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ABSTRACT

This study is about organisational control in the information age. Organisational control
is examined through the changing landscape of power, subject and organisation. The
focus is on examining escapes from the traditional practice of organisational control and
the spaces of freedom which open up for workers to exercise their own agency. This
examination takes place in the avant-garde professional work organisations of a pioneer
industry in the world’s leading information society, Finland. Theoretically, the study
draws on the later works of Michel Foucault and on Critical Management Studies.
Empirically, the contemporary operation of organisational control is examined as a case
study, in which the Finnish mobile content providing industry constitutes the case. The

research is qualitative, consisting of semi-structured interviews and thematic analyses.

The findings indicate that the contemporary worker is a subject rather than an object.
This impacts on organisational control, as objects can be externally controlled, but
subjects cannot. Correspondingly, the ways of controlling and the locus of control have
changed from external to internal. The traditional structures of domination, practices of
management and preconceived worker subjectivities are largely absent in the
organisations researched — and instead there is self-control. This form of control operates
through the subjects actively working upon themselves and their own conduct. In
contemporary organisations this culminates in the practice of self-management. Self-
management is founded on the premise of agency. Overall, the means of control are no
longer supported by structures of domination or based upon disciplinary techniques, but
rely on relational, pastoral, power. This form of power operates directly through
subjectivity. There is no objectifying system, but a subjectifying self.

The findings also indicate that contemporary organisations, or any part of them, are no
longer viewed as socio-technical systems that can be externally managed and controlled.
Instead they are seen as essentially consisting of human social processes - lateral
relations, which are deeply embedded in action and in their contextuality, historicity and
politicality. By implication, social processes and agency need to be incorporated into the
analysis, and the social and political reality of organising, managing and working put on

the agenda of future organisational research.



“My problem is not to satisfy the professional historians; my problem is to
construct myself, and to invite others to share an experience of what we are,
not only our past but also our present, an experience of our modernity in
such a way that we might come out of it transformed. This means that at the
end of the book we would establish new relationships with the subject at
issue...” (Foucault, 2000, p. 242).
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Introduction

This is a study of contemporary organisational control. Essentially it explores the
operation of organisational control through the themes of power, subjectivity and
organising. This examination takes place in the avant-garde professional work
organisations of a pioneer industry in the world’s leading information society, Finland
(Castells and Himanen, 2001). Theoretically, the study draws primarily upon Foucault’s
later work (Foucault, 1977, 1980, 1997, 1998a, 1998b, 2000). It culminates in
understanding organisational control in terms of the new modern forms of power and in
explaining the relationships among subjectivity, agency, power and organisational
control. This entails exploring the ways in which contemporary workers are controlled
in/through their everyday organisational practices and realities. The aim is also to
explain how workers in one of the pioneering industries struggle. This entails exploring
the existence of particular modes of subjectivity and practices of the self that contribute
to opening up spaces of freedom in the context of contemporary workplaces.
Conventional organisational control is largely viewed as a way of governing working
subjects (Rose, 1999; Townley, 1998). Agency and its everyday organisational
materialisations, on the other hand, are postulated as offering a potential escape route(s)
from this government. The question arises: what if the contemporary working subjects
also have the possibility of questioning their surroundings and themselves? Thus, what
if, rather than just being isolated, alienated and repressed human ruins, the workers
actually quite like their working realities and actively participate in reconstructing and
reproducing them? What if, in fact, in the avant-garde professional work organisations
of the information age, working subjects already experience - and view others - as

liberated?

With regard to the theoretical framework, this study draws primarily upon the later
works of Michel Foucault, and in particular upon his writings on “disciplinary power”,
“pastoral power” and “technologies of the self’(Foucault, 1977, 1980, 1997, 1998a,
1998b, 2000). The study also draws — as primary sources - on Foucauldian authors
writing in the realm of Critical Management Studies who have taken Foucault’s ideas
into the realm of organisational studies (Alvesson and Willmott, 1992; Fournier and
Grey, 2000; Alvesson and Deetz, 2000; Starkey and McKinlay, 1998; Jermier, Knights
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and Nord, 1994; Townley, 1998). Finally, in historically contextualising the study,
Marx is drawn upon (1884, 1967). In particular, his accounts are essential in exploring
the possible historical changes in the understanding of paid work under capitalism.
Despite some comparisons between Marx and Foucault, this thesis does not aim to
provide a Marx-Foucault debate on organisational control. Foucault and the critical
management authors, writing in the realm of organisational theory, are the main
body of literature drawn upon; Marx simply provides the point of historical
comparison of basic attitudes to paid work under capitalism, and thus as illustration of
possible change in these. On the other hand, the main theoretical themes in this study
are power, subjectivity and organising. In fact contemporary organisational control is
examined primarily in terms of these three themes. Power is examined because it
underpins the control and government of workers (Deetz, 1992; Townley, 1998; Rose,
1999). Equally, power is also intertwined with resistance and struggle (Foucault, 2000;
Jermier, Knights and Nord, 1994). On the other hand, organisational control is
examined in terms of subjectivity. Subjectivity is explored because aligning the
subjectivity of a worker to work is viewed as the premise for a more subtle form of
control (Rose, 1999; Foumnier, 1998; McKinlay and Starkey, 1998). Finally,
Organisational control is examined in terms of organising. This is because the ways of
controlling are illustrated in the ways of organising the workplace reality and practices.
Thus, the ways of controlling are demonstrated and materialise in the organisation of
everyday life. Conventionally, the organisation of control of workers is epitomised in
Human Resource Management (abbreviated to HRM). Therefore, this study empirically
examines contemporary organisational control firstly in terms of HRM.' Finally,
organisational control is examined in the specific context of the professional work
organisations of a pioneer industry in a world-leading information society (Castells
and Himanen, 2001; Castells, 2001).2 3

! Human Resource Management is the widest concept for examining the management of human
resources. It also incorporates administrative or personnel functions (A Dictionary of HRM, 2001, p.
162).

2 Pioneer industry refers to the mobile content providing industry, which is the leading sector of the IT
cluster in Finland. Finland, on the other hand, is currently the leading information society in the world
(Castells and Himanen, 2001, pp. 21-25; more in section 1.1.1 of the thesis).

? The terms information age and network era are used interchangeably, because Castells and Himanen
(2001) talk of the Finnish model of the Information Society and Castells (1996, 2001) talks of network
society and network economy. Thus, these authors seem largely to use the terms interchangeably. This
same practice is continued throughout this study.
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Empirically, the contemporary operation of control is examined as a case study, in
which the Finnish mobile content providing industry constitutes the case. The research
is qualitative, consisting of semi-structured interviews and thematic analyses.
Interviews were first conducted with industry experts, in order to draw up a sample of
ten companies within the industry in which to conduct the research. In these companies,
the persons in charge of human resource management were interviewed. The purpose of
these interviews was to establish the extent to which and the ways in which
conventional HRM techniques were used in the contemporary companies. In half of the
companies, further interviews were carried out with workers in the main professional
groups of the industry. The purpose of these interviews was to gather information on
the way in which the professional workers experience themselves (as expressed through
their talk) as workers and view their work - as well as the work of others - in
contemporary organisations’. The data collected is analysed by means of thematic
analysis’. The thematic analysis is conducted with Atlas/ti, which is a tool for
qualitative data analysis management and model building. The analysis consists of two
main levels: the textual level and the network level. At the textual level the focus is
primarily on establishing the common themes. However, the main themes that are
missing in relation to the research questions are also identified, in order to contrast
these with the common themes. At the network level of analysis the focus is on
elaborating the relationships between the different themes by illustrating the common
themes and sub-themes within these. The networks are mainly used to assist in theory

building and for illumination in the results and discussion part of the thesis.

The examination of organisational control starts by exploring the contemporary
relevance of conventional ways of controlling the human resources in the organisations,
namely Human Resource Management. Therefore, the ways in which and the extent to
which HRM operates in the contemporary organisations under study are first
established. After this the structures of control are examined. The structures are

explored first through the split between the organisational structures and human

* In addition, a web search was conducted on the five Finnish operators and of all the companies forming
the base for the sample. This information was gathered for the purposes of gaining more context-related
information.

> The choice of spoken language as the type of data to utilise was made because of its consistency with
the theoretical framework of the study. That is to say that in a Foucauldian view the role of language and
discourses in the constitution of subjectivity is essential, and thus it seemed rather straightforward to
research themes in spoken text.
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practices (Humphreys, Berkeley and Jovchelovitch, 1996, pp. 1-3). The purpose is to
find out whether contemporary organisational control is supported by conventional
structural arrangements such as bureaucracy and hierarchy (Clegg, 1990, pp. 25-73;
Knights and Willmott, 1999, pp. 128-142). On the other hand, the structures of control
are examined by exploring the materialisation of classical models of management in the
context of contemporary organisations (Guillén, 1994, pp. 7-20). Management is
explored particularly in terms of the split between the managed and the managers.
Thus, what are the respective subject positions of those controlling and those being
controlled in the pioneering organisations of the information age? Are there also more
subtle, normative ways to control workers, for example, through their attitudes and
aspirations? Understandably, the external control required is rather different if the
workers view their work as a necessary evil that is suppressing and restraining them or
if they find their work interesting and enjoyable. Also, if future prospects are seen as
redundant, different control measures are needed; therefore future prospects which
often materialise in the idea of a ‘career’ can be seen as a means of controlling workers
(Fournier, 1998). Many of the aforementioned culminate in examining organisational
control as it materialises in everyday organisational reality and practices. They also call
forth an examination of the contemporary way of working. Finally, the Foucauldian
authors writing in the realm of Critical Management Studies explore control as taking
place through aligning the subjectivity of a worker to work and then altering and
modifying workers’ subjective experiences through particular techniques (Rose, 1999,
pp. 103-123; Townley, 1998, pp. 191-211). Perhaps drawing a particular presupposition
of a worker as an ideal or normal worker, i.e. construing a particular type of worker
subjectivity, is one way of attempting to alter, modify and shape workers’ subjectivity.
Therefore it is interesting to examine whether there is a particular type of novel worker
subjectivity that could be viewed as being shared by these contemporary workers of the

information age who have been the subject of this research.
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Overall, the study focuses on examining and exploring the following research
questions:

1. How does organisational control — understood in terms of Human Resource
Management - operate in contemporary work organisations, and what is its modus
operandi?

2. How is worker’s subjectivity operationally linked to contemporary organisational
control?

3. How are organisational control, subjectivity, agency and power operationally
linked in the context of contemporary work organisations?

4. How do contemporary working subjects experience their work and view others as
working subjects?

5. Do workers have individual agency in the avant-garde professional organisations
of a pioneer industry in the information age?

6. Is there a particular contemporary worker subjectivity that could be seen to
encapsulate the contemporary worker’s relationship to one’s self as a worker and
to one’s work?

7. Can it be postulated, from the way in which the subjects speak of themselves, of
others and of their work, that rather than being repressed and restricted the

workers are in fact enabled, liberated and, in short, emancipated?

Limitations of the Study

With regard to the limitations of the study, the term workers refers throughout
specifically to those professional workers of the information age who work in
pioneering conditions that are presumably different from the conditions of the
majority of workers. Furthermore, contemporary working people are referred to as
workers because they are contracted to carry out work and are paid for it (The Oxford
Book of Work, 1999, p. xv; xiii-xxiii). Thus, this study only discusses paid
employment. The term worker is preferred to that of employee because the presence of
bureaucratic tendencies in contemporary organisations of the information age is not
assumed at the outset (Castells, 2001, pp. 1-2), and the word employee is seen as a term
more associated with the bureaucratic mode of organising. Also, this study examines
worker subjectivity; therefore, the other sides of subjectivity such as gender, age group

and ethnicity are only considered insofar as they significantly impact on worker
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subjectivity. Furthermore, the companies in which the research has been carried out
are small and medium sized organisations with 10-200 workers. Therefore, this thesis
does not aim to generalise these findings as such to large contemporary organisations.
Also, work in this thesis will be considered under the current predominant mode of
production, i.e. capitalism. Furthermore, although constant reference is not made to the
information age, the contemporary organisation is always referred to in the context of

the information age.

Finally, I have taken for granted the existence of, and the need for, organisational
control. Indeed, anyone who has ever worked in an organisation would probably
subscribe to such a presupposition. Indeed, this is not a matter of mere unverified
disbelief in the good will and trustworthiness of workers, managers and owners. There
is also stealing, laziness and endeavours to abuse influential positions in the service
only of self-interest. Altogether there is misbehaviour of all sorts on the part of
workers, managers and owners, which makes monitoring and control necessary. These
misuses and misbehaviour result in economic losses, the overburdening of colleagues,
the malfunctioning of systems and so forth. Thus, control does not exist just for the
sake of control, but its existence and prominence has a material basis. These are not
denied in this study. However, to explore these material bases is, for the most part,
beyond the scope of this study. Both the existence of some form of control and the need
for control are assumed at the outset. Finally, I will first theoretically substantiate the
literature foundations and the core concepts, along with the empirical context, and then
explicate the results by drawing upon the theoretical premises developed earlier. Due to
this strategy there will be a slight element of repetition that I hope the reader will

tolerate.

