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1. Introduction and background

Based on late modern sociology, a theory on reflection as the ideal of organisational legitimisation has been developed (Holmström, 1997, 1998, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005b). This theory involves analyses of the co-evolution of society and organisation, and identifies reflection as an enlightened polycontextual 2nd order worldview as opposed to the monocontextual 1st order worldview of reflexivity. Analyses of the ideal further identify reflection as a precondition in three interrelated main functions in an organisation: sensitivity, self-observation (identification), and self-presentation, i.e. the organisation’s observation of the environment, the observation of itself, and its presentation of itself to the environment, based on the theories of sociologist Niklas Luhmann. So, the analyses of reflection as the ideal of organisational legitimisation so far rest basically in sociology.

In this paper we will add theoretical optics of linguistic pragmatics and communications studies to the sociological approach, and explore the implications of these sociological paradigms on empirical examples from the stakeholder communication of two large, international organisations. We will analyse how reflexivity and reflection respectively can be identified in specific texts, i.e. social reports and other communicative products presenting the mission, vision and values of the organisations. A central analytical question is: how do we analyse practices of sensitivity, self-observation and self-presentation? Methodologically this part will draw on linguistic pragmatics and communication studies.

As appears from the description above, our approach is interdisciplinary. We draw on social systemic theory (of public relations) and methodology from pragmatics and communication in order to understand why and explore how legitimacy is constructed and negotiated between organisations and their stakeholders.

2. The reflective paradigm

The reflective paradigm is a theoretical reconstruction of empirical ideals in late modern society. The concept is based in Niklas Luhmann’s theories on social systems. In his general social theory, Luhmann describes the dynamics of the social filters through which our perceptions of reality are constructed, i.e. how meaning is produced. These filters are seen as constituted by continuous self-referential selection processes, communication (Baecker, 2001; Luhmann, 1984/1995:ch.4) – processes which are guided solely by their own horizon of meaning, not the intentions and hermeneutic capacities of a communicating subject (Luhmann, 1990e)
. The communicative processes select only from the self-referential, system-specific horizon of meaning. In this respect, social systems are closed systems. However, they open up to the environment in their observations
. Yet, a system can observe and realize only from within the specific meaning boundaries of the system (Luhmann, 1986:40ff). So, in systems theory we can never talk of a linear causality and direct adjustment to the environment, only of a social system’s – whether society or an organisation – adjustment to itself: 

When put under a pressure of selection, the system principally synchronizes itself with itself, however can do this in forms that are more or less sensitive to the environment (…). As environment counts only what can be constructed within the organisation. (Luhmann, 2000a:162) 

Consequently, the conditionality of an observation and the difference between the 1st order observation characterised as reflexivity and 2nd order observation of reflection become decisive (Luhmann, 1984/1995:ch.11, 1991/1993:ch.12) Reflexivity implies a mono-contextual, narcissistic perspective from within, from where the organisation takes its own worldview for given, takes what it sees to be the one reality, the only truth – and consequently conflicts blindly with different worldviews. In reflection, the perspective rises to a higher level which facilitates a poly-contextual worldview. A system can observe that other systems perceive the world from quite different perspectives, and that its own worldview is contingent, i.e. not natural or necessary, but could be different  (Luhmann, 1984/1995:106).
2.1. Three organisational functions: Reflexivity or reflection?

As analysed by Holmström, the late 1900s see an evolution in the perception of legitimacy and in the legitimising practice of organisations. Contemporary ideals such as social responsibility, dialogue and symmetrical communication can be seen as response to challenges of modernisation and globalisation. These ideals can be analytically identified as the raise of observation from 1st order to 2nd order perspectives – from reflexivity to reflection, an evolutionary learning process in specific stages during the latter half of the 20th century. The difference between reflexivity and reflection can be identified in three closely interrelated functions in organisations (Holmström, 2004) with decisive implications to organisational practice. 1st function is sensitivity, i.e. a sensitive observation of the environment. The organisation sees itself in the socio-diversity. 2nd function is self-observation – which means the organisation’s identification of itself. 3rd function is the self-presentation, which facilitates the observation of the organisation by the environment. 
The identification of these functions follows Luhmann’s analysis of social systems such as organisations as closed systems which open up to the environment in their observations, and in their processing of these observations construct reality from within the specific closed meaning boundaries of the system. The closedness is a precondition of the openness. The openness is a precondition of the closedness. Any social system can observe only a segment of the world, depending on the complexity not of the world, but of the system, and furthermore, the system reconstructs the world in its own image. In order to continuously reduce world complexity – i.e. to recognise the world – they have to develop their own complexity. The more complex, the better an organisation is geared to reduce the complexity of a turbulent environment. This growth of complexity depends on the learning processes within the organisation and on the organisation’s processing of its observations of the environment (Luhmann 1984/2000:239). However, if the open observation is not founded in a specific social filter which is established exactly by means of the closed boundary, then there is nothing to guide the observation; the organisation drowns in indeterminate complexity. It cannot separate itself from the environment. It cannot determine any premises for its decisions processes. So, the closed meaning boundaries have a vital function, and when put under a pressure of selection, the way we may understand legitimisation, the organisation principally synchronizes itself with itself only, however can do so in forms that are more or less sensitive to the environment. 

