Regulators, Conformers and Cowboys: The Enterprise Discourse, Power and Resistance in the UK Passive Fire Protection Industry
ABSTRACT

This article draws on industry-level research to explore the enterprise discourse in the UK passive fire protection industry (PFPI). It highlights the theoretical weaknesses of the enterprise discourse by questioning the assumption that employers and managers necessarily support enterprise. It examines how employers’ not just employees may seek to resist or evade enterprise and how far from offering a united front, employers may oppose each other. The article points towards the need for industry-level studies due to the limitations and potentially misleading insights that can flow from organization-level studies. Overall, it is argued that there may be more common ground between employees and employers in terms of opposition to enterprise than has previously been suggested. 
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Introduction  
The enterprise discourse is linked with autonomy, competition and customer service whereby individuals are exhorted ‘to be free, to exercise choice and accept responsibility’ (McKinlay, 2010: 1156). It is intruding into many areas of our lives including healthcare (Doolin, 2002; McDonald et al,2008); journalism (Storey et al, 2005); consulting (Sturdy and Wright,2008; Whittle and Mueller,2008); retail (du Gay,1996); the voluntary sector (Mangan, 2009); public services (Thomas and Davies, 2005); education (Garrick and Usher, 2000); banking (Barrett, 2003; McCabe,2009); temporary working (Garsten,1999) and manufacturing (Badham et al, 2003). Enterprise has been represented by governments and popular management writers as an inherent and irrefutably positive feature of the private sector and it is often contrasted with the inflexibility and inefficiency of bureaucracy (see du Gay, 2000 for a critique).  Yet, the 2008 Global Financial Crisis, which followed the deregulation of the financial services sector, raises serious concerns about the universal applicability of enterprise and so there is an urgent need for a greater understanding of this discourse as it applies in different sectors.  One such sector is construction and within that the PFPI, which has been neglected in the academic literature. There is a literature on ‘change’, ‘lean production’ and ‘project-based’ working in the wider construction sector (Jørgensen and Emmitt, 2008; Green and May, 2005; Bresnen, et al, 2005,2005a) but it has not focused on enterprise specifically and there is no literature on the enterprise discourse in relation to the PFPI.
The assumption underpinning the enterprise discourse is that the shift towards neo-liberalism epitomised by the Thatcher government in the UK and the Reagan administration in the USA marries up with changes and interventions at the organizational level whereby managers seek to fabricate individuals as enterprise subjects (du Gay and Salaman,1992; Rose,1989).  The theory does not preclude resistance, indeed Rose (1996) is explicit that ‘human being, like all else, exceeds all attempts to think it’ (op cit:141). Nevertheless, an assumption of the theory is that structures, practices, cultures and subjectivity are being reconstituted through the enterprise discourse so as to make up ‘citizens capable of bearing a kind of regulated freedom’ (Rose and Miller,1992:174). Hence the literature has explored how individuals are forged as enterprising subjects or resist enterprise in individual workplaces (e.g. Badham et al,2003; Doolin,2002; Fournier,1998; Storey et al,2005; McCabe,2009; Whittle and Mueller,2008). None of these studies, however, have explored the ‘linkage’ (Salaman and Storey,2008:317) between how government has attempted to promote enterprise at the industry level and how organizations respond to such endeavours. Instead, the focus has remained stubbornly at the organizational and individual level. 
Through conducting an industry-level study, this article makes a contribution to our understanding of both the enterprise discourse and resistance. First, it highlights the complex and discontinuous relations between the enterprise discourse, subjectivity and action. Second, it argues that resistance to enterprise should not simply be equated with employees because employers may also resist or evade enterprise. Finally, insights from our industry-level study suggest that a distinction needs to be drawn between resistance and deviance. 
The paper is organised as follows. The next two sections set out the theoretical underpinnings of the paper: the first develops a critique of the enterprise discourse; the second locates our paper in relation to the extant literature on resistance. We then discuss our methodological approach before introducing our empirical research. Finally, we draw out the main findings of the article in a discussion and conclusion.
The Enterprise Discourse

The roots of the enterprise discourse in the UK can be traced to the election of a Conservative government in 1979, which extolled a neo-liberal commitment to choice, responsibility and individual control over one’s fate.  This is not unique to the UK, for the enterprise discourse has been identified in a number of countries including New Zealand (Doolin, 2002); Ireland (Mangan, 2009); Sweden (Garsten,1999) and Australia (Badham et al, 2003; Sturdy and Wright, 2008). The enterprise discourse has been argued to exhibit two main features (Keat, 1991). First, radical restructuring, which is associated with deregulation, delayering, flexibility and devolved decision-making, all in the name of increased consumer choice. du Gay and Salaman (1992) describe this as the ‘‘cult’ure of the customer’ and, in the PFPI, there are multiple customers reflecting that it operates at multiple levels. Nevertheless, the customer is understood, in this paper, as the end consumer or the broader public. Through our industry-level analysis, we explore how securing this “customers’” interests is an issue of contention. We add to an understanding of the enterprise discourse by highlighting that the customer may not simply be a means to discipline others but may also be a source of resistance and dispute. 
The second element of the enterprise discourse is the reconstruction of subjectivity. Individuals are reconstituted through the enterprise discourse via bureaucratic processes of recruitment, reward, promotion, appraisal, etc. whereby conduct is governed according to enterprising norms (e.g. responsibility, autonomy, initiative, flexibility, customer service) (see Barratt, 2003; Courpasson, 2000; du Gay and Salaman, 1992; Fournier and Grey, 1999; McCabe, 2009). The enterprise discourse claims to free individuals from bureaucracy and yet this masks its continuing presence (see Coupasson, 2000; Willmott, 1993) for the ‘autonomous’ individual is to exercise freedom, but only insofar as they engage in responsible, self-management (McNay, 2009). McKinlay (2010) describes this as a paradox for ‘the ways in which we discipline ourselves are, at the same time, precisely how we make ourselves ‘free’, ‘efficient’ and ‘empowered’ (op cit:1159). 
Through an industry-level study that explores the connections between government, industry and organizations, it is possible to identify limitations to the way in which enterprise has been represented in the literature to-date. Fenwick (2008:326) states that ‘‘enterprise’ is not monolithic’ because it can refer to an economic arrangement, a work structure, state policy or as an organizational mission statement. Nevertheless, the meaning of the enterprise discourse within the ‘critical’ literature has remained narrowly focused on how employees (Du Gay,1996; Fournier,1998; Mangan,2009; McCabe,2009), NHS clinicians (McDonald et al,2008) or consultants (Whittle and Mueller,2008) are constituted as responsible, flexible, autonomous subjects. It has explored how individual employees may engage with or resist this discourse but the focus has been on single workplaces. Enterprise also relates to the deregulation of industries and this has received less attention in the enterprise literature. We need first of all then to understand what enterprise means and how it is contested at different levels within industries.
Second, embedded in the enterprise discourse is the assumption that employers, managers, organizations and industries will embrace enterprise (see Figure One: Column A). Although Rose and Miller (1992) recognise that within governmental networks ‘each actor, each locale, is the point of intersection between forces, and hence a point of potential resistance to any one way of thinking and acting’ (op cit:190), this has yet to inform empirical research. Hence ‘the forging of alliances’ (Rose and Miller,1992:180) or ‘the multiple and delicate networks that connect the lives of individuals, groups and organizations to the aspirations of authorities’ (op cit:176) has largely been taken-for-granted. One explanation for this is that research has failed to go beyond the organizational level and so ‘the empirical analysis of linkages’ [between government, industry, organizations and individuals] continues to be ‘relatively neglected’ (Salaman and Storey,2008:317). Whittle and Mueller (2008) quite rightly argue that ideas do not flourish because they are inherently enterprising because others have to be enrolled to constitute them as such. Nevertheless, the implication is that once ideas are successfully represented as enterprising they will be accepted but, as we shall see, this is not necessarily the case.

