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Abstract

In October 2023, a group of accounting scholars interested in critical dialogic accounting and
accountability (CDAA) gathered in Toulouse, France to attend a 2-day conference. Rather
than presenting papers, the CDAA conference was designed around 3 workshops and 4
panel sessions to foster discussion on different topics in CDAA research. Looking to develop
a collaborative atmosphere for dialogue and debate among attendees, the objective was to
build their capacity to understand, engage with and perhaps even utilize CDAA in their own
research interests. This commentary has been produced by the organizers of this conference
to reflect on its design as a collaborative space, report back on insights that were developed,
and avenues for research that were discussed.
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1. Introduction

The critical dialogic accounting and accountability (CDAA) project seeks to broaden pluralism by
engaging with diverse ideological perspectives and related power dynamics, to critique and
transform accounting and accountability (Brown 2009; Tanima et al. 2023). As research in CDAA
has grown, so too have the number of theories, methods, and applications, available to
researchers to help them identify marginalized perspectives, engage with power, surface tensions,
and analyse conflict. For example, while the origins of dialogic theory in accounting were rooted in
Freire’s dialogic approach to education (Bebbington et al. 2007; Coulson and Thomson 2006;
Thomson and Bebbington 2005), CDAA scholarship has since considered new theoretical
boundaries, such as Laclau and Mouffe’s view of discursive hegemony (Brown 2009) and the limits
of consensus using agonistic democratic theory (Brown and Dillard 2013), or Ranciere’s police-
politics framework to highlight the role of dissensus (Brown and Tregidga 2017). CDAA has also

seen a variety of methodological applications (Manetti, Bellucci, and Oliva 2021) like interviews,



documentary analysis, case studies (Tanima, Brown, and Dillard 2020), longitudinal analysis
(Grossi et al. 2021), content analysis (Bellucci and Manetti 2017), discourse analysis (Laine and
Vinnari 2017), netnography (Aleksandrov, Bourmistrov, and Grossi 2018), participatory action

research (Tanima, Brown, and Hopper 2024)" and Q methodology (Sorola 2022).

These theoretical and methodological developments have pluralised the conceptual foundation of
the CDAA project, but they have also increased the barriers to entry for accounting scholars. The
dense language of, for example, political theory can be difficult for researchers across various
disciplines to engage with; especially those for whom English is a second language. Equally
challenging is that many of these issues are beyond the boundaries of what most accountants
would be exposed to in a mainstream accounting course. This does not necessarily mean that
CDAA research needs to “dumb down” its theoretical development, but if proponents want to
advance CDAA to confront and transform mainstream approaches, they need to concern

themselves with, and learn to overcome, these difficulties.

Another issue motivating the CDAA conference is growing discontent about what is and is not
CDAA research?. Confronted by an increasingly disastrous social and environmental context,
critical accounting researchers have long recognised the limits of mainstream approaches to
accounting and accountability. CDAA provides a useful way to engage with these issues, often
leading to calls for “new accountings” and more participatory forms of decision-making and
accountability. Here, there is a discernible difference growing between research that engages with
and applies CDAA, and that which just aligns with its aspirational messaging for change. Other are
concerned that, because there is no one right way to apply CDAA, researchers are left to engage
with the tensions and power relations in their own work. This has led to variations in the perceived
quality of research associated with the broader CDAA project, with of its more critical proponents
feeling discontent regarding the degree to which tensions and power relations are engaged with.

Our point is not to disparage research looking to highlight the shortcomings of mainstream

T Although Tanima et al. (2024, p.2) was published after the conference, it identifies the need for increased
attention to methodology and research methods and highlights the applicability of participatory action
research in CDAA. For these reasons, it is being noted here.

2 |ssue first raised at the 2022 A CSEAR, Wellington, Aotearoa New Zealand, conference keynote presentation
by Helen Tregidga.



approaches, but rather, to draw attention to the difference between research that deploys CDAA
as a conceptual and analytical framework, and that which echoes its calls for change. This
illustrates divisions within the CDAA project that are not currently articulated, and in looking to

advance the project, we need to understand them.

Across this commentary, we reflect on the design of the conference as a collaborative space,
report on insights on CDAA and highlight avenues for future research that were developed during
this event. We proceed as follows. In section 2 we expose the aims of the CDAA conference and
how it was constructed and organized. In section 3, we briefly describe each workshop and panel.
Finally, in Section 4, based on exchanges held during the conference, we report a range of topics

helpful for the development of the CDAA project and that were raised by conference’s attendees.

2. Development of the conference

The CDAA conference was developed as a collaborative space in which scholars interested in
CDAA research could come together to discuss various issues. This objective had a significant
influence over the way the space was developed (a key consideration in CDAA research, Tregidga
and Milne 2022). First, the conference was delivered in a hybrid format to accommodate scholars
that were interested in CDAA but could not travel to the conference. In total, eighty participants
took part in the conference: forty online and forty in person. Next, although much of the CDAA
research identified with the CDAA project is written in English, this does not mean it is not being
used by scholars in other languages; particularly French (Chéateau Terrisse and Arnaud 2022;
Godowski, Negre, and Verdier 2020; Joannides and Jaumier 2013). Given that the CDAA
conference took place at Toulouse Business School in Toulouse, France, efforts were made to
make the event bilingual. Al communications leading up to the conference were produced in both
French and English, and one panel discussion was specifically designed to engage with
francophone scholars working in and around the area of CDAA. While many senior academics were
also invited to take part in the conference, a concerted effort was made to invite PhD students and
early career researchers. Thisincluded reduced student fees, and orienting the discussions around
their concerns, or highlighting what they should be concerned about, in looking to apply CDAA to

their research. To enhance participation and inclusiveness, the conference was held under the



Chatham House Rule®. Practically speaking, this means we cannot identify who said what (an
exception is made for guest speakers of workshops, with their consent). Co-badging the event with
the Centre for Social and Environmental Accounting Research (CSEAR) also helped boost the

profile of the event internationally.

Finally, although this conference was designed around CDAA, efforts were made to bring in
perspectives from academics that were not necessarily working on CDAA research; particularly
those who could introduce perspectives not currently under consideration in literature. Aside from
those with different scholarly backgrounds, colleagues working on or in the global south, and with
topics such as counter-accounting and Marxist material analysis, were invited. Moreover, in
looking for ways to make the conference more engaging, funding was secured to hire a professional
graphic designer who specialized in live note taking (also known as scribing) for the conference.
The idea was to generate graphical representations, or summaries, of each discussion, and to
produce a rich artifact (see appendices 1 to 7) that could be distributed to attendees to help them

reflect on their experiences.

