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Summary

In recent years, a growing number of workplaces have implemented activities where employees
are invited to voice problems and suggest initiatives directly to their managers in a group
setting. Such direct group-based voice activities (DGVAs) are typically inspired by human
resource management and production improvement techniques, and they are claimed to have a
number of positive effects for both the organizations which host these activities and for their
employees. However, others have questioned whether they provide employees with a reasonable
opportunity to influence their working conditions, or if they instead mostly assign new
responsibilities to the employees and promote overcommitted employee identities. This
ambivalence regarding the activities is reflected in how the circumstances regarding voice in the

workplace are sometimes described as messy and paradoxical.

The aim of this dissertation is to understand an important aspect of how employees can
influence their workplace through DGV As, specifically how the participants construct change
initiatives which can improve the employees’ working conditions. To this end, the dissertation
presents an interaction-focused perspective on voice based on ethnomethodological conversation
analysis, a perspective which addresses various shortcomings of the dominant research
perspectives on voice. For example, substantial attention has been paid in the voice literature to
how individual employees make choices about what messages to convey through voice and
whom to address, especially in studies which have applied a psychological lens. However, in
DGVAs, voicing a problem or a suggestion to the other participants is only the first step of a
longer process towards potential consensus about which initiatives to implement, and the social

and interactional mechanisms which underlie this process are not well understood.

The dissertation contains four articles. In the first article, it is argued that an important aspect of
developing initiatives in DGVAs is the interactional work performed by participants whereby
they negotiate different candidate problem formulations in order to develop a coordinated
understanding of the current situation — a process that is termed “problem work”. In addition to
this “problem work”, the participants also engage in a related process of formulating and
negotiating potential solutions which can be termed “solution work”. The employees orient to
whether their problem and solution formulations are taken as credible, such as by basing their
formulations on claims for which they hold epistemic authority, that is, the degree of access held

by the employee to the topic at hand and thus their right to claim and present knowledge about



it. Thus, the limits to the employees’ epistemic authority also potentially limit the scope of
issues they are likely to raise in DGV As. Furthermore, even when they are presented in relation
to topics where employees hold epistemic authority, the employees’ inferences can still be

challenged by the management.

The process of constructing initiatives in DGV As is also shaped by how the participating
employees construct their capacity to shape their own working conditions, a capacity which has
been referred to within the literature as job control. Article two demonstrates that if employees
construct their job control as being too limited to change their working conditions, they are
unlikely to engage in developing new initiatives in the DGV As, meaning that little or no action
is taken on the basis of the participants’ discussions. The way the employees construct their job
control is shaped by the accounts of the employees’ working conditions that are presented

within the activities by various participants, as well as how these accounts are negotiated.

Article three demonstrates how participants in DGV As orient to various interactional threats,
threats which may compromise the process of developing change initiatives. Specifically,
supporting certain initiatives as an employee might lead to undesired identity ascriptions from
the other participants, and as a result, employees are likely to refuse to assume responsibility for
implementing these initiatives. Thus, engaging in DGV As as an employee can involve trade-offs
between potentially gaining influence over one’s working conditions on the one hand and the

risk of losing one’s grip on how one’s identity is constructed in the interaction on the other.

Relatedly, article four focuses on the perspective of first line managers and the interactional
threats they face in DGV As. Line managers’ reactions to voice have in the literature been
attributed to their leadership style or personal disposition, for example their “openness” towards
voice or lack thereof. Article four demonstrates how openness is also negotiated in interaction,
and that managers employ various strategies to avoid attributions of being “closed” in situations
where they challenge employees’ suggestions. Challenges from managers are likely to be
justified through the line managers’ responsibility to support the meeting of organizational
goals, even if they are also expected to encourage employees to use voice. Article four also
demonstrates the importance that DGV A participants assign to maintaining moral accountability

while engaging in discussions about proposed initiatives.

Besides the findings of the four papers, the dissertation offers three overall contributions to

voice theory: a description of key mechanisms whereby voiced suggestions for initiatives are



negotiated in interaction, rather than simply transmitted from employees to the management; a
more developed understanding of the moral-related interactional threats that the participants face
and which might compromise the process of constructing change initiatives; and a multi-faceted
perspective on power and influence which more adequately captures how employees’ and
managers interests are negotiated within DGV As than current models which primarily focus on
formal decision-making rights. As a methodological contribution, the dissertation introduces
conversation analysis as a method to studying voice interactions in the workplace, and argues
that conversation analysis might also shed new light on how concern for the working
environment is topicalized and negotiated in organization members’ interactions outside of
DGVAs. As a practical contribution, the dissertation argues that both the way participants
negotiate their relative rights and obligations, as well as the setup of the DGV As, such as the
amount of time available, support from process facilitators, and the conceptual tools used, play a
substantial role in shaping the employees’ opportunities for developing well-considered and

relevant initiatives.






Resumé

I de seneste ar har et stigende antal arbejdspladser implementeret aktiviteter, hvor medarbejdere
inviteres til at rejse problemer og foresld initiativer til direkte til deres ledere i en
gruppesammenheng. Disse direkte gruppebaserede medarbejderinddragende aktiviteter (i
athandlingen betegnet DGV Aer) er typisk inspirerede af human resource management og
teknikker til produktionsforbedring, og de haevdes at skabe en reekke positive effekter for bade
de organisationer, der ivarksatter aktiviteterne, og for deres medarbejdere. Omvendt har andre
stillet spargsmélstegn ved om aktiviteterne tilvejebringer en rimelig mulighed for
medarbejderne til at pavirke deres arbejdsforhold, eller om de overvejende medferer nye
forpligtelser og fremmer overengagerede medarbejderidentiteter. Denne usikkerhed i forhold til
aktiviteterne afspejles i at forholdene for medarbejderinddragelse til tider beskrives som rodede

og paradoksale.

Formélet med denne afhandling er at forstd hvordan medarbejdere kan pavirke deres
arbejdsplads gennem DGV Aer, specifikt hvordan deltagerne konstruerer forandringsinitiativer
som kan forbedre medarbejdernes arbejdsforhold. Med dette formal prasenterer athandlingen et
perspektiv pd medarbejderinddragelse, der fokuserer pé interaktion og som er baseret pa
etnometodologisk konversationsanalyse, et perspektiv som afhjalper forskellige mangler ved de
mest udbredte forskningsperspektiver pa medarbejderinddragelse. For eksempel er der i
litteraturen om medarbejderinddragelse gennemfort en raekke studier af hvordan medarbejdere
treeffer valg om hvilke budskaber de rejser og til hvem, specielt studier med et psykologisk
perspektiv. Men i DGV Aer er dét at rejse et problem eller foresla en losning til de andre
deltagere kun det forste skridt i en leengere proces frem mod en mulig konsensus om hvilke
initiativer, der skal gennemfores, og der mangler viden om de social og interaktionsmassige

mekanismer, der ligger bag denne proces.

Athandlingen indeholder fire artikler. I den forste artikel argumenteres der for at et vigtigt
aspekt af hvordan initiativer udvikles i DGV Aer er den interaktionsmaessige indsats, som
deltagerne lazgger for at forhandle forskellige mulige problemformuleringer med henblik pé at
udvikle en koordineret forstaelse af deres nuverende situation — en proces, der her kaldes
”problem work”. I tilleg til ”problem work™ indgar deltagerne ogsd i en tilsvarende proces hvor
de formulerer og forhandler mulige losninger, en proces som kaldes ”solution work”.

Medarbejderne orienterer sig mod hvorvidt deres formulerede problemer og losninger ses som



troverdige, for eksempel ved at basere deres formuleringer pé pastande, som de har epistemisk
autoritet over, forstdet som graden af medarbejderens adgang til det pagaeldende emne og
medarbejderens afledte rettighed til at pasta at besidde og prasentere viden om emnet. Som en
konsekvens kan greenserne for medarbejdernes epistemisk autoritet medvirke til at begranse
bredden i de emner, som medarbejderne kan tankes at rejse gennem DGV Aer. Dertil kan
medarbejdernes slutninger stadig udfordres af ledelsen, selv nér de er fremsat i forhold til

emner, som medarbejderne har epistemisk autoritet over.

Processen med at konstruere initiativer i DGV Aer formes ogsa af hvordan de deltagende
medarbejdere konstruerer deres evne til at pavirke deres arbejdsforhold, en evne, som i
litteraturen kaldes kontrol over eget arbejde. Artikel to demonstrerer at hvis medarbejderne
konstruerer deres kontrol over eget arbejde som verende for begrenset til at pavirke deres
arbejdsforhold, er medarbejderne mindre tilbejelige til at udvikle nye initiativer i DGV Aer,
hvilket betyder at deltagernes diskussioner forer til fa eller ingen tiltag. Maden medarbejderne
konstruerer deres kontrol over eget arbejde pa pavirkes af de fremstillinger af medarbejdernes

arbejdsforhold som prasenteres i aktiviteterne, og hvordan disse fremstillinger forhandles.

Artikel tre demonstrerer hvordan deltagere i DGV Aer orienterer sig mod forskellige risici i
interaktionen, risici som kan kompromittere arbejdet med at udvikle forandringsinitiativer.
Specifikt kan det at stotte bestemte initiativer som medarbejder fere til at man bliver tilskrevet
en ugnsket identitet af de andre deltagere, hvorfor medarbejderne er tilbgjelige til at afvise
ansvaret for at gennemfore sddanne initiativer. Dét at deltage i DGV Aer som medarbejder kan
saledes medfore afvejninger mellem muligheden for at opné eget indflydelse pa ens
arbejdsforhold pa den ene side og risikoen for at miste grebet om hvordan ens identitet

konstrueres i interaktionen pa den anden side.

Tilsvarende fokuserer artikel fire pa forstelinjelederes perspektiv og de interaktionsmaessige
risici de mgder i DGV Aer. Linjeledernes reaktioner pa at medarbejderne rejser problemer og
losninger er i litteraturen blevet forklaret ud fra deres ledelsesstil eller deres personlighed,
eksempelvis deres abenhed i forhold til at medarbejderne giver udtryk for synspunkter eller
manglen pa samme. Artikel fire viser at dbenhed ogsa forhandles i interaktionen, og at ledere
benytter forskellige strategier for at undga at blive set som lukkede i situationer hvor de rejser
tvivl om medarbejdernes forslag. Indvendinger fra lederne retferdiggeres med henvisning til

deres ansvar for at ofte fremme organisationens mal, selv om de ogsé forventes at tilskynde



medarbejderne til at rejse problemer og foresla initiativer. Artikel fire demonstrerer ogsé den
vigtighed som deltagere i DGV Aer tilskriver dét at opretholde moralsk ansvarlighed mens de

indgér i diskussioner om foreslaede initiativer.

Ud over de fire artiklers konklusioner frembyder afhandlingen tre overordnede bidrag til teorien
om medarbejderinddragelse: en beskrivelse af hovedmekanismerne hvorigennem foreslaede
initiativer forhandles i interaktionen, snarere end blot videregives fra medarbejderne til ledelsen;
en mere udfoldet forstaelse af de moralrelaterede interaktionsmeessige risici som deltagerne
meder og som kan kompromittere arbejdet med at konstruere forandringsinitiativer; og en
multifacetteret forstaelse af magt og indflydelse som fanger hvordan medarbejdere og lederes
interesser forhandles i DGV Aer end nuvarende modeller, der primert ser pa formelle
beslutningsrettigheder. Som et metodologisk bidrag introducerer athandlingen
konversationsanalysen som en metode til at undersege interaktioner om medarbejderinddragelse
og der argumenteres for at konversationsanalyse ogséd kan kaste nyt lys pd hvordan hensynet til
arbejdsmiljoet italesettes og forhandles i interaktioner pa arbejdspladsen generelt. Som et
praktisk bidrag argumenteres der i athandlingen for at sdvel maden hvorpa DGV A deltagerne
forhandler deres indbyrdes rettigheder som rammen for DGV Aerne, sdsom den afsatte tid, stotte
fra procesfacilitatorer, og de sarlige begreber der anvendes i aktiviteterne, spiller en betydelig

rolle for medarbejdernes mulighed for at udvikle gennemtankte og relevante initiativer.
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1. Introduction

Many organizations have in place one or more schemes or arrangements with the stated aim of
inviting employees to voice problems and suggestions to the management about how to improve
working conditions or the functioning of the organization (Busck, Knudsen, & Lind, 2010;
Donaghey, Cullinane, Dundon, & Wilkinson, 2011; Dundon & Gollan, 2007; Heery, 2011;
Wilkinson & Dundon, 2010). These constitute formal voice arrangements, as they are based on
recurrent processes involving some degree of structure regarding what can be voiced, how the
employees are to present voice to the management, and what happens after the employees have
voiced a problem or suggestion; they represent a setting for voice which is distinctive from how
employees might voice problems and suggestions informally in their everyday interactions with
managers (Marchington & Suter, 2013). Formal voice arrangements can take place via select
employee representatives, but a type of formal voice arrangement that is becoming increasingly
common in recent years is one in which activities' are held where groups of employees can
discuss problems and suggestions directly with their managers, for example in “quality circles,”
“problem-solving groups,” “focus groups” or “employee—manager meetings> (Busck et al.,
2010; Donaghey et al., 2011; Dundon & Gollan, 2007; Heery, 2011; Wilkinson & Dundon,
2010). These activities can be labeled “direct group-based voice activities” (DGVAs).

The purpose of this dissertation is to advance our understanding of how participants in DGV As
come to agree about which actions they will take after the activities in order to address the issues
they have discussed. These actions, which may be taken as parts of more or less formalized
change initiatives, are important because they typically represent the most tangible outcome of
the activities. Although not all initiatives emerging from the activities will end up being
implemented, the long-term effects of DGV As for both the employees and the organization are
likely to reflect the number of initiatives developed, their scope, and which working conditions
they target. For example, DGV As might have a limited impact if only a few initiatives are
developed within the activities, or if the initiatives have little potential to change employees’

working conditions.

! The distinction between voice arrangements and voice activities is used here to discern the overall arrangement as a system or
scheme from the actual activities in which voice is exercised. The distinction is relevant because formal voice arrangements
might comprise various activities where voice is not necessarily exercised, such as activities for processing employees’ voiced
suggestions, for implementing these suggestions, or for following up on their implementation.

2 My use of the term “meetings” throughout the dissertation refers to formal meetings.
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Unfortunately, it cannot be taken for granted that DGV As will have positive effects for
employees or organizations in a given case. From a positive angle, the benefit of employee
participation, more generally, has been broadly recognized as it has been recommended as a
strategy for promoting health and well-being in the workplace by influential institutions such as
the World Health Organization (Burton, 2010), the International Labour Organization (ILO,
2001), and the European Agency for Safety and Health at Work (EU-OSHA, 2010) and has been
incorporated into national policies in the UK (Cousins et al., 2004), Belgium (Malchaire, 2004),
Germany (Satzer, 2009), and Italy (Persechino et al., 2013), for example. Specifically, formal
voice arrangements featuring direct and consultative formal voice activities have been described
as an important strategy for improving the health, safety, and well-being of the employees by
enabling them effect changes to potentially strenuous or hazardous working conditions
(Mikkelsen, Saksvik, & Landsbergis, 2000; Nielsen, 2013; Nielsen, Randall, Holten, & Rial-
Gonzalez, 2010). In addition, formal voice arrangements are claimed to potentially provide
various additional benefits such as learning opportunities for the employees, which increases
their skill levels and their motivation to perform well at work (Eurofound, 2013; Mikkelsen et
al., 2000). When employees feel that formal voice arrangements are effective at helping them
improve their working conditions, participating can lead to “fair process effects” (Greenberg,
1990; Greenberg & Folger, 1983) such as increased employee commitment and involvement
(Nielsen, 2013; Pohler & Luchak, 2014). In addition, workplace productivity and product
quality may increase due to how the employees’ suggestions can improve the way work is

performed (Freeman & Medoff, 1984; Wilkinson & Fay, 2011).

On the other hand, empirical studies show that positive effects do not always materialize from
voice activities in practice (Bashshur & Oc, 2015; Egan et al., 2007). Within the literature, a
number of authors have argued that a key reason why formal voice arrangements sometimes do
not lead to substantial changes is that the form and timing of the arrangements are typically
determined by senior level management, while the employees’ decision authority does not
necessarily increase (Hardy & Leiba-O’Sullivan, 1998; O’Connor, 1995). Therefore, many
proposed initiatives cannot be decided on by the employees themselves, as implementation
depends on the management’s support. This contingency means that employees are likely to
consider which initiatives the management would be willing to support, and to only propose
initiatives which are believed to hold a chance of being implemented (Morrison, 2011). For

issues where the interests of the employees and management are in conflict, there is a risk that
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the initiatives developed in DGV As would be of a nature which is unlikely to significantly
influence the employees’ working conditions. As a result, employees might experience that they
hold relatively little “de facto voice” (Krefting & Powers, 1998, p. 263), and current forms of
participation have been criticized for tokenism, i.e., that the employees are only claimed to be

empowered (Strauss, 2006), or offered sham participation activities (Markey & Knudsen, 2014).

It has been claimed that DGV As and other types of empowerment practices actually contribute
to disempowering the employees by ensuring the employees’ commitment to the overall
managerial agenda through the language of empowerment and participation (Alvesson &
Willmott, 2002) while forcing extra work tasks on them (Boje & Rosile, 2001). When the
organizations are seen by the employees as failing to heed the complaints that are raised through
formal voice systems, frustrations are likely to grow (Folger, Rosenfield, Grove, & Corkran,
1979), a phenomenon which has been dubbed the “deaf-ear syndrome” (Cohen, 1985; Harlos,
2001). And in relation to health and well-being issues, some have questioned whether direct
voice arrangements provide the employees with sufficient control over their working conditions

to avoid their work-related health problems deteriorating in the long term (Busck et al., 2010).

Compared to the focus in the literature on employees’ limited decision making authority,
practical experiences led me to become aware of another potential challenge to DGV As having
positive outcomes: that considerable intricacies are involved in developing initiatives in DGVAs
and negotiating® consensus around implementing them. As a research assistant in an
interdisciplinary group including both academics and professionals, I participated in facilitating
workshop meetings for an intervention study which sought to implement a formal voice
arrangement to improve the health and well-being of employees in three Danish industrial
organizations (Gupta et al., 2015; Wahlin-Jacobsen, Henriksen, Gupta, Abildgaard, &
Holtermann, 2016; Wéhlin-Jacobsen, Henriksen, Abildgaard, Holtermann, & Munch-Hansen,
2017). While the process of developing initiatives is not framed as decisive for the outcomes of
formal voice arrangements in the literature, I and my colleagues were surprised to see that there
were substantial differences in the number and the scope of the initiatives developed in different

workshop meetings. We even observed these differences when comparing workshop meetings

3 In the dissertation, my use of the term “negotiation” is meant to imply both potentially a form of bargaining, i.e. that “the
participants relate themselves to each other’s goals and interests and to the problems of implementing their goals” (Wagner,
1995, p. 30) and a form of maneuvering past various interactional obstacles (Francis, 1995).
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within the same organization, and with participants who were part of the same overall work
team and performed the same work tasks. These differences were closely related to how

discussions among the participants played out in the workshop meetings.

For example, the participants’ sensemaking regarding their opportunities for changing their
working conditions seemed to be a crucial factor influencing the initiatives developed within the
workshops, which, in turn, affected their chances of actually improving their working
conditions. While the participants in one workshop meeting considered most of the working
conditions they considered problematic as unamenable to change and therefore elected to only
develop a few minor initiatives, their colleagues from another shift would sometimes develop

seven or eight initiatives regarding the very same problems during their workshop meetings.

We also observed employees disagreeing about what constituted problems and what to do about
them, with some employees openly challenging their colleagues’ viewpoints, thereby
undermining the proposed changes which their colleagues considered worth pursuing. The lack
of agreement and the potential for interpersonal conflicts among the participants that follows
from it is also rarely acknowledged in the literature, where little attention has been paid to how

employees arrive at “voiceable” problems or suggestions.

As a third example, various employees seemed to be working against the agenda for the
workshop meetings, an agenda we in the project group had considered sympathetic to the
employees. Some employees even chastised the arrangement for not being about increasing their
well-being at all. This led us to wonder whether there were other key concerns among the
employees besides those we had realized. I and my colleagues came away from the workshop
meetings thinking that what went on in the workshop meeting discussions had an importance
that had been overlooked in the literature. At the same time, since we were initially quite
surprised about what we saw, it was not very clear to us why the discussions progressed as they
did.

We were not alone. In the voice literature, various authors have called for more research on the
mechanisms by which the outcomes of formal voice arrangements are determined. For example,
a recent review described the relationship between opportunities to use voice and the outcomes

of voice as “underspecified” because of a lack of research about how voice is reacted to
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(Bashshur & Oc, 2015)*. Furthermore, while a large number of academic studies have been
published on voice in the workplace throughout the years, these tend to rely on a small set of
research methods, with surveys being perhaps the most prevalent. As Wilkinson and Dundon
argue, “the extrapolation of survey evidence about the use of various involvement and
participation schemes in many studies tells us very little about the impact or extensiveness of
such techniques within a particular organization” (2010, p. 178). To remedy this, in-depth
qualitative studies have been called for to “unravel the dynamics and outcomes of the voice

process” (Butler, 2005, p. 273).

Among the studies which do focus on mechanisms determine the effects of voice activities, two
overall positions can be identified about how to understand the mechanisms. One position is that
these mechanisms are relatively simple and general, as exemplified by how the outcomes of
formal voice arrangement are attributed to structural aspects such as the type of arrangement in
question, the presence of unions in the organization or the organizational culture (Dundon &
Gollan, 2007; Krefting & Powers, 1998; Marchington & Wilkinson, 2005). The gist of this
perspective is formulated in the title of a book chapter by Strauss, “Participation works — if
conditions are appropriate” (1998). The other position is that the practical realities of how voice
is exercised and responded to within organizations is “messy” (Hirschman, 1970, p. 107),
paradoxical (Harley, Hyman, & Thompson, 2005; O’Connor, 1995; Stohl & Cheney, 2001), and

ridden with dilemmas (Kanter, 1982). For example, Krefting and Powers have argued that:

[e]mployee voice needs to be understood as a course of ongoing tensions among
personalized organizational actors seeking individual as well as organizational advantage
in addition to being viewed as a right which, if exercised responsibly, entails positive
organizational outcomes. Mechanisms for voice should be recognized as containing
antiemancipatory elements, the temptation for reprisal, as well [as] emancipatory

potential (Krefting & Powers, 1998, pp. 273-274).

From this perspective, the social organization of voice activities is ambiguous, bordering on
chaotic, yet accounts of how these activities are ordered are sparse. To better understand the

meaning, functioning, and impact of DGV As, we would thus need to take this complexity into

4 One example of this is the report “Work organisation and employee involvement in Europe” published by the European
Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions under the EU. The report contains chapters about the
prevalence of formal voice arrangements in the surveyed workplaces and the typical consequences of these activities, but
contains little about how what goes on within the arrangements shape their consequences (Eurofound, 2013).
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consideration — to open up the “black box” of the arrangements as arenas for human interaction

and explore how that interaction is accomplished and structured.

In this dissertation, I explore the question of 7ow DGV As work. Due to the consultative nature
of the setting, initiatives to change the employees’ working conditions are not simply voiced by
the employees and then accepted or rejected by the management; instead, they can be seen, in
Schegloff’s terms, as interactional achievements (1987), constructed through the employees’
and managers’ discussions. The lack of rules or institutions for how to deal with the many
contingencies that might arise within the activities (Harlos, 2001) makes it likely that the
trajectories of the participants’ discussions will be characterized by improvisation and
continuous situational judgments made by the participants (Garfinkel, 1967a, 1967b; Middleton,
1998). As the decisive dynamics within voice activity discussion have not been properly treated
as an object of investigation in the literature, describing some central aspects of how they are
socially organized and how they shape the initiatives that are decided for later implementation is

the main aim of this dissertation.

A theoretical perspective which is fundamentally concerned with how interactions are organized
is ethnomethodology (EM), which inspired the development of Conversation analysis (CA)
(Garfinkel, 1967b; Heritage, 1984; Rawls, 2008; Sacks, 1992; Samra-Fredericks, 2010). Since
the emergence of ethnomethodology in the late 1950’s and 1960’s, the work of a diverse field of
scholars has explored how persons continuously face situations in which they utilize what has
been labeled ethnomethods along with a body of common sense knowledge as cultural members,
in order to render social situations intelligible and act accountably in them. The
ethnomethodological perspective is concerned with processes involved in how we make sense of
others’ actions, how we design our actions to make sense to others, and how we observe and
enact local moral orders in doing so. CA can be glossed as the study of how these processes take
place in conversations. In this dissertation, various methods related to CA are applied to analyze
interaction in voice activities. By attending to the minute details of conversations, EM/CA is
able to recover the “what else” of social life that is lost when viewed through the abstracted lens
of traditional social scientific analysis (Lynch, 2016). In the words of Deirdre Boden, an
ethnomethodological orientation implies a focus on “the extraordinary organization of the

ordinary” (1994, p. 31).
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Research question

Based on the ethnomethodological perspective, the dissertation pursues the following research

question:

e How do initiatives to change the employees’ working conditions become constructed

within direct group-based voice activities?

A clarification of the central terms used in this research question is in order. First, an initiative is
conceived of here as a plan or, in less formalized cases, a decision or agreement committing
particular parties to carry out certain future actions. In some cases, initiatives can be
implemented by the DGVA participants after the activities, while, in other cases, an initiative
might require the approval of higher-level managers or the contributions of technical staff, for

example, in order to have an effect.

Working conditions should be understood in the broadest sense, that is, as encompassing all
aspects of the organization of work that the employees might choose to topicalize. This includes
not only the physical and psychosocial demands of the work, but also other aspects such as the
planning and practical carrying out of tasks. Distribution issues (Levie & Sandberg, 1991) such
as remuneration and working time should also be seen as working conditions, although these
topics are not taken up as commonly in DGV As as production-related issues (Dundon,

Wilkinson, Marchington, & Ackers, 2004; Heery, 2015; Markey & Knudsen, 2014).

The term “constructing” should be regarded as related to “to producing,” “bringing into being,”
or “making available” (Rawls, 2002; Watson & Goulet, 1998). The term references how a
number of resources are brought together in the interaction to create initiatives for which the
participants have coordinated some understanding about rationales, arguments for and against,
and the actions that must be carried out for the initiative to be implemented. The term does not
imply that I take an ironic stance towards the initiatives, as it is sometimes the case in social

constructionist analyses (e.g. Watson, 1994).

The research question could be understood as focusing on how initiatives are constructed
through formal procedures such as the steps of the agenda for the voice activities or the local
rules or procedures which are meant to regulate the employees’ use of voice. However,

considering the diversity of approaches to conducting DGV As, such an approach is unlikely to
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lead to findings of general interest. Furthermore, the presence of certain rules and guidelines
does not guarantee their application and structuring of an activity (Garfinkel, 1967b). What the
dissertation aims to provide a better understanding of is how the participants construct

initiatives, as well as the various problems that they orient to® while doing so.

The research question is investigated through a number of qualitative analyses of interactional
data from a health and safety intervention in which a formal voice arrangement was
implemented in two Danish industrial organizations. The analyses are presented in four chapters
based on the four research articles underpinning this dissertation. The articles have been
developed into their present form based on intensive analysis of selected extracts from the data,
reading the relevant literatures, and considering how to present relevant findings and in which
outlets. Each of the four chapters presents a select perspective on the overall research question,
focusing on how the participants negotiate various problem and solution formulations as a part
of developing initiatives (article one), how the employees’ job control and thus their chances for
successfully changing the workplace are negotiated (article two), how the meaning of supporting
a suggested initiative as an employee is negotiated in the activities (article three), and how line
managers handle situations where they challenge the employees’ suggestions (article four). Of
course, various other themes also surfaced in the overall analytical work; however, these were
not deemed as relevant for the overall research question, not adequately manifested in the data
to enable a detailed analysis or not compatible with the methodological approach I eventually

chose for the dissertation.

Structure of the dissertation

In chapter 2, various conceptions on voice from the different research fields within voice
literature are presented. The proliferation of DGV As in recent years relative to other types of
formal voice arrangements are accounted for while also presenting some of the main concepts
and models which have been used to theorize the voice process. The point of chapter 2 is thus to
position this dissertation and its focus on DGV As in relation to the current state of voice

research.

° Orientation can be understood as a form of active awareness displayed by the interlocutors and thus available to the analysis
(Hutchby, 2017).
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Chapter 3 features a presentation of CA, the analytical approach that has been applied in the four
articles of the dissertation, as well as its roots in EM. Relatively little space has been given to
the philosophical basis of ethnomethodology, focusing instead on the basic concepts of CA and
on empirical studies which have utilized this approach, in order to understand phenomena which
are relevant for this dissertation, such as participatory decision-making at the workplace. Some
of the main criticisms that have previously been raised about the EM/CA perspective are

discussed along with how they are dealt with in the dissertation.

Chapter 4 then includes a description of the DGV As in two Danish industrial organizations
which functioned as the empirical setting for the dissertation’s analyses. In addition to giving an
overview of the data used for the underlying analysis and discussing my own role as a
participant and observant in some of the recorded workshop meetings, the methodological
considerations that informed the analyses are described as well as the progression of my

investigation from the initial data collection onwards.

This is followed by the analytical chapters on the investigations in the four articles. The articles
are presented in the form in which they were submitted for publication®. Chapter 5 contains the
first article, which aims to describe how the process of voicing problems and suggestions to the
management involves various negotiations of the employees’ credibility and claims of
knowledge regarding the problems. In this study, I and Johan Simonsen Abildgaard conducted
analyses based primarily on socioepistemics and discursive psychology (DP), examining how
DGVA participants in two different settings construct initiatives for addressing their work shoe-
related problems by engaging in various problem and solution constructions. Chapter 6 contains
the second article of the dissertation, in which Esben Nedergédrd Olsen, Johan Simonsen
Abildgaard, and I demonstrate how the outcomes of DGV As are shaped by how the participants
construct their chances for successfully changing their working conditions. Relative to the other
articles, this article relies less on turn-by-turn analysis of interactions, instead focusing on how
various accounts of the employees’ job control proliferate during the workshop meetings of

three groups from the same overall work team.

Chapter 7 contains the third article of the dissertation. By employing membership categorization
analysis, this study identifies an overlooked risk for employees who participate in DGV As: how

indicating support or assuming responsibility for initiatives can lead to undesired identity
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ascriptions. The article thus relates DGV As to theories on empowerment and identity regulation.
Finally, chapter 8 presents the fourth article of the dissertation, where I analyzed line managers’
strategies for maintaining moral accountability in relation to how they handle their potentially
conflicting obligations towards promoting employee voice and ensuring high work performance.
In the study, an extended episode in which a manager has challenged an employee’s suggestion

is analyzed primarily using concepts from membership categorization analysis and DP.

After the analytical chapters, the findings of the four articles are reviewed in relation to the
dissertation’s overall research question in chapter 9. Lastly, the main contributions that the
analyses offer to voice theory, research, and practice are discussed along with the limitations of

the dissertation and suggestions for future studies.

© The formatting of the four papers has been changed to accord with the rest of the dissertation. All references have been moved
to the end of the dissertation.
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2. Employee voice and direct group-based voice activities

In this chapter, key concepts and distinctions within the employee voice literature will be
presented, as well as data on the prevalence of DGVAs. I will then describe how these key
distinctions relate to three research perspectives which focus on different aspects of voice and
which have been applied in various subfields of voice research: voice as individual behavior, as
a management technique, or as a form of institutionalized influence. I do not claim that only
these three perspectives exist, but they each represent a sizable contribution to the voice
literature. By structuring my review of the voice literature around these three perspectives, I aim
to address various arguable shortcomings of other recent reviews, such as how relatively little
attention is paid to the fundamental differences in how voice is conceptualized within the
literature (e.g., Morrison, 2011; Mowbray et al., 2015; Wilkinson & Fay, 2011), the omission of
perspectives which represent important aspects of voice (such as the lack of an explicit
individual perspective from the model presented by Wilkinson & Fay, 2011), or the grouping
together of quite distinct understandings of voice (such as those found within the human

resource management and industrial relations literatures in the review by Mowbray et al., 2015).

Due to how a work environment intervention serves as the empirical setting for the
dissertation’s analysis, this chapter will also provide a description of how the work environment
literature on voice relates to the three perspectives. Finally, I will formulate three problems
within voice research based on the three main perspectives, problems which warrant a fourth

perspective focusing on how voice is exercised and responded to in interactions.

Voice and related concepts

Within the voice literature, the term voice is sometimes used interchangeably with other terms,
such as participation, involvement, and empowerment, often with no clear distinctions as to their
intended meaning. Several researchers have criticized that these terms are used in ways that are
“elastic” and which cover an “extremely broad” range of practices (Marchington & Suter, 2013,
p- 284; see also Wilkinson & Dundon, 2010), a problem which has been attributed to the fact
that the phenomena being referred to by the terms are studied in a range of research areas
(Morrison, 2011; Mowbray et al., 2015). Because voice (or participation, etc.) can refer to a

number of different things, it is necessary to assess what the specific phenomenon of interest is
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on a study-by-study basis when reviewing the literature, rather than going by keywords, for

example.

The terms participation, involvement, and empowerment have been used in the literature to
imply that employees are granted some degree of influence over relevant decisions, however the
terms have been criticized because this assumption does not always hold (Boje & Rosile, 2001;
Krefting & Powers, 1998; Markey & Knudsen, 2014; Strauss, 2006). My choice to instead use
the term voice throughout this dissertation is motivated by the term merely implying that
employees communicate some point to the management. Because this condition is easily
satisfied, the term is arguably less problematic and more inclusive than either participation,
involvement or empowerment. My use of the term voice is inspired by Pyman and colleagues
(2006), who define employee voice as “how employees raise concerns, express and advance
their interests, solve problems, and contribute to and participate in workplace decision making”
(p- 543). This definition stands in contrast with those of other authors who take a more
restrictive stance. For example, some studies only focus on pro-social voice, that is, voice
motivated a “desire to help the organization or work unit perform more effectively or to make a
positive difference for the collective” (Morrison, 2011, pp. 381-382), or critical voice, which is
also referred to as dissent (e.g., De Ruiter, Schalk, & Blomme, 2016; Garner, 2016; Kassing,
1997).

Key distinctions in the voice literature

As mentioned in the introduction to this dissertation, an important distinction is the one between
voice that is expressed informally by employees in their everyday interactions with managers
and voice that is expressed in relation to the various forms of formal’ voice arrangements which
exist. Formal voice arrangements are found in a number of different forms, such as collective
bargaining, suggestion schemes, focus groups, quality circles, upward problem-solving or
continuous improvement groups, employee—management meetings at the team or workplace

level, consultations with a designated ombudsperson, and written grievance procedures (Harlos,

"It should be noted that different definitions exist of what it means for a voice system to be formal. Harlos, for example, states
that “formal systems are highly standardized with clear protocols that foster consistent implementation and that reduce the
discretionary powers of voice managers” (2001, p. 329), meaning that formality is equated with standardization, while others
take the presence of a system or arrangement as the defining aspect of formality (e.g. Marchington & Suter, 2013). In this
dissertation, my use of the term formal reflects Marchington and Suter’s use.
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2001; Mowbray et al., 2015; Stohl, 1986). Formal voice arrangements have been especially
prevalent in organizations in Scandinavia, Germany, the UK, and Australia (Busck et al., 2010;
EU-OSHA, 2010; Eurofound, 2013; Harley, 1999; Lippert, Huzzard, Jiirgens, & Lazonick,
2014; Wilkinson, Dundon, Marchington, & Ackers, 2004), while they are used somewhat more
rarely in the US (Tarras & Kaufman, 2006). A general tendency is that organizations which
primarily employ clerical, service, or manual workers are less likely to have formal voice
arrangements in place than those which primarily employ more highly skilled staft (Eurofound,

2013).

Another key distinction mentioned previously is that of direct and representative voice, where
direct voice is expressed by the employees directly to the managers, while representative voice
is exercised through employee or union representatives. Representative voice tends to be
exercised in formal voice arrangements such as work councils or through collective bargaining
processes (Mowbray et al., 2015), while direct voice can be both formal and informal. The focus
of this dissertation, DGV As, comprise formal voice arrangements, such as quality circles,
upward problem-solving groups (also known as focus groups or continuous improvement
groups), and various forms of regular team briefings or staff meetings with an opportunity for
voice. DGV As are common in Western organizations: in a large pan-European survey study,
88% of the participating management representatives reported that their organizations held
DGVAs in the form of regular meetings between employees and their immediate manager, and
54% had meetings in various forms of groups or committees (Akkerman, Sluiter, Jansen, &
Akkerman, 2015). A survey conducted in the US found that 37% of the participating
organizations had committees of employees who met to discuss problems on a regular basis,
36% had employees participating in committees for productivity or quality, and 47% had regular
town meetings between employees and managers (Freeman, 2007). Furthermore, DGV As are
used in the management of work environment problems. For example, according to Danish work
environment laws, every workplace must perform a health and safety risk assessment every
three years and revise the risk assessment in intermediary years. The risk assessment process
must be participatory (Working Environment Act, 2010) and The Danish Working Environment
Authority, which oversees that Danish organizations perform the risk assessment as required,

recommends using DGV As (Hvenegaard & Nielsen, 2009).

A third important distinction is found between voice concerning how work is designed and

performed locally, that is, production issues, and voice related to distribution issues, such as
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pay, hours, how the overall operation is run, or regulations at the company and international
levels (Levie & Sandberg, 1991). Direct voice tends to focus primarily on production issues,
while representative voice tends to focus on distribution issues. Typically, the objectives and
demands regarding distribution issues are less of a challenge to clearly define or quantify as
compared to those of production issues, where it is more difficult to formulate the employees’
interests unambiguously. In some cases this difficulty may be due to the task complexity of
work specialization, which leads to the employees experiencing a diversity of problems, or it
may be due to various technical considerations which might go beyond the employees’ and
employers’ immediate competencies (Schuler & Namioka, 1993). The scope of the issues
discussed in representative voice settings, as would be expected, relates to the organizational
level of the meeting, with discussions at the workplace level typically focusing on more specific

and local topics than the discussions found at the headquarter level (Poole, 1978).

A final distinction worth mentioning concerns whose interests are promoted by the use of voice.
Some scholars approach the interests of employees and managers as being mostly overlapping, a
frame of reference which has been labeled unitarism (Fox, 1966). Within studies drawing upon
a unitarist frame of reference, voice is typically seen as leading to positive outcomes for both
employees and managers (Wilkinson & Fay, 2011), with some studies focusing exclusively on
prosocial voice as opposed to dissent®. Critical voice has instead been a main focus of research
which sees the interests of employees and managers as somewhat conflicting, corresponding to a
pluralist frame of reference in Fox’s terminology (Fox, 1966). For example, based on a pluralist
frame of reference, formal voice arrangements have been described as potential arenas for

power struggles between employees and managers (Wilkinson & Fay, 2011).

Three main perspectives in voice research
In the following, I will present the individual behavior (IB), management technique (MT) and
institutionalized influence (II) perspectives on voice. Because the empirical setting for the

dissertation’s analysis is a work environment intervention, I will also describe how the work

8 The distinction between critical and pro-social voice can be criticized for potentially conflating employees’ motivations with
the way they choose to express voice; for example, employees might exercise voice out of dissatisfaction with the current states
of affairs, but choose to present a constructive voice message to the management (Morrison, 2011; Mowbray, Wilkinson, & Tse,
2015).
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environment literature on voice relates to the three perspectives’. The way DGV As and other
types of formal voice arrangements are employed in work environment interventions can be said
to be inspired by voice research from the MT perspective, and more general discussions of how
voice is used by organizations in their management of health, well-being and safety issues hold
similarities with II perspective research, while little or no work environment research focusing
on voice takes an IB perspective. This section of the chapter is terminated with a table

summarizing how the three perspectives relate to the key distinctions described above.

Voice as individual behavior (IB)

IB-perspective research focuses on employees’ and managers discretionary behavior in relation
to voice (Morrison, 2011), and thus on direct voice. Voice in formal voice arrangements is
rarely the specific focus of IB perspective research, which tends instead to revolve around how
employees choose whether to exercise voice, keep silent, or exit the organization when they
become aware of problematic circumstances in the workplace in general. The IB perspective is
especially prevalent in voice research subfields such as those of silence, dissent, whistle-
blowing, and issue selling (Brinsfield, Edwards, & Greenberg, 2009). The focus on choice
involves paying substantial attention to those circumstances which are thought to influence the
employees’ decisions. For example, Morrison (2011) presents a model which depicts the choice
as being shaped by a number of factors, such as the organizational context for voice (e.g., the
organizational structure and culture, or whether their supervisor is considered receptive to voice)
and the employee (e.g., his/her job attitudes, personality, and previous experiences). Among the
employee’s considerations are to whom the voice should be addressed, through which media,

and how the voice message should be constructed (Morrison, 2011; Mowbray et al., 2015).

IB-perspective voice research has tended to describe the employees’ discretionary voice
behavior as shaped by two overall concerns: the potential efficacy of exercising voice in order
to influence one’s working conditions and the risks that one might incur while doing so
(Morrison, 2011; Pohler & Luchak, 2014). In relation to the efficacy of using voice, is has been

claimed that employees expect that exercising voice should be uncomplicated, that their

® Overall, the work environment literature is broad and multidisciplinary and covers a range of subjects related to employee
health, well-being and safety. While a growing number of studies discuss the role of voice in promoting health, well-being and
safety, these studies only constitute a minor part of the overall work environment literature.

34



complaints should undergo credible processing, and that replies and actions in response to the
complaints should be timely (Harlos, 2001). Furthermore, as mentioned above, employees might
consider access to effective voice systems to be included in their psychological contract with
their organization (Rousseau, 1995), in which case, when organizations are seen as exhibiting
the deaf-ear syndrome, employees might develop negative feelings about their employment
relationship and harbor intentions to leave. They also become less likely to exercise voice
(Ahlbrandt, Leana, & Murrell, 1992; Donaghey et al., 2011; Marchington, Wilkinson, Ackers, &
Goodman, 1994; Stohl & Jennings, 1988).

In relation to the risks of using voice, employees desire freedom from retribution (Harlos, 2001;
Pohler & Luchak, 2014), as it is well known that using voice can have negative long-term
consequences for employees, such as being fired or passed over for promotion or bonuses,
especially when their use of voice concerns wrongdoings in the organization (Feuille &

Delaney, 1992; Lewin, 1999).

Besides focusing on employees’ decisions about whether and how to exercise voice, some
studies have taken an IB perspective on how managers respond to employee voice. From the
managers’ perspective, the proliferation of direct forms of voice has been described as carrying
potential threats to managerial authority (Denham, Ackers, & Travers, 1997; Musson &
Duberley, 2007) and also as potentially leading to changes in the workplace which go against
the managers’ wishes (Donaghey et al., 2011). Although line managers are often expected to
promote the employees’ engagement with voice arrangements (Detert & Burris, 2007; Detert &
Trevifio, 2010), managers are rarely given specific instructions about how to handle situations
where heeding an employee’s voiced message compromises other managerial responsibilities,

such as securing high organizational performance (Harlos, 2001).

Van Dyne, Ang, and Botero (2003) found that managers’ reactions to voice are shaped by the
motives they attribute to the voicing employee. For example, in instances where this attribution
is unfavorable to the employee (i.e., that the employee is simply trying to attain undeserved
advantages), it is unlikely that actions will be taken by the management to ameliorate the
problematic circumstances (Krefting & Powers, 1998). However, some managers also describe
that the growth in direct voice arrangements has brought about potential benefits for them, such
as opportunities to position themselves as being open towards voice, for example by
encouraging the employees’ use of voice and engaging in discussions about how to develop the

employees’ ideas (Dundon, Wilkinson, Marchington, & Ackers, 2005; Musson & Duberley,
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2007). Townsend (2014) argues that a line manager’s decision to not support employee voice
(e.g., by not forwarding employees’ complaints or suggestions to other relevant management
levels) may sometimes be based on a lack of incentives to do so. For example, managers’

performance appraisal criteria rarely pertain to their contributions to formal voice arrangements.

In sum, a central aim of much of the research from an IB perspective is to provide a generalized
understanding of the many factors that could shape employees’ decisions about when and how
to exercise voice. Because many factors are potentially taken into consideration, the decision-
making process is conceived of as complex and driven by the employees’ and managers’
cognitive assessments. As a consequence, employees and managers are depicted as acting
rationally and strategically, basing their actions on assessments of which alternative will lead to
the most desired consequences (Alby & Zucchermaglio, 2006). However, when it comes
specifically to employees’ choice to exercise voice or not, little attention has been paid to the
social and cognitive processes whereby employees arrive at a certain understanding of the
circumstances which inform their assessment, for example whether they expect their managers
to respond positively to voice or not. Also, there have been few attempts to establish the
relationship between this individual decision-making situation and what can be termed group
voice, that is, how voice is expressed, responded to, and discussed in DGV As or other social

settings (Frazier & Bowler, 2015; Morrison, 2011; Morrison, Wheeler-Smith, & Kamdar, 2011).

Voice as a management technique (MT)

MT-perspective voice research has tended to focus on direct, management-led and mostly
formal practices which promote voice in the workplace, such as DGV As and participatory
management (Larsen & Brewster, 2003; Perry & Kulik, 2008) and various forms of
empowerment systems (Appelbaum, Hébert, & Leroux, 1999; Humborstad, 2013). These
practices have also been categorized under the heading of high performance work systems
(Harley, 2014). As this label implies, voice from a MT perspective is seen as a means towards
improving organizational performance, and a number of formal voice arrangements associated
with the MT perspective are inspired by practices that originated in systems for implementing
continuous improvements in production organizations, such as lean manufacturing and total
quality management (Wilkinson & Dundon, 2010). The potential positive outcomes of voice for

organizations include improvements to product quality and the efficiency of production which
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result from the knowledge sharing it brings with it enabling organizations to recognize, correct,
and learn from their mistakes (Brinsfield et al., 2009). Voice has also been described from this
perspective as a strategy for increasing employee engagement, organizational commitment, and
job satisfaction, factors which can reduce employee turnover (Heery, 2015; Purcell &
Georgiadis, 2007). The link between engagement and effectiveness is related to the
psychologically inspired viewpoint that voice is a basic need for employees (as for humans in
general) which must be satisfied in order for the employees to work at their best (Kristensen,
2006; Stohl, 1986, 1987). Indeed, simply having the opportunity to express voice may
contribute to a perception among employees that they are treated fairly by the organization

(Harlos, 2001).

In MT perspective studies, it has also been argued that the availability of well-functioning voice
mechanisms can deflect conflicts or other problems in the organization which might otherwise
escalate and increase group coherence among the participants (Freeman & Medoff, 1984;
Mikkelsen et al., 2000; Nielsen, 2013). Furthermore, it has been found that, when voice
mechanisms are available, employees have felt better informed about upcoming changes in the
workplace (Millward, Bryson, & Forth, 2000), with some studies reporting that employees
experience that their skill level is increased (Eurofound, 2013), and others finding that their
capability and motivation to engage in attempts to further modify their working conditions is

improved (Mikkelsen et al., 2000; Nielsen, 2013).

Of course, the benefits listed here have not been reported only in MT-perspective research;
however, it is characteristic of the MT perspective that these benefits are viewed as a key
motivation for organizations to adopt formal voice mechanisms. Less attention has been paid to

how the practices which are meant to promote voice might fail to do so in practice.

One topic where the work environment literature on voice can be said to be inspired by the MT
perspective is in relation to participatory interventions to improve employees’ health, well-being
and safety (Abildgaard et al., 2018; Egan et al., 2007; Mikkelsen et al., 2000; Nielsen, 2013;
Nielsen et al., 2010). These interventions typically comprise an implementation of direct formal
voice arrangements, and many involve DGV As in the form of various types of problem-solving
groups where employee voice is used as the basis for identifying problems (typically mainly

production issues) and planning compensatory initiatives (e.g., Bunce & West, 1996; Maes,
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Verhoeven, Kittel, & Scholten, 1998; Mikkelsen et al., 2000; Nielsen et al., 2010; Park et al.,
2004; Tsutsumi, Nagami, Yoshikawa, Kogi, & Kawakami, 2009). Besides the positive effects of
voice that are typically described in MT-perspective studies, it has been argued that enabling
employee participation in health and well-being interventions increases the relevance of the
intervention content and facilitates smooth implementation (Nielsen et al., 2010), and that the
degree of participation potentially predicts positive health and well-being outcomes (Nielsen,
2013). However, the evidence on whether these interventions improve the employees’ health
and well-being or their control over their working conditions is not clear-cut, with a significant
proportion of studies showing little or no relevant effects regarding these aspects (Aust et al.,

2017; Egan et al., 2007).

Voice as institutionalized influence (Il)

The II perspective focuses on the institutionalized opportunities that employees have for
exercising influence through voice within an organization. II-perspective research thus tends to
focus on formal voice arrangements, and both direct and representative forms of voice are
covered. Compared to MT-perspective research, research from the II perspective often discusses
whether formal voice arrangements merely claim to allow employees to influence decisions
within the organization, or if they actually do so in practice (e.g., Donaghey et al., 2011). For
example, a commonly held position is that formal voice arrangements in many cases fail to
provide the employees with substantial decision-making authority to effectively do so (Krefting
& Powers, 1998; Strauss, 2006). Various authors have noted that employees’ interests
potentially become downplayed in the direct forms of voice arrangements (including DGV As)
that have been on the rise in recent years (Busck et al., 2010; Donaghey et al., 2011; Dundon &
Gollan, 2007; Wilkinson & Dundon, 2010), especially if the employees’ interests conflict with
the management’s interests (Gollan, Poutsma, & Veersma, 2006; Heery, 2015; Holland, Pyman,
Cooper, & Teicher, 2009; Tarras & Kaufman, 2006).

