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This research contributes to our understanding of control and resistance by demonstrating

that managers may be constrained by the very concertive systems of control that they enact
and that managers may subtly and indirectly support employee resistance to control.

A study of an aerospace company finds concertive control acts as a barrier to management
directed organizational change. In this case, managers subverted their own change efforts

by communicating ambivalence about changes they introduced; this gave employees
support in resisting the proposed changes. Despite clear material necessity and discursive

ideologies supporting change, managers were bound by their identification with and
devotion to the traditional value premises of the company.
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This study challenges assumptions of the control and resistance literature by
suggesting that strong, value-based control systems may constrain managers as well as

employees, and that what seems like employee agency or resistance may actually be
supported, indirectly, by managers. While empirical studies have begun to

demonstrate the complex and contradictory nature of employee resistance to value-
based systems of control, more empirical research is needed to discover the ways that
managers’ attempts to implement normative forms of control may be bound by their
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own fragmented identities. The concertive control literature (Barker, 1993, 1999;

Tompkins & Cheney, 1985) and labor process literature (Edwards, 1979), more
broadly, relies on a dichotomy between managers and workers that may not
appropriately capture the complicated, contradictory, and collaborative nature of

normative forms of control. The blurring of traditional boundary roles between
managers and workers is especially apparent in high-tech organizations, like the one

researched in this study. While clearly there are consequential power imbalances
between managers and employees, this in-depth, qualitative study complicates that

relationship. This is significant because efforts to understand employee resistance need
to account for the ways that managers support, as well as hinder employee resistance to

change. In addition, this suggests that resistance is not only the tactical response of
employees, but also of managers who may resist changes brought about by material

necessity and discourses of enterprise (Cohen & Musson, 2000; du Gay, Salaman, &
Rees, 1996). By focusing on managerial communication related to two competing sets
of organizational values, this study informs our understanding of consent and

resistance in normative forms of control.
The research described here is based on an in-depth, qualitative study of JAR

Technologies,1 an aerospace company in the Rocky Mountain region. Because of
government budget cuts and increased commercial competition, JAR was forced to

make substantive changes in its business practices and its value premises for decision
making. These changes at JAR, tracked over the course of 11 months, provided a key

moment to study the processes of control and resistance as they accompanied
organizational change efforts (Fairhurst, Green, & Courtright, 1995). Specifically, we
make three contributions to the research on control and resistance, and concertive

control in particular, through a study of management’s communicated ambivalence.
First, we complicate the manager/worker dichotomy by arguing that normative,

concertive-based systems of control (Barker, 1993, 1999; Sewell, 1998; Tompkins &
Cheney, 1985) may constrain managers, as well as workers, in powerful ways. Second,

this study suggests that employee resistance to change may be subtly supported by
management through words and gestures communicating ambivalence. Third, we

demonstrate how the fragmented identities of managers associated with “managerial
capitalism” (Deetz & Mumby, 1990) are influenced by internal and external discourses

that shape the (re)development of concertive systems of control. Next, we build a
conceptual framework for understanding the role of managers in control and
resistance, beginning with a look at value-based, concertive systems of control.

Conceptual Framework

Rise of Concertive Control

Control issues permeate organizational life, but, at the same time, control is
increasingly hidden and unobtrusive in contemporary work-life. In fact, the most

powerful forms of control may be those that are “fully unobtrusive” that “control the
cognitive premises underlying action” (Perrow, 1979, p. 151). Increasingly then,
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the practice of organizational control in the information age is conceptualized as

value-based (Meglino & Ravlin, 1998), team-based (Ezzamel & Willmott, 1998),
normative (Barley & Kunda, 1992), linked closely with organizational cultures (Kunda,
1992) and identity (Knights & Willmott, 1985), and most importantly for our

purposes here, “concertive” (Barker, 1993, 1999; Barker & Tompkins, 1994; Bullis,
1991, 1993; Bullis & Tompkins, 1989; Tompkins & Cheney, 1985).

Finding Edwards’ (1979) three types of control incomplete, Tompkins and Cheney
(1985) added a new type, “concertive” control that served to explain the exercise of

control in contemporary organizations with flattened hierarchies and the use of teams.
Concertive control is a shift in control from the rational/bureaucratic system to

normative, value-laden premises where control is exercised through identification
with organizational core values and is enforced by peers. This is an inherently

communicative process as all control involves direction, monitoring, and dispensing
of rewards and punishments—the double interact of control (Tompkins & Cheney,
1985). In a concertive system, during the socialization and training processes,

employees are inculcated with decision premises of fact and value. Subsequently, they
employ the organizational premises in reaching conclusions—the process of

organizational decision making (Simon, 1976). More rigorous socialization efforts
lead to greater value congruity (Chatman, 1991). But, unlike the previous form of

control where the locus of control lies with the bureaucratic rule system, in concertive
control that locus shifts to the value consensus enforced by employees themselves

(Barker, 1993, 1999). In other words, employees, based upon the values of the
organization, become responsible for directing the work, monitoring themselves, and
dispensing rewards and punishments among each other. Most recently, Sewell (1998)

demonstrated how concertive control works with technical surveillance to create a
system of heightened managerial control.

Complex Interplay Between Control and Resistance

Edwards’s (1979) structural framework of control and resistance posits that new forms
of control—from simple to technical to bureaucratic—“represent adaptations to the

forms of control that preceded them, each intended to counter the disadvantages of
the previous form” (Barker, 1993, p. 409). As managers react to weaknesses in a system

of control exposed through employee resistance, they develop new systems of control
that are less obtrusive and, theoretically, more difficult to resist (Tompkins & Cheney,

1985). Concertive control, thus, represents a subtle, yet powerful adaptation to the
inefficiencies of bureaucratic control but, consistent with Edwards’s thesis of control
and resistance, this form of control will itself be resisted.

Detailed case studies have informed understanding of resistance as a complex and
contradictory process. For example, Collinson (1992, 1994) examined shop-floor

resistance to managerial practices and found that forms of resistance often reinforce
the present system of control. Collinson concludes that control and resistance are

linked so inextricably well, that one may constitute the other. Collinson writes,
“Resistance frequently contains elements of consent and consent often incorporates
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aspects of resistance” (1994, p. 29). Other studies have supported this assertion by

showing how women discursively shaped their identities in resistance (Holmer-
Nadesan, 1996), how structural and communication factors prevent resistance from
being effective (Davidson, 1994), how ideology shapes resistance efforts (Egri, 1994),

and how whistleblowing can serve as an effective means to force organizational change
(Rothschild & Miethe, 1994).

