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Organisational change is frequently not to successful, due to ‘design failures’, ‘resistance’, ‘power play’, ‘communication losses’, ‘lack of creativity, motivation, leadership and direction’, amongst others. When one looks upon these attributed causes more in detail, there are often strong (implicit) paradigmatic assumptions involved, which can inhibit the change process as a dialogical, open-end inquiry process. We believe organizational change can be more successfully approached as a discursive flux: an ever changing flow of conceptions between participants that unfolds the complexity of the meaning construction at hand. The purpose of a ‘change dialogue’ is to make general (scientific) knowledge and previous helpful experiences (tacit knowledge) specific, actual and contextual. Both general knowledge and specific perceptional knowledge must be transformed into actionable knowledge that makes sense to the subjects in the situation at hand. This process becomes more significant, authentic and meaningful if participants can endure the process of deconstruction, reframing, and the uncomfortable ambiguity of not-knowing. The longer a group can remain in the ‘transitional space’, the more complexity can evolve, and the more meaningful and true the change experience becomes. On the other hand there seem to be limits to the pace and amount of deconstruction a person or a group can handle. Significant dialogical experiences can easily turn into their reverse due to a lack of sufficient psychological and group dynamic capabilities. 
To come to a deeper understanding of this evolving and delicate learning process, we consider in our approach the main elements of the deconstruction process from a psychological and discursive viewpoint, and distinguish seven more or less demanding types of dialogues to build up significant, authentic change experiences with. We regard dialogue as a sensitizing process, borrowing techniques from psychoanalysis, client-centred therapy, classic and modern Socratic dialogue. Its main elements are: the initial discursive position of participants (in relation to the quality of their work relation, the type and amount of resistance, and their common learning history), and intriguing alternative discursive positions in relation to the perception of the specific context and relevant change factors. The types of dialogue we distinguish are the dialogue within and between knowledge domains (type one and two), within and between paradigms (type three and four), the simple and complex dynamic dialogue (type five and six) and the dialogue with the empty field (type seven). These dialogical processes differ substantially from one type to another on dimensions of perceived objectivity of information, group dynamic processes, the (attributed) role of a facilitator (or leader), and the amount of complexity that comes in. This ‘ladder of dialogues’ makes it possible to use more or less demanding types of dialogue to obtain a good enough level of deconstruction and to develop dialogical capabilities in a positive step by step approach. 
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