The Structure of the Thesis

To sum up the structure of the thesis, this study is divided into four interrelated parts,
namely:
Part I: Theoretical and Contextual Premises (Chapters 1 and 2)

Part IT: Methodology and Analysis (Chapter 3)
Part III: Results and Discussion (Chapters 4 and 5)
Part IV: Conclusions and Implications (Chapters 6 and 7).
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Part I starts by historically contextualising the study in the emerging societal era of
networks. This is followed by a summary of the rationales and limitations of drawing
upon Foucault. After this, Critical Management Studies in general and Foucauldian
Organisational Studies in particular are briefly introduced. Then traditional
organisational literature and the Foucauldian view are compared and contrasted in
terms of their respective views on power, the working subject and organisation. After
introducing the literature foundations of the study, the concepts of power, subject and
work are explored in more depth. After this organisational control is discussed,
particularly in terms of Human Resource Management. Finally, the examination of
organisational control is summarised in terms of research questions. Part I ends with a

description of the empirical case.

Part II explains the empirical research conducted, including both data collection and
data analysis. However, the methodological decisions and research design are first
justified and the overall research process explained. After this the process of data
collection is explained. The remaining part of the section focuses on describing in detail

the way in which the data collected is analysed.

In Part III the results are explored, explained and discussed. The results are first
explored in terms of organisational control, research question by research question. The
results are then discussed in terms of power, subjectivity and organising in the
information age. Finally, the results on organisational control are compared and

contrasted to emancipation.

Part IV consists of conclusions and implications. First the conclusions are drawn for
each research question. Joint conclusions from the research questions are then drawn.
The findings on power, subjectivity, organising, organisational control and
emancipation are then summarised. Finally, the conclusions end with the discussion of
the implications of the findings for organisational research in general and the realms of

organisational psychology and Foucauldian organisational studies in particular.
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Part I: Theoretical and Contextual Premises

1. Theoretical Underpinnings

1.1 The Literature Foundations

1.1.1 The Context of the Information Age
This is a Foucauldian study of organisational control. Foucault was a critical historian of
thought (Foucault, 1998a, p. 459; 459-463). He wrote historical accounts using
archaeology and genealogy (Foucault, 1997, pp. 261-262; pp. 369-389). This study
draws upon Foucault’s later, genealogical works (Foucault, 1977, 1997, 1998a, 1998b,
2000). Genealogy is a particular way of reading history that problematises the
conventional historiography because it is involved with a search for origin (Foucault,
1998a, pp. 369-393; Barker, pp. 20-24).
“The genealogist needs history to dispel the chimeras of origin, somewhat in the
manner of a pious philosopher who needs a doctor to exorcise the shadow of his
soul. He is able to recognise the events of history, its jolts, its surprises, its
unsteady victories and unpalatable defeats - the basis of all beginnings, atavisms,
and heredities. Similarly, he must be able to diagnose the illnesses of the body, its
conditions of weaknesses and strengths, its breakdowns and resistances, to be in a
position to judge philosophical discourse. History is a concrete body of becoming;
with its moment of intensity, its lapses, its extended periods of feverish agitation,

its fainting spells; and only a metaphysician would seek its soul in the distant
ideality of the origin” (Foucault, 1998a, p. 373).

Foucault underlined the importance of historicity and context. He was interested in
understanding who we are today through our historicity (Foucault, 1997, pp. 303-321).
This is often translated as understanding how we have been trapped in our own history
(Foucault, 2000, p. 329). For this reason - in order to understand contemporary workers
— historical contextualisation of the study is essential. Foucault also highlighted the
importance of local contexts (Foucault, 1980, pp. 97-99; Foucault, 2000, pp. 330, 342-
345). Specifically, the focus ought to be on examining the local contexts in their
particularities; Foucault encouraged us to examine these particularities in their localities,
as opposed to attempting to find some universal theories or grand narratives (Foucault,
1988b, pp. 9, 11). He encouraged us to examine practices rather than ideologies,
institutions or theories (Foucault, 2000, p. 225). More specifically, to analyse “regimes
of practices” - “It is a question of analysing a “regime of practices”, practices being

understood here as places where what is said and what is done, rules imposed and
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reasons given, the placed and the taken-for-granted meet and interconnect” (Foucault,
2000, p. 225). Also, Foucault was particularly interested in examining what happens at
the breaking points, the discontinuities of events and epistemes (Foucault, 1998a, p, 431;
420-431). All in all, Foucault’s writings encourage us to question the taken-for-granted
and to attempt to break away from the fixed conceptual constraints, to open up spaces

for freedom in order to enable alternative worlds of existence.

Let me examine, in the following, the way in which the aforementioned are implicated in
this study. As stated, Foucault was interested in discontinuities. Indeed, if we are to
believe the theses of Castells on the rise of the network society, then we are at this time
witnessing a set of discontinuities which are contributing to the rise of a new era.
(Castells, 1996, pp. 500-509; Castells, 2001, pp. 1-8).

“The new economy emerged in the last quarter of the twentieth century on a
worldwide scale. I call it informational, global and networked to identify its
fundamental distinctive features and to emphasise their intertwining” (Castells,
1996, p. 77).

According to Castells, this new network society emerged because the information
technology revolution made available the obligatory material basis for its creation
(Castells, 1996, p. 77). Correspondingly, throughout the world the IT sector has been the
leading industry in this transfer from old economy to new (Castells and Himanen, 2001,
pp. 21-25). Finland is currently the leading information society in the world (Castells
and Himanen, 2001, pp. 13-20). Finland is also the leading country specialising in
exporting high technology (ibid. p. 22). The Nokia Telecommunications Corporation,
which specialises in mobile devices, is the core of the Finnish IT cluster (ibid. pp. 26-
46). Finland is also a forerunner in the mobile content services provided by telecom
operators (Castells and Himanen, 2001, p. 22, citing also Steinbock, 2001). Finnish
companies are the precursors on a world-wide scale in the production and development
of mobile content services (Castells and Himanen, 2001, p. 23; Aula and Oksanen, 2000,
pp- 12-29). Basically, Finland is the hub for mobile content production (Castells and
Himanen, 2001). Thus, the particularity of the context in a Foucauldian sense is provided
by the fact that the mobile content providing industry is the avant-garde sector of the
leading society in the network era (Castells and Himanen, 2001, p. 21; Castells, 2000).

Furthermore, according to the scant research conducted to date in the industry or in the
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new media sector in general, it seems to provide an exception to the rule, for example in
terms of financing structures and geographic proximity (Pratt, 1999, 2000; Aula and
Oksanen, 2000). In sum then, this study examines organisational control in small and
medium sized organisations that are operating in a pioneering industry in a rising era
of information and networks. Furthermore, the workers in these organisations are
pioneers in the entire field world-wide. Therefore, although I refer to them as
contemporary workers throughout the study, the workers referred to are working in an
industry that is novel, and their work and working conditions probably differ from those
of their predecessors as well as those of the mass of contemporary workers (Castells,
1996, pp. 232-243; Castells, 2001, pp. 41-42, 46-48, 278). 1t is precisely its context in
this pioneering industry of a surfacing era of information and networks that makes this
case exploratory as well as attention-grabbing. It is appealing to examine the possible
potential spaces of freedom that this particular locality might offer for these working
subjects to escape the established forms of control and to construe novel types of
subjectivities. It is also thought-provoking to deliberate - beyond statistical
generalisability — upon whether or not the contemporary actuality of organisational
control in this sector will be the reality for a larger number of workers in the coming

decades of the information age.

1.1.2 Why Foucault?

Foucault’s work has been increasingly applied in organisational and management
studies during the past 10 years, particularly in the UK and by the critical management
scholars (Fournier and Grey, 2000, pp. 5-7). In practice, this means that there is a
growing body of literature on the matter upon which to draw (Alvesson and Willmott,
1992; Jermier, Knights and Nord, 1994; Starkey and McKinlay, 1998; Knights and
Willmott, 1999; Alvesson and Deetz, 2000). I draw upon Foucault in this study because
he wrote directly about issues which are viewed as central to organisational
psychology, such as power and the subject (Foucault, 2000, pp. 326-349). In order to
understand how subjectivities are construed both in linguistic and materialistic terms,
whilst incorporating power/knowledge into the analysis, one basically needs to turn to
Foucault. Foucault views power as intrinsically relational, (Foucault, 1980, pp, 92-108;
1997, pp. xiv-xvi, xxxv; 2000, pp. 340-348) innately challenging the conventional
views on power in organisational psychology as a possession or a structure (Kearins,
1996, pp. 2-8). In Foucauldian organisational studies power is viewed as relational,

contextual and historical; the implications of this for conventional organisational
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research are thought-provoking (Townley, 1998, pp. 191-211). Supposedly, Foucault’s
works could also be seen as being about organising, about how people are governed
and disciplined, and construed as organising themselves. Foucault problematises
conventional subject—power relations, which can be seen to touch upon the individual-
system split found at the core of organisational psychology (Humphreys et al., 1996,
pp- 1-3). I suggest that Foucault’s view offers an alternative way to attempt to go

beyond the split.

However, it should be noted that this study does not aim to provide some kind of single
‘true reading’ of Foucault, since Foucault’s works are constantly the subject of debate,
as they are characterised by some inconsistency and, all in all, leave room for
interpretation (Knights and Willmott, 1999; Starkey and McKinlay, 1998).
Additionally, those works drawn upon here are his later ones, because this study
attempts to address issues centred on subjectivity, but in a manner which can also be
seen as allowing some agency (Foucault, 1977, 1980, 1997, 1998a, 1998b, 2000).
Moreover, it should be noted that Foucault himself never wrote directly about work in
terms of its direct consequences on an individual’s subjectivity, or indeed about worker
subjectivity. Thus, this study proposes a particular reading of Foucault for the purposes
of theoretical analysis and empirical investigation. That said, for the most part the way
in which Foucault is interpreted and applied is consistent with the way in which
Foucault has been interpreted and applied by other academics, in the realm of
organisational studies in general and Critical Management Studies in particular
(Alvesson and Willmott, 1992; Jermier, Knights and Nord, 1994; Starkey and
McKinlay, 1998; Knights and Willmott, 1999; Alvesson and Deetz, 2000; Fournier and
Grey, 2000; Rose, 1999; Townley, 1998). These authors contribute to Critical
Management Studies, which has established itself firmly during the past 10 years in the
UK (Fournier and Grey, 2000, p. 1). Therefore, in addition to the later works of
Foucault, this study also draws on the Critical Management authors as primary sources

in literature research.

1.1.3 Critical Management Studies

Foucauldian organisational studies belong to a broader realm of Critical Management
Studies [abbreviated as CMS]. Critical Management Studies consists of several
differing perspectives which all share a common denominator, namely a critical stance

on management. These perspectives include those of “neo-Marxism, deconstructionism,
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literary criticism, post-structuralism, feminism, psychoanalysis, cultural studies and
environmentalism, and in addition one could include post-colonialism and queer-
theory” (Fournier and Grey, 2000, p. 7). These perspectives utilise some common
concepts. There are also some other commonalities, in that the different perspectives
under the CMS label are characterised by some similar views. Fournier and Grey
convincingly argue that these commonalities are denaturalisation, reflexivity and
performativity (2000, pp. 17-19). This is particularly the case with denaturalisation as,
regardless of the aforementioned perspective, the aim is to reveal the unnaturalness or
irrationality of management and organisations in one way or another. In addition, most
of the perspectives call for management to be self-critical (ibid.). Finally, most of them
hold that traditional organisational literature and techniques are governed by the
principle of performativity. “Performativity serves to subordinate knowledge and truth
to the production of efficiency when instead one ought to question what is doné in the
name of performativity” (Fournier and Grey, 2000, p. 7). In essence, CMS aims to
denaturalise the taken-for-granted presuppositions of traditional organisational
literature, which are, by and large, based upon taken-for-granted management-centrism,
i.e. the naturalisation of management, performativity and non-reflexivity (ibid.; see also
Alvesson and Deetz, 2000, pp. 113-137). Finally, CMS is a political project. This
political project is aimed at “unmasking the naturalised power relations around which
organisational and social life are woven and to liberate individual subjects from the
power relations within which they are inscribed, including their own subjectivity”
(Fournier and Grey, 2000, p. 9; see also Alvesson and Willmott, 1992; Alvesson and
Deetz, 2000). Many perspectives contributing to CMS, such as post-structuralism and

feminism, have drawn upon Foucault.
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1.1.4 Foucauldian Organisational Studies

Foucault has also been applied to critical analyses of contemporary work practice(s)
(Alvesson and Willmott, 1992; Alvesson and Deetz, 2000). However, the Foucauldian
studies conducted to date typically concentrate on concepts such as power and the
subject, as conceptualised in Foucault’s middle works (Foucault, 1977, 1980). This is
done to the relative neglect of understanding the same concepts as put forward in his
later works (Foucault, 1997, 1998a, 1998b, 2000). Thus, there has been a somewhat
unbalanced focus in applying Foucault’s works to organisations. As a result of this,
many Foucauldian accounts in organisational literature have become rather pessimistic
and negative (e.g. Deetz, 1992; Knights and Willmott, 1999). I suggest that this is
largely due to the omission of the conceptualisation of an active subject in studies
drawing on Foucault (O’Leary, 2002, pp. 154-163). In Foucault’s middle works
discursive power structures still significantly subdue agency and subjects are perceived
as rather passive beings unable to transform themselves or their environments in any
meaningful manner (Dreyfus, 1999, pp. 1, 4-5). This understanding of the subject is
significantly different from the conceptualisation of the subject in Foucault’s later
works, in which subjects are perceived as active and able to transform themselves, and
even their surroundings, to a certain extent, particularly on a micro-level (Dreyfus,
1999, pp. 1, 4-5; O’Leary, 2002, p. 159, more on the subject in section 1.3.2.1).

