[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]27th Annual International Labour Process Conference, Apex International Hotel, Edinburgh, UK, 6th to 8th April, 2008

STREAM 3: Identity and the Workplace

Volvo for life?
An Investigation into Identity Work at Volvo Cars Torslanda

Stephan M. Schaefer
Lund University
School of Economics and Management
Department of Business Administration
Stephan.Schaefer@fek.lu.se

Tony Huzzard

Lund University
School of Economics and Management
Department of Business Administration
Tony.Huzzard@fek.lu.se

Iselin Sommereng
Accenture
Analyst
Iselin.sommereng@accenture.com

Abstract

Our paper aims at making two contributions surrounding the broad discussion of subjectivity in Labour Process Theory (LPT). The first contribution is the proposition of a theoretical model to facilitate the understanding of the processes underpinning the construction of shop floor workers´ self-identities based on discursive managerial regulation. Additionally, the findings of the study are used to make a contribution to the general discussion surrounding the “missing subject” in LPT (Thompson, 1990). The study was conducted at a large car manufacturing plant located in Sweden. Drawing on the identity regulation model proposed by Alvesson and Willmott (2002) we unpack the notion of self-identity at the workplace along two dimensions, organisational affiliation and the locus of control. Our findings neither lend support to the voluntarist nor the determinist position of LPT. It seems that there is the equivocal notion of a juxtaposition of the orthodox and the subjectivist view on the labour process consolidated in just one dimension of identity work namely the locus of control. This observation leads to the claim that the “missing subject” in the labour process is given the role of a medium which ultimately assigns the features to the labour process by engaging in identity work.




Introduction

Much of what come to be understood as the Labour Process Debate over the last two decades or so has been occupied with issues of subjectivity. The quest for the “missing subject” in Labour Process Theory (LPT) (Thompson, 1990) has yielded a multitude of theoretical papers as well as empirical studies. Human agency has been incorporated to a varying degree and theorised differently. Yet, there are relatively few studies exclusively occupied with describing micro processes of identity work on the shop floor and the establishment of distinguished self-identities (Collinson, 1992). The main thrust of studies on processes of identity construction is directed towards knowledge-workers or professionals holding managerial positions (Ibarra, 1999; Sveningsson and Alvesson, 2003; Watson, 1994). Our concern in this paper is to study closely the experiences of shop floor workers under a lean management regime complemented and even contradicted by the introduction of a new organisational change programme. The question is raised how the managerial discourses underpinning both the existing regime and the change programme fuel identity work. Moreover, if there are several self-identity constructs, can they be distinguished and conceptualised? 
Our paper has two purposes. First of all we wish to deliver a rich account of shop-floor workers’ identity work. By identity work we mean a dynamic, fluid and fluctuating adaption of or repair to a sense of self in the face of challenges at the workplace that provoke a sense of disruption to the self. This entails the more or less constant search for an answer to the question ‘who am I?’ and by implication ‘how should I act?’ (Sveningsson and Alvesson, 2003)? Our empirical material is analysed by conceptualising self-identity along two dimensions, namely locus of control and affiliation with the company. Hence our first contribution is conceptual and aims at incorporating the locus of control concept from social psychology into the field of identity studies. Secondly, we seek to make a contribution to the debates in LPT surrounding the (non)conceptualisation of subjectivity as well as the different views on resistance. By empirically studying the workers´ efforts to make sense of the labour process we found that there is an odd juxtaposition of seemingly structural as well as subjectivist elements of the labour process. We were able to analytically distinguish two steps of making sense of the labour processes which we coined “first tier agency” and “second tier agency”.  
We will first briefly review the labour process literature and locate our conceptual approach within the labour process debate and subsequent work on subjectivity. We take as our theoretical point of departure the model of identity regulation of Alvesson and Willmott (2002) and use this to explore subjectivities of shop-floor employees in a case study conducted at a Swedish automobile manufacturer. We develop our theoretical discussion by proposing to unpack the notion of self-identity along the two dimensions identified above. Following a brief outline of our methodological approach, we then continue by reporting our empirical findings identifying four distinct subject positions.. We conclude by discussing our findings in relation to the labour process debate.  

