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Abstract

Questions of otherness and difference have resurged in contemporary society. In this dissertation,
I explore representations of difference and processes of othering in the field of management and
organization studies. I aim to gain a better understanding of how to work towards more ethical and
responsible engagement with difference to confront inequality between different groups of people
and individuals in organizations and practices of research. With a deconstructive emphasis, the
study builds on a range of postcolonial and postcolonial feminist writers to expand and challenge
the prevailing theorizations of difference and (re)production of otherness in the specific
discussions of diversity and corporeal ethics in organizations, and entrepreneurship in the context
of international development.

The dissertation consists of four research papers in which I focus on outlining ways of action
and thought that can counter the dominant patterns of othering that fix difference to some bodies
and therefore uphold dualistic and hierarchical self–other relations and barriers for social
belonging in organizations. I do this by interrogating encounters as sites of responsibility and
ethics from which new articulations of difference may rise. More specifically, I theorize difference
as a dynamic relation of in-between – generated and constantly renegotiated in embodied,
affective and dialogical encounters with others. Conceptualizing encounters as domains in which
difference is created disrupts the essentializing logic of othering and furthers our understanding of
non-exploitative difference. In this way, the study extends the critical organizational research on
difference, diversity and inequality.

Theorizing difference as a dynamic relation of in-between allows me to reflect on three other
important points. The first is methodological: it considers the possibilities to explore this relation
through creative deconstructive thought. The second one is political: if difference is rethought as
a dynamic relation, it carries significance not only for confronting inequality and processes of
othering in organizations and practices of research but for the organization of collective action and
transnational feminist alliances in academia. Third one is pedagogical: thinking through
encounters points to a pathway from engaged research to engaged pedagogy.

Keywords: deconstruction, difference, encounters, feminism, inequality, organization,
otherness, postcolonialism
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Tiivistelmä

Erilaisuuden ja toiseuden kysymykset ovat viime vuosien aikana nousseet yhteiskunnallisen kes-
kustelun ytimeen. Tässä väitöskirjassa tutkin erilaisuuden representaatioita ja toiseuttamisen
prosesseja johtamis- ja organisaatiotutkimuksessa. Tutkimuksen tarkoitus on lisätä ymmärrystä
siitä, kuinka voimme kohdata erilaisuutta vastuullisemmin ja eettisemmin, jotta voimme purkaa
eri ihmisryhmien ja yksilöiden välistä eriarvoisuutta organisaatioissa ja tutkimuksen käytännöis-
sä. Tutkimukseni hyödyntää dekonstruktiivista otetta ja pohjaa postkoloniaaliseen ja postkoloni-
aaliseen feministiseen teoriaan haastaessaan vallitsevia käsityksiä erilaisuudesta. Tutkimukseni
koostuu neljästä osajulkaisusta, jotka sitoutuvat keskusteluihin moninaisuudesta ja kehollisesta
etiikasta organisaatioissa sekä yrittäjyydestä kehitysyhteistyön johtamisen kontekstissa.

Koska toiseuttaminen kiinnittää erilaisuuden tiettyjen kehojen ominaisuudeksi ylläpitäen
dualistista ajattelua ja luoden esteitä osallisuuden ja kuulumisen tunteille organisaatioissa, osa-
julkaisuissa keskityn hahmottelemaan ajattelutapoja ja käytännön keinoja tämän torjumiseen.
Teen tämän tarkastelemalla kohtaamisia vastuullisuuden ja eettisyyden tapahtumapaikkoina,
joista erilaisuuden uudelleenartikulointi voi tapahtua. Tarkemmin sanottuna määrittelen erilai-
suuden dynaamisena välitilallisena suhteena, jota jatkuvasti uudelleen luodaan ja neuvotellaan
kehollisissa, affektiivisissa ja dialogisissa kohtaamisissa toisten kanssa. Kohtaamisten käsitteel-
listäminen tapahtumapaikaksi, joissa erilaisuus muodostuu purkaa toiseuttamisen essentialisti-
sen logiikan ja avaa ymmärryksen erilaisuudesta, jota ei voi hyväksikäyttää. Tällä tavoin tutki-
mus edistää kriittistä organisaatiotutkimusta erilaisuudesta, moninaisuudesta ja eriarvoisuudesta.

Erilaisuuden määrittely dynaamisena välitilallisena suhteena mahdollistaa myös kolmen
muun tärkeän huomion tekemisen. Ensimmäinen on metodologinen, se käsittelee niitä mahdolli-
suuksia, joita tämän suhteen tarkastelu luovan dekonstruktiivisen ajattelun kautta luo. Toinen on
poliittinen, jos erilaisuus nähdään dynaamisena suhteena, se ei vain vaikuta eriarvoisuuden ja
toiseuttamisen prosessien purkamiseen, vaan myös kollektiivisen toiminnan ja transnationaalis-
ten feminististen liittoutumien järjestäytymiseen. Kolmas on pedagoginen, kohtaamisten kautta
ajattelu luo polun sitoutuneesta ja välittävästä tutkimuksesta sitoutuneeseen ja välittävään peda-
gogiikkaan.

Asiasanat: dekonstruktio, eriarvoisuus, erilaisuus, feminismi, kohtaamiset,
organisaatio, postkolonialismi, toiseus
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1 Introducing  

Working right at the limits of several categories and approaches means that 

one is neither entirely inside or outside. One has to push one’s work as far as 

one can go: to the borderlines, where one never stops walking on the edges, 

incurring constantly the risk of falling off one side or the other of the limit while 

working at undoing, redoing, modifying this limit.  

 Trinh T. Minh-ha (1992, p. 218) 

Throughout the research process I found resonance with the above-presented quote 

and Minh-ha’s (1992) thought that in the complex reality of postcoloniality one 

never speaks from a ‘pure’ position, a space that would not be marked by hybridity. 

The research papers in this dissertation reflect my attempt to think about questions 

of otherness and difference in organizations through a number of postcolonial and 

postcolonial feminist concerns that are brought up from the ambivalent and messy 

border spaces or spaces of ‘in-between’. As noted by Mohanty (2003, p. 2), the 

concept of borders does represent conflicts, differences, fears and containment, but 

in its acknowledgement of the lines that run between and through nations, races, 

classes, sexualities, religions and disabilities, borders also represent the possibility 

of working across, through and over these demarcations in transnational solidarity. 

Working towards this possibility, my dissertation consists of four semiautonomous 

research papers that are both thematically and theoretically connected but explore 

different avenues in organizational analysis.  

The first paper contributes to the literature on diversity in organizations. In the 

paper, I argue that based on multiculturalism, organizational diversity becomes 

represented through simplistic, historically bounded and fixed categorizations of 

identity and culture that reinforce culturalized and racialized otherness. The second 

paper, co-authored with my supervisor Vesa Puhakka, contributes to the 

entrepreneurship literature by outlining the possibilities of postcolonial 

deconstruction for expanding the theoretical and methodological domain of the field. 

The argument of the paper presents that without open reflection of one’s theoretical 

positionality and complicity in the power relations of knowledge production, the 

research we do may end up perpetuating unreflectively produced assumptions and 

inequalities between different groups of people in society and within 

entrepreneurship discourse.  

In the third paper, I contribute to the literature on corporeal ethics and diversity 

in organizations. In the paper, I argue that for being able to distance oneself from 



20 

the gendered and racialized representations of difference, one can turn towards an 

understanding of difference and ethics as emerging through material relations 

between bodies that unfold in different times, places and spaces with the concept 

of close encounter. The fourth paper, again co-authored with my supervisor, 

contributes to the literature on entrepreneurship in the context of international 

development. Through an analysis of archival material of a development program 

targeted to enhance gender equality by empowering women through 

microentrepreneuring and microfinance in Uganda, the argument presents that, in 

this context, gendered and racialized othering is embedded in the discourses of 

entrepreneurship and empowerment.  

In relation to understanding difference, otherness, formation of subjects and 

inequality, the level of analysis in this thesis is on processes of differentiation (i.e. 

othering through culturalization, gendering and racialization) and systems of 

domination (i.e. colonialism, capitalism and racism) and their connections. Yet, 

although differentiation and the following social divisions that I write about 

concern macro axes of social power, one cannot forget that they involve actual 

concrete people (Yuval-Davis, 2006a). Thereby, following Yuval-Davis’s thoughts, 

I feel the need to point out that the general analytical level of this thesis can be 

compartmentalized into organizational, intersubjective and representational forms 

that social divisions can take (2006a, p. 198). The papers do not address the 

experiential level, individuals’ lived subjective experiences of inclusion and 

exclusion, discrimination and disadvantage, or the specific hopes, ambitions, 

expectations and identities that Yuval-Davis sees as part of it.  

The other three levels run across and through each other while keeping their 

own specificities: All the papers touch upon the representational level of social 

divisions in bringing up how the divisions are (re)produced through othering in 

different texts, images and the underlying ideologies. As introduced, depending on 

the paper, the analyses of the representations are positioned in different 

organizational or institutional fields that govern the patterns of behaviour (i.e. doing 

research) and social interactions there. Focusing on encounters, the analysis goes 

to the intersubjective level in papers III and IV, and it is also touched upon in Paper 

I through its emphasis on the alteration of subject positions and cultural meanings 

in the in-between spaces of difference produced at the moments of enunciation.  

Social divisions, processes of differentiation, and the privileges and hindrances 

they bring along also govern my position and writing as a junior female academic 

who works in a northern European business school, which endorses a certain way 

of seeing and being in the world. Having said this, my writing does not escape 
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complicity, but by participating in the current knowledge economy, it also takes 

part in (re)producing the social divisions it criticizes. I realize this cannot be 

overcome merely by theorizing difference ‘differently’ but needs to be taken as a 

starting point of my analysis and transferred to practical commitment to change the 

relations that produce current notions of difference and processes of differentiation 

(Carastathis, 2008). Thus, instead of objectivity, by acknowledging the specific 

power and affective relations – the intersubjective dynamics – that influence how I 

(came to) write about processes of othering, my research approach builds on 

relational and reflexive feminist praxis (Hesse-Bieber, 2012) and assumes that 

genders, sexualities, races, classes, cultures and nations exist not only as tightly 

sealed entities but as parts of permeable interwoven relationality, as formulated by 

Shohat (1998, p. 1).  

Between the lines of the chronological presentation of the research papers, a 

reader can see how my thinking about difference and postcolonial analysis took 

different emphases and routes at different stages of the research process and grew 

towards transnational feminist views (Grewal and Kaplan, 1994) drawing on 

postcolonial feminisms (e.g. Minh-ha, 1989; Mohanty, 1988, 2003; Spivak, 1985b, 

1988a) and forming a wider network of antiracist feminisms that have challenged 

the Western feminist hegemony (e.g. Mohanty, Russo and Torres, 1991; Narayan, 

1997) by acknowledging the legacy and different voices and positionalities brought 

forward by various feminisms of colour (hooks, 1984; Lorde 1983/2002; Anzaldúa, 

1987; Sandoval, 2003). In seeking ways of action and thought that can counter the 

identified dominant patterns of othering both in the study and practice of 

organization, the papers share a focus not only on questions of representation but 

on the possibilities of encountering others and thereby addressing and changing the 

relations that produce difference through these encounters. My interest in thinking 

through encounters is based on the idea that the way towards this can only begin 

by recognizing and responding to the singular Other (Spivak, 1996a; 1999) and 

focusing on the particularity of the encounter at hand, where the process of 

differentiation happens (Ahmed, 2000, 2002).  

In challenging processes of othering, the papers do not provide univocal 

answers, nor do they suggest that intersubjective encounters without structural 

change can make a difference and lead to more socially just organizations or 

practices of research. On the contrary, the papers highlight the need for structural 

changes and changes in the dominant patterns of organizing that cannot take place 

without collective action. For this collective action to be rooted in transnational 
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solidarity, we need new ways of thinking about difference so that it can function as 

a base for these alliances. 

By contesting forms of othering through synthesizing the outcomes of the four 

papers, there is an intellectual commitment in this work that follows the well-

known array of postcolonial and postcolonial feminist analyses in its quest to 

develop new forms of engaged theoretical work that contribute to the formation of 

dynamic social transformation (Young, 2001). Overall, these papers represent an 

attempt to theorize, complicate and challenge the prevailing ideas of difference and 

(re)production of otherness in the practice and study of organization. The papers 

suggest that in order to work against racial and gender inequality in organizations 

in the conditions created by the contemporary economy and global mobility, we 

need historically grounded and politically connected analysis that is attuned to the 

sensible dynamics of proximity and distance at hand in the encounters we share 

(Ahmed, 2000). Understanding the fluid formation of subjects and marginalization 

across borders, this analysis must be based on the politics of engagement (Haraway, 

1988) and transversalism that puts forwards ‘unfinished knowledge’ (Yuval-Davies, 

1997).  

With the above-mentioned introductions the aims of the study can be 

summarized as threefold: (1) to highlight the importance of finding new ways to 

think about and engage with difference within organization studies, (2) to produce 

a critique of difference as it is currently approached in the practice and study of 

organization through postcolonial and transnational feminist lenses and (3) to 

bridge the theoretical critique and discussions about processes of differentiation to 

issues concerning practical commitment to change – the organization of engaged 

pedagogy and collective action and transnational feminist alliances in academia.   

1.1 Point of departure and research question  

The increasing force of populist nationalism in the global context of the 21st 

century and its specific events of the past two decades—the global financial crises, 

the rise of emerging markets, Arab Spring, European refugee crises, Brexit, the eras 

of Trump, Bolsonaro, and Putin and the parallel developments across many other 

regions, the global reach and backlash against the Black Lives Matter and Me Too 

movements, the Covid-19 pandemic, and the ongoing armed conflicts and wars 

around the world—have set a scene in which questions of difference and otherness 

are been resurged and placed at the core of public debates. Whether relating to the 

possibilities to migrate or seek asylum in a world where your “skin is a passport, 
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epidermal citizenship”, as tweeted by Goffe (2022), biased media coverage of the 

ongoing wars and crises, global access to Covid-19 vaccines, women’s bodily 

autonomy and rights, or the possibility to practice one’s religion and be encountered 

as a complex individual beyond categorizations in places one chooses to call 

‘home’, within the past years, we have seen how different groups of people are 

othered through polarized societal discourses of us and them, domestic and foreign, 

worthy and undeserving, safe and alien. These often openly misogynistic, racist and 

homophobic discourses (Pullen, Harding and Phillips, 2017) legitimize the primacy 

of certain identities, worldviews and related actions, leaving different racial, ethnic, 

sexual and gendered minorities to face the consequences. Thereby places, spaces 

and practices that enable social belonging and agency for some but not others 

(Özkazanc-Pan, 2019ab) are constructed with growing fervency. 

I begin by recognizing that societal processes and power relations impact 

organizational relations (Healy, 2009; Holvino, 2010; Van Laer and Zanoni, 2020; 

Nkomo et al., 2019). The intensity and magnitude of the parallel discourses 

expressing either support or defensiveness to the current and rapidly emerging 

shifts in race relations around the world have taken many by surprise (Liu et al., 

2021). Intersecting with these shifts is the global renewal of everyday feminism 

and feminist solidarity, activism and theory, which are likewise confronted with 

hostile attitudes against their transformative potential directed to gendered and 

racialized structuring of societies, organizations and knowledge production 

(Vachhani and Pullen, 2019; Bell et al., 2019, 2020). In the current polarized 

atmosphere, organizations, as broader societies, struggle with persisting categorical 

exclusion, direct and indirect discrimination, racism, harassment and hate speech 

(Nkomo et al., 2019).  

In response to the growing sociopolitical tensions and unrest, recent 

conversations have outlined the need and challenge to create organizations of 

belonging (Özkazanc-Pan, 2019a) and rethink theorizations of difference not only 

through lenses that acknowledge the fluidity and multiplicity of contemporary 

subjectivities (Calás et al. 2013; Özkazanc-Pan and Calás, 2015) and history of 

colonialism (Metcalfe and Woodhams, 2012; Jack, 2015; Nkomo et al., 2019) and 

whiteness (Leonard, 2010; Ariss et al., 2014; Liu, 2017ab, 2020, 2022; Swan, 

2017ab) but also the ethico-political connections of these theorizations in 

management and organization research (Westwood, 2015; Ahonen and Tienari, 

2015; Tyler, 2019). In this thesis, I bring these conversations together and respond 

to the question they come to summon: how to work towards a more responsible and 
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ethical engagement with difference to confront inequality between different groups 

of people and individuals in organizations and practices of research? 

In the organization literature, questions of difference and otherness are most 

often addressed under the broad and controversial rubric of ‘diversity’, which first 

took the form of antidiscrimination and affirmative action/equal opportunity 

framework and later shifted into the business case by embracing the idea of 

managing diversity (Pringle and Strachan, 2015; Ahonen and Tienari, 2015; 

Nkomo et al., 2019). As stated by Zanoni, Janssens, Benchop and Nkomo, the 

notion of diversity revolutionized the understanding of differences in organizations 

by representing them as strategic assets and possible sources of competitive 

advantage (2010, p. 12). Within the last twenty years, the critical stream of diversity 

research has reported the costs of this shift in orientation (from legal/moral/social 

justice to economic rationale) and focus (notably from forms of difference 

associated with historically excluded demographic groups to ‘all differences’) of 

diversity in organizations. Critical research has also pointed out the tendencies of 

the previous paradigms to rely on decontextualized microlevel theories of social 

psychology and supplant broader dynamics of power and inequality by focusing on 

the experience of an individual and a single dimension of diversity at a time (Shore 

et al., 2009; Zanoni et al., 2010; Tatli and Özbilgin, 2012).  

I situate this research in the field of critical diversity studies and specifically 

draw on its postcolonial and postcolonial feminist contributions, which, despite 

their recently acknowledged broader potential (Metcalfe and Woodhams, 2012; 

Nkomo et al., 2019; Nkomo, 2021), remain at the margins of organizational 

discussions on diversity and difference. I trace the indispensable but sparse 

discussions emerging since the late 1990s that combine the critiques of 

essentialization of difference to the Eurocentric universalizing world vision of 

scholars and practitioners of the field and thus show the political and colonizing 

nature of diversity management (Prasad, 1997a, 2006; Wong-MingJi and Mir, 1997; 

Cavanaugh, 1997; Lorbiecki and Jack, 2000; Jones et al. 2000; Holvino and Kamp, 

2009; Kalonaityte, 2010; Metcalfe and Woodhams, 2012; Jack, 2015) and position 

questions of diversity and difference in the context of globalized capitalism 

(Banerjee and Linstead, 2001; Mir et al., 2006; Calás et al., 2010; Faria, 2015). 

From this basis, I recognize why even the current constructions of difference in 

their simultaneity and multiplicity, may return to reinscribe privilege (Calás, Ou 

and Smirchich, 2013; Liu 2017b). As pointed out by Özkazanc-Pan (2019a), the 

current labels that are in use both in the study and practice of diversity in 

organizations still create uniform identities through categorizations, for which the 
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field in general experiences a deep need of recognizing the complexity of its 

subjects and wider frames of theorizing them (Nkomo et al., 2019). Noteworthy is 

also how dichotomous centre-periphery relations are reproduced in everyday 

academic practices (Meriläinen et al., 2008), for which special attention should be 

given to the ways difference is engaged within the organizational literature.  

1.2 Where I stand and write from 

Grewal and Kaplan (1994) note how the terms postcolonial and transnational offer 

us a framework for moving beyond the centre-periphery, global-local and 

colonialism-nationalism models that may effectively erase the existence and 

expression of what cuts across and remains ‘in-between’. The following sub-

sections give the reader an overview of the postcolonial and postcolonial feminist 

principles that have guided my research work in this thesis.  

1.2.1 Representation, difference, and subjectivity 

As Mohanty puts it “differences are never just differences” (2003, p. 226). The way 

differences are constructed by narration includes ways of ordering that have precise 

political effects (Ahmed, 1998) for which difference and its representation matter. 

In this study, I understand representation as a production of meaning through 

language. For me, this process is not reflective nor intentional but deeply social and 

constructionist (cf. Hall, 1997). It is a process of signification that takes place 

within the norms and conventions of the prevailing culture. The concept of 

representation is thoroughly worked with in Paper III, in which I highlight the 

significance of the two aspects of representation as outlined by Spivak (1988a) –

representation as portraying or depicting something, standing in someone’s place 

and representation as symbolizing or standing for something– for working towards 

more ethical representational strategies in organization studies. In postcolonial 

analysis questions of representation direct the focus on ethics, politics, power and 

agency. Thereby, as can be seen as suggested by Barnett (2015, p. 174), the 

problematics of representation in postcoloniality, and this research, are not so much 

about that one can never have accurate depictions, but about recognizing the 

partiality that is involved in any representation as it marks a space of difference 

from which questions of authority, accountability and legitimacy proliferate.  

Various approaches to difference and otherness exist, and in various degrees, 

they can all offer something for the analysis of gendered and racialized 
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representation in organizations. Here I focus on those approaches that are crucial 

for understanding their meaning in the context of this thesis and postcoloniality as 

both, an appearance of colonial condition and its contestation (Loomba, 2002, p. 

12). What is clear is that questions of difference relate to subjectivity, otherness and 

sameness. As shown by Calás and Smircich (1999) and Currie (2004) the meaning 

of difference can be sought after by relating it to other words meaning the same 

thing and relating it to words meaning the opposite of it as in dictionaries that 

explain the word ‘difference’ for example as ‘being unlike’, ‘the quality of being 

dissimilar’, ‘a characteristic that distinguishes or separates one from another’. 

Thereby the meaning of ‘difference’ can be traced by its opposite, and in doing so, 

the example also offers a more general explanation of how words may only get 

their meaning through their difference (and in relation) to other words. This 

linguistic explanation of difference sparked by Saussure’s semiotics is in this study 

complemented with the broader poststructuralist insight of signification that takes 

place through a constant deferral of meaning (also reflected in the above-mentioned 

dictionary example). As the analysis later exemplifies, Derrida’s concept of 

différance (Derrida, 1991) and its focus on the production of meaning through the 

dual strategies of difference and deferral shows the effects of representation as 

temporary retrospective fixing of meaning that depend on the discursive context at 

hand (Weedon, 1987).  