Despite a theoretical framework that suggests a dialectic of control and resistance,
most of the empirical work done in the concertive control tradition has shown how

interests of the dominant group are strengthened and maintained in concertive
systems of control, what Mumby (1997) termed the dominance model. Barker’s (1993,

1999) work in particular deserves mention for contributing to our understanding of
how teams operating within a concertive system of control actually tighten the “iron

cage” of control that Weber (1958) associates with bureaucracy. While this work shows
the potential for domination in a concertive system of control, our understanding of
concertive control could be strengthened by considering how resistance may be

operating simultaneously with control. Mumby (1997) suggests that in “analyzing
hegemonic struggle it is important to demonstrate the ways in which discourses and

actions can be simultaneously resistant and consensual, uniting and dividing, radical
and conservative” (p.368). This is important because without examining control and

resistance as a constant interplay, our theories are likely to overlook the subtle ways in
which control and resistance become manifest in practice.

To this point, empirical studies of concertive control have focused on the creation of
such systems by managers through fostering identification with organizational values
(Bullis, 1991, 1993; Cheney, 1983), and through participation and empowerment

programs (Barker, 1993; Bullis & Tompkins, 1989; Papa, Auwal, & Singhal, 1995,
1997). To a lesser extent, these studies have documented weaknesses of concertive

control systems, as well as resistance by employees (Bullis, 1991, 1993; Bullis &
Tompkins, 1989; Ferraris, Carveth, & Parrish-Sprowl, 1993). Others, while not using

the same terminology, have focused on the resistance to similar systems of control by
employees (Collinson, 1994). This study begins to address the resistance gap in the

concertive control literature by showing how managerial attempts at control can
simultaneously support employee resistance.

Managers, Control, and Resistance

In order to better understand control and resistance practices, it is necessary to better
understand the role of modern management in control practices. According to labor
process theory, “The structured antagonism between capital and labor is recognized to

exert pressures upon managers to strengthen or refine the means of control, and upon
workers to bolster or develop forms of resistance” (Ezzamel, Willmott, & Worthington,

2001, p. 1058). While early labor process theory (Braverman, 1974; Edwards, 1979), from
which the theory of concertive control draws, posits a clear distinction between labor and

capital, more recent work within that tradition has complicated the relationship by
suggesting that modern managers face “increasingly precarious, insecure and uncertain
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subjectivities” in a post-bureaucratic world (Collinson, 2003, p. 530). This is useful as we

consider the modern manager in concertive systems of control because management has
emerged as the dominant group in many large organizations—with interests and
identities that differ from both owners and workers. “While the worker seeks freedom—

from necessity and for self-fulfillment—and the owner seeks profit, the manager seeks
control” (Deetz & Mumby, 1990, p. 28).

Modern management is characterized by the “extreme fragmentation” of managerial
identity that occurs as many different forces compete for their professional and personal

allegiances (Deetz & Mumby, 1990, p. 28). The fragmentation of the managerial identity
produces ambivalence, ambiguity and insecurity on the part of managers as they negotiate

the complex economic, social and political realms of managerial life (Collinson, 2003;
Jackall, 1988; Willmott, 1990). Therefore, how to control workers or other organizational

systems involves a complex process that is closely related to the identities of managers—
identities that are shaped by the internal values of the organization as well as by external
discourses such as the discourse of enterprise (Cohen & Musson, 2000). In order to

understand the practice of managerial control, we must understand how managerial
identity shapes decision making, and thus, control practices in organizations. Such a

conceptualization suggests that the administration of control is likely to reflect the
fragmentation of the modern managerial identity.

To this point, conceptualizations of the implementation of normative forms of
control, including concertive control, have not sufficiently accounted for the nuances

of managerial capitalism. Ironically, while empirical lessons reveal employee responses
to control as partial, contradictory, and situated, we still do not understand
managerial practices of control and responses to resistance in a similar way. As the

research on resistance has appropriately complicated our understanding of resistance
from the perspective of employees, we suggest reconsidering the role of managers both

in relationship to concertive-control systems and to employee resistance. Such a
reassessment of managers is important for the development of control theory, as it

promises a richer picture of the dynamics of control attempts and resistance to them.
To explore the influence of concertive control on managers, we asked two research

questions. First, “How do managers communicatively make sense of and respond to
changes in the concertive value premises of an organization?” As change often leads to

resistance, moments of change provided an opportunity to see how managers
responded to changes in the company value system that threatened their
organizational identities. Second, “How, if at all, do managers influence the resistance

to change efforts by employees?” This second question explored not only ways that
employers exerted control and overcame resistance, but also ways in which managers

subtly supported employee resistance.

Method

This study, part of a larger research project drawn from the first author’s dissertation

research, examines control and resistance communication through participant
observation, interviews, and document analysis. As our purpose is to look carefully at
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practice to inform our understanding about control and resistance, such textual

methods are useful for “lending variation, incongruity, process, nuance and texture to
more conventional accounts” (Ashcraft & Kedrowicz, 2002). The following describes
an in-depth, qualitative study of one aerospace company, JAR Technologies.

A Brief Introduction to JAR Technologies

JAR Technologies designs and manufactures satellites and other technical instruments
for government and commercial aerospace customers. Approximately 2,500

employees work primarily in JAR’s Rocky Mountain Headquarters. JAR is organized
as a matrix organization in that it has both functional units like engineering or
production, and program units, which are teams of people who have many different

functional specialties and who come together to build a particular satellite.
Most of JAR’s employees are engineers and other professionals. These types of high-

tech workers are distinct in that their high levels of education and professional affiliations
provide them with resources and job mobility opportunities much greater than, say, blue-

collar or factory workers. Professionals and engineers in particular, are highly likely to seek
out and to participate in normative-based control systems (Deetz, 1998; Kunda, 1992).

At JAR, engineering is the most influential group in the company and most of the top
managers have worked their way up through the engineering ranks.

JAR’s success in the past stemmed largely from its ability to solve difficult technical

problems and produce top-quality hardware, but the environment that bred that past
success has changed significantly. During the 1990’s, NASA and U.S. government defense

budgets shrank significantly at the same time that a large commercial space market was
growing rapidly. Commercial customers usually are not looking for the best solution, but

rather one that is “good enough,” produced quickly and at cost that will turn a profit.
In addition, government customers like NASA, started to demand commercial-like terms

and conditions. NASA even adopted a new mantra, “Faster, Better, Cheaper,”2 aimed at
creating a more market-like culture. NASA Administrator Dan Goldin discussed the

implications of this mantra when he said, “A project that is 20 for 20 isn’t successful. That’s
proof we’re playing it too safe” (Borenstein, 1999). Stated in other terms, JAR, like NASA
in its unmanned space program, was attempting to change from being a “high-reliability

organization” that valued primarily technical excellence to one that focused more on
profit, efficiency and best value (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2001). In the late 1990s, JAR managers

began an aggressive campaign to change the company value system to focus on
cost/schedule rather than technical excellence. (For a detailed discussion of these three

values or “topoi” see Tompkins, 1993.)3

Data Collection

Over 11 months, data were gathered using participant observation, in-depth
interviews, and document analysis. The first author logged approximately 200