Within the II perspective, there has been debate about why direct, non-union forms of voice
have been on the rise in recent years. On the one hand, some have claimed that the trend is
related to a concurrent decrease in forms of voice based on union participation or other forms of
representative voice (Harley et al., 2005; Millward et al., 2000). For example, Holland and

colleagues argue that:
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[1]abour market deregulation, the global decline of organized labour, increased
technological sophistication, increased educational levels, widespread industry
restructuring and the spread of neoliberal ideologies have created a favourable
environment for the weakening of collective voice and the subsequent diffusion of direct

and non-union voice (Holland et al., 2009, p. 72).

However, others have found that there is a tendency for unionization and the presence of direct
and representative voice arrangements to be positively correlated (Akkerman et al., 2015; J.
Benson, 2000; Holland et al., 2009), and in many organizations, a variety of union and non-
union formal voice arrangements are in operation at the same time (Wilkinson & Fay, 2011).
Formal voice arrangements in the workplace can operate both as a substitution for union
representation or as a complementary strategy (Gollan, 2001). For example, it has been found
that direct voice arrangements may increase the amount of managerial attention given to the
specific issues experienced in employees’ daily work, issues which are likely to be very
heterogeneous and thus challenging to address adequately through representatives engaging at a
higher organizational level (Holland et al., 2009; Millward et al., 2000). However, unions have
been described as more effective in promoting employees” working conditions in general

(Millward et al., 2000).

Among the topics addressed by work environment scholars from an II perspective is whether
direct voice arrangements provide the employees with sufficient control to avoid a deterioration
of their health and well-being over time (Busck et al., 2010). Systems for occupational health
and safety management tend to be more effective when they involve a relatively strong element
of employee voice (Hasle, Seim, & Refslund, 2016), but, as was noted above, direct formal
voice arrangements do not always increase employees’ formal decision authority. At the same
time, employees might experience that participating in direct formal voice arrangements leads to
them receiving responsibility for managing psychosocial work environment risks (Busck et al.,
2010). Direct formal voice arrangements can also lead to work intensification for the employees,
which is in itself stressful (Boje & Rosile, 2001; Godard, 2001; M. White, Hill, McGovern,
Mills, & Smeaton, 2003). The strongest evidence for a positive impact on employees’ health and
well-being resulting from voice is seen in cases where employee or union representatives
promote the employees’ interests, (Markey & Knudsen, 2014). For example, based on data from
a European context, the likelihood of organizations taking steps to improve health and well-

being, such as through the training of employees and managers, risk assessments, or analyses of
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sickness absence, was found to be significantly higher among organizations which had some
form of representative formal voice arrangement in place (Irastorza, Milczarek, & Cockburn,

2016).

Table 1 (below) gives an overview of the IB, MT, and II perspectives and their differences.

Introducing a fourth perspective: voice as an interactional phenomenon

As valuable as the perspectives discussed above have been for research on voice, they lack a
meaningful focus on the specific social situations where employees exercise voice, and how the
consequences of exercising voice in the short and long term are shaped by the way voice is
exercised and responded to in interaction. This constitutes an important gap in the literature
(Garner, 2013; Stohl, 1993; Stohl & Cheney, 2001) since, as argued by Stohl (1993, pp. 100—
101): “[p]articipation is communication; no matter what “meaning” one may give to
participation, it implies some form of specialized interaction.” According to Stohl and Cheney,
formal voice arrangements and other forms of participation lead to an increased need for
interaction, both among the employees and between the employees and their managers (2001).
Describing how this “specialized” form of interaction is socially organized seems crucial if we

are to reach a richer understanding of how voice occurs in and shapes current organizations.

A recent study by Garner (2013) illustrates how seeing voice as an interactional phenomenon
can add to our current understanding of how voice is exercised and responded to in practice.
Focusing on the topic of dissent, Garner describes this type of voice as occurring in a continuous
stream of communicational action where three stages are especially important: the first,
precipitation, is where the seed for voice is sown as the employee observes objectionable states
of affairs and begins to consider using voice. As IB-perspective research has also found, the
employee considers how his or her manager is likely to react, but, in addition, his or her
interactions with other organizational members are also thought to influence how the individual
employees understand the topics which they consider exercising voice about. The next key
stage, initial conversation, is where voice is exercised. According to Garner, the audience to the
voice act (i.e., managers and colleagues) co-constructs the meaning of the voice message in the
setting through their reactions. For instance, providing support for a dissenting colleague’s

voiced message would suggest that the use of voice was found to be appropriate, while
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expressing surprise could suggest that it was not. Finally'®, the voiced message might be revised
at a later time by the dissenter, the colleagues or the managers in residual communication, such

as accounts of the initial conversation or further conversations about the voice message.

Garner’s model provides an account of the interactional dynamics surrounding voice in group
settings. One contribution of this model is that it takes into account how employees and
managers often hold different views on a voice topic, recognizing that the way in which these
views are negotiated in subsequent interactions may have long-term consequences, such as
determining whether any practical initiatives are implemented in the organization as a result of
the voice episode. Second, Garner calls into question the tendency to conceive of voice as a
linear process from utterance to effect by showing how reflexive loops exist between the
precipitation, initial conversation, and residual communications stages: this can be witnessed,
for example, by how employees who have previously engaged in voice approach further voice
interactions, as residual communications as well as expectations about how other employees
would co-construct the message can be seen to shape their subsequent use of voice. Third, his
model demonstrates how voiced views do not represent individual employees’ direct “sensing”
of a problem, but that the employees’ ways of seeing their organization are shaped by how the

organization is described in their ongoing interactions.

Three common conceptualizations in the voice literature — a brief critique
Garner’s study is unique in how it treats voice as an interactional phenomenon. But as I will
return to in chapter 3, various other studies might further our understanding of voice as an
interactional phenomenon, although these generally do not address the voice literature. The
insights from Garner’s study and other interaction studies, it is possible to formulate three
criticize three common conceptualizations in the voice literature: (1) that voice is described as a
transmission of information from employees to managers, (2) that employees’ and managers’
concern with avoiding moral criticism has largely been overlooked, and (3) that discussions of
how employees’ influence on the organization through voice can countervail managerial control
have drawn on narrow understandings of influence as formal decision authority and of

managerial control as a structural force.

1 Garner’s empirical setting is not a formal voice arrangement. Within formal voice arrangements, significant attention would
typically be given to the potential practical implications of the voiced message, such as initiatives for later implementation.
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Voice as a transmission of information

Common to research from the IB, MT, and II perspectives is that the act of exercising voice is in
itself seen as a relatively uncomplicated transmission of information from the employees to the
managers. For example, Dundon and colleagues claim that “[v]oice is thus rooted in a quite
objective ontology: it is about making explicit what is already in workers’ hearts and minds. It
only needs proper transmission and someone who will in fact listen to its inherent message”
(2004, p. 1160). The gist of seeing voice as transmitted is that individuals are cognizant of their
ideas, opinions, and concerns regarding problematic working conditions or other targets of
change prior to considering expressing voice about them (Brinsfield et al., 2009) and that this
information is ideally passed through open channels, such as formal voice arrangements, (e.g.,
Dundon et al., 2004), leading to initiatives to improve the employees’ working conditions. That
the very act of exercising voice is seen as unproblematic is also suggested by how IB-
perspective research has paid substantial attention to the considerations preceding the act and to
how managers react to voice, while the intervening events, and thus the act of exercising voice

itself, are not targeted.

The transmission metaphor of voice is problematic because it trivializes voice as a
communicational process. While it is commonplace to think of communication as a transfer of
inner ideas, feelings, etc., this understanding is problematic because utterances do not carry
meaning in and by themselves (Axley, 1984; Yule, 1996). Rather, utterances are ascribed
meaning based on the circumstances of their production and hearing. As a consequence, there is
considerable potential for what Axley calls unintended meaning to be ascribed to an utterance
(or anything that can be taken as a message, including gestures), meaning that speakers cannot
expect to be able to fully control the meanings that are ascribed to their use of voice. Instead,
speakers can attempt to manage such ascriptions through how they design their gestures and
utterances, or by engaging in repair when other meanings are apparently ascribed than what
they intended (Kitzinger, 2012). It is these processes that underlie Garner’s claim (in his study

on the nature of dissent) that voice is co-constructed (2013).

For example, employees and managers might not agree that a certain object of voice represents a
problem, or that a proposed suggestion is relevant, and they might reinterpret the voice message
or offer competing definitions of the problem or alternative suggestions about initiatives to

ameliorate the problem. Because such negotiations of meaning might shape how voiced
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problems are understood among the interactants, or which initiatives can be taken to ameliorate
the problems, the idea that voice involves a transmission of what is in the “hearts and minds™"!
of employees is problematic. Instead, the problem definitions and practical initiatives that the
group comes to agree upon are situational accomplishments which represent compromises
between the participants’ different ways of framing the topic through their assessments, labels,

arguments and counter-arguments.

The moral dimension of voice: an overlooked concern for employees and

managers

As mentioned in relation to the IB perspective, an employee’s decision about whether to
exercise voice or remain silent is influenced by the expected efficacy of using voice (Ahlbrandt
et al., 1992; Donaghey et al., 2011; Marchington et al., 1994; Stohl & Jennings, 1988) and by
the potential risks of retaliation from the management they could face for exercising voice
(Feuille & Delaney, 1992; Harlos, 2001; Lewin, 1999; Pohler & Luchak, 2014). For managers,
their reactions to voice are shaped by the opportunity it provides to position themselves as an
open manager (Musson & Duberley, 2007) as well as by the perceived potential threats to their
authority (Denham et al., 1997; Musson & Duberley, 2007). However, the topic of how morality
as a situated and locally enacted phenomenon shapes voice-related interactions has received
little attention in the literature, and (to my knowledge) no clear attempts have been made to

theorize the role of morality in relation to voice.

In relation to the concerns described above, Garner’s study (2013) suggests that the moral
judgments conveyed in how acts of exercising voice are framed by those present is an important
concern for the employees which deserves additional attention. These moral judgments frame
the voiced message positively or negatively, thereby potentially contributing to whether the
voice message is eventually accepted or rejected in the interaction. But they also potentially

threaten the face, i.e., the public self-image, of the employees who the labels are applied to

' In addition, we might question how the ideas for problems and suggestions to voice come to be found in employees’ “hearts
and minds” in the first place, although this topic is beyond the scope of this dissertation. While Dundon and colleagues simply
claim that they are “already” there (2004, p. 1160), Garner’s explanation that that which is considered relevant to voice is shaped
by previous interactions suggests that we are socialized to see certain states of affairs as relevant to voice, and others not. In any
case, providing an empirically grounded explanation of how potential problems and suggestions are identified by employees is
not easy since it can only be accessed through employees’ own accounts which are not likely to adequately represent the
conscious and unconscious processes whereby such ideas are formed.
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(Goffman, 1967). For example, Garner mentions that voice may be labeled dismissively as
“whining” and the voicing employee as “not a team player,” while others who react more
positively may label it as “feedback” or “problem solving” (p. 381). A similar point has also
been raised by others who have described how voicing certain topics might lead employees to be
seen as disloyal by the managers (Butler, 2005; Upchurch, Richardson, Tailby, Danford, &
Stewart, 2006), and that the employees’ awareness of this rick might influence their decision
about whether to exercise voice (Boroff & Lewin, 1997; Milliken, Morrison, & Hewlin, 2003).
According to Garner, the process of co-constructing the meaning of voice also extends to how
managers respond to voice, meaning that managers may also risk ascription with negative labels

when challenging voiced problems or suggestions, for example.

Exercising voice in a way which minimizes the risk of moral criticism from others is not
necessarily simple. For the employees, it becomes relevant to consider whether the problems
one voices are considered sufficiently important by others to avoid being labeled a “whiner” or a
“nitpicker.” If the other employees do not recognize the problem, their response to its voicing
may serve to downplay its relevance; for example, employees who voice a problem that others
consider to be part of the job might be labeled as demanding. Voiced suggestions are also likely
to be subjected to the same framing through other participants’ responses, whereby the
suggestions might be described as unrealistic, for example. The theory that normative
expectations about how voice should be exercised shape the outcomes of voice is supported by a
study by Burris, Detert, and Romney (2013), who found that positive outcomes of employee
voice are most common when there is agreement between the employees and their manager
about what constitutes appropriate frequency and content regarding voice messages, whereas
disagreement about the value or volume of voice messages is likely to lead to negative

outcomes.

It is commonly recognized that using categorical descriptions of self or others in social
interactions, or labeling, as Garner calls it, often implies moral judgment (Jayyusi, 1984;
Whittle, Housley, Gilchrist, Mueller, & Lenney, 2015). The threat of being categorized in
undesired ways is of course not limited to voice interactions, and the fact that this phenomenon
is ubiquitous might also account for why it has not received attention as a concern for
employees and managers in their voice-related interactions. However, since categorization is a
very common interactional phenomenon, there is a substantial body of literature to refer to when

exploring how categorization shapes voice interactions, a topic that is returned to in chapter 3.
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The conceptualization of employee influence vs. managerial control

Discussions about the balance between employee influence and managerial control in formal
voice arrangements has been especially prominent within II-perspective voice research.
However, these discussions have tended to focus mainly on how this balance is influenced by
structural circumstances, such as the degree of formal decision-making rights held by the
employees. For example, the escalator model of participation'? (Marchington & Wilkinson,
2005; Wilkinson & Dundon, 2010), used as a metaphorical illustration of how various types of
employee voice arrangements can be categorized on the basis of how much influence they allow
employees to have over management decisions. The original model presented by Marchington
and Wilkinson (2005) shows five degrees (or “steps”) of influence, labeled, from low to high,
information, communication, consultation, co-determination, and control. According to
Marchington and Wilkinson, the degree of influence “indicates the extent to which employees
are able to influence decisions about various aspects of management — whether they are simply

informed of changes, consulted or actually make decisions” (2005, p. 400).

In later presentations of the model by Wilkinson and Dundon (2010), higher degrees of
influence are correlated with an increased range or scope of issues that employees can bring up
and influence. Furthermore, Wilkinson and Dundon describe the escalator model of participation
as a framework for analyzing whether formal voice arrangements “genuinely allow employees

to have a say in matters that affect them at work” (p. 173).

'2 The escalator model of participation seems to have been inspired by a ladder-type model from the field of citizen
participation, developed by Arnstein (1969). Arnstein’s model has eight rungs of categories organized into three more general
categories of nonparticipation, degrees of tokenism and degrees of citizen power, indicating an increasing degree of influence
for the citizens. Arnstein describes the ladder model as “designed to be provocative” (p. 216), while it is not explicated how the
model can be used to categorize actual forms of citizen participation in practice.
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Figure 1 - The escalator of participation (adapted from Marchington & Wilkinson,
2005)

One implication of the escalator model is that influence in formal voice arrangements equals the
amount of say that employees’ have over decisions in the organization, that is, the decision-
making rights that are deferred to the employees within the arrangements. However, power can
be understood more broadly not only as the formal capacity to achieve one’s aim and potentially
impose one’s will on others, but also as the ability to control and constrain other people through
other means (Wang, 2006). Different expressions of power can be observed within
organizations, such as (1) control over the access to important information and settings, (2)
ideology, or (3) the management of meaning as it is exercised in interactions and in written texts
(Appelbaum et al., 1999; Hardy & Leiba-O’Sullivan, 1998; Lukes, 1974), with Garner’s
description of how the meaning of voice is co-constructed providing an example of the latter
especially (2013). Studying voice interactions is likely to reveal how these different dimensions
of power are employed in practice (Hutchby, 1999; Jayyusi, 1991), and potentially by both

employees and managers.

If the escalator model is viewed as an analytical framework, an additional implication is the
degree of influence available to employees within these arrangements can be compared based on
their relative positions on the escalator. However, analysts’ categorizations of real-life formal
voice arrangements might be at odds with how employees in the organizations concerned would
describe the degree of influence attainable to them within the formal voice arrangements. In

practice, IB perspective research suggests that the employees’ assessment of the efficacy of
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using voice is more likely to predict how they engage with the formal voice arrangement than
the analyst’s outsider perspective (Morrison et al., 2011; Pohler & Luchak, 2014). In addition,
different employees might make different assessments of the degree of influence available to

them within the formal voice arrangement.

Another conceptualization of the relationship between employee influence and managerial
control is found in the work of Donaghey and colleagues (2011), who discuss situations where
employees choose to remain silent rather than use voice. According to Donaghey and
colleagues, various circumstances within the organization shape the employees’ opportunities to
exert influence, such as whether reasonable and effective formal voice arrangements are in
place, how employees choose to use their opportunities to exercise voice, and whether decisions
in the organization accommodate the employees’ interests relative to those of the management.
The interplay of these circumstances is said to shape the frontier of control between the
employees and managers, that is, a “contested terrain” (Edwards, Bélanger, & Wright, 2006, p.
129) wherein both employees and managers seek to promote their interests. However, similar to
the escalator model of participation, Donaghey and colleagues do not explain how organization
members assess the nature of the frontier of control at their workplace, or what happens if
different views exist between the employees and managers, or within each of these groups,
about what the frontier of control means for them and the employees’ opportunities to exercise
voice. This is problematic because others have shown that there are indeed differences between
what has been called the c/imate for exercising voice within different parts of an organization

(Morrison et al., 2011).

The emphasis on structural forces in both Marchington and Wilkinson’s escalator model and
Donaghey and colleagues’ frontier-of-control model implies that the interactions in which voice
is exercised and responded to are not decisive for how the dynamic between management
control and employee influence is negotiated at the workplace. However, as Stohl and Cheney
argue, “[p]articipation is not simply a structural phenomenon, although the architecture or
design of such systems is very important in shaping attitudes and worldviews, the processes of
decision making, and decisional outcomes” (2001, p. 357). In order to understand how
employees’ assess their opportunities to influence their working conditions, as well as their
strategies for exercising this influence, it is relevant to study interactions within formal voice

arrangements.
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Positioning the dissertation in relation to the voice literature

As the previous sections suggest, an interactional perspective on voice holds considerable
promise for developing our understanding of a number of important aspects of the voice process,
aspects which are not easily addressed through the mainly individual-level or institutional-level
research approaches that have tended to dominate in the voice literature. In relation to the
DGVAs which are used in a growing number of organizations specifically, studying the
participants’ interactions is important because it is in these interactions that the participants
negotiate which initiatives to implement at a later time. Since these initiatives are likely to be the
primary path for employees participating in DGV As to improve their working conditions, it is
crucial for the employees that the initiatives put forth seek to make relevant and significant
changes in the workplace, and that the initiatives have a high likelihood of actually being
implemented. By studying voice interactions, it becomes possible to follow how various
participants contribute to the development of initiatives, from the initial voicing of problems or

suggestions to the decision to endorse them.

But while Garner’s study provides various important theoretical contributions which can inform
an interactional perspective on voice, the framework proposed by Garner is not easily developed
into concrete methodological and analytical strategies. For one, it is likely to be difficult to
identify employees who are at the precipitation stage, since these may only be privately
entertaining the thought of exercising voice. Second, even if employees at the precipitation stage
were successfully identified, it does not seem likely that these employees can account for how
their stance in relation to a voice topic is shaped by previous interactions in any degree of detail.
Third, Garner acknowledges that it is perhaps not feasible to study residual communications
about a previous voice event, since it cannot be predicted when such interactions will occur, if
ever. Thus, the researcher must either spend extensive time in the organization, hoping to
witness this residual communication, or collect organization members’ retrospective accounts
about the residual communication after it has occurred (e.g., through interviews), thereby losing
a sense of the interactional dynamics within these episodes. The fourth and arguably most
considerable shortcoming of Garner’s model is that the processes whereby the meaning of voice
is co-created are not explicated; instead, a few references are given to narrative and conversation
analytic studies (Drew, 1998; Gabriel, 2004; Holmes, 2005; C. E. Taylor, 1995) which represent

significantly different understandings of how interaction is organized.
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In this dissertation, I address the shortcomings of Garner’s approach by presenting and applying
an alternative approach to understanding voice as an interactional phenomenon that is based
more closely on ethnomethodological CA. CA provides a comprehensive set of analytical
concepts for describing different aspects of how interactions are organized in detail, and it
focuses on the organization of specific interactions, rather than how different interactions are
related over time, as in Garner’s framework. In the following chapter, I will present fundamental
tenets of CA, various main concepts, as well as a number of findings from CA-inspired research
which are likely to also apply to how initiatives are constructed by employees and managers in

DGVA interactions.
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3. Conversation analysis

The analysis of this dissertation relies strongly on the tenets and central concepts of
Conversational analysis (CA), whose relevant aspects to this dissertation as well as some of the
criticism it has received are discussed below. This is followed by a review of various studies that

are relevant for understanding how initiatives are constructed in DGVA interactions.

The roots of CA

CA is the study of how social interactions are organized so as to be intelligible for the
participants (Charles Goodwin & John Heritage, 1990; Maynard & Clayman, 2003; ten Have,
2002b). The approach is typically considered to have been founded by Sacks, who in a series of
lectures in the 1960°s and 1970’s presented CA as a new approach to understanding a number of
interactional phenomena (Sacks, 1992). Previous to this, in the 1950’s, Goffman, who Sacks
later studied with, had been among the first to recognize that the interaction order has its own
organization beyond functioning as an arena for structural and psychological forces (Perdkyld,
2004). In his own work, Sacks initially analyzed audio-recorded conversations, such as calls to a
suicide helpline. Colleagues and students of Sacks’s at the time later built on his initial
frameworks, developing CA into a research field encompassing the study of a wide range of

conversational phenomena (cf. Stivers & Sidnell, 2012).

Sacks argued that his use of audio-recorded conversations was not motivated by an interest in
talk as such but by the fact that the recordings enabled the researcher to listen to conversations
as many times as was needed in the analytical process, and it also allowed others to conduct
their own analyses on the same data, thereby facilitating discussion of specific analytic
inferences (Sacks, 1984). The recordings thus enable sociological analysis that is concerned
with the “details of actual events” (p. 26), rather than information which was already filtered by
the application of formal sociological methods. Sacks was highly critical of how sociological
studies of the time tended to abstract and idealize findings so that the actual circumstances of
how the phenomenon of interest is produced in practice are blurred out (Sacks, 1963). In
contrast to this kind of “analysis-by-generalisation” (Francis, 1995, p. 37), studying the details
of actual events involves paying close attention to what people actually do in interactions and
preserving the significant details through the research process (Rawls, 2008). Although the

details of actual events are taken as insignificant in many sociological analyses (Samra-
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Fredericks & Bargiela-Chiappini, 2008), they can reveal an informal logic (Jayyusi, 1984, p. 2)
that is essential to how social life is organized. Therefore, within academic analyses of
interaction, “no order of detail can be dismissed, a priori, as disorderly, accidental or irrelevant”

(Heritage, 1984, p. 241; italics as per the original).

Sacks’s original project can be said to closely resemble the project that Garfinkel formulated for
ethnomethodology (EM) in the same period (1967b), and Sacks referred to
“ethnomethodology/conversation analysis” as being one research domain (1984), while Sacks
was described by Garfinkel as writing in the ethnomethodological tradition (2007). However, in
recent years, there have been discussions over whether current conversation analytic studies can
generally be seen as ethnomethodological studies. Rawls (2002), for example, has described
how it is possible to conduct “technical” CA without heeding CA’s ethnomethodological
underpinnings, though she warns that such efforts might lead to the type of formal analysis
which Garfinkel opposed in cases where it presupposes social order rather than rendering it a

product of the member’s actions. Indeed, Pomerantz and Fehr have stated that

[t]he organization of talk or conversation (whether ‘informal’ or ‘formal’) was never the
central, defining focus in CA. Rather it is the organization of the meaningful conduct of
people in society, that is, how people in society produce their activities and make sense

of the world about them. (Pomerantz & Fehr, 1997, p. 65; cited in Cooren, 2007, p. 131)

Perhaps as a result of this critique, some scholars have chosen to emphasize that their
application of CA is informed by EM (Samra-Fredericks, 2010; Stokoe, 2006; Wowk & Carlin,
2004) or have simply linked the two traditions through the term EM/CA (Llewellyn &
Hindmarsh, 2010). In this dissertation, my approach is to apply the analytical concepts of CA in

a way that is primarily sociologically, rather than linguistically, oriented.

Basic principles of CA

Both within CA and EM, it is argued that social order cannot be explained by societal structures
alone but requires active work from people engaged in social activities (Garfinkel, 1967b;
Sacks, 1992). For example, it has been argued that major institutions such as “the economy, the
polity, the family, and the reproduction and socialization of the population” function through

social interactions (Schegloff, 1991, p. 154). At the heart of interaction is the coordination and
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maintenance of intersubjectivity, that is, the occurrence of a coordinated understanding of some
ongoing (inter)action, since intersubjectivity is a prerequisite for joint activity, both in relation to

discourse and at large (Barnes, 2007).

Achieving and maintaining intersubjectivity involves continuously making sense of others’
actions and designing one’s own actions to fit these and be understood. Although this is
achieved relatively unproblematically in many encounters, considerable skill is required — as it
might be apparent, for instance, in interactions with children or others who have not yet
mastered these skills. Learning the skills for achieving and maintaining intersubjectivity are part
of the process of socialization, a process which, when it is successful, allows people to perform
complex joint activities with no prior formal coordination, simply on the basis of sharing culture
(Sacks, 1992). This may be witnessed, for example, in the many types of encounters between
customers and service personnel that do not depend on the participants knowing each other or

having spoken previously to be successful.

The maintenance of intersubjectivity is constant in social settings, necessitated by the fact that
universal meaning is not embedded in our actions, including the act of communication; instead,
utterances and other social actions are merely indexical, meaning that their understandability is
always dependent on the context in which they are produced (Garfinkel, 1967b). However, as |
will return to later, this indexicality also enables interlocutors to be extremely economical with
their words and gestures and still convey complicated points to others when a mutual basis for

coordinating understandings exists (ten Have, 2002b; Yule, 1996).

In order to understand more closely how intersubjectivity is coordinated and maintained, it is
relevant to first take the perspective of those witnessing a social action. A fundamental question
guiding their effort to make sense of the action (or, in a technical term, their process of action
recognition; Stevanovic & Perdkyld, 2014) is “why that now?”” (Schegloff & Sacks, 1973, p.
299). In other words, as witnesses or targets of social actions, we attend to what we can observe
or hear (i.e., “that”), how it relates to the given setting at the given time (i.e., “now”) and what
the combination of these characteristics suggests as being the acting party’s intended meaning

(i.e., “why”).

While it is not possible to know what is going on in the mind of the witness (Heritage, 1984),

witnesses’ sensemaking in response to the question of “why this now?” can still be a resource
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for the analyst, since the witnesses’ subsequent action is likely to reveal their conclusion,
indicating their understanding of the speaker’s action. For example, a “hello” uttered by
someone else is visibly oriented to by the witness as a greeting if the witness responds with a
similar greeting. This way of considering such actions analytically, as indications of how
previous actions were interpreted, is sometimes referred to as the next-turn proof procedure
(Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974, pp. 728-729; see also Sidnell, 2012), and it prevents the
analyst from imposing idiosyncratic interpretations on the utterances and gestures, relying
instead on the interlocutors’ displayed inferences. The next-turn proof procedure is one example
of how, in CA, the “methods of the study of social interaction and theory concerning social

interaction are very closely intertwined” (Perdkyld, 2004, p. 166).

In order for interlocutors’ actions to be recognizable to other parties to the interaction, the
actions have to be designed, or structured and organized in a way that is recognizable to the
recipients. In Garfinkel's words, members of society produce actions which are accountable in
that they are “visibly-rational-and-reportable-for-all-practical-purposes” (1967b, p. VII). The
fact that an accountable production of some action is also one which allows interpretation has

been described as the principle of symmetry (Garfinkel, 1967b).

From the perspective of a witness to social action, it is necessary to trust that the action is indeed
designed as accountable, since non-accountable actions might not allow relevant sensemaking. It
is not hard to see how acting unaccountably in a social situation (in the meaning of not-visibly-
rational) is burdensome to the situation’s other participants who struggle to find meaning in it,
and Garfinkel’s own studies where students did not produce accountable actions in situations
with their friends and families point to how accountability failures are seen as trust violations
which can lead to swift and harsh sanctions from others (Garfinkel, 1967b). Thus, the meaning
of actions being accountable in EM/CA reflects both that these actions are understandable for
others, and that the person acting is morally responsible for producing the actions so as to be

understandable, a point which Jayyusi has eloquently summarized:

(...) it becomes clear, not only that moral reasoning is practical, but that practical
reasoning is morally organized; that is to say, whilst we do have moral concepts and
procedures of reasoning that are explicitly moral in character, the entirety of our

interactional reasoning is morally and normatively constituted. (Jayyusi, 1984, p. 198)
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The study of how actions are produced as to be structurally recognizable is referred to as action
formation (Levinson, 2012). In a concrete sense, speakers make their actions accountable by
engaging in recipient design (Sacks et al., 1974), making choices about their use of words or
presentation of topics, for example, on the basis of what is believed to be necessary in order for
others to recognize the action as intended. In addition, interlocutors know and use the fact that
certain actions go in certain places in conversations to convey and interpret meaning (Atkinson
& Heritage, 1984b). For example, a “hello” at the beginning of a telephone conversation is
typically taken as a greeting, but if one says “hello” at a later time in the conversation, it is likely
to be understood as questioning whether the other party is still on the line, possibly indicating
technical problems. Interlocutors also display an awareness of the institutional context of a
conversation: doctor’s consultations, for example, are organized differently than informal chats
among friends — the actions that are immediately understandable and socially acceptable in these
types of conversations differ (Drew & Heritage, 1992). Thus, the social context is a resource
which people play off of when designing social actions and also draw on when interpreting
actions (Garfinkel, 1967b).

While people’s understanding of the setting informs their interpretation of that which they are
observing, it is also true that their reactions inform how the setting is understood by others
(Leiter, 1980; Llewellyn & Hindmarsh, 2010). For example, a “hello” from a person who has
fallen out of favor might be ignored, thereby framing the “hello” as an attempt to reestablish a
relationship (McHoul, Rapley, & Antaki, 2008). Turns of talk in conversations are both
“context-sensitive” and “context-renewing” (Heritage, 1984, p. 242). This also means that even
interactions which may be viewed commonsensically as more or less following a script, such as
doctor’s consultation, depend on the cooperation of the interactants to be produced as such on
every occasion, or what Garfinkel refers to as for “each another next first time” (Garfinkel,

2002, p. 182).

Accountability is not only a result of how interactants design their actions, but also of how they

verbally account for them (Antaki, 1994; Garfinkel, 1967b; Heritage, 1984)13 . A verbal account

'3 The interest in accounts and accounting within EM/CA has also received attention in DP, especially the strategic aspects of
accounting, such as the positioning work that accounts might be used to perform. In this line of research, attention has been paid
to how differences in actor’s accounts and descriptions construct the phenomenon being described in different ways, or how
accounts are constructed in order to appear convincing and “objective” and to pre-empt counterarguments (D. Edwards & Potter,
1992; Potter, Edwards, & Wetherell, 1993; Whittle & Mueller, 2011). EM/CA research is typically sympathetic to the idea of
accounting as a strategic endeavour (see for example Heritage, 1984, pp. 150—151), but tends to focus on how intersubjective
understanding is coordinated.
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“makes plain” some course of events or warrants a proposition or course of action (Antaki,
1994, pp. 2—4). Thereby, accounts often functions as arguments. Verbal accounts might take
various forms, such as narratives of events that have transpired, descriptions of settings or
people, or versions of what might later transpire. Because there is ultimately no way to provide
an non-subjective verbal account, accounts are necessarily selective in regard to the pieces of
information that are highlighted or overlooked and the narrative logic that is implied. The
rhetorical efficacy of verbal accounts depends on how credible they are perceived to be by the
recipients, which is why various devices are often employed to present accounts as factual

(Potter, 1996).

Related to the topic of verbal accounts is the fact that knowledge is treated within EM/CA as
being socially constructed, meaning that facts are “accomplished” (Pollner, 1974, p. 27), rather
than given. In making sense of the world, people necessarily draw upon common-sense cultural
knowledge. This knowledge holds the form of various idealized or rational constructions of the
social world, whose application renders the world “eminently coherent and intelligible”
(Maynard & Clayman, 2003, p. 177). However, the relationship between social constructionism
as a field and EM/CA is ambivalent, since many types of analysis associated with social
constructionism are seen as being too far removed from the participants’ experiences; people do
not experience what they are doing as constructing the world, but as relating to a world which is
seen as objectively there (Antaki, Billig, Edwards, & Potter, 2003; Jayyusi, 1991; Rawls, 2002;
Watson, 1994). Thus, while conversation analytical studies make the process of social
construction and enactment visible, they do not take the skeptical stance towards knowledge that

sometimes goes with social constructionism. As Watson and Goulet argue:

To say that people produce the world is not the same as saying that they are solipsists,
that they are able to fashion the world according to their whims.... The mistake is to think
of the process of production as one that is free of constraints when in fact it is a structure
of constraints. People produce candidate versions of the way things are, and these may
be accepted, shelved, or disputed according to more or less institutionalized criteria.

(Watson & Goulet, 1998, p. 97).

In sum, it should be clear that interaction from a CA perspective is not considered a transmission

of exact meaning, but a process of reaching “reasonable approximations” of meanings (Heritage,
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1984, p. 36) through intersubjective collaboration. Therefore, the collective sensemaking that
undergirds intersubjectivity is necessarily “provisional, “loose,” and “subject to revision”
(Heritage, 1987, p. 238). What makes intelligible interaction possible is the substantial
“interactional work” performed by the interlocutors whereby various conversational resources
are mobilized in order to (1) pursue certain goals (e.g., offer an invitation) and (2) to give their

talk an appearance of being normal and accountable and thus understandable (Firth, 1995).

In the following three sections of the chapter, I briefly describe key concepts from three research
areas: sequence organization, membership categorization, and the role of the epistemic, deontic,

and emotional orders in the social organization of interactions.

Sequence organization

Sequence organization describes how each turn of talk' in an interaction plays off of previous
utterances and informs subsequent utterances. A central concept in relation to sequence
organization is that of adjacency pairs, which are interrelated utterances produced by different
speakers in sequence (Schegloff & Sacks, 1973). In brief, many types of utterances and

9 ¢

responses can be seen as parts that together form a pair, such as “question—answer,” “greeting—

greeting,” and “offer—acceptance/refusal” (p. 74). The following is an example of an offer—

acceptance pair'*:
Example 1 (Stivers, 2012)
Mark: [Want s'm more milk?
[((M gazing at glass he's filling))
Kim:  Mm mm. ((with small head shake))

(3.0)

The pairwise relationships are treated by interlocutors as normative relationships (ten Have,

2007), meaning that hearers of the first pair part are held accountable if they fail to produce a

14 Although turn-taking and the construction of turns constitutes an important topic in CA (Drew, 2012; Sacks, Schegloff, &
Jefferson, 1974), I have chosen not to cover this topic since it is not a main analytic theme in the four analytical chapters.
15 An explanation of the symbols used in these examples can be found in the appendix.
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second pair part or an utterance that can take the second pair part’s place (such as responding to

a question with a clarification-seeking question).

By applying the next-turn proof procedure, it is possible to follow how hearers engage in the
active construction of meaning of first pair parts (Heritage, 2013a; Lindwall, Lymer, & Ivarsson,
2016). In the following example, Russ, a young boy, first treats his mother’s question as
indicating that she is going to tell him who’s going to a meeting at his school. However, the
mother repairs (ten Have, 2007) this understanding by stating that she doesn’t know. The repair
facilitates her first utterance being re-interpreted and thus recognized by her son as a request for

information.
Example 2 (Heritage, 2013a)

Mom: Do you know who's going to that meeting?

Russ: Who.
Mom: 1 don't kno:w.
(0.2)

Russ: .hh Oh::. Prob'ly .h Missiz Mc Owen ('n Dad said) prob'ly Missiz Cadry and

some of the teachers

As described by Heritage, “[l]inked actions, in short, are the building-blocks of
intersubjectivity” (1984, p. 256). In practice, however, few conversations are simple strings of
adjacency pairs, as various forms of insertion or side sequences can be found which break the
sequential link between the first and second pair parts, while still being accountable within the

context of the preceding talk (Stivers, 2012).

A resource in maintaining intersubjective understanding is the recipient’s stance towards what is
being said. Recipients’ stances are relevant in relation to two different aspects of the utterance:
(1) the structural aspect, through which recipients can indicate alignment or non-alignment with
the activity or the sequence that the utterance is a part of, and (2) the affective aspect, through
which recipients can indicate affiliation or non-affiliation with the speaker’s evaluative stance or
preference (Steensig, 2013; Stivers, 2008). Alignment is fundamental to advancing the
interaction, since a lack of alignment is likely to lead to confusion or conflict over what the

speaker is currently attempting to do. For example, Stivers (2008) has described how
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storytelling requires that the speaker holds the conversational floor (i.e. the “acknowledged
current-speaking right” Garfinkel, 1967b, p. 9) for a number of turns, and that story recipients
can indicate alignment with the storytelling activity through continuers, that is, vocal or bodily
tokens of alignment with the speaker’s project. Affiliation, on the other hand, is primarily
relevant in cases where an evaluative stance is displayed on the speaker’s turn, indicating a
preference. Affiliation fundamentally involves the display of empathy or cooperation with the

speaker’s preference, for example for an invitation to be met with an acceptance.

Affiliation thereby is related to the topic of preference structure, a structure in which utterances
typically have both preferred and dispreferred responses (Atkinson & Heritage, 1984a).
Interactants in most cases display a preference for agreement, as it contributes to maintaining
social solidarity and rapport among them (Heritage, 1984). A preference for disagreement has
been observed in cases where previous utterances set up an interactional environment of dispute
(Kangasharju, 2009). Speakers will set up their preference structure based on expected
responses: for example, if a speaker expects that an invitation will be turned down by the
recipient, they are likely to phrase the invitation in a way that acknowledges the potential for
rejection (e.g., “you’re probably very busy these days, but if you’d like to visit, you’re
welcome”). Preferred responses are typically produced spontaneously, while dispreferred
responses are delayed and are normally coupled with an explanation for the response
(Pomerantz, 1984). The use of alignment in a place where affiliation could be relevant, for
example, sets up the interactional environment for potential later disagreement (see also Stivers,

Mondada, & Steensig, 2011).

Membership categorization

Membership categorization analysis (MCA) has often been described as a major branch of
conversation analytic studies (Stokoe, 2012). Rather than being “just talk,” Sacks argued that the
way interlocutors categorize people, things, and events in social life interactions reveals how
knowledge is organized as a social phenomenon (1992). This is in contrast to seeing categories

as cognitive phenomena only indirectly accessible to the analyst.

Membership categorization is also highly influential for how interactions proceed. In
conversation, categories are used as parts of (typically implicit) sets called membership

categorization devices. An iconic example of how membership categorization devices are set up
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is the following statement from a storybook discussed in depth by Sacks in his lectures: “The
baby cried. The mommy picked it up” (1992). Because both “baby” and “mommy” belong to the
same membership categorization device of a family, the baby and mother are easily presumed to
be related even though this relationship is not indicated linguistically, a phenomenon which
Sacks termed the “hearer’s maxim.” Thus, the use of the two membership categories together
enables more to be understood than what is said. Although it would be technically correct to
categorize the mommy as a woman, for example, exchanging this category for “mommy” could
lead recipients to infer that the woman was not the mother of the child. In other words, while a
number of categorical descriptions might be accurate, only a few are appropriate given the

situation at hand (Sacks, 1992).

Importantly, the meaning that a membership categorization conveys in an interaction is context
dependent within the interaction environment. The following example shows how exchanges

can be difficult to interpret without knowledge of the interaction environment:
Example 3 (Sacks, 1992)

A: Ihave a fourteen year old son.
B Well that’s all right.

A: Talso have a dog.

B Oh, I’m sorry.

It is crucial to know that in the excerpt, B is a landlord and A is a potential tenant. The
categories of “son” and “dog” can therefore be seen as members of the situationally suitable
membership categorization device of potential obstacles for getting an apartment. The
landlord’s “Oh, I’m sorry” should thus be seen as a dispreferred response (though one that
displays empathy and thus affiliation) to the potential tenant’s implicit question of whether the
dog would be allowed. Speakers utilize the indexical and context-dependent aspects of
categories to their advantage, and the implicit understandings it can elicit, to not only make
communication more economical but also to manage socially delicate matters, such as blame
(Watson, 1978) or potential stigmatizing attributions. For example, Rapley (2012) describes
how an interviewee claims that he chose to become a drug peer-educator based on enjoying
“learning things” and coming from a medical family where drugs were discussed. According to
Rapley, this self-description mitigates against the potential inference that the interviewee’s

choice to become a peer-educator was based on him having been a drug user himself.
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Rapley’s example highlights how categories are in practice associated with various predicates:
we understand that previous drug users sometimes become peer-educators, similar to how we
are unsurprised by accounts of mothers picking up their crying babies, or other types of
category-related actions. In the mother’s case, the predicate of a category-based obligation is
also implied for the mother: had the statement been “the baby cried, and nobody picked it up,”
most recipients would expect some account to follow for why this was the case. Thus, in relation
to obligations, membership categorization and predication can be used to raise the point that an
action (or the failure to produce some action) is either morally accountable or the opposite
(Jayyusi, 1984, 1991). In actual interactions, explicit categorization is in many cases
unnecessary, as the predicates presented in descriptions are often sufficiently inference-rich to

imply a corresponding categorization by themselves (Schegloft, 2007).

While many researchers in the conversation analytic tradition have tended to focus mainly on
either the sequential or categorical aspects of interactions, Watson (1997) argues that both
aspects inform how the interlocutors interpret interactions in practice. For actions to be
meaningful, it is important that their sequential and categorical aspects are in alignment. For
example, it could be suggested that this lack of alignment is the problem for Russ and his
mother in example 2: it is likely that the mother’s question is taken as a prelude to her
presenting the information because Russ himself is not in full possession of the knowledge (as
indicated in his last turn by his use of “prob’ly” as a modifier and reporting a statement made by
his father), and he perhaps expects his mother to know. Questions are not typically taken as
requests for information if the recipient has an intersubjective understanding that the speaker
knows more about the matter than the recipient (Heritage, 2012a). Thus, the interlocutor’s
expectations about who holds what knowledge shapes how they manage local categorical

identities such as “questioner” and “answerer” (Zimmerman, 1998).

Three orders in the social organization of interaction

Recently, conversation analytic work has demonstrated how interactions are shaped by the
interactants’ orientation to three different orders (Landmark, Gulbrandsen, & Svennevig, 2015;
Stevanovic & Perikyld, 2014; Svennevig, 2011; Svennevig & Djordjilovic, 2015). The

epistemic order relates to matters such as who has access to various types of knowledge and
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how the knowledge is presented in interactions (Heritage, 2012b; Steensig & Heinemann, 2016;
Stivers et al., 2011). The misunderstanding between Russ and his mother in example 2 can be
seen as related to their relative epistemic statuses, that is, their rights and abilities to claim
knowledge in relation to the topics of discussion. The study of socio-epistemics has revealed
that in many situations, interactants’ epistemic statuses are normatively governed, in that
speakers are held accountable for whether they have the right to express the knowledge that they
have (Heritage, 2012a). Speakers can manage how their epistemic status is projected in the
conversation through which epistemic stance they choose to take, such as in relation to the
degree of certainty with which they make claims. Thereby, differences in the speakers’
epistemic stances are one important type of asymmetry among interlocutors. Within the
organizational literature, socio-epistemic oriented studies have demonstrated that possession of
the status that is demanded to accountably present a type of knowledge in conversation is not
granted by one’s hierarchical role within the organization, but is acquired through negotiation

among the interlocutors (Clifton, 2014; Heritage & Raymond, 2005).

The second, deontic order, relates to how the rights and obligations of speakers to make requests
or present hearers with orders are regulated (Clayman & Heritage, 2014; Curl & Drew, 2008;
Stevanovic & Perékyld, 2012). The term deontic status can be used to describe speakers’
entitlement to give directives to others, in contrast to their deontic stance which indicates how
they publically display their rights and abilities to the other interactants (Stevanovic & Perédkyla,
2014). The deontic stance can be displayed in various ways, such as through how requests from
high-entitlement speakers tend to be more direct and brief than those from low-entitlement
speakers (Curl & Drew, 2008). Speakers typically strive for congruence between their deontic

status and stance (Stevanovic & Perdkyld, 2014).

Svennevig and Djordjilovic also found that the benefactive stance associated with requests, a
stance concerning how the potential gains of an action are accounted for and who is claimed to
receive them, is also important for how the request is responded to (Svennevig & Djordjilovic,
2015). This finding suggests that the power to influence others’ actions is only tied to role-based
entitlement to a certain degree; instead, people can be called to carry out actions based on their
commitment to those who stand to benefit. For example, in a work setting, it can be expected
that requests and directives are often framed as benefitting the organization, rather than the

specific person making the request or directive.
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The third order, the emotional order, can be said to have been inspired by Goffman’s studies on
the role of face in interactions, which preceded CA (Goftman, 1955), and focuses on the
constraints on which emotions can or should be expressed in an interaction (Stevanovic &
Perékyld, 2014). These constraints vary in relation to the intimacy between the interactants and,
potentially, what their professional roles are and how these roles are enacted. Emotional status
would then refer to the expectations surrounding both the emotions a person is experiencing and
those they can share, while their emotional stance is conveyed through which emotions are

expressed on a turn-by-turn level.

Research on the three orders has shown how potential ambiguities can arise regarding which of
the three orders an interactant is oriented towards when performing a certain action, and that
these ambiguities can lead to misunderstandings and other interactional problems (Landmark et
al., 2015; Stevanovic & Perikyld, 2014). In addition, previous studies (especially in the
ethnomethodological tradition) have argued that what is morally right or wrong to do is never
determined entirely by convention but is negotiated by the participants through interaction
(Jayyusi, 1991; Wieder, 1974), a phenomenon that analysis utilizing the three order concepts

can elucidate.

Applications of CA

Within the various fields of research employing CA, two areas of applications are particularly
relevant for this dissertation, regarding institutional discourse and DP. First, conversation
analytic studies typically distinguish between interactions in informal settings, such as an
informal chat with a friend, and in institutional settings, such as medical consultations or
requesting help from the police over the phone (Drew & Heritage, 1992; Heritage, 2005).
Interaction in DGV As would thus be considered institutional. Institutional discourse is typically
organized in specific ways in relation to matters such as who holds speaking rights and which
sequences of talk are likely to occur, with a common example being the repeated question-
answer pattern between doctors and patients in the diagnostic steps of medical consultations
(Perikyld, 2004).

Within institutional settings, the participants’ design their actions and interpret the actions of
others based both on the participants’ relative roles within the setting (such as being the chair of

the meeting vs. being a regular participant) and their expectations surrounding the respective
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goal orientations that are tied to these roles (Drew & Heritage, 1992). In relation to coordinating
intersubjective understanding, the participants employ inferential frameworks that are specific to
the institutional context, and, in terms of the interactions’ moral aspect, there are “special
constraints on what will be treated as allowable contributions to the business at hand” (Heritage,
2005, p. 106). However, in accordance with Garfinkel’s principle of reflexivity, institutions
should not be seen as fixed and external to the conversation, but as “talked into being” by the

interlocutors on an ongoing basis (Heritage, 1984, p. 290; see also Drew & Sorjonen, 1997).

Similar to CA, DP focuses on how language is used to perform various actions, such as
complaining or attributing responsibility (Sneijder & Molder, 2005), and studies in DP also tend
to employ methods and analytical concepts from CA. However, compared to CA, DP focuses
more directly on the rhetorical aspects of interactions, such as how accounts are constructed so
as to avoid their being called into question (Edwards & Potter, 1992). The attention to how
moral matters are managed in interactions that is seen within some CA analyses is also central to
DP, for example in relation to how speakers position themselves relative to those being spoken
to or those described in the discourse (Whittle, Mueller, & Mangan, 2008). Finally, DP is
concerned with how psychological phenomena are performed through interaction, including, for
example, how speakers construct what they expect others’ thoughts and wishes to be, to put it
another way, what those described in discourse “might be expected to think, do or feel under the
circumstances” (Edwards & Potter, 2005). Techniques from DP are likely to be useful for
understanding interactions in DGV As when the participants construct how middle managers are
likely to respond to their proposed initiatives, for example, and I will return to them briefly later

in this chapter and in the analysis.

Criticisms of EM/CA

Throughout the years, several particular lines of criticisms have been directed at conversation
analytic literature which are relevant for how CA is used in this dissertation. First, some have
criticized that the reluctance within EM/CA to take structural factors in society into account,
such as power and hegemony, results in an incomplete theory of social life (Reed, 1997;
Willmott, 2005). For Willmott, for example, the taken-for-granted understandings of social life

that are produced through interaction are evidence of hegemony in operation. The response from
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EM/CA scholars to such criticism has tended to stress that since these types of structure are
rarely the discernable concern of the interlocutors (though there are exceptions, e.g., Whittle,
Housley, Gilchrist, Mueller, & Lenney, 2014), explaining how the local social order is produced
and maintained through structure is problematic. As Watson and Goulet state, (1998, p. 110)
“ethnomethodologists refuse, as a methodological imperative, to consider power (and anything
else) as existing prior to and independently of any actual episode in which it is exhibited and
recognized.” Furthermore, the distinction between “macro” and “micro” levels of social life is
seen within the ethnomethodological tradition as an product of academic theories rather than
something that can be concluded from how social life is organized (Garfinkel, 1967b; Hilbert,

1990).