As difference, one’s sense of self can also be understood to be constructed 

through language and through the same logic as any meaning, in the play of 

sameness and difference, which in postcolonial understanding is derived from the 

historic and ongoing power relation between ‘us’ (Europe/West) and ‘them’ (non-

Europe, non-West). Acknowledging the contradiction that some may see rising 

from combining ideas of discursively constructed shifting subjectivities and 

conceptualizations of agency and the possibility of social change, I return to address 

these discussions later in the thesis. For now, I refer to the productive tensions and 

complex interplay between and within psychoanalytic, Marxist, Gramscian, 

Foucaultian and Derridean analyses that most prominent postcolonial analysts (e.g., 

Spivak 1988a, 1990, 1993; Bhabha 1990, 1994/2007; Said 1978, 2001) have taken 

advantage of by refusing to be simply located in either of the two oppositional 

positions. 
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1.2.2 Otherness, othering, and colonial discourse 

As pointed out by Chawla (2018) understanding of the Other emerges in theories 

of the ‘self’ across many social disciplines and strands of philosophy. In daily 

language, we may think that the Other is anyone who is separate from oneself, 

simply as something ‘other than’ (Chawla, 2018, p. 1645; Ashcroft et al., 2004, p. 

169), but often otherness implies being different from the norm that is set by a 

specific cultural discourse, as suggested earlier. In phenomenology, the Other has 

an important role in the constitution of the self. In 1807, Hegel placed the concept 

of the Other as an essential component of one’s self-consciousness by suggesting 

that the self becomes conscious of itself only after encountering another conscious 

self, which he explained through the master-slave dialectic (Picard and Di Giovine, 

2014). As noted by Chawla (2018), also Husserl placed the Other as a condition of 

existence of intersubjectivity, and in extending the dialectic of intersubjectivity, the 

existential philosopher Sartre used the term widely in Being and Nothingness 

(Ashcroft Griffiths and Tiffin, 2004) as did Beauvoir in Second Sex by tracing the 

social production of the category of ‘woman’. Another version of understanding 

the Other as a radical counterpart to the self is found in the work of Levinas, who 

suggests that the Other is both superior and prior to the self (Chawla, 2018).  

However, according to Ashcroft, Griffiths and Tiffin (2004), the roots of the 

definition for the term as it is used in current variations of postcolonial analysis can 

be located in a post-Freudian analysis of the formation of subjectivity found in the 

work of the psychoanalyst and cultural theorist Lacan. Based on their summary: In 

Lacan’s theory, the other, with a small ‘o’, designates the imaginary other, the 

reflection (when a child looks in the mirror and becomes aware of itself as a 

separate being) that functions as a basis for defining the identity of the subject. The 

image seen in the mirror is misrecognized by the child as a coherent and whole self 

whose fictional mastery then functions as the basis of the ego. Lacan’s other can 

thereby refer to the colonized others who are marginalized by the imperial 

discourse and at the focus of the mastery by the imperial ‘ego’.  

In Lacan’s analysis, the Other, with a capital ‘o’, then refers to the great or big 

Other, an irreducible alterity that cannot be collapsed into a difference of others. 

The Other connects to a symbolic order that is about language and its rules or, more 

precisely, the socio-linguistic structures that construct the arenas of intersubjective 

communications. Each time language is used, the Other is called forth. For Lacan, 

the Other thus connects to the subjectivity built in language. A child becomes a full 

subject only when it enters the world of language (Loomba, 2002). As explained 
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by Ashcroft, Griffiths and Tiffin, the Other can refer to a subject in the sense that a 

subject can embody a position of the Other for another subject for which it can 

point to the mother who becomes the first focus of desire for a child or the father 

whose Otherness locates the subject in the symbolic order. It may also refer to the 

unconscious, as Lacan sees that language does not lie in the conscious control of 

the subject who speaks it. Ashcroft, Griffiths and Tiffin (2004, p. 170) emphasize 

that it is the Other in whose gaze the subject exists and gains identity. Thereby they 

conclude that from a postcolonial perspective, Lacan’s Other can be compared to 

the imperial centre and discourse in the way it provides the terms through which 

the colonized subject gains a sense of itself as somehow ‘other’ and how it 

constitutes the dominant framework through which also the colonized subject (as 

the colonizer) comes to understand the world. As shown in Paper IV, Spivak has 

described this process with the term worlding (Spivak, 1985a), which also includes 

the notion of textuality (Spivak, 1990, p. 1) and so outlines the (Derridean) 

inseparability of language and the world (i.e. how texts of the colonial era described 

the territorialized areas as previously uninscribed and thereby justified colonial rule 

and settlements).  

Worlding connects tightly to the process of othering that Spivak (1988a, 1985a) 

explains as the dialectical material-discursive processes that colonizers mobilized 

to produce the category of the other. The short text of this section has so far 

followed the separation of the O/other according to Lacan. However, it has also 

become customary in postcolonial analysis, or perhaps even more commonly, to 

use the term Other to refer to those others who have been constructed by colonial 

discourses (e.g. Ashcroft, Griffiths and Tiffin, 2004) and thereby in fact in an 

opposite way to Lacan’s distinction. Holding on to the constitutive meaning of 

O/other to the self, this thesis (including the collection of articles) follows the latter 

distinction where the Other with a capital ‘o’ designates the colonized others whose 

subjectivities were created in the self-consolidating process of othering. This 

process was founded on oppositional logic. Referring to JanMohamed’s 

“Manichean allegory” (1985), Loomba (2002, p. 104) notes that the othering of a 

vast number of people as backward and inferior depended on the field of diverse 

binary oppositions, which were not only central to creating images of the outsider 

but notably also constructing the superior insider, “the (usually white European 

male) self”.   

Thus, the category of the Other is not neutral, and it is closely attached to 

processes of racialization. Its creation in the colonial context functioned as a 

demarcation between people and their position and value in the colonial world order, 
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as it does in the current capitalist world order. Chawla (2018, p. 1647) presents that 

the process of othering may be defined as a process of disassociating the self from 

another, and thus an internal existential process, but because during the last 

centuries, it has been used to purposefully separate human beings into different 

identity categories based on race, ethnicity, geography, religion, sexuality and 

gender, it can be seen quite plainly as a process of hierarchical separation. As 

suggested by Loomba (2002), processes of othering and racial stereotyping surely 

existed before European colonialism, but never before had these processes of 

categorization been combined to restructure the conquered non-capitalist 

economies and be backed up by science that absorbed ideas of racial difference and 

claimed to prove that the biological features of each group would determine its 

psychological and social attributes (p.115). Although it has been long known that 

race is not a valid scientific distinction in the biological sense (Harding, 1993), its 

social construction interwoven with colonialism functioned, and still functions, as 

the basis for mistreating and exploiting people around the globe for the purpose of 

feeding Western capitalism. Likewise, there is wide agreement on that the racial 

typologies and stereotypes used today derive from the periods of European 

exploration in the 15th and 16th centuries (Chawla, 2018). In sum, the process of 

othering that this thesis focuses on refers to the hierarchical and oppositional 

separation of people based on difference.  

Perhaps the most known example of constructing the Other is to be found in 

Said’s Orientalism (1978), where he analyses how imperialist discourses position 

colonial people. The way the Orient is constructed in European thought through a 

set of representations that are commonly circulated within the written work of the 

Western intellectual, aesthetic, scholarly and cultural tradition created an 

ontological and epistemological distinction and dichotomy between the Orient and 

the Occident. The discourse of Orientalism thus reflects the forms of control, 

authority and power over the subjects it creates – how particular, comparative, ways 

of knowing the Other were central to the operation of colonial power and European 

hegemony. As is known, Said’s work is based on the Foucauldian concept of 

discourse, which is not merely another word for representation but marks a whole 

domain within which language is used in particular ways (Loomba, 2002). From 

this approach, discourses are “ways of constituting knowledge, together with the 

social practices, forms of subjectivity and power relations which inhere in such 

knowledges and the relations between them. …They constitute the ‘nature’ of the 

body, unconscious and conscious mind and emotional life of the subjects which 

they seek to govern” (Weedon, 1987, p. 108). Despite the criticism of possibly 
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reinforcing the recognized binary opposition as a static discourse, Said (1978, p. 

46) shows how the knowledge created about non-Europeans was never objective 

but was rooted in the political reality of Europe and in the various distinctions made 

between the familiar (us) and strange (them), which severely limited the encounters 

between people from different cultures, traditions and societies. From the 

perspective of this study, the concept of discourse used by Said and the tradition it 

sparked enables me to position and explore processes of differentiation and 

representations of difference in the broader social, historical and institutional 

context in which they are created.  

The colonial imaginary, rooted in the world view of the dominant subject, 

produces stereotypical Others who merely reflect their own projections, thus 

flattening difference into knowable sameness. While describing both the deep 

ambivalence and objectives of the colonial discourse in constructing colonial 

people as degenerate on the basis of racial origin to justify colonial conquest and 

administration, Bhabha (1994/2007, p. 101) depicts this discourse as a system of 

representation that “produces the colonized as a social reality which is at once an 

‘other’ and yet entirely knowable and visible”. By claiming to recognize difference, 

colonial discourse simultaneously homogenizes and denies it by effacing the 

alterity of the Other, its untranslatability and singularity (Spivak, 1999, p. 173).  

To dismantle the idea of colonial power as universal and inescapable, Bhabha’s 

psychoanalytical perspective (1990,1994/2007) calls to recognize that colonial 

expansion and the encounters it sparked obscured any pure or authentic views on 

self and the Other. He warns against reading representations of difference as 

reflections of pre-given ethnic or cultural traits set in the fixed folder of tradition 

and suggests that colonial selves are not only ambivalent but hybrid and always 

shifting and on the move (Bhabha, 1994/2007, p. 3). Outlining the need to move 

beyond representation and narratives of originary subjectivities, he urges scholars 

to redirect their interests towards the relational intervening spaces of ‘in-between’, 

where intersubjective and collective experiences are continuously negotiated, 

translated and read anew (Bhabha, 1994/2007, p. 55). In these spaces or sites, 

Bhabha finds temporal splits – interruptions of colonial discourse that prevent 

identities from settling into fixed polarities (Bhabha, 1994/2007, p. 5). The split 

between contemporary experience and historical tradition leads to finding 

“ourselves in the moment of transit where space and time cross to produce complex 

figures of difference and identity, past and present, inside and outside, inclusion 

and exclusion” (Bhabha, 1994/2007, p. 2). Deconstructing the rhetoric of colonial 

discourse through hybridity, Bhabha’s analysis offers a base for rethinking the 
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concept of multiculturalism and cultural identities in Paper I, but as at later stages 

of the research, the empirical research material guided my interests towards 

questions of ethics (of subject formation), embodiment and gendered subjects, 

postcolonial feminist frameworks started to guide my thinking more strongly. 

1.2.3 Gender, embodiment and ethics 

As seen, “there is ‘difference’ which makes a radical and unbridgeable separation” 

but there is also “‘difference’ which is positional, conditional and conjunctural, 

closer to Derrida’s notion of differance” (Hall, 2006, p. 202) – a spatial and 

temporal move that can introduce a different relation (Derrida, 1991; Spivak, 2005). 

My pathway to understanding difference as closer to Hall’s latter distinction, which 

I develop in the papers this thesis consists of, began from feminist concerns of 

recognizing and responding to difference (which I face and also produce in this 

research) in a way that sets up and treasures responsibility and accountability (e.g. 

Haraway, 1988; Spivak, 1999; Collins, 2000; Ahmed, 2000; Diprose, 2002; 

Mohanty, 2003), in other words, binds response and responsibility together. As my 

research approach is highly indebted to Gayatri Spivak’s and Sara Ahmed’s work, 

one can see the influence of the Derridean emphasis on ethics (inspired by Levinas) 

as situated within social relations, and specifically, as a relationship of 

responsibility of the (Western) self towards the (non-Western) Other (Morton, 2012, 

p. 127) in the analysis. Yet, in the hands of these postcolonial feminist writers, the 

focus of this relationship is explicitly directed to the material bodies (also as text) 

of the subaltern women and the modes of inter-embodied encounters located in the 

conditions of the global economy and the international division of labour. Although 

in different ways, both of the authors can be seen to engage not only in tying 

together response and responsibility but also the corporeal/material and textual. As 

I will further elaborate in the section ‘At the scene of writing (text/body)’, this 

intertwinement is also present in Derrida’s thought, although it may most 

commonly be thought to touch upon only ‘text’ and the ‘textual’. 

The lived experience of exploitation of the ‘Third World’ or subaltern women 

is emphasized in Spivak’s work (1981b, 1988b, 1989), which brings the general 

analyses of colonial discourse to the level of materiality and gender. Especially her 

writings on Mahasweta Devi’s production and the characters and bleak stories of 

‘Draupadi’, ‘Jashoda’ and ‘Douloti’ (ibid.) reflect this well. These analyses guide 

the focus to the material realities of subaltern women through embodied experience 

in the context of postcolonial India in order to interrupt the current modes of 
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Western knowledge production and, as Arnott (1991, p. 168) has worded it, the 

complex relationship between gender oppression, access to civil rights and the 

struggle for subject status under the circumstances produced by the workings of 

global capital. Positioning these stories at the intersections of colonial legacies, 

ethnicity, patriarchy, class and gender, and analysing them at the level of family, 

community and nation, Spivak develops her ideas on the prerequisites for ethical 

relationship and responsibility. In these writings, Spivak brings up possibilities for 

embodied, Other knowledges that we may not be able to understand or even 

recognize without first unlearning our privileges (on unlearning our privilege or 

learning to learn from below; see Papers II and III). Landry and Maclean (1996, 

p. 5) suggest that, for Spivak, engaging in efforts in unlearning marks the beginning 

of an ethical relation to the Other. 

Thus, in favour of an ethical response to the lives and struggles of oppressed 

people in the ‘Third World’, her work displaces the fixed self-other dichotomy of 

Said’s Orientalism (Morton, 2012, p. 38). Spivak, with many other postcolonial 

feminists (e.g. Mohanty, 1988; Narayan and Harding, 2000; Collins, 2000), has also 

critiqued the universalism, difference-blindness (e.g. the inability to see colour, 

class, religious, sexual and cultural differences between and within women or the 

contradictory interests that rise from these) and marginalizing effects of Western 

feminism (1981a, 1985b) and thereby encouraged a constant attentiveness to my 

own location and positionality and the limits and possibilities they create, not only 

for knowing in this thesis but for modes of participation in the transnational 

feminist community. By interrogating the background assumptions of the current 

conceptualizations and designs for social change in the ‘Third World’, much of her 

analysis also addresses the Eurocentrism of global development policies (as a 

compact view, see Spivak, 2018), which is further addressed and combined to the 

critique offered by Mohanty (2003) in Paper IV.  

For rethinking difference, I have also leaned on Ahmed’s (2000) analysis of 

processes of differentiation, otherness/strangeness and racism interwoven with 

questions of nations and communities (i.e. of global feminism) with which 

individuals find, or do not find, possibilities to identify and belong. Like Spivak’s 

work, Ahmed’s work draws from feminist theory and postcolonialism but also 

critical race theory and queer theory. Her writing builds on lived experience and 

finds roots in the phenomenology of affect and emotion and their embodied and 

intersubjective aspects. Through this lens, she explicates how the production of 

bodily difference functions hand in hand with the production of material inequality. 

If Spivak’s contributions point to the construction of material subaltern bodies 
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through a reading of micro- and macro-level social texts (not only written) (Arnot, 

1991), Ahmed’s (2000) writing incorporates the body into her deconstruction of 

stranger fetishism by examining how we, by recognizing some people as unknown, 

‘flesh out’ Strangers in encounters with others. For Ahmed, this way of 

ontologizing others conceals difference by reading it off from the bodies of others 

(as if they would contain difference) and thus erases the differences and 

simultaneously the possibilities for the formation of inclusive communities.  

Leaning on Merleau-Ponty (1968), Ahmed’s analysis draws attention to lived 

inter-embodiment – how one’s lived experience of embodiment is mediated by 

other bodies, and thus, is not a private but social experience of dwelling with other 

bodies (Ahmed, 2000, p. 47). Yet simultaneously, she points out how inter-

embodiment in postcoloniality involves forms of social differentiation, which 

challenges the idea of inter-embodiment merely as a site of inclusion (Paper III). 

Approached from the phenomenological perspective, meanings and knowledge are 

incapable of closure and unfixed like deconstruction also suggests – but not because 

of the linguistic process of deferral (although the purely linguistic aspect of this 

process is soon questioned): “lived experience is open-ended, multilayered, 

fragmented and shifting, not because of the play of language, but because of the 

nature of embodied temporal existence … because the temporal texture of 

experience folds the absent and the past into the present moment” (Alcoff, 2006, 

p. 110). Understanding that culture and meaning are inscribed in the habits of the 

lived body (Young, 1990, p. 14), the phenomenological account of subjectivity, like 

poststructuralist understanding, points to its formation within and through 

historically specific cultural practices and institutions (Alcoff, 2006).  

Inspired by Ahmed’s orientation and my interest in Rosalyn Diprose’s ideas on 

corporeal generosity (papers III and IV), this thesis and its quest to broaden and 

deepen the analysis of difference in organizations is not only based on postcolonial 

and transnational feminist views and deconstructionist insights, but it also draws 

on feminist perspectives on the body based in phenomenological tradition, and the 

possibilities that it offers for rethinking questions of difference and otherness 

through embodiment and embodied encounters in specific.  

I also need to point out my indebtedness to Ahmed (2007) for providing me 

with an understanding of how whiteness functions as a habit, as an embodied 

understanding that connects me to this world and orientates me (my body) in certain 

directions. Her analysis offered me an understanding of the meaning of ‘being 

stuck’, the odd and discomforting feeling inside me that led to the paralysis I 

experienced for a quite long time while analysing the empirical material of this 
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study, as an experience and mode of disorientation – disruption of whiteness as a 

habit. I do not suggest that this process and experience of disorientation could 

overcome my perception and experience rooted in whiteness, but it was the first 

step taken in recognizing and unlearning my white privilege and the direction and 

orientation it brings to the world. Alcoff explains the process of unlearning with a 

scene from the movie Avatar, where possibilities for changing the thinking of others 

are discussed: “’How can we fill a thing that is already filled up?’ In other words, 

how can we teach the Sky People about ourselves or about our world when they 

think they already know all there is to be known?” (2014, p. 269). For Alcoff, the 

prerequisite for conversation and transformation of whiteness, and how we relate 

to others, thus lies not merely in learning new things but in the same fundamental 

unlearning that Spivak stresses, unlearning to perceive itself differently, not as the 

only and best “language, philosophy, morality, or aesthetics around”, but 

recognizing the ongoing epistemic contestation between knowledge systems as 

well as ways of knowing (Alcoff, 2014, p. 269).  

Postcolonial feminist ethics, which has guided the writing of this thesis, brings 

out the unequal relations of colonial and patriarchal power that shape knowledge 

production. It is concerned with struggles for participation, membership and 

recognition that precede questions of belonging and being included in decision-

making on the family, community, organizational and societal levels (e.g. Spivak, 

1989). These struggles are situated in the global flows of information, products and 

people that challenge any simplistic dichotomy between the so-called First/Third 

Worlds or oppressor/oppressed and recognize that individuals may occupy more 

than one position at a time (Shohat, 1998, p. 2). Furthermore, for me, this 

perspective has provided the base from which to also understand the ethics and 

politics of belonging. I comprehend belonging as feeling ‘at home’, ‘being safe’ 

and ‘at ease’ with oneself and the social, cultural and material contexts at hand 

(Ahmed, 2000; Yuval-Davies, 2011; May, 2013). Following Yuval-Davies (2006b; 

2011, p. 20), I see the politics and ethics of belonging as referring to the 

contestations, assessment and different valuing of those specific political projects 

that aim at constructing belonging to particular collectivity/ies, which are 

themselves being constructed in these projects in specific ways that set up 

boundaries between the Andersonian (1983/1991) ‘imagined communities’. 

The ethical engagement with others put forward by postcolonial feminisms is 

grounded in political considerations of specific concerns of disempowered 

gendered and racialized populations of the Global South, a term that I use not only 

in the geographical sense, but, as defined by Mahler (2017), in a deterritorialized 
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sense to address the spaces and peoples negatively impacted by contemporary 

capitalist globalization and, through that, also referring to the resistant imaginary 

of a transnational political subject. Interpreted through the work of the above-

mentioned authors, who share the ideas of fluid, fragmented and embodied subjects, 

postcolonial feminist ethics foregrounds relationality, openness and movement. 

Grounded in embodied subjects, it builds on the lived sensuous and intuitive 

experience, rather than purely relying on legal justice and rights as foundations for 

ethical action.  

In research work it requires situating my experience and knowledge (Rich, 

1984/2003; Haraway, 1988), which might begin “not with a continent or a country 

or a house, but with the geography closest in – the body” (Rich, 1984/2003, p. 30). 

Thought through inter-embodiment that informs my knowing, openness to others 

takes place at the pre-reflective level of corporeality and sensibility (Diprose, 2002). 

It is mediated and requires holding together proximity and distance between self 

and others – not producing analysis safely from a distance but coming close enough 

to be touched and moved by that which remains at a distance (Ahmed, 2000, p. 

157). By this, Ahmed refers to Young’s (1997) suggestion of the need to recognize 

the asymmetry between self and others, which despite proximity, maintains and 

cannot be overcome. With the concept of movement, I also wish to acknowledge 

movement across shifting cultural, religious and linguistic boundaries; across 

geographical and psychic borders; and of simultaneous situatedness within 

gendered spaces of class, racism, ethnicity, sexuality and age – transnational 

subject’s locationality in contradiction, a positionality of dispersal, as formulated 

by Brah (1996, p. 204).  