INSERT FIGURE ONE

Third, resistance to enterprise has only been considered in relation to individual employees (e.g. Fournier,1998; McCabe,2009; McDonald et al,2008) (see Figure One: Column A). It is not seen as something that managers or employers may engage in and this reflects the theoretical assumptions underpinning the enterprise discourse whereby the ‘associations’ between ‘authorities’ (Rose and Miller,1992:176) are largely assumed to be unified and pulling in the same direction. Overall, we question how power and resistance have been conceived in relation to the enterprise discourse. We argue that the flow of power is far more discontinuous, disrupted, non-sequential and uneven than the literature has tended to assume. Our focus on government-industry-organizational level relations throws up unexpected dynamics in relation to the enterprise discourse that have been missed due to the dominance of organizational-level studies that focus on individual subjectivity. Importantly, this means that analysing events at the micro-level can generate misleading and even erroneous insights into the operation of discourse.
The Landscape of Resistance Research
The resistance literature has shifted in recent years away from a traditional focus on strikes, absenteeism and go-slows towards micro acts of organizational misbehaviour (Ackroyd and Thompson, 1999; Jermier et al, 1994). A growing literature explores ‘resistance at the level of subjectivity’ (Merilainen et al,2004:558) and scholars have considered how employees ‘distance’ (Collinson, 1994, 2003) themselves from contemporary management discourses, for instance, through ‘cynicism’ (Fleming and Spicer,2003) and other forms of ‘dis-identification’ (see Costas and Fleming,2009). Thomas and Davies (2005), for example, focus on resistance as ‘identity performance...stimulated by contradictions, weaknesses and gaps between alternative subject positions’ (op cit: 687).These accounts focus ‘on resistance within the workplace’ (Spicer and Böhm, 2007:1677) largely in single organizations. This remains the case even when scholars propose a ‘multileveled understanding of power and resistance’ (Fleming, 2007:240) and seek to avoid narrowly attending to ‘the labour-capital divide’ (op cit: 241). Hence Fleming (2007) examined management versus worker relations in the context of how sex, power and resistance interrelate but did so within a single call centre.
The empirical research into resistance to enterprise has also focused on struggles between managers and employees ‘within’ (Salaman and Storey, 2008: 318) single organizations. Fournier (1998), for example, explored a large service sector organization, where the enterprise discourse was resisted by graduates who developed a ‘militant’, ‘counter-discourse’ through disclaiming ownership of their ‘career’. In contrast to this and other accounts (Badham et al,2003; McCabe, 2009), we consider how the enterprise discourse was resisted or evaded by industry-level representatives and managers from different organizations.  
Our research suggests that a traditional focus on what Thomas and Davies (2005:687) describe as the ‘workers-management dialectic’ may be inadequate to capture the diversity of resistance. In view of this we attempt to grapple with power relations that cut across the boundaries of government, industry, organizations and individuals. Although industrial relations scholars have focused on resistance at the industry level for some time, the focus of such studies is primarily on union-management relations (see table one as an illustration). These accounts tend to focus on ‘resistance as a set of actions and behaviours’ (Thomas and Davies, 2005:683) in contrast to the more recent focus on theorizing ‘resistance at the level of meanings and subjectivities’ (ibid). We agree with Karreman and Alvesson (2009), however, that ‘’fully-fledged’ studies of resistance’ need to consider ‘both subjectivity and action’ (op cit:1122). In view of this, we explore the interconnections but also the disconnection between discourse, subjectivity and action.
[INSERT TABLE ONE]

