‘know’ about ourselves and others 
(Alvesson et al., 2008).

• Organization is a political process and product, and power relations routinely 
support dominant interests, engendering systematic privilege and marginal-
ization. ‘Dominant interests’ are those aligned with groups who typically 
enjoy greater access to the means of production and expression (e.g. interests 
aligned with managerial and professional classes, white men and so on). Put in 
poststructuralist terms, subjectivities activate different resources for infl uence. 
However, enacting any identity—even the patently potent—involves confl ict 
and self-discipline.

• Neat pictures of domination and subordination cannot be rendered. Relations 
of power develop contextually, requiring sensitivity to local dynamics and vari-
ations. Moreover, participants enact many identities simultaneously (e.g. white, 
able-bodied, middle-class, lesbian, executive); and these intersect in compli-
cated ways. Even the most unyielding systems are fraught with internal tensions 
(Benson, 1977). Hence, organizational power is neither static nor determined 
but contingent and shifting, full of loopholes and potential for resistance.
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14 Management Learning 40(1)

• Power is an ongoing accomplishment, institutionalized yet constantly realized 
and destabilized through ordinary organizing. Because of this dynamic con-
dition, social transformation is possible.

• Nevertheless, we often reproduce power in ways that eclipse the evident range 
of interests. As certain relations become entrenched and get coded as normal, 
natural, and for the greater good, choices are diminished and dialogue silenced. 
Thus, in the name of self-interest, people ironically tend to preserve the reign 
of partial interests—a phenomenon with many correlates such as hegemony, 
discursive closure, disciplinary power, and self-subordination (Deetz, 1992a, 
1992b; Mumby, 1997).

• Organizational scholarship can therefore serve emancipatory aims by inter-
rogating power relations as well as alternatives.

By and large, CMS emphasizes the application of such premises to the study of 
organizational sites wherein the work of management occurs. To a lesser but in-
creasing extent, CMS scholars also examine efforts to organize work beyond the 
workplace, such as labor organizing (e.g. Cheney and Cloud, 2006) or cultural 
formations surrounding work (e.g. Carlone and Taylor, 1998). CME redirects the 
critical enterprise closer to home, casting our own organizational settings as sig-
nifi cant cultural sites that organize common notions and confi gurations of work. 
In this sense, CME casts CMS scholars as workers whose primary labor is re/pro-
ducing representations of organization; it positions universities not as neutral 
places but as political spaces from which management inquiry is conducted (e.g. 
Danieli and Thomas, 1999; Parker and Jary, 1995).

To accomplish this turn toward home, CME draws on a literature once sep-
arated from early articulations of CMS: critical pedagogy, which has long framed 
education as a political process and product. Others have traced the relationship 
between CME and critical pedagogy in detail (Perriton and Reynolds, 2004), 
and we return to such analyses later. For now, it will suffi ce to note that critical 
pedagogy applies critical theories to analyze and transform educational insti-
tutions through teaching and learning praxis. Critical pedagogy challenges 
educators to become activists who engage students in redressing inequalities in 
pedagogical structure and practice, chiefl y by exploring together how and for 
whom knowledge is produced and disseminated and how else it might be (Freire, 
1970). Over time, scholars have integrated various critical theoretical develop-
ments (e.g. Giroux, 1994; hooks, 1994; McLaren, 2003), spawning such branches 
as feminist, performative, queer, and critical whiteness, to name a few (for more 
on such variants as manifest in communication studies, see Fassett and Warren, 
2007). Contemporary critical pedagogy thus shares the sorts of CMS premises 
condensed here but trains a critical eye on educational contexts, implicating the 
roles of teachers and students, the pedagogical process, and educational insti-
tutions in the cultural organization of identity and power.

CME fuses CMS and critical pedagogy to guide management researchers, 
teachers, and students in turning the critical gaze inward, cultivating the sort of col-
lective refl ection that situates our own work systems in larger social and political 
fi elds. As hosted by CME, the conversation between once-disconnected literatures 
brings a heightened institutional and labor consciousness to critical pedagogy, 

 at UNIV OF COLORADO LIBRARY on March 5, 2009 http://mlq.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://mlq.sagepub.com


Ashcraft & Allen: Politics Even Closer to Home 15

while sharpening CMS awareness of how scholarly labor and the management 
thereof play into the very power dynamics we critique. The productive exchange 
has informed the politics of management training as performed in the institutional 
context(s) of higher education. Several CME authors provide critical readings and 
revisions at the level of management curriculum design and implementation, 
addressing particular courses and related pedagogical tools and practices. These 
efforts have revealed, for example, guiding philosophies and tactics by which 
critical theoretical lenses can be feasibly translated for management student-
practitioner audiences (e.g. Cavanaugh and Prasad, 1996; Humphries and Dyer, 
2005; Vince, 1996), lessons gleaned from empirical experiences with critical man-
agement courses (e.g. Grey et al., 1996; Hagen et al., 2003), and dilemmas in the 
development of critical management textbooks (e.g. Fulop, 2002). Zooming out 
to a wider-angle lens, other CME authors confront the macro-contexts of higher 
education in which management pedagogy occurs. For instance, Boje’s analysis 
concludes rather grimly that ‘the management discipline’

constitutes a panoptic machine, where probationary tenure functions as a period of 
disciplined obedience to the rules; where surveillance is everywhere; where academic 
freedom, transformed from the Middle Ages, now means intellectual subordination to the 
more or less plural professorial paradigms . . . This ‘total management education’ machine 
makes both professors and students increasingly docile performers. (Boje, 1996: 174)

CME in National Context: Bleak Prospects for a US Home?

Like a few other CME macro-analyses (see, for instance, the 2002 Special Issue 
of Organization, volume 9, number 3), Boje’s (1996) account is set in a North 
American, and specifi cally US, academic context. More often, CME scholars 
write from other settings, especially concentrated in the UK. Willmott (1995), 
for example, critiques the evolving confi guration and control of professorial 
work in the UK, untangling calls for ‘modernization’, ‘professionalization’, and 
‘rationalization’. Such wide-angle analyses illustrate how CME scholars are in-
creasingly sensitive to the broader politics of location, not only in terms of the 
academic–business relationships that shape management education, but also in 
terms of the regional/national scene in which those relationships are cultivated.