participant-observation hours, interviewed 48 employees and managers, and collected
over 2,000 pages of organizational documents. In exchange for access, the organization
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received periodic unpaid briefings during the data collection period as well as a two-

hour presentation of findings at the conclusion of the project.
For participant observation (Lindlof & Taylor, 2002), the researcher sought both in-

depth understanding of certain groups as well as a broader, matrix perspective on the

entire organization. To begin, three project teams or “programs” were followed closely
for 10 months. These cross-functional project teams were each directed by a program

manager and consisted of engineers, technicians, planners, schedulers, business
analysts, accountants, and quality inspectors. Within these programs, the researcher

observed weekly team meetings, customer reviews, informal celebrations such as
birthday parties, team-leader meetings, problem-solving sessions with engineers,

hardware testing, and hardware assembly. In addition, the researcher shadowed
employees as they went through their daily routines, ate lunch with employees in the

office areas, and jogged with employees during the lunch hour. As a method for
observing the more informal aspects of organizational life, the researcher secured
office space within one of the project team’s offices where he regularly worked during

several months of the study. While the three project teams were the focus of the
research, the first author also sat in on executive committee meetings, meetings of

other high-level managers, and attended larger organizational events, such as the video
broadcast of the launch of a new satellite or the quarterly “Communications Briefing”

from the CEO. In all cases, preliminary “head” or “scratch” notes taken during
observations were typed up as field notes that serve as a detailed record of the

observations (Lindlof & Taylor, 2002).
After five months of participant observation, interviews were conducted. Interviews

provide “accounts” of employee behavior that generate meaning as employees attempt

to make sense of their interactions (Tompkins & Cheney, 1983). Forty-eight interviews
were conducted ranging from 20 to 90 minutes with an average length between 30 and

40 minutes. All interviews except one, in which the participant declined, were recorded
and transcribed. For the interviews, a network sampling method was used

(Granovetter, 1976). Individuals associated with the three program teams were first
interviewed and, subsequently, they provided names of others throughout the

organization to interview. Outside of the program teams, interviewees were selected to
try to get as broad a range as possible of hierarchical and functional differences in the

organization. In all, 17 engineers, 14 managers and executives, 6 technicians, and 11
other support personnel (business analysts, schedulers, planners, quality inspectors)
were interviewed over the course of six months. Representative of the small number of

women at JAR and in the aerospace industry in general, only 9 of 48 interviewees were
women. The interviews were semistructured and designed to encourage employees to

reflect on their own as well as others’ decision-making practices as well as to consider
recent changes at JAR related to the industry challenges. One question, for instance,

asked employees to reflect on “How does cost and schedule fit with the JAR value of
technical excellence?”

In addition to participant observation and interviews, document analysis was also
used to gather information about control and resistance practices at JAR. Documents
collected included historical yearbooks, weekly newsletters, training manuals, selected

Ambivalence and Resistance 7



e-mail messages, employee handbooks, glossaries of official acronyms and

terminology, meeting agendas, program schedules, technical reports, business forecast
reports, videotaped speeches, promotional videos, product marketing materials, and
program progress reports prepared for customer review meetings.

Analysis

Analysis of the data was an ongoing practice during the fieldwork process. During data
collection, the authors read through the data and discussed emerging themes, and

wrote preliminary “asides” and “commentaries” (Lindlof & Taylor, 2002). The second
author served as a check on the first in that he was theoretically informed and was

more distant from the organization than the first author. During the first few months,
tensions between values of technical excellence, cost, and schedule emerged from the

data set. Discussion of these tensions led the authors to focus more closely on
cost/schedule/technical excellence by designing interview questions that explicitly

addressed these value tensions. Identification of initial themes during the data
collection stage was also useful because it allowed the authors to conduct member
checks with organizational participants to see if the meanings of the researchers and

the meanings of the participants coincided. In addition, the first author presented the
overall findings of the research to a group of approximately 25 JAR employees and

managers, including the CEO. This two-hour briefing and discussion of the results
with participants confirmed that the themes constructed by the researchers were

consistent with the sense making of the participants. The second author’s presence
during this briefing to observe how the subjects responded to the results further

strengthens the validity of this work (Tompkins, 1994). This process of data collection,
reflection, and member checking characterized the data gathering process.

For the data analysis for this study, we used a revised version of Glaser and Strauss’s
constant comparison method (1967; see also Charmaz, 2000; Strauss & Corbin, 1998).
Our analysis, typical of qualitative research, was a comparative, iterative process

whereby we moved continuously back and forth between the data and interpretive
categories leading to numerous revisions of the categories. In particular, we were

concerned with the ways that organization members made sense of and constructed
interpretations of their work experiences at JAR in relation to key value premises

(Charmaz, 2000). We began by examining how organization members talked about
cost, schedule, and technical excellence at JAR. We looked for recurring themes across

respondents and compared responses according to hierarchical and functional
differences. We discussed emerging themes and wrote analytic memos that further
refined the developing thematic categories. In addition, we compared themes across

different forms of data—field notes, interview transcripts, and documents—in order
to evaluate the consistency of our interpretations. As we examined the data, each new

instance was compared with previous categories to determine if it fit or if the
interpretive categories needed further revision (Lindlof & Taylor, 2002). Through this

comparative process, we explored the data set and developed an understanding of the
way participants themselves understood key value premises.
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Results

Management’s Competing Discourses of Identity

To understand the contradictions surrounding management’s attempts to change the
company value system, we examined how the managers made sense of the ongoing

changes that they themselves were implementing. The communication of managers
reflects two strong, but competing discourses of identity: the discourse of enterprise and

the discourse of JAR’s successful past. First, managers, both executives and program
managers, espoused the “discourse of enterprise” to justify the changes that needed to

be made at JAR (Cohen & Musson, 2000; du Gay & Salaman, 1992). The discourse of
enterprise broadly references a number of widely held beliefs in Western economies
such as the “customer is always right” (du Gay & Salaman, 1992) or “continuous

change” is necessary for success in a “turbulent environment” (Zorn, Christensen, &
Cheney, 1999). Such discourses attempt to impose market-like conditions on the

internal functioning of organizations.
JAR managers constructed the need to change the concertive control system by

appealing to the discourse of enterprise. For example one manager stated:

And that is what we call the best value criteria. And part of what that means is what
is value in the customer’s eye? What is he really looking for? And the example is value
in knowing what time it is means two different things to two different people. To one
person, a $10 Timex watch where you buy at K-Mart gives him the time, it’s plastic
and that’s fine. All he wants to know is the time. To somebody else, he wants the
Rolex. It gives the same quality of time, but he likes the other features, the
luxuriousness that goes along with it.

This manager advocated changing the organization based upon customer demands.