While some conversation analysts have been reluctant to attribute the way interactions develop
to differentials in power between the interlocutors (Fairclough, 1995; Hutchby, 1999), Hutchby
(19964, p. 114) argues that power, if understood as “a set of potentials which, while always
present, may be varyingly exercised, resisted, shifted around, and struggled over by social
agents,” can be studied in interactions (see also Jayyusi, 1991). According to Hutchby, CA
provides a highly relevant lens for understanding power relationships “if we conceive of power
as a discourse phenomenon in terms of participants’ differential potential to enable and constrain
one another’s actions” (Hutchby, 1996b, p. 483). As an example, Hutchby demonstrates how the
rhetorical advantages held by radio talk show hosts over their listeners can be seen as a result of
the talk show format which, in terms of sequence organization, grants the host a privileged
position to question the caller’s claims. It has also been claimed that EM/CA is indeed in
alignment with, and can elucidate, a Foucauldian understanding of power (Heritage, 1997,
Hutchby, 1996b), and Samra-Fredericks (2005) has discussed how EM/CA can provide the
analytical tools for empirically studying power in the form of Habermas’ four types of validity
claims. Furthermore, it can be argued that Hutchby’s overall point about power could also be
demonstrated through how different statuses are negotiated among interlocutors in relation to

the epistemic, deontic, and emotional orders in discourse interactions.

Another and more methodologically oriented criticism that targets CA and similar research
approaches is that they risk “micro-isolationism” (Seidl & Whittington, 2014). Seidl and
Whittington argue that by remaining focused on specific interactions, these research approaches
overlook how interactions are shaped by things which are not part of conversations but which

may still be intersubjectively understood by the participants (Alvesson & Kéarreman, 2011;
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Billig, 1999; Schegloff, 1997). As a related point, it has been argued that CA is structured
around the analyst’s terms, and thus cannot be claimed to represent the participants’
understandings or concerns directly (Billig, 1999; Latour, 1986; Pollner, 1991). In response to
such criticisms, there seems to be a broad recognition that the reason for something occurring
the way it does in an interaction may not be available to the analyst, a point which has been
dubbed the “analyst’s paradox” (Sarangi, 2002). Of course, the interactants might entertain
private thoughts or be swayed by emotions, but any inferences to such mental phenomena would
make ethnomethodological studies another instance of the formal analysis which Sacks and
Garfinkel were highly critical of. Various authors have discussed how aspects of
intersubjectively understood context of the interaction is potentially made available to analysis
in ways not typically considered: for example, some have argued for taking a more open
approach towards inferring shared cultural knowledge than what can be gleaned directly from
the interlocutors’ statements (McHoul et al., 2008). However, as the academic debates
surrounding membership categorization analysis (Rapley, 2012; Schegloff, 2007; Silverman,
2012; Stokoe, 2012) and, more recently, socioepistemics highlight (Heritage, 2018; Lindwall et
al., 2016; Steensig & Heinemann, 2016), there is little agreement about which analytical steps
are defensible and which would be problematic due to less attention being given to
interlocutors’ concerns in the process. The discussion also relates to the question of whether CA

should be seen as an inductive or abductive research strategy, which I will return to in chapter 4.

Empirical CA studies of relevance for DGVAs

Various empirical studies based on or inspired by CA hold relevance for the dissertation’s
overall research question. In the following, I will highlight some main points from studies which
attend to how roles are negotiated in workplace interactions, studies of meeting talk, studies of

decision-making in interaction.

Negotiating roles, rights, and obligations in interaction

Utilizing membership categorization analysis, various studies have described how institutional
roles, which tend to be viewed as stable in the organizational literature, are subject to continuous

negotiation and occasional challenges in workplace interactions, and that participants might
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adopt a number of different roles within meetings (Housley, 1999). In their study of meeting
interactions, Larsson and Nielsen (2017) utilized membership categorization analysis to examine
how institutional roles were negotiated. Among the findings of their study is that because
different forms of authority are distributed among the meeting participants (such as managers’
superior deontic status in the organization, the rights and obligations that comes with a project
manager role, or the epistemic status of experienced organization members), the way
participants enact their roles in the setting depends to a certain extent on which of these forms of
authority are negotiated as taking precedence in relation to the discussion at hand. In addition,

Larsson and Nielsen point to the fact that the meeting participants were seen to orient more

’ .
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(

strongly to the participants’ “task-oriented, practical identities p-1), such as being a meeting

chairperson, than to overall institutional roles such as being in a leadership or follower position.

The negotiation of task-oriented identities can also be seen in interlocutors’ use of personal
pronouns, such as “I,” “you,” and “we,” each of which suggest different relationships between
the speakers and hearers. For example, in a study of work interaction at a bank, by Larsson and
Lundholm (2013), a group manager’s use of “we” was seen as indexing a shared overall
responsibility for the task at hand with the other party to the conversation, an account manager.
Larsson and Lundholm label this collaborative relationship as constituting an operational unit.
However, the setting up of an operational unit in an interaction also makes the different
responsibilities of the two parties in relation to the task relevant to the interaction. Thereby, the
use of pronouns to frame work as collaborative does not imply a deontically symmetrical

relationship.

The means by which interlocutors negotiate matters such as relative entitlement can be very
subtle. For example, Asmuf3 and Oshima (2012) studied a meeting interaction between a CEO
and an HR manager. They found that the when proposals were made, the entitlement of the
speaker to make the proposal was negotiated through the recipient’s use of aligning responses.
Furthermore, the entitlement needed to accept or reject proposals was negotiated through the

recipient’s use of affiliative or disaffiliative responses.

1 To be clear, the term identities in this sense refers to contextually determined identities that become relevant to the
conversation at hand (Antaki & Widdicombe, 1998), rather than to identities that are considered relatively stable personal
features in other literatures. Relatedly, my use of the term “role” does not imply that roles are fixed, but that the implications of
arole for its holder and the other participants are negotiated in the interaction (Halvorsen & Sarangi, 2015)
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Workplace meetings

Although various types of DGV As exist, they typically involve formal meetings between
employees and managers, where discussions take place about problematic working conditions
and/or initiatives which the employees have suggested for implementation at the worksite, as
mentioned in chapter 2. Meetings play a large role in organizational life, both because of how
events in a meeting may shape how work is performed in the organization, and because they
constitute a common activity which takes up a significant amount in many people’s work
schedule. Meetings are generally characterized by their goal-directedness in relation to solving
problems and reaching decisions (Barnes, 2007; Wasson, 2016). Characteristic of workplace
meetings is also that they are typically held in a certain physical space within a certain
timeframe, follow a (more or less clearly stated) agenda, and involve participants holding
various designated roles (e.g., the chairperson) (Asmufl & Svennevig, 2009; Boden, 1994;
Schwartzman, 1989).

Many meetings are conducted around a table which allows the participants to have face-to-face
contact, and meeting chairs or other participants of authority are often seated at one end (Asmuf}
& Svennevig, 2009). The degree to which speakers are allowed to self-select relative to having
the conversational floor allocated to them by the meeting chair depends on the formality of the
meeting, with informal meetings typically featuring patterns of turn taking that resemble normal
conversations (Boden, 1994). At a more general level, it has been argued that in “exploratory”
meetings where participants engage in brainstorming or collaborative problem solving, for
example, the chair is less likely to control the topical progression of the meeting (Holmes &

Stubbe, 2003). I will later return to how the chair can influence decision-making in the meeting.

Decision-making in interaction

Decisions project and commit parties to future action, and therefore, participants in decision-
making interaction often display a concern with the decisions that are made and their
consequences (Boden, 1994; Clifton, 2009). As an interactional phenomenon, decision-making
is a complex activity which involves the negotiation of a number of elements, such as “what is
the problem?”, “who is responsible for it?”, “what can be done about it?”” and “who will do what
about it?” (Francis, 1995). According to Francis, these questions cannot be answered without a
consideration of the specific circumstances relevant to the employees’ choice, since “[i]t is only

the particulars of their discussion that will define what the problem amounts to concretely” (p.
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51). The discussions that precede decisions orient the participants towards certain ways of
describing the situation rather than others (Boyce, 1995; Cooren, 2004; J. R. Taylor &
Robichaud, 2004), and Huisman has described decision-making in organizations as a social
endeavor in which “participants jointly construct the formulation of states of affairs, and through
further assessment and formulation build commitment to particular states of affairs” (2001, p.

75; see also Barnes, 2007; Boden, 1994).

Interactional decision-making processes do not necessarily follow a sequence of steps or
activities reflecting common-sense understandings of how decisions normally progress from
defining a problem to identifying possible solutions and then making a choice about which
initiatives to back. Instead, it has been argued that the decision-making process might involve
rationalizing decisions that are already all but made (Garfinkel, 1967b). For example, in their
study of recruitment professionals’ discussions about recruitment choices, Bolander and
Sandberg (2013) provide a framework for the decision-making process comprised of four
discursive activities: assembling versions of the candidates, establishing the versions of the
candidates as factual, reaching selection decisions, and using selection tools as sensemaking
devices. The sequence of these activities in practice depends on whether the discussants begin
the decision-making process from a point of initial agreement or disagreement regarding the
suitability of the candidates for the position: in the cases where the recruiters find themselves in
initial agreement about a recruitment decision, they then assemble versions of the candidates
which support the decision. As Bolander and Sandberg state (p. 302): “’[k]nowing” whom [the
candidates] are, the selectors ‘see” obvious selection decisions and easily make decision claims.”
When the participants’ initial assessments of a candidate are not in agreement, the decision-
making processes end up focusing more on reducing ambiguity about how to describe the
candidate. During their deliberations, the participants try to establish patterns from individual
pieces of information from the recruitment interviews which are framed as especially indicative
of candidates’ personalities; the patterns are then used to explain other pieces of information
about the candidate, thereby implicitly confirming the validity of the pattern. Thus, the recruiters
are highly concerned with building legitimacy around the choices they eventually make and
seemingly less concerned with looking for indications which contradict the image of the

candidates they are constructing.
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An important aspect of decision-making in interaction is that problems are not understood as
identified, but as actively constructed (Boden, 1994; Weick, 1995). How problems are defined is
important because aspects of problems which are not acknowledged in the decision-making
interaction are unlikely to be targeted by the initiatives that are eventually decided (Clegg,
Kornberger, & Rhodes, 2004). The interactional process of constructing problems has been
studied by Angouri and Bargiela-Chiappini (2011) who analyzed discussions in meetings among
employees and managers about construction site safety. Their study demonstrated how problem
setting can be seen as a discursive negotiation process where the participants attempt to build
consensus around a problem definition. The participants’ verbal contributions to this process
draw on various forms of contextual knowledge, such as references to the organizational
hierarchy, intersubjectively shared understandings of what it means to work professionally, or
shared experiences'’. A similar point has been made by Boden, who argues that in decision-
making settings, the organizational environment is talked-into-being in order to facilitate
consensus around how stakeholders who are not present are expected to respond to decisions
(Boden, 1994, 1995). According to Angouri and Bargiela-Chiappini (2011), because the process
of negotiating candidate problem definitions potentially involves discussions about who is
responsible for the advent of the problem and who should attempt to solve the problem, reaching
consensus around a specific problem definition is potentially delicate. Such discussions might
also touch on topics such as blame and obligations, thereby pointing attention to the fact that

participants’ moral concerns often influence decision-making interactions.

Another aspect of interactional decision making is deciding whether to implement one or more
initiatives (or solutions, if a concrete problem has been defined). Concretely, the act of
constructing and negotiating initiatives typically involves the proffering of proposals about
initiatives that could be taken (Francis, 1995; Wasson, 2000, 2016). Proposals can be presented
in various formats, including as suggestions, requests, or musings (Wasson, 2016), and
sometimes utterances are framed as proposals after the fact by other participants (Wasson,
2000). Proposals make acceptance or rejection relevant (Asmufl & Oshima, 2012), and,
following a proposal, sequences can often be observed in which the interactants discuss

information related to the proposal or in which assessments agreeing or disagreeing with the

17 Samra-Fredericks in her study of decision-making in relation to strategy matters refers to the participants’ invocations of past
events in the organization in their argumentation as “putting the organizational history to work™ (2003, p. 144).
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proposal are presented (Wasson, 2016). Counter-proposals from other interactants are also

common (Firth, 1995).

Huisman describes how the process of negotiating potential solutions to acknowledged
problems can be seen as a form of future-oriented sensemaking, where participants assess the
consequences of various proposed initiatives by formulating future scenarios in which the

initiatives have been implemented:

In short, a decision evolves around the assessment of a future state of affairs. During this
decision-making process, participants form what is tantamount to a "virtual" future reality

and shape the future of the organization. (Huisman, 2001, p. 72)

Initiatives which are collaboratively constructed as leading to favorable consequences in “virtual
future reality” are more likely to be accepted (Huisman, 2001). For the participants, presenting
formulated future states of affairs as being credible involves a good deal of argument.
Huisman’s study shows that participants are held to account for their formulations of future
states of affairs being viable and presented in a balanced manner. Furthermore, one’s
formulations of future states of affairs might be challenged by the other participants, a technique
that may be used to implicitly promote their own conceptions of potential future states of affairs

that are likely to result if an initiative is implemented.

A third overall aspect of the decision-making process is that of decision announcing (Clifton,

2009). As described by Wasson:

[d]ecision-making activities end more or less when consensus is reached. The consensus
is articulated by someone, often the facilitator. Or the last person to hold a contrasting
view may express an altered view that is in alignment with the rest of the meeting
participants. The articulation of consensus may be followed by a chorus of agreement
tokens, and sometimes by a ‘coda’, a reiteration of the rationale for the decision.

(Wasson, 2016, p. 381).

However, there are important caveats to Wasson’s description: first, since it is not always
announced when a decision has been made, and the consequences of decisions are not
necessarily formulated clearly for the participants, it is not always possible to pinpoint the exact

moment when a decision is made (Alby & Zucchermaglio, 2006; Huisman, 2001; see also
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Mintzberg & Waters, 1990). However, even if a decision is not formally announced, the
participants might orient to the interaction as though a decision has been made at some point, for
example by moving on to discussing other topics or by not orienting to the decision as still
under consideration (such as by asking when the discussion will return to the topic). Second,
meetings do not necessarily feature a facilitator, and some meetings might be chaired by a
person who holds a superior position in the organizational hierarchy. As discussed more in-
depth in the next section, chairpersons can sometimes be seen to formulate decisions which do
not necessarily reflect consensus and which only selectively represent the proposals and

arguments presented in the discussion.

Meeting chairs’ and other participants’ influence on the decision making process

The role of the chairperson in meetings has received particular research attention in recent years.
For example, according to Halvorsen and Sarangi, the chairperson is a “structuring device for
managing interaction” (2015, p. 3), while various others have focused on how the role of the
chair is negotiated in practice. For example, it has been found that chairpersons who do not hold
the sufficient deontic status needed to make decisions on behalf of the group will typically
display a relatively weak stance towards the role of the chair, such as by deferring decisions to

the participants (Pomerantz & Denvir, 2007; Potter & Hepburn, 2010).

Yeung (2004a, 2004b) distinguishes between two types of decision-making interaction and how
chairs are likely to act in each of these. First, in what Yeung calls “gatekeeping” decision
making, the right to make and announce decisions is considered to be tied to certain formal roles
in the organization, such as that of a manager or chairperson in a meeting. According to Yeung,
gatekeeping discourse emphasizes the participants’ positions in the formal organizational
hierarchy, for example by downplaying or challenging the contributions of subordinates and
inviting compliance with whatever has been decided (Yeung, 2004b). As a chair, gatekeeping
involves the use of leading questions which are designed to elicit the participants’ compliance
with one’s stance (Yeung, 2004b), and Yeung argues that “[a]s a form of single-loop control, the
persuasive rhetoric works to rectify any 'misperceptions' or deviations from basic organizational

premises and rules, which are detected in subordinates' contributions” (Yeung, 2004a, p. 122).

In comparison, facilitative decision-making discourse is marked by openness towards the

contributions of all present and reflexivity towards the decision-making process, for example by

72



attempting to settle decision-making rules collectively (Yeung, 2004a). Chairpersons facilitate
participative decision making through practices such as probing participants’ positions through
information-eliciting questions, promoting exchanges among the participants themselves (rather
than predominantly using chairperson—participant exchanges), and offering advice on how
employees’ can turn their ideas into initiatives which are likely to be implemented, even if the
initiatives go against normal organizational practices treating participants’ objections as justified
and relevant, rather than as interruptions (Yeung, 2004a; see also Morgenthaler, 1990).
Relatedly, Wasson has shown how participants support a consensus-oriented decision-making
style within meetings by orienting to protecting each other’s interactional face (2000). However,
according to Yeung, decision-making interactions which can generally be considered facilitatory

also contain elements of gatekeeping discourse:

the use of directive questions, the role of summing up, structuring the overall turn-taking
pattern, articulating the final decision indicates the directive frame is present in the
facilitative discourse. It is these features that mark the hybrid nature of the [participatory

decision making] discourse as not purely egalitarian participation (Yeung, 2004a, p. 143)

Despite this disclaimer, it can be argued that Yeung fails to see a problem in the fact that the
chairperson’s efforts at guiding the employees’ efforts to develop initiatives in accordance with
organizational practices can also have the effect of influencing the employees to more closely
align their ideas with the chairperson’s preferences. Thus, when managers act as chairs, they can
potentially position themselves in a power position, controlling the participants’ sensemaking in
relation to what it takes to change their working conditions while acting in a way that, using

Yeung’s distinction, can be considered “facilitative.”

Baraldi (2013) extends Yeung’s work by demonstrating that gatekeeping is not only tied to
chairs who hold formal managerial roles, but might also be attempted by other participants who
claim to have exclusive access to knowledge which is relevant for the decision at hand,

displaying a relevant socioepistemic status (see also Clifton, 2014).

A number of studies have examined the interactional strategies that individual participants use in
order to influence decisions. For example, Samra-Fredericks in her study of strategists’
decision-making in interactions showed how the participants oriented to displaying appropriate

emotions in order to influence other participants to accept their position (2003). Kwon, Clarke,
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and Wodak (2014) identify five “systematic strategies of language use” (p. 266), the purpose of
which is to guide the process of collective sensemaking among team members in meetings by
simplifying or legitimating a previously made point, for example through providing a “gist
formulation” which only selectively draws on what was actually said earlier in the conversation
(see also Barnes, 2007). Relatedly, Mueller and Whittle (2011) have categorized a number of
different practices, such as stake inoculation and externalization, under the heading of
discursive devices, and demonstrated how these devices can be used to frame a change in the
organization as being attractive to the employees or, if protests from employees grow in

strength, simply as being acceptable (see also Edwards & Potter, 1992).

The moral aspect of decision making

The ascription and negotiation of role-related identities is highly relevant for how the moral
aspect of decision making is managed in interaction. For example, in Samra-Fredericks’ study of
strategic decision making (2010), she found that one manager criticized another manager
because his actions were considered inappropriate in that they failed to observe the managers’
strategic responsibilities, a criticism which potentially threatened the face of this manager on
moral grounds. A complementary example can be found in a study by Whittle and colleagues
(2015), which shows that the predicates used in a description of a category incumbent are
important, both for how the moral status of the person is presented and for which decisions are
suggested by the description. Specifically, a consultant to the company in which the study was
conducted challenged whether the sales manager, who had the overall responsibility for the
marketing work of the meeting’s participants, was living up to this responsibility satisfactorily,
describing the meeting participants as capable and justified in making a decision which would
have normally been made by the manager. Thus, while Clifton states that decision-making
parties “orient to what they consider to be allowable contributions according to the identities
that they can make available to talk” (2009, p. 60), these identities can also shift over the course

of the interaction.

However, the moral order of decision-making settings is not only regulated through the
participants’ role-related rights and obligations, but also in relation to what it takes to be
accountable. Recent research in relation to brainstorming in co-design processes, for example,

suggests that brainstorming activities do not only involve “thinking outside the box” about the
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subject matter under discussion but also involve fitting in “the box™ of the interaction by acting
in a way that is considered acceptable by the other participants (Nielsen, 2014). This could, for
example, apply to the character of the proposals one offers or the arguments that one provides
for a certain stance towards another’s proposal, both of which are normatively regulated by the
participants even though brainstorming is often described as an activity where ideas can be

openly discussed and considered.

Summary

In closing, we can expect the process of constructing initiatives in DGVAs to proceed in an
unsteady and unpredictable manner. The process is likely to be characterized by negotiations of
various proposed initiatives, of the present organizational environment which the initiatives
address, and, in Huisman’s terms, of the “virtual futures realities” in which the implemented
initiatives would be in effect. These negotiation processes also involve negotiations of the
participants’ internal relationships, along with their mutual distribution of rights and obligations
and thus which actions are framed as being moral in the setting. Thus, the context of meaning in
which the decision-making takes place is provided by the participants through their
(inter)actions (Drew & Heritage, 1992).
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4. Case description and methodology

In this chapter, the format of the DGV As which served as the empirical setting for the data
collection will be presented. My own participation in the empirical setting and the fact that the
DGVAs were conducted in relation to a research project meant that particular diligence was
needed when choosing which parts of the data to focus on analytically and how to perform the
analyses. I account for the approach that I have taken and how it relates to the methodological
criteria typically applied in EM/CA research. Furthermore, I describe how I structured the
process of selecting and analyzing stretches of interaction for the type of single-case CA
analyses that the dissertation is based on, a description that is made relevant by a lack of

formalized and generally accepted guidelines in the literature.

Description of the empirical setting: an employee health and safety
intervention among industrial organizations

The data for this dissertation were collected in relation to the research project “Participatory
Physical and Psychosocial Intervention for Balancing the Demands and Resources among
Industrial Workers” (PIPPI) (Gupta et al., 2018; Wahlin-Jacobsen et al., 2016). The project

involved both intervention and evaluation activities.

The intervention was conducted among three Danish industrial organizations in the
pharmaceutical, plastics-packaging, and food-processing sectors, each of which designated a
number of participating teams for the study. The teams were then drawn by lot to either
participate in the intervention the first year, or participate a year later in a version of the
intervention run by the company without the research group intervening. The design of the
intervention activities was based on principles described in the literature on participatory health
and safety interventions in the workplace (e.g. Nielsen, 2013; Nielsen et al., 2010). For the
participating employees, the intervention involved two intervention activities (see Gupta et al.,
2015): (1) being invited for an optional talk with their line manager about which problems they
experienced in their work, and (2) participating in a series of three three-hour workshop
meetings. The format of these workshop meetings was overall inspired by an MT perspective on
voice, and specifically by the DGVA format of continuous improvement groups as well as other
concepts from lean manufacturing (Womack, Jones, & Roos, 1991). However, in contrast to

DGVAs conducted in relation to lean manufacturing, the focus of the workshop meetings in the
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PIPPI project was on improving the employees’ working conditions, rather than organizational
performance (Wahlin-Jacobsen, 2018). The workshops aimed specifically at improving the
employees’ local work environment, leading to a primary focus on production issues, rather than
distribution issues (Levie & Sandberg, 1991). The workshop meetings were also inspired by
visual process consultation techniques (Daniels, Johnson, & Chernatony, 2002; Harris, Daniels,
& Briner, 2002; Schein, 1978). The meetings were chaired by a process facilitator associated
with the research group. These meetings constitute the empirical setting for the research in this

dissertation, and the format will be described in more detail below.

The evaluation activities of the project involved a quantitative effect evaluation (which is not
within the scope of this dissertation; instead, see Gupta et al., 2018; Wahlin-Jacobsen et al.,
2016) and a qualitative and quantitative process evaluation. Process evaluations aim at
describing how various circumstances, such as unforeseen events, specific features of the
participating organizations, or the way the intervention activities are conducted, shape the
outcomes of an intervention (Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2013). In recent years, the scope of process
evaluations has grown from focusing on a few, primarily quantitative aspects (e.g., Murta,
Sanderson, & Oldenburg, 2007) to including elements of a more ethnographic nature, a
development stemming from a recognition that many different circumstances potentially
contribute to the effects of workplace interventions, and that complementary research methods
are needed in order to describe how these circumstances operate (Abildgaard, 2014; Wahlin-
Jacobsen, 2018). The workshop meetings which constituted the DGV As of the project were
audio recorded as part of the PIPPI process evaluation, since it was thought that these recordings
were likely to reveal, for example, shortcomings of the workshop meeting format which could
be addressed if the intervention were to be recommended for use in other organizations. The use
of data originally collected for process evaluation in the studies of this dissertation is based on
the position that such data can also be relevant for describing organizational phenomena that are
not specific to a given intervention (e.g., Abildgaard & Nickelsen, 2013; Ala-Laurinaho, Kurki,
& Abildgaard, 2017; Wéhlin-Jacobsen, 2018).

The PIPPI workshop meetings as a form of DGVA

The workshop meetings of the intervention were held in meeting rooms at the companies’

worksites. The meetings were attended by all employees of a team (where possible), their line
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manager, and the process facilitator'®. Furthermore, it was typical for one or two more members

of the research group to observe the meetings, though these observers had no formal role and

only very rarely participated in discussions.

The three workshop meetings served different but related purposes in the overall intervention:

1.

In the “Visual Mapping Workshop” (VMW), the process facilitator presented the
overall agenda and principles of the three workshop meetings. The facilitator also
introduced the participants to the first of two visual tools developed for the project, a
“map” of the work environment of a generalized industrial employee containing
various symbols for different topics such as ergonomic aspects of the work task,
whether there was a supportive atmosphere among the team members, and the
employees’ relationship with their line manager. The map covered psychosocial,
physiological and other aspects of the work environment, such as exposure to
chemicals, noise, heat or cold, etc. (Wéhlin-Jacobsen, Henriksen, Abildgaard,
Holtermann, & Munch-Hansen, 2017). During the meeting, the facilitator asked the
participants to describe which aspects of their work environment they saw as being
either conducive or detrimental to their ability and motivation to continue working in
the company until the age where they could receive retirement benefits. These
aspects were noted on green and red post-it notes, respectively, and positioned on the
map according to topic. On average, approximately 30 post-it notes would be
produced per VMW, with an equal distribution of green and red notes (Wahlin-
Jacobsen et al., 2016).

Approximately two months after the VMW, the participants met again for an “Action
Planning Workshop” (APW). The facilitator would first review the green and red
notes on the map from the previous workshop meeting with the employees. Then, the
facilitator would solicit suggestions for initiatives which could either mitigate the
negative effects of the aspects mentioned on red notes, or maintain the positive
effects of those on the green notes. During this exercise, the facilitator would present
the employees with the other tool for the intervention, the “Improvement Board”
(Wéhlin-Jacobsen, 2018), which outlines a stepwise approach to discussing the

relevance and viability of suggestions for initiatives. The various steps were designed

'8 Health and safety representatives only participated in their own team’s workshop meetings.
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to help participants decide which initiatives to pursue and which to discard or assess
at a later time. In order for an initiative to be accepted by the group for
implementation, the initiative had to list one or more actions to take, the name of one
or more participants who would be responsible for taking these actions, and a
completion deadline set by those carrying it out. The facilitator also instructed the
participants on how to use the Improvement Board for short, biweekly meetings in
which the participants were to report to their colleagues on their progress with

implementing initiatives.

3. Three to four months after the APW, the participants would meet for a Follow-Up
Workshop (FUW), in which participants who were responsible for implementing
initiatives would present their progress to the facilitator. If the initiatives had not
been implemented as expected, the participants would discuss whether the initiatives
needed to be changed or discarded. The remaining time was spent developing more
initiatives using the methods from the APW and evaluating the participants’

experiences of partaking in the workshop meetings.

The three types of workshop meetings followed more or less the same setup in practice: the
facilitator would arrange for the participants to sit together around one table, preferably a square
or round table, in such a way that even the participants sitting farther away from the facilitator
would feel a part of the discussions (see Figure 2). At one end of the table, the facilitator would
sit with the line manager to his or her side. The facilitator was instructed to describe the reason
for the manager’s position next to the facilitator as being that it allowed the facilitator to “keep a
check” on the manager, since the workshop meeting was to revolve primarily around the

employees’ comments and suggestions.

The facilitators’ communication style was to be rather informal, as they were instructed to chair
meetings in a way that took the employees’ perspective and used their terms and descriptions as
much as possible. Furthermore, the facilitator was instructed to use facilitation practices
considered effective in participative decision-making settings, such as asking probing questions
in order to elicit different aspects of the matter being discussed, providing formulations which
summarize what has been said so far, and promoting participation in the interaction from all
present (for a more detailed description of how the facilitator were instructed to lead the
meetings, see Wahlin-Jacobsen et al., 2017). The facilitator was able to decide when to progress

through the workshop agenda but could not go as far as to make decisions about which
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initiatives should be implemented. Instead, decisions about which initiatives should be
implemented were made in an informal manner based on whether there was overall support for a
proposed initiative and whether any of the participants were willing to assume responsibility for

implementing it.

Facilitator Line
manager

O O
® O
O O

O O

Figure 2. Illustration of the recommended workshop setup, translated from Wahlin-
Jacobsen et al., 2017.

At the end of the APW, the participants were asked by the facilitator to continue meeting at the
biweekly board meetings and, if possible, to develop new initiatives during these board
meetings, following the procedure outlined by the Improvement Board. It was not
communicated to the participants whether or when a new series of workshop meetings was to be
held, as this had not yet been decided by the managements of the three companies at the time of

the initial series.

It is relevant to consider whether the workshop meetings constituted an unfamiliar setting for the
participants. Besides being conducted for a research-based intervention, the workshop meeting
concept was used in the organizations for the first time. Although the lack of familiarity among
the employees with the workshop concept could suggest that they might have been more

confused or hesitant about participating in the meetings than if they had been accustomed to the
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concept, this aspect should not be taken to mean that the participants did not have shared
common-sense knowledge about how to partake in the activities. For example, lean
manufacturing practices were already used by the employees in the participating organizations
(see Wahlin-Jacobsen, 2018 for a description of these concepts), meaning that those elements of
the workshop meetings that were inspired by lean manufacturing were generally easily grasped
by the participants. In addition, the employees had experience with discussing health and well-
being problems with their line managers in group settings, and employees from both the
pharmaceuticals and plastics-packaging companies stated that the workshop program resembled
programs that had been in place years prior to the intervention. Also, in both companies,
DGVAs were used to perform the legally required work environment risk assessments (Working
Environment Act, 2010), and conducting the workshop meetings of the intervention was thought
by the participating companies to be similar to how they normally used DGV As to meet their

risk assessment responsibilities.

The PIPPI workshop format also required that a brief action plan template be filled out for each
accepted initiative stating which specific activities were to be conducted after the workshop,
who would be responsible for conducting them, and when they had to be conducted by.
Documenting such basic information is also legally required for work environment risk
assessments and likely to be a common feature of many DGV As in which initiatives are decided
on for implementation. Therefore, I do not consider this requirement to have shaped the process
of constructing initiatives in a way that preempts application of the study’s findings to other

DGVA:s.

Audio recording the workshop meetings

At all three companies, the workshop meetings held during the first year were audio recorded by
the workshop facilitator on a small digital recorder. The facilitator would ask the participants for
recording consent at the beginning of the meetings. The participants were informed that the
recordings would only be used for research purposes and would not be made available to their
company, and that the data would only be used in research articles or presentations in an
anonymized form. The participants were also informed that their recording consent could be
withdrawn at any time and were given a document containing detailed information about their

consent (see appendix). The participants gave the facilitators consent to begin to record all of the
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meetings. Two meetings were not recorded due to a malfunctioning or missing recorder, and a
number of recordings were abbreviated due to operator error (e.g., forgetting to turn on the
recorder again after a break) or a participants’ request. Only a few audio recordings of the
second-year workshops were collected, due to the pharmaceutical company deciding to end the
intervention after the first year and also to research group members rarely attending the second-

year workshops at the plastics packaging company.

In one workshop meeting, the participants asked the facilitator to turn off the recorder during the
meeting. On this occasion, the team’s line manager was not able to be present at the meeting,
but the meeting was conducted as planned anyway as the process facilitator did not find out
about the line manager’s absence before the start of the meeting. During the meeting, the
participants told the facilitator that the line manager sometimes acted with hostility towards
employees who voiced problems which had led the employees to moderate their criticisms at the
earlier workshop meetings. In order for the participants to feel able to discuss the problems
related to the line manager more freely, the audio recorder was turned off until after the topic of

discussion had shifted away from the manager.

The situation just described highlights two aspects of the setting that might lead employees to
withhold voice: one concerns the well-known fact that study participants react to the presence of
a researcher and to their utterances being recorded (Hammersley & Atkinson, 2002; Speer &
Hutchby, 2003). In such situations, the participants might moderate their language, or, as
described above, avoid exercising voice, out of fear that their utterances will entail negative
consequences if the contents of the recording should become known to their line manager or
other members of the organization. In practice, it does not seem possible to avoid participant
reactivity unless one is actually collecting data without the participants’ knowledge — clearly an

untenable strategy.

The other aspect is that employees are apparently likely to describe the current states of affairs
differently in formal voice arrangements depending on whether the line manager is present or
not, at least when they are worried about negative reactions from their line manager. This
potential reaction is unsurprising, considering that the risk of sanctions when using voice has
been described as a key concern for employees (e.g., Morrison, 2011). It is important to point
out that from a CA perspective, this influence that line managers’ presence may have on
discussions involving voice does not constitute a source of bias which could reduce the validity

of the data. According to Sacks (1963), social life is not just reflected in language, but locally
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produced through language (see also Garfinkel, 1991). Thus, our attention should be turned to
how the line managers’ presence might influence the way employees produce social life through

their use of language in DGVA settings.

While the specific situation presented above regarding the recording does not feature in the
dissertation’s analyses, it was considered in the analytical process in relation to the more general
theme of how line managers shape discussions in DGV As, the result of which is presented in

chapter 8.

As mentioned further above, the use of audio recordings was originally championed by Sacks as
a method for gathering data that could be utilized to parse out the “rules, techniques, procedures,
methods,[and] maxims” that may help explain how the participants would recurrently recognize
and produce order in interactions (Sacks, 1984, p. 26). However, audio recordings should not be
seen as an unproblematic technique for capturing interactions, as they only preserve only the
verbal modality of the interaction while omitting a number of aspects which are used by the
interlocutors on an ongoing basis for accomplishing actions through interaction, such as gaze,
gestures, and bodily stance (Hazel, Mortensen, & Rasmussen, 2014). The use of these elements
during discourse interaction has received increased attention in recent years as their key role in
achieving and maintaining intersubjectivity has been recognized (Goodwin, 2000; Hazel et al.,
2014; Streeck, Goodwin, & LeBaron, 2011). While the availability of video data would have
been useful for the analyses, our use of an audio recorder was easier and quicker given that the
data were initially meant to be used in the PIPPI process evaluation. Neither the funding for the
dissertation nor the choice of using CA had been settled at the time of the data collection.
Furthermore, it can be argued that video recording might have been considered more obtrusive
by the participants than audio recording audio alone and thus could have led to more participant

reactivity.

How to approach the data — a matter of methodological criteria

Overall, being part of the setting for the intervention meant that we were able to gather a nearly
comprehensive set of audio recordings from the workshop meetings due to our dedicated
presence. Otherwise, without direct involvement, attempts to collect a sufficient amount of

recordings from other settings would likely encounter problems negotiating access to the data,
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given the many different groups involved and the potentially sensitive subject matter that is
typically featured in DGV As. Moreover, the degree of familiarity and background knowledge
would likely have been less from a data collection from a setting with less researcher
involvement, which could negatively impact interpretations of, for example, the participants’
use of technical terms or references to past events. Finally, since organizations might not hold
DGVAs frequently, or hold them at convenient times, the ease of access and logistical
advantages provided by associating with a large project such as the PIPPI project can be seen as

preferable to attempting to collect a new data corpus.

Still, the data used in this dissertation stand out in comparison to the types of data used in most
other CA studies because (1) I personally participated as a process facilitator in some of the
workshop meetings, meaning that I have contributed to some of the discussions that I will
analyze, and (2) the data were collected in relation to an intervention research project, rather
than “naturally occurring” DGV As that are arranged and conducted by the organizations entirely
on their own initiative (Silverman, 2001). The potential implications of these features for the
analyses are addressed below in light of the methodological criteria that are typically employed
in EM/CA research, including which steps should be taken to ensure that the conclusions drawn
on the basis of the data can contribute to our general understanding of how initiatives are

constructed in DGV As.

My role in the empirical settings

As a research assistant in the PIPPI project, I visited both the pharmaceuticals and plastics-
packaging companies on a number of occasions between December 2012 and December 2015.
During these visits, I (informally) observed the employees’ work, participated in meetings
related to the intervention project, held presentations about the project for various management
and steering groups, and interviewed a large number of participating employees, managers, and
HR and work environment professionals for the process evaluation data collection. In addition, I
acted as a process facilitator or as an observer for a number of workshops held during the
project, a task I shared with another research assistant and an external psychologist who had
been in charge of developing the workshop meeting format (see table 3). I did not visit the third
company, which was the duty of the other research assistant in the project. My focus during the

many Vvisits was on my assignments as a research assistant rather than on acting as an
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ethnographer. Nevertheless, being associated with the research project helped me to develop an
insight into the terms used by the participants, their core job tasks, the working conditions which

they felt were problematic, and the employees’ history in the organizations.

Having an understanding of the field setting can serve as a resource when analyzing interactions
within it (Whittle et al., 2015). Knowledge of the institutional or organizational context allows
for a wider variety of observations, which can then be further explored in the data (Laurier,
2014). The necessity for the analyst to have particular insight in relation to the situation under
study has especially been emphasized within EM, where it has been claimed that the analyst
must be highly knowledgeable about how interactions are organized in the setting (e.g.,
Garfinkel & Wieder, 1992). Because of my familiarity with the pharmaceutical and plastics-
packaging settings, I chose to focus on workshop meetings in these two settings. Table 2
presents some overall characteristics of the two settings, and further contextual information is

presented in the four analytical chapters where relevant.

Pharmaceuticals company | Plastics-packaging

company

Size of company

Large; participants came
from one of multiple

national sites

Medium; participants came
from the only Danish-based

site

Main work tasks for
participating employees

(intervention groups only)

Production of
pharmaceutical agents;
preparing equipment or
initial substances for the
production; maintaining the

production equipment

Production of plastic
packaging; maintaining the

production equipment

Approximate number of
employees who
participated in workshop

meetings

75 in 11 different groups,
eight of which shared the

same two team leaders

39 in 7 different groups,
with five groups sharing one
team leader, and two groups

sharing another

Table 2. Some overall characteristics of the two companies in which the workshop

meetings under study took place.




It is important to stress that within CA research, a researcher’s familiarity with the empirical
setting is not a resource which allows the analysis to be based on the researcher’s intuition. The
credibility of CA studies depends on whether the interpretation of the presented examples is
grounded in the data, for example by utilizing the next-turn proof procedure. Relatedly, ten
Have (2002b) describes that ethnomethodological research tends to avoid “reflexive”
discussions displaying the researcher’s subjective influence on the analysis, which are
commonplace in some areas of qualitative social research, going so far as to label these as
expressions of “subjectivistic heroism” (paragraph 53). Ten Have argues that both CA
researchers and other researchers who employ qualitative methods are utterly dependent on their
knowledge as members of the same culture as the interlocutors for forming hypotheses and
making inferences (formally or informally), but what sets CA researchers apart is that they
assess these hypotheses and inferences critically in their analytical work by applying the next-
turn proof procedure. Turner relatedly expresses that within conversation analytic studies it is
the analyst’s duty to “explicate the resources he shares with the participants in making sense of

utterances in a stretch of talk” (1971, p. 177).

In regard to my own participation in the setting, it is clearly the case that my presence, and that
of other members of the research group acting as process facilitators or observers, have shaped
the recorded interactions. But similar to the point made about the line manager’s presence, the
relevant question from a CA perspective is how the interaction has been shaped by our presence
and also what analytical measures should be taken to avoid inferences becoming misguided

because they fail to appreciate the participants’ concern over our presence.

In order to assess how the process facilitator might have impacted the interactions, it is
important to consider their status in the setting. For one, the process facilitators had little
specific knowledge about the issues discussed, such as problems with a given machine. In CA
terms, it could be said that the facilitators held a low epistemic status and thus were not in a
position to judge the participants’ descriptions of the current states of affairs. The facilitators
also knew little about the local circumstances that could contribute to shaping the chances of
successfully implementing initiatives. As a result, decisions about which initiatives to
implement were based on the participants’ assessments of which initiatives were feasible or not.
Furthermore, the process facilitators were instructed to use the participants” own terms, such as

when presenting gist formulations of the preceding discussion. The process facilitator’s decision
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authority in the setting mainly related to managing the time spent on the different parts of the

agenda during the workshop meetings.

A number of situations were identified during the analytical process (described below) where
the facilitators’ actions shaped the interaction in specific ways. During the analysis, I sought to
characterize what was specific to these situations, so that I could draw on these characteristics as

sensitizing concepts:

A definitive concept refers precisely to what is common to a class of objects, by the aid
of a clear definition in terms of attributes or fixed bench marks [...] A sensitizing concept
lacks such specification of attributes or bench marks and consequently it does not enable
the user to move directly to the instance and its relevant content. Instead, it gives the user
a general sense of reference and guidance in approaching empirical instances. Whereas
definitive concepts provide prescriptions of what to see, sensitizing concepts merely

suggest directions along which to look. (Blumer, 1954, p. 7)

In the present dissertation analyses, the intention was to not emphasize situations where the
facilitator was influential to the interaction but rather to avoid assigning too much importance to
these situations. For example, I noticed various examples of the participants seemingly “playing
along” with the facilitator’s agenda, as indicated by them chuckling at the facilitator’s
suggestions, delaying their responses, and only providing minimally affiliative responses,
suggesting that they were not personally invested in supporting the facilitator’s intention. In
these cases, contributing to a positive atmosphere in the meeting might have been a more
important concern for the participants than whether effective initiatives were arrived at, meaning

that the relevance of the situation as an analytical case was uncertain.

Being aware of these interactional features led me to focus the analysis on parts of the
interaction where it mainly involved the employees and their line manager, or situations where
the process facilitators’ actions were of a kind that would likely be performed by any process
facilitator, researcher or not, in a similar setting. As the analytical discussion is presented below
along with transcriptions of stretches of the recorded interactions, readers can judge for
themselves whether they believe this intention was successfully executed. This feature of CA-
based studies increases their transparency relative to interview-based studies (likely the most

widely used method for qualitative data collection), which typically do not report the
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interviewer’s contributions to the conversation, such as the questions used or the interviewer’s

encouraging responses to the interviewee’s utterances (Potter & Hepburn, 2005).

Drawing and generalizing inferences in EM/CA studies

CA has been described as an abductive research approach:

(...) abduction starts with consideration of facts, that is, particular observations. These
observations then give rise to a hypothesis which relates them to some other fact or rule
which will account for them. This involves correlating and integrating the facts into a

more general description, that is, relating them to a wider context (Svennevig, 2001, p. 2)

Peirce, who was the first to formulate abduction as a scientific approach, describes abduction as
involving the development of hypotheses, among which the most plausible seeming is then
selected for use (1955). In the present studies, the availability of interactional data made it
possible to assess the hypotheses in comparison to each other by considering whether the
indications supported each of them. This process must draw upon the empirical material as well
as the analyst’s stock of knowledge, be it his or her knowledge about the setting or analytical
concepts. Peirce also claims that even analyses which may normally be considered inductive
often perform a kind of abductory induction since pure induction must be restricted to

something which is easily observable in the data.

That EM/CA is an abductory approach is suggested by how Sacks and Garfinkel were reluctant
to formulate hard-and-fast methodological standards for their studies; instead, they argued that
rigor in EM/CA analyses rests on whether explications of how social (inter)actions are
organized are satisfactory given the concerns of participants that may be observed in the data
(Lynch, 1991). Because these concerns change as the interaction unfolds, any sort of ostensible
categorization of the setting in which the data were recorded is always secondary to the
interlocutors’ demonstrable turn-by-turn orientations (Heritage, 1984). The social order is too
complex, contingent, and changeable to be ultimately and adequately described by any
“standardized units” of analysis, be they roles, norms, or personalities, etc., which is why
EM/CA studies display ethnomethodological indifference towards such explanations (Rawls,
2008).
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Similarly, one of the central tenets of the conversation analytic method is that the context is
made available for the analyst through the interaction (McHoul et al., 2008; Schegloff, 1997),
rather than being a container or a “bucket” for the interaction whose properties shapes the
interaction, as is a typical view in many sociological analyses (Heritage, 1987). With EM/CA
analyses, the focus is instead on how order is constituted in the specific setting and there is an
assumption that what participants do is correct according to locally established procedure; if we
were to see what the participants are doing as a sort of game, how might this game then be
described (Garfinkel, 1967b)?

EM/CA research rarely strives for generalizability as it is normally understood (e.g., Maxwell &
Chmiel, 2014). As social situations are viewed within EM/CA as always locally organized
(Garfinkel, 1991), EM/CA findings can instead be viewed as contingently transferable across
contexts, depending on whether the setting from which the findings derive and the setting to
which the findings are applied as an explanation are similar in relevant ways (Rapley, 2017). In
contrast to how generalizability is sometimes taken to suggest that findings consistently explain
the mechanisms of how some phenomenon occurs (Maxwell & Chmiel, 2014), transferability
implies that good sense is always required on behalf of the reader in interpreting and
generalizing findings. Clear boundaries for when transfer is appropriate cannot be defined a
priori (Maxwell & Chmiel, 2014). Instead, transferring findings requires that the analyst
provides sufficient details about the setting from which the findings derive so that the reader can
make a reasonable assessment of its similarities to the setting where the findings are to be
applied (Schwandt, 1997). As mentioned, providing detailed information so that the reader can
clearly assess the analyst’s inferences on behalf of the data vis-a-vis other possible explanations

is one advantage of conversation analytic studies (Sacks, 1984).

The emphasis on transferability could raise the concern that findings from EM/CA studies are
only relevant for understanding social (inter)action in settings that are very closely related to the
empirical setting in which the study was conducted, such as in a similar organization, sector, or
geographical area. However, the methods interlocutors employ for creating and sustaining social
order are used and intersubjectively understood precisely because they are found throughout
society, although they might be applied differently (Francis, 1995; Hutchby & Wooffitt, 2008;
Rawls, 2008; ten Have, 2007). The methods can be said to be both “context-free” and “context-

sensitive” at the same time (Sacks et al., 1974). In this regard, focusing on whether one’s data

89



are naturally occurring says little in the way of how the focal phenomenon of one’s analysis may

be similarly organized in other situations.

A key point in this regard is that achieving and sustaining order involves the use of many
different practices for the interlocutors with varying degrees of site specificity, lending the
situation its “just thisness,” or haecceity (Garfinkel, 1996; ten Have, 2002b). Understanding the
intricacies of some locally produced order, or what some have referred to as its “gestalt
contexture” (Wieder, 1974; cited in Watson, 2008), requires understanding the interplay of these
ethnomethods. When conducting EM/CA analyses, what is crucial is not that one’s data reflects
“typical” interactions as they occur within the setting which one wishes to study, but that the
theoretical principles that the analyst wishes to demonstrate are reflected in the data (Silverman,

1985).

Silverman has argued that CA studies focus on “naturally occurring data,” that is, data from
situations which would likely have occurred irrespective of the researcher’s engagement in the
setting, instead of what Silverman calls “researcher-provoked data” (2001). Since the workshop
meetings which constituted the empirical setting for this dissertation were conducted in relation
to a research project, it could be argued that the data are not “naturally occurring” and thus not
suitable for CA. However, the concept of “naturally occurring data” is problematic for a number
of reasons. First, is suggests that CA researchers engage in a simple form of inductive
generalization which presumes a high degree of similarity between the setting of the data
collection and the settings to which the findings are generalized. However, as it was argued
above, CA is not an inductive research approach, and CA findings cannot be generalized
automatically anyhow due to how social order is always locally constituted. Second, the
distinction between “naturally occurring” and “researcher-provoked” data reproduces the
“bucket” conceptualization of context by suggesting that the latter are somehow tainted by the
circumstances of their collection, when in fact they are likely to display many of the social and
interactional phenomena that can be observed in “naturally occurring data” as well. Third, what
constitutes “natural” data, more specifically, is debatable; Potter and Hepburn (2005), for
example, argue that describing recorded conversations as “naturalistic data” is more adequate
than “naturally occurring,” since recorded data cannot be fully expected to reflect how

interactions would have proceeded in the absence of a recorder due to participant reactivity.
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Thus, as a methodological criterion for EM/CA research, the use of “naturally occurring data” is
not relevant in itself; what matters are the various choices the analyst makes in selecting
instances from within one’s empirical material and making inferences about them, as well as the
care and consideration shown by the reader when transferring and applying findings from one

setting to another.

Selecting empirical material for the dissertation’s analyses

Central to the DGV As of the present studies are action-planning workshops (APWs) and follow-
up workshops (FUWs), since it is in these workshops where the construction of initiatives takes
place. In these workshops, the participants are likely to be concerned with the fact that their
decisions count, because the act of committing to a decision is witnessed by their manager and
their closest colleagues, an act that they are likely to be held accountable for later. For example,
for participants who assume responsibility for implementing an initiative, carrying it out will
likely attract questions about how the implementation is progressing. Thus, even though the data
may be considered researcher-provoked, the captured interactions have tangible consequences

for the participants which must be expected to guide their actions.

It is less clear what is at stake for the participants in the first of the three workshop meetings (the
VMW), where they “map” their work environment. Taking an EM/CA approach implies
attending to what actions are performed through the participants’ descriptions of their work
environment (i.e., a “language as topic” approach; Sacks, 1963). In the VMWs, the participants
could at times primarily be oriented towards engaging legitimately with the facilitator’s
instructions, that is, evaluating their work environment, without necessarily providing
descriptions that are representative of their descriptions or actions at another time. For example,
the participants in one APW meeting in the pharmaceuticals company complained (with no
indication of joking) that had they known they would be asked to develop initiatives to address
the work environment problems they had mapped in the VMW, they would have chosen to map
simpler problems (see chapter 6). In addition, in comparison to the approximately 30 positive or
problematic work environment aspects mapped in the VMW, only around 7 initiatives were
negotiated for later implementation on average in the APWs (Wéhlin-Jacobsen et al., 2016),
meaning that many of the issues discussed in VMWs were not taken up again. Because of the

weak link between how employees described their work environment in the VMW and the
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initiatives which were later decided for implementation, only two VMWs were selected for

inclusion in the dissertation data set. This selection was also based on the relevance that these

VMWs have for understanding how problems and solutions were constructed in relation to a

specific topic that emerged in the interactions within two different workshop groups (see chapter

5).