The conference featured three workshop sessions and four panel discussions. The workshop
sessions were developed as spaces for capacity building around different theories and
methodologies used in CDAA projects. As noted previously, various theoretical and
methodological approaches have been applied to develop CDAA research. The idea was to select
three topics based on the availability of knowledgeable scholars that would also be attending the
conference. Each workshop was promoted around a specific publication that each presenter had
authored, and they were instructed to tailor their presentation to a PhD-level audience. The first
workshop was on critical discourse analysis and was hosted by Matias Laine. Laine and Vinnari
(2017) was selected because of the in-depth review that it provides of critical discourse analysis,
while also demonstrating how it can be applied to CDAA research. The second workshop was on
Q methodology and was hosted by Matthew Sorola and based on Sorola (2022). Given that Q

methodology is rarely used in CDAA research (Byrch et al. 2015), his topic was selected to expose

3 When a meeting, or part thereof, is held under the Chatham House Rule, participants are free to use the
information received, but neither the identity nor the affiliation of the speaker(s), nor that of any other
participant, may be revealed. See: https://www.chathamhouse.org/about-us/chatham-house-rule
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conference participants to a methodological approach that they were likely to be unfamiliar with.
The third workshop focused on agonistic engagement and was hosted by Helen Tregidga regarding
Tregidga and Milne (2022). This topic was selected because of the critical way in which it identifies
shortcomings in CDAA research, as well as the overview of engagement processes as a space for

agonistic engagement that it provides.

For the panel discussions, topics were selected based on knowledge of debates among the
organizers. All the organizers were familiar with CDAA and had, or were in the process of,
publishing relevant work in the field. Furthermore, one of the organizers had spent considerable
time with other key authors in the CDAA project to brainstorm the conference, which was a major
influence on the selection of topics that were to be discussed. This led to the identification of four
broad themes for each panel, which were accompanied by key citations to root the discussion in

academic literature.

The first panel was dedicated to mapping the field of CDAA. In line with the efforts of Manetti et al.
(2021), this session aimed to identify the key milestones in the development of the CDAA project.
The second panel focused on the conceptualization of conflict. Given the role of conflict and
confrontation in CDAA research, this panel aimed to identify the different ways in which these
issues are currently identified and understood in CDAA research. Specific attention was also given
to non-Westernized views of conflict and democratic change (Sauerbronn et al. 2024; Seny Kan,
Agbodjo, and Gandja 2021). The third panel looked to set boundaries around CDAA by discussing
the limits of its current framing to consider what it can, and cannot, accomplish. This panel also
aimed to consider alternative areas of research to expand beyond the current applications of
CDAA. Finally, the last panel was specifically directed at francophone attendees and was held
exclusively in French. The aim here was to explore differences in the way CDAA was interpreted
and mobilized by Francophone researchers (ex. Chateau Terrisse and Arnaud 2022a; Godowski,
Négre, and Verdier 2020). Furthermore, the panel aimed to discuss differences between

Anglophone and Francophone researchers in the development of the CDAA project.



3. Review of workshops and panels

In this section, we provide a concise overview of each workshop and panel. These sessions
covered a wide array of topics, offering diverse insights and fostering robust discussions on the
CDAA project. As mentioned in the previous section, scribing was performed in each workshop
and panel to produce a graphic interpretation of what was discussed. Although the overviews
provided in this section touch on the main points of discussion, those interested in a deeper

understanding of the discussion should consult the scribings provided in the Appendix 1-7.

3.1. Workshop 1—Ceritical Discourse Analysis by M. Laine

The first workshop was focused on critical discourse analysis, a methodological approach that
explores how language shapes and is shaped by social practices, yielding material consequences
(Appendix 1). Critical discourse analysis emphasizes the importance of how actors see, talk, and
understand the shape of the world, where discourse is both reflective and constitutive of reality.
This lends itself to multiple levels of analysis: micro, meso, and macro, as well as data sources,
like written texts, interviews, and visual materials. Conceptually speaking, critical discourse
analysis integrates various theoretical frameworks, including micro-sociological and
sociolinguistic perspectives, Foucauldian approaches to subjectivity, power mapping, and post-

structuralist theories such as Laclau and Mouffe’s discourse theory.

The session host, Matias Laine, illustrated how to use critical discourse analysis through an
examination of counter-accounts presented in Laine and Vinnari (2017), where narratives were
created by and for marginalized groups. Here, he discussed how the analysis was built on Thomson
etal.'s (2015) dynamic conflict arena framework and Laclau and Mouffe’s discourse theory, which
addresses power and meaning construction. The exploration of counter-accounts was meant to

highlight their dynamics and transformative potential.

3.2. Workshop 2—Q methodology by M. Sorola

The second workshop, focused on Q methodology (QM) enables analysis of individuals’ subjective

understandings of a contentious, or ‘wicked’, issue (Sorola 2022) (Appendix 2). The workshop



began with a brief review of the steps involved in conducting a Q study, but quickly focused on
engaging with the statistical process by which Factors (or the archetypal shared perspectives of
participants) are identified. While it is important to understand the statistical underpinnings of a Q
study, this process often attracts too much attention and can distract researchers from exploring
participants’ relationship to the Factors identified. In a Q study, each participant receives a Factor
loading score that quantifies the relationship between their own understanding of the issue and
each of the Factors identified. Given the complexity of human subjectivity, it is highly unlikely that
any one Factor represents the entirety of an individual’s perspective. Factor loadings are a type of
personalized research artifact that provide participants with a reference point against which they
can articulate their own perspective. As participants interpret their Factor loadings and articulate

their connection to each Factor, they provide deeper insights into their understandings for analysis.

Another issue raised was the influence of researchers own biases and assumptions on a Q study.
This discussion focused on how what aspects of a Q study are subject to scrutiny, and the limited
generalisability of insights beyond participants. Ultimately, this line of inquiry highlighted the need

for critical reflection and consideration by researchers (Sneegas 2020; Sorola 2023).

3.3. Workshop 3—Agonistic engagement by H. Tregidga

The third workshop explored the analysis of agonistic engagements using the analytical framework
promoted in Tregidga and Milne's study (2022) (Appendix 3). This study examined stakeholder
engagements and accountability within contested sites, using a conceptual lens informed by
agonistic political theory. Here, agonism indicates a situation in which individuals have conflicting
points of view but remain willing to discuss. Informed by Mouffe’s work on agonistic politics,
Tregidga and Milne’s (2022) framework aims to render disputes visible and comprises three

interconnected levels: issue construction, identity shaping, and democratic space creation.

Tregidga and Milne (2022) developed this framework after finding that much of CDAA literature,
including Brown’s (2009) seminal work, lacked details about the methodological aspects of
agonism and particularly (multi-)stakeholder engagement. This point relates to a larger issue in
agonistic political theory referred to as the institutional deficit of agonism (Howarth 2008), where

there is little guidance on how it can be applied within an institutional setting. Moreover,



discussions highlighted the overlap between agonism and antagonism as an actor can be included
in particular spaces of engagements but excluded from others. Overall, the workshop delved into
the complexities of agonistic engagement, offering insights into its analysis and implications for

future research.

3.4. Panel T—Mapping the field of CDAA

The opening panel discussion focused on the evolving landscape of the CDAA project and sought
to map the various types of research that are considered under the umbrella of CDAA (Appendix
4). The discussion was originally built around the mapping of CDAA research in (Manetti, Bellucci,

and Oliva 2021) splitting its history into three phases.

Rather than distinct stages of development, panellists considered it better to understand CDAA as
a broadly defined research project that is constantly adapting to engage with different theoretical
approaches. The work of Freire, Habermas, Laclau and Mouffe, among others, demonstrate
different theoretical lenses through which CDAA can be applied. By emphasising this adaptability,
panellists sought to characterise CDAA as conceptually open and avoid imposing a normative

approach.

