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A B S T R A C T   

Labor process theory (LPT) is a critical approach to studies on work and employment; it is rooted in the Marxist 
tradition, which addresses conflictual relations between capital and labor and connects work transformations 
with broader structural contexts. LPT has been one of the theoretical lenses through which critical human 
resource management (HRM) scholars have attempted to challenge taken-for-granted concepts and approaches 
introduced by mainstream, positivist, and functionalist HRM research. Yet, an effort to consolidate its signifi
cance in critical HRM is missing in the extant literature. Drawing on a systematic review of 103 research articles 
published from 2000 to 2021, the present paper identified four key themes in previous LPT-informed HRM 
research, including institutional forces, control regimes, solidarity and resistance, and the deskilling-upskilling 
paradox. Based on this review, the article discusses what critical HRM scholars can learn from this collective 
understanding of LPT and how they could also employ this theory to advance critical HRM research. The main 
argument brought forward is the idea that LPT is worthwhile to challenge the excessive optimism propagated by 
the pluralist approaches in HRM.   

1. Introduction 

Since the early 1980s, critical HRM scholars have been attempting to 
challenge the dominant mainstream HRM research characterized by 
positivistic, functionalist, and uncritical approaches (Keegan & Boselie, 
2006; Watson, 2004). At the time, HRM research was significantly led by 
marketization and ideological individualism (Dundon & Rafferty, 2018), 
and psychological theories were primarily employed (Vincent et al., 
2020), issues that seemingly remain prevalent in the current HRM 
research (Budd, 2020). Mainstream research in HRM has also been 
criticized for its “simplified, depoliticized, and one-sided” research ori
entations (Rhodes & Harvey, 2012, p. 49), supporting a specific social 
order in which capital interests prevail against workers’ interests 
(Watson, 2004). 

However, academic trajectories in the mainstream HRM research 
have not historically been straightforward, as addressed in previous 
studies (Gospel, 2019; Kaufman, 2004). Each specific HRM model – 
defined as “a particular set of investments, policies, and practices that 
have emerged for a group of workers” (Boxall, 2021, p. 837) – appearing 
in the scholarly debates must be understood given the underlying 
employment relationship models. This way, scholars can more 

holistically understand and interpret the labor problems concerning 
each model. 

Each type of employment relationship model introduces a particular 
set of assumptions toward “employees, employers, states, markets, and 
contracts” characterized as the core elements of any employment rela
tionship model (Budd & Bhave, 2019, p. 19). Given the different sets of 
assumptions that may be ascribed to the mentioned elements, Budd and 
Bhave (2019) and Budd (2020) explain that four main models in 
employment relationships can be identified: neoliberal egoist, unitarist, 
pluralist, and critical. In this regard, the authors distinguish the 
neoliberal egoist model by its market-based logic that balances trans
actions among self-interested agents, whereas assuming a long-term 
partnership among employers and employees in the unitarist model 
where both parties share a unity of interests. On the other side, both the 
pluralist and critical employment relationship models acknowledge that 
the interests among different stakeholders diverge. While the pluralist 
model emphasizes the role of (unequal) bargaining power through 
which a balanced level between the interests of the parties involved 
could be achieved only if no party dominated the other, the critical 
model does not share optimism about the possibility of having such a 
balanced level between different interests, as it argues that unequal 
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power is embedded in capitalist societies, which always privilege capital 
(Budd, 2020; Budd & Bhave, 2019). 

Critical HRM studies include different communities of scholars who 
agree on the deficits and insufficiency of mainstream HRM research in 
providing a bigger picture of realities organizations face. Such com
munities are highly divergent in adopting a unified critical approach by 
which HRM issues could be studied. We classify critical HRM scholars 
into three groups without any claim for exhaustivity: subjectivists, 
pragmatists, and materialist Marxists. 

Subjectivist critical scholars in HRM – who belong to a research 
strand called “critical management studies” (see Fournier & Grey, 2000) 
– seek to unveil the ways in which managerial discourses and practices 
shape different sets of identities, norms, and cultures, leading to power 
imbalances in the workplace (Alvesson, 2009; Alvesson & Kärreman, 
2007; Knights & Willmott, 1989; Townley, 1993). While these scholars 
tend not to care about and strategize for improving organizational 
performance, an ideal recognized as “anti-performativity” (Alvesson, 
2009; Fournier & Grey, 2000), they attempt to raise the powerless’ voice 
in the workplace to reach what has been called “micro-emancipation” 
(Alvesson & Willmott, 1992). However, they do so without moving 
further to scrutinize the structural conditions under which these power 
imbalances are produced (Thompson, 2011). 

Drawing on an “analytic” approach to study HRM and understand 
the “why” and “how” HR managers adopt specific sets of practices, and 
identifying the individual, organizational, and societal consequences of 
such practices (Boxall et al., 2007), pragmatist critical scholars (e.g., 
Boxall, 2018; P. Boxall & Purcell, 2011; Watson, 2004, 2010) 
acknowledge the conflictual interests among various stakeholders but 
argue that the final aim of HRM research should be to explore how each 
stakeholder in the employment relationship could experience “mutually 
satisfying” results (Boxall, 2021, p. 837). In line with this group of 
critical HRM scholars, one might argue that new HRM theoretical 
frameworks such as socially responsible HRM (e.g., Omidi & Dal Zotto, 
2022), green HRM (e.g., Paulet et al., 2021), and sustainable HRM (e.g., 
Aust et al., 2020) could be related to the outcomes of pragmatists’ efforts 
to reach a mutually satisfying situation among a wide array of 
stakeholders. 