If we look back, processes of othering have ensured that for many difference 

is essentially a division, “no more than a tool of self-defense and conquest” as 

Minh-ha (1989, p. 82) puts it. Yet she reminds her readers of the need to remember 

that understanding of difference is actually a shared responsibility that requires a 

minimum of willingness to reach out (p. 85). For me, the politics of engagement, 

in which Haraway sees that situated subjects need not rely on ‘essence’ to act 

together (Sum, 2000), points to this – willingness to reach out through principles 

of postcolonial feminist ethics, which opens the possibility to conceive difference 

not as a divisive element but as a source of interactions where object and subject 

are neither in opposition nor merged with each other (Minha-ha, 1991, p. 136). 
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1.2.4 At the scene of writing (text/body) 

The body as a site of inscription is central for many postcolonial analyses (Ashcroft, 

Griffiths and Tiffin, 2004). Writing on his lived-body, Fanon (1967/2008) notes that 

as it is our bodies that position us to the spatial and temporal world, the body can 

be seen as a site of representation, objectification and control. Bhabha’s work surely 

reflects this, and in an interview discussing the politics of difference and critical 

literacy (Olson and Worsham, 1998, p. 378), Bhabha further acknowledges the 

contribution and meaning of Fanon’s theory to his work and for taking up the 

questions of the body, emotions and affects at the level of political identification. 

Therefore, my intention in the previous section has not been to purport a picture 

that limits embodiment and affect as topics exclusive to feminist postcolonial 

analysis (or to the mentioned authors) but to describe the path and the literature that 

led me to recognize the seemingly obvious idea that “bodies are not simply given 

(as ‘nature’), that bodies are differentiated and that subjectivity and identity cannot 

be separated from the specific forms of embodiment” (Bordo, 1993 via Ahmed and 

Stacey, 2001, p. 3).  

Halfway into my doctoral studies, I realized how strongly my own thinking 

had privileged mind over body, reason over sense and theory over experience. 

While reading papers III and IV, the reader might notice a shift in my thinking 

regarding my view on subjectivity and what text is and, as said before, what one 

can do with or through ‘textual analysis’. As the fourth paper is a work in progress 

and in its current form may not entail sufficient explanation and justification for 

my intertwined literal and embodied analysis, a few more words may be needed to 

elaborate on it. After coming to terms with how I had been blinded by my narrow 

view of textuality and inability to see its worldliness, I felt the need to focus more 

strongly on the embodied dimension of postcolonialism and see how I could 

incorporate it into my perception focused on deconstruction and language. Frankly, 

for most of my PhD studies, I did not see that the body (also beyond its linguistic 

understanding) was already in place in Derrida’s (1976) notions of writing 

(Reynolds, 2020; Kirby, 2018). 

In the early days of my doctoral studies and entries into deconstruction, I 

approached text quite traditionally as a spoken or written work or data. Yet, as I 

came to realize later, textual analysis and the idea of text and language itself allow 

for various ways of analysis and for much more than analysing microtexts such as 

literary texts, interview transcripts, etc. (Gannon and Davies, 2012). Focusing on 

embodiment and alterity in both Merleau-Ponty’s and Derrida’s work, Reynolds 
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(2020, p. 31) notes that as for Derrida, the problematic of the body (as subordinated 

by mind) is tacitly related to that of writing (as subordinated by speech), the 

effectiveness and advantages of deconstruction should depend on a more complex 

understanding of both terms. What I believe he is referring to is how the Derridean 

approach allows one to enlarge the scene of writing and understanding of language, 

not only as written and spoken signs but through everything of its ‘other’, such as 

embodiment, movement, music, films, pictures and much more (Kirby, 2018, p. 

68).  

Reflecting also Kirby’s thoughts, what can be read from Reynolds’ writings on 

embodied deconstruction is that the differing and deferring processes of linguistic 

representation are actually symptomatic of a more general situation that troubles 

everything one may wish to hold on a pedestal and pure (Reynolds, 2020, p. 52). 

For Reynolds, our thinking on both the notions of writing and embodiment need to 

focus on their relation and dependence on difference: “it is the difference between 

what we mean to write and the way the other interprets it, or between touching and 

being touched, that allows any form of writing and equally embodiment … to be 

possible at all” (Reynolds, 2020, p. 31). We can think that for Derrida, whose 

thoughts I have been relying on in some sense throughout the thesis, the corporeal 

is inscribed within language in the general sense. This language (writing, trace, text) 

articulates a différential space-time, an inseparability that in the end leads to 

writing that both generates and exceeds the conventional division between nature 

and culture, calls into question materiality as a rock-solid ‘something’ that 

functions as the absolute exteriority limiting the efficacy of representational 

practices (Kirby, 2018, p. 68–69, emphasis in the original).  

Through this route, Kirby explains an understanding of bodies as shifting 

scenes of inscription that both write and are written. She notes that Derrida’s 

general writing, also referred to as ‘arche-writing’, articulates a différential space-

time, which we can better understand through thinking through a breach this writing 

introduces – a breach that refers to spatial differing (writing is split by the absence 

that makes it necessary – a signature functions even if the person who it stands for 

is dead and there is no specific addressee for it) and temporal deferring (typical of 

the written is the deferral of meaning that ensures that meaning can never be 

definitively present), as put forward by Reynolds (2020, p. 37–38). Derrida’s idea 

of writing in the general sense thus introduces différance, which ensures that this 

writing is more than representation (Kirby, 2018) and that its reversive aspects can 

be used to deconstruct also the mind-body dualism (Reynolds, 2020).  
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As explained, what is referred to as body/ies can be thought of as an effect of 

general writing and thereby also under the influence of différance and its 

disseminating force (Reynolds, 2020; Vráblíková and Mercier, 2019; Kirby, 2018). 

Vráblíková and Mercier (2019, p. 2) suggest that Derrida’s thinking of corporeal is 

probably best understood through his concept of corps á corps, a literal translation 

of the term being ‘body/ies to body/ies’, which also in its daily usage in French 

refers to a close encounter that involves bodily contact, and for Derrida, questions 

and interrupts the self-identity of the body/ies and also implies that the corporeal is 

always and already interlocked with other body/ies. The self-interruption and 

différance thus point not only to the traces that compose bodies (Marder, 2019) but 

also to the untranslatable singularity, heterogeneity and possibility of 

transformative re-inscriptions (becomings) of bodily experience (Vráblíková and 

Mercier, 2019, p. 3) that also the concept of close encounters used in this thesis 

builds upon and writing of the body insists. Thus, it is this type of encounters I aim 

to elaborate to broaden the trajectories taken in postcolonial management and 

organization studies and to continue to work against the grain in a manner that 

crosses disciplinary boundaries and Eurocentric habits of thought in studying 

difference (Prasad, 2012).  

In my attempt to think of bodies, text and writing together, I follow Berger 

(Berger and Vráblíková, 2019, p. 125), who suggests that, in Derrida’s invitation to 

think about bodies and writing in conjunction, the ‘body’ does not merely refer to 

the body of the letter, but rather to the shapes and forms that derive from the 

passionate encounter and entanglement between living body/ies and (a) language. 

In this research I see that we experience, describe and understand our embodiment 

in specific social contexts through the prevailing cultural discourse for which 

language and our lived embodied experience are not separate from each other – 

language (the social) affects how we experience our bodies (the material) and vice 

versa. Thereby, the point of view that slowly developed during my PhD research 

leans on relational ontology and took me towards sociomaterial approach, which 

the last two papers of this thesis start to reflect.  

1.3 What follows 

This thesis is organized into five sections. The first section is the introductory part, 

where I have now outlined the purpose of this research as enriching our 

understanding of more ethical and responsible engagement with difference by 

thinking through encounters, and the philosophical principles that it leans on. The 
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second section provides an overview of the existing diversity literature while 

positioning this study among the critical contributions in the field that have 

informed my study. I explore the notion of difference, discuss how it has been 

approached within diversity research and build my argument on broadening its 

current conceptualizations. Next, in section 3, I describe my research design that 

builds on the philosophical framework introduced in section 1. I discuss the 

methodological path taken, introduce my empirical material and explain the 

concrete steps taken in the formation of this research.  In section 4, I provide an 

overview of the research papers that form the core of this thesis. The last part of the 

thesis draws together and discusses the contributions that thinking through 

encounters provides for the critical studies of difference, diversity and inequality in 

organizations. In the last part, I also continue to reflect on the limitations of this 

research and the potential avenues for future research. 
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2 Exploring diversity, difference and otherness 
in organizations  

The debate about the role and nature of differences within organizations spans over 

the past decades with changing motivations in its background, and one cannot 

portray a scarcity of studies addressing these questions. Akin to the above, 

Lorbiecki and Jack drew together the demographic, political, economic and critical 

turns in ideas on diversity management already in the year 2000. Simultaneously, 

they critiqued, among other things, the role of diversity management in 

perpetuating, rather than combatting, inequalities and putting forward essentialist 

categories of difference at the workplace. Before attaching to this critique more 

deeply, it is necessary to note the multiplicity of the term ‘diversity’ and the 

following conceptual and definitional complexities in the field (Calás, Holgersson 

and Smircich, 2009; Özkazanc-Pan and Calás, 2015). 

Generally, the term diversity can be understood to refer to differences in 

people’s identities based in social and demographic groups (Nkomo and Cox, 1996, 

p. 339). These might be related to race, ethnicity, gender, age, sexuality, religion, 

physical appearance and ability – and the various intersections of these. Yet, as the 

history of the field shows, the analysis of diversity has also come to include what 

Harrison, Price and Bell (1998) called the deep elements of difference, such as 

people’s cognitive patterns, personality traits, values, educational backgrounds, 

lifestyles and leadership styles (Nkomo and Cox, 1996; Prasad, Pringle and Konrad, 

2006; Nkomo et al., 2019). Thereby, it is generally thought that difference points 

to the divergence between people through both social identity groups and personal 

characteristics. From the perspective of this study, whether surface- or deep-level, 

all differences are highly contextual, for which understanding diversity and its 

multiple meanings is only possible through the specific geographical, cultural and 

organizational contexts from which it emerges (Bendl et al., 2015). Thereby, 

although the significance of diversity and difference is nowadays internationalized 

and global in its reach, its ways of manifestation remain local and changing (Ahmed, 

2012, p. 16).   

Attempts at understanding the following plurality and complexity of the field 

have often led to categorizing diversity research along the historical axes of the 

field (affirmative action, equal opportunity/diversity management/critical diversity 

research). Making no suggestions that these categorizations would be neat and 

clear-cut, and recognizing the slippery nature of the concept of diversity and 

mapping a field on its basis (Nkomo and Stewart, 2006), the usefulness of the 



42 

categories and different discourses of diversity (Litvin, 1997) in the end lies in 

recognizing how they have informed each other, seeing their connections and their 

complementary nature (Tomlison and Schwabenland, 2010; Oswick and Noon, 

2014; Pringle and Strachan, 2015; Bendl et al., 2015; Nkomo et al., 2019). Within 

and in relation to the presented trichotomy, numerous thematizations of the field 

and its conceptual perspectives have been made. 

Suggesting a broad division into mainstream and critical research, Nkomo and 

Stewart (2006) have provided an overview of the field through five theoretical 

paradigms used by organization scholars to understand diversity in organizations: 

social identity theory, embedded intergroup relations theory, organization 

demography, research on racioethnicity and gender, and postmodern and critical 

perspectives on diversity. Knights and Omanović’s examination (2015) recognize 

the continuing dominance of positivist (mainstream) diversity research but also the 

interpretivist stance along the positivist and critical frameworks.  

Adding depth to the differences and tensions of diversity research, Prasad, 

Pringle and Konrad (2006) have built their framework upon the work of Burrell 

and Morgan (1979). They classify conceptual spaces of the diversity literature 

according to the level of analysis (group, individual, system/structure), 

epistemological stance (positivist/non-positivist), the conceptualization of identity 

(fixed, fluid), and power awareness (low/high). From Pringle and Strachan’s (2015) 

analysis, we can add methodological stances (quantitative/qualitative), diversity’s 

contextual basis (United States, universal/its local evolvements) and drivers behind 

the perspectives (practitioner initiatives/academic theorizing). Also, the relatedness 

and distinctiveness of the terms used (equality/diversity, inclusion) have been 

marked, and their connections to the prevailing socioeconomic contexts and 

diversity discourse of the time (affirmative action, equal opportunity/diversity 

management/critical diversity research) have been recognized (Shore et al., 2011; 

Oswick and Noon, 2014).  

Evident from this short commentary and the classifications it offers is the 

diversity of the diversity field itself. Metcalfe and Woodhams (2012) present yet 

another frame to conceptualize the different dimensions of gender and diversity 

through six significant moments of a shift in the literature: women in management; 

gender and organization theory; diversity; social constructionism, critical 

management studies and intersectionality; men’s studies; and race studies. Pointing 

out the non-linear and overlapping ways in which the development of the field has 

taken place, this classification brings out the multiple intersections of micro-, 

macro- and meta-level analyses, which also Nkomo et al. (2019) call for. But most 
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importantly, it highlights the partiality of the dominant frameworks as they are 

fostered by Western epistemologies. As diverse the field might be, the main body 

of the diversity literature is rooted in the logic of Western philosophy, and this has 

consequences for how it has understood and dealt with difference in ways that 

(re)produce otherness.  

2.1 The ways in which difference is represented in the practice and 

study of organization  

2.1.1 Short introduction and critique of essentialist views 

We can begin to unravel this logic by following Hearn and Louvrier’s (2015) route 

taken from Barrett (1987) and conceptualizing two main approaches to difference 

in the study of organization: the essentialist and constructionist. The essentialist 

approach sees differences as inner characteristics of coherent individuals and thus 

existing prior to the organization in which they can be used as an explanation or 

prognosis of an individual’s behaviour. In other words, diversity and difference are 

seen to exist ex-ante its social enactment. If talking in terms of Nkomo and 

Stewart’s (2006) categorization, this way of understanding difference relates to the 

mainstream positivist approaches and the social-psychological theories used. The 

political context of the emergence of mainstream diversity research in the US in the 

1980s links it with a simultaneously rising neoliberal ideology (Healy, 2015). Of 

interest for this literature, often with the aim of enhancing inclusion, is maximizing 

the potential of the individual, and their difference, to enhance the performance of 

the organization. Thus, the notion of diversity put forward by this discourse is often 

characterized as instrumental, individualistic and meritocratic (Meriläinen et al. 

2009; Zanoni et al. 2010).  

As pointed out by the extensive reviews of Kulik and Bainbridge (2006) and 

Knights and Omanović (2015), this stream of studies often relies on the insights of 

Tajfel and Turner’s (1979, 1986) social identity theory and associated relational 

demography (e.g. Riordan and Shore, 1997; Riordan, 2000; Goldberg et al., 2010; 

Klein et al., 2011; Østergaarda et al., 2011). According to social identity theory, 

people use cognitive categories to identify themselves and the like and differentiate 

themselves from others in a way that positively values the ingroup one is part of, 

which can be seen as a cause of prejudice and bias. The research has also used the 

status characteristics theory, which suggests that categories differ in their 
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evaluations, not on the basis of group membership but on the societal consensus on 

the value of different groups (e.g. van Dijk and van Engen, 2013; Bianchi et al., 

2012). Closely related and complementary concepts of uncertainty reduction, 

which note people’s need to reduce uncertainty by gaining information about others 

through stereotyping and that of similarity-attraction, which suggests that people 

prefer and are more attracted to others who are similar to them, are also drawn upon 

to explain instances of discrimination by this literature (e.g. Bush and Ingram, 2011; 

Chattopadhyay et al. 2011; Shore et al., 2009; van Knippenberg et al., 2004; van 

Knippenberg and Schippers, 2007). Mainstream diversity studies and initiatives 

thus focus on the biases of individual cognition that could be corrected through 

different kinds of diversity training, HR policies, mentoring programs and the like.  

Albeit providing empirically evidenced data of inequalities and discrimination 

at work and deeply enrichening our understanding of the role and effects of 

stereotypes on different groups of people in organizations, the underlying 

assumptions of difference and the following accounts of mainstream diversity 

research have been recognized as potentially masquerading the unequal treatment 

of specific groups and their unequal access to employment, promotions and other 

career outcomes as the normal effect of universal cognitive processes (Van Laer 

and Zanoni, 2020). This diversity discourse, based in a quest for objective scientific 

explanation, makes it possible to redefine inherently political conflicts as cultural 

misunderstandings between members of two ethnic groups and thereby smooth 

over and avert any attempts to enact fundamental structural changes, as exemplified 

by Litvin (1997, p. 205). Furthermore, the culturalization of social inequalities 

creates a form of racism through the ‘fossilization of differences’, as Banerjee and 

Linstead (2001, p. 707) point out.  

In Paper I, I discuss further how the social-psychological research paradigm 

has affected the understanding of cultural difference in organizations and 

organizing. As in the article I offer a practical illustration of how difference is used 

as an explanatory category and how this reinforces cultural and racial otherness, I 

only note here how this process is marked by amplification of differences between 

different groups of people, often resulting in the production of crude 

generalizations of ‘the Others’ that deviate from the norm that is defined and 

embodied by the perceiver, traditionally the white Western male. This relates to the 

comment made by Zanoni, Janssens, Benschop and Nkomo (2010, p. 13) on how 

the diversity management literature does not in fact provide comparisons between 

different groups, but rather takes the white, heterosexual, Western, middle/upper 

class, abled men as the reference point against which other groups’ differences are 
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measured. Özkazanc-Pan and Calás (2015, p. 580–581) offer a good example of 

how the social-psychological theories, social identity theory and relational 

demography theory in particular are based in assumptions of a universal Western 

subject formed by ‘casting the Other’ through various forms of differentiation. Like 

Banerjee and Linstead (2001, p. 705), they point out how “the self of social 

psychology becomes the representational gaze for understanding and predicting the 

behaviours of different people in the world and in organizations as if these 

processes were essential human universals” (p. 581).  

Thus, if we position difference and diversity in the context of organizational 

power (which has historically been dominated by white males), we begin to see that 

the representations they offer stem from a very privileged and specific local 

position (Prasad and Mills, 1997). This enables one also to see who are traditionally 

positioned as the objects of diversity, who are theorized as ‘different’ or ‘diverse’ 

(Calás, 1992) – who come to be included and embody diversity in organizations 

(Ahmed and Swan, 2006; Ahmed, 2009, 2012). Shortly summarized – although 

global in its reach, the prominent view on differences put forward by diversity and 

its management relies on ontologically essentialist concept of subject, which 

effectively fixes difference as an innate character of a person and makes it possible 

to categorize people into homogenous separate groups whose diverse 

characteristics in attitude, personality and behaviour can then be used as valuable 

resources for business advantage and to explain discrimination. The past research 

has challenged the Eurocentric universality of the originally US-based concept of 

diversity (Prasad, 1997a; Wong-MingJi and Mir, 1997; Jones et al. 2000; Holvino 

and Kamp, 2009; Metcalfe and Woodhams, 2012; Faria, 2015; Jack, 2015) and give 

strong support for a claim that the above-presented notion of diversity, as a concept 

and practice, can be seen to be based in Western representations of its Others.  

2.1.2 Constructionist views and emerging complexities 

During the past decades, the ‘globalizing vocabulary of difference’ (Jones et al., 

2000, p. 364) of diversity management has travelled and been translated into a 

multiplicity of programs, practices and understandings in local contexts, as worded 

by Calás, Holgersson and Smircich (2009). Simultaneously, a shift towards a 

constructionist understanding of differences and diversity has taken place. 

Constructionist views, as pointed out by Hearn and Louvre (2015, p. 64–65), are 

marked by heterogeneity and difference in relation to how the different views 

within this categorization position against discursive agency or discursive 
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determination (Alvesson and Kärreman 2000; Bergström and Knights 2006). 

However, in general, they position difference as socially constructed and produced 

in interaction within the prevailing discursive order, which affects how people 

come to be seen in different contexts. Thereby, connecting to critical perspectives, 

which I have already been referring to, these approaches most often suggest 

identities and difference as fragmented and fleeting, and bridge difference and its 

production with societal and institutional power relations.  

This tradition has a long history of reporting the ways in which diversity 

management initiatives can end up reproducing the social inequalities they are 

meant to tackle (Litvin, 1997; Lorbiecki and Jack, 2000; Zanoni and Janssens, 2004; 

Omanović, 2009; Tomlison and Schwabenland, 2010; Janssens and Steyaert, 2019; 

Romani et al. 2019). Through various theoretical framings, studies from this 

tradition point to a relational understanding of how differences become meaningful 

in situated discourses (e.g. Zanoni and Janssens, 2004; Risberg and Söderberg, 

2008; Klarsfeld, 2009; Meriläinen et al. 2009) and practices (Ostendorp and 

Steyaert, 2009; Kalonaityte, 2010; Omanović, 2013; Janssens and Zanoni, 2014), 

and how difference is relationally produced and not a pre-existing characteristic of 

an individual (Özkazanc-Pan and Calás, 2015, p. 587). Thus, as Jack (2015, p. 156) 

notes, what counts as diverse, and on what basis, varies according to the historical 

and demographical specificities of the context at hand and, for example, according 

to patterns of migration and (the very present) legacies of colonialism and 

imperialism.  

If we understand diversity itself as a discourse, it reinforces the idea that 

context matters not only as a backdrop for understanding diversity in specific 

settings but in terms of power – how power relations and forms of knowledge 

specific to that setting give rise to particular kinds of differences, which are then 

constituted as diversity, as brought forth by Ahonen, Tienari, Meriläinen and Pullen 

(2014, p. 15). Thereby, through these ideas, we can position organizations, 

organizing and writing about them as sites where difference is produced and see 

the connections of this production to systems of domination – and also to ethics 

and politics (Ahonen and Tienari, 2015; Westwood, 2015; Tyler, 2019). This is 

explicitly addressed in Paper III, which combines postcolonial feminist critiques of 

representations of difference with discussions on embodied ethics in organizations. 

