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The thinking behind this article was provoked by our scepticism and dissatisfaction with the arguments and assertions that are currently in vogue in social sciences regarding the inability of employees to offer opposition and resistance in the contemporary world of work. In both French and Anglo-American literature, it has been suggested and often explicitly stated that, faced with the inexorable forces driving and supporting management control, employees have no choice but to submit and comply. This paper seeks to provide a counterweight to this trend observed in both the French and Anglo-American literature; in particular, it suggests that the forms of workplace opposition, which have also evolved over time, should not be viewed only in the context of the past. In other words, one has to look at “new” patterns of work with new lenses.
To begin, three observations should be made, refuting at once some preliminary levels of criticism.  First, it is important to acknowledge the extent and the significant implications of radical and ongoing changes in the world of employment and work (Bélanger and Thuderoz, 1998), and the emergence of a “new productive world” (Veltz, 2000; Segrestin, 2004; Cohen, 2006). Second, it should be recognized that managerial control — which is inevitable, but so variable in its forms — and the foundations of conflict are structured into the employment relationship, an economic and social exchange with specific features (Hyman, 1979; Edwards, 1986). Nevertheless, this “structured antagonism” does not exclude cooperation or social compromise (Edwards, Bélanger and Wright, 2006; Bélanger and Edwards, 2007). By putting emphasis on social relations, the study of conflict and cooperation must be understood in relation to the structural foundations of the employment relationship in advanced capitalist economies, since its various modulations can be associated with the context or conditions specific to each work environment (Thompson, 2003). Third and lastly, to understand this asymmetrical employment relationship, it is essential to give as much attention to constraint, which is tending to get stronger, as well as to action and autonomy (Courpasson, 2000; Martuccelli, 2004).

Our thinking is also based on two principles underlying the sociological approach. First, history has to be taken into account in the study of the evolution of the rationalization and standardization of work over the long period (Bell, 1962; Marglin, 1973; Thompson, 1979), from Taylor to Deming and up to the most sophisticated approaches to process and quality management (Segrestin, 2004). Similarly, an historical approach might show that employees adjust over time and find different ways to express opposition. Second, it is important to critically and empirically examine all forms of discourse, in particular those of management, in which intents should not be confused with achievements. And while the managerial discourse is increasingly sophisticated, the ground is also fertile for opposition and resistance to it. As pointed out by Spicer and Böhm, who suggested a framework for understanding resistance to the “hegemonic discourse of management”, “it is necessary to consider how discourses of management are resisted by multiple movements in both the workplace and civil society” (2007: 1668).

This paper draws on French and British research approaches in the traditions of the sociology of work and industrial relations. It is based both on monographs produced in the industrial period and recent empirical studies. Recent works of synthesis that highlight the enduring forms of resistance and struggle and propose a theoretical understanding have also been particularly helpful (Ackroyd and Thompson, 1999; Fleming and Spicer, 2007). 
Building upon these research traditions, we intend to show that power and control relations at work are in a process of reshaping, as advanced economies have evolved beyond the standard models of employment of the post-war decades. Similarly, students of employment relations have to redesign conceptual tools in order to capture not only the forms of employee opposition associated to the industrial era (which are not meant to disappear) but also those that are more likely to be observed under current technologies and models of management control. This paper develops such a conceptual model and throws light on the adjustment of employees and their social organizations in finding ways to express their opposition and dissent to management practices, hence uncovering the evolution of this repertoire of opposition over time
.

The article has two objectives. First, to present a critique of the widely expressed idea that employees do not have the resources and social organisation to oppose and resist the management programmes and practices introduced in the current context and hence to have some influence upon their implementation and success. This critique is being developed at a theoretical level, by considering both constraint and action, and also by drawing upon empirical studies. Thus, it is possible to show that not only is workplace resistance maintained but that the forms of opposition are also multiple and renewed, in light of the evolving forms of the employment relationship and control over work. Second, this analysis leads us to construct a conceptual framework for understanding the repertoire of workplace opposition, whether in its most standard and open forms, such as strikes, or in more covert forms, such as withdrawal, dissent or cynicism. More than mapping the multiple forms of resistance, the object is to construct a conceptual tool in order to disentangle the logics underlying various types of behaviour and shed light on their meanings. Besides stating that resistance remains on the agenda under modern conditions of work, or describing its various forms without making analytical distinctions between them, what is needed is a conceptual framework that helps uncover the possible meanings of employee behaviour. Such a model would have to go beyond the binary and dichotomous distinctions between control and resistance, and take into account the contradictory nature of the employment relationship. 