Last but not least, the materialist Marxist scholars in HRM aim to 
explore those workplace-related issues that are not primarily caused by 
managerial strategies but emerged as inextricable signs of the structural 
conditions induced by capitalism, leaving no ultimate solution to bal
ance the divergent interests of different stakeholders (Adler, 2007; 
Thompson, 2003, 2011; Thompson & Newsome, 2004). This strand of 
research is primarily influenced by and developed upon labor process 
theory (LPT), a Marxist approach to the study of labor and workplace 
transformations under a capitalist mode of production (Braverman, 
1998). Although scholars in this group declared no hostility toward 
having an optimistic mindset in capitalist societies to reach a mutually 
satisfying situation, they found it “difficult to sustain optimistic HR 
narratives through periods of downsizing, financial re-engineering, and 
perpetual restructuring” (Thompson, 2011, p. 359). 

LPT and HRM research share fundamental commonalities, for they 
are concerned with studying dynamics in employment relationships and 
the organization of work (Thompson & Harley, 2007). LPT research has 
been growing over the last two decades; however, an effort to consoli
date its significance in critical HRM is missing in the extant literature. 
From the outset, we by no means argue that critical scholars in HRM did 
not pay enough attention to LPT. On the contrary, a considerable 
number of previous studies that used LPT belongs to those who have 
been engaged in critical HRM studies (Geary & Dobbins, 2001; Haynes 
et al., 2005; McDonald et al., 2021; Smith & Ngai, 2006; Taylor et al., 
2013; Thompson & Harley, 2007; Vidal, 2007). Yet, an effort to 
consolidate the significance of LPT in critical HRM is missing in the 
extant literature. This article aims at filling this gap, answering the 
questions: “What can critical HRM scholars learn from the previous 
LPT-informed studies, and how could they employ this theory to advance 

critical studies in HRM?” To do so, we develop a systematic review of past 
empirical HRM studies informed by LPT, with the goal of assisting 
critical HRM scholars in attaining a collective understanding of past 
trajectories, trends, findings, and gaps. According to Vincent et al. 
(2020) and Richards (2022), a theoretical motivation for paying such 
attention to LPT in the realm of HRM studies could be explained by its 
potential for revealing the dark and hidden sides of the new and growing 
HRM models, such as that of “sustainable HRM,” arising mainly from the 
pluralistic employment relationship model, which shares the optimism 
of achieving a balanced approach within capitalism. We thus argue that 
LPT is worthwhile to challenge the excessive optimism propagated by 
the pluralist approaches in HRM. 

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. First, we introduce the 
LPT, its core ideas, and theoretical developments over time. Second, we 
explain our methodology and the systematic review protocol by which 
this research has been conducted. Third, we present a descriptive 
overview of the past studies that we reviewed, organized by journal ti
tles, publication years, data coverage, methods, research contexts, and 
other theories used in combination with LPT. Fourth, we classify and 
report the main findings of past empirical research. Finally, LPT impli
cations for critical HRM scholarship in terms of theory, context, and 
method are discussed. 

2. Labor process theory (LPT) 

LPT originates from Harry Braverman’s (1998 [1974]) seminal book 
Labor and Monopoly Capital: The Degradation of Work in the Twentieth 
Century, in which he addressed how scientific methods of managing 
people transformed and degraded the nature of work, separating its 
conception and execution parts, and handing the former to the mana
gerial departments. Inspired by Marx’s (2004 [1867]) insights on the 
history of capitalism, Braverman (1998) argued that workplace trans
formations are historical processes in which capitalism shapes and re
shapes the dominating forces but always applies the same logic favoring 
capitalists’ interests. Drawing on the scientific management methods as 
starting point for the analysis (Taylor, 1919), Braverman (1998) 
explored how a capitalist mode of production could fragment workers’ 
labor to exclude holistic knowledge (i.e., deskilling it) and persistently 
support managerial prerogatives to lower costs and improve efficiency. 

Thompson and Newsome (2004) introduce the idea of “four waves” 
to classify previous efforts moving LPT forward theoretically. The first 
wave relates to the ideas developed by Harry Braverman concerning the 
Taylorization of work processes and the deskilling concept, which rep
resented the manifestations of work transformations in a specific polit
ical time. 

Studies in the second wave primarily focus on the variations in 
control mechanisms and skill formation strategies, showing how the 
capitalist mode of production could reinvent itself in managing labor. 
For example, Burawoy, (1982) showed how control mechanisms at the 
point of production are not always based on coercive methods. Em
ployers may create a work atmosphere in which workers view their work 
as a game. Similarly, workers are voluntarily subordinate to employers, 
and, thus, control is exercised by what Burawoy called “manufacturing 
consent.” However, as Thompson and Newsome (2004) contend, the 
second wave has taken LPT away from focusing on the bigger picture 
and the causal explanations found in these studies mainly ended at the 
factory gate. 

Starting from the mid-1980s, as Thompson and Newsome (2004) 
outline, new groundbreaking paradigms such as lean production and 
flexible specialization emerged. Thus, a third wave of research informed 
by LPT, the authors continue, has acted as an “antidote” to the “un
shakable optimism” promised by those paradigms. Examples in this re
gard include in-depth studies of lean production, enterprise resource 
planning (ERP), and high-performance work systems (e.g., Harley et al., 
2010; Vidal, 2007). This remains “an indispensable antidote to opti
mistic claims of workplace transformation, which remain stubbornly 
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persistent in much of the managerially oriented literature” (Thompson & 
Newsome, 2004, p. 148). 