Through critical lenses, we can see that “organizations, organizing and 

management are principally about ordering, and thus marking people into kinds, 

categories, positions, and setting the boundaries for the possibilities available to 

them” (Ahonen and Tienari, 2015, p. 280). These categorizations and ordering are 
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made through, and based on, difference. Thus, from the perspective of this thesis, 

difference is not merely one specific aspect of organizing that is only relevant in 

some circumstances but a defining feature of organizing processes (McDonald, 

2021). 

The past research has not only sought to de-essentialize and contextualize 

notions of difference, it has shown that in these local contexts, categories of 

difference are not cumulative and separate but simultaneous and mutually 

constructive, intersectional (Acker, 2006, 2011; Holvino, 2010; Özbilgin et al. 2011; 

Healy et al. 2011; Tatli and Özbilgin, 2012). According to Davis (2008, p. 68), the 

term intersectionality refers to “the interaction between gender, race, and other 

categories of difference in individual lives, social practices, institutional 

arrangements, and cultural ideologies and the outcomes of these interactions in 

terms of power” and thus points to the interplay of multiple identities and 

experiences of exclusion and subordination. On the other hand, Brah and Phoenix 

(2004, p. 76) see the term as signifying “the complex, irreducible, varied, and 

variable effects which ensue when multiple axis of differentiation – economic, 

political, cultural, psychic, subjective and experiential – intersect in historically 

specific contexts” and thus directing attention to systemic processes of 

differentiation and domination. These different definitions touch upon the 

complexity and contested nature of intersectionality and its subject of analysis, 

which can be approached from various ontological, epistemological and 

methodological aspects (Mercer et al., 2015; Rodriguez et al., 2016). 

The concept is deeply rooted in the Black, Latina and third world feminisms of 

the 1970s and 1980s and in the actual lived experience (of difference) of women of 

colour that was generally marginalized in the white feminist discourse (Combahee 

River Collective 1974/2014; Davis, 1981; Anthias and Yuval-Davis, 1983; Minh-

ha, 1986; Anzaldúa, 1987; Sandoval, 2003; Sandoval and Davis, 2000; Collins, 

2000). These feminist thoughts consist of specialized knowledge created by women 

of colour that spells out a standpoint of and for those women (Collins, 2000). Thus, 

the complexity of intersectionality uncovers the connections and contradictions of 

the interrelationship between personal biographies, history and society, as pointed 

out by Healy (2015, p. 19). The term itself was introduced by Crenshaw (1989, 

1991), who suggested that the single-axis framework prevailing the dominant 

conceptions of discrimination erases multiply burdened Black women and obscures 

claims that cannot be understood as resulting from discrete sources of 

discrimination (1989, p. 140). Crenshaw argued that the intersectional experience 

is greater than a sum of racism and sexism, for which continuing to rely on the 
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single-axis framework creates a distorted analysis of racism and sexism, not only 

in reference to the anti-discrimination law but in society, feminist theory and anti-

racist politics more broadly.  

Since becoming a buzzword of feminist theory (Davis, 2008), intersectionality 

and intersectional theorizing have been applied in organizational analysis beyond 

the already mentioned contributions clearly identifiable to the diversity literature 

and inequality regimes (also see Healy et al., 2018). Multiple intersecting and 

interlocking forms of social difference, identities and inequality have been 

examined in different sub-fields of organization studies, such as entrepreneurship 

(Essers and Benschop, 2007, 2009; Essers et al., 2010; Knight, 2016) and 

leadership (Liu, 2019; Pullen et al., 2021) and in specific organizational contexts, 

such as hotel work (Adib and Guerrier, 2003), the automotive industry (Zanoni, 

2011), the police force (Boogaard and Roggeband, 2010), the construction and 

transport industry (Wright, 2016) and the labour market of the arts and cultural 

sector (Tatli and Özbilgin, 2012b).  

Woods et al. (2022) suggest that intersectionality is functional for exploring the 

power dynamics in organizations and not limiting inequality to fixed social 

categories of social identity or location per se. This is true, but several recent 

analyses (Liu, 2018; Özkazanc-Pan and Calás, 2015; Pullen et al., 2021) point out 

the tendency of organization studies to engage with intersectionality only 

superficially by focusing on identities and categories of difference, which 

paradoxically to the intersectional frameworks’ social constructionist logic, are 

adopted from the essentialist point of view as stable and existing ex-ante 

(Özkazanc-Pan and Calás, 2015; Tatli and Özbilgin, 2012). This makes it possible 

to do intersectional analysis also from a white liberal feminist perspective that 

ignores processes of differentiation and systems of domination and thus shows no 

engagement with the social justice aims of the original intersectional literature and 

difference (Liu, 2018).  

The researcher’s positioning as to whether the intersectionality of social 

divisions is seen as an additive or a constitutive process carries significance for the 

conflation or separation of the different analytic levels in which intersectionality is 

located (Yuval-Davis, 2006a, p. 195). Mainly, the controversy touches upon 

whether intersectional analysis should remain on one level of analysis, the 

experiential (being about understanding individual experiences) and thus theorizing 

identity, or whether it should be seen as a property of social structures and cultural 

discourses and thus analysed accordingly on separate levels so that their 

interconnectedness is recognized (Davis, 2008, p. 68; Yuval-Davis, 2006a). In other 
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words, are differences behind social divisions cumulative in causing inequalities or 

enmeshed and co-created by each other in various ways and thus also relating to 

subject construction and construction of social divisions in a mobile, situated and 

complex manner?  

The latter definition (which I align with) takes us from an intersectional 

analysis of (oppressed) identities, social groups and categories of difference (which 

are often conflated) towards analyses theorizing how systems of oppression 

interlock (Collins, 2000; Dhamoon, 2011; Carastathis, 2008). Carastathis (2008, p. 

25) clarifies the difference between the two approaches: “an analysis of the way 

that systems of oppression ‘interlock’ has as its point of focus the matrix of micro- 

and macropolitical relations that produce subjects, whereas intersectional analysis 

focuses on the subjects produced by those relations, conceived of in identic terms” 

(emphasis added). In strengthening categorical identities, the intersectional models 

do not attend to the differential positionings of power in which different identity 

groups can be located in specific historical contexts or to the dynamic power 

relations within these groups (Yuval-Davies, 2006a) and thus, as applied to 

organization studies (in their popularized form, see Özkazanc-Pan and Calás, 2015), 

may be at risk of producing findings that commodify difference and reinforce the 

prevailing systems of power and whiteness (Pullen et al., 2021; Liu, 2017b).  

I continue to reflect on this with the thoughts of Puar (2012, p. 52), who notes 

how the predominant usage of intersectionality, despite its claim of all identities as 

lived and experienced as intersectional, has come to qualify the specific difference 

of women of colour as a category quite empty of specific meaning but ubiquitous 

application, which has led to an ironic result – intersectionality, as a method of 

intervention to whiteness (of feminist theory), has produced an effect of re-securing 

the centrality of the subject positioning of white women. Puar notes, “in this usage, 

intersectionality always produces an Other, and that Other is always a Woman of 

Color” (2012, p. 52). If we recognized earlier that the mainstream diversity 

literature inclines towards analysing the difference of Others from the norm set by 

white men, some intersectional approaches and theorizing ‘intersectional 

differences’ in particular, also at times within critical studies, as Liu (2017b) points 

out, may well be in danger of doing the same, only in reference to white women – 

continuing the difference to be ‘difference from’ and not ‘difference within’ (Puar, 

2012).  

Recognizing this is an important reason that explains the theoretical choices 

and journey of my research towards postcolonial and transnational feminist views 

and what I see as lacking in broader organizational discussions on difference and 
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given insufficient attention also within the critical contributions of the field and in 

a postcolonial analysis of diversity and difference in organizations. In the above, I 

have tied together two interlinked criticisms of intersectionality that first point to 

the dangers of depoliticized analysis of difference under the popular concept of 

intersectionality, and then to the need to see that even if the simultaneity of 

difference would be recognized from an analytical perspective that seeks to 

recognize the relational constitution of subjectivities within the prevailing power 

relations and oppressive social structures, these accounts still anchor their subject 

to time and place (Calás and Smircich, 2011; Calás, Ou and Smircich, 2013; 

Özkazanc-Pan and Calás, 2015).  

Applied to the diversity literature, this results in an analysis of difference that 

multiplies wider categorical identities and shows how the practice of whiteness 

may continue to function by reducing it to mere pluralism (Zinn and Dill, 1996; 

Liu, 2017b, p. 44) by finding ‘several identities under one’ (Yuval-Davies, 2006a, 

p. 205) and thus returning us right where we began with the diversity management 

literature. As Calás, Ou and Smircich’s (2013, p. 714) critique elucidate, it also 

produces research with stiff conceptualizations that are unable to articulate how, in 

the age of transnational mobility, subjects, their agency and everyday experiences 

are produced and how these subjects, not only in some location but in some 

time/space, may experience privilege, and in others, marginalization (see, e.g. 

Purkayastha, 2010). When social life is incorporated into tangible and virtual 

transnational spaces, which are seen existing through and beyond single locales and 

nation-states, the way we think of marginalization and privilege also has to change 

(Purkayastha, 2012).  

The point of this section has not been to diminish the role of intersectionality 

within a postcolonial and transnational feminist analysis. On the contrary, 

enmeshed gender, race, sexuality and class relations are at the core of the analysis 

but from the point of view of understanding intersectionality as a social process 

emerging from concrete practices, ideas and social relations operating 

simultaneously in transnational social fields marked by global capitalism (Calás 

and Smircich, 2011, p. 415). According to Holvino (2010, p. 260), theorizing 

intersecting domains of difference from this perspective shows through five 

commitments – a focus on the simultaneity of oppressions, a goal of understanding 

and rewriting history from the social locations of women of colour, an interest in 

recognizing women of colour’s agency, attention given to the role of the state and 

the interrelations between colonialism, racism and gender in women of colour’s 
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lives, and a recognition of the importance and difficulty of forging women’s 

alliances for change.  

By referring to the functioning of the neoliberal knowledge economy, Mohanty 

(2013) notes that close attention is to be given to notions of diversity that embrace 

generic conceptions of difference that are flattened, privatized and lack a critique 

of power. As seen, such notions can be found in the mainstream diversity 

management literature described earlier and, when carefully looked at, also in some 

critical accounts, as noted by Ahonen et al. (2014) and Liu (2017b). This reflects a 

strong tendency and urge of organization scholars to pinpoint an identifiable 

pertinent difference between humans rather than examine the ways of production 

and deployment of the central concepts of our research (Ahonen et al., 2014, p. 16). 

Thereby, it gives support to the claims that suggest that rather than being open to 

emerging and temporary conceptualizations, which would be needed to understand 

contemporary subject formation, the current theoretical body of diversity research 

is inclined towards establishing ex-ante distinctions between entities and levels 

(Tatli and Özbilgin, 2012; Janssens and Steyaert, 2019). 

 The previous two sections partly explain why theorizations of difference still 

suffer from the difficulties recognized in the field already two decades ago. 

Examining the ways in which difference has been approached in organizational 

studies gives us an understanding of dominant discourses of difference that 

continue to reflect the liberal human subject of Enlightenment with identitarian 

emphasis (Özkazanc-Pan and Calás, 2015, 2019a). As the presented critical 

literature suggests, by relying on a Eurocentric vision of the world notions of 

difference often represent difference from a viewpoint and experience of a white 

subject, which effectively de-centres and conflates all ‘Others’ under it. In other 

words, by relying on already recognized and articulated forms of difference, which 

position Others as the ground to (re-)centre whiteness and white subjectivities, 

these notions of difference in organization studies take part in the (re-)production 

of otherness, which establishes a need for alternative ways of thinking and engaging 

with difference. 

2.2 New directions for conceptualizing and understanding 

difference 

Overall, despite the many contributions and increased understanding of diversity 

and difference, the realization of change towards equality in organizations and 

society is falling short (Pullen, Vachhani, Cornelius, et al. 2017, p. 452; Nkomo et 
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al., 2019), and recent contributions have outlined the need to re-politicize diversity 

research (Plotnikof et al. 2022; Van Laer and Zanoni, 2020; Özkazanc-Pan, 2019b; 

Pullen, Harding and Phillips, 2017; Pullen, Vachhani, Cornelius, et al. 2017). The 

perspective used in this study makes it possible to see how organizations and our 

ways of studying diversity and difference in them are constructed and oriented 

around whiteness, which tends to keep things in place (Ahmed, 2006, p. 134). The 

postcolonial feminist perspective cuts through different levels of analysis and 

moves on from static intersecting categories that difference is often seen through 

(race, class, gender, sexuality, nation, religion, age, disability, etc.) and identifies 

these as productions of modernist colonial agendas and regimes of epistemic 

violence functioning through a Western epistemological formation through which 

the notion of discrete identity emerged (Puar, 2012, p. 54). Thereby, we cannot 

expect these categories to be universally meaningful or work in the same way in 

different spaces (Anthias, 2012; Purkayastha, 2012; Collins, 2015). 

Critical literature has problematized and brought forward the complexities 

between the persistent workplace inequality and discrimination and the long-

standing ‘happy talk’ (Bell and Hartmann, 2007) of valuing diversity and creating 

inclusion. Ahmed (2008, 2009, 2012) has shown how the politics of ‘happy 

diversity’ does not allow for using ‘unhappy’ words, such as ‘institutional racism’, 

which point to the problems as they introduce bad feelings and do not fit into what 

organizations most often want to hear (and prove) of – the good practice.  

Deriving from the presented critiques of management of diversity and the mere 

representation of different marginalized groups being enough, discussions of the 

notion of inclusion have contemplated its meaning and mobilization at the 

workplace (Katila, Meriläinen and Tienari, 2010; Janssens and Zanoni, 2008) to 

find out what ‘doing inclusion’ actually entails (Brewis, 2019). Tyler and Vachhani 

(2021, p. 249) understand inclusion as a basic human need – a sign that we have 

been recognized in a way we wish. From this perspective, inclusion points towards 

“a reciprocal acknowledgement of our underlying inter-connectedness” (p. 249), 

but this rarely connects to how inclusion or difference is approached in 

organizations. Critical evaluations have been presented on whether the term has 

merely provided a change in the language (of diversity) rather than the actual 

practices of the organization (Nkomo, 2014; Oswick and Noon, 2014), on the 

relatedness and dynamics of exclusion and inclusion (Dobusch, 2014; Ghorashi and 

Sabelis, 2013; Tyler and Vachhani, 2021) and on the terms that govern the subjects 

and their difference to be included (Ahmed, 2012).  
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Tyler (2019, p. 64) has shown how in the broader context of market-based 

diversity, organizational life continues to exploit our need for recognition in the 

name of inclusion – how inclusion has become an instrumental recognition of 

difference on organizational terms, which reifies difference (p. 55). Thinking about 

how inclusion might be practised and thought of beyond this and the logic of 

exclusion it entails, her inquiry opens a route towards an intercorporeal, relational 

recognition of difference, as also pointed towards by other contributions drawing 

on a variety of feminist perspectives and corporeal ethics (Diprose, 2002; Pullen 

and Rhodes, 2014, 2015; Kenny and Fotaki, 2015). Coming from a different 

perspective, Özkazanc-Pan (2019a, p. 483) refers to the same problematics 

recognized in inclusion, how it equates with a transaction or state of affairs – 

inclusion is guided by terms deriving from “an understanding of society as a 

multicultural space that allows outsiders in based on some set of norms, rules or 

practices”, which Tyler (2019) and Ahmed (2012) refer to as normative regimes 

governing the subjects of inclusion. Regarding this, Mirchandani and Butler (2006, 

p. 481) note that inclusive approaches remain ineffective without considering the 

implicit norms in place in the mainstream culture. 

Özkazan-Pan’s (2019a) analysis based in superdiversity offers belonging as the 

new conversation on inclusion. She notes how it is possible to have a seat at the 

decision-making table but still not feel a sense of belonging in one’s workplace or 

other organizational contexts (p. 487). Also, Liu’s analysis of strategic self-

orientalism among Chinese Australian professionals (2017c) and articulation of a 

Daoist praxis of diversity through which diversity could be realized as an anti-racist 

politics of transformation (2017a) touch upon problematics of belonging and 

agency (as noted also by Özkazanc-Pan, 2019a). Processes of othering in 

organizations function in defining opportunities for belonging, feeling of being safe, 

at ease and at home in an uneven manner (Swan, 2016). Quite often, we do not pay 

enough attention to how, as a result of these processes, gendered and raced 

representation is written on and experienced within the body (Mirza, 2013). This 

would be particularly important to further understand experiences of inequality and 

their formation. Both Holvino (2010) and Ahmed (2000) identify the need to 

change the way organizational members engage with each other across 

intersections difference from a predetermined universalized Other towards a 

concrete Other, which further highlights the role of embodiment in self-other 

relations. Instead of a bodily encounter with a concrete Other, our experiences of 

each other are commonly prepossessed by the already known figure of the Stranger 

(Ahmed, 2000; Swan, 2016).    
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Swan (2016, p. 375) has noted how Ahmed’s (2006) approach towards bodily 

orientations has enabled the examination of how white bodies feel at home – a sense 

of fitting – in organizations. Swan emphasizes how Ahmed’s analysis focuses on 

the body and the importance of what is at hand – “what and who is near and how 

this enables a feeling of familiarity and belonging” (2016, p. 375). Ahmed’s (2006, 

p. 58) analysis has shown how spaces extend bodies and the shape of the bodies 

that tend to inhabit them. As she marks, organizations’ orientation around whiteness 

does not mean that only bodies appearing white would get ‘in’ but that all bodies 

must inhabit ‘whiteness’ to do so (p. 134). She has reflected on this with an example 

of the action of writing, which is associated with the masculine body and how it is 

this body that then tends to inhabit the space for writing and its collective direction. 

This does not prohibit others from participating, but it does put in motion certain 

rules for that participation (p. 58).  

Whether we consider inclusion from the perspective of human mobility or 

embodied ethics, these studies highlight the need to reconsider if organizational 

scholarship should move towards alternative concepts that could better capture and 

articulate the experiences of difference and the formation of inequalities in 

organizations and society. As reflected upon in Paper III, we need 

conceptualizations of difference that problematize the prevailing understandings of 

proximity and distance and time and space in self-other relations (formations of 

subjectivity) so that these recognize the complex and shifting positions of subjects 

and groups and their relation to similarly changing organizations of power and 

processes of marginalization and othering. For this, we need ways of thinking that 

move over, along with and through geographical locations, temporalities, bodies 

and disciplinary boundaries – what I came to find in postcolonial feminist analyses 

complemented with transnational feminist anti-racism. 
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3 Researching difference and otherness 
through postcolonial feminist framework 

Although the characteristics of this research may not be defined within sociological 

dualisms or continuums (Deetz, 1996), all theories of organization do draw from a 

certain philosophy(/ies) of science and theory(/ies) of society, which impact how 

and with what assumptions one approaches research (Burrell and Morgan, 1979). 

In this research, I am committed to the philosophical traditions of feminism and 

postcolonialism to bring out new knowledge about the production of difference and 

otherness in organization studies and transfer this knowledge into practices that 

create new spaces for feminist alliances across difference. At the heart of this 

inquiry is my desire to transfer our focus from readiness to ‘know’ to readiness and 

openness to ‘encounter’ one another. The more specific positioning within the 

philosophical traditions of feminism and postcolonialism, and the ways in which 

deconstructionist and phenomenological traditions play a part in this (as outlined 

in the previous sections) enforce a view that intertwines the methodological 

framing of this study as inseparable from its theoretical roots.  

In this chapter, I will discuss doing research through a postcolonial feminist 

framework by taking up issues of knowing and tie these conversations to the 

concrete steps of formation of this research. I further detail the ontological and 

epistemological locations that have oriented me to frame the questions of this 

research and later led to the specific form of ‘how’ I have approached these 

questions (Calás and Smircich, 2009, p. 248) through deconstructive reading and 

writing as my method of inquiry. These steps are gone through also to explain the 

rather broad array of discussions that this thesis takes part in.  

I will critically reflect on the relations and relationships emerging through the 

research, what I claim to know and how I have arrived at this knowing (Harding, 

1987). From this research perspective, I acknowledge the continual co-creation of 

the self and social science in writing, how they are known through each other 

(Richardson, 2018, p. 821) and how I use my social privilege and authority in 

knowing (Richardson, 1990). As Özkazanc-Pan (2012, p. 578) writes, postcolonial 

feminist positions problematize how ‘the researcher’, the actual writing of the 

research, and the audience for whom it is written are entangled in the research 

process itself, which I aim to make visible. As suggested by postcolonial feminist 

ethics, I will further contemplate issues of representation, complicity, agency and 

responsibility as they touch upon my work. I will also describe my research 
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experience and the challenges I faced and, in general, aim to enhance the 

transparency of this research and the labour behind it.  

The task is to stay with the difficulty, to keep exploring and exposing this 

difficulty. We might need not to eliminate the effort or labor from the writing. 

Not eliminating the effort or labor becomes an academic aim because we have 

been taught to tidy our texts, not to reveal the struggle we have in getting 

somewhere. 

  Sara Ahmed (2017, p. 13) 

3.1 Motivations and gaining access 

My intention in the thesis has been to offer new ways to understand those social 

relations that shape encounters in everyday life, organizations and conducting 

research to produce knowledge that entails possibilities for confronting inequality 

and for organization of collective action and transnational feminist alliances in 

academia. My lived experiences of encounters that hold possibilities for 

companionship, alliances, learning and collective action but also for antagonism 

and separation have shaped and formed my academic interest in the questions of 

diversity, difference and building alliances across these differences and divisions 

(Ahmed, 2000; Mohanty, 2003; Leinius, 2020). Reading Leinius’ (2020, p. 73) 

description of arriving at the academic inquiry of building solidarity across 

differences between heterogeneous social movements resonated strongly with me. 