Explicating this point most recently, Perriton (2007) synthesizes previous 
accounts of national context to compare the development of CME in the UK 
and the US. She argues that CME has blossomed in the UK, though not without 
challenges, while the growth of CME in the US has been severely stunted by pre-
occupation with integrating ethics courses into business school curricula. Perriton 
explains that critical theories remain crushed by the hegemony of US business 
schools, which early on tied the national economic agenda to white, middle-class 
interests and fanned a fi xation on rigor via scientifi c method. Radical CME thus 
remains an institutional impossibility: as ‘U.S. academics were aware that the 
business school was a fortress that would easily repel’ CMS interventions, their 
efforts narrowed to a shortsighted focus on ‘how CMS fi tted into business schools 
rather than on the critiques it offered management theory’ (Perriton, 2007: 75). 
Ethics became the basis for legitimacy claims in the US, fostering a comparatively 
confi ned and conservative CME movement.
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Perriton (2007) concludes that CME’s connection to a long tradition of 
critical pedagogy in adult education in the UK lends it institutional strength, 
whereas its isolation in US business schools and attendant separation from critical 
pedagogy in the fi eld of education weakens it considerably. While we do not 
disagree—and shortly, will build on this point as we develop our case—we argue 
that exclusive attention to business schools refl ects a selective (mis)read of critical 
management studies in the US context. Specifi cally, it sidesteps a US-based fi eld 
of scholarship in which critical perspectives on both management and education 
thrive: communication studies. Perriton, for instance, fi nds a paucity of critical 
management theory and pedagogy in the US, observing that

The work of Cunliffe . . . in exploring social poetics and other dialogic practices is a relatively 
rare example of European theoretical traditions trumping the cultural bias toward centering 
management practice in the US by an academic based in the US, albeit moving there from 
the UK. Perhaps this represents nothing more than the exception proving the rule in respect 
of ‘critical’ management education approaches in the US. (Perriton, 2007: 79)

Such a sweeping depiction of the marginal status of continental and critical philos-
ophy in US management studies overlooks prolifi c efforts in critical organization 
scholarship in the US fi eld of communication. Though Perriton mentions Stanley 
Deetz among a handful of CMS authors employed in US business schools, she 
understandably misses how many US-based CMS scholars, such as Deetz (e.g. 
1992a) and Mumby (e.g. 1988), actually work from the home fi eld of organ-
izational communication, housed in departments of communication studies rather 
than schools of business. When communication studies as a disciplinary and 
institutional site enters the analysis, we believe there emerges signifi cant cause 
for tempering common pessimism about CME in the US.

Rereading the US Scene Through a Sharper Lens: Communication Studies as an Incubator for CME

As critical organization scholars working from the largely US-based fi eld of com-
munication studies, we fi nd ourselves in a strikingly different environment—
historically, institutionally, materially, philosophically, and practically—than 
(critical) management scholars housed in US schools of business. The account 
we provide here emphasizes the texture and signifi cance of this nuance for the 
purposes of CME. Specifi cally, we characterize communication studies as a site in 
which critical perspectives on management and education have found fertile 
ground in the US, respectively, in organizational and instructional communic-
ation studies (for more on this, see Mumby and Ashcraft, 2006).

In the US, the fi eld of communication studies tends to be housed in colleges of 
humanities or arts and social sciences. Owing in part to this institutional location, 
as well as an enduring interest in meaningful opportunities for voice and par-
ticipation, communication studies has long been infl uenced by continental philo-
sophy and critical theory. Today, communication as a discipline is generally 
premised on the claim that language, discourse, and interaction constitute social 
realities; and our graduate and undergraduate students become early and deeply 
acquainted with the implications of this view. Critical approaches to communic-
ation have permeated the discipline, thriving in traditional areas such as rhetorical 
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studies and media studies, while making inroads into conventional social scientifi c 
strongholds like organizational, interpersonal, and instructional communication.

The subfi eld of organizational communication has a particular stake in critical 
theories, stemming mostly from its intra-disciplinary history (Ashcraft, 2002). 
Initially, organizational communication was cast as an applied spawn of inter-
personal communication and a close relative of business communication—hence, 
as a suspiciously atheoretical enterprise that threatened the insecure academic 
identity of a young communication discipline. Early on, the budding organ-
izational communication community developed collective apprehension about its 
scholarly status. Explicit efforts to stress theoretical development and to distance 
itself from the bias of business management and the stigma of a skills orient-
ation helped to defi ne the origins of the subfi eld, cultivating an emerging 
space for critique of research serving managerial interests. These features were 
institutionalized by the Alta conferences1 of the early 1980s and the associated 
explosion of interpretive and critical perspectives on organizational com-
munication (Putnam and Pacanowsky, 1983). The relative lack of agendas and im-
peratives defi ned by the US business world further minimized practical tensions 
incurred by the rise of critical perspectives, enabling a disciplinary climate wherein 
corporate and managerialist ideologies have a relatively light hold and critiques 
thereof fi nd traction—not only among communication researchers, but also 
in our classrooms. While keenly interested in management, organizational com-
munication students tend to engage learning from a deeper background in the 
humanities and critical philosophy than students in schools of business. And 
so, while the study of organizational communication continues to entail post-
positivist social scientifi c approaches, humanistic, critical, and poststructuralist 
traditions simultaneously fl ourish (Corman and Poole, 2000). Critically inclined 
research enjoys comfortable status, with a strong presence in our lead journals, 
celebrated anthologies, top conference sessions, and graduate and undergraduate 
texts. Indeed, CMS scholars would be hard-pressed to claim marginal status in 
the context of organizational communication studies.

Conditions differ somewhat for critical pedagogy in the communication 
discipline, which concentrates attention to educational matters in two closely 
related sub-areas of inquiry: (1) communication education, geared mostly to com-
munication classrooms and so, less pertinent to CME than (2) instructional 
communication, which emphasizes interaction patterns that traverse all educational 
settings. Whereas critical approaches are now embraced and even regarded as 
mainstream in organizational communication studies, they remain comparatively 
marginal yet growing in instructional communication scholarship. In the early 
1990s, scholars began to invoke critical pedagogical theory to interrogate the 
interests and aims of traditional instructional communication scholarship, con-
fronting assumptions regarding knowledge and curriculum construction, teacher–
student relationships, and language and power in teaching and learning (Sprague, 
1993). Despite resistance, critical pedagogy has clearly begun to take root in the 
communication discipline (see Fassett and Warren, 2007).