Panellists also highlighted CDAA’s commitment to challenge power structures and amplifying
diverse perspectives. Although understanding its history of theoretical innovation was an
important part of its application, panellists were adamant the field must remain open to innovation
and adaptation to address evolving societal challenges. Panellists advised to remain vigilant in
challenging hegemonic discourses, decentring corporations as the focus of research and

continuing to empower marginalized voices.

3.5. Panel 2—Conceptualizing conflict

The second panel discussion focused on the role of conflict in research (Appendix 5). Here,
panellists discussed how conflict permeates all social interactions, challenging its
characterization as a distinct issue open to varying interpretations. Building on the idea of

adaptability, panellists considered how CDAA could play host to various theoretical approaches



to analyse and understand conflicts, each of which can help to reveal the diverse contextual
circumstances surrounding the research object. For this reason, CDAA promotes the use of
various methods to identify, analyse, present, and engage competing perspectives (Brown, Dillard,

and Hopper 2015).

The challenge lies in deciding what to do once a conflict is identified. Some panellists feared that
becoming too involved might compromise their perceived impartiality and academic credibility,
while others worried about intensifying tensions. Academics’ role in this transformative process
was another topic of discussion, highlighting how research could inform both reformist and
revolutionary perspectives in the struggle for meaning. The collective mobilization of researchers
so they can raise their voice as a group was also important, especially as a way to prevent being

singled out and reprimanded for challenging the status quo.

3.6. Panel 3—Setting boundaries of CDAA

Although the goal of this session was to distinguish boundaries between CDAA and other
conceptual frameworks, the discussion built on previous conversations regarding the adaptability
of CDAA (for scribing see appendix 6). Many viewed CDAA as a political framework that enables
researchers to discuss the political aspects of accounting, while also pursuing transformational

change.

Panellists also highlighted how CDAA research should always consider the roles of power, politics,
consensus, and culturalinfluences; a major reason why CDAA researchers are often so concerned
with analysing language and actions. Although these influences are important to consider, their
analysis can be challenging for researchers as it demands constant questioning about their
positionin relation to the object of research, as well as the impact of their work. By maintaining this
type of critical reflection, researchers can begin to peel back layers of influence and contribute new

insights to literature.

Faced with such a difficult task, some researchers have chosen to prioritize publication over
impact. It is important for CDAA researchers to resist this pressure, and instead reflect on how

they engage with and strive to transform society, while also maintaining humility about their role as



researchers. This point prompted a broader discussion on the way researchers could practically

implement this transformation.

3.7. Panel 4—Francophone perspectives on CDAA

The panel aimed to explore differences between Francophone and Anglophone researchers’
engagement with CDAA, highlighting disparities and connections with the broader critical
accounting project (Appendix 7). The panel began by defining key concepts like dialogic accounting,
CDAA, and the difference between agonistic and antagonistic, to create a baseline for the
discussion. Attendees noted how Francophone researchers face higher entry costs into CDAA due
to the dominance of English in the publication process, despite being partially informed by

translations of French philosophy.

The panel also discussed the connection between polycentricity and CDAA regarding the
contextual understanding that is developed (Seny Kan, Agbodjo, and Gandja 2021). Attendees
noted a strong potential for publication by focusing on unexplored empirical fields like energetic
democracy, and challenges in moving CDAA away from Mouffe’s work. Suggestions for future
research also included the amplification of marginalized voices as well as continued application to
issues in environmental accounting. Finally, attendees identified strategies to enhance the
dissemination of CDAA, such as action research, involving practitioners, and substantive literature

reviews.

4. Building on CDAA’s past to chart the future

Building on what was discussed during the workshops and panels, in this section, we discuss
several key points to help sustain the CDAA project that were raised by conference’s attendees.
First, we discuss the development of CDAA over time. Then, we consolidate, and present general
advice discussed on how to conduct CDAA research. Finally, we map out a possible future

trajectory for the CDAA project.
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4.1. A history of critical engagement

In the early 2000’s, some accounting researchers were coming to terms with failed attempts to
foster progressive change the world and raised critics of monologic accounting (Thomson and
Bebbington 2005). Many felt there was a need to amplify the voices of those marginalized by
conventional accounting frameworks. Thomson and Bebbington (2004) looked to build on the
concept of dialogism by focusing on the role of interaction in developing accounting and reporting
models. This conversation was rooted in Paolo Freire's seminal work on dialogic pedagogy (Freire
1970). Building on these efforts, Bebbington et al. (2007) drew dialogic theory into the accounting
literature around learning and education, particularly surrounding the emancipatory potential of
education. These authors looked to build on the radically oriented nature of some of Freire’s
articulated concepts such as: dialogue as a tool to transform, conscientization as awareness of
the mechanisms of oppressive social structures or banking vs dialogic (transformative) education.
This work provided a radical lens through which to interrogate traditional accounting practices,
particularly in the realm of Social and Environmental Accounting (SEA), by foregrounding the voices
of marginalized communities.

Those early works on Freirean dialogics provided a radical conceptual framework, rooted in
dialogue, that could be used to challenge key concepts in accounting and accountability.
Importantly, Freire’s work on dialogics was done with a revolutionary, not simply evolutionary,
intent to illuminate the socially constructed limits, or conceptual boundaries, of what social
processes were allowed to achieve. In turn, dialogics has helped problematise issues in SEA;
specifically, around the way voices in society and the environment are marginalised and silenced.
However, some of Freire’s concepts were idealistic, like the idea of ‘conversational circle’ when
power differentials are supposed to be suspended and individuals engage in a respectful and
genuine dialogue. In looking to facilitate engagement with Freire’s work, early research like
Bebbington et al. (2007) put forward motifs that would condense, but not simplify, Freire’s work to

facilitate its application by accounting scholars in different settings.

Building on dialogics, CDAA has been influenced by thinkers from political sciences with the
discussion of the intersection between the work of Habermas (1985, 1998a, 1998b) and Laclau

and Mouffe (2001). Some felt they both sought to revive a Marxist/Socialist representation of social
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relationships but differed in the way the conceptualised the dialogue and debate necessary within

a democratically governed society.

Here, Habermas (1985) advocated for a normative approach to dialogue aimed at consensus-
building through the concepts of rational consensus (i.e., a reasonable exchange of arguments) or
rational discourse, when decisions are motivated only by better reasoning. Identically, his concept
of ‘ideal speech situation’ (Habermas, 1998a, 1998b), when communication between interested
parties is undistorted (no exclusion, equal opportunity to make contributions, absence of coercion)
is useful in some circumstances, like in a democratic society, but it remains idealistic in others, as

in the case of an authoritarian regime.

Laclau and Mouffe (2001) offered a more nuanced understanding and a more realistic view of the
way the world works, acknowledging the inevitability of unresolved conflicts (irresolvable
differences) in any social relationship. They recognize that dialogue with the powerful requires
“oppositional” forms of talk, i.e., institutions, whether corporate or governmental, often resist
meaningful change unless pressured to do so. However, Mouffe (2013) considers that, facing the
ineradicably of antagonism, it is important that the conflict does not take the form of antagonism
(i.e., a struggle between enemies) but agonism (i.e., a struggle between adversaries). In this sense,
the transformative potential of conflicts might be realized through the capacity of dialogic

accounting to transform antagonism into agonism.