It sparked an understanding of how also my background in active participation in 

youth exchange programs since my early teens – and later, the experiences of living 

outside my country of birth – have shaped the path I have chosen to take in this 

research by situating myself amid the encounters I now write about.  

These encounters have surely been present in my daily life before any of the 

international experiences, as they are now, but growing up in Finland in the 1990s 

in a society with little ethnic heterogeneity and under the strong societal emphasis 

on the idea of a sempiternal Finland and monoculturalism (Rinne, 2019), waking 

up to another reality within this context and its long-standing, or rather foundational, 

diversity required first, as a teenager, for me to ‘encounter’ difference somewhere 

else. I feel ashamed about writing that down, but pretending otherwise would be 

dishonest. At this point, I am wary of the dangers of using the expression 

‘encountering difference’ as it speaks against the main message of this thesis by 

giving the impression of difference that simply is rather than becomes produced 
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and attached to somebodies (Ahmed, 2000). Likewise, similar types of statements 

may produce an image that locates the postcolonial simply somewhere ‘there’ and 

‘then’ (non-European, non-white contexts, in history) instead of ‘here’ and ‘now’ 

and positions Finland (for example) outside of the colonial history and profiting 

from it.  

My curiosity and passion for research were tentatively formed during my 

master’s thesis work, which considered notions of cultural diversity in the field of 

cross-cultural management and functioned as a base for the formation of Paper I in 

this dissertation. Familiarizing myself with critical management research that 

brings up connections between politics, values and knowledge (Parker, 2002; 

Alvesson and Deetz, 2000) and basic tenets of postcolonial theory at that point 

guided the beginning of my dissertation work and the formation of the research 

plan. Realizing that we do have an established, although narrow, tradition of 

postcolonial analyses within management and organization studies, especially in 

the international and cross-cultural management (Kwek, 2003; Chio, 2005; Frenkel 

and Shenhav, 2003, 2006; Jack and Westwood, 2006, 2009; Özkazanc-Pan, 2008; 

Frenkel, 2008; Fougère and Moulettes, 2007, 2012) and diversity literature, my 

plan in 2014 was to engage in conversations about entrepreneurship from a 

postcolonial perspective. I also believed this would serve the strategic interests of 

our department, to which the main focus area of (international) entrepreneurship 

research belongs. Drawn to the literature on entrepreneurship as social change 

(Steyaert and Hjorth, 2006) and its feminist reframings (Calás, Smircich and 

Bourne, 2009), and especially inspired by Imas, Wilson and Weston’s (2012) 

‘barefoot entrepreneuring’ and questioning of the predominant conceptualizations 

of entrepreneurship, I drafted a plan aiming at exploring alternative stories and 

sides of entrepreneuring, which would focus on entrepreneurship as a broader 

social as well as societal phenomenon enacted at many levels of daily social 

relations, as the above-mentioned tradition suggests. 

As part of this plan, I approached a social movement organization that supports 

women’s rights, education, livelihoods and entrepreneurship under conditions of 

vulnerability in various countries in order to query whether they would be willing 

to participate in this research project. I was drawn to this specific organization due 

to its proclaimed feminist values and working practices, which could later be 

recognized to be based on white liberal feminist views (Calás and Smircich, 2006). 

After receiving an encouraging email reply from this organization, they put me into 

contact with the larger parent organization, an aid organization working in the field 

of international development and responsible for the actual execution of the 
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projects funded by the aforementioned social movement organization. To be clear, 

the social movement organization functions as an independent unit for fundraising 

under the parent organization, which wasn’t clear to me at the beginning of the 

research. The organization wishes to remain anonymous, and from now on, I will 

call it ‘the Fund’, as in Paper IV.  

In the following weeks, I organized a meeting to further discuss my research 

aims and possible cooperation with them. As we found many mutual interests and 

the basis for trust in each other, over the next months, our meetings and discussions 

got more regular, and the representative of the Fund generously agreed that I could 

take part in their ongoing project work in northern Uganda, which aims to promote 

women’s rights and empowerment, community participation and local ownership 

through micro-entrepreneuring and group-based micro-financing. Between our 

correspondence, they had shared my research proposal with the country office in 

Uganda with whose approval I could approach the women’s groups they work with 

and inquire about their willingness to participate in the study. Thus, my original 

plan, which was starting to be detailed with the country office in Uganda, was to 

use critical ethnography and participate in the project during a 2–3-month fieldwork 

period with participant observations, interviews and other data collection methods 

to understand the project womens’ entrepreneuring and subject formation in that 

process.  

However, coming to the end of the first year of my doctoral research and 

becoming a mother drastically changed my plans and priorities in ways that I 

(naively) did not see coming until I held my oldest daughter. Also, there was 

uncertainty about the possible timing of the fieldwork period in terms of rainy 

seasons (two per year) and road conditions affecting access to the villages, and the 

upcoming elections (2016) that could affect the possibilities and willingness of the 

local office to host me. In addition, at this stage, I found out that the local office 

would require me to use a private car and chauffeur for security reasons during the 

entire duration of my visit. I understood the reasoning based on their personal 

responsibility for my safety in the areas recovering from a two-decade-long armed 

conflict between several dissident armed groups and the state (Republic of Uganda), 

but this did not fit into the budget plan and acquired funding, and it would not have 

served the best interests for creating the empirical material in the field. I believe it 

would have affected my position in the field by strongly highlighting a position of 

privilege and power, of which existence surely needs to be recognized but of which 

effects I was already concerned about before. For all of these reasons, a longer trip 

to Uganda was no longer possible, and I needed to find other ways to proceed. 
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Despite the difficulties in organizing the fieldwork period, I felt that the Fund was 

genuinely doing their best to accommodate the evolving situation and keep the 

cooperation going, as was I. They actively participated in discussions and 

suggestions for alternative ways for data creation in Uganda. We discussed a shorter 

period of fieldwork and for example, inquiring about the willingness of the project 

women to participate in the research through a combination of video and written 

diaries. However, in the end, the most viable option was to base the research on the 

archival materials of the organization that I was granted access to in 2017, right 

before my second maternity leave.  

Throughout this research process, we have shared open discussions with the 

Fund, and I have aimed to explain my research philosophy and objectives as 

candidly as possible. From the beginning, they have been willing to step out of their 

comfort zone and open their practices and project management to critical scrutiny. 

It seems to me that they have shown a genuine interest in self-reflection and looking 

at their operations from multiple angles, which signals a willingness to take 

responsibility. Yet, what I didn’t recognize at the beginning of this research process, 

was that the base of our cooperation perhaps lied in something that can be called a 

‘white woman’s yearning to act for the Other’, an idea that I/we/they could 

somehow transcend the conditions of white power in our praxis (Swan, 2017a; 

Ahmed, 2004). As reflected in this section and throughout the papers, forming a 

deeper understanding of the postcolonial feminist research position soon opened up 

a view of whiteness as a location of structural privilege for me – as a standpoint 

from which white people view themselves, others, and society, as well as a set of 

normalized cultural practices (Frankenberg, 1993, p. 1 cited in Nkomo et al., 2019, 

p. 509). This enabled me to see my own complicity and agency as entangled in it 

and the challenges it poses for representing the agency and lived experiences of the 

project women.  

Doing research from the postcolonial feminist perspective requires a critical 

engagement that situates the knowing subject and makes visible the past and 

present material conditions of global capitalism and power that affect the research 

setting (Haraway, 1988). My position as a white Finnish woman in a Westernized 

system of knowledge production has affected the ways in which I have been 

encountered in negotiating access to the empirical material of this study – a process 

that is fluid, complex, relational and political by nature (Cunliffe and Alcadipani, 

2016). It has opened doors into archives that also contain information from third 

parties and most notably from and about people I have never met. This has 

happened without me having to seek their consent to this access. Acquiring and 
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using the archival data of a development cooperation project has thus set a specific 

scene for this study that reflects the global power relations and flow of capital and 

material resources between Europe and the Global South – and as a producer and 

consumer (of knowledge), I am situated right within these flows. Working within 

this contradictory and unequal setting that functions for my benefit makes my 

complicity in the practices I criticize clear, as does the mere topic of this thesis. 

Being aware of this, the following sense of uneasiness has ensured that I have 

sought to turn this complicity into a productive one: towards responsibility and 

accountability in my research practice (Spivak, 1988a; 1999). I realize this is a task 

that can never be entirely fulfilled, yet it must be worked towards.  

3.2 Research material  

Entering the web archives of the Fund made this tangible. The Fund allowed me 

access to their archives, which included various documents and records of their 

ongoing and past projects in 13 different countries in Asia, Africa, the Middle East, 

South America, the Caribbean and Southeast Europe. I was granted temporary 

access to the Fund’s database and projects’ web archives where I could download 

the material files to my laptop. As my original interest had been in the project 

conducted in rural Uganda, I decided to keep my focus on that. This choice was 

also based on the amount and quality of the archived materials, as well as on the 

language of the project reports, which was English (the translation work from local 

languages had already been done by local representatives of the Fund). As 

mentioned, questions about ethical research practice were present right from the 

beginning of negotiating access to the materials – most likely, the participants of 

the project had not given their consent to participate in this type of research because 

the materials I now had access to were not produced for the purpose of research but 

for internal purposes of resource allocation, goal-setting and monitoring project 

operations. Yet, there I was, looking at photographs and reading life stories and 

struggles for the livelihood of dozens of women who had participated in the project 

between the years 2014 and 2016. The archives also included materials produced 

by third parties, such as international and local program partners and a consultant 

firm.  

Although the archive could also be understood more broadly (Moss, 2009), in 

this research, I have used the word archive (following Mills and Mills, 2018) to 

refer to the formally constituted collection of materials by the Fund. As described, 

the archives held various types of documents and artefacts. Materials concerning 
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the project in rural Uganda included project plans, guidelines, annual reports, 

memos, interviews conducted by the project staff and photographs. As the 

organization’s websites contain material of the project and their working practices, 

which are also formally constituted by the organization, I have included them in 

the materials. As suggested by the research philosophy underlying this research, I 

view the past described by the documents as ontologically unavailable, and thus I 

do not see them as providing a history of what actually happened (Mills and Mills, 

2018). However, as Mills and Mills (2018, p. 32) note, people and events in the 

past were real, but the past is only represented through narratives that rely on the 

dominant understanding of those people and events at the time, and also in the 

present. Thus, the formation of the archive itself can be seen to have been structured 

by discourses of power and to be used to construct public or scientific truth (Orlow 

and Maclennan, 2005 cited in Moss, 2009, p. 404). As the next section details, at a 

later stage of the research, my scattered research notes and diary have also been 

used as part of the data of this study. A summary of the data is presented in Table 1 

(appendix 1) and further detailed in Paper IV.  

3.3 A shift in materials, a shift in approach and focus 

The resources at hand would not have allowed me to reach all the parties and 

women to seek their consent to participate in this research for which my first 

decision was to not use the rich photographic material included in the archives in a 

way that would allow people to be recognized. Yet, I was deeply affected by these 

images. Once I had immersed myself in the material available through the initial 

rounds of reading and making memos and notes, I hit a wall. Considering the 

original aims of the research, there was very little to work with. At this point, I had 

started to use Nvivo to manage the data and map emerging conceptual 

categories/codes according to thematic analysis (King and Brooks, 2018; Braun 

and Clarke, 2006). This initial mapping was guided by the postcolonial feminist 

literature. Namely, there was ‘entrepreneurship’ and ‘empowerment’ written all 

over the documents. But in making sense of the meaning of these concepts in the 

text, the linkages from both concepts seemed to lead to nothing more than 

descriptions of improved balance sheets and procedures. Thus, I had no way of 

seeing my original interest, of examining the processes of entrepreneuring by the 

women involved in the project coming together with this material. As time passed, 

the wall grew taller, and I realized the need to change my questions – or the material. 

At this point, taking into consideration my maternity leaves, I had already been in 
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contact with the Fund for more than three years, and with the relationship that 

formed between me and one of the contact persons from the Fund, who had used a 

considerable amount of time for our meetings and discussions, I felt a responsibility 

to stick with the materials at hand and ensure reciprocity of the process. Thus, I 

shifted my focus and simultaneously my approach to the analysis.  

This shift took months, if not years, and it also drew from my involvement and 

interest in situated, embodied and relational forms of feminist academic writing 

(Pullen, 2018; Katila, 2019; Helin, 2019ab, 2020; Mandalaki, 2021), also known 

as writing differently (e.g. Grey and Sinclair, 2006; Gilmore, Harding, Helin, and 

Pullen, 2019; Pullen, Helin, and Harding, 2020; Ahonen et al., 2020), which was 

originally sparked by the conversations we shared with the organizers and 

participants at a PhD course on corporeal ethics at the University of Lapland in 

December 2016, a Feminism, Activism and Writing workshop at the Copenhagen 

Business School in 2017, a writing differently retreat in Carfraemill, Scotland, a 

Gender Work and Organization workshop on writing at the Hanken Swedish School 

of Economics in 2019, and many conferences in between.  

Transitioning into a different mode of ‘doing research’ and seeking to establish 

an epistemological position from which to approach the archival material, I wrote 

Paper III on close encounters. The paper is the concrete result of the struggles I 

faced during this research. Not a struggle about changing my research questions 

and what the archival materials ended up consisting of, but a more profound one 

that began from my position of difference as a Finnish postcolonial feminist 

researcher and my ethical responsibility towards the ones I represent, which 

eventually led to the process of disorientation, as earlier referred to. Feminist 

research points to non-exploitative relations between the researcher and the 

research subjects (Oakley, 1981 via Eriksson and Kovalainen, 2008), but through 

postcolonial feminist framing and this research setting in particular, how to work 

towards that? What might Swan’s (2017a) practice of listening to the project 

women mean in this context? 

A question of translation, which had taken place earlier, is connected to this. 

From the postcolonial feminist perspective, the issue of translation is more than a 

practicality. Translation is not a neutral instrumental task; it is deeply embedded in 

relations of power. It carries epistemological, political and ethical implications 

(Spivak, 1993) and is about authority and agency/voice. Even though I did not take 

part in the process of translation, I needed to consider whose voice am I reading. 

Whose interpretation and world-making comes through? What is that I can ‘know’ 

through this translated text? What has been assimilated in this process so that this 
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text is understandable and accessible to the Western organization it was written for 

(Spivak, 1993)? For me as a Western reader?  

I return to the experience of disorientation as it was part of what threw me off 

the path I was planning to take with the empirical material. That plan was based on 

the idea of the (empirical) text as an object I could recognize (Ahmed, 2006), which 

I slowly understood I couldn’t. My cautiousness towards what I can say about it 

and do with it grew day by day, making me wish I had never chosen this material 

and context for my research. For a while, I had no idea of how to proceed or towards 

what to proceed. Thinking back on this moment, noticing and learning about my 

whiteness (Ahmed, 2007; Alcoff, 1998; 2006), slowing down the momentum and 

the initiation of the process of reading more postcolonial feminist work – with 

realizations it later sparked – was crucial for the research. I do not suggest that 

dwelling on the feeling of guilt is productive for anyone (as also outlined by one of 

the reviewers of Paper IV), but without the moments of it, the unease felt in my 

body, I would not have woken up to the contiguity of a habit of whiteness, and the 

possibility to proceed in another way would have been lost.  

Swan (2017a, p. 547) has noted how our urgency as white people blocks 

understanding of our own complicity in racism and colonialism – quoting Yancy 

(2015, p. 3) she reminds us that “white people [should] not move too quickly when 

confronted by the muck and mire of their own whiteness”. Pausing to think about 

the meaning of the embodied discomfort deriving from possibly taking part in the 

imperialist tradition of speaking on behalf of and constructing stories about women 

of the Global South through Western logic made me realize that some stories were 

not mine to tell (Currier, 2011). In the first review process, the reviewers of Paper 

IV kept asking me to ‘flesh out the lives of the women’ I was talking about, but that 

would only have led me further from the ethical relation that the postcolonial 

feminist framework seeks. As I cannot possess unmediated access to these women 

and their knowledge (or seek to do that – these women are not the object of my 

study), providing ‘knowledge’ and a ‘thick description’ of them and their lives 

would be highly questionable (Spivak, 1999, p. 283). Following Ahmed (1997, p. 

41), I acknowledge that I cannot get close enough to ‘know’ the truth about the 

stories I read in the reports, and I cannot read the women as ‘native informants’ or 

seek their ‘authentic voices’– I can only acknowledge the impossibility of that 

perspective (Spivak, 1999, p. 352).  

I wish to emphasize that this does not indicate that a western feminist 

researcher couldn’t speak about ‘Third World material’ or subjects. We have good 

examples of successful postcolonial feminist research that do it (e.g. Özkazanҫ-Pan, 
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2009; Manning, 2016) within management and organization studies. Thus, it means 

that from this position, one cannot speak without doing one’s homework about what 

it is that may pose restrictions to one’s analysis and critique (Spivak, 1990, p. 62). 

In this dissertation, I have sought to do my homework (I leave the decision of its 

success to the reader) and coming to the conclusion of declining a perspective that 

would ‘flesh out the lives of these women’ derived from my research position and 

the realization that the materials I work with represent the project women as objects 

of the gaze ‘from above’ (Spivak, 1987, p. 264). Subsequently, this representation 

and its construction with my own relation to the material and the women it 

represents became the focal point of the analysis (of Paper IV).  

As my perception of the research material, and text and deconstruction in 

general, slowly changed during the research process, I decided to drop Nvivo and 

further systematic codings of the data and transferred to a close deconstructive 

reading of the texts, which made it possible for me to be not only to be attuned to 

the exclusions and silences of the text, as the strong deconstructive tradition in 

organization analysis suggests (Bowring, 2004; Calás and Smircich, 1991; Holvino, 

1996; Kark and Waismel-Manor, 2005; Martin, 1990; Runte and Mills, 2004; 

Verduijn and Essers, 2013) but also to the embodied and affective relations 

emerging in the processes of reading and writing.  

3.4 Deconstructive reading and writing as a method of inquiry 

The process of disorientation marked the beginning of the formation of space in 

which I started to find ways to relate to the text and the project women as text. 

Instead of just focusing on what the text does through linguistic signs and their 

analyses, I also started to think and feel how I was affected and moved by it. This 

made it possible to see how my emotions functioned as an affective form of 

(re)orientation (Ahmed, 2006, p.2) and finding my way forward through 

deconstructive reading and writing. Clearly, I did not start this research work with 

the intention of using deconstructive reading and writing as my mode of inquiry. It 

was not a deliberate choice but arose from the research process itself. Thus, it must 

be acknowledged that this is a retrospective return to the site of reading and writing 

that has taken place within the past years and involves wor(l)ding a process that 

was highly intuitive.  

I start unpacking what I refer to as deconstructive reading and writing by first 

attending to the reading practices it entailed. As my understanding of the research 

material had changed, I could no longer think of myself as reading of or about the 
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project women. Thus, my goal formed into reading towards – not to seize, hold and 

explain, or even understand, through my perception, but to relate, care and connect. 

Reading became a form of engaging with the text (Pearce, 1997, p. 6). 

Transformation of reading towards was not a choice guided by deliberation. This 

happened by finding a way of reading through productive discomfort and from 

within the dialectics of proximity and distance (Ahmed, 2000). Acknowledging the 

(power) difference forming in this encounter and between me, as a researcher and 

class-privileged able-bodied straight white woman with little experience of 

marginality, and the project women, whose experience was represented through a 

position of various and severe disadvantages related to their economic, social and 

cultural status that I could not align with, was the first step of the reading. 

Recognizing that these relations of difference are constitutive of the possibility to 

speak or not to speak is important and, from the perspective of this study, entails 

the possibilities for dialogue and listening (Ahmed, 1997, 2000).  

The deconstructive reading works against the dominant reading, a reading that 

seems to be self-evident as it is ratified by common sense or a prevalent ideology 

available in the society (Montgomery, Durant, Furniss and Mills, 2013) and thus 

positions me as a resisting or disobedient reader (Ahmed, 1998). This way of 

reading has been inspired by Gibson-Graham’s (2008) reading for difference and 

Rowland’s (1999) feminist ethical reading strategies where an active feminist role 

is offered for the reader that entails a responsibility to respect Others and construct 

other meanings. In a dominant reading, I would have positioned myself as a passive 

recipient of information from the project reports. Information that I would then 

have actively analysed, but without registering its political dimension – that I am 

reading a particular production of the ideology of development management, which 

works or wor(l)ds accordingly. Thereby, in this way, I could not have attended to 

the assumptions hiding behind the text’s mode of address (Montgomery, Durant, 

Furniss and Mills, 2013), use the creative possibilities of language and recognize 

that text is never innocent but constitutive of certain truths and exclusive of others 

(Gannon and Davies, 2012).  

Thus, leaning on Derrida’s deconstruction (1976), this reading focuses on the 

authoritative order put in motion by the text and seeing the moments of 

contradiction that disrupt it and point towards other orders that the text hides (and 

the possibilities that ‘seeing’ these ignites). Spivak (2005) has identified 13 ways 

to practice deconstruction of which my reading touches upon at least two. First, 

upon the formula that Spivak describes (2005, p. 98) as noticing the strategy of 

exclusion of an Other by the text so that it may conserve its synthesis and then 
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undoing the binary opposition between the text's self – its constitution of subject, 

object, predication – and its excluded Other. And second, a way of reading that 

locates the hidden ethico-political agenda of that exclusion and focuses its attention 

not on the putative identity of the text’s self and its Other but on the gesture of their 

differentiation (Spivak, 2005, p. 98). Thus, in the analysis of this thesis, I have not 

been interested in what difference is, but in how it is produced and put to work in 

constructing otherness and defending unequal power arrangements on the basis of 

it (Collins, 1995, p. 494) (i.e. organization of ‘development work’). Collins (1995) 

and Mohanty (2003, 2013), among others, provide a critique of approaching 

questions of social inequality and oppression through postmodern theories stressing 

representation. I acknowledge this critique by striving for a viewpoint described in 

the first sections of this thesis and the different levels of analysis, which according 

to Yuval-Davies (2006a, p. 198), we can see as having both material and symbolic 

production and effects. Thus, I align myself with a postcolonial feminist 

perspective that sees the connections between representations and institutional 

structures and power.  