We offer this abridged backdrop to clarify our references to organizational and 
instructional communication studies, as well as to mark the increasingly prom-
inent place of critical perspectives in the communication discipline, thereby 
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distinguishing our situation from most US business schools. We realize that organ-
izational communication, when recognized at all, tends to appear as something of 
an oddity to external eyes. Many of our US colleagues housed in business schools 
presume that organizational communication is akin to business communication, 
more concerned with skill than theoretical development. Meanwhile, many CMS 
colleagues in the UK, Europe, New Zealand, and Australia express surprise upon 
encountering organizational communication scholars, having heard that discursive 
and critical approaches teeter on the margins of US management studies 
(Ashcraft, 2006). By redressing such misconceptions, our depiction is meant to 
underscore that the US affords spaces and ways in which to research and teach 
management beyond those found in business schools, and that the disciplinary 
context of organizational communication studies presents a particularly useful 
aberration for two main reasons: First, organizational communication lacks most 
of the institutional and ideological impediments to CMS and CME found in US 
schools of business (e.g. corporate-driven executive education programs and devel-
opment initiatives). Instead, it operates in surroundings that generally foster 
critical scholarship and critically minded students; indeed, critical and feminist 
studies are among its most prominent areas of inquiry.2 Second, organizational 
communication is situated nearby a sister subfi eld, instructional communication, 
which increasingly examines educational interaction through the lens of critical 
pedagogy.

In these ways, communication studies provides precisely the sort of institutional 
home (or transitional housing?) for which CME authors call in envisioning a more 
substantial US branch of CME. As noted earlier, for example, Perriton (2007) 
identifi es the separation of CMS scholars in schools of business from their critical 
pedagogy counterparts in schools of education as a major factor in the stunted 
growth of CME in the US. The fi eld of communication studies redresses this 
problem, as critical organizational and instructional scholars conduct their labor 
side by side in the same academic unit (i.e. university departments or schools of com-
munication), while also belonging to the same professional associations and 
attending the same regional, national and international conferences.

In sum, we propose communication studies as a promising disciplinary ally 
and incubator for CME in the US. Cultivating this relationship will require work 
on both sides. For CMS and CME scholars outside the communication fi eld 
and/or beyond the US, it will necessitate systematic exposure to and exchange 
with critical organizational communication scholarship, sometimes published 
in management and organization studies volumes but more often appearing in 
disciplinary outlets and anthologies.3 Of US critical communication scholars, 
facilitating CME will require not only more interdisciplinary and international 
exchange, but also development and strengthening of intra-disciplinary networks. 
Currently, for example, the relation of organizational and instructional com-
munication studies can be characterized as sporadic at best. It is often as if the 
former surrenders the study of educational settings to the latter, whereas the 
latter relinquish organizational dimensions to the former. The current division 
of foci and irregularity of exchange makes little sense from the avowed vantage 
points of either subfi eld, except for balkanizing tendencies that have ‘disciplined’ 
our eyes away from evident sources of alliance. CME provides a ready rationale 
to bridge these areas by reminding us that institutions of higher education are 
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political sites of labor and that institutional dynamics shape educational inter-
action. In this sense, CME stands to enrich communication studies, supplying a 
compelling motive and supporting literature for enhancing interchange between 
communication subfi elds.

To be clear, then, we do not mean to propose a one-way relationship wherein 
communication studies somehow enlightens CME. On the contrary, it is because 
we see ‘disciplined’ blind spots in both CME and communication studies that 
we believe their alliance could be of mutual benefi t. Thus far, we have offered a 
fi ner-grained reading of CMS in the US context, identifying communication 
studies as an alternative site where critical perspectives on management and edu-
cation have already begun to flourish alongside one another. Specifically, 
we proposed that cynicism about the potential of CME in the US might be 
mitigated by utilizing the communication discipline as an incubator—a political 
and institutional strategy for fi nding a stronger, more radical footing in the 
US. As we turn next to a second, seemingly unrelated tendency in the CME 
literature—minimal self-refl exivity about the construction of pedagogical fi gures 
and relations—we consider how communication studies can also support CME in 
promoting self-consciousness about the embodied politics of difference.

Critical Refl exivity at Home: Communication Studies and Embodied Relations 
of Difference

Politicizing CME Participants: Difference Submerged in Disembodied Abstraction

On the whole, CME scholarship has accentuated the analysis and transformation 
of conventional management education; fewer works critique the critics, especially 
from within. While this is not generally surprising (i.e. refl exivity is a challenging 
and multi-layered enterprise for all scholars), CME and especially CMS appear 
somewhat less prone to self-reflexivity when compared with other critical 
endeavors. For example, Perriton and Reynolds (2004) argue that refl exivity about 
internal politics has found less traction in CME than in the larger critical peda-
gogy literature. Specifi cally, they wonder why CME scarcely engaged the debates 
following Ellsworth’s (1989) provocative challenge to dynamics of gender, race, 
and sexuality embedded in critical pedagogy. Ellsworth (1992) argues that ‘key 
assumptions, goals, and pedagogical practices fundamental to the literature on 
critical pedagogy—namely, “empowerment”, “student voice”, “dialogue”, and even 
the term “critical”—are repressive myths that perpetuate relations of domination’ 
and ironically reproduce the very patterns critical pedagogy seeks to upend, such 
as ‘Euro-centrism, racism, sexism, classism, and “banking education”’ (p. 91). 
Demystifying the critical pedagogue who magically steps out of ideology to dis-
mantle it, Ellsworth reminds us that all teachers and students inhabit bodies 
variously invested in the systems of identity and power they seek to resist. Hence, 
critical pedagogy is an inevitably partial and contradictory endeavor demanding 
constant reflexivity and humility, and meaningful ‘communication across 
differences’, such as gender, race, class, and sexuality, is only possible when teachers 
surrender their superior purchase on liberation through rational dialogue in favor 
of a ‘pedagogy of the unknowable’, distinguished by a vulnerable posture:
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If you can talk to me in ways that show you understand that your knowledge of me, the 
world, and ‘the Right thing to do’ will always be partial, interested, and potentially op-
pressive to others, and if I can do the same, then we can work together on shaping and 
reshaping alliances for constructing circumstances in which students of difference can 
thrive. (Ellsworth, 1992: 115)

Perriton and Reynolds (2004) contend that, whereas many CME scholars 
cite Ellsworth’s essay, few take up with the substance of her claims about dif-
ference politics in the classroom and associated tensions internal to critical 
pedagogy. Instead, CME continues to refl ect the heavy infl uence of Freirian 
traditions, generally minimizing the impact of feminist and other gender- and 
race-conscious approaches. Despite several worthy efforts in self-refl exivity (e.g. 
Reedy, 2008; Sinclair, 1997; Swan, 2005), notions now contested in the broader 
critical pedagogy community survive mostly unscathed in CME, such as faith in 
the critical pedagogue who rouses student consciousness and choice through 
ostensibly neutral forms of dialogue. For CME, empowering critical refl ection 
remains ‘a process guided, facilitated and assessed in some form by a critically 
“aware” teacher supported by a myriad of texts’ (Perriton and Reynolds, 2004: 67). 
In much of the CME literature, this teacher-liberator continues to appear abstract 
and disembodied, devoid of a particular physicality and identity, especially vis-à-vis 
gender, race, and sexuality. This pattern tends to hold true even in cases where 
authors are writing from their own experience (e.g. Cavanaugh and Prasad, 1996; 
Grey et al., 1996): Personal classroom encounters are rarely processed through 
a lens attuned to the embodied politics of difference, and recommendations are 
typically offered to a ‘standard’ critical teacher, the details of whose body pre-
sumably will not interfere with the ‘universal’ techniques of critical dialogue (for 
something of an exception, see Fulop, 2002). Arguably, then, Ellsworth’s original 
criticism is still germane to the current CME conversation:

When educational researchers writing about critical pedagogy fail to examine the 
implications of the gendered, raced, and classed teacher and student for the theory of 
critical pedagogy, they reproduce, by default, the category of generic ‘critical teacher’—a 
specifi c form of the generic human that underlies classical liberal thought. (Ellsworth, 
1992: 102)

In response to this persistent tendency in CME, Perriton and Reynolds (2004) 
adapt Ellsworth’s ‘pedagogy of the unknowable’ to the context of management 
pedagogy, conceptualizing critical management teachers and students as 
‘colonizers who refuse’—at once exploitative and revolutionary, invested in and 
resistant to oppressive formations. Productively, they caution against an overly 
individualistic reading of this subject position; and as a helpful guide in avoiding 
that risk, they urge CME scholars to more carefully integrate gender-conscious 
scholarship, particularly feminist accounts of men and women’s participation in 
hegemonic gender relations.

Although we concur with the spirit of their suggestion—namely, its focus on 
the relevance of difference to CME and the contradictory yet hopeful character 
of critical management pedagogy—we also fi nd that it minimizes at least two vital 
aspects of Ellsworth’s (1989) original analysis. First, as Perriton and Reynolds’ 
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(2004) argument unfolds, it shifts from awareness of multiple dimensions of dif-
ference to an emphasis on gender and feminist theory. In contrast, Ellsworth’s 
perspective underscored intersectionality, or the inevitable entanglement and 
interdependence among multiple and shifting identities (not only gender, 
but race, sexuality, class, and so on). Second, Perriton and Reynolds’ (2004) 
adaptation of a ‘pedagogy of refusal’ mostly retains the abstract, disembodied 
quality of CME’s generic critique (2004: 72). Still sidelined, then, is sensitivity to 
(a) multiple, simultaneous forms of colonization and (b) their embodied, situ-
ational manifestation and variation, captured by Ellsworth’s emphasis on ‘com-
munication across differences’ (Ellsworth, 1989: 115). In other words, the 
colonizer–revolutionary tension plays out on many fronts at once, as CME par-
ticipants with particular bodily and identity investments seek to enact teaching 
and learning praxis amid the specifi c demands of everyday interaction. It is per-
haps not widely known among CME scholars that Ellsworth received her scholarly 
training in the context of US communication studies. Returning to that context, 
we demonstrate next how critical communication theory can assist in restoring 
her focus on dynamic, embodied intersectionality to Perriton and Reynolds’ 
(2004) fruitful challenge to CME.

Power Relations as Embodied Interaction: A Communication Model of Organizing Difference

A truism among communication scholars holds that human interaction is a con-
stitutive process. This phrase counters popular views of communication as trans-
mission, or the expression of already formulated ideas and feelings. Communication 
scholars theorize communication as an ongoing, interactive, and generative 
process that gives rise to, rather than merely conveying, individual and social 
possibilities. Organizational communication scholars in particular often insist that 
communication activates the very notion, lived experience, and material artifacts 
of organization (Deetz, 1992a; Pacanowsky and O’Donnell-Trujillo, 1982). Put 
simply, communication is not one among many pertinent variables but rather is 
the organizing process that brings institutions to life.

Organization structure and practice have long been theorized as emergent 
within a relationship of mutual vulnerability. For example, early organization 
theorists acknowledged a gap between formal structures and actual conduct. 
Rising interest in the social construction of reality set a friendly intellectual 
climate for analyzing organization as an ongoing accomplishment (e.g. Weick, 
1979). And various accounts of the agency–structure relation depicted offi cial 
systems as (in)variably incomplete and confl icted, susceptible to the interpretation 
and improvisation of people as they act back on systems through their everyday 
activities.4 Such developments, however, tend to obscure the organizing function 
of communication per se.

In contrast, scholarship on the ‘communicative constitution of organization’ 
endeavors to explain how organization ‘might be generated by communication 
out of the circumstances of a local interaction’ (Cooren and Taylor, 1997: 220). 
This view entails a dialectical relation between two claims about the structuring 
properties of language. (1) Organization emerges in conversation, defi ned as 
the ongoing activity of coorienting, wherein two or more actors negotiate their 
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relation to something (Taylor, 1993; Taylor et al., 1996). Simultaneously, (2) organ-
ization is text, or a shared system of coorientations, emerging from a history of 
coorienting, which shapes possibilities for current conversation. In this light, we 
might understand dynamic classroom interaction as conversation in which actors 
attempt to coorient toward a subject, guided by the text generated from a rich legacy 
of performing educational roles and practices, which becomes institutionalized in 
material objects and artifacts that can also transcend time and space, like textbooks 
and physical space confi gurations. In other words, organization is a communication 
effect—‘a fi ction supported, to be sure, by many facts’—produced by the constant 
interplay of conversation and text (Cooren and Taylor, 1997: 254).

Critical approaches to organizational and instructional communication share 
key assumptions concerning power. For instance, as the fundamental organizing 
process, communication is the central mechanism through which relations of 
power become organized, dismantled, and reconstituted. Accordingly, the inter-
active struggle over meaning—the ongoing dialectic of text and conversation ex-
plained earlier (Taylor, 1999)—is a crucial site of control and resistance, wherein 
interests take local shape and collide (e.g. Deetz and Mumby, 1990). The struggle 
is always enacted by people with specifi c physicality and perspective, vested in 
certain ways and means of being, living, and representing. Yet the social and 
material resources and limitations aligned with particular bodies and identities 
are never fi xed; rather, these are negotiable to varying degrees in different situ-
ations. Communication in this sense refers to the embodied, contextual, and always 
contested/contestable processes of creating, renewing, and transforming systems of 
meaning, relationships, identity, and thus power (Ashcraft and Mumby, 2004).

As this suggests, treating communication as constitutive of power means ap-
preciating communication as consequential because it generates and mediates 
our knowledge of and relation to physical, economic, and institutional conditions 
(Ashcraft and Mumby, 2004). Rather than prioritize symbolic over material 
realities, we aim to understand the intricate relations between them. That is, 
critical communication scholars probe the politics of ordinary organizational 
interaction (i.e. conversation) because they believe such interaction creates the ‘real 
life’ outcomes (i.e. text) it appears to ‘merely’ talk about.