The labour process debate
The labour process debate is characterised by conceptual fragmentation and theoretical dissent. Three distinct strands of LPT can be discerned: an orthodox Marxist tendency, a structural perspective taking the issue of subjectivity into account to some degree and poststructuralist-inspired analyses. Orthodox approaches draw on a collective view and focus on class and labour as appropriate units of analysis. The orthodox strand argues for a revival of Marx´s ideas in the tradition of Braverman (1974). Braverman, fed up with the seemingly entirely voluntaristic nature of the Human Relations movement, rejected human agency in labour processes and thus fuelled a heated debate among scholars about subjectivity, the focus of analysis and philosophical underpinnings. Braverman himself anticipated the fact that his neglect of subjectivity would 

“hopelessly compromise the study in the eyes of some of those who float in the conventional stream of social science. (p. 27).” 
His early death, however, made it all the harder to reveal his intentions and naturally led to multifarious interpretations of his legacy. Recently Spencer (2000) for instance wishes for the restoration of a radical and orthodox version of LPT and its original intention to challenge and lay bare the dominant mode of production in a capitalist society. For him the strict focus on subjectivity leads back to pre-Braverman times and renders LPT as a means for criticising capitalist society meaningless. The exclusive focus on Marx and consequently Braverman as the founders of LPT and viewing all deviations as some sort of heresy from the original text is problematic (Parker, 1999). The analysis of labour processes does have to account for human agency and some sort of deviant organisational reality which surfaces in our and other empirical material. In addition, the wider context of labour and work has changed over the last few decades even if these effects are debated among scholars (Alvesson and Thompson, 2005). 
Another perspective within LPT directs the attention to the immediate work context which is embedded in the wider structures of a political economy. In an explicit turn away from Braverman, notions of employee agency or subjectivity began to take root in the 1980s. Arguably, this was the explicit intention of Burawoy’s contribution as early as 1979 (Burawoy, 1979) . A further deviation from Braverman, and more to the point from Marx, was also discernible in that labour process writers were beginning to detach themselves from the Marxist notions of the materialist conception of history. This proposed that there was some overall logic of social and economic development whereby the exploitation of capitalism and antagonistic class relations would eventually be transcended. Writers such as Edwards  (1986) and Thompson (1989) were increasingly distancing themselves from such claims. The former termed his approach as “materialist, but not Marxist” (Edwards, 1986). The latter, in his “core labour process theory” acknowledged the role of agency by arguing for the need to take into account the dependency of systemic forces on the immediate work context. (Thompson, 1989). More recently, writers in this tradition have been drawing on critical realism as a meta-theoretical approach for retaining an emphasis on structural factors but nevertheless conceding that subjective factors and language can “make a difference” in terms of explaining outcomes in the employment relationship (Vincent and Thompson, 2008)  
The third perspective takes the individual as a unit of analysis and is inspired by poststructuralist ideas. Inspiration here is typically drawn from Foucault´s ideas about power. Power is seen as dispersed in social relations rather than some sort of possession of ruling elites. Conceptualising power in such a way implies that notions of class struggle and capitalist power have to be revised. The pivotal variable in the labour process is, rather than class or capital, subjectivity. This stems from the fact that management can be seen as a disciplinary force which produces self-disciplinary individuals through power-knowledge strategies. Through these, individuals are pushed back in on themselves in search for a stable and secure sense of self (Knights and Willmott, 1989). Power in this sense becomes somewhat positive as it provides individuals with “ontological security” (Giddens, 1991). The labour process is thus not to be seen as a structural setup which suppresses and alienates workers but rather as the outcome of managerial disciplinary measures. The labour process is produced and reproduced by individuals because it secures a stable subjectivity (Knights and Willmott, 1989). 
Since agency is one of the pivotal variables, which divides the scholarly field within LPT, identity issues, as brought forward by Knights and Willmott (1989), are of central importance when it comes to founding empirical research into labour processes. The way identity is constructed and how it plays a role in labour processes within an organisation can thus provide an apt starting point to explore the role of subjectivity in labour processes. Related to the post-structuralist ideas about subjectivity in labour processes Alvesson and Willmott (2002) create a general model which illustrates possible processes involved in self identity construction in work organisations. 
 In a nutshell, Alvesson and Willmott claim that various forms of identity regulation such as managerial actions, cultural-communitarian influences and emancipatory space induce identity work, which leads to the establishment of self-identities. The following figure shows these interrelationships: 

 Figure 1: Identity Regulation Model (Alvesson and Willmott 2002) 

We closely examined identity regulation efforts by the management which were articulated through two distinct discourses, one associated with an organisational change programme and the other with lean management. These discourses led to various forms of identity work geared towards positioning the self in relation to these discourses. The outcome of such individual identity work was a somewhat distinct self-identity. We were thus using a post-structuralist inspired approach to describe modes of identity control and related identity constructions but encountered during our studies that individuals were drawing on the concept of structure to explain their sense of self. We were able to empirically reveal that the notion of structural constraint might exert an effect on self-identity constructs related to the labour process.  
The model by Alvesson and Willmott (2002) was used as an elementary conceptual basis for structuring our study at VCT. However, the different parts of the model were enriched and complemented by other concepts which will be discussed closely in the next section. 
Self-Identity along Two Dimensions 