Social Movement Theory (SMT) has suggested that we need to go beyond individual workplaces to understand resistance (Soule, 2013). Social movements are ‘purposive collective actions’ (Castells, 1996: 3 cited in Hensmans, 2003: 359) that create ‘the political space where the masses can manoeuvre and mobilize’ (Vanden, 2007: 20). The focus of SMT is on resistance by the ‘masses’ against organizations and so it resonates with both the resistance and enterprise literatures. Hence it attends to resistance by workers or the oppressed and by contrast, we are concerned with how industries, organizations and employers may resist or ignore the enterprise discourse. 
The issues we explore in relation to this employer resistance or opposition relate to public safety and so it is important to point out that we regard acts which pose a threat to the public as deviance rather than resistance. The resistance literature has tended to conflate resistance and deviance hence Prasad and Prasad (1998) argued that ‘workplace action that either symbolically or substantively contains oppositional or deviant elements can be characterized as resistance’ (op cit:227). More recently, Lawrence and Robinson (2007) presented ‘deviance as a form of resistance’ (op cit:379). Deviance, for us, means something more than breaking ‘norms’ that threaten ‘the well-being of the organization or its members’ (op cit:280) because from this perspective all acts that threaten corporate profitability can be seen a deviant. It therefore does not allow us to distinguish between deviance and resistance and so we see deviance as something far more specific as actions that pose a threat to public safety. Lawrence and Robinson (2007) only focused on deviance in relation to ‘employees’ but managers may also engage in deviant acts and not just those at the shopfloor level (see Bensman and Gerver,1963). As we shall see, it is important to make a distinction between resistance and deviance because it allows us to elucidate the complexity of action and subjectivity in relation to the enterprise discourse,  that has hitherto been neglected in the literature.
Research Methods and Methodology
Reflecting our theoretical interest in discourse, power, resistance and subjectivity, this research began in an exploratory way by asking two questions: what are the dominant discourses at work in the PFPI and how do those who are subject to them resist, imbibe or otherwise engage with them? These broad questions limited the focus of the research whilst allowing us to remain open to the unexpected. In view of the questions we were asking, qualitative research methods were chosen because they provide greater insights into the complex, shifting and multifaceted nature of social relations. We selected the PFPI as a site for investigation because this sector has been neglected in the academic literature. Second, we wanted to avoid narrowly focusing on a single organization. Third, we sought to understand dynamics that go beyond a traditional interest in management-labour relations and fourth, the PFPI has been subject to deregulatory forces over a number of decades. Finally, we were able to negotiate in-depth research ‘access’ (Stake,2000) across a number of levels and locations, which we considered essential in order to understand how discourse, power, resistance and subjectivity interact beyond a single workplace.    
The empirical research took place over a period of two and a half years from January 2008 to December 2010. The intention was to spend a substantial period of time in the field and the research employed ‘an array of interpretive techniques’ so as ‘to describe, decode, translate, and otherwise come to terms with the meaning, not the frequency’ (Van Maanen,1979:520) of events, issues, discourses, subjectivities and power relations as they unfolded during the research. As a condition of the research access, confidentiality was promised and so pseudonyms are used to preserve the anonymity of the research participants. 

We do not claim representativeness in a positivist or quantitative sense because, for us, qualitative research reflects a concern to grasp a complex, shifting reality which is always beyond our reach. It is not possible, therefore, to represent all of the views that may exist in an empirical setting and so one has inevitably to be selective both about data collection and its representation. In short, ‘a process of abstraction and simplification is necessary’ (Golding, 1980: 763). This also reflects, in part, the complex structure of the construction industry, which means that ‘trade-offs’ are ‘unavoidable in terms of where the researcher is able to focus their attention. Only being able to be in one place at a time’ (Marshall and Bresnen, 2013:114). It is inevitable therefore that our insights are ‘partial’ (Clifford, 1986) but we believe that attempting to research industries can nonetheless provide novel insights into how power and resistance operate.
Data Collection
Data was collected in three ways. First, we conducted tape-recorded interviews with 25 individuals each of which lasted on average two hours. These individuals held various positions, including 15 managers who acted as company representatives at trade association meetings; the Chairman of a trade association; two technical managers and one marketing manager. Four contractors were also interviewed and two site inspectors who work for a testing laboratory, who are also members of trade associations. Initially, interviews followed a ‘snowball sample’ (Marshall, 1996: 523), whereby interviewees were asked to recommend individuals who work in and who were knowledgeable about the PFPI. 
The process of translating data to the page was iterative and involved moving ‘back and forth between existing materials’ and our ‘own research’ (Mills,1959:202); but it began to take form when we identified a safety/bureaucracy discourse through which certain organizations and individuals were described as ‘cowboys’. Subsequently, a more ‘purposeful’ (Coyne, 1997) sample began as we sought to interview individuals and research locations that our respondents depicted as ‘cowboys’. This involved five field visits to construction sites where observational and interview-based research was conducted, each visit lasting half a day. On arrival at the sites we were introduced to a site manager who provided a guided tour during which passive fire protection materials were pointed out to us. After each tour, which lasted approximately one hour, we were left on our own. As elsewhere, ‘safety regulations limited our access to construction sites’ (Morris and Lancaster,2006:215) but we were still able to undertake observations, whilst also listening to conversations between individuals as they went about their work. 
The interviews that took place during these site visits were often ad hoc as they occurred when individuals were working, on their lunch break, or after their shift had finished. We spoke to ten individuals informally across the five sites and there were an additional three formal interviews. These conversations mainly took place in site offices, which were, as one respondent put it, ‘away from prying eyes and listening ears’. We also gained access to three companies manufacturing passive fire products, which were also defined as ‘cowboys’ by the respondents we spoke to. Here, we interviewed six individuals, including four who were responsible for checking product quality. Each interview lasted one hour and they were all tape recorded. 
All of the interviews were transcribed leading to fifty hours of interview data and over one hundred pages of text.  Data analysis began almost immediately after the first interview through listening to the day’s recordings and writing notes. Through this process we identified ideas, enigmas and issues to explore in subsequent interviews.  The typed transcripts were then manually coded and analysed in order to discern themes related to dominant discourses and how individuals resisted or engaged with them. The focus on the enterprise discourse and various counter-discourses partly emerged out of this analysis. We say partly because we consider empirical materials to be already theoretically loaded - imbued with how one understands the world, which impacts upon the questions asked or excluded either intentionally or unintentionally. 
As already indicated, the second method of data collection involved non-participant observation of construction sites, factories and meetings.  These observations provided added depth to the interview material. The aim was ‘to gather first-hand information about social processes in a “naturally occurring way”’ (Silverman, 1993: 111). Gaining access to over twenty meetings involved observing interactions which lasted on average one and half hours each. These thirty hours of observations included eleven trade association and nine federation meetings, which enhanced our knowledge and understanding of how the enterprise discourse was extolled across the industry and how the counter-discourse of safety/bureaucracy challenged it. Information was collected through writing notes during the meetings which was not disruptive because many of the participants made notes of their own. This involved manually recording the verbal exchanges between the participants as faithfully as possible. 
During our visits to small manufacturing companies or ‘cowboys’, we also attended and observed two meetings, each of which lasted thirty minutes that were attended by employees and management. The topic of these meetings included the cost of the paint being used on steel beams and how best to ‘ensure the client got what they thought they had asked for’ (fieldnotes). As elsewhere, the individuals’ perception of who we were (academics) marked us out as ‘an audience to their activities rather than as a potential participant’ (Iszatt-White, 2007: 447).   