In Section 1, we will briefly outline the key assertions underlying the defeatist narratives on employee powerlessness under current modes of management control, and we will review them critically. This will lead to Section 2, where the key principles of a conceptual model will be introduced. Section 3 will elaborate this model by illustrating briefly the different types representing the repertoire of employee opposition.
Section 1  Workplace resistance: a critique of received wisdom
The world of work is changing before our very eyes, but the problem of interpretation and theorization remains unsolved. Recently, in French sociology, some alarming and somewhat impressionistic accounts of social domination at work have received much attention, not least because their straightforward and intuitive interpretations are appealing. Whilst the evolution to post-industrial society is associated with several related paradigmatic shifts (“l’ère des ruptures”, in the words of Cohen, 2006) as regards technology, the global flows of information, capital and goods, and the very structures of firms, our contention is that such alarming interpretations are more intuitive and based on conventional thinking than truly explanatory and convincing. In this first section, we seek to disentangle and to develop a critique of the underlying narratives that sustain such an alarming account of the difficulties for workers to act and to react. To sum up, we question a common interpretation which infers the end of the problem of consent and the vanishing of workplace resistance. 

It would appear that such narratives are underpinned by three related assertions, concerning the overwhelming forces of globalization, management programs and information technology. At first sight, each of these assertions is appealing when considered separately; their internal structure is based on a logical reasoning, that is, the premises seem to be consistent with the conclusion. However, when examined more closely, uncertainties arise since the assertions cannot be said to be true or false, valid or invalid. 

1.1. Assertions about social domination at work 
1.1.1. The inexorable nature of globalized capitalism

Depending on how globalization is viewed, either as inevitable and imposed by the markets or more as the result of a set of policies and decisions, analyses vary regarding the capacity of national or local actors to influence economic decisions within their territory or realm of activity. For some, financial globalization is perceived as such a “disciplinary tool” that firms no longer have to “manufacture consent” (Burawoy, 1979), since consent is now simply being “forced by the pressure of financial markets and the precarious nature of employment” (Coutrot, 1999: 49). According to such analysis, whereas there was a requirement to cooperate under the paternalistic and Fordist models, “the neo-liberal firm seems to have dropped this obligation. It is closer to a despotic regime through the formidable coercion that employees are made to bear with the pressure from the financial markets, as well as mass unemployment and/or job insecurity” (Coutrot, 1999: 76). In a similar fashion, de Gaulejac presents constraint as being extreme, with the capacity for opposition atrophied in such a way that the employee is transformed into “an agent in the service of production,” and reduced to “a freely consented submission,” while “the managerial power permanently neutralizes the violence of capitalism” (de Gaulejac, 2005: 56, 95-97, 112). As a backdrop, “the economic war, the relentless competition and the opening of markets are so many reasons that help to legitimize these cases of ‘innocent violence’” (ibid., p. 256). These statements are illustrative of very substantial and significant streams of analysis in French social sciences. 
This notion that globalization is socially constructed takes on even more significance when studying management control over work. In spite of the discourse on free market and  the internationalization of economic exchanges, the employment relationship remains, for the overwhelming majority of the working population, highly localised in a limited community or region and socially embedded in a specific local space. Of all the factors of production, and strikingly in comparison to financial capital and technology, labour power is always the one that is most likely to remain local. As noted by Coe, Dicken and Hess, “a fundamental characteristic of labour is that it is ‘idiosyncratic and place-bound’” (2008: 284). Hence, to recall the central tenet of labour process theory, labour power has to be transformed in a given place and context, and the employee has to be convinced in some way, and to a relative extent, to do so. And at this level of action, either in a traditional workplace or in less standard forms of employment and organizations, as studied by the Manchester team (Marchington et al., 2005), the many contradictions of “disconnected capitalism” (Thompson, 2003) are likely to be observed. In short, this contested terrain is always likely to lead to some form of social action and resistance.
The current context of a globalising world was studied in a very interesting way by Burawoy and his colleagues in Global Ethnography (2000). Documenting the dynamics of social relations among various groups whose life and work were highly transformed by globalization, they showed how this phenomenon could be better understood “from below”, i.e. from the viewpoint of actors in their evolving spatial logic. While social links and networks were weakened, others were constructed, and new sets of resources were developed and used as leverages for action.
A key analytical principle here is that globalization should also be approached with historical hindsight (Berger, 2003; Hirst and Thompson, 2001) in order to grasp its evolving nature and especially its limitations. Furthermore, a sociological perspective (Castells, 1998; Burawoy, 2000; Sassen, 2008) helps to consider how globalization is constructed and to study its implications for citizens and employees in action, in a given institutional and cultural environment.
1.1.2. Management programs achieve their objectives

The second assertion that we wish to contest has to do with the actual effects of management programs. A distinction should be made between two types of programs that are often combined in different ways, depending mainly on the nature of production and technologies. On the one hand, the first type involves production management programs which fit into the tradition of “engineering rationality,” as referred to by Daniel Bell in 1962. Nowadays, these rationalization and standardization mechanisms, which are in the Taylorist tradition, aim at coordinating increasingly complex processes. To this end, information technologies provide them with considerable support in the monitoring of processes such as supply management, throughput times, and quality. These programs are particularly useful when the technical system is not computerized (like the assembly of differentiated products, for example). In short, this involves creating standardization where it does not exist, a goal that is often particularly hard to achieve. Such programs often require the contribution of employees and other production agents by giving them “responsibility,” such as their taking part in the monitoring of production, recording their own observations and measures, etc. On the other hand, a second type of management programs has to do with much “softer” and subtle strategies that draw from the behavioural sciences rather than engineering. Here the employee is called on to become an “actor” within a team, a project, and so on, in the hope that the group members will associate themselves with production requirements.