Considering that if there are no political dimensions, the work being developed is probably not
critical, critical dialogics (following Laclau and Mouffe’s work) try to explicitly surface those
tensions and asymmetrical power relationships (Brown 2009; Dillard and Brown 2015). This social
construction of reality implies that “everything is changeable” and therefore that things could be
different. Understanding how power is established opens the door to counter-hegemonic

discourses that can challenge it.

These early conversations borrowed ideas and concepts from scholars in social sciences (Freire,
Habermas, Laclau and Mouffe), and laid the foundation for core ideas in what is now known as
CDAA. For example, Bebbington et al. (2007) proposed seven motifs of dialogic engagement

followed by Brown’ (2009) eight principles for critical dialogic accounting. Later, Dillard and Brown
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(2012) and Brown and Tregidga (2017) raised the contestation of consensus (i.e., the abandon of
a consensus-oriented vision for the benefit of an ethics of dissensus) and the need to repoliticize
SEA. More recently, Dillard and Vinnari (2019) suggested to move from traditional accounting-
based accountability towards accountability-based accounting, which has informed ample
research looking to highlight the pluralistic nature of different constituents information needs.
These contributions guide CDAA researchers in shaping their inquiries and methodologies,
ensuring robust engagement with empirical realities while maintaining theoretical coherence. They
also provide a foundation on which CDAA researchers can work to challenge existing notions of

accountability.

4.2. General advice

Throughout the conference, participants offered plentiful advice on effectively engaging with CDAA
research and navigating potential pitfalls. Much of this advice revolved around conflict and the role
it plays in CDAA research. Across this section, we have tried to consolidate the points made during

these conversations to highlight their importance in CDAA research.

4.2.1. Identifying and engaging with conflict

Although conflict is observable, it's the product of underlying conditions. This means the way
conflict is conceptualized illustrates researchers’ objectives and motivations. By surfacing and
articulating conflicts, researchers highlight different stories, whereby different theoretical
frameworks provide different ways to conceptualize conflict, or different ways to tell the story. For
example, a conflict arena approach (Thomson, Dey, and Russell 2015) can draw attention to the
various positioning that organizations adopt as they engage on an issue, helping surface insights
about rhetorical strategies. Alternatively, a post-colonial approach (Alawattage and Fernando
2017; Alshurafa and Kamla 2024) might instead draw attention to the origins of different actors and
look to understand how debates around an issue are constructed over time. How deeply
researchers decide to engage with the historical legacy underpinning these conditions influences
the representation of social relationships in their research. This is not to say that one approach is

superior to another, but that using one or the other changes the type of story being told. In turn,
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researchers need to carefully consider what type of stories they want to tell in their research and

make sure this is reflected in the theoretical lens and methodological design they select.

Exploring conflict can also surface insights on the political frontiers between divergent
understandings; a major issue in developing CDAA research. Depending on how these frontiers are
conceptualized, as researchers look to understand conflicts, they often develop rich insights into

the way power is established; and perhaps more importantly, how it can be challenged.

Understanding conflicts, its underlying conditions and power relations between actors is central
to conducting research in CDAA. However, as an increasing number of studies look to align with
the motifs, principles, and analytical frameworks used within the CDAA project (see Manetti,
Bellucci, and Oliva 2021), there is a real risk for oversimplification if these elements are not
carefully applied. The idea is that a “toolbox” mentality might invite researchers to uncritically
apply CDAA, where following a recipe will automatically yield critical insights about how different
actors interactregarding a conflict. The problem is that researchers might not critically engage with

power, contestation, or marginalized voices, which inhibits the transformative potential of CDAA.

The initial step in mobilizing CDAA involves pinpointing an issue and its associated conflicts to
understand the context within which it operates. By understanding these conflicts, researchers
develop a more robust understanding of the issue. Although this can complicate the representation
of issues, researchers should not shy away from representing them and should be concerned if
they don’t observe any. Nearly every form of social interaction around a contested issue will
harbour some degree of conflict, and it might not always be readily observable. As discussed in
Panel 2, the aim is to ‘view the invisible’ or identify how conflicts are being avoided in the way the
issue is represented. An example discussed was ‘greenwashing’ by corporations to avoid and/or
obscure conflicts surrounding environmental impacts. If the data collect fails to reveal conflicts
surrounding an issue, researchers need to consider why this is so. This means questioning, for
example, how is the issue being conceptualised and/or engaged with — perhaps not all huances

or relevant actors are being recognised®.

4This also surfaces methodological considerations that were first identified in Section 3.5 and are expanded
on in the next Section.
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One approach to surmounting this challenge is to map out the conflict by posing several key
questions: Who is involved in the issue? Who is overlooked? What are the interrelationships among
different actors? Are there actors who dictate the problem and the conflict resolution process for
others? An effective strategy, i.e., ‘the sniff test’, is to initially identify at least three significant key
actors pertaining to an issue, such as, for example, politicians, regulators, the public, and the
media; the idea being to identify actors with power over others, actors suffering from the use of this
power, and actors with the potential to amplify or mitigate this harm. Additionally, the absence of
visible or readily identifiable conflict might result from limitations in the gathered data or the
researcher’s perspective adopted during the research project. For example, the interests of
animals might be overlooked or, one might prioritize achieving consensus on an issue thus
concealing irreconcilable conflicts. This is why CDAA research often questions whether

consensus should be the primary objective for engagement, democratic dialogue, and debate.

It is also important to question the sociocultural context in which both the researcher and their
research are situated. Researchers much reflect on their assumptions made about dominant
and/or marginalized perspectives, as well as the uniqueness of the culture and history from which
these differences emerge. For example, they should consider their background, the colonial
memories in their bodies (i.e., the coloniality inside themselves) or the cultural patterns that shape
the way they see superiority of a group over the others (Sauerbronn et al. 2024). Researchers may
play different roles in their work, in the classroom, and as members of society. In some issues there
may be a need to become more partisan as a researcher and the duty to take the side of the

oppressed, without risking becoming ‘too political’.

After identifying the issue, corresponding conflict(s) and the pertinent actors, researchers should
actively engage with them, not necessarily with the objective to resolve them, but at least to show
them. Practically, this means researchers need to think critically about the issue at hand. In this
process, researchers can delve into various questions concerning the issue. Which narratives are
prevailing in the conflict resolution process? Are marginalized voices adequately represented, or
are they being silenced? Do they have an adequate capacity on, or means by, which to
communicate their concerns? How are underlying issues shaped by divergent interests? Although

these questions are not exhaustive, they demonstrate the extent to which researchers need to
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think about their topic and the setting in which it is situated. This type of questions, among others,
are crucial for comprehending an issue and exploring how potential resolutions are, or can be,

constructed without necessarily obtaining the satisfaction of all the actors involved.