So, when analysing ideals of the interrelation between organisation and environment, between organisation and society, based on an understanding of organisations as such closed/open social systems focus then is on  

· The sensitivity and conditioning of the organisation’s observations – i.e. how is the organisation open? A social system can see only what it can see, i.e. can observe and realize only from the self-referential, system-specific horizon of meaning (Luhmann, 1986:40ff). So, the organisation can see only an environment which makes sense within the organisation or more precisely: as environment counts only what can be constructed within the organisation (Luhmann, 2000a:162). This is not a static condition, but continuously changes in recursive processes. A distinctive example is the development of complexity within business organisations during the latter half of the 20th century. From the environment being seen as unambiguous markets and state alone, then the sensitivity of the business community gradually grows: a larger and more diverse environment is constructed in sensitive organisations. Consequently, 1st function characterising the reflective organisation is sensitivity, i.e. a sensitive observation of the environment. The organisation sees itself in the socio-diversity.
· 2nd function is identification or self-observation – which deals with the organisation’s view on itself, of the way its observations of the environment are processed self-referentially within the organisation, and with its thematisation of the premises of its decision processes, i.e.: how is the organisation closed? When the contingency of decision premises are acknowledged, then these premises are no longer taken for granted: they must be continuously regenerated along with the decision processes. These premises constitute the identity of the organisation. Consequently, the organisation has to identify itself in a continuous process of self-observing identification. 
[image: image1.emf]
Figure 1: The difference between reflexivity and reflection can be identified in three closely interrelated functions in organisations  with decisive implications to organisational practice. Sensitivity, i.e. a sensitive observation of the environment. The organisation sees itself in the socio-diversity. Self-observation – which means the organisation’s identification of itself. Self-presentation, which facilitates the observation of the organisation by the environment.
· 3rd function is the self-presentation, which facilitates the observation of the organisation by the environment. Poly-contextual legitimisation is anchored in complex and dynamic patterns of expectations involving a long and growing series of stakeholders. When legitimacy cannot be justified in ‘naturalness’ or necessity, then consistent but sensitive and consequently constantly changing self-presentation is required. It serves the purpose of generating trust. Trust relies on opportunities for learning and testing one’s expectations. If they are few, then resort into distrust is more likely than to trust (Luhmann, 1984/1995:127ff)
Holmström’s analyses show how reflection gradually replaces reflexivity as the ideal of legitimacy and as the core of legitimising processes during the latter half of the 20th century in specific practices, from a conventional stage to a counter-active, to reflective which grows into good practice which finally stabilises in a new convention. Depending on type of society and local culture, on type of organisation and line of business, on size and ownership, on history and on experiences as to previous legitimacy conflicts, then we will find different variations and stages of reflexivity and reflection: i.e., empirically today, we can identify ideal type practices of reflexivity as well as of reflection, and we can identify grey zones and combinations. For the scope of this paper, we shall focus on prototypes of representatives of reflexivity and reflection respectively. 
2.2. How identify reflexivity and reflection within an organisation

Our focal analytical question is: how can we identify reflexivity and reflection respectively in legitimising practices relating to the three functions of sensitivity, identification and self-presentation? Before we enter text-oriented analysis, our basic sociological theory confines our observations. As Luhmann points out
, then it is possible for us only to analyse observations. We cannot see an organisation’s observation of itself and its constitutive communicative processes, i.e. the decision processes and related processes which continuously reproduce the organisation – and which we within our frame of research parallel with the continuous enclosed self-observing identification. Neither can we observe the organisation’s observations of its environment, i.e. the sensitivity. We are confined to observe observations which are in some way made visible to us, and in particular in the form of texts. This is why the self-presentation is pivotal in analyses, and this is why sensitivity and self-observation/identification in general will have to be deduced from analyses of self-presentation. 