Focusing my analyses on mainly APWs and FUs within the pharmaceuticals and plastics-

packaging organizations reduced the empirical material to approximately 98 hours in total (see

table 3 for a list of the workshop recordings analyzed for this dissertation).

DW DW
Recording Work- Lengtl} of sarticipated l(ozarticipated
number shop |Company Date recording asa as an
type (himm:ss) facilitator observer

1|{VMW |Pharmaceuticals |02.10.2013 2:47:18 X

2| VMW | Plastics 27.02.2014 2:21:52

3|APW |Pharmaceuticals |30.10.2013 3:34:07 X
4| APW |Pharmaceuticals |01.11.2013 3:01:41 X

5|APW |Pharmaceuticals |06.11.2013 3:02:14 X

6 | APW |Pharmaceuticals |12.11.2013 2:56:56 X

7| APW |Pharmaceuticals |13.11.2013 2:38:55

8 | APW |Pharmaceuticals [20.11.2013 2:31:38

9 | APW |Pharmaceuticals [22.11.2013 1:58:22

10 | APW |Pharmaceuticals |27.11.2013 2:45:10 X

11| APW |Pharmaceuticals |04.12.2013 3:02:15 X

12| APW |Pharmaceuticals |11.12.2013 3:02:15 X

13| APW | Plastics 13.05.2014 2:42:24

14| APW | Plastics 04.06.2014 2:29:00

15| APW | Plastics 14.05.2014 1:05:37

16 | APW | Plastics 08.05.2014 3:01:48 X

17 | APW | Plastics 07.05.2014 3:06:42 X

18 | APW | Plastics 15.05.2014 2:41:05 X

19| APW | Plastics 20.05.2014 1:03:00

20 | FUW |Pharmaceuticals |31.01.2014 2:42:14 X

21| FUW |Pharmaceuticals |03.02.2014 2:48:21 X

22 |FUW |Pharmaceuticals |07.02.2014 2:50:51 X

23 |FUW |Pharmaceuticals 10.02.2014 1:46:44 X

24 |[FUW | Pharmaceuticals 12.02.2014 2:27:24 X
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25| FUW | Pharmaceuticals 17.02.2014 2:41:49

26 | FUW |Pharmaceuticals |24.02.2014 1:35:51

27 |FUW |Pharmaceuticals |03.03.2014 2:29:36 X
28 | FUW |Pharmaceuticals |10.03.2014 3:13:47 X
29 |[FUW | Pharmaceuticals 17.03.2014 2:50:34 X
30 | FUW |Pharmaceuticals |24.03.2014 2:48:55 X
31 |FUW |Pharmaceuticals |31.03.2014 2:47:33 X
32 |FUW | Plastics 15.09.2014 2:41:10 X
33 | FUW | Plastics 08.09.2014 2:24:35

34| FUW | Plastics 16.09.2014 2:40:57 X
35| FUW | Plastics 17.09.2014 2:14:27 X
36 | FUW | Plastics 22.09.2014 2:16:12

37 | FUW | Plastics 24.09.2014 2:28:23

38 | FUW | Plastics 25.09.2014 1:41:11

Table 3. A list of the empirical material selected for analysis in the dissertation.

Developing the analytical approach

Single case and collection-based CA studies

Both ethnomethodological and conversation analytical studies of interaction tend to adopt one of
two strategies for analyzing audio (or video) recorded data, either single cases are analyzed
extensively, or inferences are made by comparing a collection of instances of a phenomenon
across a corpus of data (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 2008; Rawls, 2008; ten Have, 2004, 2007). While
the waters are muddied somewhat by the fact that CA studies in general are likely to draw from
some corpus of empirical material of which only a relatively small sample can be made
available to the reader, it is a distinguishing feature that collection-based studies tend to focus on
one specific phenomenon which is at least somewhat routine (Whittle et al., 2015) and which
can be identified and categorized by the researcher with little controversy, for example because
it typically occurs in the same structural location within conversations (ten Have, 2007).
Furthermore, Hutchby and Wooffitt (2008, p. 114) seem to imply that in the conversation
analytic tradition, it is in collection-based studies where theoretical developments tend to be
proposed, while single-case analyses are where these developments are tested. However, the

reliance on the analyst’s categorization of a number of empirical situations as similar in
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collection studies is potentially problematic because such categorizations might not capture

differences in the participants’ concerns across the collected situations (Lynch, 2000).

Within single-case CA studies, ”the resources of past work on a range of phenomena and
organizational domains in talk-in-interaction are brought to bear on the analytic explication of a
single fragment of talk” (Schegloff, 1987, p. 101; italics as per the original). According to
Schegloff, single-case CA studies reflect how interactants must continuously make sense of the
interaction (i.e., solve the “why this now” problem) using the various interpretative resources
available to them (see also Watson, 1997). This dissertation takes a single-case approach to
studying DGVA interactions. Its focus is not to contribute to the conversation analytic literature
through theory building, but to contribute to the voice literature through the use of CA as a
method. The focus of the analytical work is therefore not on specific interactional practices, but

on how these practices together shape the constructed initiatives.

The single-case approach gives considerable latitude to the researcher in regard to selecting and
building a case for presentation. The analytical process typically involves reviewing the data,
selecting various sequences for in-depth analysis, developing ideas and hypotheses, discussing
the data with other researchers, writing tentative analyses, and re-analyzing previous cases, for
example. However, although this process is rarely described in CA studies, an account is given

below of how I approached the process.

One overall matter is what constitutes a “case.” Single-case CA studies rarely make clear
whether the data presented in the excerpts constitute the case, or if the case also includes non-
provided parts of the discourse that came before or after the excerpt. However, it is typical for
single-case CA studies to present information about the context of transcript excerpts that is
relevant to understanding the interaction. Furthermore, as intersubjective understandings
established at a previous time in the interaction might shape later interactions, the analyst
should, in principle, always examine what came before and after the targeted exchanges. I
therefore chose to perform my analyses on relatively long excerpts and only shorten these
excerpts prior to publication after taking into account how much of the interaction could be

showed to readers without violating the length restrictions of the publication outlet.
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Transcription in conversation analytic studies

This leads to the question of what constitutes data for single-case CA studies. In their published
form, CA analyses are presented with transcript excerpts. Outside of CA studies, many
qualitative researchers see the transcription process as methodologically unproblematic, and
sometimes the viewpoint can be observed that transcriptions are data, rather than the original
audio (or video) sources being the data (Davidson, 2009). However, transcribing is a selective
process in which choices are made about how to represent the data to the reader (Duranti, 2007,
ten Have, 2002a). In other words, transcriptions are inherently translations, and new aspects of
the data can be revealed for even very detailed transcriptions, (Jefferson, 2010; Mondada, 2007;
Rapley, 2007). As a result, the transcription process involves various compromises, such as
weighing whether to include more detail in order to provide a fuller picture of the contents of the
recording or to reduce the complexity of the transcription in order to save time and potentially
ease comprehension for readers unfamiliar with CA (ten Have, 1990). As a strategy for
managing these compromises, it is typical to produce various types of transcripts with some
being working transcripts used in the analytical phase of the project and others being edited
transcripts written out for a specific purpose (Mondada, 2007). For this project, I consider the
audio recordings to be my data, with the transcription serving as a practical aid for managing the

data, supporting the analytical work, and exemplifying findings for the reader (Rapley, 2007).

As a large amount of data was available for the analyses compared to other research projects
which study interactional data'?, it has been necessary to carefully consider my approach to the
transcription process, rather than simply to transcribe all of the available data. Potter and
Hepburn (2005) estimate that even transcribers who are skilled at the Jeffersonian transcription
style commonly employed in CA would often need more than 20 hours of transcription per hour
of audio, with Rapley estimating 32 hours of transcription per hour of audio (Rapley, 2007).
Since the data for the present studies are from multiparty conversations, the process of
identifying what is being said by whom when several people are talking at the same time takes
much longer, rendering a full transcription all but impossible within the timeframe of the PhD
project. Furthermore, if one considers the recordings to be one’s data rather than the
transcription, it is more relevant to transcribe selectively in relation to the specific analytical or

presentational purpose that the transcription is to fulfill (Perdkyld, 2004).

19 10-15 hours of audio recordings seems to be a more common range (e.g., S. B. Nielsen, 2007; Telenius, 2016).
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In order to make economical use of my time, I first conducted rough transcriptions which did
not contain every word, but which indicated most speakers’ turns (vocal continuers, such as
“mhmm,” were not transcribed at this point, for example). The transcriptions focused on
relevant parts of the recordings, as the workshop recordings also contained various segments
which were not likely to be relevant for the analysis, such as breaks, practical information given
by the process facilitator at every meeting, recaps of previous workshops, and discussions of the
participants’ suggestions for improving the format of the workshop meetings in the FUs. The
rough transcriptions were supplemented in the analytical phase with more detailed transcriptions

of selected stretches of interaction (Rapley, 2007).

Since the use of notation symbols in the four articles of the dissertation is similar, I have chosen

to provide one summary (see appendix).

Developing analytical ideas

In describing his approach to studying stretches of transcribed interaction, Sacks stated that:

[w]hen we start out with a piece of data, the question of what we are going to end up
with, what kind of findings it will give, should not be a consideration. We sit down with
a piece of data, make a bunch of observations, and see where they will go (Sacks, 1984,

p- 27).

Others have made the similar point that one should engage in “unmotivated looking” through
one’s data (Psathas, 1995, p. 45), since approaching one’s data with a clear hypothesis in mind
is likely to affect one’s decisions on which situations to analyze and the sense one makes of
them. Taking Sacks’ and Psathas’ approach implies that what is reported by the analyst will
typically be inspired by observations which are stumbled upon at various points during the

analysis of a number of cases, only to be developed in later analyses.

In my case, the time spent transcribing the many hours of audio recordings brought a number of
interesting facets and details to my attention concerning what was captured in the data and
which situations might be worth looking more closely at in order to explore the use of voice.

Thus, on the one hand, the analyses were developed on the basis of a relatively open approach to

96



the data, similar to the one prescribed by Sacks, while on the other, I did not fully engage in

“unmotivated looking” since my ideas focused on the topic of employee voice™.

As previously mentioned, descriptions of how single-case CA studies are developed are sparse
in the literature, especially in relation to the matter of why a particular extract is selected for
presentation, and, if the presented extract is considered an illustrative example of a broader
analysis, how the broader underlying analysis was conducted. This lack led me to draw
inspiration from constructionist grounded theory methodology (Charmaz, 2006). In line with
Charmaz’ recommendations, I recorded a number of research memos corresponding to the
various observations I had made and which I hoped to be able to develop into fully formed
analyses”'. The memos were not only for keeping track of empirical observations, but were also
used for conjecturing about how the different segments of the data might supplement or
contradict each other and how the findings relate to the extant literature. The memos thereby
provided a means for analytical reflections and exploration (Charmaz, 2006). Writing and
revising memos can thereby facilitate the building of an analytical understanding of how a
phenomenon is organized throughout ones data through an abductive dialogue between

empirical findings and the literature.

Conducting the analyses

Early in my analytical process, I pursued a general overview of how initiatives were typically
constructed in the workshop meetings. I knew from previous work that somewhere between 5
and 8 initiatives were typically developed by the participants and formally agreed upon by the
participants in APWs (Wahlin-Jacobsen et al., 2016). The number of initiatives developed in the
FUWs were fewer and more varying, as initiatives could only be developed in the FUWs after
all of the existing initiatives had been reviewed, and the time allotted to this part of the meeting

agenda varied substantially.

The number and scope of initiatives developed in the workshop meetings seemed to depend on

the characteristics of the problems and proposed initiatives that were discussed by the

2% Similar to my approach, a number of “applied” or “critical” conversation analytic approaches have proliferated in recent years
in studies which have applied conversation analytic methods and analytical concepts with a clear focus on a certain phenomenon
selected by the analyst a priori (Antaki, 2011; Kasper & Wagner, 2014; Talmy, 2009).

21 A similar process of analyzing intuitively interesting cases early in the analytical process and more systematically selected
cases later is also described by ten Have (2007).

97



employees. For example, discussions of problems or initiatives which had been previously
discussed by the participants often went on for quite some time due to difficulties in reaching a
consensus about how to characterize the problem — and did not always result in a viable
initiative. These difficulties may also be the reason why the employees had not been able to find

a satisfactory solution in their previous discussions.

It was clear from an early stage that the discussion in which initiatives were constructed were
only “vaguely orderly” (Jefferson, 1988, p. 419) and thus did not follow a common trajectory.

Instead, the discussions seemed to vary in terms of:

o whether the focus of the discussion was on defining the problem or defining the
solution

e how much the participants were in agreement about how to characterize a problem or
what could be done about it (similar to Bolander and Sandberg’s finding; 2013)

e whether the problems and solutions had seemingly already been discussed on
previous occasions (sometimes repeatedly) or whether they were being identified
within the workshop for the first time

o whether initiatives in relation to a topic were desired by only a lesser portion of the
employees or by most or all of them

e whether a problem and its considered solutions were technical or more social in
nature

o whether it fell within the formal decision authority of the participants to make the
ultimate decision about implementing an initiative and sometimes and whether they
could implement it themselves. Implementations beyond the participants’ authority
were sometimes treated as candidates for further processing through some pre-
existing organizational means, such as a joint consultation committee or a lean
manufacturing suggestion scheme.

Thus, it was not possible to categorize the discussions as an initial analytical step in any reliable
manner. Instead, when reviewing the data, I would identify various sequences which seemed
potentially interesting in relation to my overall research question, for example because of how
the sequences featured the participants’ orientating towards some part of the process of

constructing initiatives in the workshop meetings as challenging or problematic.
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The present analytical process followed the conversation analytic tenet of focusing on informal
logic, which can be seen in the production and organization of the recorded interactions that
constitute one’s corpus of data (Jayyusi, 1984, p. 2). Focusing on one extract at a time, [
developed hypotheses about how intersubjective understanding was coordinated on a turn-by-
turn basis, assessing these hypotheses through the next-turn proof procedure (Sacks et al., 1974,
pp. 728-729). In the process, different analytical concepts from CA (as presented in chapter 3)

were applied, leading to different aspects of the interaction standing out.

In the analytical process, I approached the data on the premise that it reflects both research-
based intervention and DGVA aspects to varying degrees, with either one or both of these
aspects shaping the participants’ concerns at different times. This involved using the above-
described sensitizing concepts to identify situations where the research aspect of the meeting
workshops was especially salient. For example, the DGVA setup involved various specific
conceptual tools, such as describing the scope of employees’ influence on their working
conditions as represented by an “action radius” (see chapter 6). Identifying situations where this
concept played a role was important for the analysis featured in chapter 6, in addition to the
technique being used to sort out situations where this research aspect was particularly salient

from the other analyses (see chapters 5, 7, and 8).

Inspired by the scheme presented by ten Have (1990), the later stages of my analytical process
can be said to resemble a string of back-and-forth movements between (1) listening to and re-
transcribing sections of the audio recordings that seemed of particular interest to emerging
research facets, (2) analyzing these sections, (3) noting my reflections in research memos, (4)
consulting the voice and CA literatures to further develop my understanding of how the selected
interactions could be handled, and (5) looking for similar situations within my data corpus
which could potentially reveal additional aspects of my overall phenomenon of interest when
analyzed. Throughout this process, the overall research question was used as a sensitizing device
which focused my attention on certain aspects of the data, rather than others. Because the audio
recordings were so rich, many interesting social and interactional phenomena could be observed,

however only some of these were relevant for the theme of the dissertation.

When conducting CA studies, whether taking a very open approach to one’s data, or a more
theoretically guided one as I did, the definition of one’s targeted phenomena will be the result of
the analysis, rather than its starting point (ten Have, 2007). Thus, once I felt confident that (1)

my data were sufficiently rich in relation to a topic to be able to develop my initial ideas into a
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more systematic analysis, and (2) that such an analysis would present a relevant contribution to
the voice literature, I once again reviewed the preliminary transcriptions in order to find
stretches of data which could add to the analysis. Realizing that the roughness of the
transcription could lead me to overlook potentially relevant excerpts, I made a point of revisiting
sections of the audio recordings where I had been in doubt about what the interaction was about.
The described approach is in line with Silverman’s suggestion (2013) of letting one’s research
process be guided by intensively analyzing parts of the data material in order to focus or develop
the research question, after which an extensive analysis is done of other relevant parts of the

data material, looking for cases that show new nuances in the phenomenon under study.

Through this process, a number of relevant ideas were developed, among which the ideas the
ideas represented in articles one, three and four (chapters 5, 7, and 8) were developed into full
research articles. Specifically, the idea for the first article came as a result of noticing how many
workshop meetings involved discussions of work shoes, how these discussions were often long,
and how constructing mitigating initiatives appeared to be relatively difficult for the
participants. The idea for article three arose out of a number of observations that the employees
would sometimes hesitate to assume responsibility for implementing initiatives, and that their
hesitation was often verbally accounted for in terms which suggested that assuming
responsibility for the initiative could lead to undesired identity ascriptions. The fourth article
was based on a number of observations of the way in which the participating line managers
would engage in discussions of proposed initiatives. Especially in situations where the line
managers took a critical stance towards a proposed suggestion, they could be seen to
spontaneously account for this stance and engage in various other practices that suggested that
their challenging of the employees’ proposal was considered delicate. The original analysis for
the second article was developed by Esben Nedergard Olsen for his Master’s thesis and
subsequently developed into its current form in collaboration with myself and the third author,
Johan Simonsen Abildgaard®. The second article differs from the other articles in its relatively
loose application CA concepts and principles in what might elsewhere be described as a micro-

discursive analysis (e.g., Larsson & Lundholm, 2010).

In the preceding, I hope to have made clear that the present analytical process involved a

number of choices and compromises. While it has been my aim to present analyses which are

22 The dataset used by Esben Nedergard Olsen for his initial analysis was smaller than the one used for the remaining articles, as
it is stated in chapter 6.
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coherent, nuanced, and relevant, only a small selection of the empirical material can be
provided. For example, the four articles in this dissertation mainly feature “what Gail Jefferson
in a data session once called some ‘virtuoso moments’, episodes that strike the observer as being
carried out in a particularly felicitous manner” (ten Have, 2007, p. 38), as they illustrate points
developed within the overall analysis in an economical and captivating way. These cases should,
however, not be thought of as unique, since the underlying mechanisms can be seen to be at
work throughout the data corpus. However, a substantial proportion of the analyzed data extracts
do not serve as clear examples, for example because the language is less clear to those
unfamiliar with the setting, because other phenomena in the extract might capture the attention
of the reader instead of the one of interest, or because the point can only be illustrated by

presenting an interaction sequence that is prohibitively long.

It should also be kept in mind that the four articles presented in the following chapter are not
only products of the analytical process I have outlined above, but were also written specifically
for four different outlets. The articles target different discussions and draw upon different
theories and analytical concepts. The articles have also been influenced by the comments and
reviews that [ and my co-writers received at presentations and from journals. These factors
contribute to giving the four articles somewhat distinctive characters. The combined

contributions of the four articles will be discussed in chapter 9.
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5. Article one: Only the wearer knows where the shoe pinches?
Socioepistemics and the construction of “voiceable” problems and

solutions

Abstract

In workplace voice activities, employees are invited to raise problems and suggest
improvements to the management. While the voice process has been characterized as a transfer
of information, this understanding neglects how the credibility of information and speakers’
rights to claim knowledge about it are subjects of continuous negotiations in actual interactions.
We analyse voice activity interactions in an industrial setting in relation to the topic of work
shoes, showing how problem and solution formulations which project different actions to be
taken after the activity are negotiated. This process, which we call “problem-" and “solution
work”, is shaped by the participants’ orientations to epistemic status, i.e. their differential rights
to claim knowledge of various subjects in the discussions. Employees’ low epistemic status in
relation to various relevant problem and solution aspects constitutes an important but

overlooked barrier to achieving improved working conditions through the voice activities.

Introduction

In recent years, a shift has occurred in how employees participate in and influence decision-
making processes in the workplace: while representational union-based forms of participation
used to be the norm in many countries, an increasing number of organizations have implemented
regular activities in which employees are invited to voice problems related to work or
suggestions for changing existing work practices directly to the managers (Busck et al., 2010).
In the EU, for example, the number of employees frequently involved in improvements of the
work organisation or work processes has increased was 50% in 2015 (Akkerman et al., 2015).
These activities are often inspired by practices adopted from the field of human resource
management (Heery, 2015) and involve meetings or talks among employees and their managers
(Freeman, 2007; Kersley et al., 2005). In relation to this shift, a topical shift has also occurred:
where issues such as pay, work hours or recruitment practices were previously central to

participation, many current employee voice activities typically focus on aspects of local, daily
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work, including health and safety issues (Addison, 2005; Busck et al., 2010; Harley, 2014;
Levie & Sandberg, 1991; Nielsen et al., 2010).

Academic discussions of how these shifts have influenced the employees’ possibilities for
influencing their workplace have tended to focus on how information is exchanged within the
activity (Hardy & Leiba-O’Sullivan, 1998; Levie & Sandberg, 1991). For example, one model
suggests categorizing voice activities on the basis of whether employees are merely informed of
changes, are able to communicate with managers about changes, are consulted, or are allowed to
co-determine or control decisions (Marchington & Wilkinson, 2005). It is claimed that
increasing employees’ access to information is empowering by leaving the employees in a
“better position to make or influence decisions to maintain or improve performance”
(Appelbaum et al., 1999; see also Harley, 1999; Marshall & Stohl, 1993), and similarly voice is
sometimes described as “discretionary provision of information intended to improve
organizational functioning to someone inside an organization with the perceived authority to
act” (Detert & Burris, 2007), implying that information is a resource for decision-making that
can be transmitted from managers to employees and vice versa (Hardy & Leiba-O’Sullivan,

1998).

However, this understanding of information can be contested on the grounds that information in
itself does not carry meaning, but that meaning must be inferred (Axley, 1984). The social
processes by which such inferences are made or sought managed are in no way simple: it has
been shown that what counts as information in relation to organizational decision-making is not
given a priori, but often the subject of negotiation within the interaction, for example in relation
to what constitutes a problem or a relevant solution (Boden, 1994; Cooren, 2007; Samra-
Fredericks, 2010). Furthermore, organization members are held accountable for their socio-
moral rights to hold and present information, and violations can entail sanctions. This
perspective on how invocations of “knowledge” are organized in interaction has been labelled
socio-epistemics (Heritage, 2013b; Stivers et al., 2011). When applying a socio-epistemic lens,
we come to focus on how participants in employee voice activities engage in and thereby shape
voice activities as a practical feat, rather than how static features of the activities or the
organization that hosts it shapes its outcomes. Specifically, formal voice activities can be seen as
sites of social decision-making where a process takes place which reduces the range of
potentially “voiceable” problems and solutions into a subset which is eventually formulated and

passed on to managers in the organization.
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The present study is motivated by an interest in understanding what characterizes this process as
it occurs in interaction within employee voice activities. We show how the differential
distribution of epistemic rights among the participants and other parties in and beyond the
organisation is invoked to build support around or question candidate problem and solution

LT3

formulations in the participants’ “problem-* and “solution work”. In the process, various moral
problematics are made relevant to the interaction which the participants strive to manage.
Thereby, we aim to shed light on an important aspect of how decision-making interaction in

workplace voice activities and other participatory settings is socially organized.

Socioepistemics

The topic of socioepistemics has received increasing attention in recent years (Heritage, 2013b;
Stivers et al., 2011), including in analyses of interaction within workplace settings (Clifton,
2014; Landmark et al., 2015). Fundamental to socioepistemic analyses of interaction is the
observation that in many situations, interlocutors will have different degrees of access to some
epistemic domain, and their rights to claim and present knowledge about this domain in the
interaction is oriented to by the interlocutors within the interaction. The interlocutors can thus be
said to have each their epistemic status as a form of social positioning along a gradient with a
more or less deep slope (Heritage, 2013b; Heritage & Raymond, 2005). For example, different
ways of presenting information in suggests different epistemic status through the stance taken:
while initiating a description with “I think” typically is taken to mark a downgraded stance,
“certainly” instead typically marks an upgraded stance. If epistemic stance and status are seen as
incongruent, the incongruence will often be noted in the interaction and the speaker held

accountable (Heritage & Raymond, 2005; Mondada, 2013; Raymond & Heritage, 2006).

Holding superior right to knowledge about a matter is described as having epistemic authority
(Heritage and Raymond, 2005). Through the access that speakers are taken to hold toward their
own thoughts, feelings, sensations or experiences, these topics are typically oriented to as areas
of epistemic authority (Heritage, 2012a; Landmark et al., 2015). In addition, epistemic authority
can also be claimed in relation to various topics on the basis of expertise or other forms of
access associated with membership of social categories, such as “doctor” or “grandparent”
(Raymond & Heritage, 2006). However, struggles can arise between speakers about their

relative epistemic statuses (Mondada, 2013), including when experience- and expertise-based
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forms of authority are in conflict (Heritage, 2013b). Furthermore, descriptions, reports and other
types of claims about the world are also devices for doing complex socio-moral work such as
argumentation (Amer, 2009) and oriented to by the interlocutors as such. As a result, speakers
are held accountable not only for the veracity of reports, but also how their reports might
influence the immediate interaction and the activity sequence in progress, such as in decision-
making. For example, the facticity of accounts can be questioned through attributions of stake to
a speaker, including in cases where the speaker played an active role in the accounted events

(Edwards & Potter, 1992).

Despite the increasing number of studies which apply a socioepistemic lens to various
interactional settings, very few studies have focused specifically on decision-making. One
example is Landmark, Gulbrandsen & Svennevig’s study of interaction between doctors and
patients about medical treatment decisions (2015). While a number of countries have
implemented policies supporting participation of patients in medical treatment decision-making,
participation is sometimes oriented to as problematic by the patients in the interactions due to
the large epistemic asymmetry relative to the doctors. In other words, it seems challenging to
equalize the “deontic order” of a setting if the members’ statuses in the epistemic order differ
substantially. The concepts of epistemic status and stance can potentially explicate the
interactional dynamics which undergird the finding that organization members which are seen as
holding expertise in relation to some subject are often in a privileged position to have their
assessments accepted and acted on in decision-making settings (e.g., Angouri & Bargiela-

Chiappini, 2011).

The data

The data for this paper were collected in connection with a research project in which a voice
activity was implemented in Danish manufacturing organizations. Danish occupational health
and safety regulation requires all workplaces to perform regular risk assessments with
participation from the employees, which is often solicited through meetings or others forms of
direct dialogue with managers. The intervention primarily deviated from such meetings through
the presence of an external process facilitator, who was required to chair the meetings according

to guidelines set out by the research group.
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In the workshop meetings studied here, employees were asked to discuss how their various
working conditions could be considered problematic or beneficial in relation to their health and
well-being. The meetings were typically attended by 6-10 employees who worked together on a
daily basis, either semi-skilled machine operators or skilled maintenance staff. Besides the
process facilitator, the meetings were also attended by the employees’ line manager and one or
two members of the research group acting as observers. One of the authors (CDW) participated

in some meetings as a workshop facilitator and in others as an observer.

While initially transcribing and reviewing our data, we noticed how the participants’ decision-
making process often featured a number of different problem formulations or different problem
aspects being presented, along with a number of candidate suggested actions to alleviate the
problem. The process of negotiating some form of consensus among the participants between
the available candidate understandings and action proposals often spanned long stretches of
conversation. Among approximately 98 hours of audio from 36 workshop meetings which were
considered in the analysis, we here focus on two series of three meetings involving employees
from two different worksites (one medium-sized plant producing plastic packaging and a large
production site for pharmaceuticals) in order to focus our analysis on discussions in relation to
one exemplary topic: work shoes. While the findings we present here could likely be
encountered for a number of different problems discussed within workplace voice activities,
work shoes was raised as a problem throughout the data and because of its value in
exemplifying points from the overall analytical process. Still, the constraints of the journal

article format mean that only a few illustratory sequences can be presented here.

Working with both workshop audio and the transcripts in conjunction, we collected excerpts of
interaction where participants discussed work shoes. These excerpts were then analysed
following an approach based on CA and DP in order to attend to both how understandings are
coordinated on a turn-by-turn basis and how turns are designed for strategic purposes. Besides
invocations of epistemic authority, status and access, we especially attended to interactional
features such as the use of alignment and affiliation in negotiating consensus in relation to
problem and solution formulations, and how the issues of stake and interest are managed by the
participants. The excerpts were transcribed using a simplified Jefferson style (Jefferson, 2004,
see appendix for legend) and are presented here in their translated form. All names have been

changed to ensure participant anonymity.
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The workshop setting

The formal voice activity included three three-hour workshop meetings per work team, covering
risk assessment, action planning and follow-up. The participants were encouraged to raise
problems and suggest changes which could improve their health and well-being. Within the
meetings, so-called “action plans” were developed describing the actions that the employees
wished to take (or suggest other organization members to take) in order to change the existing
work practices. There were no pre-set boundaries regarding which initiatives could be taken, but
participants had to secure the necessary approvals and funding within the organization; no

economic or practical support was provided by the research team.

All workshop meetings were held in meeting rooms at the worksite. The facilitator would chair
the meetings, following loosely a pre-set agenda, however a major part of the meeting
interaction consisted of discussions among the employees and their manager in relation to health
and safety-related aspects of their work or the facilitator interviewing the participants about such
topics in order to progress the risk assessment, action planning or follow-up tasks of the
meetings. All participants (except the observers) would be seated around the same table in order
to facilitate discussions within the group. The names and formal work roles of the interlocutors

featured in the excerpts are presented in the table below.

Excerpt 1+2 Excerpt 3+4

Name Role Name Role

Amelia Workshop facilitator | Beth Health and safety
representative

Noah Employee Tim Line manager

Max Employee Daniel Employee

Oliver Employee Katie Employee

Teddy Employee Seth Process facilitator

Finn Line manager Emily Employee

Arthur Employee

Table 4. Participants in the excerpts of chapter 5 and their formal work roles.
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Analysis

The presentation of analytical examples which follows is structured around the workshop series
of two different work teams. As the data are very rich, the analysis will only focus on aspects
that are specifically relevant for this paper: the first two excerpts are taken from one meeting in
the plastic packaging company and demonstrate some fundamental aspects of how
socioepistemics influence the participants’ problem and solution work, while the remaining two
excerpts focus on more complex aspects of this relationship which can be observed in

interactions that took place during two meetings with a team in the pharmaceutical company.

Negotiating problem and solution formulations

The first excerpt shows how voice activity participants engage in interactional work to negotiate
what counts as a problem and how it might be solved. In the excerpt, the participants are sitting
around the meeting table and have just finished making notes on paper handouts which they now
have before them. The handouts contain various symbols representing categories of work
environment aspects. Amelia, a process facilitator, is interviewing the employees about which

aspects of the work environment they have marked as problematic (“red”) or helpful (“green”).

Excerpt 1
1 Amelia: °yes® (0.6) other things? (0.6) down here
2 (1.5)
3 Amelia: [socially mentally bodily |
4  Noah: le::h I ha::ve (.) |[down by 1=
5 Max: |lpftj.h a- tha:t]
6 Noah: =the bottom there >there I have written footwear<
7 Oliver: [yes]
8 Amelia: |yes]
9 Max: yes footwear I have put that here [over by 1=
10 Amelia: |is it red or green?|
11 Max: =by concrete floor
12 Oliver: [it is red]
13 Max: |it is red]
14 Amelia: .h
15 Noah: °very red®
16 Amelia: a:nd why is it that?
17 (1.3)

18 Oliver: they are not good enough the shoes
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19 Amelia: [no? |

20 Max: |°no?|

21 Teddy: twelve hours on a concrete floor then=

22  Oliver: =yes so: those

23 (1.4)

24 Max: and maybe one could have soles a little more often

25 [or insoles or 1

26 Oliver: |well well well I| bloody* do not believe those shoes, I
27 mean you can get some [shoes]

28 Teddy: |well | if we must keep the shoes
29 we have now=

30 Oliver: =yes=

31 Teddy: =>but< then then we should really have new [soles]=

32  Oliver: lyes |

33 Teddy: =more often=

34 Noah: =yes=

35 Oliver: =but would it not be better to get some shoes which

36 really worked out for us?

37 Teddy: >well< I believe that would also be cheaper in the long
38 run

The first part of the excerpts showcases how participants might indicate support for other
participants’ formulations of problems and solutions through affiliation and alignment: Amelia
first asks the participants to present their markings, mentioning various categories printed on the
handout (1.3). One employee, Noah, reports having written footwear on the handout, to which
two other employees, Oliver and Max, affiliate (Il. 7 and 9), with Max adding that he had
marked footwear elsewhere on the handout (“by concrete floor”). Affiliations are cooperative
responses which endorse the affective stance of the previous speaker (Stivers et al., 2011), here
Noah’s stance towards the footwear. In comparison, Amelia’s “yes” in line 8 merely aligns with
Noah’s response at the structural level of the interaction, indicating that his report is seen to fit
her initial question (Stivers et al., 2011). This distinction becomes clear in the next question,
where Amelia assumes a not-knowing position towards Noah’s stance: she asks if the employees
have marked footwear as being “red” or “green”, and Oliver and Max both answer “red” in
overlap, with Noah answering “very red” shortly after, indicating that the three employees are

aware of the fact that they hold a shared stance towards the shoes.

In line 16, Amelia asks why the shoes were marked as red to which a third employee, Oliver,

accounts that the shoes are “not good enough”. A fourth employee, Teddy, once again brings up
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the concrete floor of the production area as related to the footwear problem, mentioning the
employees’ long work hours as an additional circumstance which we can infer must increase the
employees’ strain. We can see the employees’ proposals of candidate formulations about what
causes the problem as belonging to an activity directed towards achieving consensus which can

be called “problem work” (Francis, 1995; Samra-Fredericks, 2005).

Within the very next lines, a related type of work is undertaken which we label “solution work”:
after a pause, Max self-selects and proposes that the employees could receive new insoles more
often (1. 24-25); the proposal is sequentially related to Oliver and Teddy’s problem work, yet it
does not favour any one of the proposed problem formulations. Rather, it seems oriented
towards coordinating agreement about what would constitute a solution for the participants. The
work of coordinating agreement about one or more solutions becomes necessary due to the fact
that problems and solutions do not correspond one to one: for each candidate problem
formulation, a number of different actions might exist that would count for the participants as a
solution. Not all proposals should be seen as doing solution work: here, the downgraded
epistemic status of Max’s proposal marked by his use of terms such as “maybe” and “a little
more often” suggests that he orients towards the proposal as being part of an extended sequence
of discussing candidate solutions, rather than a common proposal projecting merely acceptance

or rejection.

The remainder of the excerpt demonstrates how a lack of consensus around one problem
formulation does not inhibit the participants’ solution work. Oliver’s next turn is abbreviated,
but the “well” preface suggests upcoming disaffiliation with Max’s proposed solution. Oliver
can also be heard as referencing his earlier problem formulation focusing on the quality of the
current shoes (“I bloody do not believe those shoes”), and potentially prefacing a suggestion to
source new shoes (“I mean you can get some shoes”). Teddy then takes the floor, disaffiliating
with Oliver by suggesting that sourcing new shoes might not be viable (11. 28-29), presenting
new insoles as an alternative solution (l. 31), to which both Oliver and Noah answer “yes”.
However, Oliver’s rhetorically phrased question (1. 35-36) suggests that he finds keeping the
current shoes an inferior solution to getting new shoes and thus that his “yes” merely indicated
alignment rather than affiliation with Teddy. Teddy offers an assessment that changing shoes
would be cheaper than recurrently changing insoles. Although it was not clear on what basis
Teddy described it as potentially unviable to source new shoes in lines 28-29, his reference to

concerns of cost in line 37 suggests that his claim about the viability of sourcing new shoes was
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based on expectations about how much money the company would be willing to spend on a

solution.

It should be noted that various aspects of the work environment might be considered relevant in
the participants’ problem work and still be exempt from their solution work. Here, the hard
flooring is mentioned in the problem work, but changing the flooring for something less hard is
not entertained by the participants as a candidate solution in the excerpt (or later), and the
absence of such a proposal is not marked verbally. The absence suggests that the participants
hold somewhat shared expectations about which solutions are likely to be unviable - changing

the flooring is a very costly initiative compared to buying new shoes or insoles.

As an additional point, the multiple overlaps indicates a rather fluid way of organizing the
conversational floor (Morgenthaler, 1990) where the employees often self-select to answer
Amelia’s requests and questions at a given time. Such shared access to the floor is characteristic

of participative decision-making interactions (Baraldi, 2013; Yeung, 2004a).

Epistemic authority in relation to problem and solution work

The next excerpt follows shortly after the first. Here, we turn to how the participants’
differential rights to claim knowledge in relation to different epistemic domains, i.e. their
different areas of epistemic authority, shapes the process of proposing and negotiating candidate
problem and solution formulations. The employees are discussing how footwear problems might
influence the well-being of the employees in a wider sense when the employees’ manager, Finn,

presents an assessment:

Excerpt 2

1 Noah: =and everything begins from the feet up as you know
4 ist=

3 Finn: =I just want to [say we 1=
4 Amelia: |that's the thing, right]
5 Finn: =say we certainly do not buy cheap shoes
6 Oliver: no: they are [bloody no no ]
7 Noah: |[nono but I don't]| the soles are=
8 Arthur: =but they are in the cheap [end ]
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9 Finn: |we have]| we have gone up in

10 quality [several | times=

11 M.E.? *: [[bunje?] |

12 Noah: =°yes®

13 Finn: those shoes they have been selected

14 Amelia: °yes®

15 (1.0)

16 Amelia: but I mean one could say then .h=

17 Max: =but then perhaps you should rather get soles every
18 [third] or=

19 Finn: lyes |

Finn takes the floor (“I just want to say”) to make an assessment about the price of the work
shoes currently sourced by the company as being “not cheap”. Finn’s assessment can be seen as
a defence of the work shoes currently offered to the employees, thereby countering the candidate
problem formulation from excerpt 1 that the quality of the shoes is inadequate and that the
company is motivated by keeping costs low. Thus, Finn could be said to address the normativity
implied in the employees’ problem and solution work. Oliver and Noah indicate agreement with
Finn’s assessment in overlap (1l. 6-7), thereby distancing themselves from such a normative
position, while Arthur recycles Finn’s “not cheap shoes” description into shoes from the “cheap
end”, which can be seen as a mitigated disaffiliation with Finn’s assessment. In his next turn,
Finn describes the company as having “gone up in quality several times”, thereby further
defending the company’s actions. Indeed, in line 13, Finn states explicitly that the shoes have
been “selected”, implying that the employees’ perspective has been considered in decisions over
which work shoes to buy. As a middle manager, and one with a long history in the organization
at that, Finn holds privileged knowledge about the price of the work shoes bought by the
company compared to those offered previously, thereby lending Finn epistemic authority on the
matter. This authority is marked through a strong epistemic stance in the upgrade to his first
assessment (“certainly”; 1. 5) and in the direct and minimal way his other announcements are
presented (Il. 9-10 and 13) (Heritage & Raymond, 2005). Amelia aligns with Finn, however her
next turn is cut short by Max (1. 17), who repeats his proposal to change soles more often, to
which Finn affiliates. By neither presuming nor precluding that the shoe quality is problematic,
Max’s proposal sidesteps the moral criticism of the company that could be inferred from the

employees’ negative descriptions of the current shoes.

112



Challenging epistemic authority

The next excerpt is taken from workshop sessions in the pharmaceutical company and illustrates
how arguments which draw on the participants’ epistemic authority can be challenged through
arguments which explicitly or implicitly call into question the moral status of the other part. In
this workshop, the employees had also complained of various problems related to their work
shoes, specifically problems that had arisen after a managerial decision that employees could
only wear certain models of safety shoes from one specific supplier. The employees’ health and
safety representative, Beth, is discussing an argument that has been presented outside of the
workshop by various line and middle managers that only employees from the present
department complain about their work shoes, despite all departments supposedly having the
same selection to choose from.

Excerpt 3

1 Beth: well I mean I- (.) I personally feel (.) that that I

2 mean hh I certainly can’t ignore as a health and safety
) representative that those shoe problems exist, I simply
4 can’t eh because it takes up so much attention e:hm and
5 it doesn’t just take up attention in your team, it also
6 takes up attention in many of the other teams ehm “a:nd
7 a:nd” and what I’d like very much as a health and

8 safety representative that is for the management to (.)

9 like open up and say there IS really a problem here in
10 ((the department)) eh, and it might be that the others
11 don’t have the problem (1.0) I'm a little indifferent
12 about that because I can both SEE your feet,

13 [>I just about said<]=

14 F.E.?: |hehe 1

15 Beth: =cause I've been shown I don’t know how many feet

16 ((others giggle))

17 Beth: plus we’ve also heard from (.) the foot lady that she
18 has never had as many patients before as she does now
19 >that that that< there IS a problem in ((the

20 department) )=

21 F.E.?: =hm=

22 Beth: =and I would very much like that that if that that I
23 mean if the management=

24 Tim: ="yes’ =
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25 Beth: =acknowledged [[] 1

26 Tim: ]I still just think| it’s thought-

27 provoking that (1.0) the same thing has been

28 implemented all over the joint right=

29 Beth: =yes [you’re totally right, you’re totally right]

30 Tim: |[why is it then just ((this department)) 1=

31 =[it’s] just like interesting I think that it=

32  Daniel: it |

33 Daniel: =it isn’t

34  Katie: it really [isn’t ]

35 Daniel: [because| when the rest of us are sitting

36 around chatting around town and we know a lot of people
37 out in the factories, there’s lots who have problems

38 out there as well, but if you ask then then then people
39 will say there is not that’s what the management will
40 say, there’s no problems, we haven’t heard anything (.)
41 where’s the filter then? (.)

In the excerpt, we see Beth self-categorize as a health and safety representative (HSR),
mentioning an obligation tied to this role that she cannot ignore “those shoe problems” (Jayyusi,
1984). She next reports that the problem “also takes up attention in many of the other teams”,
thereby contradicting the management’s claim and arguing that the problem is independently
corroborated (Edwards & Potter, 1992). Beth next reports that she would like management to
acknowledge the employees’ problem formulation regarding the shoes, claiming indifference
towards the management’s argument based on her own experiences with (and thus direct
epistemic access to) employees showing her their feet (1l. 12, 15). Beth’s experience is
corroborated by a paraphrased report from the “the foot lady”, seemingly a professional who
employees at the worksite can consult about foot problems, but whose position or organizational
affiliation is not accounted for in the recordings. Still, the “foot lady” can be heard as an expert
whose epistemic authority is invoked by Beth to support the employees’ problem formulation

blaming the shoes.

Next, Beth repeats her wish that the management acknowledge the employees’ complaints, to
which Tim, the employees’ manager, aligns (1. 24) before starting a disaffiliating turn in overlap
with Beth (. 26). Here, he references the managements’ argument by describing it as “thought-
provoking” and “interesting” that the problems are only found in the present department, when
the rules have been implemented “all over the joint”. The management’s argument (as presented

here by Tim) implies a logic stating that if the work shoes provided by the company were



problematic in themselves, employees in other departments would also complain. The lack of

such complaints (according to Tim) is used to question the employees’ problem formulation.

In spite of Tim’s disaffiliation with Beth’s previous turn, Beth expresses strong alignment in
overlap with Tim, suggesting that she knows and accepts Tim’s argument as relevant. In
contrast, Daniel and subsequently Katie disaffiliate with Tim’s claim and thus his questioning
stance towards the shoe problems, with Daniel accounting for his disaffiliation through a
reference to conversations with other employees outside of the workplace. On the basis of this
counter-claim, he poses what can be heard as a rhetorical question (“where’s the filter then?”),
implying that somebody is holding back information about the footwear problems of employees
outside the department. This claim is next upgraded by Daniel to accusations of lying “up
there”, referencing non-specifically the managers that claim that the problem only exists in the
present department. Thus, Daniel draws upon his epistemic authority over what colleagues from
other departments say in situations where there are no managers present to question the

management’s argument.

The excerpt thus demonstrates how basing problem formulations on claims for which one holds
epistemic authority can be considered a kind of rhetorical strategy. It can be suggested that this
strategy is likely to be especially relevant when one does not hold sufficient decision authority
to ameliorate the formulated problem, as it is the case for the employees in this study since the
management controls the range of shoes that employees can choose between. However, even
problem formulations which focus on areas where employees hold epistemic authority can be
questioned through argumentation which does not directly question their epistemic authority,

but instead the validity of their inferences.

While the employees in the pharmaceutical company did not reach a decision about how to
address the shoe problem in their first two workshop meetings, their manager, Tim, described at
a later meeting that an agreement had been made with the shoe supplier to provide new and
lighter work shoes which the employees could try out for a period of time. Excerpt 4 falls after
this “solution” has been described and begins with a process facilitator, Seth, asking the
employees about their reasons for problematizing the shoes. The excerpt demonstrates the
employees’ awareness of how their epistemic authority constitutes an important rhetorical

resource in their problem and solution work; however, both the employees and the facilitator
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also display an understanding that claims which draw upon one’s epistemic authority may be

seen by others as motivated by stake or interest, and thus potentially untrustworthy.

Excerpt 4

1 Seth:

2

3

4

5 Daniel:
6 Katie:
i Seth:

8

9

10 Emily:
11 Daniel:
12 Katie:
13 Seth:
14  Katie:
15

16  James:
17  Katie:
18  Seth:
19 you
20 Katie:
21 Daniel:
22 Seth
23 Katie:
24  Seth:
25

26 Katie:
27

28 James:
29 Katie:
30 Daniel:
31 Katie:
32  Daniel:
33  Katie:

which which was the most red I mean (.) I mean was it
the shoes and the heaviness and the lack of choice a:nd
or was it that they didn’t listen that a 1lid was put on
or that bad decisions were made, you follow me?
mhm
mhm=
=you complained about the shoes but was it in reality
just as much (.) something organizational, something
about the [decision-making process]

|well ]
no, I mean Katie now has foot problems right and and=
and I'm using my seventh pair hehe
the seventh pair
the seventh pair hehe so I’'ve tried many different,
right, and they’re very heavy
yes
they are not |[like 1

|so it’s] a proper physical red piece for

[ves ]=
lye:s|=
=not to have received some [proper|=
lves |
=shoes yet (.) maybe it’s tiresome in itself to have
tried so many and (.)
I mean (.) we’ve been through many shoes, at least

among the clogs right

mm

so:

mm

I’ve done a lot certainly

but then it’s also frustrating like hell=
=yes:=
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34 Daniel: =if nothing is done about it (.) when you see the

35 physical consequences of of of that shitty footwear and
36 then I mean (.) >it it< it is surely frustrating, but
37 Tim has also done he can you could say, right, so: but
38 sure it is frustrating that further out in I mean ((the
39 department manager)) she’s trying to put a 1lid on it

40 because she can’t cope hearing anymore about it, that
41 won’t do

42 James: mm

43 Daniel: so surely one is red about that (.)

44  James: mm

45 ((64 lines omitted))

46 Daniel: but but it is a little annoying

47  James: mhm

48 Daniel: and that’s the way it is, it’s also what affects

49 affects us about that footwear right why the hell do we
50 have to, we work in a laboratory, why do we have to
51 wear safety shoes

52 James: hm

53 Daniel: sure I see that those flasks are heavy but still in
54 forty years nobody has dropped them on their toes

55 ((sighs)) so I mean in that way

56 Emily: ‘no’ (.) but we can’t change that [hehe 1

57 Katie: [hehe 1

58 Daniel: [no no we can’t],

59 instead we’ll have to get some safety footwear we can
60 wear

61 Katie: [yes]

62 Emily: |yes| that’s the thing

First, Seth raises the question of whether the aspects related to the shoes or to the management’s
handling of the shoe problem were seen as most “red” by the employees. A prompt for
alignment (“you follow me”) leads to alignment markers from both Daniel and Katie. In Seth’s
next turn he asks if the employees’ complaints were “in reality” motivated “just as much” by
aspects of the decision-making process. The question can be heard as addressing the possibility
that the employees’ might have overemphasized the shoes’ negative aspects in an domain where
they held epistemic authority (their bodily sensations) in order to influence decisions in a
domain where they had little epistemic authority (the new shoe regulations and the various
concerns these addressed). Affiliating from the employees here could thus be taken as admitting
dishonesty. Here, Emily overlaps with “well”, a typical disaffiliation preface (Heritage, 2015),

while Daniel responds more flatly with a “no”, providing Katie’s foot problems as an account
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for why the employees’ physical problems were central to their complaint. Over the next lines,

Katie then reports having tried many models of shoes.

Seth then proposes formulating Katie’s lack of “proper” shoes as a “proper physical red piece”,
a formulation which Katie and Daniel affiliates with. This formulation can be heard as ratifying
Katie and Daniels’ responses as support for the veracity of their physical problems, further
indicating the relevance of Seth’s previous question as addressing potential dishonesty on the
employees’ part. Seth completes his turn by proposing that what Katie has been through is
tiresome in itself, to which Katie repeats the argument that many shoes have been tried. The
statement “I’ve done a lot certainly” can be seen as defending her choice to problematize the
shoes by directing attention to her own effort in finding a solution. Thus, the employees can be
seen as striving to reaffirm their previous complaints about the shoes while not acknowledging
Seth’s suggestion that their raising the problem was motivated by frustration with the

management’s decision.