Yet, a fourth wave of LPT research also developed in recent years, 
which is concerned with restoring the lost or weakened connections of 
workplace-related issues to the broader context. This is principled upon 
Thompson’s (2003) “disconnected capitalism thesis” (DCT) (see also 
Thompson, 2013), which focuses on the structural condition and limi
tation under which employers fail to provide a context for mutually 
satisfying bargains (Palladino, 2021; Zeitoun & Pamini, 2021). The DCT 
argues that there is a twofold disconnection between labor and 
employer. On the one hand, employees are asked to engage more in 
work by increasing their commitment, efforts, involvement, and pas
sion. On the other hand, employers continuously retreat from genuinely 
supporting workers by refusing to provide job security, career ladders, 
decent salary, and healthcare support, among other things. It is argued 
that this contradiction “was primarily driven by the pursuit of share
holder value within an increasingly financialized capitalism” (Thomp
son, 2013, p. 473). To this strand we could also associate emergent LPT 
research on digital and platform work practices, particularly in the 
so-called ‘gig economy’ (Gandini, 2019). 

3. Review methodology 

3.1. Research design 

The present article employs the systematic literature review (SLR) 
methodology to comprehensively study, critically evaluate, and inte
grate previous research in LPT to provide a foundation upon which a 
novel agenda for future critical HRM research could be introduced. As 
explained by Paul and Criado (2020) and Paul et al. (2021), SLRs can be 
categorized into domain-based (e.g., Gupta et al., 2020), theory-based 
(e.g., Bölen et al., 2021; Gilal et al., 2019), method-based (e.g., Lim, 
2018), meta-analytical (e.g., Rana & Paul, 2020), and meta-systematic 
reviews (e.g., Lim & Weissmann, 2021). Our study falls into the cate
gory of theory-based reviews as it seeks to examine the development of 
LPT and transfer relevant knowledge to the HRM field. We have spe
cifically used Scientific Procedures and Rationales for Systematic Literature 
Reviews (SPAR-4-SLR) as the central guiding protocol to develop our 
review paper (Paul et al., 2021). The great advantage of this protocol is 
introducing practical steps—such as assembling, arranging, and asses
sing—which could provide new insights based on logical, pragmatic, 
and fully transparent (sub)stages. In what follows, we describe the steps 
concerning this protocol:  

(a) Assembling: This stage includes two parts, i.e., identification and 
acquisition. In the identification process, we set up our research 
domain upon which the systematic review is conducted and 
determine inclusion criteria (e.g., empirical papers, journal arti
cles, etc.) for considering the research documents in the review 
process. Regarding the acquisition step, we need to conceive a 
search strategy (i.e., keywords, research period, and academic 
databases) to find and obtain relevant documents.  

(b) Arranging: Two steps need to be considered in this stage. The 
organization step consists of determining the codes (e.g., journal 
title, publication year, methods, etc.) by which the obtained ar
ticles are organized. The purification step seeks to exclude those 
documents that are not aligned with the review purpose (e.g., 
non-empirical paper, out of research period, etc.).  

(c) Assessing: This final stage consists of two further steps. The first 
concerns the evaluation process to determine methods and 
frameworks for analyzing the articles’ main findings and pro
posing a research agenda. The second step states the reporting 
conventions (e.g., words, figures, and tables), review limitations 
(e.g., non-accessible articles, excluding theoretical papers, etc.), 
and sources of support (e.g., funds, expertise, etc.). 

3.2. Inclusion and exclusion criteria 

This study has employed different criteria for selecting and review
ing articles, thereby covering robust findings in previous studies. First, 
we searched for articles that used LPT as (one of) their main theoretical 
framework(s). This criterion has been met by carefully addressing the 
papers’ titles, abstracts, and keywords. Second, from 2000 to October 
2021, the research period has been chosen to cover more than two de
cades of LPT research. Third, we exclusively considered those articles 
based on empirical studies as our main aim was to establish an evidence- 
based foundation in the HRM field. Fourth, to ensure the quality and 
robustness of studies, we selected papers published by Web of Science- 
indexed journals covering the Social Science Citation Index (SSCI) 
with an impact factor (IF) ≥ 1 and written in the English language. 

3.3. Search strategy and protocol 

Among all academic databases across disciplines, the Web of Science 
(WOS) and Scopus are considered the most popular as they cover various 
quality journals (Paul et al., 2021). Using Scopus as the starting point, 
we searched for study keywords such as “labor process theory,” “labor 
process perspective,” “labor process,” “labour process theory,” “labour 
process,” and “Harry Braverman.” We conducted the exact search across 
the WOS database to look for non-duplicate articles in the research 
domain. We obtained 301 articles after the initial search within the 
databases mentioned above. As explained above, we refined the list and 
selected 99 papers for our review based on our inclusion and exclusion 
criteria. We also performed a cross-reference check mechanism while 
studying the selected articles, which led us to add another four articles. 
In sum, 103 empirical articles were chosen for the present systematic 
review. It is worth noting that our search strategy for selecting these 
specific databases has been congruent with previous systematic reviews 
in management and marketing (Kumar et al., 2021; Paul & Dhiman, 
2021; Tanrikulu, 2021). Fig. 1 illustrates the review protocol elaborated 
based on SPAR-4-SLR. 

3.4. Data analysis method 

All the selected articles were studied thoroughly and were coded in 
different ways in the analysis stage. For example, we coded each article 
based on its publication year, journal title, research method, research 
context, geographical coverage, and other theories, if any, used with 
LPT. We employed the Gioia coding methodology (Gioia et al., 2013), 
which offers a structured way of data coding in three main steps: (a) 
first-order coding in which, while engaged in reading the articles, we 
attempted to code them with what can best characterize their main 
findings; (b) second-order coding, where we sought to combine the 
codes obtained from the previous step into more overarching, abstract 
levels, and (c) we explored the aggregate dimensions of the research 
phenomenon, the LPT, which were attained from merging the 
second-order codes. 