During our analysis of the empirical material a structure surfaced which allowed for the construction of a two dimensional matrix configuration. This configuration consolidates recurring themes of the empirical material, interrelations and augmentations of the conceptual framework and ideas from social psychology. We chose the two dimensions of the matrix described below due to their recurrent appearance when closely screening our empirical material. We feel that they are well-suited to conceptually capture the recurrent themes expressed by the workers. 
The first dimension of the matrix is grounded on a concept relating to identity work recently developed by Beech (2008). Among other suggestions, he proposes the idea that there are different meaning-tensions inherent in individuals, which influence their struggle for a coherent self-identity. For instance there could be a polarization between being a good and a bad father as well as being a good and a bad worker. The meaning attached to one particular part of one´s self-identity lies in between these fixed poles and discursive influences from outside can shift these meaning-giving tensions either to the positive or to the negative side of the spectrum. 
Applying these ideas to our case (Volvo Cars Torslanda, VCT) the meaning-giving and tension-filled spectrum of the workers ranges from a positive to a negative affiliation toward VCT as shown in figure 2. 


Positve Affiliation								      Negative Affiliation

Figure 2 Spectrum of Meaning-Giving Tensions at VCT

Our interview statements revealed that there is a positive or negative attitude towards VCT but not necessarily a strong feeling of oneness and belongingness expressed by for instance Ashforth and Mael (1989) in their definition of social identification. Thus affiliation seems a more apt term to denote the dimension of the matrix. 
The second dimension of the matrix is related to the causal attribution of behavioural outcomes which has been the focus of a long lasting debate among (social) psychologists. Heider (1958) initiated this debate and is usually regarded as the founder of attribution theory (Shultz and Schleifer, 1983). The ensuing debate around his ideas has generated an array of approaches to solving the question how individuals attribute causation to their behavioural outcomes (for an overview see Martinko et al., 2006). In the context of the study the original distinction by Heider (1958) between internal and external attribution - commonly referred to as the “locus of control” - is chosen as the second dimension of the matrix. 

“In common-sense psychology (as in scientific psychology) the result of an action is felt to depend on two sets of conditions, namely factors within the person and factors within the environment.” (Heider, 1958, p. 82). 
Thus the basic idea about the locus of control is that an outcome of an action can be perceived as either being due to the ability one possesses or external factors that lie outside the realm of influence (Rotter, 1975). Paraphrased, an individual can blame himself for an unfavourable behavioural outcome or the circumstances surrounding it. 

Figure 3: A conceptualisation of identity construction at VCT
Having described the different parts of our conceptual framework we are now able to wrap it up and describe the process of identity construction related to the above developed matrix structure. The underlying logic of the proposed model is informed by the ideas from Alvesson and Willmott (2002) and could be described as follows. Discursive regulatory influences form the background or the “input” of the matrix. These discursive influences stimulate identity work by impacting meaning-giving tensions. In the presented case that entails moving either towards a positive or negative affiliation with VCT. Identity work is also informed by the causation of behavioural outcomes to either external forces that cannot be influenced or internal capabilities and skills which can be controlled to some extent by the individual. The interplay of these various processes and influences subsequently lead to the establishment of certain self-identities at VCT. 
By no means do we imply that this is a sequential process. The processes, influences and interrelations inherent in the model overlap, reinforce and obstruct each other. In addition the described self-identities are not meant to portray overarching, dichotomous identity constructs but rather one self-identity construct among a multiplicity of other identities a person can possess. The boundaries between the self-identity constructions are porous as individuals move between them assuming a discourse-contingent identity construction. However, for analytical purposes the model proposed above will be elaborated on working under the assumption of a structured process. 