The mechanisms and implications of this dynamic constituting an “invisible chain” have been examined by Durand, who views lean production as the central mechanism. Thus, “in implementing the principle of lean production, there is no longer any need for a disciplinary leader: the discipline is in the tight workflow itself. By accepting the principle of lean production, i.e. no stoppage in the flow of work, the employee is enslaved by the flow itself” (Durand, 2004: 78)
. His thinking leads to ask why employees have accepted such drastic rules (2004: 369, 371). Besides market constraint, the author sees the main reason in the very structure of the productive system. According to this view, because it is included in the just-in-time production system, this “constraint-based involvement” and this “forced cooperation” do not create resistance because they “appear to be ‘normal’ to the employee, and consistent with the need to keep the production flow tight” (p. 79; also p.109). Once these extreme constraints have been internalized, “the will to serve better blinds employees to their own situation” (p. 374). In his book, which also closes the options regarding the effects of these management strategies on employee resistance, Sennett concludes his discussion on work teams in similar terms: “Fictions of teamwork, because of their very superficiality of content and focus on the immediate moment, their avoidance of resistance and deflection of confrontation, are thus useful in the exercise of domination” (1998: 115).

Here again, the extent to which management strategies are renewed should not be underestimated. However, the thesis that employees accept social domination brings scepticism on at least three accounts. First, the suggestion that employees could be so naive in this respect, and thus be led to “voluntary servitude” as they are “blinded to their own situation” (Durand, 2004: 374), goes against the core of industrial sociology. Second, the overlooking of social relations leads to confusion — even, all too commonly, among sociologists — between the real or declared goals of management programs (and their related management rhetoric) and, on the other hand, their effectiveness and actual results. Denis Segrestin’s book (2004) shows in some detail how these management programs yield variable results once they have undergone the test of social relations. For example, in quality management, the ISO standard contributes more to differentiating firms than to standardizing them (2004: 189; also Segrestin, 1997). Similarly, the enterprise resource planning (ERP) packages, which appear to be so powerful, do indeed foster organizational learning and once again diversity, but their real performance does not correspond, to date, to the “myth of management on automatic pilot” (Segrestin, 2004: chap. 8). Third and last, the blind spot (or fatal error) of those interpretations is the suggestion that employees might accept responsibilization and the internalization of production constraints without their consent being “negotiated” in any way as part of a power relationship. Their consent is wrongly taken for granted. While power is not only relational but also relative, there are obviously situations in which employees are very much at a disadvantage; but still, cooperation can never be effective without the conscious agreement of the “dominated subject”. 
1.1.3. Technology leads to panoptic surveillance

The third assertion underlying the narratives about the emaciation of employee resistance has to do with information technology as a device for surveillance. The expression “Big Brother is Watching You” is thus said to best describe the strengthening of managerial control over employees. 