4.2.2. Methods dedicated to understanding conflicts’ context.

Researchers can employ various methods to analyse a conflicting issue and how actors are
involved in it, such as interviews (Godowski, Negre, and Verdier 2020), participatory action
research (Tanima, Brown, and Hopper 2024), ethnography (Bryer 2014) or QM (Sorola 2022)
among others. They can also have a willingness to imply themselves in a conflict as symbolic
activists to enhance the transformative potential of research (Thomson 2014). In short, CDAA

research is not bound to a specific method or methodology®.

What unifies these methods is the need to understand and be engaged with the context in which
actors operate and to have a reflective thinking throughout the data collection process to ensure
the inclusion of voices from less powerful actors. At the core of each analysis lies the imperative
to describe and comprehend the political context, a task that often demands significant time
investment. For instance, Tregidga and Milne (2022) meticulously compiled data from diverse
sources including interviews, corporate reports, websites, and various media platforms over a
span of two years. This comprehensive data gathering facilitated a nuanced understanding of the
political context surrounding the conflict, fostering trust among some initially sceptical actors, and
expediting trust building with others. Similarly, Tanima, Brown, and Dillard (2020) and Tanima et al.
(2023) conducted interviews and observations for several months and meticulously analysed a
range of documents including training manuals, policy documents, reports, and legal texts.
Analysing all that data helped the research team gain a thorough understanding of the broader
contextual intricacies surrounding the studied issue by considering complete sentences, rather

than fixating on individual words or specific actions. Simply put, a single word isolated from its

5 Brown, Dillard and Hopper (2015, p.641) note how a range of different research designs, including QM, can
be used “to identify, analyze, present and engage competing perspectives”, citing: Bacchi 2009; Clarke 2005;
Glynos and Howarth 2007; Sullivan 2011. Bacchi (2009) presents a particularly insightful analytical approach
for those interested in developing CDAA research, as it calls on researchers to question how the problem is
being represented. This is the level of deeper analysis that is increasingly expected from research that aims to
align with the broader CDAA project.
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sentence can convey a different meaning, which underscores the importance of maintaining its

contextual relevance.

Additionally, it can also be crucial to focus on spatial configurations and temporal frames to gain a
comprehensive understanding of conflicts and the actions of involved actors. For example, in
Tregidga and Milne's (2022) study, it was observed that some stakeholders involved in the conflict
were not consistently invited to meetings, rendering them physically absent from the designated
space for conflict resolution. Furthermore, spatial arrangements might relegate certain actors to
the periphery of discussions, limiting their opportunities for expression. Concerning the temporal
dimension, analysing how actors engage with a conflict over time provides valuable insights. This
analysis can extend to a micro level, such as examining speech distribution during meetings to
identify marginalized voices or observe actors’ reactions to each other’s statements, as
demonstrated in Postaire and Puyou's (2024) study in which they base their analysis, among other
things, on actors’ changes in tone of voice over time, silences, aggressive interruptions and verbal

jousting.

4.2.3. Writing research reports

The writing of research reports, particularly academic articles, focused on issues and aiming at
contributing to the CDAA project can be quite challenging®. The first thing is to be focused on clarity.
Authors should strive to simplify fundamental concepts to enhance comprehension. One effective
approach is to engage deeply with existing literature to articulate a concise argument. Numerous
research articles, such as those by Manetti, Bellucci, and Oliva (2021) on dialogic accounting and
Tanima, Brown, and Hopper (2024) on critical dialogic accounting, offer valuable insights that can
help in clearly defining terms, concepts, and theoretical history of the CDAA project. Another
solution might be to use new tools like Al, but there are many concerns regarding this technology

for critical scholars (Ghio 2024).

8 We recognize that research communication is not limited to the publication of academic articles (i.e., visual
representations, artifacts, poetry, graffiti...). However, during the conference several points were raised on this
mean of communication.
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Secondly, it can be tempting to romanticize conflict resolution processes or the actors involved.
Some conflicts may inherently defy resolution. Throughout the research report, authors should
maintain a nuanced perspective on the observed conflict (method, results, and discussion). For
instance, Tanima, Brown, and Dillard (2020) exemplify this approach through their meticulous
inclusion of diverse interviewees and their nuanced analysis, presentation, and discussion of the

collected data’.

4.3. Charting the future

In looking to the future of CDAA research, various avenues were discussed during the CDAA
conference. Researchers should look for ways to continue to explore new fields focusing on the
emancipation of oppressed people through accounting practices there is also broad avenues for

theoretical innovation. However, there were two more specific topics that were discussed.

4.3.1. Empirical exploration

In looking to the specific topics of inquiry in future CDAA research, there remains a need to study
the emancipation of oppressed people through accounting practices. Discussions addressed the
need to create open dialogue spaces and, analyse actors’ legal justifications within agonistic
lenses, aiming for constructive action amid conflict. There is also space for future research to
consider how powerful actors leverage legal frameworks to maintain their advantage amid
conflicts. Using an agonistic lens, researchers can look to shed light on how legal justifications are
used to perpetuate power imbalances. Such an objective would require greater consideration of
formal institutions and agonistic democracy (Brown, Dillard, and Hopper 2015), but investigating
strategies for holding powerful entities accountable, amplifying the voices of marginalized actors
and engaging with underrepresented perspectives; like those of activists and social movements are

essential for promoting social justice and equity. Moreover, the future of the CDAA project hinges

7 For a detailed methodological discussion on how these perspectives were included using participatory
action research, see: Tanima et al. (2024).
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also on its ability to embrace reflexivity and critical engagement to advance the inclusion of

marginalised voices and/or oppressed communities.

Investigating the intersection between agonism and antagonism in accounting and accountability
contexts is another topic that also holds potential. Here, one objective might be to understand how
conflicting perspectives manifest to provide insights into power dynamics and narrative
construction. In so doing, researchers can question what narratives are dominating the process,
how marginalized voices are or are not being represented, and how the underlying issues are being
constructed by different interests. They might also recognize how the space enables and/or
constrains other aspects of the underlying issue, which is represented in work on contested

consensus and dissensus.

During the conference, attendees highlighted Francophone researchers as an example for
empirical innovation contrary to Anglophones who try to keep a certain “purity” of CDAA.
Francophones tend to favour a more prospective approach, focused on empirically unexplored
configurations. For instance, Godowski, Négre, and Verdier's work (2020) examines how public
accountants’ assistance to work councils contributes to evolving the use of accounting and thus
the emergence of a form of agonistic democracy. Through the empirical study, authors highlight
under what conditions a democratic space can emerge in organizations through public
accountants’ assistance in understanding accounting documents. Another example is Chateau
Terrisse and Arnaud's study (2022) which use the principles of critical dialogic accounting (Brown
2009) to study an accounting firm with cooperative status. This study is particularly interesting as
it analyses how an accounting firm, which produces “traditional” accounting, can enhance and

diffuse political accounting technologies.

Several questions emerged from the conference regarding critical discourse analysis, many of
which focused on the complex dynamics and implications of counter-accounting for social
change. For example, how do counter-accounts operate in ambiguous contexts? How are
identities constructed in conflict settings? What are the ethical considerations in producing
counter-accounts? Do counter-accounts effectively challenge dominant narratives? What is the

long-term impact of counter-accounts? These questions were left unaddressed to underscore the
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multifaceted nature of counter-accounts, and using CDAA, the potential to influence social change

by challenging established narratives and power structures in future research.