The third method of data collection involved documentary investigation through analysing six government White Papers from 1981 to 2003; collecting and reviewing documents from company websites; trade association conferences and other government papers, such as the Approved Document B or ‘ADB’ and the Regulatory Reform Order (2005). The enterprise discourse leapt out from these texts and we sought to understand its meaning within this industry and how successive governments had sought to deregulate the industry through this means. 
Data Analysis
The first theme that we identified through our analysis was a tension between the enterprise discourse espoused by government and a counter discourse of safety/bureaucracy voiced by trade association members that called for a more centralized system of regulation (see Figure One: Column B). This theme emerged through our observations of meetings and interviews but it has to be acknowledged that ‘any gaze is always filtered’ (Denzin and Lincoln, 2003: 31) and ours was informed by the theoretical constructs outlined above. It struck us as unusual, however, that company representatives and managers sought to resist enterprise. This seemed inconsistent with ‘conventional wisdom’ (Whetten1989:493), for resistance to enterprise has been seen as the domain of employees (see Fournier, 1998; Mangan,2009). This novelty created a spark and a focus enabling us to begin to translate ‘experience...into the intellectual sphere...[whereby one]...gives it form’ (Mills, 1959: 199). 
The outcome of this analysis will be explored below but, with the additional complexity of a second theme, which was that our respondents referred to certain individuals and organizations as ‘cowboys’. This alluded to a deviant culture through which both the discourse of self-regulation (enterprise) and the counter-discourse of safety/bureaucracy were rejected by some areas of the industry (See Figure One: Column C). This also struck us as unusual and inconsistent with the way in which employers/managers tend to be viewed as the engineers of enterprise or neoliberalism because, as before, this was not employees or unions resisting management but sections of an industry opposing each other along with government espoused norms. The culture of deviance appeared to be bound up with subjectivities and actions that remained untouched by either the enterprise discourse or the counter-discourse of safety/bureaucracy. Most importantly, it pointed towards a form of non-compliance with these discourses that posed a threat to life and so we define it as deviance rather than resistance. In order to examine this deviance, we explore the culture, subjectivity and actions that amounted to what we describe as a cost competitiveness discourse. 
The Case Study

The Passive Fire Protection Industry: An Overview
The UK construction sector includes 250,000 firms which employ around 2.1 million people (BIS, 2009).  It is made up of clients; designers; suppliers and contractors. There are also companies which manufacture and install fire protection products. Passive fire protection, including ceiling panels, cavity wall panels and intumescent paint, is hidden within the fabric of a building.  In the construction industry, production methods ‘have changed little over the last 500 years’ (Morris and Lancaster,2006:211) and the structure of the industry presents a problem for regulators. This is because it is ‘very fragmented’ (op cit:215) and encompasses ‘an enormous range of activity’ (Bresnen et al,2005a:1538), which makes it difficult to control (see Bresnen,1990). It has been argued that safety may be compromised when contractors bid for contracts (Langford et al, 2000:139) because profits necessitate ‘corner cutting’ (Iszatt-White,2007:457).
The PFPI includes five ‘permeable’ levels including (1). Government policy writers - responsible for writing and disseminating regulations for the industry. (2). Trade federations that transfer information to their members who are predominantly trade associations. (3). Trade Associations that act as a conduit for the flow of information from government to individual manufacturers.  (4). manufacturers and (5). contractors. The main regulatory document is ‘Approved Document B’ (ADB, 2006).  It contains detailed information on fire safety, for instance, the length of time fire protection products such as a door are capable of preventing fire spread. It is not mandatory but there is an expectation that organizations will follow the guidance voluntarily.
The Regulators: A Government-Led Discourse of Enterprise
This section discusses how successive UK governments have extolled the enterprise discourse through White Papers that apply to the construction sector. The first White Paper which is relevant to our analysis is ‘The Future of Building Control in England and Wales’ (1981). It set out proposals to eliminate ‘cumbersome and bureaucratic’ regulations, which were considered ‘inflexible’ whilst inhibiting ‘innovation’ and imposing ‘unnecessary costs’ (op cit: 4).  It offered four proposals: ‘maximum self-regulation’; ‘minimum government interference’; ‘total self-financing’ and ‘simplicity in operation’ (ibid). The stated aim was to give the ‘construction industry and building professions a new freedom to regulate their own affairs’ (op cit: 16) thereby exempting ‘local authorities and other public bodies from formal control’ (op cit: 4). Enterprise is a means to devolve the costs of regulation to the industry hence the emphasis on ‘total self-financing’.  The government argued that deregulation would ‘preserve the high standards of safety in buildings’ through enabling local authorities to ‘simplify’ procedures (op  cit: 16) and yet this is questionable given that voluntary compliance, reduced resources and a lack of enforcement, means that organizations can engage or disengage with regulation.
A subsequent White Paper, ‘Lifting the Burden’ (1984/1985: 1), states that ‘one important aspect of helping enterprise to grow [is] by reducing burdens imposed on businesses’. It continues ‘Better regulation will continue to protect our society [and] help enterprise flourish’ (op cit: 4). In support of this discourse, organizations were exhorted to deliver ‘more choice, better services, lower prices, greater international competitiveness’ and ‘freedom from bureaucratic control’ (op cit: 2).  A driving force behind the enterprise discourse is the neoliberal belief in free markets and this is echoed in the White Paper which states: ‘[if] …the operation of the market can be relied upon to ensure that acceptable standards are maintained, there is no case for regulation’ (op cit: 16).  It advocates ‘greater responsibility’ for ‘owners/occupiers to meet safety standards’ (op cit: 9) and resulted in self-certification and reduced constraints on building regulations. 
A further White Paper argued that an ‘enterprise economy’ can be achieved ‘by cutting red tape’ (Building Businesses…Not Barriers,1985/1986:iv). Enterprise and self-regulation remain a contentious issue hence a report in 2009, by Sir Ken Knight, the Chief Fire and Rescue Advisor, on the fire at Lakanal House, Camberwell, asserted that the passive fire protection products used in the building were ‘an area for consideration’. Questions were raised over whether they had been installed correctly as the fire spread was deemed extensive and ‘unusual’ (Knight, 2009: 11). It was recommended that products should be ‘installed by suitably competent people who fully recognise the significance of the fire safety measures being installed’ (ibid).   