However, the next part of the excerpt sees a number of the previous arguments being presented
again by the employees. Daniel describes it as frustrating that nothing has been done about the
footwear problems, suggesting that the department manager has tried to stop the employees’
critique of the work shoes. After this, the employee Emily describes her problems with the
footwear as being of a physical nature, and this pattern of Katie and Emily emphasizing
especially the physical aspects of the problem and Daniel raising the managerial aspects is found
throughout the excerpt. When Daniel again invokes non-physical aspects of the problem
formulation (the requirement that the employees wear safety shoes when no accidents are
claimed to have occurred, 1. 48-51 and 53-55), Emily aligns with Daniel before stating that “we
can’t change that” and starts to laugh. Katie laughs at the same time, suggesting affiliation,
while Daniel also affiliates with Emily before making the upshot formulation that the employees
should focus on getting different “safety footwear”. Both Katie and Emily affiliate with Daniel.
Thus, the non-viability of other solutions than those which focus specifically on sourcing new
shoes is seemingly invoked to end the negotiation of Daniels’ problem formulation on the one

side and that of Katie and Emily on the other.
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Conclusion

So far, little research has explored how employees participating in voice activities reach
decisions about which working conditions to attempt to change and how. In this article, we have
explored this process as one characterised by problem and solution work, work which is shaped
by the participants’ orientations to the epistemic order in interaction. Our analysis offers various
contributions to how participatory decision-making can be understood in the workplace and

beyond.

First, we have shown how problems and suggestions are actively constructed in voice
interactions. This is in contrast to how much of the literature on voice tends to take the content
of voice as set and instead focus on “transmission” problems such as whether this content is
actually voiced or how it is received by its targets (Axley, 1984; Hardy & Leiba-O’Sullivan,
1998). Even in relation to a seemingly mundane topic such as work shoes, examples were
provided both of how a number of competing candidate problem and solution formulations were

presented and negotiated by the participants.

Second, socioepistemics were shown to play a key role in this negotiation process. This was
seen in how patterns of epistemic authority among employees, managers and outside experts
(such as “the shoe lady”) in relation to different aspects of work shoes contributed to supporting
or questioning the facticity of various problem formulations and thus the relevance of their
corresponding candidate solutions. In addition, the participants drew upon various
argumentative practices rooted in epistemics, such as the management’s claim to know that the
problem only occurred in one department, or the employees’ claim that the problem also existed
elsewhere, but that the complaints were not passed on. While relevant and sufficient information
has often been named as a prerequisite for employees to effectively engage in voice (Appelbaum
et al., 1999; Harley, 1999; Marshall & Stohl, 1993), the excerpts provided here suggest that an
adequate epistemic status is also required; specifically, a status which is recognised by those the

information is presented to.

Third and more generally, a number of studies have focused on how access to participation in
decision-making is limited to those in power, both within the workplace (Hardy & Leiba-
O’Sullivan, 1998; Heery, 2015) and in other settings (Cooke & Kothari, 2001; Farkas, 2013). In
comparison, the present study demonstrates how the employees’ chances of influencing their

working conditions might be limited at a very minute level through the “micro-political” process
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of problem and solution work and the socio-moral order which regulates the participants’ claims
to various kinds of knowledge (Maseide, 2007). For example, both of the teams studied here
chose to pursue a somewhat “minimal” solution (the insoles as opposed to different or additional
shoes in the first excerpts and different work shoes as opposed to a rollback to using the
previous shoe-supplier in the latter) which was framed as relatively feasible, though potentially
only suboptimal by the participants. On the basis of our analysis, it can be suggested that
incurring change through participation might prove difficult in cases where the participants’
ability to coordinate consensus around one shared problem formulation and/or proposed
remedial action problems is challenged, for example for problems which are not widely

recognized as problems.

Although concern has been expressed over ascriptions of epistemic status that are not
specifically grounded in the interlocutors’ identifiable orientations (e.g., Lindwall et al., 2016),
we believe that a socioepistemic lens makes important aspects of how authority is negotiated
among interactants available to analysis. Beyond participatory decision-making, the study also
provides various examples of how socioepistemic points can support analyses of argumentation

and rhetoric (Amer, 2009), a line of work that we hope will be further developed in the future.
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6. Article two: Accounting for job control in participatory
organizational-level interventions — collective sensemaking as a

missing link

Abstract

In participatory organizational-level interventions, employees are invited to voice suggestions
for improving the work environment. It is claimed in the literature that participatory
interventions increase employees’ job control. However, empirical studies do not provide clear
support for this relationship, and the undergirding mechanisms are not well understood. We
present and analyse interactions in an intervention with blue-collar employees to demonstrate
how the participants enact their job control through a process of collective sensemaking.
Specifically, the participants negotiate accounts about their job control and whether they hold
sufficient control to relevantly affect the work environment. The negotiation of accounts shapes
the participants’ engagement in the intervention, leading to differences in the number and the
scope of initiatives that participants decide to pursue to improve the working environment, even
when the participants come from the same work setting and discuss similar problems. The
analytical findings point to shortcomings in how job control is typically conceptualized in the
literature as well as highlight a need for future participatory intervention studies that focus on

how outcomes are shaped by interactional processes.

Introduction

Participatory organizational-level interventions (POLIs) enable employees to address and
potentially solve problems related to the work environment by voicing complaints and
suggestions to the management, and participating in POLIs may also enhance the well-being of
employees and prevent work-related health issues (Egan et al., 2007; Mikkelsen et al., 2000;
Nielsen et al., 2010). In recent years, POLIs have received increased attention in the work
environment literature, and their use is recommended by international bodies such as the World
Health Organization and the European Network for Workplace Health Promotion (Burton, 2010;
European Network for Workplace Health Promotion, 2007). Among the advantages of POLIs
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listed in the literature are increased senses of fairness, justice, and social support as well as the
focus of this paper, increased job control (Egan et al., 2007; Nielsen, 2013; Nielsen et al., 2010).
Job control has been defined and operationalized in a number of ways (Breaugh, 1985), but is
generally seen as the social authority over decision-making in relation to work tasks (Karasek &
Theorell, 1990). Increased job control has been described as a main factor through which
participatory interventions improve employee health and well-being (Bambra, Egan, Thomas,
Petticrew, & Whitehead, 2007; Bond & Bunce, 2001; Hétinen, Kinnunen, Pekkonen, & Kalimo,
2007).

However, studies investigating whether POLIs increase job control show mixed results, and
many of the studies which do report increases in participants’ job control describe that the
interventions entailed work reorganizations, which in itself can be expected to increase the
participants’ job control (Egan et al., 2007). Thus, it is possible that the increased job control in
these cases was not a result of the participatory process in particular but a result of the
subsequent reorganizations of the workplace and tasks. A link between POLIs and job control
therefore seems contingent on concrete change and the mechanisms which determine whether
any given POLI will increase the participants’ job control are not well understood. At a general
level, the potentials and limitations of participation has been the topic of a critical debate and it
has been argued that POLIs could be detrimental for the psychosocial work environment if they
implicitly transfer responsibility for maintaining a healthy work environment from the
management to the employees without simultaneously increasing the employees’ decision
authority (Busck et al., 2010; Johnstone & Ackers, 2015). Consequentially, it is highly relevant
to increase our understanding of the conditions that are necessary in order for POLIs to increase

employees’ job control.

We argue that POLI research should adopt a conceptualization of job control which highlights
the social aspects of how job control is made sense of in practice. Through illustrative examples
of POLI interactions in a blue-collar industrial context, this article shows how POLIs serve as
arenas for collective sensemaking processes, where the decision-making process is shaped by
how the participants construct and enact their job control. We shed light on how this social
enactment process is guided by the ways in which participants’ negotiate accounts related to job
control. These accounts provide a context for the participants’ decisions by making different
types of information relevant to the interaction, such as previous events in the organization,

formal job aspects or design aspects of the POLI. Ultimately, how participants enact their job

122



control shapes which changes to the work environment they pursue, and thereby the likely long-
term outcomes of the intervention. Also discussed is how regarding job control in terms of its
enactment carries a number of implications for both POLI theory and practice, as well as for the

wider job control literature.

Participatory organizational-level interventions and job control — a critical

review

In recent years, researchers have paid increased attention to POLIs as a means for improving
employees’ health and well-being (Egan et al., 2007; Nielsen, 2013; von Thiele Schwarz,
Nielsen, Stenfors-Hayes, & Hasson, 2017). POLIs come in many forms, ranging from
performance-focused lean-based interventions (von Thiele Schwarz et al., 2017) to strictly well-
being oriented interventions (Maes et al., 1998). In addition to their health effects, POLIs are
claimed to improve employees’ senses of fairness, justice, and social support, and to potentially
lead to better decisions than would have been made by the management or outside experts alone
(Nielsen et al., 2010). In addition, the participatory element in POLIs is claimed to increase
employees’ job control (Egan et al., 2007; Mikkelsen et al., 2000; Nielsen et al., 2010), which in
turn is described as a key mechanism in improving the employees’ health and well-being
(Bambra et al., 2007; Bond & Bunce, 2001; Hétinen et al., 2007). In itself, high job control has
been associated with high levels of job satisfaction and reduced discomfort (Parker & Price,

1994), as well as with low levels of job stress (Karasek & Theorell, 1990).

Within the POLI literature, job control is typically conceptualized as a relatively stable
perception held by employees and measured at the individual level through questionnaires (e.g.
Hatinen et al., 2007).The idea that job control is perceived suggests that there might be variance
in how employees with similar formal job properties view their job control, however such
variance is typically treated as statistical error rather than a psychological or social phenomenon
of academic interest. This is problematic, since there might be a number of relevant causes for
this variance. First, employees might simply assess their job control differently, which is
important because employees consider whether and how they are able to influence their jobs on
an ongoing basis, considering the feedback they receive from the organization (Wrzesniewski &

Dutton, 2001), and the participants’ ideas about what can be gained from participating is likely
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to influence how they engage in POLIs (Harlos, 2001; Pohler & Luchak, 2014). Second, since
employees typically hold different degrees of job control in relation to different job aspects
(Breaugh, 1985), they might also think of different job aspects when assessing their job control.
Distinguishing between employees’ job control in relation to different job aspects is important
because only increases in job control that allow employees to mitigate the specific demands they
experience are likely to buffer against strain (Hausser, Mojzisch, Niesel, & Schulz-Hardt, 2010).
Third, when different employee groups participate in POLISs, the groups are likely to have
different degrees of success with improving their work environment, yet only few intervention
studies discuss the causes of between-group differences in how the participants’ job control is

affected by the intervention (e.g., Tsutsumi et al., 2009).

Another conceptual weakness which has methodological implications is that job control
perceptions are typically taken to reflect both formal and informal aspects of control: for
example, Karasek and Theorell mention organizational policies and membership in influential
work groups as circumstances which shape the individual’s job control (Karasek & Theorell,
1990, p. 60; see also Egan et al., 2007), and the related job content questionnaire, which has
been employed in various POLIs (e.g. Bourbonnais, 2006; Landsbergis & Vivona-Vaughan,
1995; Mikkelsen et al., 2000), groups together responses about whether the employee is allowed
to make own decisions; has (little) decision freedom, or has a lot of say in its dimension of
decision authority (Karasek et al., 1998). Unfortunately, this means that it is typically not
possible to assess whether changes to employees’ reported job control perceptions in POLI
studies is caused by changes in how they perceive their formal or their informal job control. At a
more general level, viewing job control as something that is perceived at the individual level
does not reflect how POLIs are fundamentally social activities involving employees and
managers in shared decision-making, as it is not clear how individual-level perceptions of job
control are negotiated towards a shared understanding that allows the group to make consensual

decisions.

Another problem with the purported link between POLIs and increased job control is that it is
not clearly supported by empirical studies. A number of intervention studies support the claim
that participatory interventions increase various measures of job control (e.g. Bond & Bunce,
2001; Maes et al., 1998; Orth-Gomér, Eriksson, Moser, Theorell, & Fredlund, 1994; Wall &
Clegg, 1981); however, an equally large number of studies show only very small or no increases

in measures related to job control (e.g. Bourbonnais, 2006; Bourbonnais, Brisson, & Vézina,
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2011; Landsbergis & Vivona-Vaughan, 1995; Mikkelsen et al., 2000; Uchiyama et al., 2013). A
POLI study by Aust and colleagues (2010) even reported a decrease in job control
(operationalized as ‘influence’), possibly as a consequence of the participants’ expectations
being disappointed, and others have also argued that process factors such as ‘boundary setting,’
and ‘managing local expectations,” shape the outcomes of POLIs (Dahl-Jergensen & Saksvik,
2005). Whether the participation component of POLIs specifically increases job control is
obscured by the fact that POLIs can involve changes to the organization of work which increase
job control in their own right. For example, In a study by Maes and colleagues (1998), a task
group of workers was established through a POLI and given authority over the entire production
process. And in Wall and Clegg’s classic study of work redesign (1981), a ‘fundamental shift of
responsibilities from the supervisory roles to the established teams’ was undertaken in the
intervention under study (p. 41). Bond and Bunce (2001) specifically prescribed that the
participatory groups in their study should ‘develop and implement work organization changes
that might increase people's job control’ (p.294), such as new ways of assignment distribution.
The fact that many POLI studies do not give a detailed account of the tangible changes resulting
from the POLI challenges our ability to attribute increases in job control to the participation
component of the POLI (see, e.g., Hitinen et al., 2007). Thus, while it remains theoretically
likely that employees may experience increased job control by participating in organizational
decision-making processes, more knowledge is needed about the governing mechanisms to

determine under what circumstances this is the case (Nielsen & Miraglia, 2017).

In the following, we present a conceptualization of job control based on collective sensemaking
theory which is then used to analyse how individual perceptions of job control are negotiated to
allow group decisions in POLIs. We argue that employees’ job control perceptions are likely to

be influenced in the process.

Job control as enacted through processes of collective sensemaking

Within organizations, employees and managers collectively make sense of the organizational
context and negotiate future actions in a number of social settings (Garfinkel, 1967b; Maitlis,
2005; Weick, 1977; Weick, Sutcliffe, & Obstfeld, 2005). From a sensemaking perspective,
figuring out what characterizes the current situation (i.e. ‘what is going on here’) involves

producing what counts as facts for the members ‘in flight’ (Garfinkel, 1967b, p. 79). Different
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understandings of the current situation project certain solutions as adequate, meaning that
discussions of ‘what is going on here’ also hold implications for ‘what should we do next.’
What is characteristic of collective sensemaking processes relative to individual sensemaking is
that meaning is coordinated among the participants which allows them to subsequently act as a
collective (Boyce, 1995). This coordination of meaning does not imply that all participants must
agree (J. R. Taylor & Robichaud, 2004). Rather, the point is that meaning becomes socially
enacted, in both senses of the term: the enacted meaning is regarded as being ‘in effect’ (similar
to how laws are enacted), but it is also played out in the actions that follow (similar to enacting a
play). In Weick’s terms, the participants ‘implant that which they later discover and call
“knowledge” ’ or ‘understanding of their environment’ (Weick, 1977, p. 267).

Empirically, the process of collective sensemaking can be observed in how organization
members negotiate accounts about the organization in their interaction with each other (Antaki,
1994; Maitlis, 2005). Accounts are ‘discursive constructions of reality’ (Maitlis, 2005, p. 21)
which can be used to render a situation meaningful and actionable for the recipients. Accounts
are structured around cues extracted from the organizational environment which are imbued
with meaning by the interlocutors. The cues could stem from a number of sources, such as
narratives of past management decisions, numbers on a spreadsheet, or operational occurrences
(e.g. unexpected breakdowns of production machinery), which may influence many facets of
employee behaviour. Accounts of the same situation may differ among individuals, depending
on the information and arguments informing them. These features allow accounts to be
presented strategically, for example, to point towards a certain future action, according to how
the situation at hand is framed. However, there are also contingencies which must be met for
accounts to influence collective decision making: accounts must be produced so as to be
understandable and convincing to the listeners in the setting, which involves utilizing
information that is familiar or at least taken as credible by the listeners (Garfinkel, 1967b;
Watson & Goulet, 1998). Others might choose to challenge the account, for example, through
offering competing accounts or modifying the account through their own formulations (Yeung,
2004b), whereby the accounts can become enrolled in agendas which their original authors did

not intend (Maitlis, 2005).

Collective sensemaking provides a relevant framework for understanding the link between POLIL
and job control for three reasons: first, collective sensemaking is especially prominent in

situations where interlocutors orient to a changing situation (Weick et al., 2005). The way that
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decision making in POLIs differs from the normal chain of command potentially constitutes
such a change for the participants. Second, the situation that POLIs set up is not just new, but
also ambiguous: POLIs contain an inherent unpredictability for the participants as the fate of the
employees’ suggestions often rests with non-present organization members, such as members of
management, who have the requisite authority to approve or disapprove the suggestions
resulting from the decision-making process. Since the participants can only assume how others
will react to their suggestions, their decisions are likely to reflect their ongoing assessments
about the extent of their control. As a consequence, employees would not necessarily be
expected to enact their job control the same way throughout POLI activities. Collective

sensemaking theory provides us with a framework for investigating these changing enactments.

Method

The qualitative data in this article was drawn from a POLI conducted among industrial operators
working for a Danish pharmaceutical company which produces goods for a highly regulated
global market. Generally, industrial operators® are considered to have a low degree of control
over the job demands imposed on them (Karasek & Theorell, 1990), with working conditions
characterized by high-paced, standardized, and repetitive tasks, which have been found to relate
to negative health effects (Van der Doef & Maes, 1999). The aim of the present POLI was to
improve the work environment of industrial operators by implementing a system for continuous
participatory improvement, which was hypothesized to help the operators identify especially
strenuous work tasks and develop realistic solutions for decreasing job demands or increasing

job resources in relation to these (Gupta et al., 2015).

Among other elements, the intervention featured a series of action-planning workshops (APWs)
in which groups of 6 to 10 operator participants discussed potential solutions to problematic
working conditions that the participants had identified at a previous workshop. The participants
were mostly unskilled, but with a high degree of experience for the job. Since the workshop
groups consisted of participants who were members of the same work team or shift, they could
discuss shared tasks and experiences. A total of 11 APWs were conducted with different

employees appearing in each APW.

2 For the remainder of the paper, the term “operator” is used when discussing the specific employees who are represented in our
data, while “employee’ is used to refer to employees in POLIs in general.
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All APWs were audio recorded, yielding more than 28 hours of interactions, which were
subsequently transcribed. Transcripts of all of the workshop recordings were then read to get an
overview of the content. The transcript material was supplemented by additional data on non-

verbal aspects of the group discussions gathered from the field notes of workshop observers.

In order to investigate the connection between job control and participation, we searched for
sequences of interaction where employees attempted to exercise control over decisions
regarding their job tasks. Since the workshop programme was designed with the aim of
facilitating the creation of action plans, we decided to let the emergence of the action plans
guide our focus. Thus collective sensemaking processes (Boyce, 1995) leading to action plans
became our unit of analysis. We therefore identified where the theme of each action plan was

mentioned for the first time, tracking the emergence of the action plan through to its finalization.

Afterwards, a thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) was conducted of the collective
sensemaking processes. This analysis showed that the topic of job control was often present,
either explicitly or implicitly, in the discussions about the feasibility of specific action plans.
This informed our choice to investigate accounts related to job control as part of action planning
sequences as a collective sensemaking process. Finally, repeated readings of the selected
transcript sequences were conducted with a focus on how the participants’ control-related
accounts specifically came to inform decision making within each workshop. Thus, our aim was
not to evaluate the adequacy or veracity of the accounts, but to understand the circumstances of
their production and their impact. On this basis, three sequences from three different APWs
were selected for presentation in this paper based on how these sequences illustrated various
relevant aspects of how the accounts were negotiated. The sequences are representative of the
ambivalence and, on some occasions, the shifts in dominant accounts and interpretations that

occurred in the workshop meetings.

The sequences are presented in a narrative style containing both background information and
condensed descriptions of relevant events in the workshop (similar to what has been called a
realist tale; Van Maanen, 2011) as well as transcribed excerpts from the workshop recordings

along with the analysis of these excerpts.
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Sequence number 1 2 3

Operator 8 (Ronny, Frank, 9 (Jesse, Jack,
4 (Bob, Tony, Roy)
participants (cited)  Cooper, Jill) Jimmy, Huey)
Paul (Laura also
Line manager Laura Laura
present)
Two research Research assistant,
Observers Research assistant
assistants middle manager
Number of agreed-
2 5 6

upon action plans

Table 5. Analyzed intervention action planning workshops for chapter 6.

In the transcript excerpts presented in this article, all names of participants have been changed
and all quotes translated from Danish to English. In the translation process, we aimed to
preserve the structure of the participants’ utterances in order to show the improvised nature of
the interaction. The transcript excerpts presented in this article employ a modified version of the

Gail Jefferson transcription system (see appendix).

The workshops

In the POLI workshops, discussions were guided by either an experienced consultant or a
member of the research group who acted as a process facilitator. Furthermore, the operators’
line managers were also present in order to provide relevant information or participate in parts

of the discussions which fell within their managerial discretion.

At the beginning of the APWs, the participants were told that ‘the purpose of the workshops is
to give the participants an opportunity to address problematic working conditions.” The
facilitator presented the group with a chart outlining the issues that had been brought up in a
previous work environment screening workshop and encouraged the participants to find areas of
improvement. If the group agreed to work on a given issue, the facilitator would ask the

participants questions about the issue in order to bring forth a detailed understanding of what the
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participants believed to be the cause and how the problem could be mitigated. The participants
often took different positions, which led to discussions moderated by the facilitator. Once the
participants had developed a more or less shared understanding, the facilitator instructed the
team to begin formulating an action plan by writing down the names of those responsible and
the titles of the tasks to be performed on a small action plan template. The participants were told
that they were they were to implement the action plans after the workshop, either by themselves
or with the assistance of their line managers or other relevant organization members. The action
plans therefore had to relate to something within their influence, the scope of which was referred
to as their ‘action radius’ by the facilitator. The participants were also told to monitor progress
on the action plans systematically and visually following Kaizen principles from lean

management (Imai, 1986), a management system already in use at the company.

Analysis

Sequence 1 - Stuck within the radius

After briefly introducing the purpose with the workshop to the participants, the facilitator of this
workshop asked the operators how they felt about working on the challenge of conducting
action plans later in the workshop. This led to objections from the operators about why it would
be futile for them to engage in changing their working conditions. This first excerpt shows how
the action radius was used as a form of conceptual tool in the discussions which offered
different ways of making sense of the operators’ job control. Here, the action radius concept is
presented by the facilitator as a seeming attempt to counter an emerging account developed by

various operators in concert:

Ronny: =...but there are some of those things ((i.e. identified work environment
problems)) that we are not in charge of at all (.) and no matter what we think

and do, we can’t change them

Facilitator: ~ That’s a good point, that there is something that’s beyond your=

Ronny: =Completely beyond our, eh, Paul ((the team leader)) isn’t either=
Frank: =No, even Paul isn’t qualified to do it
Ronny: ((the department manager)) isn’t even, I mean, it’s beyond their=
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Facilitator: ~ =Action radius, we call it here (.) I kind of see it like=
Ronny: =Well, it’s government agencies and so on, who=

Facilitator: =l kind of see it like, how long are your arms, which knobs can you turn,

there’s something that is beyond your reach=
Ronny: =Yes=

Facilitator: ~ =That’s a good point (.) on the other hand you think ‘I wonder if there isn’t
always something that can be done’ (.) I mean, I wonder if there’s something
even though the overall lines are laid down elsewhere, I wonder if there is
something within the action radius that can be done anyway (.) in any case,

that’s what we can look into

Here, two accounts proliferate in the alternating statements made by the operators on the one
side and the facilitator on the other side. The operators’ account, presented here by Ronny and
Frank, expresses that some of the work environment problems pointed out by the operators in
the previous workshop are outside of their control and even outside the control of their line and
department managers. Specifically, Ronny mentions that it is ‘government agencies’ that really
control these matters, thereby providing an explanation for why the problems cannot be
influenced by the operators themselves. From our supplementary data, we know that both
Danish and non-Danish government agencies imposed various types of regulation on the
production process, and that the requirements imposed by this regulation placed various
demands on the operators in relation to which equipment could be used, how closely the
production process should be monitored, and how deviations from the production guidelines
should be handled. The agencies’ influence on the work setting seems to be well-known by the

other participants and does not entail requests for elaboration from Ronny.

The facilitator picks up on Ronny’s statement that some problems are outside of their control,
and uses it as an opportunity to present the action radius. A few turns later in the discussion, the
facilitator poses what seems like a rhetorical question suggesting that the operators’ action
radius allows at least some actions to be taken in regard to the problems, even though the root

cause of the problem might not be addressed. He also suggests that this question be explored
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further. The implication of forwarding the action radius concept this way is that participants

could still benefit from exploring initiatives which they do not consider optimal.

An interesting contradiction can be noted regarding how the action radius frames the operators’
job control: through the formulation ‘within reach’, the facilitator describes the operators’ action
radius with a spatial metaphor. We are seldom in doubt about whether something is physically
within our reach. However, the facilitator’s invitation to further explore the opportunities within
the operators’ action radius suggests that the operators might not be aware of, or have critically
assessed, their options. The contradiction illustrates how different accounts frame the operators’
job control differently. A later account in the same workshop exemplifies how such accounts
can be negotiated. The account was given by an operator after further protests, about which the
facilitator remarked that the operators seemed to be thinking ‘what’s the point?” in regard to

attempting to change the work environment:

Cooper: It’s not about that, “what’s the point,” because I=
Jill: =No, we know that already=
Cooper: =Because I, well I could very well go take on something with ((an operator not

present)), let’s say the buckets; I was in the first workshop regarding what was
made in ((an in-house ergonomics project)); what you first run into is that if

you change the bucket size, then it won’t fit the ((emptying tables)) anymore
Facilitator: ~ Mm

Cooper: The next thing is that there’s not space in the ((production management
system)) to take in that many buckets, and we don’t have the freezing capacity
for them. This means if you take the buckets, then when you start working on
it, you run into all these challenges, so what you originally thought, “oh the

buckets, that’ll be easy,” no, it must also be certified suppliers and the like, so

suddenly=
Facilitator:  =Yes=
Cooper: =From one thinking, “well, that’s a 15-minute job,” it is the kind of thing

which no one can manage anymore
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In this excerpt, Cooper (backed by team leader Jill) first denied that the operators were simply
assuming a sceptical stance towards the intervention, producing instead an account of how he
experienced a range of problems in a previous project that tried to address one of the subjects
the operators had identified as problematic. The account was elaborated by bringing up the
limits of the production management system, regulatory constraints, and freezing capacity.
Changes to the emptying tables would require lengthy new validation procedures in order to
ensure that the quality of the pharmaceutical product would not be harmed. Increasing freezing
capacity would also be highly challenging, as changes to the freezing rooms would cause dust
and dirt to enter the production process. The reconstruction required for such changes could only
take place if production were halted, entailing large profit losses. Both operators and line
managers described such complications repeatedly during the workshops. At a general level,
Cooper’s account positioned himself as ultimately powerless in the face of a problem that had at
first seemed actionable and delimited, thereby running counter to the facilitator’s account about

the possibility of there being ‘knobs to turn.’

The negotiation persisted between variations of the facilitator’s account of there being possible
initiatives within the operators’ action radius and the operators’ account of not being able to
affect their own problems. Several times throughout the workshop, the operators voiced
dissatisfaction over having identified work environment problems primarily beyond their action
radius. Following this, the team leader urged the operators to go after ‘low-hanging fruits.” This
referred to action plans that could be implemented through the means already available to the
operators, such as arranging for the department manager to visit the production site to talk
through various problems the operators were facing. Two action plans were eventually agreed
upon among the operators. However, these action plans did not address the problems that were
most important to the operators. The workshop ended with the operators expressing their
scepticism over the intervention design, arguing that they had not been sufficiently briefed about
the fact that they would be held responsible for conducting the subsequent changes. They would
have preferred to have been instructed in identifying more actionable problems to begin with.
Thus, discussing topics considered by the operators to be beyond their action radius seemed to
lead to an accentuation of the operators’ account of having low job control in relation to the
identified problems. As the operators’ action radius was mainly discussed in the context of
having little or no influence, it came to symbolize the narrow limits of the operators’ control

rather than the ‘knobs within reach’ that the facilitator initially suggested the operators look for.
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Sequence 2 - Expanding the radius

In another APW, the participating operators discussed having problems getting in touch with
maintenance staff during machine malfunctioning, especially during night shifts. The operators
rarely knew what to do during the malfunctioning, which led to them calling staff from other
departments in search of help or to improvising their own repairs. The operators seemed jaded
about their chances of alleviating this problem since previous complaints about it to

management had not resolved the matter. For example, one operator stated:

‘I can note ((the problem)) (.) and I have called attention to ((it)) (.) because attention has

been called to this many times (.) you can say that my action radius is no wider’.

Another operator stated that the management would neglect the issue if there was no immediate
financial gain, a recurrent account presented by operators in relation to persisting work
environment problems. In contrast to the operators’ accounts, line manager Laura described the

intervention as providing a new situation:

‘Please, could I persuade you to, all those (.) limitations you’re now imposing because
you’ve earlier been told “no” or something, that those, those we can just put aside, and then
we start anew, then we go back, if you find it important that we have maintenance on a night

roster, then that’s the kind of idea we will go with’

The negotiation between these two overall accounts continued, with various operators protesting
and arguing that it could not reasonably be the responsibility of the operators to solve it, while
Laura urged the operators to give it another try. One operator suggested simply shutting off the
malfunctioning machines for the remainder of the night shift, something that would bring the
production to a halt and effectively call the attention of management. However, over the course
of the discussion, the operators’ account developed into framing the situation as ‘frustrating” and
‘a damn shame,’ as their operations were often described as a ‘bottleneck’ step in a production
situation where the company could not meet product demand — and thus that any production stop
would directly cause lost sales. Seeing as how the management was already characterized as
being very concerned with keeping costs down, their refusal to implement a night rostering
system for maintenance staff which could reduce costly machine-related breakdowns, was

depicted by the operators’ account as irrational.
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The facilitator acknowledged that the operators were making a strong point, since the problem
affected both the well-being of the operators (due to the stress of dealing with malfunctioning
machines) and production efficiency. Laura sided with the facilitator, describing that she felt

that the production terms for the department had changed:

Laura: ...Back then, when we got a “no,” perhaps we had gaps in our eh plan,
meaning it maybe didn’t matter that much if we had malfunctioning

machinery, we could easily reach our performance goals

Jesse: Are you thinking=

Laura: We are under pressure, eh, we are under pressure already this year

Jesse: Mm=

Laura: We will surely be under pressure next year, and the year after that I don’t even

think that we will have all the optimizations in place in our department to

reach ((the production goal)), and then every (.) gap will come to matter for us

The operators then proposed that maintenance technicians should be available to the operators
all hours of the day. Finding only affirmative arguments for performing the organizational
change, the operators started to discuss what the actual action plan should look like. Line
manager Laura then proposed that the group could strengthen their argument by making their
own economic assessment of the costs and potential gains associated with the proposal before
presenting it at the department meeting, stating ‘the better prepared we are, the easier it is to get

our way so to speak.’ After some discussion the group pursued Laura’s overall plan.

Facilitator:  ...so one task on this action plan could be “talk to James” ((head of
department))

Laura: “Get data” and, and

Huey: Yes I was just about to say, for example in a quarter, how many calls for

maintenance have there been, how many hours is this about

Facilitator:  Yes
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Huey: It’s obvious that we know the answer already, if you get up there and say
“well it’s one and a half hours ((of breakdown time)), we think it would be

damn good to invest 30,000 euro in that”, then you would probably get a no

Jimmy: One and a half hours, that’s more than 30,000 euro

Laura: Yes, you could calculate it into produced ((goods))

Jimmy: Yes, yes, it doesn’t take a whole lot

Huey: That’s right, you can make a cost—benefit ((analysis)) of anything
Laura: Wouldn’t you be the man to do it along with me?

Similar to the workshop described in Sequence 1, this workshop started with the operators
presenting an account of how they would not be able to solve the problems in their work
environment. Instead of brainstorming about what they might be able to accomplish, the
operators discussed various unproductive coping strategies. However, the trajectory of this
workshop took a different turn, a turn which was influenced by how three accounts were
presented and came to influence the decision making. First, we had Laura’s account pressuring
the participants to put aside their scepticism towards changing their work environment, arguing
that the intervention presented the operators with a new situation?*. Second, when Huey
subsequently presented his initial idea for how to change the status quo, Laura described Huey’s
idea of a night rostering system for maintenance staff as a virtual necessity in light of the
increasing production demands. Third and finally, Huey argued that it would not be convincing
to refer to the gap in terms of investment cost versus downtime. Jimmy however reframed the
business case as profitable for the company. These accounts shaped the participants’

sensemaking and thereby revitalized the old issue.

The analysis of the first two sequences illustrates that the ways in which employees enact their
job control are highly related to how their accounts frame the circumstances of their situation.
This contextualized view of job control will be elaborated further in our analysis of the

following sequence.

2 We note here that the facilitator in the first example mainly described the intervention as an intervention to explore
opportunities which were already within the reach of the employees. Perhaps this contributes to explaining why the facilitator
was less successful than Laura in getting the employees to discuss potential courses of action which could be taken to alleviate
the problems.
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Sequence 3 - Getting action plans to fit within the radius

Similar to the second sequence, the workshop started with some protests from the operators,
who criticized the management’s concern with compliance when some easily identifiable issues,
such as the leaky cans issue, had not been resolved for a number of years. Laura acknowledged
the issue by stating ...I don’t disagree, but again it’s simply outside my action radius’ and

reminded the operators that the company had to prioritize what to spend their resources on.

After the discussion, the facilitator drew attention to the work environment issues identified at
the mapping workshop. During discussion about an especially strenuous task involving the
extraction of sticky material from ‘stupid canisters,” the facilitator mentioned an offer from the
intervention project group: The operators were given the opportunity to bring in an external
occupational therapist to evaluate their physical work environment. Tony, an operator
participant, accepted the offer as a potentially useful intervention by suggesting that the
occupational therapist could observe the strenuous task. Tony, however, changed his mind when
he realized that the therapist primarily gave advice on the operators’ work posture, which he
considered inadequate. In turn, Tony argued that the company should acquire all new canisters.
Another operator, Bob, started describing an idea for a new canister design he had been thinking
about. Laura and the facilitator, on the other hand, continued building an account for the original
idea of contacting the occupational therapist. This exchange only intensified the conflict arising
from these opposing accounts, with the operators on one side and the facilitator and team leader

on the other.

Laura: I just want to say that what I experienced with ((the physical therapist; clause is
incomplete)), she goes out to companies and looks at their work processes and

helps change the work processes so they become less toilsome for the body

Tony: Oh yeah? Well she can’t do that here

Laura: Yes, I think she can

Tony: No

Laura: I think she can, I, I have seen some other stuff she is doing, I think she can
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While bringing in the occupational therapist was eventually agreed upon as an action plan, Bob
was still adamant about developing new equipment. Laura argued that previous improvements
developed by the operators themselves had eventually failed to benefit the operators ‘because
we don’t have enough knowledge about ergonomics or how the body works.” Laura thereby
added to her account by providing a new argument in support of consulting the occupational
therapist, mentioning previous attempts at developing equipment. Laura then suggested that Bob
could participate in the assessment conducted by the occupational therapist. After some
discussion, the facilitator suggested to Bob that he write down his design idea as a potential

future action plan, which Bob did.

When Bob proposed his design later in the workshop, the other participants responded
somewhat positively to his suggestion. However, another operator related that upper
management had previously rejected a similar suggestion, and the discussion turned to how the
participants could influence the management to allow the development of new equipment. In
line with the previous sequence, Laura encouraged the operators to calculate how much lost
production time solution to the problem could prevent. She did however also encourage the
operators to invite the occupational therapist in to get expert knowledge on how a new design of
canisters could be done, so that they would avoid making faulty decisions based upon lacking
knowledge. After this, Tony, who was originally also sceptical of contacting the occupational
therapist, tried to get Bob to join him in contacting the occupational therapist as a way to work

towards a solution. Bob’s idea was now opposed by an account articulated by both Tony and

Laura:
Tony: We have to get the occupational therapist in first, Bob
Laura: Just get the expert in first, then we can say we’ve got this problem, then she
can come up with two proposals
Tony: Yes, then we can take it to the management afterwards
Laura: Then afterwards you can take it to the management, we’ve gotten a new model

that solves the red factors that we have in our workflow

Though Bob ended up committing to the action plan, he only did so after being persuaded
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mainly by Tony and Laura despite some reluctance. The discussion resulted in an action plan
that mainly reflected the facilitator’s proposal, which both Laura and several of the other
operators had eventually supported, leaving Bob’s suggestion to design new equipment as a
potential later step. This version of the action plan was supported by the account provided by
Laura over the course of the discussion, which asserted that consulting the occupational
therapist would both provide the operators with more knowledge about relevant solutions and

help in convincing the management to invest in these plans afterwards.

The sequence illustrates how POLIs may create dilemmas regarding their goal of expanding job
control and how unpredictability is inherent in the processes. In the sequence, Laura gave an
account incorporating the concept of action radius to remind the group of the limits rather than
the extent of their job control. She also tapped into the same theme as had been present in the
action radius account of sequence 2, as she encouraged the group to pursue a more feasible two-

pronged plan.

The combination of the accounts describing how staff designs had failed without the input of
experts and those asserting the importance of having expert backing when trying to persuade the
management to fund new equipment led to the operators changing their stance and siding with
the facilitator and with Laura’s suggestion. When it comes to job control, a stronger sense of it
appears to have collectively developed as they became convinced of the greater efficacy of

engaging in strategic organizational action rather than individual endeavours.

Discussion

The sequences presented above reveal how participants in POLIs enact their job control as a
result of collective sensemaking processes. Specifically, we exemplified how the accounts were
used by participants to make sense of their situation and promote certain courses of action while
downplaying others. Through an exploration of how accounts were negotiated among the
participants, it is possible to follow how the trajectory of the interaction shapes how participants
make sense of their job control over time, as well as how they dynamically enact this sense in
their decisions about which suggested changes to the work environment to pursue and which to

disregard.
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The three sequences illustrate different ways in which interactions in POLI activities can evolve.
In sequence one, the negotiations between the facilitator and the operators regarding the limits
of their action radius, can be seen as an example of how sensemaking processes in POLIs can
activate employees’ accounts of having insufficient job control to change the problems they see,

leading to resistance toward the planned activities and the intervention as such.

In sequence two, the team leaders’ pressure for collecting data and proffering suggestions
upwards through the management system, challenged the operators’ account of not being able to
influence the organization. This sequence highlights how enactments of job control and the
negotiations that precede them were contingent on the provided accounts which described viable

and concrete strategies for addressing problems within the organization.

In sequence three, various accounts were presented by the participants about how to change a
problematic work process. After extensive discussion, a decision was reached that was in line
with some participants’ preference to follow established organizational decision-making
procedures, but which went against the opinion of the participant who had originally suggested
the plan. The sequence illustrates that there are dilemmas and compromises at play in how
decisions are made within POLIs, which indicates that job control might only be gained in

relation to specific strategies for influencing the work environment.

How are POLlIs related to employees’ job control?

As mentioned, increased job control is a key mechanism through which POLIs can lead to
improvements in employee health and well-being. However, the empirical evidence linking
POLIs to changes in participants’ job control is mixed: a number of studies show little or no
effects, and in many of the cases where increases in quantitative measurements of the
participants’ job control are found, these changes cannot be attributed to the participatory
process alone, as the participants’ work has been reorganized in ways which increase their

formal job control. This raises the question of how participation is indeed related to job control.

In our analysis, we identified two main facets to participants’ understanding and enactment of
job control during the POLI. The first facet concerns the employees’ job control in general, i.e.
as a relatively stable aspect of the participants’ job, reminiscent of how job control is typically

conceptualised in the POLI literature. This aspect is especially relevant in overall discussions of
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the participants’ chances of mitigating problems in their work environment, such as those
featured in sequence 1. The second facet concerns job control as a dynamic and specific
reflection of the participants’ possibilities for effecting certain concrete changes. Both of these
aspects are made sense of and negotiated within the POLI activities through the accounts that
are presented by the participants and the reactions (including contrasting accounts) that follow.
Eventually, certain understandings are enacted through the group’s deciding to go forth or not to
go forth with attempting to improve their work environment. In order for employees to wilfully
invest energy into taking control over tasks, it seems that credible strategies need to be provided

or emerge in the sensemaking.

The accounts that are the basis for such strategies need not only come from employees, but can
also come from managers (see also Yeung, 2004a), as was seen in the second sequence.
However, when no such strategies emerge from the interaction, the participants are likely to
account for their job control as being low, as the first sequence suggests. Furthermore, accounts
can also be used to counter other participants’ ideas, implying that the information provided
through accounts does not only have constructive properties for the participants, but might also

be used to shift decisions towards reflecting the position of some participants over others.

As a result of differences in which accounts are provided in different activities and in the
trajectory of the negotiation, participatory processes contain an element of unpredictability and
improvisation. What is deemed impossible by the participants in one workshop may be seen as
possible by the participants in another workshop. This leads to different outcomes in the form of
decisions. It is well known that employees manage their engagement in participatory activities
to reflect the expected efficacy of their efforts (Harlos, 2001; Pohler & Luchak, 2014). Our
analysis suggests that the employees’ engagement is managed on an ongoing basis, and thus
subject to changes even in the short term, as suggested by the change from initial scepticism to
later commitment in sequences 2 and 3. In addition, it seems important to discuss how POLI
outcomes might differ between groups as a result of the POLI activities and the decisions

reached within them (e.g., Tsutsumi et al., 2009).

The theme of job control is often introduced implicitly through the ways in which accounts
construct the participants’ opportunities for affecting the problems they see (such as the account
about the troublesome buckets in the first sequence). The analysis also shows that control can be

brought up more explicitly, such as when the intervention-specific concept of ‘action radius’
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was introduced. The action radius concept calls attention to the distinction between what is and
what is not within one’s control, a distinction that, when introduced into the intervention
discussion, may facilitate collective decision making by providing a constructive metaphor for
focusing on maximizing their efficacy within their means. However, use of the concept could
also lead to potentially problematic consequences in cases where the participants promote
relevant but unfeasible courses of action over others; for example, the facilitators’ invitation to
look for feasible but sub-optimal solutions within the POLI might take focus away from more
fundamental challenges to the organizations’ work environment problems. Such tensions
suggest the relevance of engaging in close evaluations of the tools and concepts employed in

participatory interventions (Nielsen, Abildgaard, & Daniels, 2014).

Seeing job control as socially enacted suggests a need to reconsider previous explanations of
how POLIs can increase the participants’ job control. Mikkelsen and colleagues (2000, p. 157)
suggest that POLI participants engage in ‘active learning’ by identifying and solving problems,
which increases their capacity to influence their working conditions — and thus increases their
control. In a similar vein, Nielsen (2013) proposed that POLI participants are likely to engage in
increased job crafting, whereby they modify their demanding work conditions to better suit their
resources, or vice versa. However, it can be argued that these outcomes are not triggered just by
taking part in a POLISs, but that participants would also have to have had the kind of background
experience that makes one capable of changing one’s circumstances (Bandura, 1986). Negative
experiences, such as those mentioned by Cooper in sequence 1, might deter employees from
engaging in POLIs in the future (Harlos, 2001; Pohler & Luchak, 2014). Furthermore,
individuals do not construct or enact their job control in a vacuum; rather, if new practices for
how to change or craft one’s work environment emerge as a result of the POLIL, such practices
are likely to spread among the employees and reflect more or less shared ways of constructing

and enacting understandings of the situation (Boyce, 1995).

Revisiting the job control concept

As mentioned, the POLI literature has tended to rely on questionnaires to assess ‘perceived’ job
control at the level of the individual employee (cf. Egan et al., 2007; Hatinen et al., 2007;
Karasek & Theorell, 1990), a perspective which is in tune with how the psychology-inspired

literature has described employee’s wish to participate in organizational decision making as a

142



general human need for feeling in control (Bandura, 1986). In comparison, conceptualizing job
control as an aspect of working life that is negotiated and enacted by employees accommodates
a number of shortcomings with the dominant conceptualization in the POLI literature. First, as
mentioned previously, perceived job control comprises both formal and informal aspects
(Karasek & Theorell, 1990), but it is unclear how either of the two aspects contribute to
employees’ questionnaire responses and how responses are affected by the differences in how
employees might assess each of the aspects when responding. In contrast, a collective
sensemaking approach allows direct analysis of how formal and informal aspects of job control
are taken up by the participants in their interactions and how the two aspects shape the

participants’ decisions.

Second is how dominant conceptions of job control in the POLI literature suggest that
employees hold an overall ‘generalized’ view of their job control. Instead, our analysis
demonstrates that employees experience different degrees of control in relation to different
aspects of their working conditions, and that change in control in some areas is more relevant
than others, depending on the circumstances. In addition, the analysis presented here suggests
that within actual participatory processes, the way job control is enacted is subject to ongoing
negotiations, a phenomenon which is overlooked if by research approaches which assume that
employees hold some overall level of job control which covers most of their work tasks and

which is relatively stable.

Third, measurements of job control based on individuals’ perceptions of job control tell us little
about the enacted job control and how it increases or decreases; instead, the concept is black-
boxed as a product of individual cognitive processes. In comparison, a collective sensemaking
approach focuses specifically on how social processes influence the way employees express and
enact their job control. For example, though the employees across the three teams initially
presented accounts which implied no or low job control, both the second and third sequences
demonstrated how for example the introduction of differing accounts with a strategic
perspective from the team leader affected the participants’ enacted job control in the sense that
agreements were made to pursue improvements to the work environment. This was the case
even though the participants in the three sequences perform the same work tasks and have the

same line managers.
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There are several potential limitations in our study. One concerns that we have not been able to
account for what happens during the period following the POLI activities. For example, the
changes that participants decided to pursue may have been turned down elsewhere in the
organization, which could have led to diminished job control. On the other hand, the number
and scope of the decisions made by the participants during the intervention indicates the
potential long-term changes that could be incurred through a POLI. A follow up study that
tracked the action plans after the POLI could have enriched the study. Another limitation is that
we have not been able to show how changes in the way participants enact their job control might
be reflected in other types of data, such as questionnaire responses. Such investigations pose a
number of methodological difficulties, for example, due to differences in whether job control is
viewed as an overall concept (as it is typically assumed in the POLI literature) or specific to the
problem under discussion, as our analysis suggests. Furthermore, since previous studies of how
POLIs affect job control usually measure job control sometime after the intervention activities,

the participants’ responses could reflect events that occurred during the interim period.

Conclusion

While a link between participation and job control has often been claimed in the literature, this
link is not clearly supported empirically, and its theoretical aspects have not been explored in
depth. In this article, we argued that the link can be understood through a collective
sensemaking lens, and we demonstrated this through an empirical examination of three
sequences of group interactions in a manufacturing context. Seeing POLIs as sites of
sensemaking may help researchers address the undertheorized relationship of how the
participants’ decision making in POLIs is influenced by and influences the way they view their
job control. We argue that it could be beneficial to investigate POLIs as contextualized social
activities whose success in effecting job control depends on how employees make sense of their

organizational environment.

Methodologically, studying accounts allows us to see how job control is negotiated among POLI
participants on a turn-by-turn basis, rather than relying on self-reports of perceived job control
after the POLI. A benefit of this approach is that it sheds light on how both formal and informal
aspects of job control shape employees’ accounts, and how job control can be enacted as either a

stable aspect of the job or as a dynamic property of a situation. In addition, the study responds to
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the calls for more qualitative research on participatory interventions (Egan et al., 2007) and
investigations into specific intervention components (Nielsen et al., 2010) by showing how
intervention-specific conceptual tools such as ‘action radius’ may influence the participants’

decision-making process.
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7. Article three: The terms of “becoming empowered”: How
ascriptions and negotiations of employee identities shape the

outcomes of workplace voice activities

Abstract

While empowerment practices have been the subject of considerable debate, little attention has
been paid to how employees shape the outcomes of these practices through their active
participation. This study presents membership categorization analysis as an approach to
studying identities and identification as interactional phenomena. Through analyses of
interactions in workplace voice activities, this study shows how developing initiatives to
improve the local organization of work is complicated by the fact that supporting initiatives as
an employee can lead to undesired identity ascriptions from other participants, especially in
relation to employees’ organizational identification or disidentification. Thus, the appeal of
voice activities for participating employees depends on how the terms of “becoming

empowered” are negotiated in practice.

Introduction

Empowerment practices (Conger & Kanungo, 1988), such as employee voice and participation
in organizational decision-making (Busck et al., 2010), self-managing work teams (Kuipers &
Witte, 2005) and total quality management (Quist, Skalén, & Clegg, 2007), are highly common
in modern organizations. However, there has been considerable debate over the effects of these
practices for organizations and employees. From a mainstream perspective, involving
employees in workplace decision-making is thought to be beneficial for both the organization, in
terms of improved performance, innovation, and quality, and for the employees, in terms of
increased self-efficacy, work motivation, and organizational identification (Crowley, Payne, &
Kennedy, 2013; Ertiirk, 2010; Humborstad, 2013). In contrast, critical theorists have pointed out
that that since empowerment practices are typically controlled by the management, employees
rarely find themselves sufficiently empowered to implement suggestions on their own without
the managers’ support (Boje & Rosile, 2001; Hardy & Leiba-O’Sullivan, 1998; Wilkinson,

1998), and that empowerment practices might replace more comprehensive efforts to
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democratize the workplace (Johnstone & Ackers, 2015; H. Taylor, 2001). Furthermore, the use
of empowerment practices to promote organizational identification has been regarded as an
attempt to regulate employees’ identities, due to how this identification implies disciplining
one’s work effort and avoiding criticism of the management (Alvesson & Willmott, 2002;
Appelbaum et al., 1999; Hardy & Leiba-O’Sullivan, 1998). As a result, empowerment practices
might ultimately shift the balance within the employment relationship to the employers’

advantage (Thomas & Davies, 2011).