Also, the number of empirical investigations conducted which have utilised a
Foucauldian framework is rather low. There have been some empirical studies, such as
the one of Fournier (1998). Nevertheless, these studies have been conducted mainly in
large - often multinational- service sector corporations and particularly in the HRM and
accounting practices/departments of this type of organisation. Furthermore, all these
studies conducted to date have taken the presence of HRM as a given. In addition, there
have not been many empirical investigations carried out in charity organisations, public
sector organisations, not to mention activist-based organisations or organisations
consisting of creative workers. The relative lack of empirical studies is probably due to
the abstract theoretical nature of Foucault’s accounts. In the author’s view, there should
be more empirical investigations conducted in contemporary contexts, precisely in
order to substantiate the somewhat abstract postulates of Foucault. Finally, many of the

studies focus on examining management practices, and thus themselves come to
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contribute to the reproduction of management-centrism. In my view, organisations
should not be understood only in terms of management practices, but rather it should be
emphasised that managers are also workers. That is to say that even though they might
be affected by some different discourses, the way in which power operates still remains
the same. It is based on discursive power/knowledge systems, whether managers or
shop-floor workers are under discussion (Starkey and McKinlay, 1998, pp. 111-126).
The view is taken here that it might be more useful to talk of power/knowledge
discourses in an organisational context that involves workers and management than of
management and workers in a dichotomist manner. Traditional organisational literature
requires a broader critique than merely the critical assessment of one aspect, namely
management. Thus, if there seem to be some problems with Critical management
studies, as well as with Foucauldian studies, why not draw on the traditional
organisational literature? It is argued here that there are more fundamental problems in
traditional organisational literature, starting from the conceptualisation of an
organisation per se. To substantiate this argument, traditional organisational literature is
compared and contrasted to the Foucauldian literature in the following section. In
essence, the purpose of the following section is to illustrate the commonalities and
differences between the traditional and Foucauldian view by comparing their respective
views of power, subject and organisation. This is also done in order to demonstrate how
a Foucauldian interpretation differs from the more conventional one and thus how a

Foucauldian view offers a different stance on organisations and related phenomena.
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1.2 Traditional vs. Foucauldian Organisational Literature

The surfacing of organisation-related literature, as well as the emergence of the realms
of organisational and management studies, are predominantly phenomena of the 20™
and 21 centuries®. Furthermore, this organisation-related literature can be divided into
several sub-disciplines, such as Organisational Theory, Organisational Psychology,
Organisational Behaviour, Management Science, Human Resource Management and
Human Resource Development’. There are also several sub-disciplines in the realm of
sociology, psychology and industrial relations, such as the sociology of work,
employment and industry; the sociology of money and economy; work psychology and
labour process theories, which also examine issues associated with organisations, such
as employee relations, conditions and regulations. Thus, there is a vast literature,
presenting various perspectives, on organisations and organisation-related phenomena.
My purpose here is not to summarise the arguments of each school of thought on
organisations in order to demonstrate their respective differences or similarities, but
rather to analyse and, moreover, to criticise a large number of them, in terms of some of
their underlying assumptions on organisation, the working subject and power®.
Essentially, then, I will illuminate the theoretical position taken in the study by
contrasting and comparing it to traditional organisational literature in terms of these

three themes of organisation, working subject and power.

¢ There have been writings on the role of the manager from the late 17™ and early 18" centuries onwards,
as references to management can be found, for example, in Adam Smith’s work. However the
popularisation, along with the disciplinarisation, of the field is predominantly a phenomenon of the last
and current centuries (Fournier and Gray, 2000, pp. 2-11).

7 For more on different disciplines as paradigms see Morgan, 1997; for Human Resource Management
see Beardwell and Holden (eds.), 1995 and for Human Resource Development see Collin, 1994 and
Doyle, 1994, in Beardwell and Holden, 1995.

¥ With regard to the indistinct-sounding term ‘traditional organisational literature’: this term is used to
refer to the mainstream writings compiled in the realm of organisational studies in general and in the
realm of organisational psychology in particular. Furthermore, reviewing and questioning the premises of
organisational psychology is the main focus. However, as the disciplinary boundaries within
organisational studies are transitory, many points and arguments would probably be valid also in other
sub-realms of organisational studies, such as Organisational Behaviour. Also, many terms and concepts
of organisational psychology have some of their roots in other realms of organisational studies, or indeed
in neighbouring fields such as in management studies. However, if should be emphasised that the
distinction between traditional and Foucauldian organisational literature is primarily an analytical one.
That is to say that the field of organisational literature is oversimplified by categorising it as a traditional
or as a Foucauldian approach, and thereby undermining some of the internal differences among the
different positions within what is distinguished here as a traditional approach; the same self-criticism
applies to undermining the internal debates and differences among those taking a Foucauldian stance.
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1.2.1 Work Organisation in Traditional and Foucauldian Literature

The examination of the concept of organisation is, in my view, illustrative of the
underlying differences between traditional organisational literature and the Foucauldian
literature. A similar fundamental contrast can also be found in the understanding within
these two distinct perspectives of the concept of the working subject. In traditional
organisational literature, organisations are essentially seen as entities which exist in
their own right. Thus, it is assumed that persons and organisations are independent of
one another, as illustrated by notions that people work in or for the organisations.
Meyer et al. posit that this ‘entitative’ view, i.e. the perspective that views organisations
as their own entities, is the culmination of five distinct characteristics that organisations
are described as having (1985, cited in Hosking and Morley, 1991, pp. 40-42). To begin
with, in these accounts the organisational membership and organisational boundaries
respectively are seen as precise. Secondly, as a consequence of well-defined
boundaries, the organisation is seen as a unitary entity with an identity of its own.
Further, this entity is seen as embodying its own missions, visions, values and goals.
This entity is also seen as having its own designed and formalised structure. Finally,
this entity is seen as distinct from the environment it exists in, as merely affected by or
affecting environmental factors, not intrinsically enmeshed in its environment (Hosking
and Morley, 1991, pp. 39-63).

Furthermore, the view previously described, i.e. that organisations and people are
independent actors, culminates in a split between the two. As Humphreys, Berkeley and
Jovchelovitch posit, this fundamental split between organisational structures and
creative human practices results in overestimating the importance of organisational
structures and tasks per se and underestimating the human factor and social interaction
of which the organisation consists. Indeed, this split forms the very core of

organisational psychology, whereby:

“The split between organisational structures, which appear as autonomous and
with a life of their own, and human practises within organisations, which appear
as apart, thrown off-centre from the decision-making process is a contradiction at
the very heart of everyday life in organisational settings ... The notions of task and
human factor have dominated, on opposite sides, the main categories underlying
organisational psychology theories and codes of practise” (Humphreys, Berkeley
and Jovchelovitch, 1996, pp. 1-3).
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Thus, this ‘entitative’ approach has led to theorising about and researching into
organisations, as independent of human subjects and their relational processes
(Humphreys et al., 1996; Humphreys, 1998; Hoskins and Morley, 1991). This in turn
has caused organisations to be viewed as actors in their own right, having their own
motivational forces, missions and goals akin to those of people. Subsequently, this view
has contributed to legitimating the theorising about organisations independently of
workers and of their experiences as well as their relational processes. One might ask: is
this meaningful and accurate? How can organisational structures be distinguished from

human relational processes? Is this the reality in contemporary organisations?

In practice, the entitative approach often leads to thinking of organisations as socio-
technical systems that can be manipulated, controlled and changed, in short engineered
(Checkland, 1999, pp. 5-57; 2000, pp. 5-15). This approach is illustrated, for example,
by the views of phenomena such as culture, i.e. of an organisation having a culture
rather than being a culture/set of cultures (Morgan, 1997, pp. 119-152). Essentially, in
socio-technical systems, the system is seen as consisting of structures and tasks that are
separate from people and their lateral processes (Humphreys et al., 1996, pp. 1-3). The
system or any part of it can be manipulated and changed, and people taught to deal with
the change. This way of thinking has led to distinguishing between people and systems,
and, basically, to separating the two (Humphreys et al., 1996, pp. 1-3; Checkland, 2000,
pp- 5-15). In the realm of HRM, this same pattern of thinking has separated system and
techniques from human resources, i.e. workers. It holds that, with specific techniques
human resources can be assessed, monitored, altered or re-trained altogether, and
managed. Thus, the socio-technical system is essentially a “hard system” (Checkland,
1999, pp. 9-11). Finally, according to Checkland, the understanding of the difference
between a ‘hard system’ and a ‘soft system’ is epitomised in the understanding of the
word ‘system’ (1999, p. 10). In approaches drawing on ‘hard system’ thinking, “the
word ‘system® is used simply as a label for something taken to exist in a world outside
ourselves. The taken-as-given assumption is that the world can be taken to be a set of
interacting systems, some of which do not work very well and can be engineered to
work better” (Checkland, 1999, p. 10). In approaches drawing on ‘soft systems’ the
word ‘system’ “is no longer applied to the world, it is instead applied to our process of
dealing with the world” (Checkland, 1999, p. 10, emphasis added). The systems
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engineering view is an archetypical illustration of the former, and organisational

theories drawing on social constructionism of the latter.

The view taken in this study stands in sharp contrast with this traditional understanding
of organisations, which draws on the ‘entitative view’ or view of the organisation as a
socio-technical system. The view taken here is the Foucauldian one, combined with the
ideas on organising put forth by Hosking and Morley (1991). This view essentially
holds that organisations cannot be viewed as independent entities, existing without
creative human practices, their relational processes and contexts. On the contrary,
organisations are seen as consisting of creative human practices and multifaceted
social processes and relations, which in turn are dependent on historically specific
discursive practices and power/knowledge regimes. Therefore, organisations cannot be
viewed as unitary entities consisting of rather stable structures, and as being
independent of people as well as of the environment, but rather must be viewed as
consisting of people and their social relations, which are informed by the prevalent
power/knowledge systems and thus inherently involve power (Foucault, 1980, pp. 78-
109). From this perspective, the focus is on relational processes rather than stable
structures and tasks, and on the discourses on organisation and management, which at a
historically specific time come to legitimate what is considered as a truth about
organisational practices and functions, rather than on the technical improvement of
such practises per se. Therefore, rather than providing pragmatic and technical
knowledge as well as techniques for the improvement of an organisation and its
workers, the Foucauldian view enables one to contemplate why, and in particular sow,
certain ways of organising have emerged as the ‘truth’ about organising, and further,
what sort of knowledge and associated expertise and institutional structure has
legitimated this ‘truth’. Likewise, it enables one to consider the alternative views on
organising and organisation which these prevalent conceptualisations of an

organisation and its workers inhibit from arising.

Taking this stance enables one to question the traditional view(s), with its
presuppositions. It also enables one to pose questions such as: what if the splits that
have been at the core of much of the organisation-related literature are in fact
disappearing - becoming obsolete? What if they are merely unquestioned, outdated
academic discourses that have no premise in contemporary organisations? In addition to

questioning the traditional conceptualisation of an organisation, this study also
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questions the taken-for-granted split between the manager and the managed; what if
managing is no longer about managerial decision making, the exercising of position-
based power and ‘bossing people around’, as the popular discourses would have us
believe? This brings us to further questions on how decisions are made, what sorts of
decisions are made, by whom, and how. These questions are to be examined in the
operational everyday practices of contemporary organisations. The possible
disappearance of the manager/managed split is also examined in another way, namely
by examining the extent of self-management in contemporary organisations and, thus,
by contrasting self-management on the one hand and traditional management on the

other.