Moreover, critical communication scholars increasingly treat power relations 
not in abstract or generic terms, nor simply in terms of class and hierarchical pos-
itions and interests, but also in terms of concurrent identities like race, gender, 
sexuality, and ability. This development supplants unidimensional conceptions 
of identity and power with a focus on relations of difference/sameness, or con-
nections among the numerous identities we inhabit (e.g. Alexander, 1999; 
Allen, 2004; Cooks, 2003; Johnson and Bhatt, 2003). It asserts that most people 
simultaneously embody identities associated with privilege and oppression; ac-
cordingly, it asks how these collide in dynamic interaction and with what context-
specifi c forms and consequences. Writing in critical communication pedagogy, for 
example, Sprague (1993: 17) asserts that classroom interaction ‘cannot be con-
sidered as the result of conscious cognitive choices without regard for the interplay 
of factors like class, race, gender, sexual orientation, and able-bodiedness that 
shape each encounter’.
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The communication model of organizing power and identity described here is 
conducive to CME for a few reasons. First, it brings fl esh and motion to Perriton 
and Reynolds’ (2004) call for CME scholars to examine their own political rela-
tions as colonizers who refuse. Rather than settling on class, gender, or any other 
identity aspect as primary in the abstract, it restores Ellsworth’s (1989) original 
emphasis on ‘communication across differences’, or the intersectionality of iden-
tities as embodied in dynamic interaction. Second, the communication model 
offered here is compatible with discursive perspectives already alive and well in 
the CMS and CME literatures. In light of such shared (meta)theoretical ground, 
communication studies becomes all the more sensible as an incubator for CME 
in the US. Add to this the aforementioned claim that critical communication 
scholarship is already gravitating toward intersectional analyses—a direction for 
which CME scholars are calling—and it would seem we have the makings of an im-
portant alliance that can foment refl exivity on relations of difference, particularly 
as represented in CME scholarship and enacted among CME participants.

It is here that the two main sections of the essay come together in argument: 
Communication studies can be a productive ally for CME in the US not only for 
strategic institutional reasons, but also because it promises content compatibility 
and development in the theory and praxis of critical management pedagogy. As 
we turn toward conclusion, we offer two examples of tangible future projects 
that begin to cultivate a multi-dimensional relationship—at once institutional, 
political, practical, and theoretical—between CME and communication studies by 
drawing on the aforementioned dialectic of text and conversation.

Artifact-agents: Exploring Difference in Critical Management Textbooks

In the communication model described earlier, organizational artifacts ‘materialize’ 
the text of organizing because they encapsulate a history of coorienting (i.e. how 
actors have related to something in the past) and carry that legacy across time 
and space. In this view, artifacts are agents: permeated with the text produced 
by previous interactions yet capable of transcending those instances, they guide 
conversation, like ‘scripts’ linking local to global practice (Cooren and Taylor, 
1997). In the context of educational research, Mehan’s (1993) work on the social 
construction of learning disability offers a provocative example. He traces how 
‘text’ in a more literal sense (e.g. organizational records like meeting minutes 
and testing scores)—once the subject of intense negotiation—become sedimented 
as taken-for-granted facts that delimit options for future interaction. Mehan 
demonstrates how voices backed by textual support (e.g. psychologists) come to 
dominate decision-making, eventually drowning out those most intimate with the 
student in question (e.g. teachers and parents).

We propose applying this notion of textual artifacts as agents (e.g. Brummans, 
2007) to CME, specifi cally, by studying critical management textbooks as text in 
the sense theorized earlier. From a critical communication perspective, textbooks 
chart a path for coorienting to a subject. They are technologies that guide 
teachers and students by representing, re/producing, and disciplining the ‘bodies 
of knowledge’ (think both senses of the term) that count in management theory 

 at UNIV OF COLORADO LIBRARY on March 5, 2009 http://mlq.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://mlq.sagepub.com


24 Management Learning 40(1)

and practice. Textbooks merit particular attention due to their pivotal yet often 
inconspicuous political role in structuring management teaching and learning. 
Consider, for example, the common practice of organizing syllabi, course content, 
classroom activities, examinations, and so forth around a textbook and its com-
panion instructor’s manual. As many have noted, textbooks ‘defi ne the legitimacy 
of topic areas and mirror the fi eld’s research priorities’ (Litvin, 1997: 189). They 
‘discipline’ students into the fi eld’s key interests while acculturating teachers who 
use them; they supply ‘prisms through which to “read”’ a scholarly fi eld, for they 
refract its tacit assumptions (Agger, 1991: 106). Critical readings of such texts 
thus enable ‘a radical rethinking of the role we play in articulating accounts of 
organizational life’ (Mumby, 1993: 21).

We underscore here the structuring function of messages implied by textbook 
content and organization. In a previous attempt at refl exivity on constructions 
of difference (Ashcraft and Allen, 2003), we identifi ed subtle representations of 
race within several highly regarded and widely circulating organizational com-
munication textbooks. Our analysis traced how these works function to preserve 
inequitable race and labor relations, normalizing spaces, bodies, interests, values, 
notions of self, and norms of interaction associated with whiteness. Since then, 
we have begun to observe anecdotally how other textbooks on management 
and organization call attention to relations of power. Supporting examples, for 
instance, are often cast in terms of individual, class (i.e. broadly conceived, as 
in ‘managers vs. workers’), gender (highlighting concerns associated with fairly 
privileged white women), or intercultural (and typically, international) differ-
ences. Such an approach tends to eclipse intersectionality by isolating identity 
categories; erasing links among simultaneous roles, memberships, and selves; and 
neglecting how multiple forms of privilege and oppression are simultaneously 
embodied. Additionally, many textbook discussions of power are situated in pro-
fessional or ‘white-collar’ contexts. Although this is not surprising given the 
focus on management, it is worth noting the striking absence of academic insti-
tutions as illustrative sites. Teachers and students are often invited to see relations 
of power as occurring in organizations ‘out there’ rather than as a phenomenon 
negotiated ‘in here, right now, real time’. The operation of power most immediate 
to teaching and learning experiences—in the work/place of management 
education—is thereby sidestepped.