4. Descriptive review of the articles 

This section presents an overview of the articles chosen for this re
view based on their publication year, journal title, research method, 
research context, data coverage across continents, and other theories 
used with LPT in some studies. 

4.1. Journals that publish LPT research 

Table 1 indicates journals that published LPT research based on 
empirical studies. Accordingly, Work, Employment and Society was the 
academic outlet that published the highest number of articles in this 
research domain (n = 23). In the second rank, we find New technology, 
Work and Employment, which published ten articles. 
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4.2. Publication trends 

The current systematic review covers the articles published between 
2000 and 2021 (October). Table 2 presents the number of articles 
published per year during this period, while Fig. 2 depicts the growing 
interest in LPT within four timeframes. These illustrations show that the 
interest in the LPT has considerably increased over time, indicating that 
more researchers have embraced it for addressing workplace-related 
questions. 

4.3. Data coverage across continents 

The previous articles in LPT research have been distributed, though 
not equally, over different continents, including Europe, North America, 
Asia, Oceania, South America, and Africa, as reported in Table 3. Most of 
the papers include empirical studies that have been conducted exclu
sively in European countries (n = 43). The second rank is related to the 
North American continents (n = 23). While most papers were empiri
cally set within a particular continent, seven studies engaged in studying 
LPT within a multi-continental research design, providing a comparative 
analysis in this area. 

4.4. Research methods 

Table 4 presents the methodologies and techniques used in the 
reviewed articles. Most studies employed qualitative research (n = 85) 
as LPT is rooted in a critical background and has been a nascent research 
area that needed more theoretical exploration and elaboration (see 
Blaikie & Priest, 2017). Quantitative papers were rare in LPT research as 
they count for four articles in our review. Mixed methods were also 
employed in this research area (n = 14). 

Fig. 1. The review process based on SPAR-4-SLR.  

Table 1 
Journals that published LPT research.  

No. Journal Frequency Percentage 
(%) 

Source 

1 Work, Employment 
and Society (Sage) 

23 22.33 (Alberti, 2014;  
Carter & Stevenson, 
2012; Cini & 
Goldmann, 2021;  
Elliott & Long, 2016;  
Esbenshade et al., 
2016; Gale, 2012;  
Harley et al., 2010;  
Ikeler, 2016; Laaser, 
2016; Mather & 
Seifert, 2014;  
McDonald et al., 
2021; Ngai & Smith, 
2007; Peng, 2011;  
Price, 2016; Quinlan 
et al., 2020;  
Sherman, 2011;  
Smith et al., 2008;  
Tassinari & 
Maccarrone, 2020;  
Taylor & Moore, 
2015; Terry et al., 
2021; Wood, 2018;  
Wood et al., 2019;  
Zheng & Smith, 
2018) 

2 New Technology, 
Work and 
Employment (Wiley) 

10 9.71 (Barrett, 2001;  
Bespinar et al., 2014; 
Bilsland & Cumbers, 
2018; Carter et al., 
2011; Ellway, 2013;  
Gekara & 
Fairbrother, 2013;  
Heiland, 2021a;  
Lehdonvirta, 2018;  
Newsome et al., 
2013; Shulzhenko & 
Holmgren, 2020) 

3 Economic and 
Industrial Democracy 
(Sage) 

5 4.85 (Haynes et al., 2005;  
Hughes et al., 2019;  
Koski & Järvensivu, 
2010; Sharma, 2020; 
Townsend, 2007) 

4 Competition & 
Change (Sage) 

4 3.88 (Gerber, 2021;  
Kabwe & Tripathi, 
2020; Manolchev, 
2020; Moth, 2020) 

5 Organization Studies 
(Sage) 

4 3.88 (Crowley, 2012;  
Korczynski, 2011;  
Siciliano, 2016;  
Taylor & Bain, 2003) 

6 Work and 
Occupations 

4 3.88 (Dörflinger et al., 
2021; Misra & 
Walters, 2016;  
Sallaz, 2015;  
Villarreal, 2010) 

7 American 
Sociological Review 
(Sage) 

3 2.91 (Lei, 2021; Mears, 
2015; Mizrachi et al., 
2007) 

8 Organization (Sage) 3 2.91 (Carey, 2009;  
McCabe, 2007;  
Schofield, 2001) 

9 Sociology (Sage) 3 2.91 (Barrett, 2004;  
Bolton & Wibberley, 
2014; MacKenzie 
et al., 2017) 

10 British Journal of 
Industrial Relations 
(Wiley) 

2 1.94 (McCann, 2014;  
McCann et al., 2010) 

11 British Journal of 
Social Work (Oxford 
University Press) 

2 1.94 (Baines, 2010; Baines 
& van den Broek, 
2017) 

(continued on next page) 
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4.5. Research contexts 

Table 5 categorized the reviewed articles based on their research 
contexts. Previous research in LPT includes a broad range of works 
across different industries, including service workers, online gig 
workers, shop-floor workers, educational professionals, healthcare spe
cialists, high-tech workers, state officers, media workers, and scientists. 
Furthermore, some studies, labeled as miscellaneous (n = 11), did not 

Table 1 (continued ) 

No. Journal Frequency Percentage 
(%) 

Source 

12 Human Relations 
(Sage) 

2 1.94 (Heiland, 2021b;  
Mezihorak, 2018) 

13 Journal of 
Management Studies 

2 1.94 (Bolton, 2004;  
McCann et al., 2008) 

14 Journalism Practice 
(Routledge) 

2 1.94 (Hayes, 2021;  
Siegelbaum & 
Thomas, 2016) 