Identity and Reflexive Methodology

For a close-up study of identity work processes and the construction of self-identities it is vital to understand individual meanings and workers´ self-reflections. The subjective experience of workers has to be reflexively interpreted by the researcher to infer the best possible explanation (Harman, 1965). Interpretations are based on a “weak” hermeneutical approach as interviews and observations are used as metaphorical texts. (Prasad, 2002) To gather our empirical material semi-structured interviews were conducted. In addition official texts were used for interpretations and a meeting observed. The study took place over a period of two months in March-April 2007. Five workers, two union officials and two management representatives from HR and one corporate HR executive were interviewed during our study. Of the five workers who were interviewed two were women and three were men. Two of the men were non-Swedish. In addition one meeting was observed where the plant manager announced key figures as well as basic elements of the organisational change program.	
The questions of the interviews were related to the issue of identity regulation and the efforts of management to support the workers’ identity work as well as the self-identity of the worker. The interviews were tape-recorded and transcribed. They were mainly conducted in English, however, whenever the interviewees felt uncomfortable with the English language they switched to Swedish. The interviews were subsequently translated acknowledging the possible distortive effects of the translation (Temple and Young, 2004).   
	The subsequent analysis of the interviews can be roughly sequenced into two stages: the first stage is to condense the empirical material and sort it into categories or themes. This stage is inspired by the underlying principles of grounded theory (Prasad, 1993; Strauss, 1987). The second analytical stage is the deeper penetration of the empirical material and an in-depth hermeneutic reading as it was described above. We read and reread our material and looked for common themes in the answers.


Case Background

	The Volvo Car Corporation's headquarter and other corporate functions are based at Torslanda near Göteborg, Sweden and there are currently 4763 employees working at the Torslanda plant (VCC, 2008). The plant at Torslanda is divided into three sections: the A, B and C-shop. At the A shop the bodies of the cars are put together and then sent on to the B-shop where they are painted. In the C shop the cars are finally assembled installing elements such as the instrument panel, ceiling, seats and wheels. The C Shop is the object of this study although observations were made in the A shop, too. 1796 employees are currently working in the C shop. 
Over the last few years the automotive industry has experienced major changes such as the formation of strategic alliances or mergers between competitors with VCC not being an exception as it was bought by Ford in 1999. Ford aimed at achieving a symbiosis between the companies without jeopardizing the brand value of Volvo and its Swedish heritage (Lundbäck and Hörte, 2005). 
	VCT has been going through a rationalization process over the last few years and created a global change programme called “Our Tomorrow” accompanying these efforts. The content of the programme builds upon the existing Volvo culture. The brand values (Safety, Modern Scandinavian Design, Environmental Care, Premium Quality, Customer Experience and Driving Dynamics) are translated into three work values: the power of we; confidence, development and relationships and excellence in execution. A book containing a description of these aspired values has been sent to all employees worldwide. The book is simple with images and easily digested information about the cultural change program. In addition to the book HR management provided the middle management (production/team leaders) with a booklet and organized seven workshops for them to go through with their teams. This was the second part of the programme where they “deep-dived the culture”. The managers were supposed to take “fluffy” and more abstract messages from the book changing it into practical solutions and explaining what it implicated for each and every team. Moreover, managers were provided with instruments to anchor the new culture and incorporate into everyday work processes. These managerial regulation efforts in concert with the rationalisation measures form powerful discourses which impact identity work in a variety of ways. 
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Lean management
 “Anything the management does now is coming from Toyota. At Toyota they have this kind of “bible” on how to build a car as fast as possible and they try to introduce this bible here. Oskar [the factory manager of Torslanda] has been studying Toyota and implemented this at Saab and now Volvo.” (Union Official) 
This lean manufacturing discourse at VCT forms a long-ranging grandiose discourse and is flanked by various related myopic discourses. The discourse of lean management can be said to be embedded in a global macro context with a strong emphasize on meaning determination whereas the flanking discourses are myopic yet also have a determining impact on the meanings of the employees (Alvesson and Kärreman, 2000). The lean management discourse informs and presupposes the myopic sub-discourses circulating at VCT forming an encompassing structuring device for those flanking discourses. This also concurs to some extent with the notion that in organizations discourses can either be collapsed into one grandiose discourse or co-exist with each other adding to an ambiguous and polysemic organizational environment (Boje, 1995). 
One dominant discourse among the employees relating to the discourse of lean management is connected to the consequences of the merger with Ford and the allegedly increased efforts to “rationalize” and slim the organization after the takeover. 

 “All this downsizing is because of Ford and 2-3 years ago when we made lots of money, we were the cash cow in the Ford corporate group. Every dime we earned went to Ford and we had to save even more…” (HR manager) 

Another discourse is related to the “leanness” of extra appreciation by the management.

“For the first line managers if they have employees who work really hard and who come here extra on a Saturday they have nothing extra. It doesn´t need to be much at all but there is nothing, nothing, nothing. Everything is rationalized.”(HR manager)
Another important discourse is connected to the increasing surveillance and control of the workers. There are two types of controlling measures related to the rationalization at Torslanda. On the one hand the management increasingly controls whether if people on sick leave are not in fact shirking and trying to avoid the pressure and stress that is built up through the rationalization measures.  