Of course, my deconstructive reading of the project materials is partial as is my 

writing of constructing difference and otherness in management and organization 

studies in general. The process of reading, and writing this thesis, has many times 

been about realizing the limits of my knowing and my position as a learner but also 

a producer of knowledge. Pondering on my positionality and facing difference in 

this research itself does not suggest that my skin, social identity or institutional 

location would determine my knowing or politics, but recognizing and reflecting 

upon how these reflect my privilege and how they have affected the formation of 

this research has been important in channelling this awareness into a feminist 

process for change (Lorde, 1983 via Lewis and Mills, 2003, p. 5).  

This process, and the feminist quest for social action, may seem problematic 

for some from a postcolonial feminist research perspective that employs 

deconstructive thought. Where is the basis for social action if everything can be 

deconstructed and there is no stable subject as the foundation for agency? As 

pointed out by Gannon and Davies (2012, p. 81), these types of arguments usually 

rest on the binary division between action-oriented feminism and language-

oriented poststructuralism, the definitions of social activism and emancipation used. 

Taken together from Gannon and Davies’s thought, seeing social action as 

underpinned by grand narratives does not have to be the only option – critique 

inspired by deconstructive and poststructuralist thought enables us to see how 

power operates in constructing subjectivity and by drawing attention to discourse 
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and language and their constitutive force, it makes possible to transform our 

thinking and see how the emphasis put on continuous ‘becoming’ actually entails 

the social, political and personal pursuit of change (Gannon and Davies, 2012, 

p. 81). Moreover, thinking of ‘colonialism’ or ‘patriarchy’ as grand narratives 

would be dangerous because when uprooted from specific locations, they cannot 

be meaningfully investigated and run the risk of obscuring the very relations of 

domination they seek to uncover (Loomba, 2002, p. 19). Loomba further highlights 

the differences of ‘subordinating’ discourses and practices over time and around 

the globe – how colonial methods, images and discourses varied hugely over time 

and place and thus, like the ideology and practices of male domination, are always 

historically, geographically and culturally variable. 

The change and social transformation that Gannon and Davies (2012) refer to 

necessarily becomes possible at the levels of individuals and groups, yet they stress 

that it does not need to be seen as “a step forward in a linear progress narrative 

toward something we might recognize as ‘emancipation’ into which we might relax 

with satisfaction as though we had achieved the social changes we desired” but as 

an ongoing and continuous process of self and societal critique and engagement (p. 

81). Parker (2012, p. 6) has given many examples of approaches that recognize that 

subjects are not ‘free’ in the humanist sense but are still able to retain a sense of 

agency within the structural limits of their historical moment, by which he refers to 

the ambivalent and complex process between subject and discourse that opens 

room for the transformation of subordination into resistance. Building on 

Yeğenoğlu’s (1998, p. 60) analysis of Bhabha’s (1994) colonial ambivalence, 

Parker notes the futility of thinking about the relationship between the Western 

subject and its colonial Other in dualistic terms and thus also seeing oppression and 

agency as a binary opposition. More broadly, this points to the broader frame of 

postmodern thought on agency that disturbs the conventional opposition of 

determinism and autonomy, as noted by Pulkkinen (2000, p. 184).  

I started this thesis by situating difference, language and culture to the core of 

relational subject formation. The research process reflects how I no longer 

understand subjectivity purely in terms of language for which I also think of agency 

from the crossroads of the embodied material and the discursive, as suggested by 

Özkazanc-Pan (2019b). Parker has noted that through the linking of the political 

and epistemological, as done in the postcolonial feminist perspective of agency, we 

may encounter agency as moments of decolonization in embodied locations and 

relations (2012, p. 8). As known, most conceptualizations position agency on 

constitutional identity. Yet, there are varieties of agency, and Spivak (1996b, p. 294) 
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has shown how it can be thought of in relation to responsibility (see also Arnott, 

2001), which does not need to rest on a unified subject or its continuity. Parker 

(2012, p. 7–8) outlines Spivak’s conceptualizations of agency further and suggests 

what has hopefully already been reflected by this thesis – agency that requires 

unlearning the liberal practices of agency and thus “begins with a rejection of the 

presumption that the Other is knowable from the social location of those trained in 

the liberal European secular imaginary” and refuses the appropriation of difference 

into solidarity.  

Thus, as put together by Özkazanc-Pan (2019b, p. 1215), postcolonial feminist 

perspectives tie agency to the problematics of knowing and ethics – theorizing 

“about the possibility of agency in another person is already an ethical endeavour 

that: (i) speaks to notions of personhood; and (ii) derives from a political 

engagement with epistemology or the axioms of knowledge creation”. Thereby, 

thinking about how the agency of the project women is withheld in the project 

reports (through colonial acts of knowing) is in the analysis approached through 

my locatedness as a writing subject (Paper IV). This is not done to reinstall all the 

problematics related to this location but to mark them, track them and question 

them to transform their effects, as worded by Parker (2012, p. 3). Representations 

and constructions of difference shape possibilities for agency. This is important as 

it explains my focus on the concept of representation in this thesis, not as an end 

itself but as a crucial part of working against inequality and discrimination. For 

marginalized groups, representation matters; it may create validation and support 

but it may also lead to further exclusion and marginalization. 

Considering the close affinity between postcolonial theory and 

poststructuralism and the claims that it privileges reading over politics and change 

(Gikandi, 2004), I would say that in this thesis, it is the reading that forms the basis 

for the politics. The idea of deconstruction as I have used it here is not to privilege 

my reading or resolve the contradictions that arise from the text, but rather to 

produce a movement to and from this in-between space that deconstruction creates, 

to put it to work in introducing a different relation (Spivak, 2005). This relation 

challenges the terms of definite knowing and positions research as an ethical 

practice founded on generosity, “a matter of relating to others, relating to difference 

such that knowledge is an active relation rather than a static object”, as suggested 

by Philips, Pullen, and Rhodes (2014, p. 326). Thus, the deconstructive reading has 

been a ‘slow reading’ (Derrida, 1997 cited in Spivak, 2005, p. 100). I connect this 

to Helin’s work (2019a, 2020) entailing insight into slowness in the academic 

practices of reading and writing, which are inseparable. Through Bolous Walker’s 
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(2017) slow philosophy, Helin (2020) writes about reading as a sensuous and 

aesthetic experience, about attentive reading that requires openness not only toward 

Others and otherness but toward literature so that the reading can come to you.  

For this to be possible, my research journey involved a lot of earlier mentioned 

unlearning, particularly unlearning what I have learned from my position within 

the Western tradition of knowledge production “that places the ultimate value on 

rationality, and in academe, where the ‘scientific method’ requires linear 

procedures, systematic reasoning, and stoic objectivity” (Rivera, 2018, p. 450). In 

connection to Spivak’s process of unlearning and articulating my participation in 

the masculine-imperialistic ideological formation of ‘Third World women’ into an 

object of investigation (1999, p. 284, emphasis in the original), I needed to unlearn 

what else other than purely rational, linear and objective ‘good’ research can be 

(Rivera, 2018). For this, I became attuned to thinking with feeling and letting that 

what has affected (moved) me guide my orientation towards research, which meant 

also embracing the messiness that comes with it (Ahmed, 2004, 2006). The 

messiness Ahmed is referring to, also in text and writing, may be hard to accept or 

understand and according to St. Pierre (1997), requires examining the frames with 

which we read the world and respond to Others through “a reading that is 

responsible to the text” (Spivak, 1994, p. 27 cited in St. Pierre 1997, p. 186).  

Coming to writing from this perspective differs significantly from a perspective 

that sees writing as a mere reflection and way of reporting the research process and 

results. Writing as a form of inquiry moves beyond what scholarly work usually 

suggests writing to be – an uncomplicated mechanical intellectual activity 

(Kiriakos and Tienari, 2018; Helin, 2019b) – and entails a deeper acknowledgement 

that research happens through the practice of writing itself (Richardson, 1997, 

2018). “Writing is thinking, writing is analysis, writing is indeed a seductive and 

tangled method of discovery” (St. Pierre, 2018, p. 827). For me, this writing is 

embodied, relational, experimental and vulnerable, striving to be meaningful rather 

than to fill ‘a gap’ (Ahonen et al., 2020). Thinking through the questions posed by 

Grey and Sinclair (2006) and Gibson-Graham (2008) enables me to ask: what am I 

writing for, and what kind of world do I want to participate in building? What is 

my text doing, and what might be the effect of theorizing things this way rather 

than that? It highlights the performative orientation to knowledge (Law and Urry, 

2004; Gibson-Graham, 2008; Steyaert 2011) that I have adopted in this research. 

As suggested by Helin (2020), reading and writing from this perspective are 

inseparable. Thus, the deconstructive reading and writing as inquiry, as used in this 
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thesis, is about opening up possibilities and coming to knowledge through them 

and the creative possibilities they offer (Rivera, 2018).  

While doing (writing) this research, I have experienced joy, momentary 

escapes, states of flow but also anxiety – “a lot of squirming, coming up against all 

sorts of walls” (Anzaldua, 1987, p. 94). When facing a wall and feeling blocked, it 

has always been through reading and writing that I have found new ways of 

thinking and moving forward. I pick up an article or book, or parts of my empirical 

text, and start reading, but simultaneously, I continue writing. Most often this 

‘writing while reading’ produces free-form unfinished memos and notes that take 

me back to the moment of reading with short reflections, drawings, to-do lists, and 

with feelings and embodied sensations. These writings may be about the moment I 

couldn’t hold back tears while reading the harsh background of a single mother 

participating in the project and the instant moment of feeling bad about it and 

contemplating the stain of privilege (and pity?) present in my compassion, the 

experience of the absurdity of me sitting in my office watching the snowstorm 

raging outside while reading of another reality where the whirlwind seems to pick 

up dust and sand instead of snow, about my stomach turning when I read about the 

experience and threat of domestic violence of the project participants, about a 

concept I did not understand, what I thought it could mean and how it could be 

relevant, about a gap between the concept and the ‘reality’ I was reading, about 

newly found areas of discussion this thesis may touch upon. Often these writings 

make connections to my other experiences, the everydayness of life – a hurtful 

comment in a conference, an academic space where I found care and support, the 

day which started with a porridge plate thrown to the wall by my toddler and 

continued according to the forewarning – and the ruptures of that everydayness, 

sudden and more gradual losses, moments where the only thing keeping me in the 

lingering presence was the sharp smell of disinfectant in the hospital corridor.  

One can think of these writings and the more polished papers that grew out of 

and along them as connected nodes that spread into different directions and guided 

me in transitioning to reading towards. This rhizomatic form of writing followed 

different lines without fixed order or core (Steyaert, 2015; Weatherall, 2019). While 

writing the first versions of the papers of this thesis, I did not have a clear plan. Of 

course, with each paper, I had an initial idea, but I was not sure what it was that I 

wanted to say – I did not have my points organized and outlined around a possible 

table of contents, as usually instructed (Richardson, 2018). Writing with a rigid plan 

felt impossible while submerging myself in the process of writing, and letting it 

guide me worked for me. If one looks at the papers of this thesis, one can see how 
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the different lines that I follow overlap, break and reconnect at various points. For 

the sake of this compilation, I have emphasized the points of coincidence, and 

perhaps in doing, so I am at the risk of betraying the process that has guided me. 

Yet, one can say that this writing was guided by a creative analytical practice that 

binds together the writing process and product (Richardson, 2018) and breaks the 

binary between creative and analytical writing (Gannon and Davies, 2012).  

Some of my embodied autoethnographic reflections written during this 

research work are included in the fourth article, and even though such reflections 

are not included in the other three articles, the writing process guiding them was 

very similar. Of course, especially in the first articles, my readings consisted of 

academic texts and my writing focused on understanding them. I see all these 

writings, unfinished and more finished ones, invoked by the deconstructive 

readings of the empirical material or academic texts, to touch upon the ethics of 

representation by pondering the consequences of my writing and different relations 

emerging and affecting this study. Returning to the reflections and notes presented 

in the fourth article, I first thought I could use these as explaining the starting points 

of my inquiry, but I soon realized that they had become an integral part of the 

analysis itself, as explained in the paper. These reflections open up the writing 

process and situate my writing within everything else surrounding the research, not 

only offering critical reflection about myself but showing how one cannot move 

beyond the dualistic representations unaffected but can only get outside of them by 

‘being in-it’, as outlined by Ahmed (2000).  

Reflecting on what’s written above, one can say that I have used deconstructive 

writing as a method of inquiry in two ways, as listed by St. Pierre (2018, p. 829): 

as a method of data creation and a method of data analysis. As she points out, in 

practice, these are not discrete. My free-form research diary entries and notes 

resemble what St. Pierre (1997) calls emotional or sensual data produced in writing 

or the process of writing stories that Richardson (1997) describes. And as already 

pointed out, I also used creative writing as a method of data analysis, letting it guide 

my thinking in unforeseen directions and somewhere else than further codings with 

Nvivo would have made possible. As Yuval-Davis and Stoetzler (2002) argue, what 

is central to transformations and transitions in feminist epistemologies are various 

processes of imagining. For me, these processes of imagining were made possible 

by deconstructive reading and writing.  

St. Pierre (2018, p. 828), together with Richardson, asks “What else might 

writing do except mean?”.  They suggest it can become a ‘field of play’ (Richardson, 

1997), a condition for the possibility of “producing different knowledge and 
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producing knowledge differently” (St. Pierre, 1997, p. 175). In this thesis, writing 

and text become something that touches and moves. The close deconstructive 

reading and writing of the project materials in Paper IV bring out how specific 

gendered and racialized meanings (as normative) are constructed for ‘women’, 

‘entrepreneurship’ and ‘empowerment’ and how power operates in these with 

certain social effects but simultaneously it pays attention to what happens between 

a reader and text and how through embodied deconstructive writing the analysis 

itself is transformed into an encounter that holds the potential to question the nature 

of the relation between the given representation and its original referent and 

therefore enables me to move outside of the dualisms and hierarchies brought 

forward by the text and the research setting. Furthermore, it was the movement that 

happened by allowing the text to touch me that made it possible for me to see how 

opportunities for agency may close and open in unexpected liminal spaces. (Here, 

I use this loose phrasing adapted from Gannon and Davies, 2012, p. 79 for its 

aptness, although it originally refers to their collective biographical work.)  

Thus, the framework and methods of this research aim to show how the 

possibilities for just and ethical encounters with the Other do not only take place 

between human agents and face-to-face meetings but also in the field of text and in 

our writing (Ahmed, 2000; St. Pierre, 2018). Through the presented elements of my 

deconstructive inquiry (which are further detailed in the papers this thesis consists 

of), what I refer to as deconstructive reading and writing can be attached to the 

feminist deconstructive traditions that show how, rather than eliding the body, 

deconstructive approaches can make use of it as a volatile, unstable and inventive 

ground for theorizing around the discursive/textual production of gendered, 

racialized and sexed corporeal subjects (Gannon and Davies, 2012, p. 85).  

Having opened the creative process behind the papers of this thesis, I can 

imagine the reader asking: What is holding me back right now? Why do this 

compilation and the included papers still largely rely on the established academic 

format and style? This research process depicts the journey I have taken in finding 

a writing style that reflects how I engage with the world, yet I have more fully 

embraced this style of writing in pieces that are not part of this thesis. Many of 

them are based on collective writing or writing as a collective, in shared authorship 

that chews the grounds of outcome-oriented competitive scholarly logic (Ahonen 

et al., 2020; Einola et. al., 2021) and touches upon the terms of the membership for 

one’s participation in the community of organization scholars (Höpfl, 2003, 2007; 

Pullen, 2018; Kaasila-Pakanen and Mandalaki, 2022). Writing against the distinct 

rationales that mark out the terms of belonging to this community has on many 
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occasions felt too daring for a PhD researcher (not to mention that during the first 

years of the research, I did not even see the existence of this opportunity). It has 

made me think of the doors I may be closing for myself, of the possibility to develop 

a career in academia. I have been and felt insecure. But I cannot only blame 

pressure coming from outside. My sense of security has been shaken on other fronts, 

which has perhaps made hiding behind the masculine language that so often fails 

us an easier option for me at this time. I have organized my writing in this way as 

I have felt it is a way I can keep together. I am not sure whether I could have done 

it with another storyline. More than I can handle might have leaked in.  

3.5 Further reflections 

Against the backdrop of rising methodological conservatism and the ‘hard science’ 

worldview for social inquiry in the context of increasingly market-oriented 

universities and political regimes (Denzin and Lincoln, 2018; Erickson, 2018), I 

am aware of the criticism that this type of epistemological and ontological position 

may produce. The postcolonial feminist framework of this study does not only 

overcome the Enlightenment heritage for modern science with its foundational 

notion of the humanist knowing subject as an autonomous and stable individual 

self and the singular, correct rational style for doing and representing research 

(Richardson, 1990; Erickson, 2018) but it also recognizes the connections between 

modern science and the universalizing imperialist (Dussel and Ibarra-Colado, 2006; 

Chakrabarty, 2007; Prasad, 1997b; Mir and Mir, 2013) and masculine (Höpfl, 2000; 

Harding, 2011; Phillips et al., 2014) values and violence behind it.  

From a general level of criticism toward postmodern research approaches, I 

can see its opponents claiming it has no place in the science-based research project 

with no evidence-based chains of reasoning and no ‘findings’ but merely 

presentations of scattered assumptions and speculations (Denzin and Lincoln, 

2018). Yet, Richardson (1990) reminds us that the materials researchers use (e.g. 

recorded tapes, field notes, documents, etc.) do not constitute ‘findings’. She 

explains that as part of our research agenda, we fabricate our empirical materials 

into a prose piece – transform interviews, documents and field notes into a 

sociological text in a process that is narratively driven and value-constituting. Thus, 

writing matters – theoretically and practically (Richardson, 1990, p. 9). Regardless 

of a scientist’s willingness to recognize this and their own role as the mediating 

‘human instrument’ (Denzin and Lincoln, 2003) in research, scientific writing, like 
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any writing, can be seen as a sociohistorical construction that depends upon literary 

devices for meaning-making (Richardson, 1990). 

Hesse-Bieber (2012) notes how the positivist paradigm, with its assumptions 

of the value-neutral and objective researcher who can obtain generalized findings 

or universal truths, can offer clear answers to epistemological questions – what 

‘good’ and valid knowledge is and how and by whom it is achieved. As shown, 

postcolonial feminist research design complicates these questions by calling forth 

different knowledge. Even though I have stated my knowledge to be partial and 

situated, that does not mean that I wouldn’t have something to say with it (cf. 

Richardson, 2018). As a subject engaged in research through the outlined 

postcolonial feminist framework and deconstructive reading and writing as a 

method of inquiry, I just do not try to ‘get it right’ but differently contoured 

(Richardson, 2018, p. 820–822) – to open up new possibilities regarding how we 

think of one another and analyse ‘difference’ and ‘differences’ in the study of 

organization.  

Although a move away from the recognized colonial legacies of management 

and organization studies (Frenkel and Shenhav, 2006; Westwood, 2006; Prasad, 

2003; 2012b; Jack and Westwood 2009) is sought after in my research work, I am 

aware of how the chosen postcolonial feminist approach may limit my participation 

in decolonizing management and organization knowledge and methodologies. 

Even though I have strived to broaden the field of ‘textual’ within this research and 

build on the complementary traditions of post- and decolonial feminisms, I do 

realize that my analysis and approach, in general, may still suffer from the 

limitations caused by its Eurocentric theoretical language and limited action-

orientation (Jammulamadaka, Faria, Jack and Ruggunan, 2021, p. 722). Thus, it 

may be seen that I repeat the long ago recognized ‘error’ of postcolonial 

organization scholars (Jack, Westwood, Srinivas and Sardar, 2011, p. 280). Yet, I 

hope that the critical framework further outlined in this chapter has clarified my 

epistemological, methodological and ethical stance towards research and shown my 

commitment to what Bignall (2010) calls ‘postcolonisation’ of organization 

knowledge, which implies a critique and rejection of colonial forms of sociality and 

building new horizons upon non-imperial mutuality.  
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4 Summaries of the original publications  

As presented, this thesis consists of a collection of research papers that attend to 

questions of othering and representing difference in organizational research and 

organizing through a set of theoretical (papers I, II and III) and empirical (Paper 

IV) analyses. While differing in context, focus and questions asked, what binds 

these papers together is their interest in developing articulations of non-exploitative 

difference through deconstructive and postcolonial thought. In what follows, I will 

give an overview of the main points of each of the papers.  

4.1 Paper I: A postcolonial deconstruction of diversity 

management and multiculturalism 

The first publication reflects the starting point of my thesis work and my deep-

seated interest in questions of diversity and difference in organizations. I wrote it 

in 2014 to rethink the concept of multiculturalism in organizations and in the 

research of diversity management by challenging the essentialist and static 

understandings of difference and culture that these uphold. The main argument of 

the paper is that based on multiculturalism, organizational diversity becomes 

represented through simplistic, historically bound, and fixed categorizations of 

identity and culture that reinforce cultural and racial otherness.  

As for many, my initial point of entry to the postcolonial literature is to be 

found in the writings of Edward Said (1978) and Homi Bhabha (1994/2007, 1995, 

1996), whose conceptual resources this paper relies on. As a key figure in the 

formation of postcolonial theory as an academic discipline, Said’s Orientalism 

(1978) of the cultural politics of academic knowledge considers colonialism as a 

discourse of domination (Young, 2001). His analysis showed knowledge 

construction as a particular language attached to various cultural assumptions of 

colonial discourse and, as noted by Ashcroft, Griffits and Tiffin (1989, p. 167), 

offered an influential analysis of the rules that determine postcoloniality and how 

the world was, and continues to be, constructed in the European mind.  