15 Personnel Review 
(Emerald) 

2 1.94 (Mather et al., 2007;  
Townsend et al., 
2011) 

16 SAGE open (Sage) 2 1.94 (Akella, 2016;  
Walker, 2016) 

17 The International 
Journal of Human 
Resource 
Management 
(Routledge) 

2 1.94 (Smith & Ngai, 2006; 
Taylor et al., 2013) 

18 The Journal of 
Applied Behavioral 
Science (Sage) 

2 1.94 (Harley et al., 2006;  
Spivack & Milosevic, 
2018) 

19 The Journal of 
Industrial Relations 
(Wiley) 

2 1.94 (Rose, 2002; Russell, 
2002) 

20 Accounting, Auditing 
& Accountability 
Journal (Emerald) 

1 0.97 Yang et al. (2020) 

21 Accounting, 
Organizations and 
Society (Elsevier) 

1 0.97 Uddin and Hopper 
(2001) 

22 American 
Educational Research 
Journal (Sage) 

1 0.97 Stevenson (2007) 

23 British Journal of 
Sociology of 
Education 
(Routledge) 

1 0.97 Tsang and Kwong 
(2017) 

24 Contemporary 
Accounting Research 
(Wiley) 

1 0.97 Parker and Jeacle 
(2019) 

25 Critical Perspectives 
on Accounting 
(Elsevier) 

1 0.97 Diab (2021) 

26 Critical Sociology 
(Sage) 

1 0.97 Pérez and Cifuentes 
(2020) 

27 Development and 
Change (Wiley) 

1 0.97 Fishwick (2019) 

28 Digital Journalism 
(Routledge) 

1 0.97 Petre (2018) 

29 Employee Relations 
(Emerald) 

1 0.97 Mather et al. (2012) 

30 Environment and 
Planning A: Economy 
and Space (Sage) 

1 0.97 Hastings and 
MacKinnon (2017) 

31 Ethnography (Sage) 1 0.97 Juravich (2017) 
32 Human Resource 

Management Journal 
(Wiley) 

1 0.97 Geary and Dobbins 
(2001) 

33 International Journal 
of Hospitality 
Management 
(Elsevier) 

1 0.97 Wang et al. (2021) 

34 Journal of 
International 
Management 
(Elsevier) 

1 0.97 Sharpe (2006) 

35 Journal of Sociology 
(Sage) 

1 0.97 Connell and 
Crawford (2007) 

36 Management & 
Organizational 
History (Routledge) 

1 0.97 Varje and Turtiainen 
(2017) 

37 Management 
Learning (Sage) 

1 0.97 Hislop (2008) 

38 New Perspectives on 
Turkey (Cambridge 
University Press) 

1 0.97 Erköse (2020)  

Table 1 (continued ) 

No. Journal Frequency Percentage 
(%) 

Source 

39 Nonprofit and 
Voluntary Sector 
Quarterly (Sage) 

1 0.97 Taylor et al. (2008) 

40 Organization Science 
(INFORMS) 

1 0.97 Huising (2014) 

41 Qualitative Sociology 
(Springer) 

1 0.97 Cooper (2000) 

42 Social Science & 
Medicine (Elsevier) 

1 0.97 Novek (2000) 

43 Socio-Economic 
Review (Oxford 
University Press) 

1 0.97 Vidal (2007) 

Total 103 100   

Table 2 
Distribution of studies across years.  

Year Frequency Percentage (%) 

2000 2 1.94 
2001 4 3.88 
2002 2 1.94 
2003 1 0.98 
2004 2 1.94 
2005 1 0.98 
2006 3 2.91 
2007 8 7.77 
2008 4 3.88 
2009 1 0.98 
2010 5 4.85 
2011 5 4.85 
2012 4 3.88 
2013 5 4.85 
2014 6 5.83 
2015 4 3.88 
2016 8 7.77 
2017 9 8.74 
2018 4 3.88 
2019 4 3.88 
2020 9 8.74 
2021 12 11.65 
Total 103 100  

Fig. 2. Publication trends in LPT research.  
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Table 3 
Data coverage across continents.  

No. Continent Frequency Percentage 
(%) 

Source 

1 Europe 43 41.75 (Alberti, 2014; Bilsland & 
Cumbers, 2018; Bolton, 2004; 
Bolton & Wibberley, 2014;  
Carey, 2009; Carter et al., 
2011; Carter & Stevenson, 
2012; Cini & Goldmann, 
2021; Dörflinger et al., 2021;  
Ellway, 2013; Gale, 2012;  
Geary & Dobbins, 2001;  
Hastings & MacKinnon, 2017; 
Hislop, 2008; Hughes et al., 
2019; Kabwe & Tripathi, 
2020; Korczynski, 2011;  
Koski & Järvensivu, 2010;  
Laaser, 2016; MacKenzie 
et al., 2017; Manolchev, 
2020; Mather et al., 2007, 
2012; Mather & Seifert, 2014; 
McCabe, 2007; McCann, 
2014; McCann et al., 2008;  
Mezihorak, 2018; Moth, 
2020; Newsome et al., 2013;  
Rose, 2002; Schofield, 2001;  
Shulzhenko & Holmgren, 
2020; Smith et al., 2008;  
Stevenson, 2007; Tassinari & 
Maccarrone, 2020; Taylor & 
Bain, 2003; Taylor & Moore, 
2015; Terry et al., 2021;  
Varje & Turtiainen, 2017) 