“Best-value” for this JAR manager meant listening closely to the customer and providing
the appropriate product. In most cases at JAR, this meant not producing the Rolex when

the customer wanted a Timex. Others provided justifications for changing the values at
JAR by similarly appropriating language from the discourse of enterprise. One manager
stated, “We need to be careful to give rather than the Cadillac, give the Chevrolet if that’s

the case.” Others focused more on the customer-driven nature of the market economy.
One manager said, “I like to think of myself as a very customer-oriented person.” Another

manager talked about his co-workers as “internal customers” saying, “As my customer,
definitely. If they come to me with a problem, I feel I need to make every effort I can to help

them out. We need those people. I appreciate them and, and we need them. And I want to
make every effort that I can to help them out.”

The reliance of managers on the discourse of enterprise is also evident through the
large number of popular “guru” type books, videotapes, and training sessions

advocated by management. The enterprise ideas of popular business authors such as
Covey, Senger, and Kotter were discussed by managers during meetings and in
conversations with the researchers. For example, the idea of “BHAGs”—Big Hairy

Audacious Goals (Collins & Porras, 1994) was used to justify the strategic vision for
JAR’s change by the CEO at one company-wide meeting. JAR also offered training

sessions that dealt with many of these sorts of “customer focused” issues. For example,
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during the observation period JAR paid a consultant to teach a seminar on “Design to

Cost” and the company offered regular “Covey” training sessions for all employees.
At a meeting of the executive committee, a video on the Balanced Scorecard (Kaplan &
Norton, 1996) was shown and the CEO asked all of the vice presidents to think about

how the ideas might be implemented at JAR. In all, JAR management’s espousal of
“best value” and customer focus to justify change suggests these managers evaluated

themselves and their relationships to others according to the value premises conveyed
through that discourse of enterprise. This part of their organizational identity, though,

had to be balanced with other competing identity constructs.
In addition to the discourse of enterprise, the second discourse that shaped the

identities of managers was that of JAR’s successful past. Despite logical reasons for change
based upon the discourse of enterprise and material reasons for change based upon lost

contracts, JAR managers had difficulty modifying the values that contributed to past
organizational success. Most of the managers at JAR had come up through the
engineering ranks and still strongly identified with the company’s long-time commitment

to technical excellence. One functional manager spoke for many when he said:

About 20 some odd years ago I got bored where I was working and I decided that I
wanted to try some place where we never did the same thing twice and that’s JAR.
Everything we do is different. Everything we do is a technical challenge. Virtually
everything we do is one of a kind: design it, build it, and ship it. It makes it
interesting because it is always stuff that hasn’t been tried before.

The organizational identity of this manager is based, at least partially, on his
identification with the company’s past success. Trying “stuff that hasn’t been tried

before” motivated this manager. In contrast with the discourse of enterprise, with its
compromise position of “best value,” this manager revealed his strong affinity for

technical excellence and his devotion to the past. This sentiment is supported by
another long-term manager who stated,

We never wanted a long-run program. We always wanted a program that had a new,
unique problem—that it lasted about two to three years to fix it, to figure it out,
build it, test it and ship it and then show me the next one and that’s all they wanted
to do for the most part is those kinds of typical really high-tech, state of the art,
never been done before kinds of problems as opposed to let’s come up with a design
for a military weapons system that we’re going to build two hundred thousand of
them. You know, nobody around here really wanted to do that because that was
boring, it’s routine.

Other evidence also points to this identity of JAR managers as linked to JAR’s success
in the past with solving difficult problems and providing technical excellence. One

manager stated, “The overall culture has been ‘Do Your Best Technical Work’.” When
asked what worked well at JAR, most managers agreed, “The thing that works superbly

is the fact that we put together a team and we undertake a challenge that sometimes
nobody in their right mind would try, and we succeed. . . . We put hardware up in space
that performs flawlessly.” As managers recalled success stories, it was easy to see their

pride in the technical achievements of the past. One senior manager confessed, “I think
we’ve got a bit of technical arrogance that says we know how to do it better than
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anybody else, even when we don’t.” Another manager revealed, with some pride, that

others in the industry saw JAR as “technically arrogant.”
The alternative discourses of identity that shaped the identities of JAR managers were

contradictory. The discourse of enterprise suggested changing precisely what the

discourse of JAR’s successful past celebrated. In other words, as the discourse of enterprise
pushed for market responsiveness to customer demands for better cost control, the

discourse of JAR’s successful past suggested that doing it “right” mattered most. These
discourses then represent tensions that managers have to negotiate as they conduct their

daily business. At JAR, part of that daily business during the time of observation involved
promoting change and reorganizing according to the company-wide change program.

These identity tensions influenced the way managers communicated about the changes.

Forms of Ambivalence Communicated by Management

The identity struggle among managers led to ambivalence regarding the changes at
JAR. Ambivalence refers to positive or negative valences of equal strength that result in
two equally desirable goals or end states (Lewin, 1951; Thompson, Zanna, & Griffin,

1995). Often organizational change efforts are marked by ambivalence as members
genuinely struggle with desirable, yet contradictory alternatives. In some cases, what

appears to be employee resistance to change may actually be ambivalence as employees
negotiate the initiatives in terms of their individual and collective identities (Piderit,

2000). As JAR managers attempted to implement a significant change to the concertive
system, they subtly undermined their own change efforts. Many managers still identified

strongly with the old value system at the same time they were convincing themselves
and others of the need to change that value system. As they struggled to reconcile these

two discursive identities, they communicated in ways that reflected this ambivalence.
This section emphasizes two forms of communicated ambivalence that highlight the
subtle and not so subtle contradictions in management communication.

Communication about change meets habits of practice
A first form of communicated ambivalence explains contradictions between rhetoric
of change and habits of practice. Managers and employees noted contradictions

between management’s communication about change and the practice of daily work
life. Most importantly, although JAR executives pushed cost/schedule as important

value priorities, the company reward system still focused on technical excellence. As
one manager put it bluntly, “The system is designed to reward technical excellence

above all else. I have seen little if any shift away from that.” One executive, who was a
strong advocate of value change, also acknowledged the contradiction:

Right now, their [employees’s] main goal in life is to get the hardware or software or
whatever it is out the door and make it work and make it work well and we’ve got a
good reputation for doing that. But they kind of get the same reward no matter how
that goes. I mean if they are a little late things still go well and if they are a little over
things still go well and so we have no good way of relating their performance directly
across the company to every individual.
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Recognizing the contradiction between communication about change and perceptions

of practice, one manager stated, “You just can’t say, ‘Hey this is important.’ You have to
back that up with training and the rewards.” Notably, employees also recognized this
contradiction between the rhetoric of change and perception of practice. One

engineer, for example, noted that “management reserve” was always available to fix
mistakes. Like many of his co-workers, he saw many signs that business-as-usual

was continuing. Another noted the contradiction from a previous program
assignment:

And we are told that that climate is really changing, but it changes in fits, and on my
previous project we were penalized because we went over budget and we blew the
schedule. So what happened is that when we ultimately were totally successful on
technical performance, our customer gave us back everything that was held, so what
they taught us is that still technical performance is tops and this is within the last
year. They didn’t tell us that the schedule and budget really counted when it was
successful and they got great publicity and it was huge for them that it was
technically successful.