The debate between mainstream and critical empowerment perspectives has been said to be
locked in a “dualistic either—or opposition” (Boje & Rosile, 2001, p. 91; see also Humborstad,
2013). However, only limited attention has been paid to how employees shape the outcomes of
empowerment practices through their active participation (Alvesson & Willmott, 1992; Greasley
et al., 2005; Pohler & Luchak, 2014). This is surprising since empowerment practices cannot
function without employees’ cooperation. Since most employees are “neither class-conscious
revolutionaries nor passive docile automatons” (Jermier, Knights, & Nord, 1994, p. 9), the way
they engage in empowerment practices is likely to reflect the perceived benefits, costs and risks
for the employees in the situation, rather than the optimism or skepticism espoused by the
dominant empowerment perspectives outlined above (Crowley et al., 2013; Johnson, 1994;
Pohler & Luchak, 2014). For empowerment practices which contain elements of voice, an
important outcome is the concrete initiatives for changing the organization of work which are
developed, initiatives which employees shape by choosing which initiatives to suggest and
support. If employees do not make such suggestions or are not willing to put in the effort to see
them through, it seems doubtful that the benefits of empowerment practices mentioned above

will materialize.

One area within the empowerment literature where employees have arguably been viewed as
especially “passive” and “docile” is in how the employees’ identities are typically either seen as
shaped by participating in empowerment practices (within the mainstream perspective) or as a
result of managerial identity control (within the critical perspective). However, identities and
identifications are also a subject of continuous negotiation in interactions (Antaki &
Widdicombe, 1998; Sacks, 1992; Schegloff, 2007), and the way identities are negotiated can
shape the organizational outcomes of the interaction (Coupland & Brown, 2012; Larsson &
Lundholm, 2013; Whittle et al., 2015). One important social threat that not just employees, but

people in general work to manage is that of avoiding undesired identity ascriptions. Such
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ascriptions are made relevant by the actions one takes, motivating us to account for our actions
(Jayyusi, 1984) or simply avoid actions which could give “the wrong impression” (when
possible). In relation to empowerment practices which involve elements of employee voice,
identity ascriptions are likely to be made on the basis of the character of the initiatives which
employees openly support. Since managerial approval is typically needed in order to implement
suggestions from empowerment activities, employees might increase their chances of attaining
improvements to their working conditions by prioritizing initiatives which are likely to be
supported by the management, by presenting these to the management in a persuasive manner,
and by indicating a willingness to go beyond their formal obligations in order to help the
organization (Dutton & Ashford, 1993). When an employee displays such efforts to
accommodate the management, the action can be seen as an indication of organizational
identification. Among the reasons why employees might wish to avoid such identity ascriptions
is the risk of social sanctions from other employees who take a more oppositional stance
towards the management, for example because they feel that the problem should be addressed

by the management itself.

The present study thus aims to further the overall debate surrounding the empowering or
disempowering potential of empowerment practices by exploring how the participants’ attempts
to avoid undesired identity ascriptions shape voice activities and their outcomes in the form of
initiatives to change the organization of work. In contrast to how identities and identifications
are typically understood in the literature, this study presents membership categorization analysis
as a novel approach to studying identification (and identities in general) as discursive
phenomena negotiated in interaction, an approach that has so far received limited attention in
organization studies. An in-depth analysis is presented of audio-recorded interactions from
employee voice activities, demonstrating how organizational identification or disidentification is
ascribed to the employees based on their actions as well as the strategies that employees use to
resist such ascriptions. These ascriptions might be resisted even if it means passing on an
opportunity to implement a suggested initiative. However, under certain conditions, voice
activities were found to enable the negotiation of strategies for how employees can avoid
undesired identity consequences when attempting to influence their working conditions. The
study thereby suggests that whether empowerment practices constitute an attractive arrangement
for the employees depends on how such trade-offs are managed. In addition, various insights are

presented in relation to discussions of identity work in workplace conversations.
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Empowerment practices and identity

Empowerment is typically understood as the process of bestowing power to the employees, in
many cases for a certain purpose (Humborstad, 2013). Within the mainstream empowerment
literature, however, the focus has typically been on the employees’ subjective experience of
feeling empowered, i.e. feeling able to go beyond their normal obligations in order to take
actions that are of value for the organization (Appelbaum et al., 1999). For example, Conger and
Kanungo define empowerment as a “process of enhancing feelings of self-efficacy among
organizational members through the identification of conditions that foster powerlessness and
through their removal by both formal organizational practices and informal techniques of
providing efficacy information” (1988, p. 474). As a subjective state, empowerment is claimed
to decrease the alienation employees feel working in Taylorized and bureaucratic workplaces
(Wilkinson, 1998), instead increasing employees’ experience of organizational identification
(Ertiirk, 2010); that is, they perceive themselves as “psychologically intertwined with the fate of
the group” (Ashforth & Mael, 1989, p. 21). Thereby, the organization’s values, norms, and
interests become incorporated in the employees’ self-concept, leading them to feel intrinsically
motivated to contribute to the collective (van Knippenberg & Sleebos, 2006). This process is
said to expand the shared interests between the employees and managers within the
organization, thereby promoting what has been called a unitarist frame of reference for the
employment relationship (Fox, 1966). The mainstream perspectives’ understanding of
empowerment as a subjective state is rooted in an understanding of power as power to or
mastery (Humborstad, 2013). Besides the employees’ motivation and individual capabilities
(such as their skills or knowledge), this understanding of power emphasizes aspects such as
formal rights and access to information and decision-making settings (Hardy & Leiba-
O’Sullivan, 1998), aspects which however have been claimed to only change very little within

empowerment practices (Humborstad, 2013; Wilkinson, 1998).

Within the critical management studies literature, it has been claimed that formal voice activities
and other types of empowerment practices can be thought of as managerial techniques which
promote a certain form of managerial control over employees, that of identity regulation, while
deemphasizing more traditional disciplinary means of control (Alvesson & Willmott, 2002;
Barker & Tompkins, 1994; Knights & Willmott, 1989). Identity regulation occurs when the
management proffers identity constructions comprising a high level of identification with the

goals championed by the management, such as increased productivity and profitability (Fleming
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& Spicer, 2003; Knights & McCabe, 2000). When such identity constructions are internalized
by the employees, it may lead to employees disciplining their own work effort and take on
additional tasks as a form of “unobtrusive control” (Tompkins & Cheney, 1985; Whittle, 2005)
whereby empowerment practices become disempowering (Boje & Rosile, 2001). Thus, the
dominant conception of power within the critical perspective is that of power over others,
including ideological power which is used by managers to shape employees’ understanding of
the world. Ideological power, it is argued, is rarely resisted by the employees because of the risk
of being labelled a “Neanderthal” or “dinosaur” who won’t accept progress (Appelbaum et al.,
1999) or the difficulties in formulating alternative understandings to those of the management
(Hardy & Leiba-O’Sullivan, 1998). While the interests of employees and managers are seen as
at least partly opposing within the critical empowerment perspective, corresponding to a
pluralist frame of reference in Fox’s framework mentioned above, identity regulation can be
seen as an attempt by the management to deliberately blur the lines between their interests and

those of the employees, thereby pre-empting conflict.

The emphasis on internalization of identification within both the mainstream and critical
empowerment perspectives suggest that employees hold one relatively stable self-concept or
identity construction, which is however still susceptible to influence from the organization and
the management. However, some have argued that employees are not simply hailed into
identities, but rather are actively engaged in taking certain subject positions while avoiding
others (Thomas & Davies, 2011); for example, the presence of attempts at identity regulation
does not imply that such regulation is successful, since the proffered identities can be resisted
through acts which indicate disidentification with the organization and the management, such as
loafing, ironicizing, or engaging in svejkism (Alvesson & Willmott, 1992; Costas & Fleming,
2009; Fleming & Spicer, 2003; Thomas & Davies, 2011). Such disidentifying acts might even
be designed specifically to avoid detection or mitigation by the management (Ezzamel,
Willmott, & Worthington, 2001), and they are key strategies for displaying identification with
the employee group (Elsbach & Bhattacharya, 2001). Furthermore, it is common for employees
to experience tensions between their collective identifications relating to the organization,
employee collective, or profession, for example (Kuhn & Nelson, 2002; Pepper & Larson, 2006;
Whittle, 2005). Therefore, employees will often seek to strike a balance between identifying
with the employee group and with the goals of the organization, depending on the demands of

the situation (Bisel, Ford, & Keyton, 2007).
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Thus, the ongoing negotiations and struggles over employees’ identification with the
organization, the employee group, or other collectives is likely to be a key concern for
employees in relation to empowerment practices (Thomas & Davies, 2011). Furthermore, the
above studies suggest the relevance of developing a more dynamic understanding of identity and
identification that is sensitive to how these identifications are negotiated on an ongoing basis
within activities related to empowerment practices. In the following, I will first present an
interactional perspective on organizational identification which will subsequently be applied in

an analysis of how employees negotiate their engagement in employee voice activities.

Identity as an interactional phenomenon

Within interactions, studies have shown how identification talk is “varied from moment to
moment depending on the participants’ interactional goals” (Wetherell, Stiven, & Potter, 1987,
p. 64), with the rhetorical context playing an important role for how people express their
attitudes and identifications. A key framework for studying identity and identification as an
interactional phenomenon is that of Membership Categorization Analysis (MCA) (Sacks, 1992),
whose central idea is that “for a person to ‘have an identity’ — whether he or she is the person
speaking, being spoken to, or being spoken about — is to be cast into a category with associated
characteristics or features” (Antaki & Widdicombe, 1998, p. 3, their italics). Thus, being
ascribed to a certain membership category in interaction means that various rights, obligations,
actions, and other predicates associated with that category are also ascribed to the category
incumbent. A classic example of Sacks’s demonstrating how categories and predicates work in
practice is an utterance from a book of children’s stories: “The baby cried, the mommy picked it
up” (1992). Most would likely infer that the baby is picked up by the mommy because it cries
(rather than the events being causally unrelated), and furthermore, that the “mommy” is in fact
the mother of the child. As members of a culture, we share expectations about how mothers are
to act, meaning that more is understood than is explicitly expressed. As exemplified by the
mother’s action being accounted for by the baby’s crying, examining category attributions in
interactions can also shed light on the moral implications interpreted by the (Jayyusi, 1984).
However, it is important to stress that the meaning of categories and predicates is always
occasioned: their meaning at any given moment depends on the discourse context, such as the

utterances preceding the categorization, and they should be studied in order to determine their
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“consequentiality in the interaction” (Antaki & Widdicombe, 1998, p. 3), such as how they are

used to achieve various interactional goals.

While many studies about collective identification tend to rely on organization members’ self-
descriptions, the MCA framework can also be applied in order to understand how descriptions
of the collective identifications of organization members who participate in or are the subject of
conversations are negotiated. For example, descriptions using categories such as “company
(wo)man” suggest that those described identify with the organization and the management, and
similarly, shop stewards are expected to identify with the employee collective whom they
represent. In interactions, such categorical descriptions can be used to perform a number of
actions, such as accounting for one’s own actions or calling into question the actions of another
person. However, such accounts are not always taken up by the other participants, suggesting
that organizational identification is not simply claimed or ascribed, but negotiated in the
interaction through both the speakers’ claims and the hearers’ responses. As a result, the
interaction and its outcomes are not shaped so much by the identifications felt by the individual
employee with the organization, the employee group, or the management, for example, as by the

results of the negotiation, i.e. who the employee is taken as identifying with.

In practice, explicit categorical descriptions are found intermingled with descriptions which are
merely “category-resonant” (i.e. which can be heard as referring to some category; Schegloff,
2007) because of the predicates that are used. Furthermore, category incumbents can be framed
in various more or less favorable ways depending on the predicates used to describe them. This
type of predicate work is a powerful device for interlocutors with the potential to influence both
the immediate interaction and its long-term consequences, for example by impacting decision-

making in the setting (Whittle et al., 2015).

An identity-in-interaction perspective can thus help us understand how negotiations of collective

identification shape social situations.

Methodology
As mentioned, the use of formal voice activities has become increasingly common in recent
years (Busck et al., 2010). Formal voice activities are pre-arranged and regular events, where

employees are invited to influence decisions about the organization of work by problematizing
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existing work practices and suggesting potential solutions (Marchington & Suter, 2013). The
data for this study was collected in connection with a research project in which such an activity
was implemented in various Danish manufacturing organizations between 2013 and 2015. The
activity targeted blue-collar employees with tasks related to production or maintenance, some of
which were highly physically demanding. The activity consisted of three three-hour workshop
sessions for each work team, in which the employees were invited to voice problems and
suggestions about how to improve their working conditions with regard to health, safety, and
well-being. The analysis for this study builds on approximately 98 hours of audio recordings
from 36 meetings within two of the participating organizations that produced pharmaceuticals
and plastic packaging. I had become familiar with these organizations through participating in
project activities as either a non-participant observer or workshop facilitator (see description
below). However, the focus of this paper is not on the facilitator’s contribution to the
conversation, which in many instances included mainly the employees and their team leader, as

displayed in the analysis.

The data were first reviewed and situations where participants discussed how to influence their
working conditions through the activity were identified, since these are expected to reveal the
employees’ orientations towards how their actions signal organizational identification. In these
situations, resistance or hesitance was typically most obvious when attempts at influencing their
working conditions involved soliciting approval from middle or high-level managers, whereas
changes that could be implemented by the employees themselves were rarely oriented to by the
employees as having problematic identity consequences. Subsequently, these situations were
analyzed based on methods from CA (e.g., Lehtinen & Pilli, 2011) and especially MCA. This
research approach enables the study of social action as it happens and through the meanings
displayed by the participants (ten Have, 2007). In order to understand how the interlocutors
made sense of the situation in situ, the selected excerpts were repeatedly analyzed by applying
the “next turn proof procedure” (Perdkyld, 2011), a procedure that involves examining how
utterances are responded to in order to determine what meanings they are given in the setting.
This allows for the basis of analytical inferences to be traced in the transcript, thereby increasing

transparency (ten Have, 2007).

Because of the space constraints of a journal article, three episodes among those that were
analyzed in-depth were selected for the present discussion, each illustrating an important aspect

of how identities were ascribed and negotiated that was observed throughout the overall

153



analysis. Through the study’s detailed analyses, the aim is to contribute to our theoretical
understanding of how employees orient to the identity consequences of their actions when
engaging in empowerment practices, rather than trying to describe examples which may be
generalizable to other settings in a statistical sense (Bryman, 2003). From an
ethnomethodological perspective, order is always produced locally in the setting, but the
mechanisms and practices by which the order is produced is likely to be found in other
situations where the participants’ concerns are similar (Sacks, 1992). The excerpts are presented
here in a simplified version of the Jefferson transcription system (2004; see appendix for
legend). All names presented are pseudonyms, and the transcripts have been translated from

Danish.

The setting

The excerpts presented in this paper are all taken from workshop meetings which involved
action planning aimed at improving the employees’ working conditions. The procedures of the
formal voice activity did not increase the employees’ formal decision-making authority, but
there were no formal limitations regarding which initiatives could be suggested, as long as these
could realistically be approved and funded by the organization. The meetings were planned to
take three hours and were held in meeting rooms at the worksite. Typically, the meetings were
attended by between five and eight employees from the same team, who were joined by their
line manager and a workshop facilitator who had the role of guiding the participants through the
workshop program. The meetings would typically also be attended by one or two non-
participating observers from the research group that was collaborating with the participating

organizations in implementing the formal voice activity.

During the meetings, participants would be seated around a table, with the facilitator and the line
manager sitting together at one end. Issues which had been identified by the participants at a
previous workshop meeting were reviewed, and ideas for how the employees’ working
conditions could be improved were discussed. Ideas which the participants found feasible were
identified as action plans. One or more employees would then be selected to take responsibility
for implementing the action plans and were to report back to the other participants on their

progress at a later follow-up workshop meeting. Typically, six to eight action plans would be
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developed by the group in each workshop meeting. The table below lists the pseudonyms and

formal work roles of all participants featured in the three excerpts.

Excerpt 1 Excerpt 2 Excerpts 3
and 4
Name Role Name Role Name Role
Lee Line manager Eliza Employee Ann Line manager
Eric Employee Frances Employee Mark Employee
Steve Employee Dean Employee Dan Employee
Michael Employee Miriam Employee Simon Employee
James Employee Tom Employee Frank Employee
Joe Workshop Naomi Employee (part- | Tim Employee
facilitator time with
another team)

Table 6. Participants in the excerpts and their formal work roles, chapter 7.

Analysis

In the following, three episodes are presented, of which the last spans two excerpts. While the
richness of the data means that a number of themes could be taken up, each episode was chosen
for how it illustrates the employees’ orientation to the identity consequences of their actions, and
how this orientation shapes their decisions about whether to support or assume responsibilities

for suggested initiatives. Thus, it is this theme on which the analysis will focus.

Resisting identification with the management

Excerpt 1 shows different ways in which employee’s identifications can be framed in
interactions relating to a change initiative: one depicts the employee as being willing to go
beyond formal responsibilities, implying identification with the organization, while the others
highlight socializing with other employees or self-interest as the motivation. In the excerpt, the
participants discuss whether a proposed initiative should be carried out and by whom. The

initiative involves inviting a newly employed middle manager to visit the team’s production area
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to hear about various problems whose resolution could potentially reduce the employees’

physical strain and speed up the production. Lee, the line manager for the participating

employees, argues that the employee Michael, who is currently a trainee in the team, could take

responsibility for implementing the initiative.

Excerpt 1

1 Lee

2

3

4

5

6

7

8§ Eric

9 Lee
10

11 Steve
12

13

14 27

15 Steve
16 Lee
17

18

19  Joe
20 Lee
21 Michael
22 Lee
23 Michael
24 Lee
25

26

27

28

29

30

31 James
32

33

34

Surely he would be proud if eh Michael sent him an
email saying now I’ve been to a ((formal voice
activity)) workshop meeting, let me tell you, I would
like to invite you down, I have a task, I would like to
tell you a little about the department and I want to
tell you a little about the things we’re currently
dealing with

I’'m entirely sure of that as well=

=he would, I promise you, he would become

[8 feet tall] ((meaning very proud))

[he could come around on Sunday afternoon], there’ll be
both=

((other participants start laughing))

=cake

there’ll be both strawberry cake and apple cake=
=rather than it being Edie and me, right, then he would
say damn, that’s a department and those are employees
who=

=what do you say about that ()

it’s only an example, now

it’s only an example, right=

well, I'm saying Michael could very well

yeah=

=Michael has, we have our ((kaizen board)) out there,
he knows the things we’re currently dealing with,
Michael could very well invite ((the middle manager))
down, he could talk to ((the middle manager’s
secretary)), when does ((the middle manager)) have an

hour or two, come down, see who we are, show what'’s

going on
while you’re at it, you could tell him when you will be
through with your apprenticeship (.) and that you don’t

have anything after that
((participants start laughing)
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We first see Lee make an assessment that the middle manager would be proud to receive an
invitation from Michael. The way in which Lee’s assessment presents its acceptance or rejection
as relevant marks it as an indirect proposal for Michael to assume responsibility for the
initiative. Lee’s assessment of the middle manager’s reaction is backed by Eric (1.8) and restated
in other words by Lee himself (11.9-10); however, it is not made explicit why the middle
manager would be proud or how his reaction would be relevant for Michael. An explanation
surfaces in the next lines: Steve’s turn (11.11-12) is formulated as another proposition (“he could
come around on Sunday afternoon”), which the other participants react to with laughter. The
humor in Steve’s proposal is revealed in the next lines, where both an unidentified employee
and Steve himself describe that the employees will have cake on Sunday (11.14-15). The
described scenario implies a disidentification with the organizational goals of achieving a high
work output in favor of enjoying oneself with colleagues, setting up a counterpart to Lee’s
proposal in the form of a situation which is unlikely to make the middle manager “proud.” The
fact that the other employees start laughing before cake has even been mentioned highlights the

shared understanding of the joke.

Next, Lee takes the floor and again describes how an inquiry from an employee would lead to a
positive response from the middle manager (11.16—18), after which Joe, the workshop facilitator,
prompts Michael for a response (1.19). However, Lee mitigates his proposal as targeting Michael
specifically (“it’s only an example, now”), a description which Michael repeats in line 21 rather
than accepting or declining Lee’s proposal, thereby resisting assuming responsibility for the
initiative. After another response from Michael which does not clearly accept or refuse Lee’s
proposal (1.23), Lee again describes Michael as being capable of executing the various tasks that
the initiative is comprised of (11.24-30). In response, the employee James makes another mock
proposal, suggesting that Michael also notify the middle manager of his precarious job situation.
In doing so, James can be seen as ironicizing Lee’s proposal by suggesting that Michael’s might
choose to feign organizational identification in order to get a permanent position. Again the
other employees start laughing. Steve and James’s ironicizing jokes project that were Michael to
commit to Lee’s indirect proposal, this would be seen by the other employees as displaying
identification with the management, rather than the employee collective, and therefore a

potential cause for criticism.

Shortly after the conversation in this excerpt, Joe called a break. After the break, Joe asked

Michael whether he had decided to take action on the proposal or not, to which Michael stated
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that he and Steve had agreed to instead wait for the middle manager to visit the production area
on his own initiative and notify him then of the problematic work practices. By waiting for the
middle manager to approach the employees instead, Michael and Steve can be said to opt for a
strategy for voicing the problem to the middle manager which does not project strong

identification with the management.

As an additional point, the excerpt also shows how the participants distinguish between whether
the employees and managers hold shared interests (as implied by Lee) or different interests (as
suggested by the employees’ jokes). This distinction is similar to the one between unitarist and
pluralist frames of reference in the literature (Fox, 1966), but while these frames are normally
invoked as references to different theoretical understandings of the employment relationship,
here the matter of shared or different interests is central to negotiating the identity consequences

of accepting Lee’s proposal as an employee.

Resisting disidentification with management

In contrast to excerpt 1, the next excerpt illustrates how employees also orient to the possibility
of problematic identity ascriptions if they implement initiatives which project disidentification
with the management. The excerpt is taken from another workshop meeting in which a group of
employees are discussing how to avoid having to rush to finish their tasks. Previously, rushing
could be avoided by keeping a normal pace and registering extra worktime through a flexible
worktime agreement, but this arrangement had been cancelled. If a team does not finish its tasks

on time, it would create a bottleneck for other teams.

Excerpt 2

1 Eliza we can of course do something w- we cannot do anything
2 we won’t get our ((flexible worktime agreement)) back
3 again [right now]=

4  Frances [‘no’}

5 Both a team leader and a facilitator were present for this workshop meeting, however the team leader was absent for this part
of the discussion.
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[c IR B ]

Rel

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
2
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52

Eliza
Frances
Eliza

Dean
Frances
Dean
Frances

Frances
Miriam

Eliza
??
Eliza
Miriam
Tom
Frances
Miriam
Tom
Miriam
Tom
Miriam
Tom
Miriam
Tom
Dean

Dean

Miriam
Tom
Miriam
Dean
Miriam

Tom

Miriam

Naomi

=but we can do something about planning our work [so]=
[yes]

=we won’t have more than we can handle without becoming

stressed

[you mean] we must hit the brakes and make it fit with=

[yes]

=one [workday]

[yes]

((overlapping talk in the background))

[it’s hard for us because we really want to]

[but then one should select somebody who’s ] good at it

right because (.)

[well I know that one gets] carried along every time=

[but eh but one could 1

=right=

=yes you really do that, you get carried along

[but it is a rebellion ]

[we want so much to get] i::t done

yehes it is a little, a little like a rebellion=

=it IS=

=yes=

=I feel it is a bit of a rebellion=

=yes=

=that we [must work like normal 1 =

[you become a little like a teenager hehe]
=instead [and it and it]

[but perhaps we] should just let them try
their own medicine right, we now have an inflexible
management who says you must do such and such and such=
((Dean knocks on the table three times))
=that’s fine then I WILL DO such and such and such and
then we’ll do like such and such and such
[T just feel I get negative doing that]

[well that’s what I would like to do ] but I don’t
feel like it=
=no it gets me negative and tha:t [tha::t]=
[T also get negative]

=and then I’11 feel bad when I'm going home, when I
have to go home with that kind of (.) [negative]
feeling inside=

[but you ]
=me and I am annoyed over those kinds of stupid things
right so
I can tell you that I have just talked to ((another
employee)) who I share my office with and they are in
the midst of, both ((in the chemical and
microbiological teams)), looking into some kind of
planning tool, actually ((abbreviated))

159



After arguing that the flexible worktime agreement is unlikely to return, Eliza proposes
changing how the team plans their work (11.1-3, 5, 7-8), and Dean articulates that Eliza’s
proposal means limiting the work pace (11.9, 11). Frances, who has otherwise expressed
agreement for the other’s comments, then describes the employees’ problems as stemming from
their identification with their work (““it’s hard for us because we really want t0”). Miriam
overlaps with Frances with a proposal that regulating the work pace should be done by a
member of the team “who’s good at” refusing extra work tasks, thereby implicitly affiliating
with Frances’s description that limiting the pace would be challenging to most members; a
description which is taken up again by Eliza, Miriam, and Frances over the next few turns (11.17,
20, 22).

In line 21, Tom describes Dean’s earlier suggestion as a “rebellion,” which Miriam seconds
laughingly (“yehes”), describing herself as becoming “a little like a teenager” in the face of the
increased workload and the loss of the flexible workhours arrangement (1.29). By self-describing
through referencing categories that frame the employees as being oppositional and immature

(Sacks, 1992), Tom and Miriam can be heard as distancing themselves from Dean’s suggestion.

Next, Dean further argues for taking an inflexible stance towards the increased work load (11.31—
36), which is described as mirroring the management’s stance towards the employees. Both
Miriam and Tom raise the objection that doing so would lead to them becoming negative and
annoyed (11.37-40, 42—44), to which Dean concurs (1.41). By not following Dean’s suggestion,
the employees avoid being cast as “rebels” and “teenagers”, along with the moral judgments
these categories imply. Furthermore, it can be argued that following Dean’s suggestion could
have led others to question whether the employees did in fact identify strongly with their work,
given that their focus on keeping a slower pace could lead to problems for other teams. Here, the
discussion continues instead with Naomi relating how other teams in the company are
considering a planning tool in order to lessen work pressure, a candidate solution which would

likely not be seen as taking an oppositional stance towards management.

Negotiating instrumental identification with management

The final two excerpts illustrate yet more subtle ways in which participants in empowerment

practices discuss and negotiate which identity ascriptions are made relevant by their actions. The
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excerpts feature a third work team discussing how to present a middle manager with a suggested
new method for repackaging raw materials used in the production process, as the current method
is both time-consuming and physically strenuous. The method was suggested by the employee
Mark who further suggested trying to convince the middle manager of the benefits of the new
method by confronting him and stating that all of the approximately 50 members of the team
support the suggestion. However, the viability of this strategy has been questioned by various

other participants.

Excerpt 3

1 Mark: but scmetimes one can get a little angry that they

2 won’t (.) won’t listen to such a good suggestion when

3 so many feel it is necessary

4 Ann: because you don’t sp- they he- they don’t understand

5 your language=

6 Mark: =no=

7 Ann: =you speak Chinese=

8 Mark: =yes=

9 Ann: you must learn to speak (.)

10 Dan: Russian=

11 Mark: =yes (.)

12 Ann: you must learn to speak their=

13 Mark: =it’s because it’s in=

14 Ann: =language with what they need to see and hear then you
15 will be heard (.) but if you speak Chinese=

16 Mark: =put I’'m not that good at that

17 Ann: then

18 Simon: you must see yourself as a director when you talk to
19 those people ((laughs))

20 Mark: I can’t I'11 never be that

The third excerpt demonstrates two perspectives on the management’s expected lack of
response: Mark first expresses frustration that “they” (i.e., the managers) are not likely to accept
his suggestion, which he claims to be supported by many employees, thereby framing the
management as being dismissive. This leads Ann to question the way Mark suggests presenting
his proposal to the management. Ann’s repair (ten Have, 2007) of an aborted ‘speak’ (“sp-") and
‘hear’ (“he-") into “understand” (1.4) is noteworthy since a failure to speak on Mark’s part or a
failure to hear on the management’s part could be criticized on moral grounds, while referencing
a language gap suggests a problem of a technical nature that does not place blame on either

party. In this respect, Ann describes Mark as speaking Chinese; by inference, a language
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incomprehensible to management. Dan’s suggestion of the management’s language being

Russian is referring to an equally incomprehensible language for the employees, thus indicating

his affiliation with Ann’s use of a language metaphor. Despite describing the problem as one of

understanding, Ann next claims that it is Mark who must speak in a way that the management

can “see and hear” in order to be heard (1l. 12, 14—15). However, Mark states that he is not able

to do as Ann suggests. Simon’s comment that Mark should “see (him)self as a director” supports

Ann’s suggestion, but Mark rejects this suggestion as well.

The final excerpt (4) shows how Ann attempts to negotiate the meaning of displaying

organizational identification as being merely a strategy for potentially increasing the chances of

suggested initiatives being successfully implemented. In the short span of time since the

previous excerpt, Ann has offered to help present Mark’s proposed solution to the middle

manager, and she, Dan, Simon, and Frank have discussed how a business case could be

developed on the basis of Mark’s suggestion. The excerpt begins with Mark again suggesting

confronting the manager.

Excerpt 4
1 Mark:
2
3  Ann:
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11 Frank:
12 Ann:
13 Tim:
14 Mark:
15
16 Ann:

17 Simon:

18 Ann:

((abbreviated))...then we serve it to him and we’ll be
sitting there, the whole gang

I'm just thinking you s- (.) sometimes one has to be a
little eh strategic and smart and manipulative in
order to ((laughs)) achieve what one wants (.) and

then one doesn’t say hey buddy, now get the hell over
here and listen to us, then it’s us who have to like
gather all the stuff and then do it, I mean THINK
about how he would like to be approached if he’s to
(.)

act on the project=

=if it’s to be a success for us, what we want

am

if if he was invited up here without knowing
beforehand what this is about

I would ask him to (.) no I wouldn’t do that

gee that would really make him balk=

=I would never do that

After Mark again suggests confronting the middle manager, Ann argues that this strategy is

inferior to her strategy of satistying the expectations of the middle manager by stating the need
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for a contrasting approach of being “strategic and smart and manipulative” (11.4-5). As in the
previous excerpt, the matter of who is to accommodate whom is topicalized. In contrast to how
Mark’s strategy for approaching the management is rooted in identification with the employee
group, contending that the management should hear the employees out, Ann’s proposal places
the obligation on the employees, arguing that it is the employees who need to approach
management in a certain way. However, Ann also downplays the potential threats of being
ascribed organizational identification as an employee if one follows her strategy, both by
describing her strategy as necessary (e.g., through stating what “one doesn’t say” and what they
“have to” do, 1l. 6-7) and as a display of being “strategic and smart and manipulative” as an
employee, whereby assuming responsibility for the initiative is framed as a display of
astuteness. In other words, Ann contributes to making the empowerment practice a space where
claims to identify with the organization can be employed by the employees on a case-by-case
basis where it is considered beneficial, rather than as a requirement imposed by the
management. Ann’s use of the deictics “us” (1.7, 12) and “we” (1.12) implies that Ann herself is
ready to help plan out how to approach the middle manager and that she and the employees hold
a shared interest. Still, Mark returns to his previous statement by again suggesting that they
surprise the middle manager (11.14-15), with which both Ann and Simon disaffiliate strongly
(11.16-18). In the end, the participants decided to further research the technical aspects of their

proposed solution before approaching the management with it.

Discussion

The aim of this study was to understand how the outcomes of empowerment practices is shaped
the employees’ actions within these practices, actions which are themselves shaped by the
prospects and risks faced by employees when “becoming empowered” (Alvesson & Willmott,
1992; Greasley et al., 2005). Specifically, the study attends to how employees manage and
negotiate the identity ascriptions that might be made on the basis of which initiatives they
support in workplace voice activities. These identity ascriptions are made relevant to the
interaction in relation to themes such as the expectations colleagues and team leaders have
towards the individual participants (excerpt 1), how employees would be perceived if they were
to go against the management (excerpt 2), and who should be responsible for changing

problematic work practices (excerpt 3, 4). In all three situations, the employees were not willing
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to be responsible for carrying out the proposed initiatives, and instead, alternative strategies for
changing work practices which were not expected to carry with them the undesired
identification inferences were decided on at a later time. The key category- or predicate-based

descriptions used in the excerpts are presented in the table below.

The analysis demonstrates that projecting identification with the organization is oriented to by
the participants as a potentially effective strategy for swaying managers, as exemplified by
Lee’s statements in excerpt 1 and Ann’s and Simon’s comments in excerpts 3 and 4. Yet,
Michael and Mark’s resistance in the two situations displays how the strategy of projecting
identification is seen by the employees as potentially problematic. On the other hand, signaling
strong identification with the employee group and disidentification with the management might
evoke negative descriptions from others and go against one’s self-descriptions as being
committed to one’s work, as stated by Miriam and Dean in excerpt 2. Furthermore, some, such
as Ann and Simon in excerpts 3 and 4, take the position that such a strategy is unlikely to lead to

changes in the existing work practices.

Thus, the study suggests that empowerment practices are not per definition empowering or
disempowering, but that engaging in empowerment practices is likely to involve a trade-off for
the employees between potentially attaining the power to change their working conditions
through the empowerment practice on the one hand and potentially losing power over which
identities and identifications they are ascribed by others on the other. The analysis also reveals
that the employees seck to manage this trade-off by using discussions with the other participants
to explore which identities and identifications one might be ascribed if supporting an initiative
to change one’s working conditions. Furthermore, by resisting committing to initiatives which
are found to potentially have undesired identity consequences, employees can keep the
discussion going so that more appealing strategies have a chance to emerge. While it might
seem somewhat paradoxical for employees to resist committing to actions that could potentially
improve their working conditions, this resistance could be seen as a form of “micro-
emancipation” (Alvesson & Willmott, 1992), where employees protest or subvert an overall

managerial agenda of promoting organizational identification.
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Relatedly, the study also contributes to our understanding of power in empowerment practices.
In line with the criticisms raised of empowerment practices, the excerpts illustrate how the
employees’ chances of improving their working conditions depend on whether they can make
the case to the management (Boje & Rosile, 2001; Hardy & Leiba-O’Sullivan, 1998; Wilkinson,
1998), and, as evidenced in particular by line manager Lee in excerpt 1, empowerment practices
can be seen as a vehicle for diffusing managerial ideology through the proffering of ‘committed’
employee identities (Alvesson & Willmott, 2002). However, the analysis also shows how voice
activities provide employees with an opportunity to delineate and discuss initiatives and
strategies for influencing the organization of work and to choose which ones to engage in,
considering their potential identity consequences. Here, it seems relevant to consider Alvesson
and Willmott’s assertion that in order for identities in the workplace to be negotiated in a way
that mitigates regulation and control, conditions such as “a space as well as resources, for
critical reflection” and ““a supportive form of social interaction” must be in place (2002, p. 637).
The discussion situations featured in excerpts 3 and 4 seem especially representative of the
conditions described by Alvesson and Willmott, with Ann’s argument style evidencing the
importance of managers facilitating empowerment practices in a way that is supportive of the

employees’ perspective (see also Greasley et al., 2005).

The influence line managers had on the workshop discussions in excerpts 1, 3, and 4 exemplifies
how the outcomes of the voice activities depend to a large extent on circumstances which are
local to the specific activities. Additional support for this conclusion is provided by how much
can be seen to depend on which specific initiatives are proposed for changing the employees’
working conditions and how the employees relate to these initiatives. For example, it was shown
how both identification and disidentification with the management was taken as problematic,
depending on the situation and the parties in the discussion. In addition, the participants
continuously construct the employees’ and managers’ interests, since the participants see it as
crucial that proposed initiatives fall within the interests of both the employees and the
management if the initiatives are to be approved for implementation by middle managers. In this
respect, suggestions can be strategically constructed as representing the interests of the
management, as Ann suggests in excerpts 3 and 4. The very practical and situational
consideration of the relationship of between employees’ and managers’ interests displayed by

the participants is lost in the overall discussion of how to understand empowerment practices
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from the unitarist and pluralist frames of reference that are adopted in the empowerment debate

(Heery, 2015; Humborstad, 2013).

Finally, the analysis offers various contributions to identity research. For one, it heeds the call to
consider the role of identities in research related to the employment relationship, where, as
argued by Thomas and Davies, struggles over employees’ identities have an important although
perhaps subtle role in “shifting and transforming meanings and understandings within work
organizations” (p. 162). Methodologically, the study complements previous research on identity
work in conversations (e.g., Beech, Gilmore, Cochrane, & Greig, 2012; Brown & Coupland,
2015; Mclnnes & Corlett, 2012) by presenting an MCA approach to studying how identities and
identifications are negotiated in conversations (Sacks, 1992; Schegloff, 2007). Future identity
studies might draw inspiration from how this approach attends to how both speaker’s identity
claims and identity ascriptions from others are involved in negotiating identities in interaction,
as well as how it frames identification as a “functional” form of social positioning that is
performed in relation to shifting interactional goals (Ainsworth & Grant, 2012, p. 61). For
example, while some have argued that presenting oneself as holding incoherent identifications
indicates a lack of reflexivity (Costas & Fleming, 2009; Whittle, 2005), the strategy proposed by
Ann in excerpt 4 illustrates a practice of projecting different identifications at different times as
a form of roleplay for one’s own gain. The availability of such practices can explain why
organization members might express quite different patterns of collective identification(s) at
different times (Brown, 2015; Hoyer, 2016), and they highlight why it might be problematic to
approach people’s situated identity work as an indication of long-term transsituational identity
constructions. For one, pressure to present a coherent and stable identity construction is not
universal (Beech, Gilmore, Hibbert, & Ybema, 2016), and second, in settings where this
pressure is in effect, it is still only one concern among the many that organization members must
manage (Zanoni & Janssens, 2007). In relation to empowerment practices, the participants’
identity concerns are balanced with concerns such as improving one’s working conditions,

avoiding conflicts, and, with Michael from excerpt 1 in mind, simply staying employed.

Conclusion
Empowerment practices cannot function without the active participation of the employees, yet

few have explored fow they participate in practice. Through a microsociological approach
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focusing on discourse, this study demonstrates that employees show concern for the identities
and identifications they are ascribed on the basis of how they engage in the empowerment
practices, and this concern shapes whether and how they attempt to improve their working
conditions. In relation to whether formal voice activities that defer little formal decision
authority to the employees can still be considered empowering, the study suggests that the
answer depends not only on whether the activity provides an opportunity for the employees to
negotiate initiatives which are likely to gain the support of the decision makers but also on the
employees orienting to collective identifications that can be inferred from their actions as being
acceptable. The study suggests that greater attention should be paid to the interactions that take
place within formal voice activities and how the conditions of the activity contribute to shaping
these interactions. This would include, for example, examining which actions are oriented to as
appropriate or inappropriate in the setting, and investigating the degree to which the format of
the activities or the participating managers support and facilitate participants’ exploration of

different options and their associated identification risks.

The study also presents an approach to studying identities and identification as interactional
phenomena based on membership categorization analysis. Employees’ identities have
increasingly become an object of struggle between the forces of managerial control and
employee resistance, struggles which are easily identified in workplace interactions. Therefore,
the identity-in-interaction approach holds considerable promise for furthering our understanding
of how the employment relationship is negotiated in modern organizations. In addition, the
article demonstrates the importance of considering the situational concerns that underlie

organization members’ identity work in conversations.
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8. Article four: Open or Closed? Line Managers’ Strategies for
Handling Conflicts of Interest in relation to Employee Voice

Abstract

Line managers are increasingly made responsible for activities in which employees can voice
work-related problems or suggestions. However, line managers’ reactions to voice might favor
the interests of the organization or themselves at the cost of the employees. While some studies
have attributed line managers’ ways of handling such conflicts of interest to whether they are
fundamentally receptive, or “open,” to the use of voice, this study focuses instead on how the
managers maintain moral accountability in cases where they challenge employees’ voiced
suggestions. A detailed analysis of interactions in workplace voice activities demonstrate that
line managers seek to pre-empt potential negative assessments of being overly open or “closed”
to voiced suggestions through various rhetorical strategies. While managers might invoke their
role-based rights to close down suggestions if rhetorical challenges are not successful, managers

display awareness that doing so is likely to entail critical judgments from the employees.

Introduction

In recent years, line managers have been given greater responsibility for implementing and
facilitating human resource management practices in the workplace (Larsen & Brewster, 2003;
Perry & Kulik, 2008). Furthermore, with employee participation in organizational decision-
making on the rise, the role of first line managers has shifted from primarily being a supervisor
who oversees and controls daily work to more often functioning as a coordinator who arranges
work team activities with other parts of the organization (Musson & Duberley, 2007). In
connection with these developments, it has become increasingly typical for line managers to be
formally responsible for implementing and supporting activities in which employees are invited
to voice their work-related problems and suggestions (Dundon & Gollan, 2007; Townsend,
2014; Townsend, Wilkinson, & Burgess, 2013), such as manager—employee meetings or quality
circles. Formal voice activities potentially bring about a number of positive outcomes for both
employees (such as increased learning, motivation and well-being, and improved working
conditions) and the organization (such as improvements to product quality and efficiency, and

increased employee engagement) (Purcell & Georgiadis, 2007).
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In practice, however, there is considerable variation in how line managers implement voice
activities and other HR practices (Townsend, 2014), and a number of factors related to the line
manager, such as their openness to voice, their leadership style, and their relationship with the
employee expressing voice have been claimed to have a crucial impact on how employees
engage in voice activities (Detert & Burris, 2007; Morrison, 2011; Mowbray et al., 2015). In
some cases, the employees’ concerns and suggestions may be rejected on the basis that they
conflict with the obligations tied to the line managers’ supervisory role, which is typically
focused on reaching organizational goals such as high productivity and profitability (Donaghey
etal., 2011; Dundon & Gollan, 2007; Mowbray et al., 2015). It has been observed that when
employees’ voiced problems or suggestions are rejected, future activities in which they are
invited to use voice are met with considerable skepticism (Pohler & Luchak, 2014), which may
lead to a number of “frustration effects” among the employees, such as an increased sense of
injustice and demotivation (Harlos, 2001). When employees become less likely to voice their
problems and suggestions, the prospects of positive outcomes for the organization decrease as

well.

It thus seems that whether workplace voice activities have predominantly positive or negative
effects depends to a large degree on the line manager. However, the perspective in much of the
literature on voice has been described as “dissenter-centric” (Garner, 2013, p. 375), in that the
line managers’ behavior in relation to employee voice has mostly been studied from the point of
view of the employee; little attention has been paid to the potential challenges that facilitating
employee voice entail for the line manager or how these challenges are dealt with (Bashshur &
Oc, 2015; Musson & Duberley, 2007; Townsend, 2014; Yeung, 2004b). Furthermore, even
though employee voice implies communications that involve both employees and managers,
their actual interactions have received little attention in the literature (Garner, 2013).
Understanding how line managers handle conflicts of interest within voice activities while
maintaining their moral accountability is thus important for both the employees and

organizations which stand to benefit from voice, and for the line managers themselves.

The present study contains a review of the literature exploring how line managers handle their
responsibilities in relation to employee voice. Following this, I present an alternative approach
to investigating how conflicts of interest are managed as a situated interactional activity. This
approach, which is rooted in CA and DP, is then applied in a detailed analysis of excerpts from a

discussion among managers and employees concerning a voiced suggestion. The analysis
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demonstrates how line managers are clearly able to influence the trajectory of the discussion in
various more or less directive ways, but also the extensive work that the line managers perform
within the interaction in order to maintain accountability. Managers handle potential attacks on
their moral accountability by seeking to rhetorically pre-empt descriptions of being closed and
unreceptive. Finally, various theoretical and practical implications of the findings for literature

on line managers and voice are discussed.

Line Managers’ Role in relation to Voice

In association with an overall increase in HR-related responsibilities in recent years, line
managers have been described as playing a key role in both implementing structured voice
activities in the workplace (Dundon & Gollan, 2007; Townsend et al., 2013) and encouraging
employees’ voice behavior (Detert & Burris, 2007; Detert & Trevifio, 2010). Furthermore, line
managers, rather than top management, are often the targets of employee voice, especially
where union-based consultation is missing or weak (Dundon & Gollan, 2007), which presumes a
”linking pin” role for line managers in passing information between employees and the upper
levels of management (Mowbray et al., 2015, p. 393). However, since the format of voice
activities are rarely formalized or described in protocols, employees’ complaints and
suggestions might be handled differently due to idiosyncrasies in managers’ judgment (Harlos,

2001).

According to psychologically inspired voice theory, the success of voice activities is
fundamentally dependent on whether the employees perceive “that their boss listens to them, is
interested in their ideas, gives fair consideration to the ideas presented, and at least sometimes
takes action to address the matter raised”, i.e. that the participating managers are seen as “open”
(Detert & Burris, 2007, p. 871). Detert and Burris claim that, by being open in this way,
managers also reduce the power inequalities between themselves and the employees. In
addition, Detert and Trevifio (2010) showed that employees’ expectations regarding possible
backlash from and potential success of speaking up are more closely related to perceptions held
about their immediate supervisors and skip-level managers than are their opinions regarding the
structured voice activities themselves. Indeed, it has been claimed that if sufficiently competent,

managers can “capture employee views and turn them into benefits for both the organization and

the employees” (Townsend et al., 2013, p. 350).
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However, line managers also occasionally discourage employees’ use of voice. Dundon and
Gollan (2007) claim that managers tend to downplay the importance of employees’ viewpoints
in formal voice activities, emphasizing instead the importance of organizational outcomes such
as increased efficiency. Morrison and Milliken (2000) have suggested that managers may hold
various implicit beliefs, such as regarding employees as self-interested, believing that they know
better than employees, and wishing to avoid conflict or dissent in the workplace — which can be
seen as representing an unreceptive or “closed” approach to voice. Relatedly, it has been
claimed that many line managers do not receive adequate training in relation to people
management (Townsend, Wilkinson, Allan, & Bamber, 2012). Donaghey and colleagues (2011)
argue that managers can actively use their prerogative to control the employees’ use of voice,
thereby avoiding undesired changes that could be brought about if voiced problems or
suggestions were made the basis of decisions in the workplace. Indeed, it has been argued that
managers are fundamentally reluctant to increase employees’ decision latitude and thereby
relinquish power (Denham et al., 1997). When line managers respond to voice in an
unsupportive manner, increased employee turnover has been observed (McClean, Burris, &

Detert, 2013)

Various studies call into question whether individual managers are indeed likely to simply either
support or oppose employee voice, as research focusing on managerial openness to voice might
suggest. For example, it has also been found that line managers are typically more supportive or
critical towards certain issues or voice strategies than others (Kassing, 2002). Furthermore,
being assigned responsibility over voice activities entails a number of ambiguities for the line
managers which might contribute to how they approach voice activities. Musson and Duberley
(2007) studied managers’ discourse in relation to employee participation in organizational
decision-making. They showed that managers drew upon a variety of different understandings
when discussing participation, even sometimes seemingly conflicting ones. According to
Musson and Duberley, this finding indicates that the managers face various opposing demands,
such as being expected to support participation even though it might potentially challenge their
authority, suggesting that there is an improvisatory element to how the managers handle

participation in practice.

Recently, Garner has argued the relevance of regarding dissent, a phenomenon closely related to
voice, as a processual phenomenon rooted in interaction in which the meaning of a voiced

problem or suggestion is co-constructed between employees and managers. For example,
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employees who engage in voice might be labelled as heroes, villains or victims, depending on
the motivations ascribed to their actions (2013). By extension, the motivations ascribed to
managers’ behavior in relation to voice are also co-constructed. Here we must expect that even
managers who are open to voice occasionally face voiced problems and suggestions whose
addressal implies compromising their supervisory obligations. If line managers are construed by
the employees as supporting outcomes that favor the organization at their own cost, as managers
are claimed to sometimes do (Dundon & Gollan, 2007), it might lead the employees to criticize
their managers’ handling of the conflict of interest, either directly or covertly. Line managers are
thus likely to be on guard against this type of criticism and to proactively attempt to avoid it as

they engage in voice-related discussions.

Handling Conflicts of Interest in Voice Activity Interactions

Though various definitions of “conflict of interest” exist, according to Davis, the standard view
describes a situation where a person (P): “(1)...is in a relationship with another requiring P to
exercise judgment on the other’s behalf and (2) P has a (special) interest tending to interfere
with the proper exercise of judgment in that relationship” (2001, p. 8). According to Davis, the
term “interests” should be understood quite broadly and include emotions, loyalties, and
concerns. Therefore, Davis’ specification supports regarding the line managers’ dual roles as
supervisors and voice activity leaders as a conflict of interest. However, Davis also stresses that
what makes a conflict of interest problematic is whether it makes a person’s judgment “less
reliable than it would normally be” (p. 9), which suggests that the question of whether a conflict

of interest has been handled problematically is a matter of assessment.

The focus of this study is situations in which the line managers’ voice-related obligations
towards the employees are compromised, whereby their “reliable judgment” towards either the
employees and with it their handling of their conflict of interest potentially becomes relevant to
the interaction. A relevant framework for understanding how the line manager’s role(s) and role-
based obligations are framed in interaction is membership categorization analysis, or MCA
(Jayyusi, 1984; Sacks, 1992). MCA focuses on how interlocutors use categorical descriptions to
make not only obligations, but also rights, typical actions and other “conventionally anticipated
features” or predicates associated with that category relevant to the interaction (Larsson &

Lundholm, 2013, p. 1108; see also Whittle et al., 2015). Since it reveals how interlocutors’
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membership categorization practices draw upon stocks of cultural knowledge about how
category incumbents are expected to act, MCA is fundamentally concerned with the moral
aspect of interaction (Jayyusi, 1984). Violations of such norms are generally addressed by either
the person doing the action or witnesses to the action (Garfinkel, 1967b), calling it upon the

person doing the action to account for their actions or risk threats to their moral status.