2 America 23 22.33 (Akella, 2016; Cooper, 2000;  
Crowley, 2012; Elliott & 
Long, 2016; Esbenshade 
et al., 2016; Huising, 2014;  
Ikeler, 2016; Juravich, 2017;  
Mears, 2015; Misra & 
Walters, 2016; Novek, 2000;  
Parker & Jeacle, 2019; Petre, 
2018; Quinlan et al., 2020;  
Sallaz, 2015; Sherman, 2011;  
Siciliano, 2016; Siegelbaum 
& Thomas, 2016; Spivack & 
Milosevic, 2018; Taylor et al., 
2008; Vidal, 2007; Villarreal, 
2010; Walker, 2016) 

3 Asia 14 13.59 (Bespinar et al., 2014; Erköse, 
2020; Lei, 2021; Mizrachi 
et al., 2007; Ngai & Smith, 
2007; Peng, 2011; Sharma, 
2020; Sharpe, 2006; Smith & 
Ngai, 2006; P. Taylor et al., 
2013; Tsang & Kwong, 2017;  
Uddin & Hopper, 2001; Wang 
et al., 2021; Zheng & Smith, 
2018) 

4 Oceania 13 12.62 (Barrett, 2001, 2004; Connell 
& Crawford, 2007; Gekara & 
Fairbrother, 2013; Harley 
et al., 2006, 2010; Haynes 
et al., 2005; McDonald et al., 
2021; Price, 2016; Russell, 
2002; Townsend, 2007;  
Townsend et al., 2011; Yang 
et al., 2020) 

5 Multi- 
continental 

7 7.77 (Baines, 2010; Baines & van 
den Broek, 2017; Gerber, 
2021; Lehdonvirta, 2018;  
McCann et al., 2010; Wood, 
2018; Wood et al., 2019) 

6 Latin 
America 

2 1.94 (Fishwick, 2019; Pérez & 
Cifuentes, 2020) 

7 Africa 1 0.97 Diab (2021) 
Total 103 100   

Table 4 
Research methods used in the reviewed articles.  

Research 
methodology 

Techniques used Frequency Percentage 
(%) 

Source 

Qualitative Single case study, 
Multiple case 
studies, 
Longitudinal study, 
Semi-structured 
interviews, Focus 
groups, 
Biographical 
interviews, 
Participant 
observation, Non- 
participant 
observation, 
Document analysis, 
Narrative analysis, 
Ethnography, 
Online 
ethnography, Open 
coding analysis, 
Thematic analysis, 
Qualitative 
comparative 
analysis, Historical 
study, Theatre- 
based intervention, 
Phenomenological 
study 

85 82.53 (Akella, 
2016;  
Alberti, 2014; 
Baines, 2010; 
Baines & van 
den Broek, 
2017;  
Barrett, 2001, 
2004;  
Bespinar 
et al., 2014;  
Bilsland & 
Cumbers, 
2018; Bolton, 
2004; Bolton 
& Wibberley, 
2014; Carey, 
2009; Carter 
& Stevenson, 
2012; Cini & 
Goldmann, 
2021;  
Cooper, 
2000; Diab, 
2021;  
Dörflinger 
et al., 2021;  
Elliott & 
Long, 2016;  
Ellway, 2013; 
Erköse, 2020; 
Esbenshade 
et al., 2016;  
Fishwick, 
2019; Gale, 
2012; Geary 
& Dobbins, 
2001; Gekara 
& 
Fairbrother, 
2013; Gerber, 
2021; Harley 
et al., 2006;  
Hastings & 
MacKinnon, 
2017; Hayes, 
2021;  
Heiland, 
2021a, 
2021b;  
Hislop, 2008; 
Hughes et al., 
2019;  
Huising, 
2014; Ikeler, 
2016;  
Juravich, 
2017; Kabwe 
& Tripathi, 
2020;  
Korczynski, 
2011; Koski 
& Järvensivu, 
2010; Laaser, 
2016;  
Lehdonvirta, 
2018; Lei, 
2021;  
MacKenzie 
et al., 2017;  
Manolchev, 
2020; Mather 
& Seifert, 

(continued on next page) 
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limit themselves to a specific profession and addressed the LPT in a 
cross-sectional setting (i.e., including more than one type of profession). 

4.6. LPT with other theories 

Among the reviewed articles, 14 articles used other theories along 
with the LPT, mainly taken from the social sciences. This signals that 
scholarship is looking for more nuanced findings, potentially leading 
LPT to merge with other theories into new perspectives. Table 6 shows 
the other theories used in combination with the LPT. 

5. Findings in LPT research 

This section summarizes the main findings from the reviewed articles 
based on aggregate dimensions and subthemes as explored by the Gioia 
coding methodology (see Fig. 3 and Table 7). 

5.1. Institutional forces 

Competition among firms has highly intensified, and previous 
research reported how market orientation in different sectors such as 
education (Mather et al., 2007), healthcare (Bolton & Wibberley, 2014; 
Moth, 2020), banking (Laaser, 2016), media (Siegelbaum & Thomas, 
2016), and state work (Carey, 2009) is steering the way organizations 
are structured, along with a backdrop of governmental support for these 
transformations (Baines & van den Broek, 2017; Fishwick, 2019). 