In this example, the interviewee recognized the contradiction between the
communication about change and the realities of the reward system. She indicated

that despite the rhetoric of change, she had learned to continue to value the premise of
technical excellence above all else.

In addition, the contradictions between communication about change and practice
were revealed through the introduction of a new quality system. At the same time that

JAR introduced the best value ideal with corresponding emphasis on cost/schedule,
the company also introduced a new quality system, ISO 9001.4 Interestingly, the

adoption of ISO standards resulted not from any quality problems at JAR, but rather
from market pressures that were reinforced by the discourse of enterprise. Many

customers, including the U.S. government and most European governments, were
requiring ISO certification to do business. Rather than simply going through the
motions to achieve the requisite certification, JAR management embraced ISO and

adopted it as their “new business system.” The contradictions in this latest quality
program were summed up by one middle-level manager:

JAR management has provided some very conflicting signals. They’ve put out these
programs for total quality management, pride and excellence. It’s got a different
name, but there is always some program and it’s going to go, “Oh you’ve got to do
your best. It’s not good enough to do good enough.” Well good enough is where you
have to stop if you want to make it and make it on cost and schedule. You can’t
afford to make it perfect.

Ironically then, at the same time JAR managers were attempting to get JAR employees

to pay more attention to cost/schedule, they also advocated a new quality system.
Despite attempts to reconcile these competing goals, the contradictory messages

seemed both to hinder adoption of cost/schedule as primary decision premises and
deter commitment to the ISO quality program. Employees saw JAR investing

significant resources in a quality system at the same time they were being told that they
had overdesigned in the past and should focus more on best value.
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Finally, despite pushing for change, some managers expressed hope that the

environment of the past would someday return. One vice-president commented
during a meeting that NASA’s problems with its Mars Lander might cause NASA to
reconsider its “Faster, Better, Cheaper” mantra. The comment implied that if JAR just

held out, then change might not be necessary. As managers publicly hoped for
conditions that favored the past, their messages about cost and schedule priorities for

the future were ambiguous to employees.

Bragging about past performance while promoting change
A second way in which managers communicated ambivalence was by bragging about
past performance while promoting change. Efforts at changing the concertive value

system were undermined through the (re)telling of stories that glorified JAR’s idealized
past. For example, one program manager, Bill, who often pushed his employees to find

ways to cut costs on their product during team meetings, also often boasted about the
legacy of that team in producing instruments that lasted many more years than the

customer asked for. During one meeting, Bill went right from discussing ways to cut
production costs to a declaration about how they had outperformed on technical

excellence.

Bill comments, “The last 5% of the project takes 90% of the time (to complete).”
“That scares me” he adds. Linda replies, “That’s Murphy’s Law.” Bill responds saying,
“Murphy’s law also doesn’t say that instruments that should last two years will last
11, 8 or 5 years. We are pushing it with Murphy. . . .”

Bill’s own ambivalence is communicated as he highlighted the importance of

cost/schedule control but also bragged about instruments lasting many years longer
than expected. This fundamentally challenged the “best value” premise that JAR was

trying to promote in that product should meet with customer expectations. From a
best-value perspective, it is likely that the instruments in the past were overdesigned
and, thus, cost the customer more than necessary.

Another example shows similar contradictions between celebrated and enacted
values of the past and prescriptions for the future. The executive committee began the

“Communications Briefing” where they introduced the need for changes in the
company’s value system with a video that celebrated their performance highlights of

the past. The video, which conveyed significant organizational arrogance in technical
achievements, fostered collective pride in the technical excellence of the past.

Ironically, this reminder of collective pride in technical excellence was at odds with the
espoused theme of the briefing—that JAR needed to change its values to highlight
cost/schedule.

The seriousness of management’s efforts to change the culture is mitigated by
communication of collective pride in the success of JAR. Through company history

books, through the semimonthly newsletters and through conversations, the collective
pride in JAR’s past was clear. The “heroic” figure in JAR’s culture was the engineer who

solved the most difficult problems. One story, told several times to the first author,
involved a JAR engineer who solved a key problem for NASA on the back of a napkin
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during an emergency meeting. Such stories, told by managers and repeated

throughout the organization, reinforced the technical culture and made it more
difficult for a cost/schedule culture to take hold.

At times managers seemed aware of their own ambivalence as they discussed ways of

negotiating the new and the old JAR cultures. One senior-level manager expressed how
he balanced implementing new cost control methods with allowing for professional

freedom and technical excellence from programs:

It’s almost like you can’t stop them [engineers] from doing a good technical job. So I
don’t really pay too much attention to that. I try to spend more time on the other
aspects of the program. But while I try to put in certain tools and things to help the
program managers’ job, I don’t want to constrain them so that they are all alike.

This manager’s comments reflect pride in the technical competence of the organization, a

need to provide tools for cost control, but also a general hesitancy on the part of upper-
level managers to constrain the freedom that allowed for technical excellence among JAR

engineers.

Employee Resistance

Management’s communicated ambivalence provided space for employee ambivalence
and resistance regarding changes at JAR. As employees sensed that JAR managers were
not totally convinced about the need for the changes they were advocating, employees

found it easier to reject these changes to the company’s value premises. Evidence of
resistance to change in the company value priorities was pervasive. Executives talked

about employee resistance in meetings as well as during interviews with the researcher.
Employees commented openly about how difficult it was to alter their values.

Employee resistance was presented in different but interrelated ways. First, employees
viewed the change initiative with suspicion as they had lived through unsuccessful popular

programs in the past such as TQM. Despite management assurances that this program was
as different as it was a compelling material reason for change, employees usually conducted

themselves as if nothing had changed. As one engineer summed it up, “Management can
do whatever they want to change or restructure as long as it doesn’t affect us. We’ll keep
doing the work.” The employees voiced a common theme that management was out of

touch with the “real work” that was being done. Employees wanted to make sure that this
work got done, despite as they often stated, all the barriers constructed by managers.

Second, employees relied on their devotion to the old value system to resist changes
to that value system (Ferraris et al., 1993). In this resistance through devotion, they used

their dedication to technical excellence to counter arguments that change was needed.
A support staff person on one program team articulated a common theme:

I think if you asked most people, you would find out that most people are really
concerned to make sure that the JAR hardware is there, because if it doesn’t work, all
of that other doesn’t count—cost doesn’t count, scheduling doesn’t count. If it gets
there and it doesn’t work, what good is cost and schedule? . . . I think you will find at
JAR, when push comes to shove, it has to work. Culture wise, it may seem or have
other appearances or conflict, but I don’t think it really does.
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The logic, based on the culture of the organization, asserted that if it did not work,

nothing else really mattered. Absent from this simple but convincing argument is any
discussion of key tradeoffs that must be made to achieve best value. This logic defeated
efforts at change because it is rooted in long-time cultural beliefs that were not easily

abandoned by employees or their managers.