The reflective paradigm identifies specific differences between reflexive and reflective practice on the three functions, which can be applied as a check list or a point of departure for analyses of texts.
	Social security strategies
	Reflexivity
	Reflection

	Necessity/contingency
	Social norms and institutions seen as necessary, natural, inevitable, self-evident
	Social norms and institutions seen as contingent, as products of choice

	Risk attribution
	To nature, or to natural, necessary norms
	To a decisions taker’s contingent choice

	Confident/trust
	Passive confidence prevails – based on stable expectations, common norms
	Active trust continuously applied – based on flux and unstable expectations 

	Sensitivity

	a. Worldview
	Monocontextual, self-centred, narcissist view from within
	Polycontextual worldview as I from outside; sees itself in the larger context

	b. Perspective
	Narrow, unambiguous perspective
	Attempts to see the world through the eyes of others; broader, open perspective

	c. Approach to environment
	- to be managed (socio-uniformity)
	- to be respected (socio-diversity)

	d. Reconstruction of environment
	Sees only its native environment (to business: stockholders, monocontextual market + state)
	Sees a larger and more complex environment as relevant (stakeholders, poly-contextual markets, public)

	e. Conflicts
	Society divided into black/white: ‘Ruthless capitalist exploiters’/’the saviours of the world, environmental activist’ – ‘We decision takers which make the world go around’/’irresponsible anarchists’
	Understands the conflict between decision taker and victim as inherent in society’s construction.

	Identification – self-observation

	f. Necessary/  contingent
	Takes its world view for given, natural, necessary; by being responsible to itself also responsible to society
	Sees own worldview as contingent; - relates it to other worldviews. Questions own identity, role and responsibility.

	g. Responsibility as decision taker
	Does not take on responsibility as decision taker; does not acknowledge the risk involved in any decision (rather feels as a victim)
	Sees that risky decisions are inevitable; sees that when security cannot be promised, then a precondition of trust is to commit yourself to society and relate reflectively to your responsibility (to change and remain yourself).

	h. Monophone/polyphone


	Monophone functional logic unrivalled trump in decision processes
	Polyphone sensitivity integrated in the decision processes (monophone primacy)

	i. Legitimisation priority
	Contact with society disconnected from overall corporate decision processes in ‘informations departments’
	Activates top management, leadership, influences the overall politics and identification

	Self-presentation

	j. Character of signals
	Blind counter-action, ‘asymmetrical communication’
	Precise signals to environment on the expectations to be met by the organisation. Continuous and consistent images of expectation (generation of trust).

	k. Approach to conflicts
	Does not see conflicts, or tries to silence them. 
	Sees the potential of conflicts; exposes their background and facilitates exchange of views.

	l. Universality vs. diversity
	Blind self-presentation from within. Sees universality. ‘Objective’ information and transparency produce dissent instead of consent.
	Self-presentation sensitive to a socio-diversity, takes into account other worldviews (consent on dissent)

	m. Information vs. responsibility
	Believes conflicts can be dissolved by information; does not see the inherent conflict between victim and decision taker.
	Openly acknowledges own responsibility as decision taker, and commits itself in relation to society.

	n. Semantics
	Growth, productivity, efficiency, (stakeholder) management
	Ethics, corporate social responsibility, partnerships, values, dialogue, (stakeholder) engagement


Table 1: Differences between organisational practise from the perspectives of reflexivity and reflection respectively, in the 3 focal functions of the reflective paradigm. OBS: The characters in the left column are applied as references in our following text analyses.

(1) Sensitivity: the polycontextual perspective on a contingent world

1st function – sensitivity – deals with how an organisation sees its environment. In reflexivity, the perspective is self-centred from within. Whereas in reflection, the organisation sees itself as if from outside. Reflexivity sees only its ‘native’ environment; whereas reflection sees a larger and more complex environment as relevant. Linear stakeholder models are replaced by increasingly dynamic and fluid models seeing own organisation no longer as the centre, but as one of several poly-centered interacting social systems. Reflexivity sees an environment to be managed. Reflection sees an environment to be respected. 