As a starting point, it should be emphasized that information technologies are different from other generations of technology because, by their very nature, they effectively have the ability to create information which leaves traces, in real time, during work activity. As pointed out by Zuboff in her seminal empirical work, “the devices that automate by translating information into action also register data about those automated activities, thus generating new streams of information…It not only imposes information (in the form of programmed instructions) but also produces information” (1998: 9). As highlighted by Zuboff in reference to the concept of panoptic surveillance — widely discussed in Anglo-American writings, often linking it with some of Foucault’s interpretations —, “information systems…would have exceeded even Bentham’s most outlandish fantasies” (Zuboff, 1988: 322). 
It may also be pointed out that the proportion of employees whose work can be monitored through information collected throughout their daily routine is much higher than usually suggested. Although we are not aware of a sound measure on this, such a possibility does occur widely across sectors and professional frontiers. It is by no means specific to CSRs in call centres or routinized assembly work that have received so much attention; it also prevails broadly in continuous-process technology, among the huge majority of clerical workers, those working in design and engineering, and indeed most professional employees in the civil service, universities, etc. Indeed, it is in the very nature of information technology that the operator often has much autonomy in the use of his or her working time; however, sooner rather than later, most operators inevitably have to connect their software to the mainframe technology of their employer. For most employees, hence being connected to the central information basis applies to every minute of work activity, although the impact of such a situation on patterns of control remains contingent
. So the relevant question is by no means technical, it is not the capacity for management to exert control over how the individual uses his or her working time (including email content); it is the relevance for management to do so and (if there is some relevance) the capacity to do so from a power or micro-political perspective. Indeed, from a sociological rather than technological perspective, the relevant question is: to what extent are these information systems used as a surveillance tool for domination, and in what types of social relations is management allowed to proceed to such form of domination? 
Based on observations in a British plant, Sewell and Wilkinson published in 1992 a noted article entitled “Someone to Watch Over Me,” in which Foucault’s influence was explicit.
 “It is our argument, based on observations collected during our research, that the development and continued refinement of electronic surveillance systems using computer-based technology can provide the means by which management can achieve the benefits that derive from the delegation of responsibility to teams whilst retaining authority and disciplinary control through the ownership of the superstructure of surveillance and the information it collects, retains, and disseminates” (Sewell and Wilkinson, 1992: 283). In a key article of synthesis, Sewell (1998) highlighted that, in certain types of production, such peer pressure combined with the implementation of information technologies can lead to an advanced form of surveillance and social control that he portrayed as “chimerical control”.
 This article barely addressed the issue of employee opposition, but nevertheless observed that: “the extension of surveillance was incremental and, at each stage, it faced little coherent opposition. This does not mean that opposition was absent, but it did appear to be marginalized. This will not always be the case in other research settings, and it remains to be seen whether the unopposed diffusion of chimerical control is a widespread phenomenon” (1998: 423). This last comment is important because, as emphasized by the author, the three monographs (including Barker’s work) on which his argument was based “were engaged in electronic equipment manufacturing. This involved a simple assembly process” (Sewell, 1998: 422). 

The argument involving the overwhelming nature of technology is not new; it has been part of the oft repeated chronicle of the social forces’ foretold defeat. From Marcuse’s One-Dimensional Man to Richard Sennett’s Corrosion of Character (1998), the same refrain has been repeated over and over; it casts a subject “who has lost his or her power to negate”, inferring that individuals’ capacity for strategic action has been forgotten, that they have been reduced to sheerly dominated beings, never being the actors themselves. Nevertheless, technologies can only be understood as socially constructed, from their very conception, design and development (Noble, 1984) and their use in work situations again is part of social and power relationships. Considering the asymmetric and antagonistic nature of the employment relationship, information technology obviously creates considerable resources for management control, sometimes used in a repressive way.  But to reify technology by dissociating it from the sphere of power relations (from their implementation to their use in day-to-day work) makes many commentators drift much beyond sociology. It also reflects a limitation of too many social scientists who see every new generation of technology as overwhelmingly sophisticated and reliable. Actually, such reliability occurs only in the most mature, standardized and stable production systems. As a general rule, the more work stations and human networks are integrated and interconnected, the more production systems are vulnerable and dependent upon employees’ cooperation (de Terssac, 1992 ; Veltz, 2001). The search for technical systems that will free management from this dependence upon employee consent and know-how is part of managerial utopia.
The conditions that lead to information technology creating more room for autonomy and human agency or which, in contrast, lead to excessive management control and social domination have to be better documented and understood by social research (Bélanger, 2006). And once more, social and power relations offer the keys to this empirical question. For instance, we conducted detailed fieldwork in a modern aluminium smelter where complete data were captured by the technology, in real time, on the state of the production process and every single intervention by each operator. However, we uncovered the social dynamics by which this did not lead to any form of domination or excessive social control but was rather compatible with a rugged form of independence on the part of the unionized workers, who were dedicated to work very efficiently in spite of an explicit “them and us” attitude (Bélanger, 2001; Bélanger, Edwards and Wright, 2003). In short, considering workplace relations, the computerized information was used with caution, and management knew that any attempt on its part to play a heavy hand would have challenged the social compromise and led to an immediate degradation of the effectiveness of production.
1.2  Some of the  keys to understanding the continuity of workplace resistance
According to these assertions, of which we have pointed out some of the limitations, the development of the managerial discourse and practices are said to halt employees’ ability to oppose and reject constraints. But what about the autonomy, social cohesion and propensity to resist that were at the core and  classic foundations of industrial sociology, either in their French (Bernoux, Motte et Saglio, 1973; Bernoux, 1981; de Terssac, 1992), American (from Donald Roy, 1952 and 1954, to Burawoy, 1979), or British (Beynon, 1973; Terry and Edwards, 1988) traditions? We will come back to these studies, but let us consider more recent sociological contributions and debates.
The importance of constraint in new managerial strategies and how they aim to legitimize domination was underlined in particular by Courpasson (2000). He criticized the French orthodox thinking on the sociology of organizations for focusing too much on action and autonomy while underestimating constraint. Based on a neo-Weberian conception, Courpasson aimed at reconciling the idea of domination with that of action. His emphasis on “the need to re-establish a sociology of constraint rather than a sociology of autonomy” (Courpasson, 1997: 42) gave rise to a sharp retort from Bernoux (1998)
. 
Some recent sociological contributions have been useful in conceptualizing employee resistance in the current context. In “All Quiet on the Workplace Front ?”, Thompson and Ackroyd denounced “the virtual removal of labour as an active agency of resistance in a considerable portion of theory and research” (1995: 615). Their argument was then developed in a book entitled Organizational Misbehaviour (Ackroyd and Thompson, 1999). Reviewing a rich body of research, they highlighted the multiple forms and modes of workplace resistance, which do not appear to have run out, far from it.
 The concept of “misbehaviour” appears to be inadequate because it suggests an interpretation based on the intrinsic nature of behaviour, whereas its meaning lies in the constraining nature of the employment relationship. Hence, breaking the rules or rebalancing the use of working time when the strain of work is excessive could not be seen as “good” or “bad” in itself, it can only be understood in a specific context, in a given social structure. Actually, Ackroyd and Thompson might agree with this point that seems compatible with their analysis. Their approach is based on the labour process research tradition, which focuses on the antagonistic nature of the employment relationship, a relationship that disappropriates the employee as regards the organization of work and its outcome. Ackroyd and Thompson conceptualized resistance from the perspective of re-appropriation, which has the merit of putting individual or collective behaviour into the context of the employment relationship.