Several studies indicated how cost-cutting strategies within, for 
example, hospitality firms (Erköse, 2020), airline companies (Taylor & 
Moore, 2015), and state organizations (Esbenshade et al., 2016) brought 
negative pressures on workers (e.g., job insecurity, massive layoffs, poor 
working conditions, and employee well-being). Moreover, McCann et al. 
(2008) indicated how the focus of HR senior managers’ priorities on 
cost-saving goals resulted in pressures on middle managers, with 
comparative findings in another study (2010) confirming that these is
sues are mainly similar across USA, UK, and Japan. With offshoring 
being a response of some companies to financial pressures, McCann 
(2014) further reported that such practice was not intended to build a 

Table 4 (continued ) 

Research 
methodology 

Techniques used Frequency Percentage 
(%) 

Source 

2014; Mather 
et al., 2012;  
McCabe, 
2007;  
McCann 
et al., 2010;  
McCann 
et al., 2008;  
McDonald 
et al., 2021;  
Mears, 2015;  
Mezihorak, 
2018; Misra 
& Walters, 
2016;  
Mizrachi 
et al., 2007;  
Moth, 2020;  
Newsome 
et al., 2013;  
Ngai & Smith, 
2007; Novek. 
2000; Parker 
& Jeacle, 
2019; Peng, 
2011; Petre, 
2018;  
Quinlan et al., 
2020; Sallaz, 
2015;  
Schofield, 
2001;  
Sharpe, 2006; 
Sherman, 
2011;  
Shulzhenko & 
Holmgren, 
2020;  
Siciliano, 
2016;  
Siegelbaum & 
Thomas, 
2016; Smith 
& Ngai, 2006; 
Smith et al., 
2008;  
Stevenson, 
2007;  
Tassinari & 
Maccarrone, 
2020; Taylor 
& Bain, 2003; 
Taylor & 
Moore, 2015; 
Taylor et al., 
2008; Terry 
et al., 2021;  
Townsend, 
2007; Tsang 
& Kwong, 
2017; Uddin 
& Hopper, 
2001; Varje 
& Turtiainen, 
2017; Vidal, 
2007;  
Villarreal, 
2010;  
Walker, 
2016; Wood, 
2018; Yang 
et al., 2020) 

Quantitative Survey, 
Questionnaire, 
Descriptive 

4 3.88 (Connell & 
Crawford, 
2007; Harley  

Table 4 (continued ) 

Research 
methodology 

Techniques used Frequency Percentage 
(%) 

Source 

statistics, 
Correlation, Path 
analysis 

et al., 2010;  
Haynes et al., 
2005;  
Spivack & 
Milosevic, 
2018) 

Mixed Qualitative: 
Multiple case 
studies, Single case 
study, Semi- 
structured 
interviews, 
Observation, Focus 
group, Qualitative 
comparative 
analysis, Document 
analysis 
Quantitative: 
Survey, 
Questionnaire, 
Descriptive 
statistics, 
Correlation, 
Regression analysis 

14 13.59 (Carter et al., 
2011;  
Crowley, 
2012; Mather 
et al., 2007;  
McCann, 
2014; Pérez 
& Cifuentes, 
2020; Price, 
2016; Rose, 
2002;  
Russell, 2002; 
Sharma, 
2020; Taylor 
et al., 2013;  
Townsend 
et al., 2011;  
Wang et al., 
2021; Wood 
et al., 2019;  
Zheng & 
Smith, 2018) 

Total 103 100   
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Table 5 
Research contexts in the reviewed articles.  

No. Types of 
professionals 

Frequency Percentage 
(%) 

Source 

1 Service workers 27 26.21 (Alberti, 2014; Baines & 
van den Broek, 2017;  
Bolton & Wibberley, 
2014; Cini & Goldmann, 
2021; Crowley, 2012;  
Ellway, 2013; Erköse, 
2020; Hastings & 
MacKinnon, 2017; Ikeler, 
2016; Laaser, 2016;  
Manolchev, 2020;  
McCann, 2014; Mears, 
2015; Newsome et al., 
2013; Pérez & Cifuentes, 
2020; Rose, 2002;  
Russell, 2002; Sallaz, 
2015; Sherman, 2011;  
Taylor & Bain, 2003;  
Taylor et al., 2013;  
Taylor & Moore, 2015;  
Terry et al., 2021;  
Townsend, 2007;  
Villarreal, 2010; Walker, 
2016; Wood, 2018) 

2 Shop-floor 
workers 

19 18.45 (Bespinar et al., 2014;  
Bilsland & Cumbers, 
2018; Diab, 2021;  
Dörflinger et al., 2021;  
Elliott & Long, 2016;  
Juravich, 2017;  
Korczynski, 2011; Koski 
& Järvensivu, 2010;  
McCabe, 2007; Misra & 
Walters, 2016; Mizrachi 
et al., 2007; Ngai & 
Smith, 2007; Parker & 
Jeacle, 2019; Peng, 2011; 
Sharpe, 2006; Smith & 
Ngai, 2006; Townsend 
et al., 2011; Varje & 
Turtiainen, 2017; Zheng 
& Smith, 2018) 

3 Miscellaneous 11 10.68 (Connell & Crawford, 
2007; Gekara & 
Fairbrother, 2013;  
Haynes et al., 2005;  
Hislop, 2008; Hughes 
et al., 2019; Kabwe & 
Tripathi, 2020; Price, 
2016; Siciliano, 2016;  
Uddin & Hopper, 2001;  
Vidal, 2007; Yang et al., 
2020) 

4 Online gig 
workers 

10 9.71 (Gerber, 2021; Heiland, 
2021a, 2021b;  
Lehdonvirta, 2018; Lei, 
2021; McDonald et al., 
2021; Sharma, 2020;  
Tassinari & Maccarrone, 
2020; Wang et al., 2021;  
Wood et al., 2019) 

5 Healthcare 
professionals 

8 7.77 (Akella, 2016; Bolton, 
2004; Harley et al., 2010; 
Moth, 2020; Novek, 
2000; Quinlan et al., 
2020; Shulzhenko & 
Holmgren, 2020; Smith 
et al., 2008) 