As opposed to the narrow perspective of reflexivity, then reflection involves an attempt to see the world through the eyes of others. Correspondingly, the perspective on the view of the environment changes from prejudice to attempts at understanding: From reflexive 1st order observations where society’s differentiated perspectives see each other from the prejudiced position of the enclosed worldviews, the reflective 2nd order observation opens up the possibility for more nuanced perspectives which inquire about the worldview of the opponent in order to understand how other perspectives and rationales produce other perceptions of reality. In the 1st order perspective, social systems see each other as objects and draw conclusions based on prejudices and preconceived opinions. In the 2nd order perspective, the focal question becomes the perspectives which are applied. Focus changes from what is being done to the rationales behind.

In reflexivity, society is divided into black and white positions: for instance ’ruthless capitalist exploiters’ as opposed to ‘environmental activists as saviours of the world’ or ‘we decision takers which make the world go around’ as opposed to ‘irresponsible anarchists’. In reflection, the conflicting positions are seen as a consequence of society’s construction. The reflective 2nd order observation dissolves the simple black-and-white 1st order distinction between attributions to the particular versus the common interest; between strategic values and substantial values. Instead of describing the problems in terms of an opposition of interests or a conflict of values, the conflicts are seen as a consequence of social conditions (Holmström, 2005a; Luhmann, 1991/1993).

(2) Identification: contingent decision taker

The 2nd function – identification – deals with the organisation’s view on itself and the premises of its decision processes. Some focal questions in the analysis are: How is the environment reconstructed within an organisation? Which resonance is possible?

In reflexivity, the organisation takes its worldview for given. In reflection, the contingency
 of decision premises is acknowledged, and when these premises are no longer given, then they must be continuously regenerated along with the decision processes; the organisation continuously questions its own identity, role and responsibility. 

In reflexivity, the organisation does not see the importance of taking on responsibility as decision taker. Premises of decisions are seen as resting in social norms given by nature. By being responsible to itself it sees itself as responsible to society. In reflection, the organisation sees that any decision is a question of choice, that risky decisions are inevitable, and that a precondition of trust is to relate reflectively to own responsibility. 
In reflexivity, the organisation’s decision processes blindly and mono-contextually are mediated by a functional primate. A functional reference is unrivalled trump in decision processes. In reflection, in contrast, the interdependence of other functional logics is acknowledged as a precondition of independence, and the organisation learns to filter its functional primate through other functional logics. A business enterprise reflects upon how basically economic decisions are observed from e.g. the mass medial, health, educational, political, or family perspectives. In reflection, we see how the polycontextual sensitivity is integrated in the decision processes. To exemplify: profit still identifies business as part of the economic system – but in regard of people, planet, and of other functional logics. The reflective perspective exposes the interdependence. This leads to themes which were formerly outside the boundaries – such as environment, human rights, and animal welfare – now being inside them. Within the business community, themes which were reflexively understood as ‘extra-economic’, in the reflective perspective are core issues on the corporate agenda. Reflection implies a change in the business community’s understanding of its corporate social responsibility as fulfilled by the narrow economic focus to a social responsibility based on “enlightened self-interest” (Annan, 1999).
In reflexivity, the organisation’s contact with society is disconnected from overall corporate decision processes in for instance ‘information departments’. Reflection, on the contrary, influences the overall politics and identification and activates top management.

Organisations with a high degree of reflection are capable of being open in another way than organisations with a mono-contextual worldview. They have sufficient self-complexity to co-reflect other rationales, and at the same time to maintain or even strengthen their own identity – not in spite of, but because of the acknowledgement of contingency. 

(3) Self-presentation: contingent consistency

The 3rd function is the self-presentation with the function of facilitating the environment’s observation of the organisation. Poly-contextual legitimisation is anchored in complex and dynamic patterns of expectation involving a long and growing series of stakeholders. Therefore, the function of self-presentation grows essential, and this is where we find the external focus on values, ethical reporting and value branding, to signal what is to be expected from the organisation. This grows an increasingly important function as organisational legitimacy rests in perceptions which continuously change in poly-contextual dynamics. When legitimacy cannot be justified in ‘naturalness’ or necessity, then consistent but sensitive and consequently constantly changing self-presentation is required. It serves the purpose of generating trust. Trust relies on opportunities for learning and testing one’s trust. If they are few, then resort into distrust is more likely than to trust  (Luhmann, 1984/1995:127ff). 

Reflexivity is characterised by blind self-presentation from within. Consequently, ‘objective’ information and transparency produce dissent rather than consent. Reflection, on the contrary, is sensitive to the diversity, and we meet attempts of precise and relevant signals. Reflexivity does not see conflicts, or tries to silence them. Reflection, in contrast, sees the potential of conflicts; exposes their background and facilitates exchange of views.