In a recent book, Fleming and Spicer (2007) also underlined the extent to which the world of work remains a contested territory, by considering not only the traditional forms of resistance but also its more subjective dimensions, such as cynicism and the stubborn refusal to internalize the conciliatory discourse put forward by management, which threatens identity. While Ackroyd and Thompson’s work is explicitly opposed to the post-modern thinking associated with Foucault, that of Fleming and Spicer is also highly critical of this thinking but uses it as a starting point for the study of domination and the construction of identity. Fleming and Spicer’s project aims at transcending both the post-modern thinking, which they reproach for slipping towards the micro-political and identity-based dimensions at the expense of analyses of power and what structures it,
 and analyses which deal with resistance in a way deemed to be too structural and too mechanistic.
 Their theoretical framework aims at conceptualizing the struggles observed in organizations not only as manifestations of power and resistance but also as key dimensions in the constitution of the very nature of these organizations (Fleming and Spicer, 2007).

In concluding their review of recent studies on this issue in Great Britain, Collinson and Ackroyd (2005: 318) pointed out that: “similar resistance, misbehaviour, and dissent have not gone away with the decline of trade unions or organized industrial action, or the introduction of new technologies and new working practices. Unlike strikes, which were concentrated in particular industries and geographical locations, misbehaviour continues to be ubiquitous and, in many circumstances, is more difficult to control.”

Section 2  Modes of Control and Opposition at Work
In line with the analytical position developed in Section 1, this section will elaborate a first stage in the development of our conceptual model. We will introduce Figure 1, explain its logic, and indicate some of the analytical propositions that stem from it.
The shape of Figure 1 is only hypothetical, and its working will be illustrated. As it stands, the diagram illustrates a work situation where management control is primarily characterized by responsibilization, commitment to work is rather weak and resistance more significant, although likely more covert than overt.