1.2.2 The Working Subject in Traditional and Foucauldian Literature

Concepts such as the subject, subjectivity, self-identity and individuality are not
recurrent themes in traditional organisational literature; in fact, they are seldom
discussed in this literature, hardly ever even referred to. Rather, workers are typically
considered solely on the basis of their technical, transferable or social (i.e.
communication) skills (Collin, 1994, pp. 280-289). Technical skills include grasping
the abilities relevant for a particular expertise or for carrying out particular tasks.
Transferable skills include skills such as information-search skills, computer literacy,
language skills; finally, social skills include, for example, team working/building skills
as well as negotiation and delegation skills. However, and rather interestingly,
leadership and management are often perceived not as skills but as personal
characteristics that some people naturally have and others do not. Furthermore, these
aforementioned skills become requirements for jobs, as does the continuous
improvement of such skills. Moreover these skills and abilities are assessed and one’s
development carefully monitored (Townley, 1998, pp. 191-211). This is all handled in a
wholly technical and practical manner, and without too much consideration for its

political implications.

However, from the Foucauldian stance, these aspects of traditional organisational
literature are seen as intrinsically involving power (Fournier and Grey, 2000). Defining
the skills that workers ought to have and assessing them accordingly (and making the
workers assess and monitor themselves) is seen as affecting the very being of workers,
i.e. their subjectivity (Fournier, 1998; Townley, 1998; Rose, 1999). This is seen as
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requiring the alignment of the worker’s subjectivity to work, and through this ‘linkage’
the subjective meaning is shaped and modified via organisational discourses (Rose,
1999; O’Connor, 1999, pp. 223-246). Taking this Foucauldian stance, the prevalent
management and organisational theories (discourses) are seen as acting as
power/knowledge regimes which, in a historically specific period of time, come to
define the truth not only of an organisation and of organisational practices, but also of
workers, i.e. how they should act and think in conducting themselves with others as
well as on their own. This is seen as highly political, precisely because of this
incorporation of workers’ subjectivity. It is due to these fundamental effects of the
modern forms of power on shaping, modifying and altering workers’ subjectivity that
workers are referred to as working subjects rather than as autonomous individuals
(more on section 1.3.2.4). In sum, then, in traditional organisational literature workers
are often viewed as autonomous moral agents, the assessment, improvement and
monitoring of whose technical, transferable and social skills become the main foci. On
the other hand, the Foucauldian approach concentrates on approaching the
organisational literature through concepts such as subjectivity and individuality, not by
taking them for granted but by, on the one hand, analysing them as ‘truth effects’ of the

new modern forms of power and, on the other, attempting to denaturalise them.

1.2.3 Power in Traditional and Foucauldian Literature

Traditional organisational literature has mainly drawn on simplistic conceptualisations
of power, in which the main focus has been on researching the observable behaviour of
individuals and groups. In particular, interest has been in examining the managers’
power over the managed (Humphreys and Nappelbaum, 1997, pp. 45-54). This view of
power has been rather straightforward to research, i.e.. who has power? what sort of
power relations are there? and what are the impacts of power? According to Barnes, the
most popular conceptions of power treat it “as an entity or attribute which all manner of
things, processes, or agents may have” (Kearins, 1996, p. 3, citing Barnes, 1988, p. 1).
According to Daudi, the 'primitive discourse’ on power translates as authority,
influence and decision-making; it is something one can possess: “as it were a concrete
means by which to govern and dominate; a means to be owned and which should be
understood, studied and used as such” (Daudi, 1986, p. 1). Other researchers, in their
analysis of power, view power as a property of social structures rather than a property

of individuals or groups (Parsons, 1967, p. 237, in Kearins, 1996, p. 7).
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Foucauldian analyses of power focus predominantly on its intrinsically relational
character. Subsequently, in practice the empirical research concentrates on examining
the everyday construction and reconstruction of power/knowledge in the workplace
(Alvesson and Deetz, 2000, pp. 113-137, 167-190; 193-209, Foucault, 1980). Thus, the
focus is on practices, relationships and processes that are produced and reproduced on a
daily basis in the organisation’s local context. In the Foucauldian view, power is not a
property, function or structure. Furthermore, power relations have no clear beginning or
end, they just exist and operate; power is omnipresent and multidirectional’ This
means that the researcher is also enmeshed in the power relations (Alvesson and Deetz,
2000, pp. 113-137). Power is innately present in all human interaction. However, power
is not simply repressive, but also positive, productive and enabling (Foucault, 2000, p.
341; 1980, pp. 78-109).

“If power were never anything but repressive, if it never did anything but say no,
do you really think that one could be brought to obey it? What makes power hold
good, what makes it accepted, is simply the fact that it doesn’t only weigh on us
as a force that says no, but that it traverses and produces things; it induces
pleasure, forms knowledge, produces discourse. It needs to be considered as a
productive network which runs through the whole social body, much more than as
a negative instance whose function is repression” (Foucault, 1980, p. 119).

Knowledge and power are intrinsically intertwined (Foucault, 1980, pp, 79-108). Power
produces knowledge; all knowledge produces power relations and all power relations
produce knowledge (Foucault, 1977, p. 27). The mechanisms of power are at the same
time also mechanisms of formation and accumulation of knowledge (Townley, 1998,
pp. 191-211). Power and knowledge operate through discourses. Power relations
“cannot themselves be established, consolidated or implemented without the
production, accumulation, circulation and functioning of a discourse. There can be no
possible exercise of power without a certain economy of ‘discourses of truth’ which
operate through and on the basis of this association” (Foucault, 1980, p. 93; 92-108).

® “Power is not to be taken to be a phenomenon of one individual’s consolidated or homogeneous
domination over others or that of one group or class over the others. What, in contrast, should always be
kept in mind is that power....is not that which makes a difference between those who exclusively possess
and retain it, and those who do not have it and submit to it. Power must be analysed as something which
circulates, or rather as something which only functions in the form of a chain. It is never localised here
or there, never in anybody’s hands, never appropriated as a commodity or piece of wealth. Power is
employed and exercised through a net-like organisation. And not only do individuals circulate between
its threads; they are always in a position of simultaneously undergoing and exercising this power”
(Foucault, 1980, p. 99, emphasis added; 78-108).
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Power is maintained and produced in numerous ways, which are subtle, e.g. discursive

practices, which restrict what one can and cannot say, do or think.

The Foucauldian view that power operates but cannot be owned has deep-seated
implications for researching power in organisational psychology. The focus shifts from
questions like “who uses the power?” and “through which formal channels?” to
examining the ways in which power operates in everyday organisational life, is
omnipresent in routines, and is spoken about in discourses. Furthermore, in this study,
the concept of power also functions as a premise for understanding contemporary
organisational control. This means that the aim is to understand the modus operandi of
contemporary organisational control mechanisms, particularly those associated with
HRM, by analysing them as exemplars of Foucault’s’ new modern forms of power,
namely “disciplinary power” and “pastoral power” (Foucault, 1997, pp. 223-252, 253-
280, 281-301; 2000, pp. 328-336). Secondly, after analysing these HRM-related
organisational control mechanisms through Foucauldian forms of power, the aim is to
examine the possible all-embracing nature of the different control mechanisms. This is
done by comparing and contrasting the control mechanisms to the extent of the agency

that the working subjects have in the contemporary organisations under study.



TABLE 1: SUMMARY OF THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN TRADITIONAL ORGANISATIONAL LITERATURE AND THE FOUCAULDIAN VIEW

Core Concept

Traditional Literature

Problem with Traditional
Literature

Foucauldian View

Organisation

-An entity which exist on its own
right with clear boundaries, identity,
designed and formalised structure
and as distinct from the
environment.

-People and organisations are
independent of one another i.e.
people work for or in organisation
(Hosking and Morley, 1991, pp. 39-

63).

-Overestimating the importance of
organisational structures and tasks
per se and underestimating the
human factor and the social
interaction which the organisation
consists. This leads to a
fundamental split between
organisational structures and
creative human practices.
(Humphreys et al., 1996, pp. 1-3).

-Organisations consist of creative human practices and multifaceted social
processes and relations, which in turn are dependent on historically specific
discursive practices and power/knowledge regimes.

- Focus is on relational processes rather than on stable structures and tasks. The
focus is on the discourses on organisation and management which at a
historically specific time come to legitimate what is considered as a truth about
organisational practices and functions, rather than on the technical improvement
of organising and management practices per se

Worker/
Working
subject

-Understands workers merely on
basis of their technical, transferable
or social (i.e. communication) skills
-Lack of explication of concepts
such as subject, subjectivity, self-
identity and individuality

-Also fails to understand the
implications of power-laden nature
of organisational theorising and
practices for the subjectivity of the
workers in general and worker
subjectivity in particular.

-The fact that these technical, transferable, social skills become requirements for
jobs, as does the continuous improvement of such skills, is perceived to
intrinsically involve power.

-Moreover, the fact that these skills and abilities are assessed and one’s
development carefully monitored, are again seen to intrinsically involve power.
These practices are power-laden because defining the skills that the workers
ought to have and assessing them accordingly (and making the workers to assess
and monitor themselves) is seen to affect the very being of workers, i.e. their
subjectivity. Thus it is not just the doing but also the being that is shaped.

-In essence, then, organisational practices are viewed as highly political due to
the incorporation of workers’ subjectivity (Rose, 1999).

Power

-Power is conceived of as a
resource that some people or groups
of people possess and exercise over
others.

-other researchers view power as
“possessed or exercised by
structures or systems rather than by
individuals” (Kearins, 1996, p. 7).
-More generally, power is viewed
as a thing or property that an entity,
process or agents can have,

-Concentrating on asking who, or
which group, has the power, and
how much of it, fails to
acknowledge the relational
character of power and to explicate
its more subtle forms.

-Traditional literature depicts ‘the
primitive discourse on power’, with
the relative neglect of relational
power (Daudi, 1986).

-Power is also understood as inherently relational and discursive, and as
something that cannot be possessed or controlled.

-The focus is on explicating the way in which the prevalent organisational
discourses have come to impact upon, shape and modify working subjects
regardless of their position, for example, in a hierarchy.

-Finally, power is understood also as productive and enabling (Foucault, 1980b,
p. 119).

-Relational power operates both through and upon subjectivity.
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1.3 The Core Concepts of the Study

Traditional literature has been criticised for its inability to grasp some of the central
concepts in organisational psychology, such as the working subject. Indeed, it is easy to
criticise, but one might ask exactly how these concepts are then to be conceptualised.
This chapter consists of the conceptualisation of the core concepts of the study.'® Being a
Foucauldian study, these conceptualisations are predominantly explicated from a
Foucauldian stance. First, power is conceptualised. The specific interest is in exploring
the relationship between power, knowledge and truth and in explaining how this forms
the premises for organisational control through subjectivity. This is followed by an
explication of the working subject. This entails also looking at the related
conceptualisations of subjectivity, self-identity and individuality. All these form a
foundation for understanding the contemporary worker. Understanding of the
contemporary worker, in turn, is necessary in order to be able to understand how s/he
might be controlled. Work is then conceptualised. This is done through historical
comparison. After exploring the historical change in the meaning of work, the career
aspect is scrutinised. This is because the career, from a Foucauldian stance, can be seen
as a means of controlling the workers (Savage, 1998, p. 66; Fournier, 1998). Finally, this
chapter finishes with a conceptualisation of organisational control for the purposes of
this study. In conclusion the research questions are summarised and the essentials of the

empirical context described.

1.3.1 The Conceptualisation of Power

1.3.1.1 Modern Forms of Power
In essence we are all instruments as well as subjects of power. We simultaneously

exercise power and experience its effects, and in so doing constitute even such
fundamental relations with ourselves as our sense of individuality (Barker, 2001, p. 28;
Foucault, 1980, pp. 97-98). This way of viewing power is quite different from
understanding it in terms of law or sovereignty. In a Foucauldian view, power is not a
structure or possession, but nor is it to be found in law or sovereignty. Furthermore, it is
not principally hierarchical, but more like a web of relations, or, as Barker puts it, “’a

net-like’ series of relations” (2001, p. 28). Therefore, rather than analysing power in

1° The only exception being that the concept of organisation is not examined in this chapter. The
conceptualisation of contemporary organisation is constructed after having collected and analysed the
empirical data from contemporary organisations in the results and discussion part of the thesis.
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terms of states, institutions or law, Foucault explored the making of a subject through

particular forms of subjection and subjectification.

In Discipline and Punish (1977), Foucault illustrates the making of a disciplined subject
by making the penitentiary subject and object for him/herself (1998a, pp. 459-461). The
subject is constituted as an object for himself through “the formation of procedures by
which the subject is led to observe himself, analyze himself, interpret himself, recognize
himself as a domain of possible knowledge (Foucault, 1998a, p. 461). Disciplinary
power is omnipresent in every perception, every judgement, and every act (Dectz, 1992,
p. 37). It is a constitutive capacity, both enabling and constraining (Foucault, 1980, pp.
70-108, 119). It can be considered as a specific technique of power, a technique that
regards individuals both as objects and as instruments of its exercise. According to
Foucault, discipline makes possible the operation of relational power (1977, p. 177).
Basically, there are three instruments from which the success of disciplinary power
derives, namely hierarchical observation, normalising judgements and their combination
- examination (Foucault, 1977; Barker, 2001, pp. 48-70; see also section 4.2 of the thesis
for more on the instruments of discipline). Overall, disciplinary power operates upon
subjectivity.