Our initial effort yielded concrete suggestions for rewriting organizational 
communication textbooks. Toward facilitating a parallel kind of ‘textual praxis’ 
in CME, we propose systematic analysis of how and where critical management 
textbooks represent embodied relations of difference. Such analyses can provoke 
collective refl exivity while helping us to envision textbooks otherwise—not only 
as products of embodied scholarly labor, but also as agents that can guide us in 
breaking silence about the politics of intersectionality manifest in management 
pedagogy. CME scholars have already been instrumental in producing critical 
management texts (e.g. Hatch and Cunliffe, 2006; Knights and Willmott, 2007; 
Linstead et al., 2004; Thompson and McHugh, 2002); and some have initiated 
public refl ection on the process (e.g. Fulop, 2002). We propose utilizing a critical 
communication model to further politicize that refl ection by examining how 
relations of difference are embedded in our own textbooks. Next, as we consider 
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a second and fi nal example that could nurture the CME–communication rela-
tionship, we shift from a focus on text toward conversation.

‘Constructive’ Conversation: Engaging Intersectionality in the Classroom

Our second example turns to the hearth of home in higher education: the class-
room. As noted earlier, a communication model of organizing power and identity 
takes conversation (i.e. the ongoing activity of coorienting) as a consequential 
site of creation and possibility. In conversation, actors embody and negotiate a 
complex composite of salient social identities (gender, race, class, ability, age, and 
sexuality, as well as professional roles and disciplinary identities), which variously 
invoke degrees of privilege and oppression (Allen, 2004). As a form of organizing 
conversation, classroom interaction can be complicit in maintaining the status quo, 
and it can elicit educational reform as well as challenge power relations in organ-
izations beyond higher education. We propose employing this communication 
model to study classroom interaction in CME courses, with particular attention 
to embodied relations of difference. Such analyses can provoke collective self-
refl exivity while helping us to envision and enact classrooms as spaces where all 
members actively interrogate and reconstruct power dynamics. In this way, we 
might also develop praxis for comparable conversation in other organizational 
contexts, within and beyond higher education, thereby serving the larger trans-
formative aims of CME.

As noted earlier, critical instructional communication scholarship advocates 
a dialogic, refl exive approach to teaching and learning, in which participants 
collaborate with one another not only to critique and transform educational 
practices, but also to discover how the vocabularies they use and the ways they 
communicate infl uence their ability to do so. In other words, a critical communi-
cation approach to the classroom considers how language and forms of interaction 
proactively re/construct teaching and learning environments. The goal, of course, 
is to facilitate classrooms that are sites of resistance and empowerment, and to 
acquire critical perspectives and skills that can translate into other organizational 
contexts as well. From a communication perspective, transformative classroom 
conversation would conscientiously refer to knowledge about power dynamics—not 
in the abstract, but as embodied right then and there, as the politics of teacher–
student roles and relations collide with other dimensions of difference in an 
intricate dance. Toward realizing this vision of CME classrooms, we can begin by 
studying current classroom interaction.

By stressing the constitutive role of communication, and by probing the rela-
tionship between symbolism and materiality, a critical communication approach 
assists exploration of how CME classroom participants activate power dynamics in 
discourse. Such an approach responds to and complicates the criticism that CME 
‘lacks refl exivity with regard to issues of identity and politics in the classroom’ 
(Perriton and Reynolds, 2004: 69), while also reinforcing Ellsworth’s (1989) 
‘pedagogy of the unknowable’, as well as other calls in CME for self-refl exivity 
and vulnerability on the part of students and teachers. The sort of research pro-
posed here would invite participants to practice self-refl exivity regarding, for 
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instance, (a) how the politics of teacher–student relations intersect with multiple 
dimensions of embodied difference in real-time interaction; (b) how reciprocity 
and resistance are embedded in power relations (e.g. diverse student resources 
for infl uencing teachers); (c) how bases of privilege and oppression shift in rela-
tion to context; (d) how pressures and mechanisms ‘external’ to the classroom 
(e.g. departmental policies, disciplinary norms, dominant cultural ideologies) 
shape interaction within it; (e) how classroom conversation is produced by and 
produces the text of education; and other political complexities constituted in 
communication.

To implement such studies, we envision research teams composed of CME and 
critical communication scholars drawing on the rich literatures of both fi elds to 
develop specifi c projects. Such collaborative projects promise positive and even 
radical developments in CME pedagogy, theory, and research. Findings could 
help critical management educators become more aware of how they are ‘always 
implicated in the very structures they are trying to change’ (Ellsworth, 1989: 101). 
And as CME educators strive to transform classrooms—their own and others—
along these lines, they can re-socialize not only themselves and future managers, 
but also future CME educators. In addition to building interdisciplinary CME 
theory, these collaborative projects can generate materials for critical textbooks 
on management and organizational communication, while also informing cur-
ricular development. As such, refl exive research on the politics of difference in 
CME classroom conversation can enact critical pedagogy’s commitment to trans-
formative praxis.

Conclusion

Through a rereading of CME in the US national context, followed by a closer 
inspection of relations of difference as constituted in CME, we have endeavored 
to bring politics ‘even closer to home’ in two respects: (1) home as location, at 
the meeting of geographical, disciplinary, and institutional spaces and identities; 
and (2) home as self-refl exivity, especially on the politics of difference within 
critical management studies and pedagogy. We have argued that the fi eld of 
communication studies yields a fertile environment for CME in the US for two 
main reasons: Communication studies (1) provides a feasible institutional in-
cubator wherein critical studies in management and pedagogy are already struc-
turally integrated and (2) offers a supportive community trained in confronting the 
embodied politics of difference. As such, it is our contention not only that insti-
tutional alliance between CME and communication studies can create a strategic 
US foothold for CME, but also that proximity can beget vital developments in 
the theory and praxis of CME. To illustrate resulting possibilities, we drew on a 
communication model of organizing to offer specifi c recommendations that 
pursue Perriton and Reynolds’ (2004) important refl exive challenge to CME 
while honoring Ellsworth’s (1989) original focus on ‘communication across 
differences’.

Simultaneously, we have argued that CME can assist communication studies with a 
strong rationale and supporting literature from which to build a closer relationship 
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between organizational communication and instructional communication—
subfi elds that have yet to articulate and maximize shared interests. As critical 
organizational communication scholars, we are excited about the prospect of 
forging ties between CME and communication studies, for these can enhance our 
interdisciplinary alliances with CMS and our intra-disciplinary connections with 
instructional communication colleagues, thereby enriching critical communication 
scholarship and programs. With this essay, we hope to stimulate a similar sense of 
possibility within and beyond communication studies.

Ultimately, our intent is to bring the politics of difference ‘at work’ in ordinary 
interaction closer to home for all of us. To be sure, no one gets off the hook when 
relations of power are no longer comfortably removed as something awaiting 
people ‘out there’ in the ‘real’ work world. But we believe it is on the hook—
when we are compelled to consider how we organize power and identity through 
our own embodied labor of teaching and learning about them—that tangible 
possibilities for change within our reach begin to emerge.