The reflexive organisation believes that conflicts can be dissolved by information. The reflective organisation sees that what different observers consider to be the same thing generates quite different information for each of these positions (Luhmann, 1991/1993:117) and that ‘objective’ information and transparency produce dissent rather than consent. So, instead of producing more information, the reflective organisation openly acknowledges own responsibility as decision taker, and commits itself in relation to society. 

(4) Synthesis

Even though characterised by reflection, none of the three functions of sensitivity, identification and self-presentation on their own lives up to ideals of social responsibility. They have to be closely interrelated in the organisation – irrespective of whether they are placed in one or in more organisational departments, in one or several persons. For instance, deliberations on identification would not be seen as socially responsible if not rooted in the polycontextual sensitivity. Self-presentation would be seen as window-dressing or whitewashing if not in accordance with identification as well as sensitivity. 
3. Empirical data and how to proceed in the analysis

Slide 3: In this part, we will explore the implications of the presented sociological paradigms of reflexivity and reflection on empirical examples from the stakeholder communication of two large, international organisations - social reports and other communicative products representing the mission, vision and values. In our search for prototypical examples, we chose two major Danish companies, the healthcare company, Novo Nordisk, and the agrochemical company, Cheminova. 

We opt for prototypical examples in order to show as clearly as possible the relation between the sociological paradigms and the organisational practices expressed in the analysed stakeholder communication. And in the analysis we build on the basic assumptions of linguistic pragmatics and micro sociology: we understand the texts as actions, and not as a more or less true representation of the world. In relation to this constructionist aspect, we find image communication especially interesting – due to the necessity of balancing text and reality, in order to gain credibility in the eyes of the recipient. 

Our point of departure is to identify the characteristics of the paradigms reflexivity and reflection in the texts. What do they look like in real communicative practices – in real texts? Our ambition is not make a reliable, overall categorization of the two companies in relation to the paradigms. But it is to show the connection between practices and paradigms.

In the genre of social reporting, the function of self-presentation of the organisation must be considered the most important – because it is everywhere in this kind of material. The organisation’s purpose of communicating is to convince the environment that the organisation is socially responsible. It is done through constructing a profile of the organisation based on sensitivity to the environment (stakeholders included) and a consistent and socially responsible identity. The ultimate purpose is to gain trust and legitimacy from a variety of stakeholder groups, and in the annual reports (and other stakeholder communication) it is done mainly by representing actions and decisions in a way that looks professional, consistent, and responsible.

3.1. The Case of Novo Nordisk 

Our first object of analysis is the annual report of Novo Nordisk (Novo-Nordisk, 2006). Novo Nordisk started publishing an annual social report in 1998, 2001-2004 called a Report on The Triple Bottom Line. Since then, in order to stress how social and environmental considerations are integrated in the daily business processes, this report has been integrated in the financial annual report. This in itself can be seen as an evidence of a reflective worldview (i). 

Slide 4: The section “Stakeholder engagement” plays a central role in the social reporting. Novo Nordisk has chosen a focus on stakeholder relations as a separate, though integrated, issue, and as a core area of Novo Nordisk’s way of operating. In this section, and in other sections, the stakeholder relations of the organisation are presented as a well-established area, totally integrated in the company’s activities and way of operating. 

Slide 4: The section is opened by the following declarative utterance: “Stakeholder engagement is an integrated part of Novo Nordisk’s business philosophy” and this statement is accounted for pointing to the actual activities and practices of the organisation: “At Novo Nordisk, stakeholder engagement is not an annual event, but rather takes the form of daily activities throughout the organisation… ‘stakeholder relations’ is seen to be part and parcel of everyone’s work” (“Stakeholder relations, p. 1) 

Slide 5: Already in the first paragraph it is stated that stakeholders are considered active players of the organisation and that they have a great deal of influence:  ”By involving stakeholders in the decision-making processes, decisions are better founded and solutions more likely to succeed” (p. 1) “engagement with stakeholders inform goal-setting and decision-making”.

[image: image22.emf]Furthermore, formulations emphasizing the collaboration and interchange with stakeholders are frequently used in this presentation: ”Our response to current and emergent business and societal challenges is shaped in a closer dialogue with representatives of the stakeholders affected by the issue”, “ongoing interactions with stakeholders, trendspotting, business monitoring and the integrated systematic risk management process identify the issues that are material to Novo Nordisk’s business”, “collaborative efforts are the best way to co-create innovative solutions for the benefit of both parties involved” (all quotes p. 1). 