Implications

The changing of JAR’s concertive-control value system reveals some important lessons
for theorizing about control as well as improving organizational practice. We begin by

discussing implications of this work for our understanding of concertive control, and
specifically the role of managers in adopting such a practice. Then, we turn to a

discussion of management’s role in resistance.

Control

This study demonstrates that the chess match metaphor used to explain
management/employee control relations may not be adequate. Any neat dichotomy
between managers and employees necessarily oversimplifies reality—especially in

high-tech organizations. Sometimes in this chess match of organizational power, we
find that the white pieces become the black pieces and the black the white. This

research finds that managers who implement a concertive-control system for
employees may themselves come to be controlled by that same system. Most previous

examinations of the role of managers in concertive control systems have focused on
the changing roles of managers in becoming coaches, trainers, or facilitators that shape

the culture of the organization (Barker, Melville, & Packanowsky, 1993; Drucker, 1994;
Peters & Waterman, 1982). But as Barker (1993) suggests, a concertive system of

control moves the locus of control away from bureaucratic rules created by managers
to the “value consensus of the members and its socially created generative rules
system” (p. 412). Although we qualify Barker’s suggestion by emphasizing that

managers still shape and endorse the appropriate decision premises in organizations,
the resulting value consensus and socially created rules system is separate from the

direct control of managers. In addition, managers, especially long-term managers who
come up through the company ranks, often participate in (re)creating the traditional

value consensus and are habitually held accountable by that system as well. Like
employees, managers may discipline themselves according to the “communal rational”

of the collective (Barker, 1999, p. 107).
This study suggests some limitations to managing change in organizations with

strong organizational identification and concertive systems of control (Barker &

Tompkins, 1994; Bullis, 1991, 1993; Bullis & Tompkins, 1989; Cheney, 1991, 1999;
Kunda, 1992; Simon, 1976; Tompkins & Cheney, 1985). During times of

organizational turbulence, concertive systems may be self-limiting. Our analyses
showed how changes to the concertive value system challenged the identities of

managers and subsequently lead to ambivalent communication. While a very tight
system of control, and often initiated by management, concertive systems of control
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may, ironically, grow beyond the instrumental control of managers (Bullis, 1991; Bullis

& Tompkins, 1989; Ferraris et al., 1993). As Bullis phrased it, “The limit of unobtrusive
control may be that it creates a situation where the organization itself becomes
alienated from its members and its core values” (1991, p. 269). Our study suggests that

managers, like employees, may be controlled by their devotion to the concertive-
control value system and subtly resist change through ambivalence. To go one step

further, in the case of JAR managers, their reluctance to wholly embrace change may
reflect an “authentic sense of [organizational] self” (Kunda, 1992, p.183). Adopting

new value premises created an inauthentic identity as it challenged their professional
integrity because many of them still identified with technical excellence as the proper

way to do business.
We might further nuance our understanding of managers in normative forms of

control by questioning why an authentic sense of organizational self is so desirable, yet
so difficult to secure. The actions of managers can be explained in terms of attempts to
secure their identities in the context of a modern search for “Who am I?” Willmott

(1990), though, frames this search for a secure identity as “self-defeating” because
modern society is fractured with identity options that are often times conflicting.

As Collinson (2003) puts it, “There appears to be an almost unlimited number of
possible sources of identity . . . While some of these coexisting identities are mutually

reinforcing, others may be in tension, mutually contradictory and even incompatible”
(p. 534). The ambivalence of JAR managers is at least partially explained by discourses

that suggest on the one hand that the “competent manager” in contemporary
organizations portrays entrepreneurial attributes (du Gay et al., 1996), and on the
other hand, that an authentic sense of organizational self is found within the technical

excellence culture of the past.
Our research also links control in a concertive system to material forces that shape

discourse and identity. JAR executives, because of challenges to JAR’s bottom-line,
turned to the discourse of the market. They were told that they were losing new

contracts because they could not control cost and schedule. On the other hand, many
JAR managers knew that their own valuable stock in the company was based on JAR’s

past commitment to technical excellence. Both the discourse of the market and the
discourse of JAR’s successful past had significant ties to material influences. This

finding is important because it points to a needed intersection in understanding both
discursive and material forces that shape systems of concertive control and points to
an area for future research.

Resistance

In addition to control, this study also informs our theorizing about resistance. Unlike
previous research that demonstrates how managers move to outflank resistance

(Clegg, 1989; Delbridge, 1995; Sewell & Wilkinson, 1992), this research suggests that
managers, at times, support employee resistance. Also, unlike previous research that

ties management sabotage to feelings of powerlessness and insecurity (LaNuez &
Jermier, 1994), this research links ambivalence to an identity struggle among
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competing decision premises. These findings add variation to our understanding of

resistance by complicating the assumption that managers try simply to suppress
employee resistance, and by offering a specific method—communicated ambiva-
lence—through which managers may support resistance. The communicated

ambivalence of managers provided employees and managers space to negotiate the
competing discourses of identity that were shaping the future of JAR.

In addition, we join with Collinson (1994) in cautioning that it is important not to
“overstate and/or romanticize oppositional practices” (p. 53). At first glance, JAR

employees might seem very effective in opposing changes advocated by management.
What appears as employee resistance to management initiated change, however, might

also reflect the subtle and not so subtle ambivalence of managers. This is significant
because it suggests we must temper our conception of employee resistance as an

expression of agency (Giddens, 1984; Kondo, 1990; Willis, 1977). Rather, in some
cases, what seems like resistance to control may be more of a reflection of management
ambivalence, and perhaps even a consensus of ambivalence. Theorizing about

resistance must take special caution not to attribute too much agency to either
employees or managers, but to instead find a balance that describes how employees

and managers interact together to form situational expressions of control and
resistance. For example, almost contemporaneous to this study, another analysis

found that one of the organizational causes of NASA’s Columbia disaster was the
dominance of the “managerial bureaucratic control culture” over the “technical

concertive culture” within NASA (Tompkins, 2005).
This research furthermore posits a new strategy for resistance and suggests

employees and managers may use similar tactics for resistance to changes in a

concertive control system. Adding to a list of strategies of resistance developed through
close empirical study (Collinson, 1994), we suggest that resistance through devotion

reflects the tendency for organizational actors to rely on traditional discourses of
identity and to use those discourses to counter challenges from other discourses

(Bullis, 1991; Bullis & Tompkins, 1989; Smith & Eisenberg, 1987). At JAR, both
managers and employees used the discourse of JAR’s successful past to effectively

counter arguments stemming from the discourse of enterprise.
At this point, we must note the situational nature of this research as a limitation to

the above findings. JAR employees, as described previously, are different from those in
many other organizations in that they are highly educated professionals. As such, we
are not making general claims about employees, like those described in Ehrenreich’s

Nickel and Dimed (2001), and their abilities to resist management’s attempts to alter
concertive control systems. On the other hand, our close study in this context does

raise important questions that should be pursued in other contexts.