“People have no days off, it´s very difficult to get away from work. They are “hunted” if they are away. The management calls you all the time if you are away. […] They also go home to the people to check on them. They spy. The work leaders check out if the workers actually are sick” (Union official)
In addition there are control measures on the line which aim at maintaining a high level of quality and trying to locate problems. This is done by setting the rule that every line worker has to stamp a form on the car in order to be able to trace back who was working on which car. These measures add to a feeling of increased control and surveillance of the assembly line workers and singling out workers who do not perform accordingly. Such a phenomenon can be likened with the notion of peer group control identified elsewhere (Rennstam, 2007). But this has a downside: 

“The system can be used wrongly. The thought is not to do that but we know that it happens. […] They [the workers] maybe have to pay if they have done a lot of mistakes. Ten percent of the salary can be taken.” (Union official)
“You are controlled all the time. You can say that. You are supposed to do this, this and this all the time.” (Worker)

It is here that Ford comes into play again and the switch from a consensus-driven towards a more controlled-driven organization was mentioned by our respondents, for example:

“The control structure and the bureaucracy have increased in VCT after Ford. The question is how much we have to have needed to increase it anyway because VCT was built on I know you and you know me and that doesn´t work in Ford since American companies are more control-driven due to legislation.” (Corporate HR Executive)
Furthermore the rationalizing measures at Torslanda are also connected to external market pressures and economic factors: 

“Of course it is a difficulty when you have this pressure. You work at the same speed and you do the same job but instead of having black figures you have red figures. And it depends on the dollar.” (Union official) 

In addition to the introduction of lean management principles and the ensuing rationalizing measures, VCT initiated a new cultural change programme based on a new company philosophy called “Our Tomorrow”. This has been an ongoing global process and a response to the rapidly changing external environment. 

“Our Tomorrow”

VCT aspires to become a premium car manufacturer. “Our Tomorrow” is a long term plan with the aim of influencing the mindset of the employees as well as the external perceptions of the brand. This in effect is a cultural change programme which seeks to influence and shape the employees to become more conscious about the positioning of being a premium car manufacturer and have a stronger focus on the values and expectations of the premium customers.
Due to the novelty of the programme, discourses surrounding it are not overly pronounced. However the interviews and the observation of the introduction of the programme by Oskar, the plant manager, revealed some characteristics of possible reactions. One worker for example responded when asked if he knows about the “Our Tomorrow” programme: 
“Aha this one. I have seen it but not read much on it. I work at nights and Oskar gave his presentation at 6 o´ clock in the morning. There was no one who listened to him, all of us were tired. He probably only talked to himself. There was no one who bothered listening to him.” (Worker)
The presentation by Oskar was held in every shop at VCT. He was standing on an elevated platform with two flanking big screens. The shop floor workers showed little engagement and the speech went down like a lead balloon. It seems that the workers are overly concerned with the rationalization at VCT so that this discourse wins the upper hand. However, some workers have adopted the discourse related to the new culture and aimed at integrating these into their daily routines as will be shown below.  
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Self-Identities

As previously stated, we propose in this paper a framework for unpacking the notion of self-identity along two dimensions, namely organisational affiliation (Beech, 2008) and the locus of control (Rotter, 1975). As to the former, Beech proposes that: 

“More radical changes can occur either where there is an accumulation of micro changes such that there is an impact on self-identity, or where there is a revolutionary change in which one set of meaning giving tensions is supplanted by another (p. 68).” 
This idea is supported by a statement of one of the HR managers at VCT: 

“When I came here […] I had an introduction for three days. First day I come home there was a big, big bouquet of flowers “welcome to our company”. I was able to lend a car for a weekend during the first six months. And after a while I worked here they asked me how you think it is; is there something you need, do you like it or? They cared a little bit and I was visible – they saw me. And I felt important. I think that is very important when you start here that you not only a little piece in the big puzzle.”(HR manager)
So what different employee self-identities can be discerned in our empirical material? The first self identity that can be distinguished is largely influenced by the discourses surrounding the cultural change programme “Our Tomorrow”.  One of the workers responded when asked if there is a “we” feeling at VCT:

“Sometimes the bosses are really angry about something and they try to get it out on us but we know it is like our problem too - it is a problem when we are just working four days a week and we know something is wrong when they are cutting off people. So for us it is a “we” when someone has to go from work. I don’t know if they are doing that yet… It is always a “we” though (Worker) 
This quote reveals a communitarian feeling among the shop floor workers and a positive team spirit as desired by the creators of the cultural change programme. Secondly quality and an improvement in the work processes are a focal point of discussion among some of the employees. For example: 