Pastoral power, on the other hand, is a form of power that makes individuals subjects for
themselves. Pastoral power subjectifies; it turns objects into subjects for themselves.
“This form of power applies itself to immediate everyday life which categorizes the
individual, marks him by his own individuality, attaches him to his own identity,
imposes a law of truth on him which he must recognize and which others have to
recognize in him” (Foucault, 1982, p. 212, in Kearins, 1996, p. 11). Pastoral power
operates through subjectivity. For that reason, in order for the pastoral power to operate,
awareness and knowledge of conscience is needed, as are technologies for modifying
and directing it. Hence, pastoral power necessitates the knowledge of people’s mind and
soul (Foucault, 2000, pp. 332-336). Pastoral power “is coextensive and continuous with
life; it is linked with a production of truth - the truth of the individual himself” (Foucault,
2000, p. 333, emphasis added).
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1.3.1.2 Power, Knowledge and Truth

”To put the matter clearly: my problem is to see how men govern (themselves and

others) by the production of truth” (Foucault, 2000, pp. 230).
Power, knowledge and truth are intertwined (1980, pp. 78-134). In essence, knowledge
generates power by constituting persons as objects of knowledge. After constituting
persons as objects of knowledge it governs them by that knowledge. Power and
knowledge are mutually implicated; “the exercise of power itself creates and causes to
emerge new objects of knowledge and cumulates new bodies of information” (1977, p.
51), whilst on the other hand, “knowledge constantly induces effects of power” (1977, p.
52). Thus, there is no power without knowledge and vice versa; the exercise of power is
both constitutive of and dependent on the construction of the Jocal knowledge(s) of
specific populations, e.g. of workers. Basically, through the production of these

knowledge(s), people govern themselves and others.

“It is the production of effective instruments for the formation and accumulation
of knowledge - methods of observation, techniques of registration, procedures for
investigation and research, apparatuses of control. All this means that power,
when it is exercised through these subtle mechanisms, cannot but evolve, organise
and put into circulation a knowledge, or rather apparatuses of knowledge”
(Foucault, 1977, p. 102, emphasis added).
In the context of this study, the interest lies, on the one hand, in examining the
apparatuses of control in terms of HRM techniques and, on the other hand, in examining
the apparatuses of knowledge linked to HRM in contemporary organisations. Thus, the
aim is to examine the contemporary apparatuses of organisational control, i.e. “methods
of observation, techniques of registration, procedures for investigation and research”,
which are put forward and utilised in the realm of HRM. The other aim is then to take a
look at how these techniques are used, as “effective instruments for the formation and
accumulation of knowledge”, on working subjects in contemporary organisations (ibid.).
Hence, in examining HRM technologies and knowledge, it is of particular interest to
examine the way in which these HRM technologies and knowledge might be used to
legitimate as truth in contemporary organisations a certain way(s) of organising and of
being a working subject. The interest lies in explicating how this might be functioning as
a contemporary form of organisational control - a form of control that operates by

putting forward and legitimising a particular type of worker subjectivity.
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Furthermore, in order to be able to understand this postulated form of control, it is
important to recognise that power and knowledge are inherently interconnected not only
to one another, but also to the accredited truths. In other words, power/knowledge
Jfunctions through the production of the truth, thereby making pbwer, knowledge and
truth intrinsically intertwined (Foucault, 1977, p. 93).

”There can be no possible exercise of power without a certain economy of
discourses of truth which operates through and on the basis of this association. We
are subjected to the production of truth through power and we cannot exercise
power except through the production of truth” (Foucault, 1977, p. 93, emphasis
added).

Therefore, let us next explore the Foucauldian notion of truth, and in particular the
production of truth, first in terms of ‘the subject of truth’ and then in terms of ‘discourses
of truth’. This examination of power, knowledge and truth culminates in examining the

premises for the operation of organisational control in terms of worker subjectivity.

1.3.1.3 The Subject of Truth
The view is taken here that discursive practices and power/knowledge regimes come to

legitimate and uphold certain historically specific ‘truths’ about the subject, which are
legitimated by the related experts, authority and structures (Foucault, 1980, pp. 109-134;
Rose, 1999, pp. xi-xii, 16-21, 135-154). Further, these are connected to particular
institutions, which become their sites, i.e. pragmatic fields of application (such as the
prison, the mental hospital, medical practices, educational institutions or indeed
workplaces) (Rose, 1999). Thus, knowledge is legitimised and truth accredited by
experts and authorities in their pre-eminent institutional sites and subject positions.
Overall, Foucault’s accounts illustrate how in this manner the “human sciences” come to
use the subject as an object of knowledge and at the same time, through applying this
knowledge upon themselves, the subjects became subjects for themselves. They come to
alter, modify and shape themselves according to such knowledge as they perceive it to be
a truth — thus they become ‘subjects of truth’. Essentially, then, as Barry Allen lucidly
posits: (Western) power/knowledge governs subjects by construing novel and tractable
Jforms of subjectivity, i.e. by reforming and refashiom'ng people (Allen, 1998, pp. 190-
191).
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“Western social and psychological sciences subtly deconstruct the ancient
philosophical connection between truth and freedom, and refashion the pursuit of
enlightened self-knowledge as a tactic of subjugation. Our ‘human sciences’ do
far more than merely report on the objective facts of the social reality; they
contribute to the fabrication of those facts; their knowledge is the power in the
world, a power to make up the people they describe” (Allen, 1998, p. 190,
emphasis added).
Indeed, are these postulates of Foucault and Allen also applicable to organisational
sciences and contemporary organisations? Thus, is the postulated contemporary worker
subjectivity, if found, merely a “novel and tractable form of subjectivity” (ibid.)
construed in order to control? Is it associated with novel discourses and practices, which
yield knowledge of new ways in which contemporary workers can shape, modify and

control themselves?

1.3.1.4 Discourses of Truth
In my view, Foucauldian ‘discourses of truth’ culminate in the definition of what is

normal and what is not, what is available for individuals to do, think, say and be, in
different settings, and what is not."! In the context of work organisations, the ‘discourses
of truth’ illustrate the prevalent truth about different issues, such as working conditions,
practices and mentality and, correspondingly, attempt to construe ‘subjects of truth’
accordingly. Furthermore, as mentioned previously, this truth and associated knowledge
is supported and distributed by experts and authorities, who come to utilise the
techniques drawn from such knowledge in their pre-eminent institutional sites and
subject positions, and thus further legitimate this knowledge.' In the context of this
study, these experts are HRM professionals and their subject position as the ‘head of
HRM’ in the organisations. The suggestion is that, through the associated knowledge,
experts, institutions and techniques, these organisational ‘discourses of truth’ come to
define, categorise and typify what is to be considered as a normal and appropriate
working subject in particular organisational settings at that historically specific point in
time. One might ask why this is problematic. The danger is that, with the passing of time,
these ways of organising and perceiving the working subject become established and

viewed as normal, and in consequence render alternative ways of organising and

! Discourse of truth = “assertive discourses which position individuals in an ethical, or moral
framework” (Foucault, 1981, in Humphreys et al., 1998).

12 In the context of this study, organisational knowledge primarily refers to the discourses and knowledge
associated with the management of human resources that are found to circulate in the contemporary
organisations under study.
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perceiving the working subject invisible (Rose, 1999; Foucault, 1997, pp. 281-301;
1998b, pp. 459-464). This contributes to closing down spaces of freedom, meaning that
we are no longer talking of power relations, but of relations of domination (O’Leary,
2002, pp. 154-170). Relations of domination are subduing, restrictive and restraining, to
the relative neglect of the productive and enabling aspects of power relations (Foucault,
1997, pp. 281-301).

1.3.1.5 Worker Subjectivity
Let us next examine organisational control in terms of worker subjectivity. It is assumed

at the outset that organisational discourses act as power/knowledge systems which
operate through the constitution of subjectivity (Rose, 1999; Townley, 1989, Foumnier,
1998). In a historically specific period of time these discourses can shape and modify the
ways in which workers think, act and relate to others as well as to themselves (Starkey
and McKinlay, 1998; Rose, 1999). Thus they have the potential to come to describe the
way in which workers experience their work as well as themselves as workers. These
power/knowledge discourses aim to produce a particular type of worker subjectivity in
order to render workers calculable and predictable and, in short, controllable (Rose,
1999; Starkey and McKinlay, 1998; O’Connor, 1999). However, the view is taken that
the constitution of worker subjectivity is not mechanical, unproblematic or without
resistance, but that workers might also use the prevalent discourses as tools and
resources to express their agency and possibly even modify structures. Therefore, it is
posited that organisational power/knowledge systems can shape and modify workers;
however they do not necessarily accomplishing this in a straightforward manner or

without resistance (Collinson, 1994, pp. 25-68).

In a sense, then, this study is about the making of the contemporary worker subjectivity.
At the outset it is posited that ‘making’ implies constant processes of construction and
re-construction. Further, these processes are at once historic, social, discursive and, by
definition, power-laden. More specifically, these processes of construction refer, on the
one hand, to the organisational discourses and practices [in]forming the work-related
reality of workers, and on the other hand, to the self-construction, self-reconstruction and
associated self-renunciation that workers come to exercise upon themselves. It is posited
that the aforementioned are mutually implicated, as self-construction, self-reconstruction

and associated self-renunciation are upheld and advanced by the organisational
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discourses and practices circulating in the realms of work and organisations (Allen,
1998, pp. 189-191; Townley, 1998, pp. 191-211.). The historically specific prevalent
organisational discourses and practices give limits and techniques for these processes
(Rose, 1999, pp. 15-39). Furthermore, it is suggested that these discourses and practices
also come to provide particular ideals — along with specified techniques for self-
construction and self-reconstruction, in the name of “self-development”, aimed at
encouraging a particular type of worker subjectivity (Townley, 1998, pp. 191-211).
These very discourses and practices become so powerful precisely because of their
operation upon and through subjectivity (Rose, 1999, pp. 55-80; Allen, 1998, pp. 189-
191).

How do contemporary workers, through their knowledge of work and of being a working
subject, become construed as particular types of subjects of truth? In particular, how is
HRM as an organisational discourse of truth contributing to producing knowledge,
which at is currently considered to be the truth about controlling and managing the
working subject? What sort of worker subjectivity are these discourses of truth
construing in contemporary organisations? Is there a particular type of discursive
constitution of contemporary worker subjectivity that could be seen to encapsulate the
contemporary worker’s relationship to one’s self as a worker and to one’s work? If yes,
what are the core constituents of this worker subjectivity? Is it different from previous
worker subjectivities? In summary, then, in examining the production and re-production
of a particular type of worker subjectivity from a Foucauldian stance, the focus shifts to
the explication of contemporary organisational discourses and practices. How do these

discourses and practices depict and describe workers?



39

1.3.2 The Conceptualisation of the Working Subject

“The goal of my work during the past twenty years ... has not been to analyze the
phenomena of power, or to deliberate upon the foundations of such analysis. My
objective instead has been to create a history of the different modes by which, in
our culture, human beings are made subjects” (Foucault, 2000, p. 326).

1.3.2.1 The Concept of the Subject
Explicating the subject from a Foucauldian stance causes some difficulty, as Foucault’s

understanding of the subject altered in the course of his writings (Dreyfus, 1999, p. 1). In
Foucault’s earlier works, human subjects are understood as passive, merely resultant
from the effects of social practices of subjection (1972, 1979, 1977 etc., i.e. works before
The History of Sexuality, volume I). However, in Foucault’s later works, subjects are
described as more active and ethical (1980, 1981, 1988a, 1988b, 1997, 1998a, 1998b,
2000). Despite these changes in Foucault’s perspective, an overarching premise can be
found which connects his writings in terms of the role of the subject. This is that subjects
are not viewed as self-transcendental autonomous moral agents who exercise power, but

rather the view is taken that subjects themselves are creations of power.

“There are two meanings to the word “subject”: subject to someone else by
control and dependence, and tied to his own identity by a conscience or self-
knowledge. Both meanings suggest a form of power that subjugates and makes
subject to” (Foucault, 2000, p. 331).

Indeed, many authors such as Habermas and Giddens have criticised Foucault for
undermining the role of the subject, claiming that his view disregards human agency and
thereby any possibility of resistance or of ‘a way out’ of power relations and discursive
practices (Habermas, 1983, p. 14; Giddens, 1987, p. 214, in Berard, 1999, pp. 209-210).