Slide 6: The stakeholder model of Novo Nordisk shows the dialogical stakeholder approach, indicating the company as only one of a multitude of perspectives in a polycontextual interplay.
Slide 7: In these quotes it is remarkable that a good deal of accounting takes place. The organisation is explaining to the environment what the organisation gains from close stakeholder relation, why it is so important. This shows an awareness of the different perspectives of the recipients – accounting for opinions or actions in this way demonstrates a reflective self-presentation. 

But what we see in the annual report is also a substantial documentation of the self-presentation in the form of lists of concrete activities within which the organisation is engaged, concrete collaborations, awarded prizes and other proofs of recognition. And, finally, the presentation of the organisation’s triple bottom line strategy (Economically Viable, Socially Responsible, Environmentally Sound) (see heading Sustainability, p. 1), and its sustainable business model which integrates aspects like Contribution to Society, Triple Bottom Line and Distinct Company Reputation (see heading The Business Case for Corporate Responsibility, p. 1). All these ways of presenting the organisation and documenting its activities are important resources for displaying credibility, not only claiming it.

Slide 8: Another important factor for collaborating with stakeholder groups and constructing a common stance on a variety of central health issues is the unconditional and disinterested claim that Novo Nordisk’s ultimate goal is to eradicate the diseases they are working with. Under the heading Vision and Strategy (p. 1): “Our aspiration is to defeat diabetes by finding better methods of diabetes prevention, detection and treatment. We will work actively to promote collaboration between all parties in the healthcare system in order to achieve our common goals”. It would appear as a dilemma in the drug industry that they are living on other people’s diseases. However, in Novo Nordisk’s communication it is not treated as a dilemma, and this stance facilitates the reflective business approach. 
In a booklet from Novo Nordisk with the title “Two diabetes scenarios towards 2020. Progress and Change” the epilogue of the executive vice president, Lise Kingo, is completed with the statements: “We are committed to taking a leading role in the fight against the emerging pandemic of diabetes – our field of expertise. We are also realistic. This is a daunting task, and collaboration between all the involved stakeholders at a level never seen before will be critical.” This quote shows how collaboration and common cause is constructed, and exactly this common stance is what makes possible ‘a leading role’.

Slide 9: The notion of ‘dilemma’ is used in another context in the annual report: “Reaching out to stakeholders helps reconcile dilemmas and find common grounds for more sustainable solutions” and under the heading Our Vision: “Every day we strive to find the right balance between compassion and competitiveness…”. It is recognized as a condition for the organisation on the one hand having to make profit and consider competitiveness, on the other hand, and at the same time, it is important to pay regard to sustainability and compassion. Using the word ‘dilemma’ is an interesting construction of meaning, because it indicates the fundamental incompatibility of the two considerations, and since there is no solution to the dilemma: it must be ‘balanced’. This way of understanding the conditions for running an organisation is a prerequisite for seeing different stakeholder groups as partners and not as adversaries, even though characterised by often conflicting perspectives.

These formulations relate to a reflective worldview on several dimensions in Table 1 above. ‘Reaching out’ presents the attempt to see the world through the world of others, a respect of other worldviews (b, c). By focusing on ‘Dilemmas’ the text acknowledges society’s inherent conflicts. 

3.2. The Case of Cheminova

Cheminova is a Danish producer of chemicals, with its main business area within plant protection, and with a global reach. Cheminova has been the centre of a longer series of legitimacy conflicts, starting in the 1980s. But as late as in 2006, Cheminova found itself in a conflict between different perceptions of legitimacy in Denmark and Brazil. In Brazil, the sale of dangerous pesticides is legal, and although this is not the case in Cheminova’s home land, Denmark, Cheminova had chosen to follow the less restrictive Brazil law, and an international legitimacy crisis followed. 

We have looked into the CSR report for 2006 which was published in April 2007. It is an especially interesting document since it is the first social report of Cheminova.

Slide 10: Stakeholder relations are not treated as an integrated part of the company’s operations – there is no explicit focus on stakeholder relations. And from an analytical point of view, interesting communicative strategies are used. One of these is not to address the critical groups or their arguments directly. The text is highly argumentative involving a counterpart, but the counterpart is mostly not mentioned explicitly. So the reader has to infer, or he/she already knows, that there are critical positions: the argumentative style implies the counterpart. 

Slide 11: In the CEO’s introduction to the report, Cheminova is first presented in a very positive way with the words: “We believe that most people with a solid knowledge of Cheminova considers the organisation a professional global actor who runs its activities with a high degree of responsibility – a responsibility which covers all aspects of the organisation”. 