4.3.2. Theoretical innovation

Another avenue for future research in the CDAA project is theoretical innovation. Conversations
during workshops and panels, predominantly underscored that the CDAA project is a theoretical
continuous endeavour, with each study contributing something valuable to its progression
(Manetti, Bellucci, and Oliva 2021). However, researchers must also consider these
advancements in relation to the history of CDAA research so as not to jettison—for example—its
critical concern for asymmetrical power relationships to pursue novel innovations. Indeed, there is
a need to adjust to evolving conditions, constraints, and applications, to strike a balance between
being receptive to new opportunities while remaining mindful of CDAA project’s conceptual

underpinnings.

These efforts aim to advance the field beyond that work which uncritically applies CDAA in a
routine and unconsidered manner. There is a strong risk of colonization of CDAA research by
mainstream accounting research, but this should be seen as an indicator of its success. As the
CDAA project gain popularity, it risks being reduced to a mere toolbox divorced from its conceptual
foundations. Lumping together different strands of theoretical development risks obscuring the
rich history of theoretical contributions that have been made as the project has advanced. As the
field continues to develop, being aware of this past and the multiple origins of CDAA will help to
maintain its different theoretical traditions; allowing it to remain a framing mechanism, while not
preventing new theoretical approaches. In this sense, rather than becoming defensive about what
is and is not CDAA research, scholars should focus on refining their theoretical positioning. So, for
example, the concept of polycentricity (Seny Kan, Agbodjo, and Gandja 2021) was raised as a
consideration for future CDAA research. Not only does it share a high degree of conceptual
similarity with CDAA, but it has a specific emphasis on context that might help advance theorizing

issues and conflicts.
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5. Concluding remarks

The CDAA conference highlighted the multifaceted journey that project has been on for over two
decades. Discussions were developed that can help set the stage for future inquiries that aim to
expand and deepen our understanding of how accounting practices can be harnessed to promote

social justice and equity.

What we have tried to emphasize in this commentary is the critical need for continued engagement
with both empirical and theoretical innovations within the CDAA framework. Somewhat
surprisingly for a group of researchers looking to promote agonistic principles, there were common
themes around which consensus was developed during the conference. For example, the
importance of investigating the emancipation of oppressed groups through accounting practices
cannot be overstated. Future research must continue to explore how social networks and legal
frameworks are leveraged by powerful actors to maintain their advantages, and how an agonistic

lens can shed light on these dynamics to challenge asymmetrical power relations.

The theoretical landscape of CDAA also remains ripe for refinement and innovation. As
emphasized in both the workshops and panels, it is crucial for researchers to continuously adapt
and engage with diverse theoretical approaches to prevent stagnation and maintain the political
dimension essential to CDAA research. What’s more, given that the roots of many theories
currently used in CDAA were originally formulated in other languages, there is room to revisit these

interpretations in the original language.

We conclude by underscoring the necessity for a dynamic and reflective approach to CDAA
research. By embracing both empirical exploration and theoretical innovation, the broader CDAA
project can better understand and address the complex power dynamics inherent in accounting
practices. As a force for progressive social change, CDAA must continue to advance beyond the
traditional boundaries of accounting and accountability so as to serve as a tool for societal
transformation. As the project moves forward, it is imperative that we remain vigilant in our efforts
to challenge dominant narratives, empower marginalized communities, and promote a more just
and equitable society. The future of CDAA research lies in its ability to continually adapt, innovate,

and inspire meaningful change in the world.
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Appendix 1 - Workshop 1 : Critical Discourse Analysis
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Appendix 2 - Workshop 2 : Q Methodology

QYUY W
T ) R —

‘SWoLU3
NIVLS0 O3 7IQIST0d §,1! Mov

“L4TINN0) Q31$ILNG
AMVILNITS) NV FTIVALIING
214034 MOW OWINIVIAXA A °*°

*ONINCILISOY W1901030) NMO

, i L s O
P 19V4
‘ SNOISSMSIA

N Mﬁ SWOLIV4 40
NOIVIHUNIQ)

04, ALIMLIASDO, OLN) ALIMIIILSNS
HLIM OVON3 OL A¥L

& A9GT000HIIN & AHM -

a/ze.”umdmm SN0

e ]

VI0U0S MIHLLVW A9 NOUVHINY

A907000H13W O

T JONSHYOM

NOWLADIYASIG
NNV
40 Aan1S

"WIHL OL

SINILIITUIS MITHL ILVTIY F740Dd MOH $,11
qILUNION SYOLWVS FHL 4,NSH AGNIS B
30 AUV LNWLUOIW] LSOMW FHL

1¥V4 viva
i1 Y
SUSILYLS

“NOISSMSIA 3HL N}
14V4 3NVL NVD TLy3dxa

s S

&%
[ =17 [v [©| WISy
nnnan il ﬁﬁmﬂ 33N — @ — 3NV
\_.‘ s o J.ﬂo__sﬂ mea MOH ’ AVYLO3N

23



"QIINTNS WY

# 1T S,1VHL’ 3399V SHIOA MYKS,, 3SavI3E

1,N0Q 3M jA3H 350VD,

Appendix 3 - Workshop 3 : Agonistic Engagement
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Appendix 4 - Panel 1 : Mapping the field of CDAA
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Appendix 5 - Panel 2 : Conceptualizing conflict
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Appendix 6 — Panel 3 : Setting boundaries of CDAA
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Appendix 7 - Panel 4 : Francophone perspectives on CDAA

. -3001N04d
I0OUYNIOWHT 3090V N bl
30K 30 3VQ¥IJ SV4 N 153 Wad 1 308
108531 ¥ YN

SWIONY N3
LNIWINIHIHD wan

\ WMD) BI04 ‘sNES

- TN
"IRPETWITMS A3y N3 $3IVW 33400W°D 3¢ ¥ T
N0 SNNQ WIeg \ ’ / X032 $10430 XOVAVEL LI

*S309NVT Sa¥LOVY,Q

W SN,
¥ SWOUWINENG 530 BNLVAANO) O e -

SNV 530 IueINI

*359 ST a0d SUL SV S
SHOL W4 $IINUN 13 SIIW Iu1)
LIM0G SInHIDOYID SNOUVSAUN 53 O

“SANVNIYS SHINVE T3 0NV WISTWIN
¥ XA3EN3 $30 FUNVIHILW N O

OUIMON NN ¥IF040Y4 S FYANIYIIY

e T
CNTT™ U™

P IUANIYd Y NUAIHD T

‘TN
AMIW344013A30 0G SAIILT0 LI SNO

1AVE3O 3 LNINOIOLIY IS S13LNAS ST

(§ )
30AL20 XOWIMN £ ¥ AT \;.ﬁ....._.n W )

mu @ SINNOUNIRY T 'SILSUNIINGG $T W04 EAUXIND)
L) N 153 ™00
; m«mmm IO N )
(S1eR N -
A@ Bt HQ&_.%@@ _ "ivos samd
a
- i TV 1D
T aonvssivened
©\ W1 3Q ¥3IHD (
\ 20 11780 SV TEVg I 100
e s
"
ANIMYY
.u‘_lu_— snoy
30 13 SNOZINor \ .
: ‘ ! Y
Pra ShOL 20 SIFULVIAND N .uﬁqw,ui. - DOWBNRENG e o
gt ANVLNOMW! LNI04 NO il ORVLMO)  BVLIWO)
AR Y YL YT ANAGWOTY,S S . g r.#.......,..s mon0evus
J_.x. .a.z:..””.‘ula rﬂsﬂ..a&o “.GE.‘. u,_.“ ER b £30 5901 AN3TUY
10 :._Ecz-a-ﬂ. INL AN IVIINE 13D 0 *S3revA SINWHOO 26100 SN8 $30 B