“What happens is that the more powerful the vision of some increasingly total
system or logic — the Foucault of the prison book is the most obvious example —
the powerless the reader comes to feel. Insofar as the theorist wins, therefore, by
constructing an increasingly closed and terrifying machine, to that very degree he
loses, since the critical capacity of his work is thereby paralysed, and the impulses
of negation and revolt, not to speak of those of social transformation, are
increasingly perceived as vain and trivial...” (Jameson, 1998, p.106, cited in
Berard, 1999, p. 210).
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However, such claims are theoretically flawed, as Foucault on several occasions makes
clear in his accounts that power is not a monumental entity possessed by a certain
privileged individual or group, but something inherently relational that presupposes the
possibility of resistance (Berard, 1999, p. 210; see also, Jermier, Knights and Nord,
1994, pp. 167-198). This is because power and domination are different: power
necessitates spaces of freedom, whereas domination closes down spaces of freedom
(O’Leary, 2002, pp. 154-165). Furthermore, it seems as if many of the critics are so set
in their prevailing thinking patterns, i.e. those which put power and resistance into
opposing categories, that they are unable to understand Foucault’s postulates, which are
based on the idea that power and resistance are intrinsically intertwined - power
presupposes freedom; therefore power relations also incorporate spaces for struggle and
resistance (Foucault, 1980, pp. 78-134). As regards the criticism of that he neglects
agency, these critics, in my view, fail to take into account Foucault’s views on the
subject as put forward in his later works (O’Leary, 2002, pp. 154-165)."* Moreover, if
one fails to grasp or disagrees with Foucault’s postulates on power, it becomes difficult
to seize his understanding of the subject, which stems from the comprehension of

discursive power/knowledge and pastoral practices.

As said, Foucault’s understanding of the subject altered in the course of his writings. The
subject, in Foucault’s earlier writings, is merely a ‘function of a discourse’ (Foucault,
1972, p. 139). Subjects, in his earlier works, are understood as conscious beings, capable
of acting; however, the idea that subjects could be autonomous agents is rejected on the
grounds that this idea is merely a “product of particular practises and so could not have
the causal agency our culture attributed to it” (Dreyfus, 1999, p. 2; Kiefte, 2000, pp.1-3).
Thus, in Foucault’s earlier writings, subjects remain as ‘speakers of discourses’ and
thereby are reduced to mere functions of discourse, as the interest is in the statements
made therein rather than in the subjects who speak these discourses (Kiefte, 2000, p. 1-
4)." From critiques of the self-transcendental autonomous agent, Foucault turns, in his

genealogical works, to criticising the origins, power-knowledge relations and production

13« __for early Foucault, the subject is reduced to a function of discourse; for middle Foucault, writing

can open up new worlds, and in later Foucault, freedom is understood as the power to question what is
currently taken for granted, plus the capacity to change oneself and perhaps, one’s milieu.” (Dreyfus,
1999, pp. 1-2, emphasis added)

14 “The death of man is nothing to get particularly excited about. It is one of the visible forms of a much
more general decease, if you like. I don’t mean by it the death of god, but the death of the subject, of a
subject in capital letters, of a subject as origin and foundation of Knowledge, of Liberty, of Language and
History” (Foucault, 1969, quoted in Dreyfus, p. 2; see also, Dreyfus, 1999, p. 1; Foucault, 1998a, pp. 459-
465).
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of the individual in terms of subjectivity and consciousness (Kiefte, 2000, pp. 6-9).
However, he does not believe subjectivity and consciousness to be crucial in themselves,
but rather that they are “constituted on the basis of complex power/knowledge relations”
(ibid.) In Discipline and Punish (1977) Foucault initially examines the individual as an
object of power/knowledge relations.”> However, despite their subjectivity and
consciousness, subjects in Discipline and Punish are still seen as passive beings, as
objects of subjugation. In The History of Sexuality (1998b), Foucault’s conception of
subjects as passive beings alters, allowing a subject to comprehend itself as a subject. In
this realisation the development of practices of confession and self-examination enabled
by “pastoral power” was essential. Consequently, power and subjugation are now seen to
act “through subjectivity instead of upon it” (Berard, 1999, p. 208, quoting Foucault,
1987, pp. 97-98; 1988a, p. 118). Hence, the subjects are constituent in constituting
themselves and asserting themselves as subjects. Thus, in all volumes of The History of
Sexuality, the focus is on the constitution of active subjects (Foucault, 1998b).
Essentially, the subjects have come to recognise themselves as subjects of subjectivity
who can actively work upon the self and on their own subjectivity through specific
techniques of self-examination and practices of confession. Given this understanding of a
subject, it becomes essential to understand the self’s relation to the self, as well as the
production and reproduction of one’s relationships to the self. Indeed, it is the
explication of the relationship(s) that the contemporary workers who are the subject of
this research establish with themselves as workers, on the one hand, and the examination
of the production of associated contemporary worker subjectivity, on the other, that is
the focus of the study.

1.3.2.2 The Concept of Subjectivity
To start with, subjectivity is understood as a product rather than as a source. That is to

say that the idea of the unitary identity of an individual as the source of meaning is
abandoned at the outset and, instead, the view is taken that subjectivity is a product of
discursive practices and social relations which intrinsically involve power. To put it

another way, subjectivity is perceived as a form of self-relation which is interrelated

'3 «I am not saying that human sciences emerged from the prison. But if they have been able to be formed
and to produce so many profound changes in the episteme, it is because they have been conveyed by a
specific and new modality of power: a certain policy of the body...This policy required the involvement
of definite relations of knowledge in relations of power; it called for a techniques of overlapping
subjection and objectification; it brought with it new procedures of individualization” (Foucault, 1977, p.
305, in Kiefte, 2000, p. 6).
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with the relation to others. 1t is a result of historically specific discursive practices and
power/knowledge regimes that come to legitimate a particular way of relating to one’s
self and to others as normal and given. However, this does not mean that discourses
would determine subjectivity but rather that discourses are perceived as forming the

premises, limits and conditions for subjectivity.

Furthermore, we are all enmeshed in many different social relations and networks, and
there are many social agencies which combine in numerous ways with each other as well
as with the social experience and history of each one of us (see also Fiske, 1987, p. 49;
48-73). Despite the individual differences in social agencies, experiences and personal
histories, along with genetics, subjectivity is not chiefly individual but social. As Fiske
puts it “it is what we share with others” (ibid.). In essence, then, subjectivity is personal

but not individual. Subjectivity is innately social.

“Subjectivity...is the product of social relations that work upon us in three main
ways, through society, through language or discourse, and through the psychic
processes through which the infant enters into society, language and
consciousness. Our subjectivity is not inherent in our individuality, our
[biological] difference from other people, rather it is a product of various social
agencies to which we are subject, and thus is what we share with others” (Fiske,
1987, p. 49).

Thus, subjectivity is not understood as the subjectivity of an individual subject. Rather,
subjectivity, from a Foucauldian stance, is examined as a ‘truth effect’ of the exercise of
power in defining groups or categories of individuals such as workers. Hence, the
examination of worker subjectivity. However, the aim here is not to imply that there is
some universal collective worker subjectivity, or that the manner in which workers come
to be defined holds across time and space. On the contrary, it is postulated that the way
in which workers are defined varies across time and space and thus, essentially,
subjectivity needs to be understood as a specific historical product rooted within

particular circumstances and power relations.

“Subjectivity in these terms has to be seen not as a synonym for the concept of the
individual subject but as a way of describing a complex composite of such
subjects as a category of persons. In absence of totalising collective consciousness
it is the formation and reformation of self that is the aspect of subjectivity most
important” (Jermier, Knights and Nord, 1994, p. 8, emphasis added).
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Overall, in this thesis, the view of subjectivity is a combination of the views of Foucault
and Fiske (ibid.). Foucault is drawn upon in explicating the discourses and their effect on
subjectivity; in construing particular categories of individuals and subjectivities.
However, any particular subjectivity is only one self-relation that the subject has. '® This
is complementary to Fiske’s view that subjectivity has a number of social dimensions,
for example: age group, family, class, gender and ethnicity (Fiske, 1987, pp. 50-55
quoting Harley, 1983, pp. 69-70).

1.3.2.3 The Concept of Self-identity
The following underlying assumptions will form the premises for the study with respect

to self-identity.!” First of all, it is suggested that language is particularly important as it
defines, as well as circumscribes, the possibilities of meaningful existence. Thus, as
Clegg vividly posits, “through language we constitute our sense of ourselves as distinct
subjectivities through a myriad of ‘discursive practises’, practises of talk, text, writing,
cognition, argumentation, representation generally” (1998, p. 29). Secondly, (self)
identity is by no means fixed in its appearance or given by nature; rather it is constantly
‘in process’, i.e. self-transformation, within the limits and conditions provided by
historically specific discursive practices (Clegg, 1998, p. 29). Thirdly, in denying the
existence of collective consciousness or universal subjectivity, it is this self-
transformation which becomes the most significant feature of (Foucauldian) subjectivity.
Fourthly, Self-transformation is a multi-faceted result of subjection and suppression, and
resistance to these, as self-transformation is simultaneously self-renunciation, as the self
is the object of transformation. However, although subjectivities are effects of power,
‘subjectification’ and self-identities are constantly in process and are always subject to
reproduction or transformation through discursive practices that protect or negate
particular posited identities (Clegg, 1998, p. 29; Allen, 1998, pp. 189-191). However,

this does not imply determinism, as power does not directly determine identity, but

6 Thus, it is underlined that, though the main focus in this study is on workers and on worker
subjectivity, this does not mean that a view would have been taken that this indeed constitutes
subjectivity per se. Therefore, it is not assumed at the outset that all the aforementioned social aspects of
subjectivity would have been subdued by work; it is merely the case that the working subject, work and
the worker are the focus in this particular piece of research, and thus constantly referred to, to the relative
neglect of the other dimensions of subjectivity.

17 The term “self® is often used interchangeably with ‘person’, though usually with more emphasis on the
‘inner’, or psychological, dimension of personality than the outward bodily form. Thus, self is conceived
of as a subject of consciousness, a being capable of thought and experience and able to engage in
deliberate action. More crucially, a self must have a capacity for self-consciousness” (Oxford Companion
to Philosophy, 1995, pp. 816-817, emphasis added).
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simply provides the limits and conditions of possibility for self-formation. Overall, the
view is taken that, like subjectivity, identities are by no means fixed, but rather they are

products of historically specific discursive practices — always relational and in process.

One central premise underpinning much of the discussion on the subject and subjectivity
is the concept of the individual. The concept of individuality is also closely linked to the
concept of self-identity, as Giddens points out: “The search for self-identity is a modern
problem having its origins in Western individualism” (Giddens, 1991, pp. 74-75,
emphasis added). Therefore, let us next explore this concept.

1.3.2.4 The Concept of the Individual

“The ’individual’, in a certain sense, did not exist in traditional cultures, and
individuality was not prized. Only with the emergence of modern societies
and, more particularly, with the differentiation of the division of labour, did
the separate individual become a focus of attention” (Durkheim, 1984, in
Giddens, 1991, p. 75, emphasis added).
According to Giddens, in pre-modern times the idea that “Each person has a unique
character and special potentialities that may or may not be fulfilled” was alien (1991, pp.
74-75). Furthermore, in Medieval Europe attributes relevant to identity, such as lineage
and social status, were all relatively fixed. Of course transitions needed to be made in the
course of a range of stages in life; nevertheless, these were governed by institutionalised
processes in which the role of the individual was rather passive (ibid.). According to
Foucault, a new form of power relations emerged in the early modern period, in addition
to the ‘sovereign power’ invested in state and law (Allen, 1998, p. 174). In order to be
able to trace this new power, one needed to look at the new institutions, forms of
knowledge and practices; such as schools, hospitals or the knowledge of psychiatry, all
of which were unknown prior to modern times (ibid.). As Allen brightly posits, these
new forms of knowledge, i.e. “human sciences”, came to be regarded as ‘scientific’ at
the same time as modern Europe exposed the body as an object and a target of discipline
(ibid.; see also, Foucault, 1977). The aim of this was the production of what Foucault
calls a “‘docile body’, i.e. a body that is at once stronger and more obedient — hence,
calculable and predictable (ibid.). At the same time the “human sciences” were born and
begun to examine these bodies as objects and to generate knowledge and precise data
about them. As a result, reciprocity has developed between the knowledge the discipline
produces and the power which it exercises (ibid.). Further, this knowledge is
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simultaneously both individualising and totalising (Allen, 1998, pp. 176-177)."® From
this stance, individual is a product of power rather than an autonomous agent in

possession of power:

”Individual is not to be conceived as a sort of elementary nucleus, a primitive
atom, a multiple and inert material on which power comes to fasten or against
which it happens to strike, and in doing so subdues or crushes individuals. In fact,
it is already one of the prime effects of power that certain bodies, certain gestures,
certain discourses, certain desires, come to be identified and constituted as
individuals... The individual is not vis-a-vis of power; it is, I believe, one of its
prime effects. The individual is an effect of power, and at the same time, or
precisely to the extent to which it is that effect, it is the element of its articulation.
The individual which power has constituted is at the same time its vehicle”
(Foucault, 1980, p. 98, emphasis added).
Overall, these theoretical foundations form the premises for understanding a
contemporary working subject. Understanding a contemporary working subject in terms
of its subjectivity, individuality and self-identity is in turn essential, because it forms the
premises for understanding how power and control operate in these contemporary
organisations. The other reason for exploring the different aspects of the working subject
is to understand worker subjectivity. Worker subjectivity is explored because of its
postulated linkage with organisational control. In order to establish whether there is
indeed a contemporary worker subjectivity to discuss, the way in which people working
in this selected industry talk in terms of themes is examined in order to determine:

a) if the workers talk in terms of the same organisational themes and thus if their
worker subjectivity can be perceived to be underlined by the same organisational
discourses

b) if the workers talk of themselves as distinct and distinguishable from workers in
other industries

This should, in part, illuminate how new forms of worker subjectivity are potentially
being fabricated in contemporary organisations. The purpose is to examine this making

of worker subjectivity from a viewpoint of organisational control.