Notes

1. In the early 1980s, several communication and management scholars began to gather 
annually in Alta, Utah to discuss alternatives to functionalist and managerialist 
approaches. Out of these conversations grew a landmark volume (Putnam and 
Pacanowsky, 1983), which quickly became a pivotal early reference for studying 
organization from a communication perspective.

2. See, for instance SAGE’s New Handbook of Organizational Communication (Jablin and 
Putnam, (2004) and Organizational Communication (Putnam and Krone, 2006).

3. For example, Management Communication Quarterly, Communication Monographs, Com-
munication Theory, and Journal of Applied Communication.

4. For example, Barley and Tolbert (1997); Boden (1994); Feldman (2000); Van de Ven 
and Poole (1995).

References

Agger, B. (1991) A Critical Theory of Public Life: Knowledge, Discourse and Politics in an Age 
of Decline. London: The Falmer Press.

Alexander, B. (1999) ‘Performing Culture in the Classroom: An Instructional (Auto) 
Ethnography’, Text and Performance Quarterly 19(October): 307–31.

Allen, B. J. (2004) Difference Matters: Communicating Social Identity. Long Grove, IL: 
Waveland Press.

Alvesson, M. and Willmott, H. (eds) (1992) Critical Management Studies. Newbury Park, 
CA: SAGE.

Alvesson, M., Ashcraft, K. L. and Thomas, R. (2008) ‘Identity Matters: Refl ections on the 
Construction of Identity Scholarship in Organization Studies’, Organization 15(1): 5–28.

Ashcraft, K. L. (2002) ‘Practical Ambivalence and Troubles in Translation’, Management 
Communication Quarterly 16(1): 113–17.

Ashcraft, K. L. (2006) ‘Falling from a Humble Perch: Re-reading Organizational Com-
munication with an Attitude of Alliance’, Management Communication Quarterly 19(4): 
645–52.

Ashcraft, K. L. and Allen, B. J. (2003) ‘The Racial Foundation of Organizational Com-
munication’, Communication Theory 13(1): 5–38.

 at UNIV OF COLORADO LIBRARY on March 5, 2009 http://mlq.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://mlq.sagepub.com


28 Management Learning 40(1)

Ashcraft, K. L. and Mumby, D. K. (2004) Reworking Gender: A Feminist Communicology of 
Organization. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE.

Barley, S. R. and Tolbert, P. S. (1997) ‘Institutionalization and Structuration: Studying 
the Links Between Action and Institution’, Organization Studies 18(1): 93–117.

Benson, J. K. (1977) ‘Organizations: A Dialectical View’, Administrative Science Quarterly 
22(1): 1–21.

Boden, D. (1994) The Business of Talk: Organizations in Action. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Boje, D. M. (1996) ‘Management Education as a Panoptic Cage’, in R. French and C. 

Grey (eds) Rethinking Management Education, pp. 172–95. London: SAGE.
Brummans, B. H. J. M. (2007) ‘Death by Document: Tracing the Agency of a Text’, 

Qualitative Inquiry 13(5): 711–27.
Carlone, D. and Taylor, B. (1998) ‘Organizational Communication and Cultural Studies’, 

Communication Theory 8(3): 337–67.
Cavanaugh, J. M. and Prasad, A. (1996) ‘Critical Theory and Management Education: 

Some Strategies for the Critical Classroom’, in R. French and C. Grey (eds) Rethinking 
Management Education, pp. 76–93 London: SAGE.

Cheney, G. and Cloud, D. (2006) ‘Doing Democracy, Engaging the Material: Employee 
Participation and Labor Activity in an Age of Market Globalization’, Management 
Communication Quarterly 19(4): 501–40.

Cooks, L. (2003) ‘Pedagogy, Performance, and Positionality: Teaching about Whiteness 
in Interracial Communication’, Communication Education 52(3): 245–57.

Cooren, F. and Taylor, J. R. (1997) ‘Organization as an Effect of Mediation: Redefi ning the 
Link Between Organization and Communication’, Communication Theory 7(3): 219–60.

Corman, S. R. and Poole, M. S. (eds) (2000) Perspectives on Organizational Communication: 
Finding Common Ground. New York: Guilford.

Danieli, A. and Thomas, A. B. (1999) ‘What About the Workers? Studying the Work 
of Management Educators and their Orientations to Management Education’, 
Management Learning 30(4): 449–71.

Deetz, S. (1992a) Democracy in an Age of Corporate Colonization: Developments in Communication 
and the Politics of Everyday Life. Albany: State University of New York Press.

Deetz, S. (1992b) ‘Disciplinary Power in the Modern Corporation’, in M. Alvesson and 
H. Willmott (eds) Critical Management Studies, pp. 21–45. Newbury Park, CA: SAGE.

Deetz, S. and Mumby, D. K. (1990) ‘Power, Discourse, and the Workplace: Reclaiming 
the Critical Tradition’, in J. Anderson (ed.) Communication Yearbook Vol. 13, pp. 
18–47. Newbury Park, CA: SAGE.

Ellsworth, E. (1989) ‘Why doesn’t this Feel Empowering? Working Through the 
Repressive Myths of Critical Pedagogy’, Harvard Educational Review, 59(Fall): 297–324.

Ellsworth, E. (1992) ‘Why Doesn’t this Feel Empowering? Working Through the 
Repressive Myths of Critical Pedagogy’, in C. Luke and J. Gore (eds) Feminisms and 
Critical Pedagogy, pp. 90–119. New York: Routledge.

Fassett, D. and Warren, J. (2007) Critical Communication Pedagogy. Thousand Oaks, CA: 
SAGE.

Feldman, M. S. (2000) ‘Organizational Routines as a Source of Continuous Change’, 
Organization Science 11(6): 611–29.

Freire, P. (1970) Pedagogy of the Oppressed. New York: Seabury Press.
Fulop, L. (2002) ‘Practising what you Preach: Critical Management Studies and its 

Teaching’, Organization 9(3): 428–36.
Giroux, H. A. (1994) Disturbing Pleasures; Learning Popular Culture. New York: Routledge.
Grey, C. and Mitev, N. (1995) ‘Management Education: A Polemic’, Management Learning 

26(1): 73–90.
Grey, C. and Willmott, H. (eds) (2005) Critical Management Studies: A Reader. Oxford: 

Oxford University Press.

 at UNIV OF COLORADO LIBRARY on March 5, 2009 http://mlq.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://mlq.sagepub.com


Ashcraft & Allen: Politics Even Closer to Home 29

Grey, C., Knights, D. and Willmott, H. (1996) ‘Is a Critical Pedagogy of Management 
Possible?’, in R. French and C. Grey (eds) Rethinking Management Education. pp. 94–110. 
London: SAGE.