In contrast to how work roles are normally thought of as stable, category membership in
interaction should be seen as a situated accomplishment that is “recurrently oriented to,
renegotiated, and sometimes also challenged” (Asmuf} & Oshima, 2012, p. 68). Within voice
activities, we can expect the participating employees to assume a right to make proposals and, to
some degree, to have their perspective considered by the management and their proposals
accommodated (Detert & Burris, 2007), even if they do not hold the right to decide on these
proposals themselves (Donaghey et al., 2011). Line managers might at various times act as voice
activity organizers, soliciting the employees’ suggestions or descriptions of their problems, or
they might engage in discussions within the voice activities, observing the same rights and
obligations as the other voice activity participants. However, more traditional, role-based
understandings of the line managers’ and employees’ categories (which reflect a more
hierarchical relationship in workplace interactions) are likely to be omni-present in the voice
setting, meaning that they are easily identified by the interlocutors once invoked (Fitzgerald,
Housley, & Butler, 2009). For example, line managers might invoke rights based on their
supervisory role, such as their entitlement to have their directives followed by the employees, by
self-categorizing as a line manager or by performing actions which are resonant with their line

manager role and at odds with the category of voice activity organizer.

When line managers invoke their supervisory role rights, rather than their obligations towards
the employees within the voice activity, attention is potentially drawn to the line managers’
handling of the conflict of interest. According to Tileaga, speakers hold a strong orientation
towards maintaining their own accountability in such situations and they use various strategies
in interactions to this end (2010), strategies which have been documented within the tradition of
DP (Edwards, 1995; Edwards & Potter, 1992; Sneijder & Molder, 2005). For example, in order
to avoid such descriptions, people (including line managers) might seek to maintain their moral
accountability by engaging in ‘role discourse’, that is, arguing that they are acting in a way that
is ‘category appropriate’ (Edwards & Potter, 1992). Another such strategy is “stake

inoculation”, that is, pre-emptively arguing against potential claims that one’s stance on an issue
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is attributable to holding a stake or a vested interest (Edwards & Potter, 1992). On the other
hand, descriptions that categorize persons as belonging to a certain type (such as being an open
or closed manager) typically carry moral judgments, and overshadow alternative accounts which
frame actions of those being categorized as reasonable given the circumstances (Jayyusi, 1984).
When accounting for the actions of others, speakers often employ formulations which suggest
that actions have an expectable and ‘scripted’ character given the circumstances (Edwards,
1995). By describing some pattern of action as highly regular, script formulations can be used to
bolster the credibility of the formulation. However, script formulations can also be used to point
attention to actions which fail to meet other’s expectations, in which case the script formulations
are typically used to warrant or imply a dispositional attribution about the person breaking with
the script. For example, in Edwards’ study, various examples were presented of how a couple
used script formulations in counselling sessions to attribute jealousness or being flirtatious to

one another.

Methods

While many studies of employee voice have relied on questionnaire and interview methods to
collect data about managers’ and employees’ perceptions and beliefs, there has been a call for
studies which focus more directly on “the behavior of voice itself” (Morrison, 2011, p. 379).
Interactional data allow analyses which describe “the ways by which things get organized
through interactions” (Cooren, 2006, p. 335), in this case voice activities and the initiatives that

the participants choose to implement (or not implement) afterwards.

The data for this paper was collected in connection with a larger research project which studied
the implementation of employee voice activities in the manufacturing division of a Danish
pharmaceutical company and a company producing plastic packaging. The intervention project
provided access to a number of structured voice activities which might otherwise have been
difficult to gain access to due to the potentially critical perspectives expressed about the
organization. The activities also were a source for various ethnographic characteristics, which
provided background information on the employees’ daily work tasks, the recent history of the
organization, and the terminology and figures of speech used by the organization members. The
voice activities specifically targeted circumstances related to the employees’ well-being and

safety. For the present study, the analysis focuses on approximately 98 hours of audio
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recordings of employee voice workshops of which the author was present for the majority as

either a workshop facilitator or a non-participating observer.

First, the conversations from the workshops were transcribed and sequences of workshop
conversation in which line managers actively participated in discussions of employees’ voiced
suggestions were compiled. The sequences are comprised of discussion in which shared
assessments of the expected consequences of various voiced suggestions are negotiated along
with the possibilities of implementing the suggestions. The compiled sequences were then
analyzed through conversation analytic methods, examining how the interlocutors’
understandings of each utterance are displayed in their subsequent turns (Sacks, 1992), while
also looking at the rhetorical devices that the line managers employed in order to manage the
facticity of accounts as well as issues of stake and interest (Edwards & Potter, 1992). This
approach enables the identification of. Findings from these analyses were registered in an
ongoing research memo along with reflections about how these findings supported, challenged,
or nuanced theoretical descriptions in the literature (Charmaz, 2006). As various points emerged
that could extend current voice theory, a number of relevant excerpts providing especially
complex and rich discourse material were subjected to repeated analysis utilizing analytical

concepts from CA and DP.

Because of the space constraints, one episode was selected for presentation here due to its
relevance for exemplifying a number of the strategies that line managers were found to use
throughout the data (Silverman, 2005). Since the focus of the present study is on how line
managers handle conflicts of interest, the excerpts represent a situation where individual
employees and line managers take somewhat oppositional stances. However, many other
suggestions received a more positive reception from the line managers, and a large part of these
were eventually pursued in some form. The theme of the voiced suggestion in the featured
episode (concerning exercising during work hours) was recurrent throughout the data. Various
excerpts are presented from this one episode in order to show how the line managers’ strategies
might change as the discussion of a voiced suggestion proceeds. Within CA and DP, detailed
analyses of single episodes as cases is an accepted research approach, as these allow the
demonstration of how a phenomenon of interest is socially organized through a range of
different practices (Schegloff, 1987). Rigor is ensured through both the analyst’s competent
understanding of the setting and by presenting the empirical material in a way which allows

readers to assess the inferences on which the analysis is based (ten Have, 2002b). The transcript
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excerpts are presented in a simplified Jefferson transcription style (Jefferson, 1984, see

transcription legend).

The Workshop Setting

The excerpts presented below are taken from an action-planning workshop. The main agenda of
the workshop was to discuss various issues related to the employees’ health and well-being
which the participants had identified at a previous workshop and to develop action plans
describing various initiatives that could lead to improving the health and well-being of the
employees. The workshop was planned to take three hours and was held in a meeting room at
the worksite. Among the participants were 7 employees from a large production team of roughly
50 employees whose daily work consisted of various more or less strenuous physical tasks
related to the production of pharmaceuticals as well as cleaning and completing documentation
paperwork®®. Also present were the team’s two line managers and an external workshop
facilitator who guided the participants through various tasks according to the voice activity
program. Three observers were also present, sitting approximately 6 feet from the other
participants, including the author who had been the facilitator for a previous workshop with the

group. The observers did not participate in workshop discussions.

For the workshop, the participants were seated around a rectangular table, with the process
facilitator (Frank) and the line managers sitting together at one end. The facilitator presented this
arrangement to the participants as a method for keeping the line managers somewhat in the

background but still available to participate in the discussion.

Analysis

In the following, three excerpts are presented from an extended discussion of a suggestion for an
initiative. The pseudonyms and formal organizational roles of the participants are described in a
table below. The data are rich, but for this analysis our focus is on how Anita and Nick, the two
line managers, engage in the discussion of the suggestion made by the employee Rod, and

supported by various other employees. The discussion comes to revolve around the different

%6 The other employees participated in separate workshops in groups of six to eight employees.
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ways in which the suggestion might eventually lead to problematic situations for the line

managers and the employees. Because of how the line managers spontaneously account for their

reserved stance towards the suggestion, their handling of their obligations towards the

employees and thus the conflict of interest becomes relevant to the interaction.

Pseudonym Description

Rod Employee

Frank Process facilitator, external organizational psychologist
Elvin Employee

Dennis Employee, joint consultation committee member
Anita Line manager

Nick Line manager

Eve Employee

Andrew Employee

Tke Employee*

Manuel Employee*

Table 8. Workshop participants, chapter 8.

*: Not cited in the excerpts

Excerpt 1 — Line managers’ initial positioning towards the suggestion

1 Rod:

2

3 Frank:

4  Rod:

5

6 Dennis:
7

8 Frank:

9

10 Dennis:
11

12 Frank:

13

you know what, we could try to challenge the one that is
called eh a walk during work hours

a walk during work hours

yes

((some lines omitted))

°that has® that has been shelved forever,
discussed that before

we’ve tried that or you won’t be allowed to do that or
how

we've

the last
time we were told you can use your lunch break for that
mhmm (.) is that like a ((joint consultation committee))
thing, eh you were in that right hmmh

well you still have to do all of your work,
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14 Nick: Dennis was in [((the joint consultation committee))]

15 Anita: [well ] an
16 opportunity has arisen in the ((formal voice

17 activities)), where ((the health and safety coordinator
18 at the site manager level)) 1is sitting in her ((steering
19 group)), that we can’t go back and say the whole shift
20 can now walk or run, but but yes (.) you who are here
21 around the table, you could make a draft, how can this
22 work out eh doing this, then we can try it out I mean
23 for a for a short period, but of course we have to (.)
24 the ((production)) process has to run

25 [I mean (.) 1=

26 Nick: [ves I was just about to]

27 Anita: =we also have to get ((products)) out the door=

28 Nick: =I was just about to=

29 Anita: =so because some of you go for a walk=

30 Rod: =right but but we KNOW that already

First, Rod takes up the suggestion that employees should be able to take a walk during work
hours. Referring to the suggestion as a “challenge” suggests that a previous decision has been
made against such an initiative and thus that the new suggestion involves challenging that
decision. Next, Rod’s suggestion is challenged by another employee, Dennis, who describes the
suggestion as “shelved forever” (1.6), relating in his next turn that the last time the topic was
raised, the employees “were told” to run or walk during their lunch breaks. Dennis’s use of
“were told” implies that the decision has been made by someone with authority over the
employees, i.e., a manager. Dennis’s knowledge of the decision is attributed by Frank to
Dennis’s membership in the company’s joint consultation committee, and Dennis’ membership
is confirmed by line manager Nick, suggesting that the decision might have been made by the

manager chairing the committee.

In partial overlap with Nick’s turn, line manager Anita disaffiliates with Dennis’s account
through another report, which describes implementing the suggestion as conditionally feasible.
Following Stivers, Mondada, and Steensig (2011), affiliation relates to the affective level and
refers to indicating empathy or support for a speaker’s stance, while disaffiliation refers to the
opposite. Anita then formulates a sequence of action steps for how the suggestion could be
realized in compliance with the rules of the voice activities (11.19-23). Particularly interesting is

how Anita manages her own role in implementing the suggestion: she indicates that employees
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would be responsible for drafting the suggestion (by the pronoun “you”; 1.20), and indicates her
willingness to implement the suggestion with the employees (“we”; 1.22). However, Anita also
mentions, in line 24, that the production process has to run, marking this requirement as well
known to the participants (“of course we have to”), rather than simply an opinion of hers
(Edwards & Potter, 1992). Thus, in terms of Detert and Burris’ definition (2007), Anita could be
said to be demonstrating openness to voice here by both listening and showing interest in Rod’s
suggestion, giving it fair consideration by mitigating Dennis’s challenge, and offering to take
action to address the matter. Still, Anita downplays her own position in relation to the
suggestion and avoids affiliating with the suggestion, offering only to try it out for a “short
period” in order to evaluate whether the suggested initiative is in fact compatible with the

employees’ and line managers’ other obligations.

Nick’s next statement (“yes I was just about to”; 1.26) does several things: for one, it affiliates
with the last part of Anita’s turn (“the process has to run”), but it also claims that he would have
made a similar point, had Anita not done so. Thereby, Nick claims a stronger affiliation with
minding the production than if he had merely seconded Anita’s statement, such as by stating “I
agree” (Raymond & Heritage, 2006). Furthermore, Nick’s claim that he would have mentioned
the participants’ obligations towards keeping the production running if Anita had not done so
frames failures to mention such obligations as noticeable and problematic; in other words,
without the last part of Anita’s turn, Nick might have viewed her offer to the employees as being

too open.

As an additional point, the last lines of the excerpt demonstrate that meeting one’s normal
responsibilities towards the organization might be framed as a prerequisite for openly
considering new suggestions in voice activities. This is evidenced in how Anita and Nick
recycle their utterances about minding the production (11.27-28) with the many overlapping or
latching turns (11.25-30) indicating the speakers’ mutual affiliation on this point (Morgenthaler,
1990). Rod also affiliates with Nick and Anita’s stance towards keeping the production running
while at the same time disaligning with the hearable implication that the suggestion could lead
the employees to not heed this obligation (“but but we KNOW that already”; 1.30). Compared to
affiliations and disaffiliations, alignments and disalignments relates to positive and negative
stances at the structural level of the utterance, e.g., in relation to the activity that is being

conducted and the interactional roles it implies for the interlocutors (Stivers et al., 2011).

181



The next excerpt demonstrates various strategies which line managers can use to question a

suggestion while seeking to avoid ascriptions of being “closed”. The exchange in excerpt 2

occurred after two additional minutes of discussing the suggestion, during which time Anita had

again outlined a potential action plan based on Rod’s suggestion, and the participants discussed

various scenarios where the action plan could lead to dissatisfaction among the employees.

Excerpt 2 — Nick’s challenge to the suggestion

00 N NI AW N —
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29
30

Rod:

Frank:
Nick:

Elvin:

Nick:
Dennis:
Nick:
Eve:
Dennis:
Hirk:

Elvin:
Nick:

Andrew:
Nick:

it doesn’t have to be a run, it could be that we had
some exercises for the lumbar region and shoulders and=
=okay=
=of course you could put it up there and deliver a
decent proposal, but from there to it being enacted
generally, because I have to damn well say, if I am a
manager of the shift at that time, you will damn well
not be running around on the running trail when you have
to ((perform a certain physical task)) cause then it’l1l
be ((inaudible))
[but you know that it will take NEXT to nothingl=
[no no no no, but it’s not like that no no ]

((more employees indicate agreement with Elvin))
=like Eve says it takes NEXT to nothing=

=no:=

=you know that you here around [the table]=
[hehehehe ]

=yes

it takes NOTHING, then it’1ll be said, Anita and Nick,

Dennis Johnscn is scurrying about on the running trail
((participants laugh))

okay that was a silly example

that will damn well be over my dead body, I promise you

that

((omitted: 5 lines, participants joking about Dennis on
the running trail))

it will bring nothing but trouble
because everything exercise I totally support=

Rod first proposes changing the content of the suggestion. However, Nick shortly after begins a

turn which does not provide a fitted response to Rod’s suggestion. Nick’s turn occasions a

number of observations: Nick first aligns with the possibility of making a “decent proposal” and
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going forth with the suggestion (“put it up there” referring to posting on a board for collecting
suggestions which the group would try and implement after the workshop), as Anita mentioned
in excerpt 1. However, Nick then transitions into disaffiliating with the prospect of “generally
enacting” the suggestion (“but from there...”; 1.5). The turn continues as Nick begins a new
phrase which disaffiliates with a potential situation where the employees neglect their
obligations due to the initiative, with Nick’s use of swearing underscores his strong disaffiliation
(“you will damn well not be running around on the running trail when you have to...”; 11.7-8).
Formulating the consequences of decisions is common to decision-making processes (Huisman,
2001), and Nick describes this potential situation as having detrimental consequences, however

these consequences are not fully verbalized.

Towards the end of his turn, Elvin overlaps with Nick to disalign with the assumption
undergirding Nick’s threat, i.e. that the employees would mismanage the suggestion if
implemented (“it’s not like that”; 1.12). This overlap occurs as Nick is prefacing another
formulation of the consequences of implementing the suggestion, consequences which are
marked as highly probable and as having a “scripted” (Edwards, 1995) nature (“but you know
that it will take NEXT to nothing”; “you know that you here around the table”). Thereby, Nick
presents his formulation as trustworthy, mitigating potential attributions that the upcoming
formulation is motivated by him taking a particularly pessimistic stance towards the suggestion.
Various important points can be made about the next lines (19-20) where Nick describes the
potential consequences. First, after previously arguing that Rod’s suggestion could lead to
production being neglected, Nick now tersely presents another argument that focuses on how the
suggestion might lead to criticism of the line managers. Specifically, Nick describes a scenario
where he and Anita are notified of Dennis’s “scurrying about.” It can be taken that the person
who would be delivering this criticism to the line managers is a non-team member, since the
person does not know that running would be sanctioned if the suggestion is implemented. Also,
since “scurrying about” depreciates Dennis’ running, the critic featured in Nick’s formulation is
hypothetically acting on the basis of a “script” (Edwards, 1995) that employees should engage in
exercise outside of work hours, and reporting to Nick and Anita implies that line managers
should know about the whereabouts of their employees. When scripts are broken, it makes
relevant dispositional attributions (Edwards, 1995). Here, because of Nick and Anita’s
supervisory obligations to oversee the employees’ work, being open towards the suggestion

might entail criticism for the line managers if they are seen as unaware of their employees
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apparently engaging in non-work activities during work hours. Using reported speech (in this

case hypothetical speech) is a common strategy for conveying such points (Nielsen, 2014).

Second, it can be noted that Dennis’s role in the account is taken as humorous by the other
employees (11.20-21), perhaps because it would be surprising for Dennis to be out running given
his comments in excerpt 1. The use of humor can be seen as a device for managing reactions
(Schnurr, 2009); had a supporter of the suggestion, such as Rod, been the “runner” in Nick’s
account, the account might have been heard as a criticism of that employee’s ability to balance
his obligations towards the production with his wish to go running — and thereby a threat to the

employee’s moral status within the interaction, or “face” (Goffman, 1967).

Nick takes the floor again by sternly indicating that he will act to avoid the potential situation he
has described (“over my dead body”; 1.23). After some joking remarks about Dennis’s running,
the employee Andrew affiliates with Nick’s implicit characterization of the suggestion as likely
leading to problems, and Nick describes himself as being “totally” supportive of exercise. Here,
Nick again addresses the possibility that others might attribute Nick’s stance towards the
suggestion to a personal disposition, or stake of his. Nick’s claim to support exercise works as a
stake inoculation which pre-empts such attributions (Potter, 1996). Instead, Nick’s arguments
frame his criticism as being motivated by the probable effects of the suggestion, as he himself

formulates them.

The final excerpt specifically exhibits how the line managers’ may invoke their supervisory
rights to close down suggestions. However, the way in which this is done suggests that the line
manager understands this step as being sensitive. In spite of Nick’s disaffiliations, the discussion
regarding the suggestion went on for another 15 minutes, during which time variations of Rod’s
original suggestion were discussed. Both supportive and critical comments were voiced by
various employees towards the suggestion, with a number of references to Nick’s previous
disaffiliations. Between the time of the second and third excerpts, Nick had left the meeting
table and taken a standing position at the other end of the meeting room. A noise from this end

of the room has now directed the participants’ attention to Nick.
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Excerpt 3 — Nick’s upgraded challenge
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29
30

Frank:
Nick:
Frank:
Nick:

Andrew:

Frank:
Nick:

Andrew:
Nick:

Anita:
Rod:

did you clear your throat before, Nick? (.) Did you
clear your throat before, [was that a kind of- ]
((distant)) [no:::, I've done that many ]
times

yes okay, well you had a kind of=

I’ve sent my signal about that matter=

=you’ve said you won’t be a part of that

((Nick has now moved closer to the table))

[it it’s]

[T I I ] well I I'm not negatively disposed and people
know that, I damn well run around too, playing
badminton, I’m just saying (.) I can see in our
production, that’s my personal opinion and I:: have
great respect for the fact that others have a different
one, I'm just saying that I will NOT be scurrying about
on the running trail picking up people, because I would
have to do that=

=°yes°

there will be days where suddenly cne doesn’t manage to
coordinate in the break room and then, I’11 use Dennis
again, Dennis can take it, then Dennis is scurrying
about on the running trail, then Ike McCarthy gets

pissed off (.) and the::n Elvin Timmons and Manuel
Matthews will suffer for it and Andrew is sitting being
negative in ((another sectiocn)), I will have none of

that, I will do EVERYTHING in my power to see that it

does not get carried out

but it has to SOLVE [more problems than it creates ]
[then we might as well close the ]

topic at that

This last excerpt begins with Frank asking Nick from across the room about a noise he made.

Frank’s question attends to the possibility that the noise had an interactional relevance, such as

drawing attention to Nick. Although Nick disaffiliates with his throat-clearing as being relevant,

he shortly after takes the floor, alluding to his previous statements (“I’ve sent my signal”; 1. 5).

Andrew then reacts to Nick’s “signal” as an unconditional disaffiliation with the suggestion

(“you’ve said you won’t be a part of that”).

Next, Nick moves closer to the table while speaking. He first describes himself as “not

negatively disposed” (I. 10), arguing that he runs around when playing badminton, suggesting

that he is referring to his stance towards exercise in general, rather than running in particular.
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This can be seen as another example of stake inoculation. After previously marking his
statement as a personal opinion (“I’m just saying,” “I can see”), he later makes the claim that the
suggestion is certain to lead to problems (“because I would have to do that”). Thereby, Nick’s
conditional disaffiliation from excerpt 2 is upgraded to an unconditional disaffiliation, similar to
how it was treated by Andrew. Nick’s labelling of his claim as an opinion may seem puzzling
since opinions are offered constantly throughout discussions of voiced suggestions. However,
“downgrading” the certainty of claims can help manage the risk of challenges, for example
being labelled as “dogmatic” (Sneijder & Molder, 2005). At a more general level, by re-taking
the floor and offering an upgraded critical opinion, Nick can be seen as insisting, an action

which implies entitlement to having one’s opinion heeded.

After Andrew’s “yes” in line 18, Nick describes another problematic future scenario, which is
also marked as certain to occur (“there will be days”). Dennis is once again recruited as the
troublemaker, and this time Nick accounts for the choice, marking it as motivated by an
intention to mind the employees’ face (“Dennis can take it”). Nick also presents a third
argument against the suggestion by characterizing it as an activity that would lead to frustrations
and conflicts among various employees who are also present at the workshop (11.19-25).
Mentioning employees who are present by their first and last names is unusual in this setting,
but reminiscent of how employees are referenced in staff lists, for example. Nick’s decision to
utilize this characterization can thus be seen as another face-saving strategy, in which the
mentioned employees are presented as examples, rather than as individuals. Thereby, Nick’s
description implies that the reactions from the employees in his scenario also have a scripted,
plausible nature (Tileagd, 2010); similar to recruiting Dennis as the hypothetical runner, Nick’s
formulation downplays the employees’ individuality and thereby is more likely to avoid the
uptake that Nick is making a negative assessment of these specific employees’ propensity to

become angry.

Towards the end of his turn, Nick vows to fight the suggestion if pursued further (“I will do
EVERYTHING in my power to see that it does not get carried out”). By asserting that he will
react in this way if the suggestion is pursued further, this utterance has the force of a threat
(Hepburn & Potter, 2011). In this case, it can be inferred that if the employees pursue the
suggestion, in spite of Nick’s admonitions, they are likely to end in a conflict with Nick.
However, while Nick could have chosen to give an explicit directive to drop the suggestion,

based on his supervisory rights, such a strategy would clearly mark his obligation to support the
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employees’ use of voice as having been overridden. Nick’s use of the future tense (“will”, 1.24)
can be interpreted as his indicating that a different order is in place outside of the present formal
voice setting, an order where the conflict of interest is less relevant and in which he is allowed to
oppose the suggestion by doing “EVERYTHING in [his] power” (11.26). Still, the indirectness
of both Nick’s threat and his recurrent accounting of his stance on the basis of the potential
negative consequences of implementing the suggestion indicate that he orients to the situation as

potentially problematic (Sneijder & Molder, 2005).

In the last lines of the excerpt, we see how Nick indeed manages to influence the participants’
decision about whether to proceed with the suggestion. Threats set up compliance or defiance as
main response options (Hepburn & Potter, 2011), and with the response “then we might as well
close the topic,” Rod (who originally presented the suggestion) proposes to end the discussion.

The suggestion was not brought up again.

On a final note, Anita's last turn again suggests an unwillingness to affiliate or disaffiliate with
the suggestion as long as its consequences are not known (“it has to solve more problems than it
creates”) as she aligns with the possibility that the suggestion would in fact create problems. The
“but” at the start of her turn can be seen as addressing the fact that, relative to Nick’s strong
disaffiliation, Anita might be seen as more open and potentially more naive in her openness.
Thus, Nick’s strong disaffiliation makes it relevant for Anita to argue why her alignment with

the suggestion is justified.

Discussion

By analyzing three excerpts of discussions about a voiced suggestion, this study has explored
how line managers account for their handling of the conflict of interest that can arise within
voice activities in relation to their occasionally conflicting obligations. By focusing on the
nature of their interaction, the analysis sheds light on aspects of the line managers’ situation that
are not well described through methods which focus on employees’ or managers’ retrospective

accounts.

First, the analysis highlights various practical strategies that line managers can employ in order
to handle the conflict of interest. Such strategies could be identified in how the line managers

invoked their different roles through their discourse. For example, Anita’s could be said to speak

187



from a category of voice activity organizer when she argued that Rod’s suggestion could be tried
out, while her supervisory role was invoked when she took the potential harm to production into
consideration, exhibiting a balancing act between her contrasting obligations. By avoiding
affiliating or disaffiliating with the suggestion, her own stance, and thus her status as being open
or closed towards voice, was downplayed. In regard to Nick, a gradual change could be
observed in how his supervisory role was invoked. In excerpts 1 and 2, his obligations towards
keeping the production running were expressed as a reason for his regarding the suggestion’s
potential negative impact to operations as problematic. In excerpt 3 he became insistent with his
more unconditionally critical assessment that the suggestion would cause problems and
implicitly threatened the employees, behavior that invoked his supervisory right to make
decisions on matters related to daily work. It can be argued that by not immediately invoking his
supervisory right to direct the employees’ actions, Nick allowed the discussion to continue, a
discussion which could have resulted in the employees deciding to drop the suggestion primarily
on their own accord (considering that critical comments were also made by, e.g., Dennis, Eve,

and Andrew). Had they done so, Nick would not have been as accountable for the decision.

The line managers also mitigated potential negative assessments about zow they handled
conflicts of interest through their use of rhetoric. For example, Nick argued that the suggestion
could lead to problems by projecting three different negative consequences (production neglect,
criticism of the line managers, and conflict among the employees) and also indicated that these
consequences had a scripted nature and thus were to be expected. A similar strategy was used in
relation to managing potential attributions regarding stake, for example, through stake
inoculations, such as when Nick stated “I’m not negatively disposed.” Furthermore, even in his
critical comments towards the suggestion, Nick took steps to avoid threatening the face of the
employees who supported the suggestion. Analyzing these rhetorical strategies thus provides a
more detailed picture of how line managers handle conflicts of interest in voice activities than
studies which attribute line managers’ behavior to general dispositions or interests (Garner,

2013; Morrison, 2011; Mowbray et al., 2015).

The analysis also potentially adds to our understanding of managerial openness by
demonstrating how the concept does not simply reference a certain disposition of the manager
(e.g. Detert & Burris, 2007). Instead, from the perspective of DP, describing a manager as open
is an assessment made about the line manager by others which normatively frames the

manager’s behavior (Edwards & Potter, 1992; Jayyusi, 1984). Since being assessed as lacking
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openness in relation to voice implies a moral criticism (e.g., if based on not giving fair
consideration to the employees’ suggestions), such an assessment would threaten the face of line
managers if manifested in employee—line manager interactions. This could explain why explicit
references to the managers’ openness or similar dispositional concepts are not made by the
employees in the excerpts, but only by Nick in his stake inoculations in excerpts 2 and 3. Yet
even if employees are unlikely to criticize their line managers openly, line managers still strive
to prevent such criticism in voice-related interactions. The analysis thus extends the argument
that leadership styles can be understood as language games that managers engage in in order to
evoke being assessed as a certain type of leader (Marturano, Wood, & Gosling, 2010;
Svennevig, 2011). From the line managers’ perspective, one practical upshot of taking this
perspective could be for organizations to help line managers handle situations where they feel

they must turn down employees’ suggestions.

As a fourth point, the present findings may serve to nuance how line managers’ power in
relation to workplace voice activities is understood within the voice literature. According to the
concept of openness, employee voice is regarded as a process where voiced problems and
suggestions are transmitted to other parts of the organization, with line managers being
positioned as a conduit with the power to thwart them (Brinsfield et al., 2009). This
conceptualization is confirmed in this study in two ways: for one, line managers (and other
participants) are able to influence voice-related discussions through their critical assessments of
the employees’ suggestions, thereby possibly convincing the employees that a suggestion should
be dropped. It can be hypothesized that if line managers display the requisite ‘rhetorical
competence’ (Whittle et al., 2008), this effect might even extend to line managers being able to
successfully influence which voice themes the employees choose to pursue, while still giving
the impression of being open. Employees’ experiences with voice processes are known to be
affected in a positive direction when managers explain the background to their decisions to heed
or not heed complaints (Bies, 1987). It can also be suggested that the influence of managers
could be applied to simply affect how the problem or suggestion is formulated. Second, line
managers can also invoke their role-based rights and obligations outside of the voice activity in
order to influence the employees’ decisions, thereby shifting from a relatively unobtrusive form
of control to a more obtrusive one (Yeung, 2004b). Thus, claims that employee voice inverts the
hierarchy of the organization (e.g. Krefting & Powers, 1998) overlook how the supposed

reconfiguration of rights and obligations within the activities still enables managers to exercise
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considerable influence over the employees’ suggestions through discourse (Hardy & Leiba-
O’Sullivan, 1998). On the other hand, discursive power also potentially regulates the line
manager’s behavior, since insinuating against voiced problems and suggestions comes at the
cost of potential moral criticism from the employees (though criticism that might not be voiced
directly to the line manager). It is precisely because of the voice activity setting that Nick’s

invocation of his supervisory rights is delicate.

Finally, the analysis also demonstrates a way to describe and understand “the behavior of voice
itself” (Morrison, 2011, p. 379). Rather than being ‘just talk,’ the interaction is a means through
which the employees and managers decide which voiced problems and suggestions to pursue,
thereby shaping the organizational outcomes of voice activities. An advantage of analyzing such
conversational interaction is that the “the analyst can start to recover how real-time work
activities are produced in light of distinctive organizational contingencies and accountabilities”
(Llewellyn, 2008, p. 763), revealing how employee voice is fundamentally interrelated with
other aspects of organizational life. For example, Anita and Nick’s different ways of positioning
themselves in relation to Rod’s suggestion suggest that they hold different understandings of
how far line managers must go in order to avoid events which might compromise production, as
well as different understandings of whether the employees can be depended upon to administer
the suggestion reasonably. In this regard, it might be relevant for organizations which host
employee voice activities to discuss such matters on a larger scale, so that the employees’

chances of having their voice heard is less likely to depend on the position of their line manager.

Conclusion

Central to the line manager role is an obligation to supervise daily work in the organization
(Hales, 2005). However, when line managers are also responsible for employee voice activities,
a potential for conflicts of interest arises, and the way line managers handle such conflicts
directly influences the employees’ use of voice in such activities. The results of this study
demonstrate that line managers’ handling of conflicts of interest cannot adequately be described
through references to manager dispositions, such as openness, but that normative aspects of
interactions about voice should be considered as well. By assessing their line managers’ degree
of openness in regard to employee voice, employees can exercise moral judgment towards the

line managers. Due to the face-threatening potential, such assessments are unlikely to be made
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explicitly to the line managers. Yet, the line managers can be seen to attend both explicitly and
implicitly to how their behavior makes such assessments relevant, taking various steps to avoid
negative assessments through how they account for and handle conflicts of interest, for example
when invoking their supervisory rights. The present study thereby contributes to voice theory
and practice by highlighting not only the challenges facing line managers in relation to voice but
also the fundamental role of rhetoric in discussions of voiced problems and suggestions. A more
nuanced conception of how line managers are able to regulate which voiced problems and
suggestions are heeded through the voice activity is presented in this study, evidenced by the
variety of types of strategies utilized by the line managers to influence the employees’ decisions

to pursue the suggestion and by the moral threats that this can entail.

On a closing note, substantial research attention has been paid to employees’ retrospective
accounts or responses about their own behavior and that of their line managers in relation to
voice (Garner, 2013). While the literature on voice owes much to this approach, a fundamental
criticism is that such data do not adequately capture the dynamics of employee-manager
interactions in practice, but, rather, represent individuals’ commonsense strategies for making
events related to voice accountable (Garfinkel, 1967b). By viewing employee voice through an
interactional lens, this study aims to inspire future research to focus on the communicative
mechanisms through which voice is exercised and responded to, including their moral and

rhetorical aspects.
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9. Discussion and conclusions

In recent years, a number of authors have questioned whether the direct formal voice
arrangements that are currently on the rise constitute a viable way for employees to address
problematic working conditions (Busck et al., 2010; Heery, 2015; Strauss, 2006). A main aim of
this dissertation has been to contribute to this discussion by furthering our understanding of how
participants in direct group-based voice activities (DGVAs) construct initiatives to improve the
employees’ working conditions. In order to understand this process, it was argued that a new,
interactional perspective on voice is needed. A conversation analytic approach to studying

interactions was presented and applied in the analyses presented in the four previous chapters.

In this chapter, I will discuss what we can learn from the dissertation’s analyses. First, the four
articles will be summarized and an answer will be presented for the dissertation’s overall
research question. Then, I will argue that the study offers three main theoretical contributions,
which address the three common understandings within the voice literature critiqued in chapter
2. In addition, the dissertation introduces CA as a method for studying voice interactions and
suggests various implications for practice which are especially relevant for DGV As aimed at

improving the work environment.

Summarizing the four articles

The first article showed how the process of constructing initiatives to be implemented after the
DGVA involves both problem work and solution work, that is, the presentation and negotiation
of various candidate formulations of what has caused the problem under discussion to emerge or
of what constitutes an appropriate and possible solution. The participants’ problem and solution
work is shaped by their relative rights to claim knowledge about the candidate problems and
solutions, that is, their epistemic authority. Although the employees hold epistemic authority
relative to the management within various domains (such as their bodily sensations), this
authority, and potentially the credibility of employees’ problem formulations, can be challenged
rhetorically. The first article thus calls attention to how the initiatives constructed within
DGVAs at times primarily reflect which problems or suggestions the employees believe that
they can raise without their claims being called into question, thus exercising a form of self-

censorship. The fact that employees hold a relatively low epistemic status in relation to many of
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the topics that they potentially could wish to exercise voice about may limit the scope of topics

which they can influence through DGV As.

The second article focuses on the purported link between participatory work environment
interventions (referred to as POLIs), which often involve DGVAs, and increases in employees’
job control. The article demonstrated how the process of constructing initiatives within DGV As
is shaped by how the participants construct their general ability to shape their own working
conditions, which has been called their job control within the literature. In discussions about
their job control, employees present accounts of past events, aspects of the work setting, or
expected future scenarios in order to negotiate whether they enjoy enough control to warrant
their active participation in the voice activity. If they find they lack this control, they are
unlikely to propose and discuss possible initiatives for later implementation. However, the
discussions between the DGV A participants at times also revolve around specific proposed
initiatives, and here participants may take part in spite of previously having expressed
skepticism. Furthermore, it was demonstrated how the concepts or conceptual models used in
DGVAs become invoked in the participants’ accounts, potentially influencing the discussion
and the initiatives that are decided on for later implementation. The second article suggests that
whether DGV As as a type of participatory work environment intervention increase employees’
job control and lead to improvements in their working conditions is contingent on the trajectory
of the discussions in the activities, and thus that further attention should be paid to how the way

the activities are designed and facilitated shape the participants’ discussions.

By utilizing membership categorization analysis, article three demonstrated how supporting
proposed initiatives in DGV As can lead to various identity ascriptions for the employees, and
how undesired ascriptions of identities and identifications can constitute a social risk for the
employees that has not been adequately explored. Specifically, an important aspect of DGVA
participants’ discussions about whether and how to implement proposed initiatives is how
assuming responsibility for the implementation can lead others to ascribe various favorable or
unfavorable identities. These identity ascriptions often revolve around whether the employees’
actions are seen by the other participants as a display of identification with the organization

and/or the management’s interests, or with the interests of the employee collective or
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themselves, with both being potentially problematic depending on the setting. In cases where
assuming responsibility for implementing an initiative were described as potentially leading to
undesired identity ascriptions, the employees were found to sometimes resist responsibility for
implementing the initiatives, even when no clear alternative suggestions for addressing the
problem in question had been discussed. The findings thus suggest that engaging in DGV As as
an employee can involve trade-offs between potentially gaining influence over one’s working
conditions and potentially losing control over how one’s identity is constructed in the
interaction. They also point to how the circumstances of a DGVA can potentially facilitate the

process of managing such trade-offs to one’s advantage.

Finally, article four focused on the perspective of line managers participating in the DGVAs.
Line managers participating in DGV As can be said to have a conflict of interest, as they are
responsible not only for meeting organizational goals through how daily work is performed but
also for encouraging employees to exercise voice (Dundon & Gollan, 2007; Townsend, 2014;
Townsend et al., 2013). It has been argued that the way line managers handle this type of
conflict of interest is related to their leadership style or to personal dispositions such as their
degree of openness towards voice. However, these explanations overlook how line managers’
sometimes conflicting obligations can lead to socially delicate situations for the managers if they
are seen as neglecting one of their obligations, as well as how managers actively handle these
situations. Using analytical concepts from DP and CA, article four demonstrated various
strategies that line managers adopt in their reactions to employee voice, strategies which work to
maintain accountability in relation to how they handle the conflict of interest. This concern with
accountability is especially evident when managers challenge employees’ proposals, and in such
scenarios, line managers may frame their resistance as being made necessary by the specific
circumstances regarding the proposal. In addition, the article demonstrated various rhetorical

strategies that line managers can use to influence discussions on proposed initiatives in DGV As.

Answering the dissertation’s research question

In chapter one, the following research question was posed:

e How do initiatives to change the employees’ working conditions become constructed

within direct group-based voice activities?
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In what follows, the focus will initially be on the overall practical aspects of how the initiatives
are constructed, and the social and interactional mechanisms which undergird the process will
be explicated further in the following sections of the chapter. It should be remembered that the
way the practical aspects are presented here is based on analytical distinctions which I employ in
order to structure the findings. The practical aspects are not chronological “steps” and did not
necessarily appear one at a time or in sequence; instead, they sometimes overlapped or appeared

in a different order than presented here.

One aspect how DGVA participants construct initiatives to be implemented is building
consensus around what constitutes a problematic working condition and what can practically be
done about it. Article one describes this process in terms of problem and solution work. In
decision-making terms, problem work involves building consensus around an understanding of
the current state of affairs (Huisman, 2001), with candidate problem formulations being
negotiated through presentations of arguments. Similarly, solution work involves negotiating
various formulations of future states of affairs (Huisman, 2001), which describe what
consequences would be expected if certain proposed initiatives were to be implemented.
Through discussion and negotiation of the various, and sometimes incompatible, problem and
solution formulations that have been put forth, compromises may be reached on which

viewpoints are most representative of their situation.

As noted previously, participants sometimes discuss potential solutions without having arrived
at a shared understanding of the problem. In addition, it is of course not necessarily the case that
the participants orient to the current states of affairs as problematic; what seems crucial for
building consensus around a formulated initiative is that the initiative is constructed as bringing
about attractive future states of affairs. For example, article four demonstrated how the value of
a proposed initiative was challenged through descriptions of how the initiative would lead to
various problems for the participants if it was implemented. As it was also shown in article four
is that line managers may invoke their role-based rights to close down the participants’
discussions of a proposed initiative, for example in the form of indirect threats to fight the

implementation of the initiative.

Another aspect of constructing initiatives is negotiating a shared understanding of which

initiatives the participants would be able to implement successfully, an understanding which is
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likely to shape which of the proposed initiatives the participants end up deciding to implement.
This aspect was the focus of article two, where the participants’ job control was approached as
being constructed and enacted within the DGVA. Early in the DGV As, the employees
sometimes described their job control as insufficient for influencing their working conditions,
thereby calling into question the facilitator’s agenda of developing initiatives in the workshop

meeting.

It has been argued that it cannot be known in advance whether a formal voice arrangement will
actually lead to positive changes in employees’ working conditions, and thus that the value of a
formal voice arrangement must be assessed retrospectively (Allen, 2014). However, article two
illustrates how employees in DGV As can only take relevant action if they construct the efficacy
of the arrangement prospectively. Will engaging with the formal voice arrangement help them
change their working conditions, or will it be a waste of their time? The way the employees
position themselves in relation to these questions is likely to shape their strategy for
participating in the DGVA, and taking a pessimistic stance towards the DGV A might cut short
the discussions which could have led to the development of relevant and realistic initiatives.
Thus, the analysis presented article two reveals an important reflexive loop between how the
participants construct the likelihood of influencing their working conditions within DGV As and

the actual outcomes of DGV As

However, it was also pointed out in article two that initial descriptions of having a low general
job control were not necessarily invoked by the employees later in the DGV As where their
discussions had shifted to more specific matters, such as how to influence managers in authority
to approve of a suggestion (see also article three, cases one and three). Indeed, some of the
employees who were most verbal in describing their general job control as low early on in
workshop meetings were also among those most active in making suggestions or assuming
responsibility for initiatives later in the workshop meetings. Thus, the findings suggests that
employees potentially position themselves quite fluidly towards the DGV A based on their
current interactional goals and how the employees construct their job control in relation to the

specific initiatives under discussion.

A third aspect of constructing initiatives is whether any of the participants commit to carrying

out the tasks associated with the initiative. Although employees do not necessarily participate in
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implementing initiatives from DGV As, engaging employees in the implementation process is
recommended both in the empowerment literature (e.g., Boje & Rosile, 2001) and in the work
environment literature (e.g., Busck et al., 2010; Nielsen, 2013). In the DGV As studied here, the
matter of who would implement the initiative was often discussed when there was some
consensus around how to understand the current situation, but before it was entirely clear what
the initiative consisted of, suggesting that the participant’s solution work was potentially
influenced by whether any employees were willing to contribute to the implementation. In the
data, it was typical for the facilitator or the line manager to suggest one or more employees to
assume responsibility for the implementation, targeting employees who had either proposed the
initiative or contributed to substantially to the discussion of it (see, for example, the second case
of article two or the first case of article three). However, it was not a given that someone would
accept responsibility for implementing a proposed initiative, and, as article three demonstrates,
employees might, for example, be reluctant to assume responsibility for implementing a

proposed initiative when this initiative could lead to undesired identity ascriptions.

In sum, a number of different challenges might surface in the process of constructing change
initiatives in DGV As, and the number and scope of the initiatives that are decided for later
implementation on the basis of the activity depends on how the participants handle these

challenges.

Implications for theory

Voice as a negotiated rather than a transmitted phenomenon

If voice interactions are viewed through the lens of the transmission metaphor, our attention is
turned to potential obstacles to exercising voice and to having one’s voice heard as an employee
(cf. Dundon et al., 2004), while other aspects, such as the topic of voice or the formulation of the
voice message, are framed as less important. However, the transmission metaphor has been
criticized for not providing an adequate picture of the communicational processes related to
voice: for example, as Garner has argued (2013), the meaning and effectiveness of a voice
message is not given, but negotiated among those present. The discussion in the previous section
clearly illustrates how negotiations are found throughout the process of constructing initiatives,
thus emphasizing the problems with applying the transmission metaphor of voice to DGVA

interactions. Thus, the present section is devoted to a discussion of how shifting from a
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transmission metaphor of voice to one focusing on negotiation may suggest new ways of

understanding well-known concepts within the voice literature as achieved in interaction.

One set of concepts within the voice literature is derived from a psychological vocabulary
regarding how employees and managers are understood to act in relation to voice. Scholars
working in the tradition of discursive psychology (DP) have argued that many phenomena
which are normally thought of as psychological can also be seen as situationally achieved —a
view which is likely to reveal new aspects (e.g., Edwards & Potter, 1992). One example of this
was mentioned in the previous section, where it was argued that employees’ ways of positioning
themselves in relation to DGV As might be quite fluid, meaning that as the interaction develops
and the interactants orient themselves towards new interactional goals, the interactants might
position themselves differently towards the DGV As. This is in contrast to how a number of
authors have described employees as taking an overall and relatively stable stance towards the
formal voice arrangements available to them (e.g., Ahlbrandt et al., 1992; Donaghey et al., 2011;
Hodson, 2002; Marchington et al., 1994; Stohl & Jennings, 1988).

Article four explored the notion of manager openness and provided an interactional reframing of
the term. From an interactional perspective, being open as a manager is not simply a personal
disposition, but an assessment that is made by others or that one makes of oneself. Such
assessments involve judgments about the person in question’s moral status, such as whether a
manager acts reasonably towards the employees and cooperates with the agenda of the formal
voice arrangement. Assessments become especially relevant when persons fail to act as they are
expected to, according to relevant cultural scripts (Edwards, 1995). Thus, line managers’
challenges to employees’ suggestions in DGV As might elicit explicit or, perhaps more likely,
implicit assessments from the employees that the line manager is “closed,” which line managers
may attempt to inoculate themselves against through how they account for their challenges.

Paraphrasing Sacks (1992), the line managers can be said to be “doing being open.”

Another concept which can be respecified on the basis of the dissertation’s analyses is interests.
Drawing on Fox’s frames of references (1966), a number of authors have argued that different
types of formal voice arrangements are based on either unitarist or pluralist frames of reference

(e.g., Busck et al., 2010; Heery, 2015; Strauss, 2006). For example, Mowbray and colleagues
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(2015) claim that many formal voice arrangements in recent years have been management-
initiated and to some degree management-controlled and thus in line with a unitarist frame of
reference. However, the analysis presented in article three suggests that for the participants, the
questions of whether employees and managers hold overlapping or conflicting interests, and of
whose interests are promoted within a DGV A have no ultimate resolution but is, instead,
negotiated by the participants on an ongoing basis (see also Whittle & Mueller, 2011; Whittle,
Suhomlinova, & Mueller, 2010). For one, different participants take different positions in
relation to whether they must frame their initiatives as falling within the management’s interests,
or if the management should instead be accommodating to the employees’ interests (e.g., article
three, case three). Second, there might not be consensus among the employees about what
constitutes their interests, and discussions might arise about whether a proposed initiative
promotes certain interests at the cost of others (see, e.g., the discussions between the employees
in article four). Third, since gaining the management’s support for initiatives is often a crucial
step towards their implementation, the participants can be seen to construct what the
management’s interests are on a case-by-case basis in order to assess how the initiative is likely
to be received (see especially article two, case two; and article three, case three). Of course, the
management might eventually consider interests other than those expected by the employees
when making decisions about whether to accept or reject employee-proposed initiatives.
However, the point is that the way the management’s interests are constructed in DGVAs is
likely to shape the participants’ decisions about which initiatives to pursue. Thus, to associate
certain formal voice arrangements with either a unitarist or pluralist frame of reference
overlooks how the outcomes of the voice arrangements are in practice influenced by the way

interests are constructed and negotiated in the participants’ interactions.

Relatedly, if one sees interests as constructed and negotiated, it becomes relevant to consider
whether the initiatives developed in DGV As can be taken to represent what is in the “hearts and
minds” of the employees (Dundon et al., 2004, p. 1160). As the discussions featured in the four
articles demonstrate, employees are rarely in complete agreement about what can be considered
a problem, what causes it, and what can be done about it, which leads to most initiatives being
based on compromise. Sometimes, the initiatives chosen for implementation will not be in line
with some of the viewpoints that had been raised by participants in the discussion, as in in third
case of article two. It seems possible that the group aspect of DGV As may put individual

employees at a disadvantage if the points they wish to voice are not acknowledged by their
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colleagues. Although others have acknowledged this problem before (Mansbridge, 1973), little
has been done to address it within the voice literature. It thus seems relevant to pay increased
attention to what can be called the “polyphony” (e.g., Belova, 2010; Hazen, 1993; Kornberger,
Clegg, & Carter, 2006) of employee voice.

The role of morality in voice-related interactions

While the main risk for employees when engaging in voice is described in the literature as
concerning retribution (e.g., Morrison, 2011), the dissertation’s analyses demonstrate the
existence and importance of a quite different type of risk: the risk of transgressing the moral
order of the participants’ work setting as it is enacted in the meeting, and the social sanctions
that such transgressions might entail. Heritage has stated that local standards of moral
accountability “constrain the range of actions which an actor may be prepared to undertake”
(1983, pp. 119-120), and, as Nielsen has shown in relation to “thinking outside the box” in co-
creating processes (2014), even institutional settings which are sometimes framed as a contrast
to the more typical, hierarchical decision-making settings do not override the moral obligations
that employees observe in their everyday work-related interactions. The findings of the analyses

suggest that the same holds for DGVAs.

A fundamental concern for the participants regards meeting their various obligations. A very
general obligation followed by the participants in the analyses was the social obligation to be
honest. For example, in article one, one of the excerpts featured the facilitator asking the
employees whether their complaints were rooted mainly in dissatisfaction with their work shoes
or with the management. The question could be interpreted as implying that the employees had
overstated the problems related to the shoes in order to voice dissatisfaction towards
management, and thus, on a moral level, that the employees had acted in a way that was morally
problematic by not being straightforward (Heritage, 2015). In their response, the employees
mitigated such implications by emphasized the various physical problems the workers had

experienced because of the work shoes and their efforts to solve these problems by themselves.