The expression “most people” presupposes the existence of another group than these people, a group with a different opinion about Cheminova. This group, however, is not taken into account, is made invisible in the formulations of the report (h). The attributive ascription “with a solid knowledge about Cheminova” is again a way of pointing out some people in opposition to others, namely those who do not have a solid knowledge of Cheminova. The text explicitly states that those who have a solid knowledge are those who have a positive attitude towards Cheminova, and this implies that those who have a negative impression (and their existence is presupposed) of the organisation probably do not have a solid knowledge. In other words, if people have a negative attitude it is due to their lack of knowledge (m). Right from the beginning of the social report the indirect way of argumentation and of addressing the counterpart/ the public is employed. Presuppositions and implicature (see Grice, 1975) are characteristic linguistic resources of this part.

The report seems to demonstrate a position based on reflexivity: e.g., the organisation insists on being blind to other perspectives (a), takes it own worldview for given (f),  does see conflicts, but tries to downplay or silence them (h).

Slide 12: Further down the text, the argumentation is repeated in a more direct way: “The media debate on Cheminova’s sale of dangerous chemicals has, however, demonstrated the existence of as well opinion leaders as other citizens who unfortunately do not share this opinion. We believe this is primarily due to lack of information about the actual conditions on Cheminova’s part”. The previously implied lack of knowledge is now made explicit. The sender, Cheminova, assumes the responsibility of providing information, and nothing but that. The organisation believes that conflicts can be dissolved by information, does not see the inherent conflict between victim and decision taker, and that different observers will interpret the same information differently (l, m).

In the section “Product stewardship” (p.18) it is stated that “A completely fundamental element of Cheminova’s stewardship for pesticides is that the company obeys the national legislation in all the countries where Cheminova’s products are sold. Cheminova exclusively markets products…”. And further down the text the construction continues: “The other base is FAO’s Code of Conduct which is worked out in collaboration between the industry and FAO”. This is a clear example of how Cheminova tries to legitimise their business activities by reference to legislation and other rules of conduct, and by referring to accepted authorities like FAO. Obeying law is a fundamental condition for gaining legitimacy; however, in late modern society it does not suffice. It is also necessary to interact with and actively influence the meaning construction of a whole array of stakeholder groups in order to gain legitimacy. A main thesis behind the analysis of a reflective paradigm for organisations’ legitimisation is that since the late 1900s, new political forms are emerging with society’s increasing complexity and with globalisation. These forms rely on the regulating force of a complex interplay between a diversity of perspectives and positions, and require from organisations in return for legitimacy a poly-contextual sensitivity, based on reflection. This means that the former position of reflexivity which saw only the native environment – to business: stockholders and a monocontextual market – and the state no longer suffices. In other words: to demonstrate that economic success and law abidance will secure legitimacy, as done by Cheminova in their annual report, reflects a reflexive position (c).

Slide 14: A significant indication of reflection vs. reflexivity is whether the organisation takes on responsibility as decision taker, i.e. sees itself as responsible for decisions with far-reaching, often unknown consequences to its environment (g, m).  In its report, Cheminova states that “the pesticide industry and trade have a specific responsibility” (p. 18), i.e. Cheminova does not take on a responsibility of its own. Responsibility is diffused to the trade and industry as such, and to authorities. The report further states that ”the task of reaching an acceptable level of risk for the users is the responsibility of local authorities, the individual farmer and the suppliers of products, and it goes without saying that this task cannot be solved by the individual organisation. However, Cheminova has decided to provide a focused effort to reduce the risk of using the products of the company” – and other parts of the report indicate that this effort is focused on information to the users (p. 18). Cheminova disclaims responsibility and attributes it to local authorities and to users, and even though they demonstrate the intention of helping the user to an informed choice and an informed use of the company’s products, Cheminova refrains from taking on any responsibility of its own as to the consequences of the use of its pesticides to the environment or to the farmer. This indicates reflexivity as the basic position of the company – in contrast to the reflective position of Novo Nordisk as demonstrated above. Furthermore, the phrasing ‘it goes without saying’ cuts off further discussion and any doubts as to a well-established and apparently common worldview. 