18 Individualising in that it represents “the entry of the individual description, of the cross-examination, of
the anamnesis, of the file” into the general functioning of scientific discourse” (Foucault, 1977, pp. 190-
191). Thus, an ‘individual’ becomes an analysable object of “human sciences”, as the new ‘scientific’
methods and discursive techniques are able to register individual differences in aptitude, attitude, ability
and so forth, thereby yielding knowledge that preserves and even magnifies individuality (Allen, 1998, p.
179). Whereas the knowledge is totalising in that it, in addition to producing knowledge on individuals,
also produces knowledge on collectives, which allows “the calculation of gaps between individuals, their
distribution in a given population” (Foucault, 2000, pp. 326-348); and thus, exercises power over the
collectives, which are defined by the ‘scientific’ discourse. The result, according to Allen, is “an
improbable configuration of scientific knowledge and political power, which realizes the effective
government of collectivities by an effective knowledge of their individual members (1998, pp. 176-177).”
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1.3.3 The Conceptualisations of Work and Career

1.3.3.1 The Conceptualisation of Work
According to authors such as Giddens (1991), Marx (1884, 1967) and Weber (1947),

industrialisation fundamentally changed the meaning of work. Factory production
gradually replaced cottage industry and in consequence work and family became
disconnected into more distinct spheres (Knights and Willmott, 1999, pp. 36-37). In
addition, individuals became obliged to treat their own labour as a commodity to be

exchanged with employers who competed over its purchase (ibid.).

“Work in the factories was no longer subject to everyday rhythms of nature,
tradition and domestic existence. A condition of employment (as a wage-labourer)
in the new factories and offices was the contractual obligation to set aside the
customary rights to work at one’s own pace and place. Labour worked at a speed
and was directed, formally at least, by owners or their managerial agents...
Traditional rhythms were progressively supplanted by the demands of an
impersonal and bureaucratic workplace discipline, determined largely by the
constraints of productive efficiency within competitive markets” (Knights and
Willmott, 1999, p. 129).
In factories, machinery was utilised to an increasing extent, in addition to human labour.
As Wilenius (1981, p.30) lucidly puts it in his articulate account of “People and Work™,
prior to industrialisation machinery and tools were used as extensions of human bodies.
After industrialisation human bodies became extensions of machinery. Also, as a
consequence of automation, the significance of equity in relation to labour increased.
Thus, the ownership of equity became a prominent political issue from the 1800°s
onwards (Wilenius, 1981, pp. 30-31). From the viewpoint of human labour the essential
change was probably the more profound division and fragmentation of labour, as an
individual worker performed an increasingly small part of the whole production process
(Durkheim, 1984). As a consequence of fragmentation and specification, it became
increasingly difficult for an individual worker to see the whole production process and
its connection to satisfying the needs in the community. In this way the link between
production and consumption became less transparent (Wilenius, 1981, pp. 26-35). As a
result of productivity being de-coupled from sacred and communal meanings, personal
financial gain, the measure of which was money, became the central motivation of work.
Thus, “the most important concern of the worker became wages, and the most important
concern for the owner became profit” (Wilenius, 1981, p. 30). “This cycle of
compensated work and consumption reduced the communal meaning of work and

subsequently contributed to individualising the meaning of work" (Wilenius, 1981, p. 30,
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22-35). Consequently, the current forms of management and workplace organisation can

be seen as products of socio-economic transitions from feudal to industrialised societies
(Knights and Willmott, 1999, p. 36)".

All in all, the concept of paid work under capitalism is multi-faceted and an issue for
continuous debate (see, for example, Wilenius, 1981, pp. 14-15). However, it appears
that most of the definitions of paid work under capitalism have a negative connotation,
relating it to slavery, exertion and trouble, as illustrated below:

An activity that affords one his livelihood

Synonyms: business, calling, employment, job, line, occupation, pursuit

Related words: art, craft, handicraft, metier, profession, trade, vocation, walk

Strenuous activity that involves difficulty and effort and usually affords no pleasure

Synonyms: bull-work, donkeywork, drudge, drudgery, grind, labour, moil, plugging, slavery,

slogging, sweat, toil, travail

Related words: effort, exertion, pains, trouble; chore, duty, job; elucubration; striving; spadework

(Merriam-Webster Collegiate Thesaurus-on line)

In spite of this negative connotation, which is often omnipresent in the discussions of
paid work under capitalism, the view taken here at the outset is that the meaning of work
and how it has been valued varies across time and space. Therefore, the purpose of this
study is not to attempt to provide some absolute meaning of work, which would be
applicable across contemporary time and space. The purpose is to provide a snapshot of
ultra-modern contemporary organisational reality in the information age and to
deliberate on whether this can indicate some fundamental changes in the understanding
of core phenomena relating to the contemporary understanding of paid work and
organisational control. This examinaﬁon of the changes in the meaning of paid work is
carried out by comparing and contrasting the findings from contemporary organisations

to conventional theories and conceptualisations.

With regard to the conceptualisation of paid work, as said, it appears that historically
most of the definitions of this type of work, within the current mode of production, have

had a negative connotation, relating it to deprivation and inhumanity, as clearly

¥ Marx (1884, 1967) and Weber (1904, 1914) have fundamentally captured these socio-economic
transitions. In addition to the accounts of Marx and Weber, Durkheim (1858-1917) also provides a useful
account, for example on the increased impact of the occupational structure on the society as a whole
(1889). However, Marx’s and Weber’s accounts were perceived as more suitable for the purposes of this
study as they, in the author’s view, were more easily applicable to an organisational context.
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illustrated for example in Marx’s accounts (1884, 1967; see also Braverman, 1979 and
Marcuse, 1991). However, viewing paid work under capitalism as a compulsory evil
with innately alienating consequences seems to be giving way to an opposing view, in
which paid work is considered as intrinsically meaningful to one’s very being. Indeed,
Marx’s accounts of the alienating effect of paid work stand in sharp contrast to the
meaning attributed to work in the contemporary mainstream literature on Human
Resource Management. In this literature work is self-evidently viewed as the path to
one’s self-realisation, self-development and individual growth.

“Employee development is the skilful provision and organisation of learning
experiences in the workplace ... [so that] performance can be improved... work
goals can be achieved and that, through enhancing the skills, knowledge, learning
ability and enthusiasm at every level, there can be continuous organizational as
well as individual growth. Employee development must, therefore, be part of the
wider strategy for the business, aligned with the organization’s corporate mission
and goals” (Harrison, 1992, p. 4, quoted in Beardwell and Holden, 1995, p. 309,
emphasis added).
Thus, organisational and employee development are encouraged in so far as employees

develop themselves in a manner that increases the corporations’ productivity, efficiency
and, ultimately, the bottom line. Rose goes even further, vividly suggesting that: “The
individual is not to be emancipated from work, perceived as merely a task or a means to
an end, but to be fulfilled in work, now construed as an activity through which we
produce, discover and experience ourselves” (Rose, 1989, pp. 103-104). It is as if ‘true’
self-realisation would not be possible without working, since work is represented as the
way in which one can fulfil oneself and find one’s full potential (Rose, 1999, pp. 55-103,
217-259). In the light of this, it is evident that the meaning of work has radically altered
in that work has become to offer more than material subsistence - it has become to offer
existential meaning (Knights and Willmott, 1999, pp. 37-40;, Wilenius, 1981, pp. 22-35).
This change is seen to result from aligning the subjectivity of a worker to work (Rose,
1999). This alignment of work to the sphere of subjective is also seen as a premise for
more subtle form or control — control through subjectivity (Allen, 1998, pp. 190-191).
Therefore, contemporary work mentality and associated attitudes are looked at. The
interest lies in examining whether this form of control can be found in the avant-garde
professional organisations of a pioneer industry in the information age? On the other
hand, the interest lies in examining whether these contemporary working subjects have
the possibility of questioning their surrounding as well as themselves? In other words: do
these contemporary workers have individual agency and thus, some potential escape

route(s) from this pervasive government of subjectivity?
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1.3.3.2 The Conceptualisation of Career

The Traditional Career

“A career was a lifelong pathway through the world of work, a single vocation or
calling that the individuals adopted in early maturity that they often prepared for
from childhood. Careers were pursued throughout the individuals’ working
lives....in the latter half of the twentieth century, careers provided steady job
tenure in an established professional culture, and for many, progression within an
organisational hierarchy” (Flores and Gray, 2000, pp. 9-11, emphasis added).

Traditionally, a career was understood as a continuous path throughout one'’s life. It
formed a narrative that enabled a sense of continuity by encompassing one’s professional
life, considering it as a coherent whole. Hence one could experience security,
predictability and at least a semblance of control over one’s life, as one was likely to stay
in the same profession, even within the same organisation, throughout one’s life. Thus, a
career offered a secure framework according to which one could interpret one’s life and
attempt to make sense of it. Further, it often constituted a fundamental part of a worker’s
identity, as, through their sustainable and continuous profession, workers could identify
their acknowledgement by their own community. Further, one knew relatively well what
was expected in terms of effort at work in order to be upgraded to the next level of the
hierarchy and to achieve the benefits associated with these higher-level duties. Thus, one
could, to some extent, plan one’s life accordingly. Of course there would be some
uncertainties and other variables affecting one’s career, such as personal contacts in the
case of ‘promotion’ prospects. However, a career was a rather stable and conventional

institution around which one could build one’s life.

With regard to the emergence of this ‘traditional’ career in the first place, Savage (1998,
pp- 65-92) suggests that the surfacing of the concept of a career is closely related to
bureaucratisation and in particular to the emergence of large bureaucratic units (for
more on bureaucratisation, see Weber, 1950). In actual fact, according to Clegg (1990, p.
39) the concept of a career is related to one of the 15 core tendencies of bureaucracy,

namely ‘careerization’, which Clegg defines as follows.
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“Differently stratified credentials are required in order to enter different positions
in the hierarchy of officers; thus, there is a career structure and promotion is
possible either by seniority or by merit of service by individuals with similar
credentials, depending on the judgement of superiors made according to the rules.
Without the appropriate credentials one cannot be promoted to the next rung in the
hierarchy: thus, there is a tendency towards careerization (striving to be bigger
cogs in the machine) within an organisation” (Clegg, 1990, p. 39, emphasis in
original).

Careerization brought forth the idea that the understanding of work could be
conceptualised in terms of movement in time and space, i.e. in terms of career. Also,
implicit in such an understanding was continuity, as workers would commit themselves
to the work organisation in order to move up the career ladder. Thus there was a
continuum of effort and promotion prospects within an organisation. Furthermore,
Weber (1978) saw ‘career’ as a common feature of rational (modern) societies, as
societies based upon rational-legal authority needed to ensure that “those individuals in
position of power would not be inclined to use such positions for self-aggrandizement”
(Savage, 1998, p. 66.) Thus, the ‘career’ was to remind the employees that they could
wait for moves between jobs and therefore should not treat any job as a sinecure
(Savage, 1998, p. 67). However, all in all, Weber posited the ‘career’ as just a by-
product of modern bureaucracy (ibid. p. 70).

13

Conversely, I depart from this conventional view and posit that the concept of a ‘career
is not merely a by-product of bureaucracy, but a means of controlling and disciplining
the worker. From a Foucauldian view, career ladders are seen to be utilised, for example,
to encourage workers to monitor and regulate their own actions. From a Foucauldian
view, a career is écen as a combination of ‘disciplinary power’ and ‘pastoral power’
(Foucault, 1977, 2000). ‘Disciplinary power’ is concerned with techniques of bodily
control, whereas ‘pastoral power’ is concerned with techniques aimed at constructing
new forms of self-monitoring and self-developing worker subjectivity (Foucault, 1977,
1997, 1998b, 2000). Subsequently, from this perspective, a career increasingly
encroaches on an employee’s self-awareness and subjectivity. As a result, ‘career’
advancement comes to be more than a reward for merit, hard work and efficiency; it
becomes a work-related control mechanism based upon these modern forms of power.
From this view, the operation of a career can be seen to depend, on the one hand, on the

construction of modes of inspection, examination and control in order to regulate job
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movements and choose who ought to be promoted. On the other hand, a career can be
seen as a construction of particular forms of selfhoods and subjectivities, as individual

employees themselves begin to recognise a career as something that they ought to pursue
(Savage, 1998, pp. 65-93).