[image: image1]
Figure 1 : Modes of Management Control and Employee Behaviour
The axis of management control (subjection and responsibilization). By his article on the conceptualization of domination, Danilo Martuccelli (2004) lent a key contribution to a first step in the building of our conceptual model. First, he brought a distinction between “the two major dimensions of domination,” i.e. consent and constraint, stressing that the second dimension is currently getting stronger. He then added another axis, that of the “subjective inscription of domination,” that is a distinction between domination through subjection and domination through responsibilization
, which is highly relevant to the world of work. This made it possible for him to identify four ideal types. As he observes, a movement can be detected, by which “next to the model of subjection and its multiple variations, it is possible to trace the slow establishment of another mechanism of subjective inscription of domination. It assumes that the individual, at all times and in all circumstances, feels responsible not only for everything he or she has done (notion of responsibility), but also for everything that happens to him or her (principle of responsibilization)” (Martuccelli, 2004: 479)
. Thus, “through subjection, the actor is involved as a subject (thus ‘subject to’, in short, ‘subjected’). Through responsibilization, the subject is asked to be an actor (in short, to ‘act’, thus ‘responsibilized’)” (Martuccelli, 2004: 480)
. 
We would add that this movement from subjection, by which the employee is asked to conform to a set of detailed prescriptions, as with Taylorism, to the forms of responsibilization observed in more recent management fashion, has major implications. First, it does change the way the individual employee relates to the work group and to the organization as a whole. While Taylorism started from the basis of an individual assignment, current forms of work organization often mean working as part of a team, a service, or a project, as in the “knowledge-based organizations”. Second and relatedly, whilst the employee of the industrial era had to construct social organization (often as part of a union) in parallel to his/her work activity, the discourse underlying current modes of management suggests that a social dimension is encompassed into the employing organization. Often in a rhetorical way, and more significantly in organizations that find their competitive advantage in the exchange of formal and tacit knowledge, the idea of a work “community” is now integrated into the construct of the organizational form. This creates a terrain that is more fertile to a “unitary frame of reference” (Fox, 1966) suggesting that independent forms of collective organization (i.e. a trade union) are no longer necessary. 
It is only ironic that this discourse of responsibilization that promotes a reinforcement of social ties in the “work community” occurs in a period when the economic foundation of the employment relationship has often been weakened, in terms of duration, status of employment, etc. In short, the demand for commitment and responsibilization gains pre-eminence at a time when the employment relationship is less isolated from market constraint and the standard employment relationship is less dominant than in the industrial era. This gap between discourse and reality, or this contradiction, may lead to some forms of opposition and is likely, over time, to affect the stability of current modes of management control.
This leads us to consider a second axis of analysis that takes these changes in managerial control strategies into account and helps explain the different forms of employee opposition to such strategies. 
The axis of employee behaviour (commitment and resistance). It is standard knowledge in workplace sociology, in both the French and British traditions, that the same workers were often very proud of their craftsmanship and productive ethos and also very inventive in finding ways to resist management. Indeed, an underlying theme of the rich stream of workplace research in Britain was that shopfloor resistance was often fuelled by a deep frustration on the part of workers about the inability of management to organise operations efficiently (Hyman and Elger, 1981; Terry and Edwards, 1988). This productive ethos, and the fact that non-craft workers were also proud of their trade and skills (Bernoux, Motte and Saglio, 1973; Bélanger and Evans, 1988), was often existent but little solicited by management in the industrial era. The change is that management is now often drawing on this resource explicitly and openly. Similarly, it is also a classic principle of workplace union organisation that leading and militant workers were often highly committed to their employment relationship in a given workplace. In contrast, low commitment at work would rather foster various forms of withdrawal or cynical behaviour. It is therefore surprising, and somewhat ironic, that both management discourse and academic accounts usually take commitment and resistance as two opposing principles in a binary mode of analysis.  

Instead, the horizontal axis on Figure 1 would rather introduce commitment and resistance as distinct poles on the same axis of analysis.  As noted above, these two principles of behaviour are not mutually exclusive, and they often coexist. Indeed, it will become obvious as we progress in the analysis in Section 3 that our model seeks to account for various combinations of action and strategic behaviour. As hinted above, not only is it possible that some employees may be highly committed and prone to resistance, while others may show low commitment and a tendency to withdraw from any open form of resistance, but such distinct dynamics are likely. These poles of commitment and resistance should not be understood as two digits on a binary scale, nor as a zero-sum game; they reflect the ambivalence on the part of labour as regards production, which is itself structured by the contradictory nature of the employment relationship (Cressey and MacInnes, 1980; Wright, 2000). This point has major implications from an analytical perspective. First, it demands for a conceptual model that is not binary and that also considers more than one axis of analysis
. Figure 1, which leads to Table 1, pursues this objective in allowing for different scenarios on the axis of employee behaviour, these being related to different patterns of management control. Second, if this ambivalence is part of the very nature of the employment relationship, it should hold significance beyond a single historical phase (like the industrial era) and beyond one dominant mode of management control (as with subjection or responsibilization). This means that the model should account for the dynamics of change, a demanding condition on which we will elaborate only briefly here, and that will be tested further in Section 3. 
The conceptual model aims at throwing light on three significant shifts that may be highlighted from Figure 1. First, an overall movement from management control by subjection (boxes 1 and 2) to management control by responsibilization (boxes 3 and 4) is observed. Moreover, we will suggest on the basis of section 3 that this movement on the vertical axis could be fostered by a shift on the horizontal axis, in that employees’ responses to direct control and subjection (either seen as a lack of commitment or, in the other face of the same reality, some form of resistance) may incite management to develop more subtle ways of soliciting employees’ creativity through responsibilization. Second, we might find some empirical evidence of a slight shift from commitment to resistance (from box 3 to box 4), as employees adjust and often react in a more cynical way to the discourse and rhetoric of responsibilization. But any proposition would be very intuitive at this stage. Third, and more confidently, Section 3 will provide some evidence of a shift in the repertoire of employee opposition in the context of control by responsibilization (see Table 1).
As illustrated in Table 1, which nevertheless remains a (somewhat complex) simplification of reality, the range of possible combinations defies any analytical model; this table should therefore be seen as a heuristic device. The understanding of such various and contrasting patterns of workplace relations has traditionally been the object of much ethnographic work on both sides of the Atlantic.
 However, as Section 3 draws upon this body of published empirical research, it will again be obvious that the understanding of current patterns of work (boxes 3 and 4), especially in the extremely diversified types of work often referred to as the “service sectors”, is pale in comparison to the knowledge on industrial work (boxes 1 and 2). This shift in patterns of work can also be analysed as a shift on the axis of management control.