“We try to work together and then if we have ideas or something we try to talk about it, like, I sat here with a girl earlier and we exchanged ideas on  how we can do better, do things in a better way. […] We talk about quality a lot; about how to make the best quality cars.” (Worker)
The quality system is seen as necessary to improve the processes:

“Sometimes when I stamp the paper I feel like why? But it is because they say it is a quality control and they have to know why the quality is bad.” (Worker)
“Yeah, some people may feel unhappy about that. On the other hand, it is easy to find out which people who do bad work and one can find out who do good work, so in this respect it is good. Today, we are building quality but earlier it was not so good and it was stressful.” (Worker) 
These discursive influences push the meaning giving tensions towards a positive affiliation with Volvo. Naturally, the rationalization discourse was also discussed but the workers expressed their ability to change the situation and improve the situation.  As one of the workers articulated her opinion about the situation and the way one should take responsibility: 

“And if there is something new that comes up then one constantly tries to make them [the team members] think in a better way and all the time try to see the positive in everything.”(Worker)
A spirit of loyalty and ”can-do-attitude” is prevalent among this group of workers. 

“We are working together for Volvo. For the company” (Worker)
The perception that one´s opinion is taken seriously and considered to make a difference in the way the company tackles problems adds to the notion of being able to contribute to Volvo´s success. For example:

“And they listen and we have discussed. On the other hand I don’t know everything either. But they let me raise my voice and add information that I feel is important. I don’t have the whole picture but they know the whole picture. But if there is knowledge and areas I know I can contribute to I let them know.”  (Worker)
The combination of these positive meanings attached to the discourses about quality and the cultural change programme with the recognition of one´s own ability to contribute to change can be summarised in the self-identity construct “Volvoite”
Based on the positive affiliation towards Volvo but with a different outlook on the attribution of causes another type of worker identity can be discerned. When asked about his perception of the situation at VCT, a union official expressed the opinion that the current situation is mostly due to the prices of raw materials and the dollar exchange rate which form an uncontrollable external environment. The same argument was reiterated by an HR manager. However, when asked about the loyalty of the workers, the union official went on to state: 

“Most of them are proud to build Volvo cars” (Union Official)
Here we thus have the combination of a positive affiliation with Volvo combined with the notion that the external environment controls actions and outcomes of events. These self identities could be appropriately named the “Optimistic Loyalist”. 
Drawing the attention away from self-identities which are largely positively influenced by the discourses about the cultural change programme and the lean management principles, our attention now shifts to the self-identities which are impacted by negative discursive elements. One worker talked about the effects of rationalization and the subsequent decrease in loyalty in the following terms:
 
“[The loyalty] gets less and less. I come to work, I do my job, I get my wage and I give a shit about the rest” (Worker)
Another worker who talked about previous times and the better conditions ‘back then’ stated when asked if he was proud to work at VCT today:  
 
“For me proud is not the right word. Proud… I only come here to pay my bills.” (Workers) 
A worker displaying such a negative affiliation towards VCT stated: 

“I only trust myself. The job I do I do to 100 %. But I mean earlier that was a sure thing. The company wanted me to develop all the time, but now I can´t develop. [...] if one says something they reply “no that doesn´t work”. (Worker) 
As this quote reveals there is an internal attribution as the worker trusts in his abilities to control behavioural outcomes and with the right training he could help to improve the situation. Another of the workers describes an experience within her team regarding the new quality system and the resistance of some of her team members to stamp the car: 

“Some people cannot; they are just skipping the paper and taking the consequences. The quality guy just looks up ten cars so some people only stamp when they see the guy is there.” (Worker)
An HR manager described a similar attitude towards work and skipping responsibility by “soldiering” or shirking. Hence these workers could take on responsibility and they feel they could contribute to the improvement of the situation but they exhibit recalcitrant behaviour based on their negative perception towards VCT. This attitude is aptly expressed in the following statement by a worker: 

“Why think about Volvo if Volvo doesn´t think about me any longer” (Worker)
These types of workers could be consequently characterized as “antagonistic selves. They are aware of their behaviour and believe they are able to improve but they openly resist the management´s improvement efforts.   
Lastly, building on the notion of a negative perception towards VCT but shifting the causation of attribution to external factors, another distinct worker identity emerges. The essence of these identities is illustratively described by an HR manager:

“There is, in my opinion, tiredness. There is no energy in the organization and both the employees and the supervisors and also in the support function like HR there is no energy. […] Even if we make improvements we still lose money. Then it doesn’t matter what you do… It is based on external factors. […] I am surprised that the employee doesn’t say more. Now it is so quiet in the organization that scares me.[…] I don’t see the storm coming. Sometimes you wonder doesn’t anyone care.” [HR manager] 
The same HR manager further stated that the workers identified with VCT less and less. One worker responded to the question if workers on the shop floor were dissatisfied: 
“I believe so because the company wants to increase the speed and build more cars with less people. Of course I am not happy and I do not like it but it does not help. Here in Sweden it does not matter what you do it does not help. It does not help.”
Taking this view on identity construction it is apparent that there is the blame on the external factors and a strong feeling of resignation. In some sense these workers feel isolated maybe stranded on an island with no apparent or immediate opportunity of escaping. Drawing on this metaphor the identities could be accordingly labelled “stranded selves”. The four self-identities or subject positions are set out in figure 4.
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Discussion

In this section we discuss how our contribution relates to labour process analysis and in particular how our findings can be interpreted against the backdrop of the discussion surrounding the controversy of structure or agency and the understanding of resistance in LPT. Expressions of agency or identity work were clearly evident in our empirical findings in the sense that our respondents indicated that they had choices on how to act in the labour process. To conceptualise such expressions of agency, we analytically distinguish between “first tier agency” and “second tier agency”. 
Firstly we discovered that the individual made a generally conscious choice to engage in identity work and create, repair or maintain a narrative of self (Sveningsson and Alvesson, 2003). There was a clear dynamic when it comes to identity constructions and their instability suggesting an ongoing process of identity work. Asked about the impact of the organisational change programme one worker responded: 

“I believe that many of them [co-workers] might think that it is a new start for a person. I don’t know if it is a chance for me to move on in life and not be on the floor. But at the same time there are those people that have studied to become something that they really wanted to be. So there are many different interpretations of how people are thinking [about their development based on “Our Tomorrow”].” (Worker)  

She was hinting at the possibility of continually developing within VCT based on the newly introduced work values and thus achieve some closure when establishing a coherent self-narrative within a discursive space. Self-identity is based on active achievement rather than passive ascription as proposed by orthodox LPT. There is no discernible notion of a class based identity built on a structural suppression and exploitation. Rather the contrary holds true as one of the workers comments: 

  “I have been treated really well both by the top management and the bosses here at the plant.”(Worker)

The findings that workers do actively engage in identity work to establish a coherent self-narrative can be referred to as “first tier agency”. This means that individuals are not passively moulded by a structural antagonism within VCT. 
Our notion of "second tier agency" refers to the actual assignment of properties to the labour process which foregrounds either structure or agency within the dimension of locus of control. Again it is based on the notion of agency but with the twist that the actual properties are believed by some workers to be determined by external structures. 

“Even if we make improvements we still lose money. Then it doesn’t matter what you do… It is based on external factors.”(HR manager)

In contrast consider the statement of another worker when asked about her own impression: 

“I am a happy and nice person, who likes challenges and is not afraid to act on my own initiative.”  
Here you have a worker who clearly assigns the locus of control internally and conveys a “can-do-attitude” when it comes to her work.

“When I started in my own way and really saw to it that they [the co-workers] received information and that they got a pad on the shoulder when they did well - they have to hear that - we have seen that it got better and there were fewer mistakes. I am proud of this, I see the difference.” (Worker) 
So what implications, then, do our findings have for the contentious issue of subjectivity in the labour process debate? In particular does our approach confirm the existence of a dualism between structure and agency or do these categories inevitably collapse into each other? Parker (1999) insists that there is no possibility of reconciling these opposing views in the debate: 
“Rather than attempting to prove either the validity of our empirical observations or the epistemological coherence of our arguments. Why not simply assume that these are unresolvable matters.” (p. 41) 
On the one hand there is the perception that structures determine our choices leaving little room for individual manoeuvre and on the other hand there is the notion of an individual making a difference and creating processes based on his or her own doing. In our conceptualisation we see a juxtaposition of structure and agency amalgamating in the dimension of locus of control. Hence it is up to the individual workers´ perception of how the labour process is constituted which circles back to the prevalence of agency in assigning the properties of the labour process individually. It is then through the observation of how structures are personally identified (more or less explicitly) as patterns in the data that we as researchers can make claims about such structures existing in the objective sense.
Another area of contention among labour process theorists is related to the nature of resistance. Orthodox labour process theorists draw on a notion of collective resistance and a dualism between labour and capital. Resistance is theorised to be expressed as a collective action of labour against management. It is imbued with ideological thinking and the conviction that labour has to be freed from the shackles of capitalism. These approaches to a large extent incapacitate the worker of being able to resist individually as the structures of the whole system have to be overthrown. The worker is a passive element in the struggle to change the system. Unions are the voice of the worker and should work to free the oppressed worker from the forces of management. This notion was not supported by our empirical material. Workers´ resistance in our case was not driven by the notion of a structural-ideological class consciousness. The following quote illustrates this:

“The relations between the employee and the employer have always been quite good. Even if it was sometimes not so good if you take on an average for some years you can say for the most of the time you try to solve problems to a better shape, try to find negotiations around the table. Not by fighting.” (Union Official) 
It can be seen from our findings that management´s power is far from total and all encompassing. There was no complete subjugation of individuals under the power regimes of the management articulated through the organisational change programme. There were processes of micro-emancipation of individuals which were ongoing in nature. Micro-emancipation emphasizes a sort of ephemeral break-away from oppression and depicts resistance not as a large-scale undertaking but an individual endeavour (Alvesson and Willmott, 1992). Individuals are creating spaces for themselves within which acts of recalcitrance are acted out. In this respect workers are fuelling their identity work by drawing on the source of micro-emancipation. We thus see the close connection between power, resistance and control. By attempting to control the production process and the quality discourses, management produces power relations which are thwarted by some workers who show resistant behaviour by exerting power themselves, for example, not stamping the paper on the assembly line or withholding their full potential in the labour process. These acts of resistance relate to the idea of dispersed power relations in a work organisation.  
  

Conclusion

This paper has been concerned with exploring employee subjectivity at a major automobile manufacturer in Sweden, and has thereby joined other researchers in the search for the “missing subject” in labour process analysis. Our empirical account of employee subjectivity revealed two dominant management discourses in play at the plant in question. These related to the introduction of lean management and its ensuing rationalization as well as the introduction of the new cultural change programme, “Our Tomorrow”. Connected to these official grandiose discourses various myopic (sub)-discourses that circulate among the employees were discernible. Those related to rationalization were mainly negative in their undertone and thus affected identity work in a negative way whereas the cultural change programme was either received with ignorance, resignation or acceptance. 
In sum, the paper makes two main contributions to the literature. We contribute to the general debate surrounding the question of agency in labour processes by exploring identity work which starts out from a post-structuralist approach. We do find expressions of agency on the shop-floor but also that this finding is juxtaposed to the perception that structures are playing a part in the constitution of the labour process. We introduce the concept of first tier and second tier agency. The former relates to the idea that workers are generally actively engaging in securing a coherent sense of self drawing on various discursive resources. Second tier agency describes the individual assignment of certain properties to the labour process. Here we find that workers draw on the notion of external structures to make sense of the labour process. We do not claim to be transcending the dualism of structure and agency that is presupposed in LPT but claim rather that there is a juxtaposition of agency and structure when it comes to making sense of labour processes. However subjective sense-making prevails and presupposes the individual notion of perceived structures.     
The second contribution is our proposed framework for unpacking the notion of self-identity at the workplace. With regard to the regulatory influences at the plant, the generation of two dimensions emerged from the empirical material along which the regulatory influences impact on the construction of self-identity. The first dimension was derived from the ideas proposed by Beech (2008) which are related to meaning-giving tensions inherent in individuals, which influence identity work along a bipolar continuum. In our study the spectrum ranged from a positive to a negative affiliation towards VCT. The second dimension is based on the attribution of causation to behavioural outcomes and is commonly referred to as the locus of control. This move is significant in that it enables us to bring the structural aspects of the labour process  into our analysis by focusing on the (Rotter, 1975) as a means of assessing the extent to which one’s actions are within one’s real of influence or not. 
	Consolidating these two dimensions allowed for the derivation of four types of self-identities. Depending on their characteristics the individuals exhibiting a positive affiliation were respectively labelled Volvoite (internal locus of control) or Optimistic Loyalist (external locus of control) whereas the ones showing a negative affiliation were called Antagonistic Self (internal locus of control) or Stranded Self (external locus of control). These two dimensions, when combined, to yield a 2x2 matrix of self-identities that are both regulated by discursive influences and are intimately bound up with actions, that is identity work,  that are undertaken to preserve or repair the self-identity in question (Alvesson and Willmott, 2002).
The framework proposed here is clearly tentative in that the time and resources devoted to the field-work have been limited. More empirical material is  undoubtedly needed on identity and identity work to make robust claims about whether the framework can make a significant contribution to Labour Process Theory. One difficulty in this respect is that the automobile sector is clearly undergoing a major crisis in the context of the ongoing recession. This suggests the strong possibility that new forms of identity regulation are now in play at the plant concerned that did not exist when our field-work was undertaken. This does not necessarily invalidate our approach, but due heed will need to be taken that additional empirical work may necessitate a more nuanced conceptualisation.
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