$3Q SHVQ TTNNOTY
TITMYIWON 30 VAT

*$3ENWNOIVIZI00 JLNAL
UNLYYILN JYLON

POILDACIY TNITINVOM IO WAW ML

IOV N9,00 L3s0S
) Heokg 2 sqemepeh - 905 J¥0LNUILD

s...‘..g_aeﬂ_ﬂﬂ.! ..s:ﬁm + CINOM IOV SUIHIVIND 30 goW ¥ AT WD

oiy-mpeney pliom o) S31 WY SNOUVININS s / \t

TINVITEY SLNVLNAOT

{ YITTUNOILYNII0 ANINWOD) SYOY

Jrob 5 e g g bog Gy
VANZOY MY

A0S ; INLNOODY
90yl0 WWYMaL

o VLR ae WO N VI VIWNS SIOVINVES SIALTIISNI 4 TINVG

QBN M YINBYY

DEU(.\/_/

CUIMN OV YINWAR0

*SaryadNa SVa LS 3N
1N SINNOSYIJ £30 (V34 VI Sva AwLLAW IS (O

‘NOLVAYISEO 0 SIHVHD STV WIOWWTR,0 LINN VI
"SNOWVAONNL ST ¥ITUIWG WIS

SIVW ZIQ¥ WA L3 SWLAO S WINNOUSINL O

“TWIAL NOISIA YIS uONYON (0

"NOISNIHIBAW W1 Y TWWEINY WONTY O

*SNOWINIAA0 $IW40Hd $35 WINNOQ YISO O

1YINSISNGD Y SINDINYA SINNTS b3 1]

;T0MEYYN] SHVA 13 ISSYH I3 LNVINGD NI
SHALIMELN  SDUOODYY ST
A3 NO = 5

jSwionnog s
FanInGa3Y 10D L0 ND
WO N0 T

"NBRIIIOISNVY L

AN ST

LWionvA FBIvS 103A NO,1 300 SICHYINI T ANOS SIMING

¢ 93dd013A30 NO-LNFA 300

“QUOTV,Q I3
S IN ISSINE NOMVYROISNOY  S3LLWYd §38
NOAD VLTV 4+ N3 TYONINdF DIV INVA+

TN AR A

INBUSINOIY 300U GIDOWIG  UNEBYLIVOY W1

Wioaeoa Ty SALNVNREY

28



References

Alawattage, Chandana, and Susith Fernando. 2017. “Postcoloniality in Corporate Social and
Environmental Accountability.” Accounting, Organizations and Society 60: 1-20.
doi:10.1016/j.a0s.2017.07.002.

Aleksandrov, Evgenii, Anatoli Bourmistrov, and Giuseppe Grossi. 2018. “Participatory Budgeting as
a Form of Dialogic Accounting in Russia.” Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal 31
(4): 1098-1123. doi:10.1108/AAAJ-02-2016-2435.

Alshurafa, Mohammed, and Rania Kamla. 2024. “Accountability and the Postcolonial Identity of
Palestinian Human Rights NGO Activists.” Accounting, Organizations and Society 112: 1-16.
doi:10.1016/j.a0s.2024.101546.

Bacchi, C.L. 2009. Analysing Policy: What’s the Problem Represented to Be? Pearson.

Bebbington, Jan, Judy Brown, Bob Frame, and lan Thomson. 2007. “Theorizing Engagement: The
Potential of a Critical Dialogic Approach.” Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal 20
(3): 356-381. doi:10.1108/09513570710748544.

Bellucci, Marco, and Giacomo Manetti. 2017. “Facebook as a Tool for Supporting Dialogic
Accounting? Evidence from Large Philanthropic Foundations in the United States.”
Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal 30 (4): 874-905. doi:10.1108/AAAJ-07-2015-
2122.

Brown, Judy. 2009. “Democracy, Sustainability and Dialogic Accounting Technologies: Taking
Pluralism Seriously.” Critical Perspectives on Accounting 20 (3): 313-342.

Brown, Judy, and Jesse Dillard. 2013. “Critical Accounting and Communicative Action: On the Limits
of Consensual Deliberation.” Critical Perspectives on Accounting 24 (3): 176-190.
doi:10.1016/j.cpa.2012.06.003.

Brown, Judy, Jesse Dillard, and Trevor Hopper. 2015. “Accounting, Accountants and Accountability
Regimes in Pluralistic Societies.” Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal 28 (5): 626—
650. doi:10.1108/AAAJ-03-2015-1996.

Brown, Judy, and Helen Tregidga. 2017. “Re-Politicizing Social and Environmental Accounting
through Ranciere: On the Value of Dissensus.” Accounting, Organizations and Society 61: 1-
21.do0i:10.1016/j.20s.2017.08.002.

Bryer, Alice Rose. 2014. “Participation in Budgeting: A Critical Anthropological Approach.”
Accounting, Organizations and Society 39 (7): 511-530. d0i:10.1016/j.a0s.2014.07.001.

Byrch, Christine, Markus J. Milne, Richard Morgan, and Kate Kearins. 2015. “Seeds of Hope?
Exploring Business Actors’ Diverse Understandings of Sustainable Development.”
Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal 28 (5): 671-705. doi:10.1108/AAAJ-08-2013-
1438.

Chateau Terrisse, Pascale, and Charlene Arnaud. 2022. “Un Cabinet Comptable Aux Pratiques
Organisationnelles Alternatives? La Premiere Société Coopérative d’intérét Collectif,
Cabinet d’expertise Comptable.” Comptabilité-Contrbéle-Audit 283 (3): 123-163.

Clarke, A.E. 2005. Situational Analysis: Grounded Theory After the Postmodern Turn. London: SAGE
Publications.

29



Coulson, Andrea B, and lan Thomson. 2006. “Accounting and Sustainability, Encouraging a
Dialogical Approach; Integrating Learning Activities, Delivery Mechanisms and Assessment
Strategies.” Accounting Education 15 (3): 261-273. doi:10.1080/09639280600850695.

Dillard, Jesse, and Judy Brown. 2012. “Agonistic Pluralism and Imagining CSEAR into the Future.”
Social and Environmental Accountability Journal 32 (1): 3-16.
doi:10.1080/0969160X.2012.656403.

Dillard, Jesse, and Judy Brown. 2015. “Broadening out and Opening up: An Agonistic Attitude toward
Progressive Social Accounting.” Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy Journal
6 (2): 243-266.