Despite the questionable effectiveness of enterprise as a means to regulate the PFPI and the election of a Labour government in 1997, the White Paper ‘Our Fire and Rescue Service’ (2003) asserted that the Government has ‘been involved in operations to a remarkable level of detail…[what is needed]...is managerial independence to deliver the authorities’ plans as effectively as possible’ (ibid:8).  Following this White Paper, both the Regulatory Reform Order (2005) and the Legislative and Regulatory Reform Order (2006) were introduced to reform ‘legislation which has the effect of imposing burdens affecting persons in the carrying on of an activity’ (RRO, 2005 guidance notes). Organizations were encouraged to submit proposals to simplify regulation and to reduce the bureaucratic burden (Ambler and Chittenden, 2007).    
The elevation of the enterprise discourse has showed no signs of abating with the election of the UK’s Coalition government in 2010. During its first months in office, a forum referred to as ‘Your Freedom’, offered the public:

 the chance to tell us which laws and regulations you think we should get rid of. (HM Government, 2010).   

Speaking in December 2009, before he became  Prime Minister, David Cameron stated that the UK had become ‘saturated’ by health and safety laws (BBC News, December 2009), which has resulted in a ‘stultifying blanket of bureaucracy, suspicion and fear’ (ibid).  This call for less bureaucracy echoes the ‘lighter touch’ approach (UKAS, 2004: 1) towards regulation evinced by previous governments. 
We now turn to our observations of trade association meetings and interviews with trade association members. In doing so we will illustrate the tension between the enterprise discourse outlined above and a ‘counter-discourse’ (Foucault, 1979), which criticises the lack of control created by it.  
The Regulators: Elevating the Enterprise Discourse
Trade association meetings are held in a variety of locations across the country. One event that lasted for three hours, which was observed towards the end of 2009, was organised and funded by a large trade association. Individuals from across the industry were invited to discuss issues or concerns which affected them, such as amendments to Building Regulations.  Government representatives from various bodies such as the Local Authority Building Control (LABC) also attended. This body is responsible for improving standards and quality in construction as well as inspecting buildings. The individuals who attended these meetings perceived it as an opportunity to ‘lobby’ Government, mainly due to ministers being present. It was as Daniel, a trade association consultant, commented ‘our only chance to speak to the Government rep face to face, for us to air our views, and for him to hopefully listen and do something about it’.  

The meeting was held in a large, open plan room, in which 120 chairs were arranged in 6 rows. The meeting began with a presentation by Anna, a chief executive of a major manufacturer of PFPI products, which is seen as an exemplar of best practice within the industry.  Anna began by dimming the lights in the room and her first slide listed construction jobs including ‘technician, contractor, director, manager, site operative, builder’. These words periodically flicked in and out of view accompanied by pictures of buildings.  Throughout, a male voice narrated indicating what the slide showed and where the building was located. This captured people’s attention, which was evident in the way they were leaning forward in their seats and nodding. As the last picture was shown, the voice was heard to say ‘What do you see?’ This question lingered in the room before Anna stated: 

this slide always makes me feel passionate about the job we all do, and it makes me feel good working in the construction industry; it should have the same effect on you too. We all know what improvements have to be made and all of you in this room have the qualities which will help this industry be a success. Remember, it’s about drive, initiative, responsibility and commitment.  
Anna’s final words extoll the enterprise discourse with its emphasis on ‘responsibility’ and ‘initiative’. Simon, a government policy writer, then replaced Anna at the podium. During his talk he referred to Approved Document B (ADB), which advocates self-regulation. He articulated the enterprise discourse through asserting that ‘regulation is no longer needed in this industry; we’ve moved to better regulation now which is very much evidence-based. It’s the driver for the sort of better regulation approach that relies on industry taking control, rather than loads of external inspections…which I know none of you would want’. 
The Conformers: A Counter Discourse of Safety/bureaucracy 

The subsequent speakers at this meeting voiced a different discourse that criticised the effectiveness of enterprise as a means of regulation. This counter-discourse expressed three main issues which were, at times, in tension with each other. First, that public safety is being compromised through the enterprise discourse and so there is an ethical dimension to this counter-discourse. Second, that greater bureaucratic regulation is needed to remedy the failings of enterprise. Third, that those who conform to the enterprise discourse are at a competitive disadvantage due to the additional costs incurred through compliance. This last issue rubs up against the avowed concern with safety. This counter-discourse resists enterprise but it draws upon ‘a multiplicity of discursive elements’ (Foucault, 1979: 100) that are internally contradictory. We will now explore how these contradictions played out.
The following comments are extracted from a speech by Mike, a trade association member, which was delivered at the above meeting:
Perhaps the biggest challenges that we face as an industry today are apathy, ignorance and denial....You will of course hear all of the required sound bites calling for action or the call for an enquiry from our politicians following the tragedy of a major fire. But, when the dust settles, is there really any action that manifests itself into a tangible reality? 
Mike’s comments indicate the need for greater government regulation. He imbued his counter-discourse with an ethical dimension, suggesting that greater regulation will improve safety. During Mike’s speech, people in the audience nodded and made notes. A few physically moved their chairs to see the reaction of the two government ministers who were attending the meeting. On glancing over at the ministers, one was sitting with his head down thereby avoiding eye contact with the individuals near him. The other was fidgeting and wringing his hands, but kept his eyes straight ahead looking at the speaker. 
After silence was restored in the room following mutters of agreement, John (senior manager of a glass manufacturer and a trade association member) spoke and he compared fire protection with buying a new car: 