Hagen, R., Miller, S. and Johnson, M. (2003) ‘The “Disruptive Consequences” of Intro-
ducing a Critical Management Perspective onto an MBA Programme: The Lecturers’ 
View’, Management Learning 34(2): 241–57.

Hassard, J., Hogan, J. and Rowlinson, M. (2001) ‘From Labor Process Theory to Critical 
Management Studies’, Administrative Theory and Practice 23(3): 339–62.

Hatch, M. J. and Cunliffe, A. L. (2006) Organization Theory: Modern, Symbolic, and Post-
modern Perspectives (2nd edn) Oxford: Oxford University Press.

hooks, b. (1994) Teaching to Transgress: Education as the Practice of Freedom. New York: 
Routledge.

Humphries, M. and Dyer, S. (2005) ‘Introducing Critical Theory to the Management 
Classroom: An Exercise Building on Jermier’s “Life of Mike”’, Journal of Management 
Education 29(1): 169–95.

Jablin, Frederic M. and Putnam, Linda L. (2004) The New Handbook of Organizational 
Communication: Advances in Theory, Research, and Methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE.

Johnson, J. and Bhatt, A. (2003) ‘Gendered and Racialized Identities and Alliances in the 
Classroom: Formations in/of Resistive Space’, Communication Education 52(3–4), 230–44.

Knights, D. and Willmott, H. (eds) (2007) Introducing Organizational Behavior and 
Management. London: Cengage Learning, EMEA.

Linstead, S., Fulop, L. and Lilley, S. (2004) Management and Organization: A Critical 
Reader. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Litvin, D. R. (1997) ‘The Discourse of Diversity: From Biology to Management’, Organ-
ization 4(2): 187–209.

McLaren, P. (2003) Life in Schools: An Introduction to Critical Pedagogy in the Foundation of 
Education. Boston, MA: Allyn and Bacon.

Mehan, H. (1993) ‘Beneath the Skin and Between the Ears: A Case Study in the Politics 
of Representation’, in S. Chaiklin and J. Lave (eds) Understanding Practice: Perspectives 
on Activity and Context, pp. 241–68. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Mumby, D. K. (1988) Communication and Power in Organizations: Discourse, Ideology, and 
Domination. Norwood, NJ: Ablex.

Mumby, D. K. (1993) ‘Critical Organizational Communication Studies: The Next Ten 
Years’, Communication Monographs 60(1): 18–25.

Mumby, D. K. (1997) ‘The Problem of Hegemony: Rereading Gramsci for Organizational 
Communication Studies’, Western Journal of Communication 61(4): 343–75.

Mumby, D. K. and Ashcraft, K. L. (2006) ‘Striking Out from the Backwater: Organ-
izational Communication Studies and Gendered Organization (A Response to Martin 
and Collinson)’, Gender, Work, and Organization 13(1): 68–90.

Pacanowsky, M. and O’Donnell-Trujillo, N. (1982) ‘Communication and Organizational 
Cultures’, The Western Journal of Speech Communication 46(2): 115–30.

Parker, M. and Jary, D. (1995) ‘The Mcuniversity: Organization, Management and Aca-
demic Subjectivity’, Organization 2(2): 319–38.

Perriton, L. (2007) ‘Really Useful Knowledge? Critical Management Education in the 
UK and the US’, Scandinavian Journal of Management 23(1): 66–83.

Perriton, L. and Reynolds, M. (2004) ‘Critical Management Education: From Pedagogy 
of Possibility to Pedagogy of Refusal?’ Management Learning 35(1): 61–77.

Putnam, Linda L. and Krone, Kathleen J. (eds) (2006) ‘Organizational Communication’ 
(5 volumes). London: SAGE.

Putnam, L. L. and Pacanowsky, M. (eds) (1983) Communication and Organizations: An 
Interpretive Approach. Beverly Hills, CA: SAGE.

 at UNIV OF COLORADO LIBRARY on March 5, 2009 http://mlq.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://mlq.sagepub.com


30 Management Learning 40(1)

Reedy, P. (2008) ‘Mirror, Mirror, on the Wall: Refl ecting on the Ethics and Effects of a 
Collective Critical Management Studies Identity Project’, Management Learning 39(1): 
57–72.

Reynolds, M. and Trehan, K. (2001) ‘Classroom as Real World: Propositions for a 
Pedagogy of Difference’, Gender and Education 13(4): 357–72.

Sinclair, A. (1997) ‘The MBA Through Women’s Eyes: Learning and Pedagogy in Man-
agement Education’, Organization 28(3): 313–30.

Sprague, J. (1993) ‘Retrieving the Research Agenda for Communication Education: 
Asking the Pedagogical Questions that are “Embarrassments to Theory”’, Communication 
Education 42(2): 106–22.

Swan, E. (2005) ‘On Bodies, Rhinestones, and Pleasures: Women Teaching Managers’, 
Management Learning 36(3): 317–33.

Taylor, J. R. (1993) Rethinking the Theory of Organizational Communication: How to Read an 
Organization. Norwood, NJ: Ablex.

Taylor, J. R. (1999) ‘What is “Organizational Communication”? Communication as a 
Dialogic of Text and Conversation’, The Communication Review, 3(1–2): 21–63.

Taylor, J. R., Cooren, F., Giroux, N. and Robichaud, D. (1996) ‘The Communicational 
Basis of Organization: Between the Conversation and the Text’, Communication Theory 
6(1): 1–39.

Thompson, P. and McHugh, D. (2002) Work Organisations: A Critical Introduction (3rd 
edn). Basingstoke: Palgrave.

Van de Ven, A. H. and Poole, M. S. (1995) ‘Explaining Development and Change in 
Organizations’, Academy of Management Review 20(3): 510–40.

Vince, R. (1996) ‘Experiential Management Education as the Practice of Change’, in R. 
French and C. Grey (eds) Rethinking Management Education, pp. 111–31. London: SAGE.

Weick, K. E. (1979) The Social Psychology of Organizing (2nd edn). New York: McGraw-Hill.
Willmott, H. (1995) ‘Managing the Academics: Commodifi cation and Control in the 

Development of University Education in the UK’, Human Relations 48(9): 993–1027.

Contact Addresses

Karen Lee Ashcraft is Associate Professor and Director of Graduate Studies at the 
Department of Communication, University of Utah, USA.
[email: k.ashcraft@utah.edu]
Brenda J. Allen is Professor at the Department of Communication, University of 
Colorado Denver, USA.
[email: brenda.j.allen@ucdenver.edu]

 at UNIV OF COLORADO LIBRARY on March 5, 2009 http://mlq.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://mlq.sagepub.com