Slide 15: Summing up: 

Two sets of findings in the social reports of Cheminova and Novo Nordisk. In spite of certain overlaps – and there are overlaps which we have not been focusing on – we see different positionings on the reflectivity-reflection continuum, especially based on differences with regard to the dimensions given or contingent worldview and passive confidence versus active trust.
Conclusions: 
1. We think it is possible to identify linguistic and communicative practices in the texts which show an orientation to either the reflective or the reflexive paradigm.
2. We think the two traditions of our interdisciplinary approach enriches each other: Sociological theory offers an macro level interpretation of the micro level findings. And the linguistic and communicative analysis makes it possible to link societal and organizational theory with actual organizational practices.
3. The critical aspect of the interdisciplinary approach lies, as we see it, in the interpretational link between documented linguistic and communicative resources and the theoretical paradigm. On the other hand, we think it is exactly this link that makes practices interesting and strategically important, and theory applicable in practical communication.

4. Another critical aspect might be combining sociological system theory with action and participant oriented approaches within linguistics and communication. The two approaches seem to be operating at very different levels. We find, though, a strong focus on sense making in both traditions, and we see the possibility of combining the two approaches, they can supplement each other, while an integration looks impossible and also not desirable in a project like ours.
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� This does not mean that you refer nothing to the psychical, and only to the social: but it means that you can do both, and in any case have to make a decision (Baecker, 2006; Luhmann, 1995c).


� Observations do not refer to sight, but are social operations applying distinctions to observe something as distinct from something else. Luhmann’s distinction theory is a significant part of his later works. For more, cf. � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Andersen</Author><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>61</RecNum><record><database name='Artikel for PRR nov 2006.enl' path='C:\Documents and Settings\Susanne Holmström\Dokumenter\Øyvinds bog\Artikel for PRR nov 2006.enl'>Artikel for PRR nov 2006.enl</database><source-app name='EndNote' version='8.0'>EndNote</source-app><rec-number>61</rec-number><ref-type name='Book'>6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author><style face='normal' font='default' size='100%'>Niels Åkerstrøm Andersen</style></author></authors></contributors><titles><title><style face='normal' font='default' size='100%'>Discursive Analytical Strategies</style></title></titles><dates><year><style face='normal' font='default' size='100%'>2003</style></year></dates><pub-location><style face='normal' font='default' size='100%'>Bristol</style></pub-location><publisher><style face='normal' font='default' size='100%'>The Policy Press</style></publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite><Cite><Author>Luhmann</Author><Year>1993b</Year><RecNum>28</RecNum><record><database name='Artikel for PRR nov 2006.enl' path='C:\Documents and Settings\Susanne Holmström\Dokumenter\Øyvinds bog\Artikel for PRR nov 2006.enl'>Artikel for PRR nov 2006.enl</database><source-app name='EndNote' version='8.0'>EndNote</source-app><rec-number>28</rec-number><ref-type name='Journal Article'>17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author><style face='normal' font='default' size='100%'>Niklas Luhmann</style></author></authors></contributors><titles><title><style face='normal' font='default' size='100%'>Deconstruction as Second-Order Observing</style></title><secondary-title><style face='normal' font='default' size='100%'>New Literary History</style></secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title><style face='normal' font='default' size='100%'>New Literary History</style></full-title></periodical><pages><style face='normal' font='default' size='100%'>763-782</style></pages><volume><style face='normal' font='default' size='100%'>24</style></volume><dates><year><style face='normal' font='default' size='100%'>1993b</style></year></dates><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Andersen, 2003; Luhmann, 1993b)�.


� “communication cannot be observed directly, only inferred  To be observed or to observe itself, a communication system must be flagged as an action system.” � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Luhmann</Author><Year>1984/1995</Year><RecNum>26</RecNum><Suffix>:164</Suffix><record><database name='Min afhandling-Converted2.enl' path='C:\Documents and Settings\Susanne Holmström\Dokumenter\Min afhandling-Converted2.enl'>Min afhandling-Converted2.enl</database><source-app name='EndNote' version='8.0'>EndNote</source-app><rec-number>26</rec-number><ref-type name='Book'>6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author><style face='normal' font='default' size='100%'>Niklas Luhmann</style></author></authors></contributors><titles><title><style face='normal' font='default' size='100%'>Social Systems</style></title></titles><dates><year><style face='normal' font='default' size='100%'>1984/1995</style></year></dates><pub-location><style face='normal' font='default' size='100%'>Stanford, California</style></pub-location><publisher><style face='normal' font='default' size='100%'>Stanford University Press</style></publisher><orig-pub><style face='normal' font='default' size='100%'>1984</style></orig-pub><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Luhmann, 1984/1995:164)�
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