In this paper, I construct a bridge between the current diversity discourse (in 

its devotion to multiculturalism) and the representationalist and universalizing 

logic of ‘knowing the Other’, which is seen in Said’s (1978) analysis of the 

discourse of Orientalism. What I criticize is the way the current multicultural 

emphasis in diversity management oversimplifies culture and sees difference 

through binary lenses as a reflection of some sort of authentic cultural character, 
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thereby reproducing neocolonial assumptions of a stable relation between the 

individual and culture in a given society. Through this lens, we can see how the 

essentialist constructions of culture and cultural diversity have become, and still 

are, ways of domination and control in contemporary organizations.  

Throughout the paper, I emphasize an alternative, emergent relational and 

hybrid understanding of the concept of culture that relies on Bhabha’s (1994/2007, 

1995, 1996) ideas on cultural difference. Bhabha’s work can be seen to contest the 

notion he recognizes to be implicit in Said’s colonial discourse – that power and 

discourse would be possessed entirely by the colonizer (Parry, 2006, p. 47). In his 

writings, Bhabha addresses the profound ambivalences found in the universal 

fixities of colonialist epistemology (on which the identified discourse of cultural 

diversity and multiculturalism also relies) that affect the relationship between the 

colonizer and colonized and thus the functioning of the colonial discourse itself 

(Ashcroft, Griffits and Tiffin, 2006).  

To go beyond the essentialist thought present in the prevailing multicultural 

approach to diversity management, I follow Bhabha’s (2007) thoughts and 

contemplate how borders (between cultures and self and the Other) can be seen as 

liminal and ambivalent spaces that can challenge the fixities and binary system that 

uphold them from within. Theorizing multiculturalism and cultural encounters 

from within these spaces of boundary crossings, an implicit shift from cultural 

diversity to cultural difference takes place, and we can see how cultural authority 

and difference only come into existence at the ambivalent moment of its 

enunciation (Bhabha, 2007, p. 49–50).  

Using the separation Bhabha (1994) makes between cultural diversity and 

cultural difference as two different methods of representing culture, the analysis 

emphasizes how the ambivalence of colonial discourse appears in the cultural 

interpretation in which the production of meaning occurs through a hybrid third 

space (Bhabha, 2007, p. 53). At the borderline encounters that function as cultural 

markers between different individuals and groups, Bhabha’s view presents that 

interpretation is not a simple act of communication between the I and you present 

in the moment – the production of meaning in these encounters requires a third 

space of enunciation, as an unconscious relation, to emerge. Leaning on an 

approach that sees cultural difference (and all cultural statements and systems) 

produced and negotiated in the ambivalent moment of their enunciation, as 

processes of ‘becoming’, helps us to recognize and overcome the problematic 

analytical logic of multiculturalism in diversity scholarship. In addition to that, 

instead of seeing cultural subjects and cultures as something that ‘are’ in an 
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essentialist sense, this perspective draws attention to unsettled, ever-changing 

hybrid subject and object positions formed in the discursive spaces of in-between. 

Thus, also the ‘purity’ of cultures or cultural subjectivities is called into question.  

This paper is titled ‘A postcolonial deconstruction of diversity management 

and multiculturalism’ not only because of its aims to decentre the privileged term 

of cultural diversity/multiculturalism but as Bhabha’s concept of third space can be 

understood to resemble the idea of deferral and difference in Derrida’s différance 

(Derrida, 1991; Hall, 1993; Ashcroft, Griffits and Tiffin, 2004). In the third space, 

cultural meanings and identities always contain the traces of other meanings and 

identities, and culture’s difference is always open to further interpretation (Ashcroft, 

Griffits and Tiffin, 2004, p. 61). Thus, in this text, I approach Bhabha’s third space 

also as a space of supplementarity and resistance.  

In the end, the presented contemplations on culture, subjectivity and otherness 

are identified as crucial for bringing out the complexity of cultural meanings in 

organizations and for destabilizing the dominant homogenizing cultural order that 

reproduces otherness. I suggest that with the presented postcolonial interpretation 

of cultural difference, we can question the fixed cultural positions and revise the 

hegemonic discourses enacted in organizations in order to develop more inclusive 

forms of organizing. The value of this postcolonial perspective for theorizing 

cultural difference in organizations is summarized as formed through its ability to 

(1) reveal the current multicultural agenda as affirming Western hegemony and its 

capitalist interests in the way it implicitly affects the social order in organizations, 

(2) criticize the essentialist and fixed notions of culture and cultural identities most 

often conceptualized through the reductionist dimensions that are most familiar to 

us and (3) recognize flux and hybrid cultural meanings produced in the moment of 

the encounter.  

In all, moving from cultural diversity to cultural difference guides the focus of 

organizational actors and researchers to the interaction taking place in cultural 

encounters, rather than having it on the generalized representations of the Other. 

With the emphasis on the encounters between individuals, the paper develops an 

understanding of how culture occurs in the spaces of in-between, and how cultural 

hierarchies and social norms can become challenged through the continuous 

(re)production of hybrid subjectivities and cultural meanings produced in language 

and interaction. 
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4.2 Paper II: The Other reading 

The second publication is a joint work with my supervisor Vesa Puhakka. It 

continues to build on the possibilities of deconstructive thought outlined in the first 

publication. In this paper, we write of postcolonial deconstruction as an analytical 

strategy and contemplate its possible use value in entrepreneurship research 

through our own experiences of the first close readings of the empirical material of 

this study.  

In terms of the broader goals of this thesis, this paper positions us as researchers 

and the research we produce in the webs of historical and contemporary power 

relations that govern the material and conceptual representations of different groups 

of people in this world. It outlines our complicity in the practices we criticize 

(Spivak, 1981b, 1988a, 1990) and discusses the formation of meaning (possibilities 

for knowledge) and authorship from deconstructive premises. As deconstructive 

elements are present in each of the papers of this thesis, although with deviating 

emphases, this paper describes some of the underlying assumptions of my 

postcolonial research approach – the theoretical and conceptual insights of 

deconstruction and outlines the starting point, which later made it possible for me 

to revise my thought on what can I do with a text as research material and a way of 

engaging with the social world. 

This paper was mostly written during my second year of doctoral studies in 

2016, when I had initial but not yet full access to the Fund’s materials. Looking 

back on it, I would reword some parts of this text, especially the ones that outline 

our relation to the materials we analyse and unlearning our privilege. In addition, 

there is a spelling mistake in the headline of the text where the Other is spelt with 

a small ‘o’. There is also a part in the text where we talk of ‘polyphonic knowledge’. 

Due to its connotation to interpretive approaches and polysemia (indicating many 

recoverable meanings in one), I would now be more careful to stay within wordings 

that are aligned with the disseminating effects of deconstruction (Calás and 

Smircich, 1991, p. 570) and its endless possibilities for other meanings in 

entrepreneurship discourse. Nevertheless, this paper reflects my initial readings of 

deconstruction that led me to the postcolonial feminist discussions through the 

writings of Gayatri Spivak. 

The translator’s preface to Of Grammatology (Derrida, 1976) was one of the 

first texts of Spivak that I encountered, and this made me more curious about her 

later articulations of the relationship between poststructuralism, feminism and 

postcolonial discourse. My alignment with postcolonial analysis and especially 
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Spivak’s interpretations of Derrida’s thoughts have necessarily coloured my 

understanding of deconstruction in this research. Yet that is not the sole reason why 

we chose to speak of postcolonial deconstruction in this paper. As identified by 

Young (2001), there are certain ‘threads’ to be found in Derrida’s writings – unlike 

other philosophers, he does not write of ‘philosophy’ but of ‘western philosophy’, 

of whiteness, justice and injustice, otherness, margins and decentering.  

Metaphysics – the white mythology which reassembles and reflects the culture 

of the West: the white man takes his own mythology, Indo-European mythology, 

his own logos, that is, the mythos of his reason, for the universal form of that 

he must still wish to call Reason. Which does not go uncontested. … White 

mythology–metaphysics has erased within itself the fabulous scene that has 

produced it, the scene that nevertheless remains active and stirring, inscribed 

in white ink, an invisible design covered over in the palimpsest.  

 Derrida (1982, p. 213) quoted in Young (2001, p. 412).  

Although Derrida’s work has often been appropriated into the canons of Anglo-

American academia without emphasis on the inherent criticism of Western 

ethnocentrism in it, or considerations of deconstruction as a procedure for 

intellectual and cultural decolonization (Young, 2001, p. 416), it is these reasons 

why we chose here to call it ‘postcolonial’. 

In the paper, we argue that through our theoretical positionality, we are deeply 

intertwined in the power relations of knowledge production and that without open 

acknowledgement of our complicity in this process, the research we do may end up 

perpetuating unreflectively produced assumptions and inequalities between 

different groups of people within entrepreneurship discourse. Thus, we note that 

postcolonial deconstruction implies constant self-vigilance of the researcher’s role 

in maintaining the dominant social formations.  

Through the theoretical insights of postcolonial deconstruction, we urge 

entrepreneurship scholars to open their eyes to the power of the prevailing 

discourses of entrepreneurship – to question the boundaries and taken-for-granted 

assumptions of entrepreneurship research, what has been included and excluded 

from this research and from which meta-theoretical positions these inclusions and 

exclusions have taken place. We point out that being multiple, generative and 

partial, postcolonial deconstruction offers not only a possibility for a critique of 

origin but a way out of the closure of knowledge.  
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4.3 Paper III: Close encounters: Creating embodied spaces of 

resistance to marginalization and disempowering 

representation of difference in organization 

As noted, this paper is the result of my epistemological struggle and finding a way 

to work with and relate to my empirical material. It is a paper that developed out of 

the various close encounters I have had the privilege to experience during my 

doctoral journey. These encounters introduced a different academia to me. One 

filled with care, passion and solidarity based on corporeal connections and shared 

desire for ways of knowing that resist the dominant patriarchal social order and its 

disembodied rationality that guides the common understanding of what knowledge 

is and how it should be produced.  

If poststructuralist feminists have brought out the masculine interests and 

meanings of the Enlightenment’s principles of “the human, the good, progress, 

social welfare, and economic growth, as well as of objectivity, rationality, good 

method, and what counted as important scientific problems” (Harding, 1998, 

p. 149), it is the third world, black and postcolonial feminisms that have noted and 

explicated the connections between race, class and gender and offered us an 

understanding of the inherent whiteness and place of Western scholarship in the 

global hegemony (Mohanty, 2003). Thereby, this paper takes advantage of the 

different epistemological routes offered by postcolonial feminisms to consider the 

notion of difference and the production of otherness in organization. It does so by 

focusing on embodied encounters in postcoloniality and specifying their relevance 

to the discussions on corporeal ethics and diversity in organizations.  

As mentioned in the first paper of this thesis, in postcolonial analysis, thinking 

through borders and boundary crossings is common. So is thinking through bodies, 

though the postcolonial organization literature rarely reflects this (the exception 

being the recent special issue ‘Gender, Bodies and Identities in Organizations: 

Postcolonial Critiques’ published in Gender, Work and Organization, 28(5), 2021, 

of which this text is also a part of). As the ‘differences’ of postcolonial subjects by 

which they can be ‘othered’ are most immediately felt and found in the superficial 

attributes of their bodies and voices, and as how people are perceived by their 

physical appearance still affects their treatment in society and work life (Ashcroft, 

Griffits and Tiffin, 2004, 2006, p. 289), bringing the body and embodied 

perspectives to the focus of postcolonial organization analysis is not only necessary 

but vital.  
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 Therefore, the question guiding the analysis of this paper was: ‘What would 

become visible for organization scholars if we would think difference through 

corporeal encounters in postcoloniality?’. In the paper, I attach to the long-standing 

tradition of postcolonial feminist critiques of representation in organizations studies 

but frame the questions of representing difference in nexus with recent discussions 

on embodied ethics in organizations and from a viewpoint constructed around a 

concept of close encounter derived from Sara Ahmed’s (2000) and Gayatri Spivak’s 

(1996a, 1999) work. The concept of close encounter tightly attaches subjects and 

subjectivities to the corporeal relations, to the pre-rational experience of another 

person’s singularity or concrete particularity and thus also shows the constant 

presence of a deconstructive awareness in it. 

The close encounter illustrates how difference and ethics emerge through 

material relations between bodies that unfold in different times, places and spaces. 

Thereby, this paper provides an alternative epistemological position to imagine 

ethical subjectivities through which withdrawal from the essentialist 

representations that guide our understanding of difference in organizations is 

possible and resistance to the dominant identity categorizations can take place, 

making learning from others possible. Acknowledging the limitations, particularity 

and responsibility of intersubjective encounters in postcoloniality, the concept of 

close encounter functions to create conditions of possibility for engaging with 

others in a way that gives and is generous (Diprose, 1996, 2002; Ahmed, 2000).  

The implications relevant for organizational research and practice from this 

analysis focus on rethinking the basis of feminist alliances, participative 

epistemologies and difference in postcoloniality. In more detail, the concept of 

close encounter (1) complicates the notion of interembodiment as solely inclusive 

and thus guides attention to the productive discomfort that is needed to create 

generous and responsible encounters, which enable forming affective feminist 

alliances through differently situated bodies in postcoloniality, (2) reminds us of 

how generous encounters may also need ‘strategic silence’ to decentre privileged 

epistemologies, and (3) suggests understanding difference as a dynamic relation, 

which at the end highlights the need for institutional transformation through the 

productive discomfort and open discussions about inequalities and racism in 

contemporary organizations. 
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4.4 Paper IV: A close encounter: Becoming the Other–woman–

entrepreneur 

The fourth paper is again a joint work with my supervisor Vesa Puhakka. The paper 

reflects the broader goal of this thesis to attempt to think, work and find alternative 

meanings in the spaces of in-between – more specifically, in-between the analysis 

of (postcolonial) bodies and text, without discarding either. Through our 

postcolonial feminist approach, we seek to challenge the binarism of 

corporeal/linguistic and thereby textual and embodied analysis notably regarding 

the nexus of gender and race in organizational analysis. Therefore, in this study, we 

put the concept of close encounter to work and explore its possibilities to expand 

both the theories and methods of critical entrepreneurship studies that address 

questions of difference and responsibility. 

In analysing archival data of a women’s development program in Uganda from 

a nexus of critiques of development management and discussions on the 

empowering potential of entrepreneurship in organizing for social change, we use 

the concept of close encounter to (1) bring out how the process of othering 

functions as an important part of becoming both ‘woman’ and ‘entrepreneur’ 

(adhering to the social norms attached to these notions) in the analysed context, and 

(2) find new ways of analysing representations in connection with questions of 

material corporeality and affectivity (and other possible becomings) through 

embodied writing.  

The analysis aims to accomplish a more nuanced understanding of the 

contradictory role of development-driven micro-entrepreneurship initiatives in the 

Global South. In so doing, we outline how the creation of entrepreneurial subjects 

is entangled in gendered and neocolonial relations of power and how the identified 

representation paradoxically takes part in reproducing global disparities by 

silencing and objectifying the ones it seeks to empower. The specific contribution 

of this paper to the critical theory of entrepreneurship comes from introducing the 

concept of close encounter as one possible way of approaching and deconstructing 

the all-enabling grand narrative of entrepreneurship from a novel epistemological 

perspective that emphasizes the mobility and situatedness of subjectivity and, 

therefore, also difference and inequalities.  

In more detail, the analysis shows how, in the context of international 

development, the discourses of entrepreneurship and empowerment are employed 

in constructing and reproducing not only particular types of entrepreneurial 

subjects but ‘Third World women’ as a social category (Mohanty, 2003) through 
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epistemic violence (Spivak, 1988a). By showing and disrupting the authority at 

play in the text (Ahmed, 2000; Spivak, 1993), we seek to dismantle the recognized 

epistemic violence of the binary representations (the process of othering) that 

displace the women’s agency and, in that event, the women as subjects (Spivak, 

1997). The analysis reflects how we can be moved and touched by an-other, whom 

we cannot represent, by being open to their (non-)presence (Ahmed, 1997).  

The analysis contributes to the discussions about the role and complexity of 

micro-entrepreneurship in advocating women’s empowerment in international 

development by highlighting the gendered and neocolonial dimensions of the 

discourse of entrepreneurship and empowerment. In doing so, it suggests three 

areas of reflection that can affect the future lines of this inquiry.  

First, by creating awareness of the silencing effects of the discourses of 

entrepreneurship and empowerment, it draws attention to the voice and 

(in)visibilities of particular groups of people within entrepreneurship research and 

focuses our attention on the possibilities and restrictions of knowing and opening 

the discourse for various other non-oppressive and differentially positioned 

entrepreneurial identities. Second, and continuing with the previous point and 

understanding more of the inclusions and exclusions of entrepreneurship discourse, 

it urges us to think not only to whom the notion of the entrepreneur is applied but 

how it is applied and with what kind of ethico-political consequences. The paper 

highlights how the concrete and abstract relations that tie people together in this 

world could be seen as the ground for responsibility and accountability towards 

others. Third, the analysis encourages us to imagine new possibilities for 

researching entrepreneurship through theories and methodologies that work within 

the spaces of ‘in-between’ to advance a critical theory of entrepreneurship that can 

resist different forms and modes of gendered and raced oppression. Addressing the 

questions of difference and responsibility in entrepreneurship research through 

close encounter allows for encounters that take place outside the binary logic that 

produces immobilizing conditions for others through knowledge and connects the 

produced representations to the positionality of the author.  
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5 Discussion and concluding reflections  

The research papers of this thesis reflect the potential of postcolonial and 

postcolonial feminist engagement to recognize and address the continuing cultural, 

racial and gender marginalization through othering in the field of organization 

studies and the practice of organizing. In Chapter 2, building on the critical 

literature on diversity and difference, I recognized that many theorizations guiding 

our understanding of difference are based on exploitative frameworks that hinder 

the possibility to think about not only the role of power, privilege and ethics in 

analysing difference but the possibilities to encounter and see the complexity, 

multiplicity and shifting nature of the subjects involved. To overcome these 

limitations in this study, I have leaned on the insights of critical diversity 

scholarship and postcolonial and postcolonial feminist theorizing, which has 

revealed that when difference is approached with a mindset that sees language as 

transparent and reflective, it can and has been used to reduce its Others into mere 

objects of Western knowledge (Spivak, 1990). Grewal and Kaplan (1994, p. 16) 

note that it is exactly in these types of theories and approaches where we can see 

the relationship between postcolonial, transnational and centre-periphery by the 

way the particularities (of difference) are masked in favour of the universal 

categories.  

The analysis provided in the four research papers has revealed how 

constructions of difference operate in processes of othering. I have shown how 

othering may function through diversity management based on multiculturalist 

thought, which simplifies the notion of culture and positions difference through 

binary lenses as something that could reflect an authentic cultural character and 

thus separate one from the other (Paper I). In the empirical part of the thesis, I have 

brought forward how, in the quest to legitimize the project, the reporting schemes 

of development management produce a discourse of entrepreneurship and 

empowerment embedded in gendered and racialized othering where essentialized 

differences are put to work (Paper IV). In Paper III, I have focused on outlining an 

epistemological position that allows one to withdraw from those essentialist 

representations that most often guide our understanding of difference. Papers II and 

III reflect more broadly my attempts to rethink self-other relations through the 

framework outlined in this study and, like the other two papers, highlight the role 

of unreflective research practices in processes of othering.  

Acknowledging that there is no simple answer to the problem of othering, in 

this thesis, I have centred my attention on encounters as sites of engagement, of 
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responsibility and ethics, from which new articulations of difference may rise and 

function as a basis for more equitable organizational and research practice that 

enhances belonging. Thus, they may also work against processes of othering, social 

marginalization and inequality.  

In Paper I, I suggest that it is by focusing our attention on actual cultural 

encounters by which we can understand the complexity of cultural meanings and 

difference in organizations without essentializing or estranging them from the 

context in which they were produced. In Paper II, I describe the first encounter I 

experienced with the project texts and thoughts deriving from it for outlining 

pathways towards more responsible knowledge production. Paper III reflects a 

more developed notion of the type of an encounter that I see as holding the potential 

to be generous and that could function as a basis for more ethical engagement with 

difference in the field of management and organization studies. Not without its 

challenges, Paper IV seeks to put this type of encounter into action and produce 

knowledge through acknowledging my own social location based on privileged 

relations with others but without fixing dualistic self-other categorizations (the 

identity of the project women or myself). 

As the specific contributions of each research paper are reflected and outlined 

in the papers themselves and have already been touched upon in the summaries 

provided in the previous chapter, in this follow-up, I will focus on the broader view 

that the combination of papers offers for studying difference, diversity and 

inequality in the field of management and organization studies from a critical 

perspective (Ahmed and Swan, 2006; Zanoni, Janssens, Benchop and Nkomo, 2010; 

Ahonen, Tienari, Meriläinen and Pullen, 2014; Özkazanc-Pan and Calás, 2015; 

Jack, 2015; Pullen, Vachhani, Gagnon and Cornelius, 2017). I share Janssens and 

Zanoni’s (2021) thoughts on the pressing need to produce diversity research that 

matters for social change, and the challenges that we, as a scholarly community, 

have faced in this. Thus, in the following five sections, I highlight the relevance of 

the rather theoretical or philosophical ideas presented in this thesis to real life, 

which is needed to engage in and operationalize social change towards justice and 

equality (Pullen, Vachhani, Gagnon and Cornelius, 2017, p. 452). Within these 

reflective sections, I also present relevant pathways for future research and continue 

to critically evaluate the challenges and limitations of my work. 