Conclusion

In this study, we explored how challenges to the identities of managers arose as a

result of changes in a concertive value system in one high-tech organization.
This study suggests that managers may subtly support employee resistance through

Ambivalence and Resistance 17



communicated ambivalence and that concertive systems of control might not only be

an “iron cage” (Weber, 1958) for employees, but also for managers. Finally, this case
should not be read as a failure of management, but rather a reflection of the material,
discursive, and identity struggles which both managers and employees must negotiate.

While tempted simply to explain the ambivalence of JAR managers as poor manage-
ment, we suggest that this may accurately reflect the ambivalence many managers

experience when confronted with changes in value premises. Close empirical studies
that take into account managers as well as employees are needed to further understand

how control and resistance are enacted and balanced in organizational practice.

Notes

[1] JAR Technologies is a pseudonym for a real aerospace company. Because of the highly

competitive and sometimes classified nature of their work, the organization asked that their

name be kept confidential.

[2] Faster, better, cheaper was meant to apply only to “non-manned” spacecraft although reports

analyzing the Space Shuttle Columbia tragedy do suggest that the “Fasterbettercheaper”

mentality did creep into the human space flight program (Tompkins, 2005, p. 176). A second,

more conservative set of expectations still exists for “manned” space flight. JAR operated mostly

outside of the human space program.

[3] It is a circular coincidence that the concepts of organizational identification and concertive

control were inspired by empirical studies of NASA (Tompkins, 1977, 1978). The theory of

concertive control was first articulated by Tompkins and Cheney (1985). This study revises the

original theory on the basis of an empirical study of a NASA contractor. For a recent study of the

Columbia disaster that reveals a somewhat different control-resistance dynamic between

managers and engineers, see Tompkins (2005). Both studies do agree in the way that

management culture at NASA has changed over the past 40 years.

[4] The International Organization for Standardization created a series of quality programs, called

the ISO Standards for both production and service work. ISO 9000 is a quality system designed

to provide detailed work procedures for the planning, implementation, and documentation of

manufacturing and service work. Since 1987, ISO standards have been widely adopted by

businesses around the world.

References

Ashcraft, K. L., & Kedrowicz, A. (2002). Self-direction or social support? Nonprofit empowerment

and the tacit employment contract of organizational communication studies. Communication

Monographs, 69, 88–110.

Barker, J. R. (1993). Tightening the iron cage: Concertive control in self-managing teams.

Administrative Science Quarterly, 38, 408–437.

Barker, J. R. (1999). The discipline of teamwork. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Barker, J. R., Melville, C. W., & Packanowsky, M. E. (1993). Self-directed teams at Xel: Changes in

communication practices during a program of cultural transformation. Journal of Applied

Communication, 21, 297–312.

Barker, J. R., & Tompkins, P. K. (1994). Identification in the self-managing organization:

Characteristics of target and tenure. Human Communication Research, 21, 223–240.

Barley, S. R., & Kunda, G. (1992). Design and devotion: Surges of rational and normative ideologies

of control in managerial discourse. Administrative Science Quarterly, 37, 363–399.

18 G. S. Larson & P. K. Tompkins



Borenstein, S. (1999, December 7). Space experts blast NASA’s policies in wake of failures. Duluth

News-Tribune, pp. 1A, 7A.

Braverman, H. (1974). Labor and monopoly capital: The degradation of work in the twentieth century.

New York: Monthly Review Press.

Bullis, C. (1991). Communication practices as unobtrusive control: An observational study.

Communication Studies, 42, 254–271.

Bullis, C. (1993). Organizational values and control. In C. Conrad (Ed.), The ethical nexus:

Communication, values and organization decisions (pp. 75–102). Norwood, NJ: Ablex.

Bullis, C., & Tompkins, P. K. (1989). The forest ranger revisited: A study of control practices and

identification. Communication Monographs, 56, 287–306.

Charmaz, K. (2000). Grounded theory: Objectivist and constructivist methods. In N. Denzin, & Y. Lincoln

(Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research (2nd ed., pp. 509–535). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Chatman, J. A. (1991). Matching people and organizations: Selection and socialization in public

accounting firms. Administrative Science Quarterly, 36, 459–484.

Cheney, G. (1983). On the various and changing meanings of organizational membership: A field

study of organizational identification. Communication Monographs, 50, 342–362.

Cheney, G. (1991). Rhetoric in an organizational society: Managing multiple identities. Columbia,

SC: University of South Carolina Press.

Cheney, G. (1999). Values at work: Employee participation meets market pressure at Mondragón.

Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Clegg, S. R. (1989). Radical revisions: Power, discipline and organizations. Organization Studies, 10,

97–115.

Cohen, L., & Musson, G. (2000). Entrepreneurial identities: Reflections from two case studies.

Organization, 7, 31–48.

Collins, J., & Porras, J. (1994). Built to last: Successful habits of visionary companies. New York: Harper

Collins Publishers.

Collinson, D. (1992). Managing the shopfloor: Subjectivity, masculinity and workplace culture. Berlin:

Walter de Gruyter.

Collinson, D. (1994). Strategies of resistance: Power, knowledge and subjectivity in the workplace.

In J. M. Jermier, D. Knights, & W. R. Nord (Eds.), Resistance and power in organizations

(pp. 25–68). London: Routledge.

Collinson, D. (2003). Identities and insecurities: Selves at work. Organization, 10, 527–547.

Davidson, J. O. (1994). The sources and limits of resistance in a privatized utility. In J. M. Jermier, D.

Knights, & W. R. Nord (Eds.), Resistance and power in organizations (pp. 69–101). London:

Routledge.

Deetz, S. (1998). Discursive formations, strategized subordination, and self-surveillance:

An empirical case. In A. McKinlay, & K. Starkey (Eds.), Foucault, management and

organization theory (pp. 151–172). London: Sage Publications.

Deetz, S., & Mumby, D. K. (1990). Power, discourse and the workplace: Reclaiming the critical tradition.

In J. Anderson (Ed.), Communication yearbook 13 (pp. 18–47). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Delbridge, R. (1995). Surviving JIT: Control and resistance in a Japanese transplant. Journal of

Management Studies, 32, 803–817.

Drucker, P. F. (1994, November). The age of social transformation. The Atlantic Monthly, 53–80.

Du Gay, P., & Salaman, G. (1992). The cult(ure) of the customer. Journal of Management Studies, 29,

615–633.

Du Gay, S., Salaman, G., & Rees, B. (1996). The conduct of management and the management of

conduct: Contemporary managerial discourse and the constitution of the “competent”

manager. Journal of Management Studies, 33, 263–282.

Edwards, R. (1979). Contested terrain: The transformation of the workplace in the twentieth century.

New York: Basic Books.