Other obligations are related to the DGV A participants’ roles such as their formal roles within
the organization. When role categories are made relevant in the interaction, the obligations

associated with these roles provide a moral backdrop for judging the role incumbent’s actions
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and/or lack thereof (Antaki & Widdicombe, 1998; Jayyusi, 1984; Sacks, 1992). For example,
article three provided a demonstration of how a proposed initiative (to allow the employees to
go for a walk or run outside of the production area under certain circumstances) was oriented to
by the employees, their line managers, and the process facilitator as potentially being in conflict
with the employees’ obligation to mind the production. The potential social complications from
failing to heed this obligation were manifested in the employees’ and line managers’ repeated
insistence that they knew how important it would be to keep the production running if the
suggestion were to be implemented. Also in article four, line manager Nick argued against
implementing the initiative based on how other organization members might infer that

employees running during work hours constituted a managerial oversight.

By describing how line managers accounted for how they manage the conflict of interest caused
by their conflicting obligations towards promoting employee voice and ensuring effective
production, article four highlighted how obligations can also be tied to one’s role within the
DGVA. The fact that the managers sought to account for their actions even in the absence of
(verbal) indications that the employees considered their actions problematic suggests that the

line managers expected their actions within the DGVA to be judged by the employees.

The obligations that employees follow in DGV As may also depend on the situation. In article
three, it was demonstrated how employees oriented to whether implementing an initiative could
be seen as an indication of them identifying with the management (cases one and three). The
employees’ reluctance suggests that assuming responsibility for the implementation in a way
which projected identification with the management was taken as problematic (as was also
suggested by the category and predicate work), and that employees’ displays of organizational
identification are normatively regulated, albeit in a way that is dependent on the setting. Article
three thus extends Garner’s notion of how voicing employees are labelled by managers and
colleagues (2013), by showing how both the use of voice as well as subsequent engagement in

implementing initiatives are oriented to as activities which can elicit labelling from others.

In sum, the findings discussed above illustrate how DGVA participants repeatedly face complex

choices: employees must consider whether and how they can influence their working conditions,
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and managers must consider how to live up to their supervisory obligations, while attempting to
avoid negative moral judgments from other participants based on one’s actions. The risk of these
moral judgments is not necessarily clear, but is rather made sense of and managed in the
interaction on an ongoing basis. Thus, even when employees consider the use of voice to be
effective and unlikely to lead to formal sanctions, their concern over avoiding moral criticism
might compromise their ability to construct relevant initiatives that could influence their
working conditions. The dissertation’s exploration of how the locally enacted moral order
shapes the process of constructing initiatives thus answers the call for studies which address
how employees’ orientations towards the implications of engaging in voice shape their actual

voice behavior (Greasley et al., 2005; Morrison, 2011).

Voice and the balance between employee influence and management control

In chapter two, criticism was aimed at the fact that voice literature has tended to focus on how
structural aspects and differences in formal decision authority shape the balance between
managerial control and employee influence in relation to formal voice arrangements, as
exemplified by the “escalator of participation” and “frontier of control” models. What these
models do not take into consideration is that even if the structural conditions are supportive of
employee voice, DGV As are not ideal speech situations (Samra-Fredericks, 2005; S. K. White,
1988), where the participants have equal opportunity to make proposals and question others’
positions, for example. By instead taking an interactional perspective on voice, this dissertation
is able to shed light on how the balance between employee influence and managerial control in
DGVAEs is shaped by the use of power as “a set of potentials which, while always present, may
be varyingly exercised, resisted, shifted around, and struggled over by social agents” (Hutchby,

19964, p. 114), potentials which so far have received little attention in the voice literature.

A potential which is related to formal decision authority is how participants enact their roles in
the interaction. Whereas voice research rarely attends to how employees and managers act
within their respective roles, CA research has demonstrated how role categories are “recurrently
oriented to, renegotiated, and sometimes also challenged” in actual interactions (Asmuf} &
Oshima, 2012, p. 68). Because of how role categories are subject to negotiation, the way

interactions develop in the workplace is not so much a product of the interactants’ relative
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positions in the hierarchical organization structure as it is a display of enacted “structure-in-

action” (Zimmerman & Boden, 1991).

An important aspect of the participants’ negotiated role categories is the relative deontic statuses
of various role incumbents, such as their respective rights. For example, in article four it was
argued that while managers and employees might engage in DGVA discussions under the
workshop-level role category of “participants,” the organization-level role categories of
managers and employees are omni-relevant and thus easily recognized when invoked, for
example when exercising rights that are specifically related to these role categories. This can be
observed when line manager Nick states that he will fight the proposed initiative if it is pursued
by the employees; Nick’s indirect threat can be seen as orienting both to his right to make the
decisions deemed necessary in order to maintain high work performance outside of the DGVA,

and his lack of a formal right to close down the employees’ discussions within the DGVA.

The negotiation of deontic status in DGV As also extends to the employees. In case three of
article three, for example, the discussion can be regarded as a negotiation of whether employees
have a right to have their initiative proposals acknowledged by the management even when the
employees take a confrontational stance (case 3), and especially in cases one and three,
negotiation took place over whether employees should feel obliged to present voice messages to
the management on the managements’ terms. These examples suggest that the participants’
relative rights and obligations are not hard and fast, but negotiated through the way they are

enacted and responded to.

Another aspect of how power enters into the process of constructing initiatives in DGVAs is
through the use of certain rhetoric, which can be seen as a form of “linguistic shielding”
(Cheney, 2000, p. 133) that interactants use to fend off challenges to their positions. In
interactions, the credibility of accounts and other descriptions is a practically managed feat
(Edwards & Potter, 1992). For example, the analysis in article four shows how speakers seek to
gain support for their viewpoints through various discursive devices (e.g., Whittle et al., 2008).
Line manager Nick utilized both script formulations and stake inoculation to frame his account
of how a proposed initiative would lead to problems as credible. In other cases, the participants
strengthened their rhetorical position through invoking local taken-for-granted knowledge

(Boden, 1994; Samra-Fredericks, 2003); for example, in the third case of article two, the line
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manager and some of the employees convinced another employee to agree to letting a physical
therapist assess a certain ergonomic problem, since designing a solution without consulting an

expert was argued to have led to problematic results in the past.

The ability to present different types of knowledge, that is, the participants’ relative epistemic
statuses (Clifton, 2014; Heritage & Raymond, 2005), was the focus of article one. It was
concluded in this article that if employees present problem formulations for which they do not
hold the epistemic authority, these formulations might be challenged by others who hold
epistemic authority in relation to the topic, such as their managers, thereby potentially limiting
the scope of issues that employees are able to address through DGV As. Furthermore,
information to which some participants have exclusive access can be used to challenge other
participants’ suggestions, as was evidenced by the critical comments made by an employee and
joint consultation committee member regarding a proposed initiative in article four. This finding
indicates that by invoking their epistemic status strategically, DGV A participants can potentially
shape the trajectory of the discussion and, in turn, which initiatives are selected for
implementation. However, the ability to do this is not possessed to the same degree by all
employees in DGV As, since there may be a variety of epistemic statuses among the participants
due to circumstances such as differences in levels of experience and whether they hold special

roles within the organization (see also Clifton, 2009).

As a third aspect of how power is exercised in DGVA interaction, it has been argued that
managerial control in formal voice arrangements can also be expressed in the form of ideology.
For example, Busck and colleagues (2010) state that some forms of employee participation
allow the management to “invad[e] the realm of employees with coercive expectations of self-
management by employees on the normative premises of the company” (p. 290). Similarly,
Stohl and Cheney have described that participation can lead to organizational identification that
paradoxically makes “the workers no longer think like workers” as the employees become
increasingly involved in what was previously thought to be the management’s problems (2001,
p. 382). However, as analytical concepts, it is problematic that neither the intentions of the
management nor the employees’ subjective experience are available to the analysis, meaning

that there is ultimately no certain way to identify whether and when managerial ideology is at
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play in the data, at least beyond the participants’ own references to ideology (Whittle et al.,
2014).

Still, CA may be used more modestly to elucidate how the management’s interests are promoted
through the line managers’ contributions to discussions, and how the line managers’ statements
frame it as natural and logical that employees should accommodate the management’s interests,
for example. One example is found in article four, where not compromising production is
framed as a necessary prerequisite for proposed initiatives, instead of assessing proposed
initiatives on the basis of a wider appreciation of their specific costs and benefits for both the
employees and the organization. Here, taking a more balanced approach to promoting both
employees’ and the management’s interests could mean that certain initiatives would be
acceptable for implementation though these might reduce production output if the gains for the
employees are sufficiently great. Also, as already mentioned, the first and third cases of article
three feature line managers advising employees to frame their voice messages in a way that is in

line with the middle management’s interests rather than their own interests (see also article two).

But whereas ideology is typically understood to lead to employees to accepting the
management’s perspective in an unconscious or unreflexive way (e.g., Appelbaum et al., 1999;
Hardy & Leiba-O’Sullivan, 1998), the analyses also demonstrate that the employees sometimes
actively resisted the line managers’ suggestions; for example, in cases one and three of article
three, the employees’ resistance and non-compliance with taking responsibility for
implementing initiatives on the management’s terms could be regarded as a form of “micro-
emancipation” (Alvesson & Willmott, 1992). Furthermore, the finding that employees
sometimes consented to implementing initiatives in a way that involved placating the
management (such as in article two, case two) could be seen as an attempt to turn managerial
rhetoric against the management in order to further their own agendas (see also Rosenthal, Hill,
& Peccei, 1997). In this way, DGV As have the potential to serve as an arena where employees
can increase their understanding of how decisions are made in other parts of the organization,
and how to potentially sway these decisions, and the employees have the ability to decide within
DGVAs whether a proposed strategy for implementing an initiative constitutes an overall

reasonable trade-off for them.
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Thus, in regard to the escalator model of participation and its implication that the extent of
participants’ influence in a DGVA is set before they enter into it (Marchington & Wilkinson,
2005), the analyses presented here suggest that in DGV As, employees’ influence over their
working conditions is not only shaped by formal decision-making rights, but also how the
participants’ roles are negotiated during the activities, their use of various rhetorical devices, and
how managerial interests are promoted, resisted and potentially subverted in the discussions. Of
course, the nature of the influence available to the employees within DGV As is also dependent
upon what they make of whatever formal decision authority they have, such as their ability to
construct initiatives which actually become implemented and which change their working
conditions in relevant ways. Thus, the point is that Marchington and Wilkinson’s claim that the
influence that employees can attain in formal voice arrangements is directly related to which
step on the escalator the arrangement can be seen as occupying overlooks how employees’
influence is likely to be highly contingent upon the issues they try to address as well as the
initiatives that they wish to implement, and thus the specific circumstances of how these

initiatives are constructed.

In relation to the frontier of control model, the analyses presented here suggest that if such a
thing as a “frontier of control” exists in the organization, as claimed by Donaghey and
colleagues (2011), employees in different workshop meetings do not seem to share a clear idea
of where it lies or how to act in relation to it, as evidenced by the different ways in which they
enacted their job control, for example. Instead, the status of the relationship between employees
and the management within the organization as well as whose interests should be promoted

through the DGVA are negotiated continuously within the workshop meetings.

Overall, an interactional view on power, such as that of Hutchby (described above), seems
highly compatible with how Wilkinson and Dundon have argued that “we need to avoid a
passive view of workers, as the importance of [formal voice arrangements] lies in the context of
the translation of their supposed formal properties within the real terrain of the organization and
workplace” (Wilkinson & Dundon, 2010, p. 180), as well as with Dundon and colleagues’ claim
that “management might control the voice agenda but not necessarily the dynamics of how such
processes are mediated and translated into actual practice” (Dundon et al., 2005, p. 318). Still,
the finding that different forms of power are at play in the process of constructing initiatives

suggests that conscious efforts might be needed to promote egalitarian values in voice
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interactions. Identifying, and potentially challenging, these forms of power in DGV As requires

detailed knowledge of how they are exercised in interactions.

Implications for research

When it comes to methodology in workplace voice research, the dissertation makes a
contribution by introducing CA as a method for shedding light on the process of constructing
initiatives in DGV As, and potentially also on voice-related interactions in general. While Garner
(2013) also studied voice-related interactions, his focus was on intertextuality between
conversations at different points of time. In contrast, this dissertation has focused on how

specific interactions are organized.

Traditionally, voice research has tended to focus on how voice in the workplace is shaped by
either psychological or structural factors. But as Benson and Hughes argue, without a detailed
analysis of the concerns of the people studied, the expected result would be that “we know little
about the properties of the underlying phenomena; only how it looks through the imposition of
the format” (1991, p. 121). A CA framework offers a method of examining how voice
interactions in the workplace are organized which does not frame employees and managers as
“cultural dopes” who mindlessly reproduce the local structure, or as dopes of a psychological
kind, whose actions are seen as unreflexive expressions of inner thoughts and emotions

(Garfinkel, 19670, p. 68).

It could be argued that in relation to informal voice, retrospective methods, such as interviews
and questionnaires, have various practical advantages over audio-recorded interactions. When
studying voice in formal voice interactions from a CA perspective, one is helped by the fact that
it is relatively easy to collect relevant data. It is more challenging, however, when targeting
informal voice interactions, since it is not generally possible to know when the interactions will
take place, and a great deal of time must then be spent in the organization recording situations in
which voice could occur in order to capture enough data material. There is also a potential that
very few potential informants would be willing to have their work conversations audio recorded
to this extent. Furthermore, it is not always clear whether everyday work interactions can be said
to count as instances of voice for the participants — for example, if a manager mentions a
performance slump being a problem to the employees, and the employees attribute the slump to

various problems, does this count as voice or simply a justification? Although some argue that
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the wish to improve working conditions or benefit the organization is a defining feature of voice
(e.g., Morrison, 2011), employees might not always declare whether they expect the problems
they mention to be resolved. When collecting interview or questionnaire data, it is possible to
rely on the participants’ own determination of whether they are exercising voice. Thus, various

precautions are necessary if a CA method is to be applied to informal voice interactions.

The introduction of a CA perspective also offers a methodological contribution to work
environment studies on voice by presenting a means of illuminating various aspects of the
dynamic between managerial control and employee influence through detailed analysis. In much
of work environment literature, organizations are regarded as rational systems, and topics such
as power and morality in organizations are rarely discussed. CA, in contrast, provides a strategy
for studying how organization members’ orientation to acting in a morally accountable way
(according to the locally enacted order) may compromise the pursuit of improved health, well-
being, and safety. What work environment professionals and academics take to be work
environment problems are not necessarily a main concern of employees and managers in their
everyday interactions about work, a circumstance which might partly account for why it is
difficult to significantly alter the prevalence of many types of work-related illness and injuries.
A CA approach can be used to elucidate how concerns for employees’ health, well-being, and
safety are formulated in interactions and how their importance relative to other concerns in the
organization are negotiated, potentially leading to a more nuanced discussion of the challenges
that may be faced when trying to improve the work environment through interventions or other

means.

Implications for practice

The question of what counts as a contribution to practice depends on how one understands voice
and whether one attends mainly to the interests of employees or managers. Here, I focus on how
developing a practical awareness of the interactional circumstances surrounding the construction
of initiatives in DGV As can potentially lead to DGV As which are more effective at helping
employees’ influence their working conditions. Besides the interactional perspective on voice
presented in the thesis, this focus is most in step with the institutionalized influence perspective

on voice.
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The analyses demonstrate that various practical circumstances potentially influence the process
of constructing initiatives in DGV As, and this knowledge can be employed when planning and
conducting DGVAs. In general, since constructing relevant and viable initiatives can be time-
consuming due to the extensive problem and solution work that is sometimes involved, and
because employees might be reluctant to support or assume responsibility for some of the
initiatives that are proposed. Therefore, allotting too little time for DGVA meetings could
compromise the number and the scope of initiatives that are decided for later implementation.
Furthermore, the conceptual tools that are used in DGV As can shape the interaction and
ultimately the initiatives that are selected for implementation, as was demonstrated in article
two. Considering this, careful attention should be paid to how conceptual tools are used in
practice and their effects on the activities (see also Wahlin-Jacobsen, 2018). A third point is that
information is a necessary resource for the employees if they are to effectively argue for why
their working conditions should be improved (Appelbaum et al., 1999; Hardy & Leiba-
O’Sullivan, 1998). This is evident, for example, in article two, case two, where a line manager
argued why a night rostering system might be a viable solution for the participants when it had
not been previously. The presentation of further accounts on the subject led to more detailed
discussions of how the suggestion could be adjusted to become more viable, and a decision to
pursue its implementation was eventually made. However, the presentation of such information
is subject to normative regulation (cf. socioepistemic literature). This means that closer
consideration is needed of how DGV As can be designed in a way so that relevant information
can be sourced and utilized by the employees, for example by making available the technical

expertise of colleagues or people outside the organization.

Another important aspect of some DGVAs is the use of process facilitators to guide the
participants through the agenda, rather than having a manager chair the activity, for example.
Process facilitators can promote a more distributed use of voice among the employees, for
example by giving the floor to those employees who might not feel comfortable taking it
themselves, or by intervening in the discussion and challenging dominant accounts, especially
when they are presented as “factual.” It is of course relevant that facilitators develop an
awareness of how individual participants influence the trajectory of the discussion and also of
how their own actions might privilege certain understandings which only partially represent the
participating employees’ viewpoints. However, studies of collaborative design processes have

also concluded that though counterintuitive, a relatively firm approach to the chairing role might
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lead to outcomes representing the participants’ interests and viewpoints more broadly

(Heinemann, Landgrebe, & Matthews, 2012).

At a more general level, the dissertation studies point to there being various constraints within
DGVAs which limit the employees’ ability to construct relevant initiatives. The presence of
these constraints suggest that having a variety of formal voice arrangements in place is likely to
lead to better results for the employees since it gives them the option of choosing which
arrangement to exercise voice within — a choice that may be utilized in a way that maximizes
their chances of influencing working conditions (Wilkinson & Dundon, 2010). In addition, the
finding that a number of different types of power are at play simultaneously in DGVA
interactions implies that effective voice is not attained as a once-and-for-all achievement but is
strived for on an ongoing basis, one activity at a time. Cathcart reached a similar conclusion on
the basis of her case study of the John Lewis Partnership, one of Europe’s largest partnerships
for employee ownership, calling democracy in organizations “a moving target, subject to
constant challenge and reinterpretation, which requires vigilance and protection” (Cathcart,
2013, p. 615). Similarly, Cheney has argued that if efforts to expand employees’ influence in the
workplace are to be successful, it is not enough to implement an occasional voice arrangement if
this is done in a mechanistic fashion; instead, such efforts need to be undertaken as “a self-
critical, self-regenerating and self-correcting process” (Cheney, 1995, p. 183). Of course, being
self-critical is not only the task of managers but also the task of the employees and other
participants who contribute to shaping the voice process. It only seems fitting that future voice
research take steps towards describing how such self-critical processes can be created and
maintained. This dissertation has contributed by highlighting various challenges that DGVA

participants face while attempting to change the organization through voice.

Limitations

The studies of course also have limitations. For one, the data were collected in a Danish cultural
context where the power distance between employees and managers is argued by some as being
relatively small compared to other parts of the world (e.g., Hofstede, 1984), a circumstance
which might have influenced how the relative rights and obligations of the participating

employees and managers were enacted in the interactions. Furthermore, the setting examined in
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the dissertation is somewhat limited, as the analysis focused on one type of DGVA in two
settings rather than on a broader array DGVA formats or settings. On the other hand, with
limited time to collect the data, sampling from many empirical settings would mean that the
analyst has less data from each setting and less time to engage with each of settings in order to
form a background understanding. This could lead to overlooking local constitutive aspects of

the interaction.

Another limitation of the dissertation is that it only focuses on how initiatives are constructed
during the DGV As. The analysis does not attempt to describe what happens after the meetings,
such as whether the initiatives that are presented to middle or senior management are accepted
or actually implemented. If evaluating the total effects of DGV As is the aim, investigating any
later developments that have a bearing on the decisions that emerged from the voice activities
would be called for. However, the focus of this dissertation was to better understand the process
itself of constructing initiatives in DGV As, a process which of course is not affected by later

events.

A third limitation of the analysis is that video data were not available in the analytical process.
As voice interactions are not only a verbal phenomenon, it would have added to the strength of
the study to have had been able to also consider interactional aspects such as eye contact or
gesture or to more securely establish who was speaking at a given time. On the other hand,
recording and analyzing video is more labor intensive than focusing on audio alone, and it could

be considered more invasive by the participants.

On a closing note, various relevant topics can be suggested for future research. First, it could be
relevant to study voice interactions in different types of organizations and with different types of
employees. The employees in the dissertation’s empirical setting had relatively routinized work
and had little experience with implementing initiatives in the workplace on their own. It is
possible that employees with more experience with implementing initiatives (e.g., because of
having a project leader function in the organization) would approach the process of constructing
initiatives in DGV As differently, and would for example be less reliant on the line managers’

suggestions for how to approach middle managers with proposals.

Second, a relevant aspect of DGV As which concerns the work environment and which has not

been a main focus in this dissertation relates to the conceptions that the participants negotiate
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about how their working conditions shape their health, well-being, and safety over time
(Rasmussen, 2013), that is, the contents of their problem work. Although certain academics and
official bodies maintain that participatory interventions can improve employee health, well-
being, and safety, these outcomes may not emerge if employees do not target the relevant
working conditions out of fear that the management would not acknowledge them (Busck et al.,
2010), or simply because the employees themselves do not identify these working conditions as
strenuous. Having a better understanding of how work environment problems are constructed in
DGVAs could lead to more qualified discussions on whether DGV As should focus on
maximizing employees’ autonomy, or whether balancing employees’ discussions with expert-

driven content on certain subjects could lead to better outcomes.

Third, as concluded on the basis of the analyses, it is problematic to assume that all employee
participants influence the initiatives which are constructed in DGV As equally, and that these
initiatives represent all employees’ interests. It seems highly relevant for future studies to further
explore how voice in group settings can inadvertently lead to certain employee perspectives
being promoted and others being downplayed and to look into what can be done to

counterbalance such social dynamics.
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Appendix

Transcription symbols

2.5) | A pause of 2.5 seconds

) Very short pause

[ Overlap, top section

1] Overlap, bottom section

[1] Inaudible (text in brackets indicates a guess)

° Utterance is at a low volume

= Latching speech

>< Enclosed utterances is at a higher pace
Sound is elongated

.h Inhalation (“h” indicates audible exhalation)

- Speech is cut off

(()) | Anonymized, or transcriber’s comment

P

Sharp rise in intonation

Table 9: a list of notation symbols used in the four articles

Throughout the transcriptions, commas are used as punctuation marks which help the reader

understand how speakers’ turns are structured. Although this goes against how punctuation

marks are typically avoided in Jeffersonian transcriptions, the commas are used here as an aide

for the reader because the transcriptions generally reflect the word sequence and lexical choices

of the speakers in Danish as closely as possible without losing overall comprehensibility in
English, meaning that some utterances might be difficult to understand for readers who are

unfamiliar with typical sentence structures or common phrases in spoken Danish.
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ikke 3 lige 53 meget viden ud af projektet. Vi har lavet denne seddel, s& du pé et senere tidspunkt
kan huske, hvorfor vi bruger diktafonen og hvordan vi bruger lydoptagelserne.

Her er nogle af de spilleregler, der glder nar vi har diktafonen med:

* Visperger altid, om det er i orden med alle deltagere, at vi bruger diktafonen — og det er ok
at sige nej!

& Narvi bruger optagelserne i forskningen, har vi ikke fokus pa dig som enkeltperson. Det,
som du og dine kolleger siger, bliver set som noget generelt.

* Huvis vi bruger citater fra optagelserne i vores forskning, er det altid uden navne, og vi
bruger ikke citater, der kan spores tilbage til bestemte personer.

* Optagelserne bliver gemt pd en sarlig sikker del af NFAs (Det Nationale Forskningscenter
for Arbejdsmiljgs) interne netvaerk, som kun forskerne pa SAMI-projektet har adgang til. Al
brug af optagelserne bliver registrerat for at sikre mod misbrug.

* Ingen medarbejdere ved din virksomhed vil fa adgang til optagelserne

» Optagelserne vil blive slettet, nar vi er ferdige med at bruge dem.

Hvis du har spargsmal omkring optagelserne, er du meget velkommen til at stille dem til os, narvi
m@des pd workshops eller til interviews. Du kan ogsa ringe eller skrive til os —
kontaktoplysningerne er her:

Videnskabelig assistent Christian Dyrlund Wahlin-Jacobsen:

e tlf. 39 16 53 32, cdj@arbejdsmiljoforskning.dk

Videnskabelig assistent Louise Nghr Henriksen:

o tlf. 39 16 54 69, Inh@arbejdsmiljoforskning.dk

Mange hilsener,

SAMI-projektgruppen ved NFA
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teknologi

Ekaterina Mhaanna
Concept Relations for Terminological
Process Analysis

Stefan Ring Thorbjgrnsen

Forsvaret i forandring

Et studie i officerers kapabiliteter un-
der pavirkning af omverdenens foran-
dringspres mod eget styring og leering

Christa Breum Amhgj

Det selvskabte medlemskab om ma-
nagementstaten, dens styringstekno-
logier og indbyggere

Karoline Bromose

Between Technological Turbulence and
Operational Stability

— An empirical case study of corporate
venturing in TDC

Susanne Justesen

Navigating the Paradoxes of Diversity
in Innovation Practice

— A Longitudinal study of six very
different innovation processes — in
practice

Luise Noring Henler
Conceptualising successful supply
chain partnerships

— Viewing supply chain partnerships
from an organisational culture per-
spective

Mark Mau

Kampen om telefonen

Det danske telefonvaesen under den
tyske besaettelse 1940-45

Jakob Halskov

The semiautomatic expansion of
existing terminological ontologies
using knowledge patterns discovered
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on the WWW - an implementation
and evaluation

Gergana Koleva

European Policy Instruments Beyond
Networks and Structure: The Innova-
tive Medicines Initiative

Christian Geisler Asmussen
Global Strategy and International
Diversity: A Double-Edged Sword?

Christina Holm-Petersen

Stolthed og fordom

Kultur- og identitetsarbejde ved ska-
belsen af en ny sengeafdeling gennem
fusion

Hans Peter Olsen

Hybrid Governance of Standardized
States

Causes and Contours of the Global
Regulation of Government Auditing

Lars Bage Sarensen
Risk Management in the Supply Chain

Peter Aagaard

Det unikkes dynamikker

De institutionelle mulighedsbetingel-
ser bag den individuelle udforskning i
professionelt og frivilligt arbejde

Yun Mi Antorini

Brand Community Innovation

An Intrinsic Case Study of the Adult
Fans of LEGO Community

Joachim Lynggaard Boll

Labor Related Corporate Social Perfor-
mance in Denmark

Organizational and Institutional Per-
spectives

Frederik Christian Vinten
Essays on Private Equity

Jesper Clement
Visual Influence of Packaging Design
on In-Store Buying Decisions

Marius Brostrem Kousgaard

Tid til kvalitetsméaling?

— Studlier af indrulleringsprocesser i
forbindelse med introduktionen af
kliniske kvalitetsdatabaser i speciallse-
gepraksissektoren

Irene Skovgaard Smith
Management Consulting in Action
Value creation and ambiguity in
client-consultant relations

Anders Rom

Management accounting and inte-
grated information systems

How to exploit the potential for ma-
nagement accounting of information
technology

Marina Candi

Aesthetic Design as an Element of
Service Innovation in New Technology-
based Firms

Morten Schnack

Teknologi og tveerfaglighed

- en analyse af diskussionen omkring
indferelse af EPJ pa en hospitalsafde-
ling

Helene Balslev Clausen

Juntos pero no revueltos — un estudio
sobre emigrantes norteamericanos en
un pueblo mexicano

Lise Justesen

Kunsten at skrive revisionsrapporter.
En beretning om forvaltningsrevisio-
nens beretninger

Michael E. Hansen

The politics of corporate responsibility:
CSR and the governance of child labor
and core labor rights in the 1990s

Anne Roepstorff

Holdning for handling — en etnologisk
undersogelse af Virksomheders Sociale
Ansvar/CSR
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Essays on Credit Risk and
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The Performative Power of Competen-
ce —an Inquiry into Subjectivity and
Social Technologies at Work

Satu Reijonen

Green and Fragile

A Study on Markets and the Natural
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Corporate Governance in Banking
A European Study

Kristian Anders Hvass

A Boolean Analysis Predicting Industry
Change: Innovation, Imitation & Busi-
ness Models

The Winning Hybrid: A case study of
isomorphism in the airline industry

Trine Paludan

De uvidende og de udviklingsparate
Identitet som mulighed og restriktion
blandt fabriksarbejdere pa det aftaylo-
riserede fabriksgulv

Kristian Jakobsen
Foreign market entry in transition eco-
nomies: Entry timing and mode choice

Jakob Elming
Syntactic reordering in statistical ma-
chine translation

Lars Bramsge Termansen

Regional Computable General Equili-
brium Models for Denmark

Three papers laying the foundation for
regional CGE models with agglomera-
tion characteristics

Mia Reinholt
The Motivational Foundations of
Knowledge Sharing
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Frederikke Krogh-Meibom

The Co-Evolution of Institutions and
Technology

- A Neo-Institutional Understanding of
Change Processes within the Business
Press — the Case Study of Financial
Times

Peter D. @rberg Jensen

OFFSHORING OF ADVANCED AND
HIGH-VALUE TECHNICAL SERVICES:
ANTECEDENTS, PROCESS DYNAMICS
AND FIRMLEVEL IMPACTS

Pham Thi Song Hanh

Functional Upgrading, Relational
Capability and Export Performance of
Vietnamese Wood Furniture Producers

Mads Vangkilde

Why wait?

An Exploration of first-mover advanta-
ges among Danish e-grocers through a
resource perspective

Hubert Buch-Hansen

Rethinking the History of European
Level Merger Control

A Critical Political Economy Perspective

Vivian Lindhardsen

From Independent Ratings to Commu-
nal Ratings: A Study of CWA Raters’
Decision-Making Behaviours

Gudrid Weihe
Public-Private Partnerships: Meaning
and Practice

Chris Ngkkentved

Enabling Supply Networks with Colla-
borative Information Infrastructures
An Empirical Investigation of Business
Model Innovation in Supplier Relation-
ship Management

Sara Louise Muhr
Wound, Interrupted — On the Vulner-
ability of Diversity Management
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Michael Pedersen

Tune in, Breakdown, and Reboot: On
the production of the stress-fit self-
managing employee

Salla Lutz

Position and Reposition in Networks

— Exemplified by the Transformation of
the Danish Pine Furniture Manu-
facturers

Jens Forssbaeck
Essays on market discipline in
commercial and central banking

Tine Murphy

Sense from Silence — A Basis for Orga-
nised Action

How do Sensemaking Processes with
Minimal Sharing Relate to the Repro-
duction of Organised Action?

Sara Malou Strandvad

Inspirations for a new sociology of art:
A sociomaterial study of development
processes in the Danish film industry

Nicolaas Mouton

On the evolution of social scientific
metaphors:

A cognitive-historical enquiry into the
divergent trajectories of the idea that
collective entities — states and societies,
cities and corporations — are biological
organisms.

Lars Andreas Knutsen
Mobile Data Services:
Shaping of user engagements

Nikolaos Theodoros Korfiatis
Information Exchange and Behavior
A Multi-method Inquiry on Online
Communities
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Jens Albaek

Forestillinger om kvalitet og tveerfaglig-
hed pa sygehuse

— skabelse af forestillinger i leege- og
plejegrupperne angaende relevans af
nye idéer om kvalitetsudvikling gen-
nem tolkningsprocesser

Maja Lotz
The Business of Co-Creation — and the
Co-Creation of Business

Gitte P. Jakobsen

Narrative Construction of Leader Iden-
tity in a Leader Development Program
Context

Dorte Hermansen

“Living the brand” som en brandorien-
teret dialogisk praxis:

Om udvikling af medarbejdernes
brandorienterede demmekraft

Aseem Kinra
Supply Chain (logistics) Environmental
Complexity

Michael Ngrager

How to manage SMEs through the
transformation from non innovative to
innovative?

Kristin Wallevik
Corporate Governance in Family Firms
The Norwegian Maritime Sector

Bo Hansen Hansen
Beyond the Process
Enriching Software Process Improve-
ment with Knowledge Management

Annemette Skot-Hansen

Franske adjektivisk afledte adverbier,
der tager praepositionssyntagmer ind-
ledt med praepositionen a som argu-
menter

En valensgrammatisk undersegelse

Line Gry Knudsen
Collaborative R&D Capabilities
In Search of Micro-Foundations



24.

25.

26.

27.

2010

Christian Scheuer
Employers meet employees
Essays on sorting and globalization

Rasmus Johnsen

The Great Health of Melancholy

A Study of the Pathologies of Perfor-
mativity

Ha Thi Van Pham

Internationalization, Competitiveness
Enhancement and Export Performance
of Emerging Market Firms:

Evidence from Vietnam

Henriette Balieu

Kontrolbegrebets betydning for kausa-
tivalternationen i spansk

En kognitiv-typologisk analyse

Yen Tran

Organizing Innovationin Turbulent
Fashion Market

Four papers on how fashion firms crea-
te and appropriate innovation value

Anders Raastrup Kristensen
Metaphysical Labour

Flexibility, Performance and Commit-
ment in Work-Life Management

Margrét Sigrun Sigurdardottir
Dependently independent
Co-existence of institutional logics in
the recorded music industry

Asta Dis Oladottir

Internationalization from a small do-
mestic base:

An empirical analysis of Economics and
Management

Christine Secher

E-deltagelse i praksis — politikernes og
forvaltningens medkonstruktion og
konsekvenserne heraf

Marianne Stang Valand
What we talk about when we talk
about space:
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End User Participation between Proces-
ses of Organizational and Architectural
Design

Rex Degnegaard

Strategic Change Management
Change Management Challenges in
the Danish Police Reform

Ulrik Schultz Brix

Veerdi i rekruttering — den sikre beslut-
ning

En pragmatisk analyse af perception
og synliggerelse af vaerdi i rekrutte-
rings- og udveelgelsesarbejdet

Jan Ole Simila

Kontraktsledelse

Relasjonen mellom virksomhetsledelse
0g kontraktshandtering, belyst via fire
norske virksomheter

Susanne Boch Waldorff

Emerging Organizations: In between
local translation, institutional logics
and discourse

Brian Kane

Performance Talk

Next Generation Management of
Organizational Performance

Lars Ohnemus

Brand Thrust: Strategic Branding and
Shareholder Value

An Empirical Reconciliation of two
Critical Concepts

Jesper Schlamovitz
Handtering af usikkerhed i film- og
byggeprojekter

Tommy Moesby-Jensen

Det faktiske livs forbindtlighed
Farsokratisk informeret, ny-aristotelisk
N6oc-teenkning hos Martin Heidegger

Christian Fich

Two Nations Divided by Common
Values

French National Habitus and the
Rejection of American Power
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Peter Beyer

Processer, sammenhaengskraft
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Et empirisk casestudie af omstillings-
forleb i fire virksomheder

Adam Buchhorn

Markets of Good Intentions
Constructing and Organizing
Biogas Markets Amid Fragility
and Controversy

Cecilie K. Moesby-Jensen

Social leering og feelles praksis

Et mixed method studie, der belyser
leeringskonsekvenser af et lederkursus
for et praksistaellesskab af offentlige
mellemledere

Heidi Boye

Fodevarer og sundhed i sen-
modernismen

— En indsigt i hyggefeenomenet og
de relaterede fodevarepraksisser

Kristine Munkgard Pedersen
Flygtige forbindelser og midlertidige
mobiliseringer

Om kulturel produktion pa Roskilde
Festival

Oliver Jacob Weber

Causes of Intercompany Harmony in
Business Markets — An Empirical Inve-
stigation from a Dyad Perspective

Susanne Ekman

Authority and Autonomy
Paradoxes of Modern Knowledge
Work

Anette Frey Larsen

Kvalitetsledelse pa danske hospitaler

— Ledelsernes indflydelse pa introduk-
tion og vedligeholdelse af kvalitetsstra-
tegier i det danske sundhedsveesen

Toyoko Sato

Performativity and Discourse: Japanese
Advertisements on the Aesthetic Edu-
cation of Desire
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Kenneth Brinch Jensen

Identifying the Last Planner System
Lean management in the construction
industry

Javier Busquets
Orchestrating Network Behavior
for Innovation

Luke Patey

The Power of Resistance: India’s Na-
tional Oil Company and International
Activism in Sudan

Mette Vedel
Value Creation in Triadic Business Rela-
tionships. Interaction, Interconnection
and Position

Kristian Tgrning
Knowledge Management Systems in
Practice — A Work Place Study

Qingxin Shi

An Empirical Study of Thinking Aloud
Usability Testing from a Cultural
Perspective

Tanja Juul Christiansen
Corporate blogging: Medarbejderes
kommunikative handlekraft

Malgorzata Ciesielska

Hybrid Organisations.

A study of the Open Source — business
setting

Jens Dick-Nielsen
Three Essays on Corporate Bond
Market Liquidity

Sabrina Speiermann

Modstandens Politik
Kampagnestyring i Velfaerdsstaten.

En diskussion af trafikkampagners sty-
ringspotentiale

Julie Uldam

Fickle Commitment. Fostering political
engagement in 'the flighty world of
online activism’
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Annegrete Juul Nielsen
Traveling technologies and
transformations in health care

Athur Muhlen-Schulte

Organising Development

Power and Organisational Reform in
the United Nations Development
Programme

Louise Rygaard Jonas

Branding pa butiksgulvet

Et case-studie af kultur- og identitets-
arbejdet i Kvickly

Stefan Fraenkel

Key Success Factors for Sales Force
Readliness during New Product Launch
A Study of Product Launches in the
Swedish Pharmaceutical Industry

Christian Plesner Rossing
International Transfer Pricing in Theory
and Practice

Tobias Dam Hede

Samtalekunst og ledelsesdisciplin

— en analyse af coachingsdiskursens
genealogi og governmentality

Kim Pettersson
Essays on Audit Quality, Auditor Choi-
ce, and Equity Valuation

Henrik Merkelsen

The expert-lay controversy in risk
research and management. Effects of
institutional distances. Studies of risk
definitions, perceptions, management
and communication

Simon S. Torp

Employee Stock Ownership:

Effect on Strategic Management and
Performance

Mie Harder
Internal Antecedents of Management
Innovation
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Ole Helby Petersen

Public-Private Partnerships: Policy and
Regulation — With Comparative and
Multi-level Case Studies from Denmark
and Ireland

Morten Krogh Petersen
‘Good’ Outcomes. Handling Multipli-
city in Government Communication

Kristian Tangsgaard Hvelplund
Allocation of cognitive resources in
translation - an eye-tracking and key-
logging study

Moshe Yonatany
The Internationalization Process of
Digital Service Providers

Anne Vestergaard

Distance and Suffering

Humanitarian Discourse in the age of
Medlatization

Thorsten Mikkelsen
Personligsheds indflydelse pa forret-
ningsrelationer

Jane Thostrup Jagd

Hvorfor fortseetter fusionsbalgen ud-
over “the tipping point”?

— en empirisk analyse af information
og kognitioner om fusioner

Gregory Gimpel

Value-driven Adoption and Consump-
tion of Technology: Understanding
Technology Decision Making

Thomas Stengade Sgnderskov

Den nye mulighed

Social innovation i en forretningsmaes-
sig kontekst

Jeppe Christoffersen
Donor supported strategic alliances in
developing countries

Vibeke Vad Baunsgaard
Dominant Ideological Modes of
Rationality: Cross functional
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integration in the process of product

innovation

Throstur Olaf Sigurjonsson
Governance Failure and Icelands’s
Financial Collapse

Allan Sall Tang Andersen
Essays on the modeling of risks in

interest-rate and inflation markets

Heidi Tscherning
Mobile Devices in Social Contexts

Birgitte Gorm Hansen

Adapting in the Knowledge Economy
Lateral Strategies for Scientists and

Those Who Study Them

Kristina Vaarst Andersen
Optimal Levels of Embeddedness

The Contingent Value of Networked

Collaboration

Justine Grenbaek Pors
Noisy Management

A History of Danish School Governing

from 1970-2010

Stefan Linder
Micro-foundations of Strategic
Entrepreneurship

Essays on Autonomous Strategic Action

Xin Li

Toward an Integrative Framework of

National Competitiveness
An application to China

Rune Thorbjgrn Clausen
Veerdifuld arkitektur

Et eksplorativt studie af bygningers
rolle i virksomheders vaerdiskabelse

Monica Viken

Markedsundersokelser som bevis i
varemerke- og markedsferingsrett

Christian Wymann
Tattooing

The Economic and Artistic Constitution

of a Social Phenomenon
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Sanne Frandsen

Productive Incoherence

A Case Study of Branding and
Identity Struggles in a Low-Prestige
Organization

Mads Stenbo Nielsen
Essays on Correlation Modelling

lvan Hauser

Folelse og sprog

Etablering af en ekspressiv kategori,
eksemplificeret pa russisk

Sebastian Schwenen
Security of Supply in Electricity Markets

Peter Holm Andreasen

The Dynamics of Procurement
Management

- A Complexity Approach

Martin Haulrich
Data-Driven Bitext Dependency
Parsing and Alignment

Line Kirkegaard

Konsulenten i den anden nat
En undersagelse af det intense
arbejdsliv

Tonny Stenheim
Decision usefulness of goodwill
under IFRS

Morten Lind Larsen
Produktivitet, veekst og velfeerd
Industriradet og efterkrigstidens
Danmark 1945 - 1958

Petter Berg
Cartel Damages and Cost Asymmetries

Lynn Kahle

Experiential Discourse in Marketing
A methodical inquiry into practice
and theory

Anne Roelsgaard Obling
Management of Emotions
in Accelerated Medical Relationships
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Thomas Frandsen
Managing Modularity of
Service Processes Architecture

Carina Christine Skovmgiller

CSR som noget seerligt

Et casestudie om styring og menings-
skabelse i relation til CSR ud fra en
intern optik

Michael Tell

Fradragsbeskaering af selskabers
finansieringsudgifter

En skatteretlig analyse af SEL §§ 11,
11Bog 11C

Morten Holm

Customer Profitability Measurement
Models

Their Merits and Sophistication
across Contexts

Katja Joo Dyppel
Beskatning af derivater
En analyse af dansk skatteret

Esben Anton Schultz
Essays in Labor Economics
Evidence from Danish Micro Data

Carina Risvig Hansen

“Contracts not covered, or not fully
covered, by the Public Sector Directive”
Anja Svejgaard Pors

Iveerkseettelse af kommunikation

- patientfigurer i hospitalets strategiske
kommunikation

Frans Bévort

Making sense of management with
logics

An ethnographic study of accountants
who become managers

René Kallestrup
The Dynamics of Bank and Sovereign
Credit Risk

Brett Crawford

Revisiting the Phenomenon of Interests
in Organizational Institutionalism

The Case of U.S. Chambers of
Commerce
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Mario Daniele Amore
Essays on Empirical Corporate Finance

Arne Stjernholm Madsen

The evolution of innovation strategy
Studied in the context of medical
device activities at the pharmaceutical
company Novo Nordisk A/S in the
period 1980-2008

Jacob Holm Hansen

Is Social Integration Necessary for
Corporate Branding?

A study of corporate branding
strategies at Novo Nordisk

Stuart Webber
Corporate Profit Shifting and the
Multinational Enterprise

Helene Ratner

Promises of Reflexivity
Managing and Researching
Inclusive Schools

Therese Strand
The Owners and the Power: Insights
from Annual General Meetings

Robert Gavin Strand
In Praise of Corporate Social
Responsibility Bureaucracy

Nina Sormunen

Auditor’s going-concern reporting
Reporting decision and content of the
report

John Bang Mathiasen

Learning within a product development
working practice:

- an understanding anchored

in pragmatism

Philip Holst Riis
Understanding Role-Oriented Enterprise
Systems: From Vendors to Customers

Marie Lisa Dacanay

Social Enterprises and the Poor
Enhancing Social Entrepreneurship and
Stakeholder Theory
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Fumiko Kano Gluckstad

Bridging Remote Cultures: Cross-lingual
concept mapping based on the
information receiver’s prior-knowledge

Henrik Barslund Fosse
Empirical Essays in International Trade

Peter Alexander Albrecht
Foundational hybridity and its
reproduction

Security sector reform in Sierra Leone

Maja Rosenstock

CSR - hvor sveert kan det vaere?
Kulturanalytisk casestudie om
udfordringer og dilemmaer med at
forankre Coops CSR-strategi

Jeanette Rasmussen

Tweens, medier og forbrug

Et studie af 10-12 arige danske berns
brug af internettet, opfattelse og for-
staelse af markedsfering og forbrug

Ib Tunby Gulbrandsen

‘This page is not intended for a
US Audience’

A five-act spectacle on online
communication, collaboration
& organization.

Kasper Aalling Teilmann
Interactive Approaches to
Rural Development

Mette Mogensen

The Organization(s) of Well-being

and Productivity

(Re)assembling work in the Danish Post

Sgren Friis Mgller

From Disinterestedness to Engagement
Towards Relational Leadership In the
Cultural Sector

Nico Peter Berhausen

Management Control, Innovation and
Strategic Objectives — Interactions and
Convergence in Product Development
Networks
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Balder Onarheim

Creativity under Constraints
Creativity as Balancing
‘Constrainedness’

Haoyong Zhou
Essays on Family Firms

Elisabeth Naima Mikkelsen

Making sense of organisational conflict
An empirical study of enacted sense-
making in everyday conflict at work

Jacob Lyngsie
Entrepreneurship in an Organizational
Context

Signe Groth-Brodersen

Fra ledelse til selvet

En socialpsykologisk analyse af
forholdet imellem selvledelse, ledelse
og stress i det moderne arbejdsliv

Nis Hayrup Christensen

Shaping Markets: A Neoinstitutional
Analysis of the Emerging
Organizational Field of Renewable
Energy in China

Christian Edelvold Berg

As a matter of size

THE IMPORTANCE OF CRITICAL
MASS AND THE CONSEQUENCES OF
SCARCITY FOR TELEVISION MARKETS

Christine D. Isakson

Coworker Influence and Labor Mobility
Essays on Turnover, Entrepreneurship
and Location Choice in the Danish
Maritime Industry

Niels Joseph Jerne Lennon
Accounting Qualities in Practice
Rhizomatic stories of representational
faithfulness, decision making and
control

Shannon O’Donnell

Making Ensemble Possible

How special groups organize for
collaborative creativity in conditions
of spatial variability and distance
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Robert W. D. Veitch

Access Decisions in a

Partly-Digital World

Comparing Digital Piracy and Legal
Modes for Film and Music

Marie Mathiesen
Making Strategy Work
An Organizational Ethnography

Arisa Shollo
The role of business intelligence in
organizational decision-making

Mia Kaspersen
The construction of social and
environmental reporting

Marcus Mgller Larsen
The organizational design of offshoring

Mette Ohm Rgrdam

EU Law on Food Naming

The prohibition against misleading
names in an internal market context

Hans Peter Rasmussen

GIV EN GED!

Kan giver-idealtyper forklare stotte
til velgerenhed og understotte
relationsopbygning?

Ruben Schachtenhaufen
Fonetisk reduktion i dansk

Peter Koerver Schmidt

Dansk CFC-beskatning

| et internationalt og komparativt
perspektiv

Morten Froholdt

Strategi i den offentlige sektor

En kortleegning af styringsmaessig
kontekst, strategisk tilgang, samt
anvendte redskaber og teknologier for
udvalgte danske statslige styrelser

Annette Camilla Sjgrup
Cognitive effort in metaphor translation
An eye-tracking and key-logging study
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Tamara Stucchi

The Internationalization
of Emerging Market Firms:
A Context-Specific Study

Thomas Lopdrup-Hjorth
“Let’s Go Outside”:
The Value of Co-Creation

Ana Alacovska

Genre and Autonomy in Cultural
Production

The case of travel guidebook
production

Marius Gudmand-Hayer
Stemningssindssygdommenes historie

i det 19. drhundrede

Omtydningen af melankolien og
manien som bipolsere stemningslidelser
i dansk sammenhaeng under hensyn til
dannelsen af det moderne folelseslivs
relative autonomi.

En problematiserings- og erfarings-
analytisk undersegelse

Lichen Alex Yu

Fabricating an S&OP Process
Circulating References and Matters
of Concern

Esben Alfort
The Expression of a Need
Understanding search

Trine Pallesen

Assembling Markets for Wind Power
An Inquiry into the Making of
Market Devices

Anders Koed Madsen

Web-Visions

Repurposing digital traces to organize
social attention

Laerke Hejgaard Christiansen
BREWING ORGANIZATIONAL
RESPONSES TO INSTITUTIONAL LOGICS

Tommy Kjeer Lassen

EGENTLIG SELVLEDELSE

En ledelsesfilosofisk athandling om
selvledelsens paradoksale dynamik og
eksistentielle engagement
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Morten Rossing
Local Adaption and Meaning Creation
in Performance Appraisal

Sgren Obed Madsen

Lederen som oversaetter

Et oversaettelsesteoretisk perspektiv
pa strategisk arbejde

Thomas Hagenhaven
Open Government Communities
Does Design Affect Participation?

Kirstine Zinck Pedersen
Failsafe Organizing?
A Pragmatic Stance on Patient Safety

Anne Petersen

Hverdagslogikker i psykiatrisk arbejde
En institutionsetnografisk undersagelse
af hverdagen i psykiatriske
organisationer

Didde Maria Humle
Forteellinger om arbejde

Mark Holst-Mikkelsen
Strategieksekvering i praksis
— barrierer og muligheder!

Malek Maalouf
Sustaining lean

Strategies for dealing with
organizational paradoxes

Nicolaj Tofte Brenneche

Systemic Innovation In The Making
The Social Productivity of
Cartographic Crisis and Transitions
in the Case of SEEIT

Morten Gylling
The Structure of Discourse
A Corpus-Based Cross-Linguistic Study

Binzhang YANG

Urban Green Spaces for Quality Life

- Case Study: the landscape
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