[It may be useful, for the communication, to sum up the objectives of the conceptual model in elaboration here]
This conceptual model, of which the objectives will become more obvious as we proceed to illustrate its dynamics in Section 3, aims at several complementary steps of analysis.

1. It seeks to go beyond the binary types of analysis by which management is seen as following either a control or a commitment strategy, and employees are either committed or expressing resistance, etc. In short, it attempts to bring back some of the complexities of the real world into the analysis. Hence the necessity to consider many analytical “combinations” as regards the range of strategies and behaviour.
2. It seeks to connect two axes of analysis that are usually considered separately, i.e. management control and employee behaviour.

3. It seeks to go beyond the common pitfall consisting of taking the extremely various forms of employee opposition as “resistance” without making analytical distinctions between them. In short, just stating that any form of weak commitment represents “resistance”, or a “bad attitude”, does not lead to analytical progress. There is a need for a conceptual framework that could help uncover the possible meanings of employee behaviour, also bearing in mind that opposition (or any behaviour) does not need to be conscious and intended to have significance. 
4. It seeks to help understand the expected movement, or dynamics, from boxes 1 and 2 to boxes 3 and 4, by which the modes of management control evolve from subjection to responsibilization. 
5. The monographs studied in Section 3 might indicate an evolution from commitment to resistance (from box 3 to box 4), as employees adjust and often react in a more cynical way to the discourse and rhetoric of responsibilization. But any such proposition would be only intuitive at this stage. 

6. More confidently, Section 3 will provide some evidence of a shift in the repertoire of employee opposition as management evolves in the ways it seeks to control the use of labour power (and sometimes labour).
Section 3.  The Repertoire of Employee Opposition : A Conceptual Framework

The notion of repertoire of employee opposition does not focus on the forms of opposition, but rather on the rationales (or logics) underlying these. This was clearly the intent of Tilly in his original work on the “repertoire of collective action” (1976, 1984). Hence, “the classification as competitive, reactive or proactive depends on the claims being asserted, not on the form of the action” (Tilly, 1976:369)
. It is necessary to go beyond specific forms of action, not least because they are too multiple and varied to be ever accounted for, but also because any form of opposition (individual or collective) can be used to different meanings and to sustain an extremely broad range of rationales, grievances, or claims. In short, a given form of action (for instance a work-to-rule) may be organized for sustaining many different sets of meanings. This section draws from monographs conducted in both the industrial and the post-industrial periods, and in different and even contrasting sectors of activity, to illustrate such rationales for opposition in different contexts of work relations, using Table 1 as a heuristic device.
	
	
	Control by
	subjection


	Control  by
	responsibilization


	
	
	
	Resistance
	
	Resistance



	
	
	Covert
	Overt

	Covert
	Overt

	Commitment
	Weak
	Retreat

	Revolt


	Cynicism
	Rebellion

	
	Strong
	Undeference


	Militance
	Distance
	Repudiation


Table 1 : Repertoire of Employee Opposition to Management Control

In this preliminary version, we will add only one further point about the logic of the argument here, on the key issue of evolution over time. While the shifts in modes of management, technologies and in the nature of work are broadly acknowledged, social scientists must also develop conceptual tools for assessing possible shifts in modes of employee opposition. And they should not look at employee resistance with the lenses used for studying the industrial era. There is a need to be sensitive to the likely shifts in the repertoire of employee opposition, and develop conceptual tools for understanding these developments. Hence, while the modes of opposition associated with management control by subjection may tend to be observed less frequently, some attention should also be given to other dimensions in the repertoire of opposition that may be associated with current modes of management control. More concretely, while overt resistance to direct control (such as strikes, or the slowdowns and spontaneous stoppages analyzed so thoroughly in the “British engineering era” of workplace research) is now less frequent, this is by no means the end of worker resistance; other modes of opposition are likely to be more adapted, from both organizational and strategic viewpoints, to the current world of work.
[TO BE COMPLETED]
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� “The discourse of management is a set of languages and practices proliferated through forms of disciplined knowledge that produce a world which is amenable to control by managers and technologies of management” (Spicer and Böhm, 2007: 1667).


�  This notion of the evolution and transformation of the repertoire of opposition over the long period is induced from Charles Tilly (1976 and 1984).


� In the original French version, “dans l’application du principe du flux tendu, il n’y a plus besoin de chef disciplinaire : la discipline est dans le flux tendu. L’acceptation du principe du flux tendu par le salarié, c’est-à-dire de son non-arrêt, fait que ce salarié est asservi par le flux lui-même” (Durand, 2004 : 78).