Would you ask yourself the question, ‘I assume they put some brakes in it?’ or ‘Is this steering wheel connected correctly?’ or perhaps more importantly ‘Will my family be safe in this vehicle?’. If you think that way about a car why should the same rules not apply to the fire protection measures installed in a building? 
John also linked the need for regulation to safety and his opposition to enterprise is imbued with ethics because without greater regulation ‘you run the risk of killing or seriously injuring’ others.  This counter-discourse presents a critique of the autonomous, self-regulation of enterprise on the basis of safety. 
Through employing this counter-discourse, trade association members represented enterprise as not only heightening risk, but also a ‘waste [of] their money’ (Elaine, trade association consultant). This includes a more pecuniary critique of the enterprise discourse and those who fail to conform. A discussion with Denise (trade association consultant) reinforced this monetary concern: 
…the costs [of compliance] would be justifiable and far more acceptable if the enforcement was there which meant you got a payback, a benefit for your investment. But because the enforcement isn’t there because of this free choice, which is offered in an uneducated market, which is driven by the lowest tender…all the investment you do for compliance with standards and regulations is basically pissing in the wind because you don’t get a market advantage…this means that people have choice but they use it to do what they like
Denise’s opposition to enterprise is bound up with the lack of rewards for compliance. Rather than ethical outrage at the threat to safety, her concern seems to be the ‘market advantage’ gained by those who do not comply and who, therefore, do not incur the costs of compliance. Competitive advantage is an important part of the ‘counter-discourse’ and so it both resists and reflects the enterprise discourse. It resists because the enterprise discourse promotes initiative, ‘free choice’ and autonomy; whilst the counter-discourse calls for greater bureaucratic regulation. Yet it also reflects enterprise because the counter-discourse is bound up with competition and the competitive disadvantage for compliant, trade association members. Nonetheless, concerns with cost competitiveness clearly pre-date the enterprise discourse.
Jim (marketing manager, trade association member) emphasised the challenges presented by the lack of mandatory control.  He stated: ‘deregulation doesn’t work in our industry…whilst government would very much like and is quite happy to devolve power downwards there is then responsibility too, you know with that power goes responsibility, it’s not their problem anymore’. This quote exemplifies the economic concerns underpinning the resistance of trade association members in terms of the government passing on the problem and costs of regulation to the companies within the industry. The counter discourse reflects an attempt to voice, consolidate and mobilize resistance to the enterprise discourse.
The Conformers: Representations of Deviance
Through the counter-discourse of safety/bureaucracy, trade association members suggested that some areas of the PFPI behaved in deviant ways: 
You can work on the assumption that your colleagues are…intelligent, self-disciplined and know what they’re doing. But the challenge we’ve got in the fire industry is that there is no trust because it’s consequently been blown apart by a large minority who are scandalous (Daniel, Trade Association Consultant)
Daniel’s expectation of ‘self-disciplined’ individuals suggests that even those who resisted the enterprise discourse imbibed the need for self-regulation. He argued that individuals need to constitute themselves as ‘honourable’ and ‘principled’ so that you can work on the basis of ‘trust’. According to Thiel (2007), the construction industry has to work on the basis of ‘trust’ because it is impossible to control otherwise. The words honourable, principled and trust give an ethical force to the counter-discourse and Daniel used this to castigate the ‘scandalous’ non-conformers.
In stark contrast to successive UK governments, the counter-discourse made a compelling case for bureaucracy and this endorses du Gay’s (2000) arguments.  Indeed Philip, a contractor, advocated a more bureaucratic form of regulation because: 
It’s not a good industry, but it’s all because it’s not regulated. Get legislation and get regulation and I think it [non-compliance] would literally go overnight because the cowboys couldn’t do what they are doing. They’d be out of business over night but until that happens, it’s just going to go round and round

Philip equated bureaucracy with ethics in that ‘legislation’ and ‘regulation’ would help to create ‘a good industry’. This is interesting because enterprise is presented by government as economically and ethically superior to bureaucracy, which it links to inefficiency. Philip justified his call for regulation through defining non-conformers as ‘cowboys’.  This became clearer when we spoke to Mick, a consultant, who directed his criticisms of enterprise at the ‘cowboys’:
In this industry it’s all about this (rubbing fingers together to indicate money)…and their [the ‘cowboys’] logic is, the product costs the earth...so if I save on the product I’m going to save money. So they quote the material correctly, but then apply half of the desired and necessary thickness. It’s all about money, always.
It could be argued that the concern with safety is a smokescreen, for as this reference to deviance reveals, there is a preoccupation with the unfair cost advantage gained by the cowboys.  Hannah (sales co-ordinator of a global manufacturer) articulated the need for more bureaucratic control over the industry:  

The Government sets policy but they don’t implement. Implementation is the problem, that’s where I think there is a gap. There are not enough inspections, there are problems with enforcement. I don’t know why they just can’t provide more rules which tell people ‘You must do this, or else’…
Hannah highlighted the lack of punishment for non-compliance and the insufficient bureaucracy (inspectors) to ensure compliance. Those who wielded this counter-discourse attempted to resist the enterprise discourse by attending trade association meetings and this involved lobbying government representatives; preparing and making speeches; asking critical questions; writing and sending emails; exchanging telephone conversations; organizing informal meetings and also publishing articles in trade magazines where advice and guidance on correct installation is provided. The resistance expressed through this counter-discourse, calls for greater bureaucratic control over the industry and, therefore, over the individuals that make up the PFPI. In short, it was resistance for, not against, bureaucratic control. In the next section, we explore how those represented as ‘cowboys’ articulated an alternative discourse.
The Cowboys: A Discourse of Cost Competiveness
Those who were depicted as ‘cowboys’ took advantage of the lack of regulation via ‘corner cutting’ (Iszatt-White,2007:457) so as to ‘cheat’ (see Mars, 1982) the system and evade the costs of regulation.  Neil, a contractor, expressed the pressure he felt in trying to compete in the market place. His comments are indicative of deviance but for him this appeared to be entirely normal:  
we don’t get checked too often and it’s easy to cheat, believe me. In fact, one of the site inspectors is meant to call in two weeks, and I’m actually deciding to steer him away from a job we’re not too certain about. I don’t want him looking at that. We’ve had to cut down on a bit of the ‘top notch’ material in order to save money (whispered). Well, we’re trying to cover our arse and avoiding costs is part of that in this climate. I’ll tell him to go somewhere else, give him a sexy job (laughs)
These insights reveal a discourse that is opposed to both the self-regulation of enterprise and the counter discourse of safety/bureaucracy. It indicates that even if there was greater bureaucratic regulation of the industry, ways would be found to resist it. Neil defied the self-regulation of enterprise by failing to act in a responsible way. He uses his autonomy, which is the target of enterprise, to avoid the regulations that others seek to impose.  Neil’s colleague Ben, who is also a contractor, overheard the above conversation and interjected with his own view: 