The last sections of this thesis focus on four closely related remarks made in 

this thesis. The first one is theoretical – thinking difference through encounters has 

led me to define difference as a dynamic relation of in-between. The second one is 

methodological – it considers the possibilities of exploring this relation through 
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creative deconstructive thought. The third one is political – if difference is 

rethought as a dynamic relation, it carries significance not only for confronting 

inequality and processes of othering in organizations and practices of research but 

for the organization of collective action and transnational feminist alliances in 

academia. The fourth one is pedagogical – thinking through encounters points to a 

pathway from engaged research to engaged pedagogy.  

5.1 Difference rethought 

Theorizing difference through encounters expands, complicates and challenges the 

current theorizations of difference in management and organization studies through 

a historical, relational and embodied perspective. The postcolonial feminist 

perspective chosen in this study helps us to see difference as a dynamic relation and 

not as an ontological character of an encountered person. This in itself is not new 

for diversity scholars who build on the relational or processual view of 

subjectivities, but when we consider enmeshed relations of difference (of gender, 

race, sexuality, class and beyond) as materializing through encounters between 

different people and position these encounters to the larger economic and societal 

context, we may see how these relations maintain the context itself. This focus on 

the relationships between different forms of inequality, oppression and globalized 

economic and social structures is what the previous postcolonial and transnational 

feminist organization literature has emphasized (Mirchandani and Butler, 2006; 

Leonard, 2010; Kalonaityte, 2010; Calás and Smircich, 2011; Özkazanc-Pan and 

Calás, 2015; Özkazanc-Pan, 2020).  

This study extends this view by adding the dimension of ‘in-between’ to these 

conceptualizations and encounters from which relations of difference emerge and 

in which they are constantly renegotiated and created anew. Both the concept of a 

third space (used in Paper I) and close encounters (used in papers III and IV) point 

towards this space of in-betweenness where spatio-temporal splits occur and enable 

an understanding of the encounter at hand as enclosing a history of encounters. 

Thus, difference can be thought of as emerging relationally in encounters that 

unfold in various times and spaces. The concept of the third space focuses on this 

différential space-time more as a dialogical site and the concept of close encounters 

as an embodied site also articulated in embodied writing.  

In this study, I have moved towards conceptualizing difference through 

historical, political and social processes that frame our encounters with others 

(Ahmed, 2000; Swan, 2016). Thinking through encounters allows for what Holvino 
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(2010, p. 264) has stated as the specificity of concrete bodies and histories to enter 

and begin reshaping organizational theory and practice. This contributes to a non-

exploitative understanding of difference (Fleischmann et al., 2022) and towards 

understanding and studying difference in the broader context of its creation 

(Özkazanc-Pan, 2019a) and as an epistemological and ethico-political project 

(Ahonen et al., 2014; Westwood, 2015). Processes of othering block opportunities 

for open and generous encounters with others. Seeing relations of difference from 

the viewpoint of encounters will not wipe out inequalities in organizations but 

makes it possible to work against the processes that produce essentialized identities 

and difference that separates and excludes.  

This study relates to those viewpoints that recognize the significance of 

sustainable and socially just encounters and relational engagement with others and 

emphasize that mere inclusion of traditionally marginalized groups in the 

workplace is not enough (Ghorashi and Sabelis, 2013; Nkomo, 2014; Pullen and 

Rhodes, 2014; Tyler, 2019; Özkazanc-Pan, 2019a; Tyler and Vachhani, 2021). 

Insights about belonging have been suggested to offer a way forward from the 

recognized problematics of inclusion, but the notion of belonging and its power 

effects remain under-theorized (Georgiadou et al., 2021, p. 1720). As belonging is 

a result of the intentional action-driven creation of spaces and sites (Özkazanc-Pan, 

2019a), an interesting opportunity for diversity scholars seems to lie in examining 

the politics and ethics of belonging, which postcolonial feminist perspectives make 

possible. Earlier, I explained the term through Yuval-Davis’ (2006b; 2011) 

definition. Building on that, future research could focus on the processes that 

maintain, reproduce and challenge the boundaries of belonging in specific 

communities, on the nature of these boundaries and exploring what belonging in a 

specific context and community entails and requires from its members (its social, 

material and affective realms). To think that difference emerges out of encounters 

offers an opportunity to analyse how notions of membership are performed and 

(re)produced in different organizational settings, simultaneously performing and 

(re)producing notions of the dominant and marginal. More research is needed to 

vocalize the relation between formations of difference and questions of 

membership but also on thinking about the conditions and experiences of multiple 

belongings so that we can better understand different orientations and multiple 

solidarities (May, 2013) emerging in the workplace. 
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5.2 Creative deconstructive thought 

As seen, difference is often thought of and built in dualistic terms through a binary 

logic that results in polarized ideas that go beyond ‘us’ and ‘them’ and also touch 

upon the divisions between material and textual worlds. In order to understand 

processes of othering and constructions of difference, I have worked towards a view 

that incorporates both embodied and textual analysis, or more precisely, through 

deconstructive reading and writing that sees these as intertwined (Paper IV). This 

adds to the existing literature on feminist deconstructive strategies in organization 

studies (Bowring, 2004; Calás and Smircich, 1991; Holvino, 1996; Kark and 

Waismel-Manor, 2005; Martin, 1990; Runte and Mills, 2004; Verduijn and Essers, 

2013) by deploying a notion of embodied deconstruction that goes beyond the 

traditional view on the text. Embodied deconstruction opens new opportunities to 

analyse representations in connection with questions of materiality and affectivity. 

It also highlights the potential of embodied affective encounters to create 

responsibility for the Other and thus outline their ethical potentiality. Further, it 

urges one to reimagine the possibilities of creative reading and writing as a method 

of inquiry for organizational research and knowing differently.  

Referring to Jack, Westwood, Srinivas and Sardar’s call (2011, p. 289) and their 

observation of limited attention given to perspectives combining the broad domain 

of gender studies and feminist theory into postcolonial analysis, this study also 

broadens the field of postcolonial organizational analysis by engaging in embodied 

analysis that considers the transnational connections of different locales that this 

study touches upon. Although clearly present in the postcolonial literature, the role 

of the body, affects and embodied analyses of difference and its production have 

received little attention within the field of postcolonial organization studies. Also, 

examinations that have taken embodiment as a framework for the analysis of 

gender relations in organizations have been recognized as ‘colonizing’ bodily 

accounts by overlooking ‘othered’ identities (Georgiadou et al., 2021, p. 1720). 

Jammulamadaka, Faria, Jack and Ruggunan (2021, p.732) note the importance of 

recognizing the knowledge that exists and is produced in reflexive praxis of 

interembodiments for decolonizing management and organization knowledge. 

They suggest that for knowing and living ‘otherwise’ and for recognizing, 

mitigating and healing the violence and wounds of colonial projects on gendered 

and racialized bodies, the productive centre of future (post-) and decolonial work 

lies ‘in’ the body and realm of affect (p. 732).  
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From a methodological perspective, this study has taken a small step towards 

that. With these contributions noted, it is obvious that decolonizing diversity 

research does not rely on methodological solutions. The problem is epistemological 

(Greedharry et al. 2020). Postcolonial feminist work redirects organization scholars 

towards challenging those epistemological assumptions that uphold fixed 

difference and hegemonic regimes of representation. But as noted by Greedharry, 

Ahonen and Tienari (2020, p. 16–17), colonial logic is profoundly difficult to resist 

and often continues to work even in analyses that are sensitive to questions of 

colonial epistemology and explicitly aim to dissolve Western categories of 

difference. Thus, despite my epistemological contemplations and theoretical and 

methodological choices, my detachment from the colonial episteme is incomplete 

and I acknowledge that in many ways, I am trapped within the epistemic context 

and discourse I criticize. Yet, I see that these contradictories may be productive and 

that participating, even if partially, in the epistemic change that is needed to 

understand the complex processes that produce difference and inequality is crucial 

in working towards social change and part of the constant decolonizing-

recolonizing dynamics that we live and do research in (Jammulamadaka et al., 2021, 

p. 731).  

Thereby, future research on the processes of social differentiation and 

marginalization should pay special attention to deconstructing the colonial logic 

that guides current research. In general, further contemplation is needed on how 

organization research takes part in knowledge production that both maintains and 

reproduces prevailing societal hierarchies but can also disrupt them.  From the 

perspective of this study, questions related to affects are connected to thinking 

about the ethics and politics of belonging, as outlined in the previous section. 

Belonging is not only social and material but an affective – or what some call 

emotional – experience that arises from a sense of recognition, acceptance and 

appreciation. As belonging is guided by certain affective regimes that promote 

particular orientations and behaviours, it can remain expressive and not felt by 

diverse Others within predominantly white institutions and societies whose 

affective regimes are not shared by everyone. Therefore, the affective regimes (and 

their possible connection to colonial thought) that play a part in the ethics and 

politics of belonging in specific contexts could be a valuable direction for future 

research to better understand the challenges and opportunities in moving towards 

equality in organizations.  
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5.3 Organization of collective action and transnational feminist 

alliances in academia 

Thinking difference through encounters positions it as the ground from which 

transnational feminist alliances based on transversal politics can take place. Yuval-

Davis’ (1997, 1999) transversal politics challenges any simplistic assumptions of 

common oppressions or forming a unitary feminist agenda for organization studies 

scholars but emphasizes the potentiality of feminist alliances and epistemic 

communities that exist and dialogue across difference and complex social realities 

and struggles. Transversalism speaks to the question relevant for the theorizations 

presented in this thesis – how to form effective politics in a framework that 

considers deconstructionist ideas as valid? Formulating her response to this, Yuval-

Davis (1997, p. 126) returns to Spivak (1991, p. 65):  

Deconstruction does not say anything against the usefulness of mobilizing 

unities. All it says is that because of it is useful it ought not to be 

monumentalized as the way things really are. 

This reflects the basics of strategic essentialism (Spivak, 1990) which, from the 

perspective of this thesis, becomes a necessary condition for collective action based 

on difference as a dynamic relation of in-between. Strategic essentialism implies 

accepting the notion of anti-essentialist identities and yet still strategically acting 

according to the essentialist view for mobilizing alliances to achieve political 

change. In transversal politics, this means retaining the boundaries between 

different collectives as flexible and open enough to refuse exclusionary politics and 

yet enabling collective political action (Yuval-Davis, 1997).  

Transversal politics that thinking through encounters works towards recognizes 

individuals’ different positionings and thus how knowledge based on just one 

positioning is always ‘unfinished’, as in this study. It also recognizes the differential 

power positions among individuals but encompasses these differences with equal 

respect and recognition of each individual (Yuval-Davis, 1999, p. 95, 98). It warns 

about the earlier identified problematics inherent in multiculturalist and identity 

politics through which certain individuals may see themselves as representatives of 

their communities possessing an ‘authentic’ voice. Yuval-Davis emphasizes that in 

transversal feminist politics and alliances formed in its name, “it is the message, 

not the messenger that counts” (1999, p. 96). In other words, thinking through 

encounters highlights that the boundaries of the alliances from which feminist 

politics arise should not be dependent on who we are but on what we want to 
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achieve based on shared values and goals that enable solidarity (Yuval-Davies, 

1997).  

Owing to the rise and insights of black and postcolonial critiques of the white 

Eurocentric tendencies of feminist scholarship in the 1970s, solidarity has become 

a crucial term for facilitating feminist politics that takes difference into account 

(Littler and Rottenberg, 2021). Contemporary discussions on feminist solidarity in 

organization studies are thriving (Wickström et al., 2021; Fleischmann et al., 2022). 

Solidarity is seen as a form of feminist organizing (Vachhani and Pullen, 2019; 

Wickström et al., 2021) that can be seen both as a precondition for and the effect 

of working across and through intersectional differences to challenge and transform 

the norms and structures that allow sexism, racism, LGBTIQ discrimination, 

economic and many other forms inequality and marginalization to take place. 

Through various theoretical perspectives feminist solidarity can be understood as 

an intentional and collective (Özkazanc-Pan, 2019b; Wickström et al., 2021), 

flexible (Pullen et al., 2021), affective, embodied and ethically oriented (Vachhani 

and Pullen, 2019; Fotaki, 2022; Tyler, 2019), non-benevolent (Romani et al. 2019; 

Fleischmann et al., 2022) and situated oppositional (Vieta and Heras, 2022) practice.  

This research and thinking difference through encounters positions feminist 

solidarity as a liminal practice. Echoing Minh-ha’s (1992) quote that I started this 

writing process with, I suggest that solidarity can be thought of as working at the 

limit of several categories, in the border space that prevents us from falling into the 

exclusionary and oppositional thinking of ‘us and them’. This space of in-between 

can be created with tranversal principles of collective action based on close 

encounters and a dialogue that both builds on the knowledge of one’s own 

positioning and is willing to emphasize and respect that of others. 

Building from the perspective of encounters that encompass and consider 

space-times other than the one at hand, thinking about the space-time of solidarity 

would be an intriguing avenue for future research that could enrich our 

understanding of the formation of feminist politics. Kouki and Chatzidakis (2022) 

analyse the temporalities and spatialities of movement organizing, but from a 

different angle I am thinking. Inspired by Tazzioli and Walters’s (2019) research in 

the field of migration studies and based on their conceptualization of space-time of 

solidarity, the analysis would focus on thinking how the political dialogue and 

memory of struggles travel over time – how practices of solidarity enacted in 

specific places and times in history become shared, reactivated and thought anew 

in present-day encounters between people.  



93 

5.4 From engaged research to engaged pedagogy 

In this research, I have emphasized the role of engagement in research particularly 

for the perspective it offers for distancing one from the categorical logic of diversity 

research and the resultant management of differences. The politics of engagement 

as outlined in this study is based on one’s willingness to reach out towards a 

concrete Other through the principles of postcolonial feminist ethics. Theorizing 

and writing through relating, caring and connecting, as earlier described, reflects 

more broadly embodied ways of engaging with the social world (Georgiadou et al., 

2021), and thus engaged research practice intersects with that of teaching. So, what 

might thinking through encounters mean in the classroom? How to enhance 

learning through and about alternative ways of understanding difference and 

inequalities and relating to one another in a context of the assessment- and 

outcome-driven business school?    

Recognizing disciplinary expectations and conventions, which students also 

seem to adopt quickly and assume are followed by their teachers, rethinking 

teaching practices in educational organizations, which are feeling the pressure of 

the regulatory practices of neoliberalism (Denzin and Giardina, 2017), has its 

challenges. Fotaki and Prasad (2015, p. 556) state that although businesses are both 

involved in and affected by escalating societal inequalities, the topic of inequality 

has been largely ignored in business schools (or compartmentalized as relevant only 

for critical management studies or feminist communities) as the tendency of 

management educators to rely on orthodox economic perspectives in constructing 

the curriculum and teaching philosophies. Also, Benschop (2021, p. 2) echoes this 

and marks how feminist organization theories develop alternative value systems 

that emphasize how organizations bear responsibility for social justice, equality, 

solidarity and care for others, but in the context of capitalist business organizing, 

which is what elite business schools reproduce, these are often merely judged as 

exotic rather than as a real alternative.  

The conventional approaches to academic teaching focus on the rational, 

disembodied and linear production and consumption of knowledge (Mandalaki, 

van Amsterdam and Daou, 2022). Like hooks (1994), Mandalaki, van Amsterdam 

and Daou (2022, p. 245) suggest that these practices uphold the mind-body split, 

leaving out the affective body and disconnecting it from the course content and 

materials resembling what hooks (p. 13) calls ‘an assembly-line approach’ to 

learning and teaching. This assembly-line standardizes knowledge to be mass-
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delivered to student-customers and alongside this, it devalues students and teachers 

in an equal manner (Kostera and Strauß, 2022, p.185).  

Teaching, like research, is performative and political, and to embrace this, 

issues of engagement and reciprocity in the classroom should be considered (hooks, 

1994). hooks’ view on engaged pedagogies, which I find augmenting the idea of 

engaged research and knowledge, outlines the role of respect, responsibility and 

vulnerability in the classroom, and the will and desire to share and respond, even if 

full mutual recognition between a student and teacher would not be possible at a 

particular point of time (hooks, 1994, p. 13). These principles speak against a 

distanced student-teacher relationship composed by the assembly-line, and they 

entail a focus on creating and fostering relations that reinforce care, not only for 

others, but for the self. It has taken time for me to learn to enter the classroom as 

‘whole’ and not as a ‘disembodied spirit’ (hooks, 1993, p. 60). Yet, having the 

courage to not distancing yourself and giving yourself fully in front of a lecture hall 

with 150 students might be a daunting and sometimes ungrateful task, where 

reciprocity does not always prosper and vulnerability shows its potential for both, 

caring compassionate connections and painful feelings of shame and distress.  

Despite this and the challenges created by institutional circumstances, engaged 

pedagogy in postcoloniality that this research puts forward directs the focus to 

forming pedagogical spaces informed by different aspects of social justice from 

which open learning culture and a sense of belonging and legitimacy within the 

discipline and classroom can arise, especially for currently underrepresented 

students. For a teacher, this means returning to the logic that binds response and 

responsibility together in our classroom encounters and critically reflecting – and 

mobilizing this reflective capability in students – towards whom we may have 

responsibility in the practices of learning and knowing that we collectively engage 

in. It also entails staying vigilant about the ways one talks about and represents 

difference with students so as not to reinforce existing divisions. The perspective 

grounds learning in reciprocate dialogical and embodied relations created in the 

classroom and takes into account the problematics related to recognizing students’ 

positionings along relations of difference, inequalities and privilege and how these 

connect to questions of representation, voice, silence and possibilities to know.  

5.5 Coming to an end 

This thesis has offered novel ways to think about difference, processes of othering 

and inequality in various contexts of organizing. Research on difference in 
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organization studies has not traditionally taken into consideration the particularity 

of those encounters in which it is constructed. In this study, I understood difference 

as relational, social and material, as a process of ‘becoming’ with spatio-temporal 

dimensions. This study entailed a wide array of movements across organizational 

discussions, philosophical positions, postcolonial feminist perspectives, 

geographical locales, proximity and distance. The collection of the presented essays 

is the result of these movements, which I have sought to embrace despite the 

complexity and messiness they bring to my work. I could have taken a more 

focused approach right from the beginning of the research, but for recognizing the 

complexity of the research setting and the subject itself, I decided to remain open 

and affected by the lived experience of doing this research and letting it guide me 

to different paths in developing my understanding of difference and inequalities.  

Considering diversity practitioners working in-between the demands of social 

responsibility and organizational constraints, I suggest that by thinking through 

encounters, we can better understand the formation of inequalities in organizational 

contexts not by focusing only on individual biases and prejudices but on systemic 

structures (i.e. the combination of organizational or public policies and practices 

and cultural representations) that undetectably support the privilege of dominant 

groups that hold societal power. Thinking back on our past, the perspective of this 

study suggests that organizational actors should consider the basis of and how they 

use their (gender, class, race, heterosexual, cis, and ability-related) privilege, 

encouraging vigilance to the reproduction of ignorance, exclusion and impermeable 

borders in one’s life contexts. By thinking through encounters, we can understand 

difference as constantly renegotiated in encounters with others and distance 

ourselves from the universalized representations of Others that construct 

essentialist difference, separation and estrangement.  

This requires openness and unlearning and highlights accountability and 

reflexivity on our actions and words (in which a willingness to examine one’s 

positionality and its linkages to various privileges and resulting oppressions is 

crucial). Reflexivity on our position and that of others allows for situating one’s 

experiences and acknowledging not only what one can know but what one can 

understand. As observable, this reflects the principles of transversalism – 

acknowledging your own position and constructing a willingness to learn to think 

through another frame of reference. Postcolonial feminist ethics puts forth new 

modes of engagement and responsibility towards others with specific attention on 

embodied, affective and dialogical encounters that move across time and space. 

Thus, thinking of these encounters (as a small beginning and part of the broader 
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structural change) and the ambiguous history of diversity initiatives and training 

leaning on traditional rational reasoning, perhaps the affective and embodied 

experiences of stereotyping and othering, inclusion and exclusion can spark new 

ways of relating to inequalities and their (re)production. 

Taking into consideration my research approach, it might be obvious that I do 

not wish to present any generalizable conclusions of my empirical work. Yet, 

through the standardized logical framework matrices (logframes), the style of 

reporting that the studied development actor (the Fund) engaged in may be seen as 

somewhat reflective of the conventions of the industry. As my understanding of the 

archival material of the Fund is not based on the realist worldview – the reports 

providing an accurate (‘real’) account of what has taken place – I can only comment 

on what I have had access to, the social construction of ‘the real’ through the 

archives and its possible material effects. While real-izing development (Dar, 2008), 

the archival materials, with their rigid and standardized format of project planning 

and monitoring through logframes, mobilize various tensions and dualisms 

between the time and practices of the ‘before’ and ‘after’ of the project. 

Furthermore, the needed attestation of change and development entails constructing 

a narrative that not only objectifies the participants of the project (as the objects of 

the organized, rational project policy) but recreates very narrowly defined 

entrepreneurial subjects and ‘Third World women’ as a social category (Mohanty, 

2003).  

Thus, acknowledging the complex and conflicting demands towards different 

stakeholders in reporting, this study guides the attention to the critical 

contemplation of whom one is accountable to and responsible towards in the 

practice of reporting development interventions. Reflections on the study suggest 

finding alternatives to the reporting practices that adhere to the modern colonial 

episteme by giving space for ways of reporting that do not transmit fixed images 

of victims or beneficiaries but focus on the complexity of individuals and their 

actions in social and political environments where many interlocking systems of 

oppression may take place.  
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Appendix 1 

Table 1. Summary of research materials  

Materials   Year Pages 

Archival materials    

Word and pdf -documents                           

-        Project plans 

- Project guidelines 

- Annual reports 

- Memos 

- Interviews conducted by the project 

staff 

- Photographs 

- Third party materials (reports, 

external evaluation of the project) 

- The webpages of the Fund 

2014–2016 294 (excluding webpages) 

   

Research diary 2014–2022 app. 50  

Research notes  2014–2022 NA 
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