Ambivalence and Resistance 19



Egri, C. P. (1994). Working with nature: Organic farming and other forms of resistance to

industrialized agriculture. In J. M. Jermier, D. Knights, & W. R. Nord (Eds.), Resistance and

power in organizations (pp. 128–166). London: Routledge.

Ehrenreich, B. (2001). Nickel and dimed: On (not) getting by in America. New York: Henry Holt.

Ezzamel, M., & Willmott, H. (1998). Accounting for teamwork: A critical study of group-based

systems of organizational control. Administrative Science Quarterly, 43, 358–396.

Ezzamel, M., Willmott, H., & Worthington, F. (2001). Power, control and resistance in “The factory

that time forgot”. Journal of Management Studies, 38, 1053–1078.

Fairhurst, G. T., Green, S., & Courtright, J. (1995). Inertial forces and the implementation of a socio-

technical systems approach: A communication study. Organization Science, 6, 168–185.

Ferraris, C. R., Carveth, R., & Parrish-Sprowl, J. (1993). Interface Precision Benchworks: A case study

in organizational identification. Journal of Applied Communication Research, 21, 343–357.

Giddens, A. (1984). The constitution of society: Outline of the theory of structuration. Cambridge,

UK: Polity Press.

Glaser, B. G., & Strauss, A. L. (1967). The discovery of grounded theory: Strategies for qualitative

research. Chicago: Aldine.

Granovetter, M. S. (1976). Network sampling: Some first steps. American Journal of Sociology, 81,

1287–1303.

Holmer-Nadesan, M. (1996). Organizational identity and space of action. Organization Studies, 17,

49–81.

Jackall, R. (1988). Moral mazes: The world of corporate managers. New York: Oxford University.

Kaplan, R., & Norton, D. (1996). The balanced scorecard: Translating strategy into action. Cambridge,

MA: Harvard Business School Press.

Knights, D., & Willmott, H. (1985). Power and identity in theory and practice. The Sociological

Review, 33, 22–46.

Kondo, D. (1990). Crafting selves: Power, discourse and identity in a Japanese factory. Chicago:

University of Chicago Press.

Kunda, G. (1992). Engineering culture: Control and commitment in a high-tech corporation.

Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

LaNuez, D., & Jermier, J. M. (1994). Sabotage by managers and technocrats: Neglected patterns of

resistance at work. In J. M. Jermier, D. Knights, & W. R. Nord (Eds.), Resistance and power in

organizations (pp. 219–251). London: Routledge.

Lewin, K. (1951). Field theory in social science: Selected theoretical papers. Westport, CT: Greenwood

Press.

Lindlof, T. R., & Taylor, B. C. (2002). Qualitative communication research methods. Thousand Oaks,

CA: Sage.

Meglino, B. M., & Ravlin, E. C. (1998). Individual values in organizations: Concepts, controversies

and research. Journal of Management Studies, 24, 351–389.

Mumby, D. K. (1997). The problem of hegemony: Rereading Gramsci for organizational

communication studies. Western Journal of Communication, 61, 343–375.

Papa, M. J., Auwal, M. A., & Singhal, A. (1995). Dialectic of control and emancipation in organizing

for social change: A multitheoretic study of the Grameen Bank in Bangladesh. Communication

Theory, 5, 189–223.

Papa, M. J., Auwal, M. A., & Singhal, A. (1997). Organizing for social change within concertive

control systems: Member identification, empowerment, and the masking of discipline.

Communication Monographs, 64, 219–249.

Perrow, C. (1979). Complex organizations (2nd ed.). Glenview, IL: Scott, Foresman.

Peters, T. J., & Waterman, R. H. (1982). In search of excellence: Lessons from America’s best-run

companies. New York: Warner Books.

Piderit, S. K. (2000). Rethinking resistance and recognizing ambivalence: A multidimensional view of

attitudes toward an organizational change. Academy of Management Review, 25, 783–794.

20 G. S. Larson & P. K. Tompkins



Rothschild, J., & Miethe, T. D. (1994). Whistleblowing as resistance in modern work organizations:
The politics of revealing organizational deception and abuse. In J. M. Jermier, D. Knights, &
W. R. Nord (Eds.), Resistance and power in organizations (pp. 252–273). London: Routledge.

Sewell, G. (1998). The discipline of teams: The control of team-based industrial work through
electronic and peer surveillance. Administrative Science Quarterly, 43, 397–428.

Sewell, G., & Wilkinson, B. (1992). Someone to watch over me: Surveillance, discipline and the just-
in-time labour process. Sociology, 26, 271–289.

Simon, H. (1976). Administrative behavior. New York: Free Press.
Smith, R. C., & Eisenberg, E. M. (1987). Conflict at Disneyland: A root-metaphor analysis.

Communication Monographs, 54, 367–380.
Strauss, A. L., & Corbin, J. (1998). Basics of qualitative research: Techniques and procedures for

developing grounded theory. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Thompson, M. M., Zanna, M. P., & Griffin, D. W. (1995). Let’s not be indifferent about (attitudinal)

ambivalence. In R. Petty, & J. Krosnick (Eds.), Attitude strength: Antecedents and consequences
(pp. 361–386). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

Tompkins, P. K. (1977). Management qua communication in rocket research and development.
Communication Monographs, 44, 1–26.

Tompkins, P. K. (1978). Organizational metamorphosis in space research and development.
Communication Monographs, 45, 110–118.

Tompkins, P. K. (1993). Organizational communication imperatives: Lessons of the space program.
Los Angeles: Roxbury.

Tompkins, P. K. (1994). Principles of rigor for assessing evidence in “qualitative” communication
research. Western Journal of Communication, 58, 44–50.

Tompkins, P. K. (2005). Apollo, Challenger, Columbia: The decline of the space program. Los Angeles:
Roxbury.

Tompkins, P. K., & Cheney, G. (1983). Account analysis of organizations: Decision making and
identification. In L. Putnam, & M. Pacanowsky (Eds.), Communication and organizations:
An interpretive approach (pp. 123–146). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Tompkins, P. K., & Cheney, G. (1985). Communication and unobtrusive control in contemporary
organizations. In R. McPhee, & P. K. Tompkins (Eds.), Organizational communication:
Traditional themes and new directions (pp. 179–210). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Weber, M. (1958). The Protestant ethic and the spirit of capitalism. (Trans. T. Parsons). New York:
Charles Scribner.

Weick, K., & Sutcliffe, K. (2001). Managing the unexpected: Assuring high performance in an age of
complexity. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Willis, P. (1977). Learning to labor: How working class kids get working class jobs. New York: Columbia
University Press.

Willmott, H. (1990). Subjectivity and the dialectics of praxis: Opening up the core of labor process
analysis. In D. Knights, & H. Willmott (Eds.), Labour process theory (pp. 336–378). London:
Macmillan.

Zorn, T. E., Christensen, L. T., & Cheney, G. (1999). Do we really want constant change? San Francisco:
Berrett-Koehler Communications.

Ambivalence and Resistance 21