Yes, that’s the problem with this voluntary regulation because we could contact the inspectors now and say ‘Right we want you to come and visit this particular project’ and they will come and visit that one and they can then tick off their tick list that they’ve been, seen our company’s projects this year and that’s it. Obviously, having more regs isn’t good either, because at least now, we can decide on which one we send them to. We’re not going to invite them to one we’ve done badly, so we make sure we’ve secured it, checked it over ourselves, make sure it’s 150% right and, as near to perfect as possible, with no non-conformances. A report would then be sent to the client and then we wouldn’t see them for another twelve months, so the next 99 jobs we do could be crap, awful and damn right dangerous, but if anyone criticised us, we’d say ‘we were inspector approved, they came to check us and passed us’. The fact that they’ve only checked one of our jobs is neither here nor there, they’ve done their job and won’t bother doing anymore, so what incentive have we got? None if you ask me. 

Ben’s remarks appear to mock (Collinson, 1992) the enterprise discourse or ‘voluntary regulation’ because for him it is unworkable. He was also critical of the counter-discourse of safety/bureaucracy because ‘having more regs isn’t good either’ and this seemed to reflect a concern that bureaucratic regulation would limit his ability to ‘fiddle’ (Mars, 1982). Ben saw no incentive to comply with the enterprise discourse which would put him at a cost disadvantage because it can be so easily transgressed due to the lack of regulation. 
The burden of regulation rests with inspectors who are also contractors and, according to Ben, ‘won’t bother doing anymore’ than is required. This aids individuals who seek to evade regulation and it suggests that inspectors are, unwittingly and unintentionally perhaps, part of the culture of deviance. According to the inspectors that we talked to, they do not always strictly enforce compliance, which reinforces deviance: 

If I raised everything I saw on site, the client would refuse to employ me again and that’s costly; it’s my livelihood at the end of the day. You can call me a tearaway, but we have to be naughty in this industry. Using red tape to scare people never works and it’s not my fault nobody inspects the inspectors. Our clients would be fuming if we reported all their faults, wouldn’t they?(Alex, Site Inspector).   

Alex does not report all the non-conformance he finds. He displayed an absence of responsibility by expressing that it is not ‘my fault’ that nobody ‘inspects the inspectors’ and so resisted the self-regulation of an ‘enterprising subject’ (du Gay and Salaman, 1992). Instead, he acts according to established cultural norms and economic imperatives for to enforce regulatory discipline would threaten his livelihood because clients will not employ inspectors who inspect too stringently.     

These insights suggest that at the local level, the PFPI operates according to its own norms that can be seen as deviant because they pose a threat to public safety. It appeared that non-conformity is widespread hence during observations at a small steel workshop and paint spraying site, Andy, a contractor, asserted that the regulations specify two coats of paint to ensure effective protection in the event of a fire. It was clear, however, that these requirements were flouted due to the visual lack of thickness of the paint on the steel. Indeed, the paint was peeling off and when we asked one of the sprayers about this he replied:

yeah, there are books and books on these regulatory requirements, what we should do, what we shouldn’t do; they’re about four hundred pages long. None of us guys read that. We’re in a market place where the cheapest cost wins the job and that means less care is taken sometimes. These paints are expensive and to reapply multiple coatings on all this lot (pointing to the warehouse full of steel pipes), when they’re not always needed, seems a waste of material and money. We’ve even been told not to waste it. The client gets what they pay for, a sprayed steel beam, nothing more. Our manager is meant to check on us, but he doesn’t do that often. It’s not our responsibility because who are we to say anything; we’re just guys spraying paint (laughs).   