� Being connected to the central information basis often leads to excessive management control, but this needs not necessarily be the case. For many, particularly among technicians and professional employees whose work requires much autonomy in order to be efficient, free access to internet and  to electromic mail also opens opportunities for significant spells of re-appropriation of working time, for surfing on the web, planning and settling personal matters, etc. This brings us back to some classic themes among sociologists of the industrial era, from Donald Roy onwards, and also illustrates that the “problem of management control” remains enduring and pervasive.


� “Our thoughts on the JIT/TQC labour process, centering as they do on issues of surveillance, control, discipline and obedience, have been greatly influenced by the work of Michel Foucault” (Sewell and Wilkinson, 1992: 273).  See pages 272-275, and 286.


� “The hybrid nature of chimerical control stems from the interaction between its vertical and horizontal dimensions. The vertical dimension relates to panoptic control enacted through the surveillance of individuals, and the horizontal dimension relates to the operation of concertive control supported by peer scrutiny operating within teams” (Sewell, 1998: 415).


�  This debate nevertheless forced both to acknowledge the need to consider these two key principles of work organization: autonomy and constraint (see Courpasson, 1998). Thus, “the problem involves achieving the coexistence —  within the same analysis — of both domination-constraint and the actor and his or her autonomy, trust and agreements” (Bernoux, 1998: 401). The original reads : “le problème est de faire coexister ensemble et dans la même analyse et la domination-contrainte et l’acteur et son autonomie, la confiance et les accords”. 


� “The empirical evidence to show that old forms of misbehaviour are becoming relatively less important is not present. Neither is enough research being done which might show the way new forms of misbehaviour are being innovated” (Ackroyd and Thompson, 1999: 6).


� “Broadly speaking, we contend that there are four directions that misbehaviour can take…We envisage the possibility of: 1, disagreement over the appropriation of work; 2, over the appropriation of the materials used in work; 3, over the appropriation of the time spent on work; and 4, over the extent to which employees identify with their work activity and employers, or more simply, the appropriation of employee identity” (Ackroyd and Thompson, 1999: 25).


� “Another objective of this book has been to regenerate interest in modalities of resistance that may not exactly be de rigueur in the current academic climate of postmodernist celebrations of micro-political and identity-based subversions” (Fleming and Spicer, 2007: 185; see pages 7 and 185-188).


� Fleming and Spicer thus distinguish themselves from analyses with a neo-marxist influence (notably the focus on the labour process), which they consider to be mechanistic, dichotomic, and more deterministic than dynamic. Thus, “the metaphor of ‘resistance’ relies upon a Newtonian image of natural moving bodies. First there is action (power) followed by a reaction (resistance). The more closely we look at this relationship, however, the more dynamic and codependent it becomes” (Fleming and Spicer, 2007: 48; see also pp. 183-185).  Distinguishing themselves from the “capital and labour” type of dichotomic analyses, they also wrote that, “with the prima facie obliteration of class politics in many Western countries…the once black and white vista of the controlled and controllers is difficult to maintain” (p. 49). But they might have considered the contribution of Edwards, who explicitly sought to go beyond the limitations of a simplistic ‘control versus resistance’ framework (1986: 42-46, 52).


�  When working at the conceptual level, the problem of translation is much more than technical, it has to do with meanings in different intellectual traditions. Subjection (“assujettissement” in French) and responsibilization (“responsabilisation” in French) are very unusual in English. But responsibilization is taken to mean not only accountability (being responsible for one’s actions) but also the internalization of the risks associated with the work situation. And responsibilization is less fraught of ambiguity than the more usual notion of “empowerment”, which is far from a trouble-free concept (Denham Lincoln et al., 2002).


�  “À côté du modèle de l’assujettissement et de ses multiples variantes, il est possible de retracer la lente mise en place d’un autre mécanisme d’inscription subjective de la domination. Il suppose que l’individu se sente, toujours et partout, responsable non seulement de tout ce qu’il fait (notion de responsabilité), mais également de tout ce qui lui arrive (principe de responsabilisation)” (Martuccelli, 2004 : 479).


�  “Par l’assujettissement, l’acteur est interpellé comme sujet (donc ‘sujet à’, en bref, ‘assujetti’). Par la responsabilisation, le sujet est enjoint d’être un acteur (en bref, à ‘agir’, donc ‘responsabilisé’)” (Martuccelli, 2004 : 480).  


� This point about the need to overcome binary analysis also applies to the vertical axis of analysis, on management control.


� For a theoretical framework accounting for the various patterns of workplace relations and the structuring conditions that may foster their development, see Edwards, Bélanger and Wright, 2006, and Bélanger and Edwards, 2007. See also Hodson, 2001.


� From this standpoint, Tilly’s project had the more ambitious objective of uncovering the long-term evolution of the repertoire of collective action, in different countries.