Dillard, Jesse, and Eija Vinnari. 2019. “Critical Dialogical Accountability: From Accounting-Based
Accountability to Accountability-Based Accounting.” Critical Perspectives on Accounting
62: 16-38. doi:10.1016/j.cpa.2018.10.003.

Freire, Paolo. 1970. Pedagogy of the Oppressed. London: Pelican.

Ghio, Alessandro. 2024. “Democratizing Academic Research with Artificial Intelligence: The
Misleading Case of Language.” Critical Perspectives on Accounting 98: 1-8.
doi:10.1016/j.cpa.2023.102687.

Glynos, J., and D. Howarth. 2007. Logics of Critical Explanation in Social and Political Theory.
Routledge Innovations in Political Theory. London: Routledge.

Godowski, Christophe, Emmanuelle Negre, and Marie-Anne Verdier. 2020. “Toward Dialogic
Accounting? Public Accountants’ Assistance to Works councils - A Tool between Hope and
IlWlusion.” Critical Perspectives on Accounting 69: 1-18. doi:10.1016/j.cpa.2019.102095.

Grossi, Giuseppe, Paolo Pietro Biancone, Silvana Secinaro, and Valerio Brescia. 2021. “Dialogic
Accounting through Popular Reporting and Digital Platforms.” Meditari Accountancy
Research 29 (7): 75-93. doi:10.1108/MEDAR-01-2021-1163.

Habermas, Jurgen. 1985. The Theory of Communicative Action: Volume 1: Reason and the
Rationalization of Society. Vol. 1. Boston: Beacon press.

Habermas, Jurgen. 1998a. The Inclusion of the Other: Studies in Political Theory. Cambridge: MIT
Press.

Habermas, Juargen. 1998b. “What Is Universal Pragmatics?” In On the Pragmatics of
Communication. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Howarth, David R. 2008. “Ethos, Agonism and Populism: William Connolly and the Case for Radical
Democracy.” The British Journal of Politics and International Relations 10 (2): 171-193.
doi:10.1111/j.1467-856x.2007.00308.x.

Joannides, Vassili, and Stéphane Jaumier. 2013. “De La Démocratie En Amérique Du Nord a
l’accountability a La Francaise: Comprendre Les Origines Sociopolitiques de
l’accountability.” Revue Francaise de Gestion, no. 8: 99-116.

Laclau, E., and C. Mouffe. 2001. Hegemony and Socialist Strategy: Towards a Radical Democratic
Politics. Verso Books.

Laine, Matias, and Eija Vinnari. 2017. “The Transformative Potential of Counter Accounts: A Case
Study of Animal Rights Activism.” Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal 30 (7): 1481-
1510. doi:10.1108/AAAJ-12-2015-2324.

30



Manetti, Giacomo, Marco Bellucci, and Stefania Oliva. 2021. “Unpacking Dialogic Accounting: A
Systematic Literature Review and Research Agenda.” Accounting, Auditing & Accountability
Journal 34 (9): 250-283. doi:10.1108/AAAJ-08-2020-4736.

Mouffe, Chantal. 2013. Agonistics: Thinking the World Politically.

Postaire, Maxence, and Francois-Régis Puyou. 2024. “Restor(y)ing Commitment to a Failing
Organization: How Narratives and Forecasts Mitigate Anxiety.” Accounting, Auditing &
Accountability Journal 37 (3): 840-865. doi:10.1108/AAAJ-03-2021-5204.

Sauerbronn, Fernanda Filgueiras, Rosangela Mesquisa Ayres, Cleia Maria da Silva, and Rosenery
Loureiro Lourencgo. 2024. “Decolonial Studies in Accounting? Emerging Contributions from
Latin America.” Critical Perspectives on Accounting 99: 1-15.
doi:10.1016/j.cpa.2020.102281.

Seny Kan, Konan A., Serge Agbodjo, and Serge V. Gandja. 2021. “Accounting Polycentricity in Africa:
Framing an ‘Accounting and Development’ Research Agenda.” Critical Perspectives on
Accounting 78: 1-30. doi:10.1016/j.cpa.2020.102234.

Sneegas, Gretchen. 2020. “Making the Case for Critical Q Methodology.” The Professional
Geographer 72 (1). Routledge: 78-87. doi:10.1080/00330124.2019.1598271.

Sorola, Matthew. 2022. “Q Methodology to Conduct a Critical Study in Accounting: A Q Study on
Accountants’ Perspectives of Social and Environmental Reporting.” Critical Perspectives on
Accounting 86: 1-37. d0i:10.1016/j.cpa.2021.102355.

Sorola, Matthew. 2023. “Using Q Methodology to Open the ‘Black Box’ of Corporate Governance.” In
Handbook of Research Methods for Corporate Governance, 223-244. Edward Elgar
Publishing.

Sullivan, P. 2011. Qualitative Data Analysis Using a Dialogical Approach. London: SAGE
Publications.

Tanima, Farzana Aman, Judy Brown, and Jesse Dillard. 2020. “Surfacing the Political: Women’s
Empowerment, Microfinance, Critical Dialogic Accounting and Accountability.” Accounting,
Organizations and Society 85: 1-21. do0i:10.1016/j.20s.2020.101141.

Tanima, Farzana Aman, Judy Brown, and Trevor Hopper. 2024. “Doing Critical Dialogic Accounting
and Accountability Research: An Analytical Framework and Case Illustration.” Accounting,
Auditing & Accountability Journal 37 (1): 1-30. doi:10.1108/AAAJ-12-2020-5046.

Tanima, Farzana Aman, Judy Brown, Jan Wright, and Vera Mackie. 2023. “Taking Critical Dialogic
Accountability into the Field: Engaging Contestation around Microfinance and Women'’s
Empowerment.” Critical Perspectives on Accounting 90: 1-27.
doi:10.1016/j.cpa.2021.102383.

Thomson, lan. 2014. “Responsible Social Accounting Communities, Symbolic Activism and the
Reframing of Social Accounting. A Commentary on New Accounts: Towards a Reframing of
Social Accounting.” Accounting Forum 38 (4): 275-277. d0i:10.1016/j.accfor.2014.05.002.

Thomson, lan, and Jan Bebbington. 2004. “It Doesn’t Matter What You Teach?” Critical Perspectives
on Accounting 15 (4): 609-628. doi:10.1016/51045-2354(03)00049-2.

Thomson, lan, and Jan Bebbington. 2005. “Social and Environmental Reporting in the UK: A
Pedagogic Evaluation.” Critical Perspectives on Accounting 16 (5): 507-533.
doi:10.1016/j.cpa.2003.06.003.

31



Thomson, lan, Colin Dey, and Shona Russell. 2015. “Activism, Arenas and Accounts in Conflicts over
Tobacco Control” 28 (5): 809-845. doi:10.1108/AAAJ-08-2013-1439.

Tregidga, Helen, and Markus J. Milne. 2022. “Not at Our Table: Stakeholder Exclusion and
Ant/Agonistic Engagements.” Critical Perspectives on Accounting 85: 1-20.
doi:10.1016/j.cpa.2020.102265.

32