Those depicted as ‘cowboys’ did not subscribe to the counter-discourse voiced by trade association members. According to this sprayer, the existing regulatory regime is already too costly. This appeared to reflect a shared cultural understanding that cost competitiveness is what counts. Hence he explained that they have been ‘told not to waste’ paint and this supports earlier studies that reveal how managers and employees often collude in acts of deviance (see Bensman and Gerver, 1963; Mars, 1982). Indeed, Thiel (2007) found that project managers ‘indulge’ builders ‘in their time-banditry and pilfering to a large degree’ (op cit:236). The remarks of Steve, a contractor, underline the extent to which the regulations are flouted: 
 I know that we all talk about the cowboys but I tell you what, if this firm was just producing and selling one fire protection product, we’d be classified in that category too. We couldn’t survive without cheating. It costs a bloody fortune, to be honest. It would be a lot easier to follow the pack and nip down to a local store, buy some emulsion and mix it with the fire protection paint. For one, it’s a lot cheaper, looks the same and lasts longer. With limited inspections going on, whose gonna know?’
A similar comment was expressed by Graham (technical director, contractor) who asserted that despite his attempts to regulate the ‘paint guys’ in his firm, he was not certain that they all complied: 
I contribute to the inspection of my own guys here, but let’s be realistic, we all bend the rules, everyone does. It’s really hard to say with that lot out there (pointing outside). Things go on in the background that I don’t know about. There have definitely been situations here where I know different paint has been used to the one the client ordered. Oh yeah, I’ve even been involved in that, we might have a lower quality paint left over from another job, same colour, so we use that as an undercoat; nobody knows, it’s hidden and saves us on wastage costs.
Andy and Graham’s comments are both indicative of a deviant culture and subjectivity. This predates the enterprise discourse and its call for self-regulation, nevertheless these discourses are connected as Ben’s remarks (above) highlighted.    
The lack of inspection allowed a culture of deviance to flourish as was demonstrated to us during a tour of a building site. The requirement to wear a fluorescent jacket, a safety helmet and boots was clearly stated prior to entering the site. However, Robert (sales and marketing manager, manufacturer) who volunteered to show us around made no attempt to comply with these regulations. He was asked about them and simply looked at us, smirked and said ‘you’re having a laugh, aren’t ya, I know we should really do it, but sod that, there’s no inspectors here today’. 
Robert’s comments indicate how it is difficult to enforce safety when managers collude in deviance and they do so, at least in part, because it is difficult to ensure control within this industry (see Bresnen,1990; Thiel,2007).  This deviance results in fire safety being what Richard (health and safety officer) called ‘a tick-box to a prequel, it doesn’t get done’.  The discourse of cost competitiveness illuminates the obstacles to both the enterprise and the safety/bureaucracy counter-discourse. The former calls for self-regulation whilst the latter promotes compliance through external regulation. Yet neither grasps the ‘cultural embeddedness’ (Courpasson and Dany, 2009: 341) of non-compliance, for individuals are always able to act contrary to the expectations of others, which find multiple, unexpected ways to surface.
Discussion and Conclusion 
Through conducting an industry-level analysis, as figure one illustrates, our case study has provided new insights into the enterprise discourse and resistance. The first column of figure one refers to the theory underpinning the enterprise discourse, which assumes that a shift towards neoliberalism coincides with a broad shift within capitalism whereby government, employers and managers promote enterprise as a means to reconstitute employee subjectivity. Although this inevitably simplifies matters as it excludes, for instance, the role of management gurus, consultants or academics, it provides a useful way to summarise the assumptions underpinning the discourse. These assumptions are ‘like ruts in the road’ that scholars have tended to ‘follow and re-create’ (Pentland,1992:712). This article has sought to disrupt and advance but not dismiss this approach. As column one of figure one points out, to-date research has largely attended to individual employee resistance to enterprise at the organizational level.
The second column of figure one highlights a different set of dynamics whereby organizations that we classify as ‘conformers’, represented by trade associations, adopted a ‘counter-discourse’ (Foucault,1979) of safety/bureaucracy to resist the deregulatory demands of the enterprise discourse. This resistance included an oppositional subjectivity and action whereby government ministers were lobbied through emailing and phoning colleagues, organizing and attending meetings, preparing power point slides, making speeches and writing articles in trade journals. This provides an example of resistance ‘as the production of counter-arguments’ (Symon, 2005: 1645) but it is about more than ‘how identities are created through talk’ (ibid). Hence this counter discourse espoused the importance of safety and emphasized the need for bureaucratic regulation in order to protect the public. The organizations that resisted enterprise through this counter-discourse did so via trade associations but nevertheless they continued to act in compliant and self-regulating ways. This industry-level resistance sought to resist deregulation but individual organizations still endeavoured to fabricate their employees as enterprising subjects. In this sense they simultaneously resisted, complied with and embraced enterprise because it meant different things at different levels of the industry. 
The third column of figure one refers to a counter-discourse of cost competitiveness, through which managers, contractors and employees described as ‘cowboys’ expressed a subjectivity and acted in ways that ignored or subverted both the enterprise discourse of self-regulation and the counter-discourse of safety/bureaucracy. These ‘cowboys’ legitimised their non-compliance because without deviating from regulatory norms they suggested that it would not be possible to compete. It is problematic, however, to equate this counter discourse with resistance because it posed a risk to public safety and so it is better seen as deviance. 

This article has questioned the theoretical assumptions underpinning the enterprise discourse, First, we have questioned the assumption that employers and managers will respond to the enterprise discourse in the same way through embracing it. Hence we have argued that even within the same industry, employers and managers may not be united champions of enterprise. Indeed, some may seek to resist enterprise with its emphasis on deregulation whilst others acted in deviant ways. These points address Fenwick’s (2008) call for research that ‘can help unsettle the apparent decidability and regulatory power of discourses such as enterprise, tracing instead its internal contradictions as well as the linkages that sustain its apparent stability’ (op cit:329). 
Second, we have argued that resistance to enterprise should not simply be seen as the domain of employees because employers/managers also resist. Resistance to enterprise has been presented in a singular way as non-compliance and yet, when looked at through a broader lens, we can observe that in terms of the ‘conformers’ resistance at the industry level through lobbying still meant compliance at the organizational level. This partly reflects that enterprise is not always the same thing.  Hence, at the industry level, employers’ associations sought to resist the deregulation espoused through the enterprise discourse but employers still complied with its call for self-regulation. In this sense, at the industry level ‘consent and resistance’ (Collinson,2005) coexist as they do at the individual level but our industry-level analysis has highlighted how the enterprise discourse itself operates in discontinuous, uneven and often messy ways.
Third, we have highlighted that our understanding of resistance to enterprise and resistance more broadly can be enhanced through an industry-level analysis as it allows us to go beyond labour-management relations, a focus on identity and the confines of a single organization. Had we only focused on labour-management relations in a compliant manufacturing company, for example, we may have concluded that employers within this industry embraced enterprise. Likewise, focusing only on a ‘cowboy’ may have led us to reach the opposite conclusion.  Through exploring the discourse of enterprise and competing discourses we have illuminated that employers as well as employees may be opposed to enterprise. We have illustrated that this opposition takes different forms that may resist each other, which may or may not be directly connected to the enterprise discourse. To have focused only on a single organization could have obscured and potentially misrepresented the dynamics within this industry. Certainly, to have narrowly focused on identity could have obfuscated critically important issues around public safety and regulation.
Nevertheless, we would not endorse Spicer and Böhm’s (2007) conclusion that researchers should ‘abandon their preoccupation with struggles occurring in the workplace’ (op cit: 1691). This is because struggles both outside and within the workplace are interrelated. Hence enterprise is linked to a broad shift towards neoliberalism that works through reconstituting how actors across different sectors, industries and organizations regulate and understand their lives. We need to understand how resistance to this project emerges from both within and outside individual workplaces. We should not assume that employers are simply advocates of enterprise whilst employees are its opponents. Indeed, if we begin from this proposition then it can limit understanding. To recognise this is also useful as a means of mobilising and articulating broader opposition to enterprise, which transcends the traditional labour-management divide.
To conclude, our paper has contributed to the enterprise and resistance literatures by highlighting the need to go beyond single organizations and the management-labour nexus in order to understand the complex way in which the enterprise discourse is unfolding, power is exercised and how it is resisted. This does not mean abandoning the workplace as a focus for study but rather endeavouring to understand how relations of power and resistance interact with and go beyond management-employee relations. We have argued that this broader focus can illuminate issues that organization-level studies may obscure hence employers as well as employees may oppose different aspects of enterprise and employers may resist each other. Rather than employees facing governments, employers and management united behind the banner of enterprise, we have illustrated that this may be a divided force. Moreover, employers and employees may share some similar concerns (public safety) that together they could voice through trade unions and employer associations in opposition to enterprise.
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