The Decline of the Traditional Career
However, the traditional conceptualisation of the career is in dispute, whether understood

from a mainstream perspective or indeed from a Foucauldian one (Arthur, Inkson and
Pringle, 1999; Collin and Young, 2000; and Flores and Gray, 2000; Fournier, 1998). The
various arguments raised suggest, by and large, the same thing, which is that the notion
of a career has fundamentally changed in character and thus needs re-conceptualisation
in a contemporary context” Is this indeed the case? Is the conventional
conceptualisation of the career outdated? Has it indeed been replaced by the ‘new career’
discourse, as suggested by Fournier (1998)? What do contemporary workers think in

terms of the idea of a career? Or indeed, do they think in terms of a conventional career?

20 Arthur and Rousseau (1996) talk of ‘boundaryless career’. Whereas, in the book edited by Collin and
Young (2000), several authors explore various new ways of explicating the career and ‘the fragmented
nature of modern working life’ in a multi-layered manner, incorporating issues such as multiculturalism
and women’s careers, as well as their implications, for example, for policy-making and HRM practices.
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2. Organisational Control

2.1 The Premises of Organisational Control
Organisational control is conventionally viewed as an intrinsically negative and

restrictive phenomenon, which in one way or another subjugates workers (Jermier,
Knight and Nord, 1994, pp. 1-24).2 Subsequently, accounts of organisational control
often examine the constitution of a resistant subject and call forth a need for
emancipation and liberation of this intrinsically alienated and repressed working subject
(ibid.; Marx, 1884, 1967; Clegg, 1994, pp. 274-325). This study examines conventional
organisational control primarily in terms of HRM. However, it is argued that
organisational control more generally is based on a particular understanding of power,
an understanding that views power as intrinsically negative and repressive (Jermier,
Knights and Nord, 1994, pp. 1-24). Thus, power is equated with domination and
subjugation. Furthermore, it is proposed that, within the idea of organisational control as
repressive and restrictive, a particular understanding of work is implicit - again an
understanding that is fundamentally negative. Indeed, the control methods needed are
rather different if workers experience their work as a necessary evil that is suppressing
and restraining them or if they find their work interesting and enjoyable. In sum, it seems
that the accounts of organisational control written to date are based, on the one hand,
upon inherently negative conceptualisations of power, and, on the other hand, upon
innately negative conceptualisations of work. These negative conceptualisations seem to

be taken-for-granted as facts that are seldom questioned in the organisational literature.

However, the Foucauldian stance encourages one to stop reproducing the ‘facts’ and
instead start questioning them. This is precisely what this study aims to do in terms of
the aforementioned taken-for-granted conceptualisations of work and power. Hence, in
this study such ‘facts’ are probed, examined and re-examined. In essence, I am asking
what happens to the understanding of organisational control if we re-conceptualise the
negative conceptualisations of power and work which lie within its central tenet. One can

deliberate: what are the implications for understanding organisational control if we —

2! For an overview of organisations as political systems from a conventional stance(s), see Morgan, 1997,
pp. 153-214 and for associated bibliographical notes on key references, see Morgan, 1997, pp. 401-405.
For a Foucauldian view of organisational control as negative because it constitutes a ‘disciplinary power’
see Deetz, 1992 and for a view of it as a more subtle form of organisational control - drawing on
‘technologies of the self’ - see Townley, 1998; and for an overview of resistance and power in
organisations see Jermier, Knight and Nord, 1994.
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instead of viewing power as merely negative - view power as also productive and
enabling? In a similar manner, what if we view work as something that is not
intrinsically negative, alienating and repressive but as something which can be
reasonably satisfactory and, every so often, even enjoyable? Thus, can we not recognise
power, along with work, as having the capacity to be both positive and negative?
Furthermore, in questioning the basic character of work, we might also start rethinking
the conceptualisation of the working subject. Understanding work to have the capacity to
be also productive and enabling has implications for the organisational control needed.
The changes in control methods needed are interrelated with presuppositions not only
about work, but also about the worker. We need new tools, concepts and questions in

order to be able to further explore these presuppositions and interrelationships.

In consequence, I would like to go a bit further in my questioning and raise the question:
what if, instead of being merely repressed and restricted, the working subject is in fact
emancipated and has agency? What if contemporary workers, in actual fact, do quite like
their work, even enjoy it at times? Suppose they even experience pleasure in undertaking
their work? Even Marx wrote about humans having productive agency (Marx, 1884, pp.
61-81); suppose workers are actually able to use their productive agency in
contemporary work organisations - at least at times. Thus, what if, rather than just being
isolated, alienated and repressed human ruins, workers actually quite like their working
realities and actively participate in reconstructing and reproducing them? What if
negative connotations and conceptualisations of work are out-dated, mere discourses
circulating within academic walls? What if, in fact, in avant-garde contemporary
organisations working subjects already talk of themselves as emancipated workers? This
brings us to one of the research questions, i.e.: “how do contemporary working subjects

experience themselves and view others as working subjects?”

2.2 The Examination of Organisational Control
In this study, the examination of organisational control starts by exploring the

contemporary relevance of the most important conventional Way of controlling human
resources within organisations, namely Human Resource Management. The ways and the
extent to which HRM operates in the contemporary organisations under study are
established first. After this the structures of control are examined in a broader sense. The

structures are explored initially through the split between organisational structures and
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human practices (Humphreys et al., 1996, pp. 1-3). The purpose is to find out whether
contemporary organisational control is supported by conventional structural
arrangements such as bureaucracy and hierarchy (Clegg, 1990, pp. 27-48; Knights and
Willmott, 1999, pp. 128-138). On the other hand, the structures of control are examined
by exploring the materialisation of the conventional practice of management in the
context of contemporary organisations. In addition to the conventional practices of
organisational control, also the more subtle, normative ways to control workers, for
example through their attitudes, aspirations and subjectivity, are examined. Perhaps, for
example, putting up a particular presupposition of a worker as an ideal or normal worker,
i.e. construing a particular type of worker subjectivity, is one way of attempting to
control the contemporary workers. Therefore, it is interesting to examine whether or not
there is a particular type of novel worker subjectivity, shared by the contemporary
workers of the information age, which is based upon such manipulation and subjugation.
Overall, the aforementioned questions culminate in an examination of organisational
control as materialised in everyday organisational reality and practices. They also call
forth an examination of the contemporary ways of working, managing and organising.
Before proceeding to examine the different forms of power and control operating in
contemporary organisations, I shall examine theoretically the conventional way of

controlling and managing human resources, namely HRM.

2.3 The Human Resource Management
The term HRM is used as a convenient shorthand term. “HRM is simply a way of

grouping together the range of activities associated with managing people that are
variously categorised under employee relations, industrial/labour relations, personnel
management, and organisational behaviour” (A Dictionary of Human Resource
Management, 2001, p. 162, emphasis added). This range of activities translates into
HRM techniques. In this study the HRM techniques researched are the following:

Recruitment

Job descriptions (inc. responsibilities)

Job orientation (inc. mentoring)

Training and development

Assessment and evaluation (inc. performance appraisals)
Job monitoring and surveillance

Internal research

Career planning and development

. Motivation

10. Rewards (inc. benefits)

11. Commitment and loyalty

12. Job satisfaction (inc. personnel turnover % and absences)
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13. Company culture and values
14. Enjoyment

15. Atmosphere

16. Internal communications

17. Feedback

In more practical terms, HRM is seen as comprising the aforementioned techniques.
Furthermore, these are organised and implemented by people with specified training in
HRM, i.e. HRM personnel. They have their own expertise, with specific knowledge,
discourses and language with associated jargon and fads. Conventionally, HRM
personnel also occupy their own particular subject positions in their professional groups

and corresponding structural units.

Why research HRM as opposed to other organisational functions, such as accounting,
which - from a Foucauldian stance - can also be seen to contribute to organisational
control? As stated, HRM is the conventional way of managing and controlling workers.
If there are fundamental changes in organisational control, these ought to be reflected in
HRM practices. Indeed, different functions of organisations can be analysed through the
Foucauldian lens. In fact, Foucauldian analyses have drawn on a number of
organisational functions and practices, such as marketing and sales practices, on
accounting practices, on IT practices, as well as on HRM practices. Most of the
Foucauldian organisational analyses to date have concentrated on accounting and HRM
practices and systems.?? These analyses have essentially explicated the way in which
these practices have made workers more calculable, docile and predictable. Accounting
and HRM have been examined both as whole systems and via their specific techniques
per se. However, in examining accounting practices Foucault’s accounts of ‘disciplinary
power’ have been drawn upon, whereas in examining HRM both ‘disciplinary power’
and ‘pastoral power’ have been drawn upon, along with ‘technologies of the self’. In
doing so, the analyses of HRM practices seem to create more room for the exploration of

subjectivity than does the examination of other organisational practices.

22 On Accounting as a system see, for example, Hosking, 1998, pp. 93-111 and for analysis of some of its
techniques see Hopper and Mclntosh, 1998, pp. 126-151; for HRM as a system see Townley, 1998, pp.
191-211, and for the analysis of one of its techniques, namely performance appraisal, see Findlay and
Newton, 1998, pp. 211-230.
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2.3.1 The Roots of HRM

The Discourses Associated with the Human Relations Movement
“The rise of the human relations school produced a paradigmatic revolution in
organisational thought and practise because it shifted attention from the technical
to social-psychological aspects of work. To be sure, productivity and profits were
still thought to be relevant and certainly related to the technical factors of
production, but it was increasingly understood that neglecting morale, sentiments

and emotions of both the worker and the manager would set limits to the firm’s
productivity and profitability” (Guillén, 1994, p. 58, emphasis added).

Let me start by placing the Human Relations Movement (Mayo, 1975) in its historical
context. The discourses associated with the Human Relations Movement were born as an
antidote to Taylorism (Taylor, 1911). Taylorism was blamed for dehumanising and
deskilling the workforce, thereby producing resistance and increasing the popularity of
the labour movements (Rose, 1989; Barley and Kunda, 1992; Humphreys, 1998;
O’Connor, 1999).7 Further, there was also a growing management elite, which needed a
body of knowledge to legitimate it (O’Connor, 1999, pp. 223-246). Mayo’s (1975)
‘project’ fitted these needs, as it changed the way workers saw and experienced their
work, without any fundamental changes in working conditions or salaries (O’Connor,
1999, pp. 223-246). In contrast to Taylorism, in Human Relations the focus shifted from
an analysis of work to the analysis of the unwanted side effect of work, namely fatigue,
which was now curable through the ‘counselling interview’, whereby through talking
with the psychologist workers would be able to cope with their ‘irrationality” and
discomfort (ibid.). As a result, one’s attitudes and behaviour at the workplace came to be
seen as determining one’s mental well-being (ibid.). Also, the focus shifted from formal
to informal organisation and from individual work to group work. Additionally, unlike
in Taylorism, the instrumental interest in money and the goods it can buy was no longer
perceived as the only motivation for labourers to work. With Human Relations, social
needs and the motivation to work became essential. All in all, it is interesting to note how
the social unrest (caused by Taylorism) simmered down as a consequence of getting
workers to change the way they experienced their work. Another consequence was that

the need for workers to participate in labour movements decreased as group spirit could

2 According to Guillén (1994, pp. 31-32), the rise of Human Relations Movement/School relates to and
can be traced back to the rise of welfare capitalism, vocational guidance and personnel administration,
and to the increasing importance of social-psychological science and consulting.
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now be achieved at work, as work was now ‘humanised’.”’ Moreover, work became

rewarding and as such work came to have an intrinsic meaning in itself.

“Finding meaning and dignity in work, workers would identify with the product,
assume responsibility for production, and find their own worth embedded,
reflected and enhanced in the quality of work as a product and as an experience”
(Rose, 1989, pp. 106-107, emphasis added).

Furthermore, Rose argues that work became ‘a path to self-fulfilment’, and also
simultaneously constitutive of individuals’ subjectivities (ibid.). Overall, the organisation
became a community to which loyal workers were emotionally committed, where one’s
mental well-being was determined and one’s subjectivity construed (Rose, 1989;
O’Connor, 1999, pp. 223-246). Taking this stance culminates in the view that it was
indeed the discourses associated with the Human Relations Movement which fully
incorporated work into the sphere of the existential, through aligning the subjectivity of
a worker to work as well as to the enterprise, thereby creating on the one hand intrinsic
meaning in work, and on the other hand, easily governable, productive workers (Rose,
1999, pp. 55-119). In consequence, work was to be reshaped in accordance with
knowledge of the subjectivity of t