6 NGOs, public 
and state 
workers 

8 7.77 (Baines, 2010; Carey, 
2009; Carter et al., 2011;  
Esbenshade et al., 2016;  
Fishwick, 2019; Gale, 
2012; Schofield, 2001;  
Taylor et al., 2008)  

Table 5 (continued ) 

No. Types of 
professionals 

Frequency Percentage 
(%) 

Source 

7 Educational 
professionals 

7 6.80 (Carter & Stevenson, 
2012; Mather et al., 2007, 
2012; Mather & Seifert, 
2014; Spivack & 
Milosevic, 2018;  
Stevenson, 2007; Tsang & 
Kwong, 2017) 

8 Managerial 
occupations 

5 4.85 (Geary & Dobbins, 2001;  
Harley et al., 2006;  
McCann et al., 2008, 
2010; Mezihorak, 2018) 

9 High-tech 
specialist 

4 3.88 (Barrett, 2001, 2004;  
Cooper, 2000; MacKenzie 
et al., 2017) 

10 Media workers 3 2.91 (Hayes, 2021; Petre, 
2018; Siegelbaum & 
Thomas, 2016) 

11 Scientists 1 0.97 Huising (2014) 
Total 103 100   

Table 6 
LPT with other theories.  

No. Other theories used with LPT Studies that used the theory 

1 Hegemonic masculinity theory Cooper (2000) 
2 The Weberian theory of 

bureaucracy 
Schofield (2001) 

3 Workplace humor theory (Korczynski, 2011; Taylor & Bain, 
2003) 

4 Practice theory Mizrachi et al. (2007) 
5 Structuration theory (Giddens) Taylor et al. (2008) 
6 Moral economy theory (Hughes et al., 2019; Laaser, 2016) 
7 Social constructionism of emotions Tsang and Kwong (2017) 
8 Occupational identity theory MacKenzie et al. (2017) 
9 Disciplinary power theory 

(Foucault) 
Parker and Jeacle (2019) 

10 Sensemaking theory Manolchev (2020) 
11 New mobility paradigm Wang et al. (2021) 
12 Mobilization theory Cini and Goldmann (2021)  

Fig. 3. LPT framework based on the findings of reviewed articles.  
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Table 7 
Data structure based on the GIOIA coding process.  

Source First-order codes Second-order 
codes 

Aggregate 
dimensions 

Erköse (2020) Cost-saving 
strategies in 
hospitality firms 

Cost-saving 
pressures on the 
firms 

Institutional 
forces 

Taylor and Moore 
(2015) 

Cost-saving 
strategies in airline 
industries 

Esbenshade et al. 
(2016) 

Cost-saving 
strategies in welfare 
agencies 

McCann et al. 
(2008); McCann 
et al. (2010) 

Large-scale 
restructuring 

McCann (2014) Pressures on 
financial services for 
massive offshoring 

Mather et al. (2007) Marketization of the 
education sector 

Neo-liberal 
reforms in 
different 
industries 

Bolton and 
Wibberley (2014) 

Marketization of the 
care sector 

Connell and 
Crawford (2007) 

Neoliberal 
governments’ 
persistent support for 
managerial 
prerogative 

Carey (2009) Privatization of state 
social work 

Laaser (2016) Marketized labor 
process in the 
banking industry 

Siegelbaum and 
Thomas (2016) 

Neo-liberalization of 
journalism 

Moth (2020) Market-oriented 
reconfiguration of 
national health 
system 

Parker and Jeacle 
(2019) 

Scientific 
management 
evolution during the 
neoliberal reforms 

Mather and Seifert 
(2014) 

State-driven control 
regimes in education 
sector 

State-driven 
interference 

Baines and van den 
Broek (2017) 

State-driven control 
regimes in care 
sector 

Fishwick (2019) State-driven control 
regimes in Chile and 
Argentina 

Geary and Dobbins 
(2001);  
Townsend (2007) 

Teamworking as a 
managerial control 

Managerial 
plans as 
different forms 
of control 

Control 
regimes 

Harley et al. (2006) Enterprise Resource 
Planning (ERP) 

Harley et al. (2010); 
Newsome et al. 
(2013); Laaser 
(2016) 

Performance 
managements 
systems 

Huising (2014) Knowledge 
management systems 

Wood (2018) Flexible scheduling 
Vidal (2007); Carter 

et al. (2011) 
Lean production 
initiatives 

Gekara and 
Fairbrother 
(2013);  
Mezihorak (2018) 

Reconfiguration of 
work processes 

Tsang and Kwong 
(2017) 

Quantifications of 
the quality 

Spivack and 
Milosevic (2018) 

Perceived Location 
Autonomy 

Uddin and Hopper 
(2001); Sharpe 
(2006); Koski and 

Manufacturing 
consent and gaming 
in the workplace 

Politics for 
securing control 
and consent  

Table 7 (continued ) 

Source First-order codes Second-order 
codes 

Aggregate 
dimensions 

Järvensivu 
(2010); Peng 
(2011); Mears 
(2015); Sallaz 
(2015); Elliott 
and Long (2016);  
Wood (2018);  
Petre (2018) 

Cooper (2000) Gender in identity- 
based forms of 
control 
Rose (2002); Russell 
(2002); Stevenson 
(2007); McCann 
et al. (2008);  
McCann et al. 
(2010); Townsend 
et al. (2011); Carter 
and Stevenson 
(2012); Newsome 
et al. (2013); Mather 
and Seifert (2014);  
Esbenshade et al. 
(2016); Kabwe and 
Tripathi (2020);  
Hayes (2021); 
Work intensification 
Bolton (2004);  
Mather et al. (2012) 
Engineering culture 
change 
Siciliano (2016) 
Aesthetic form of 
control 

Bilsland and 
Cumbers (2018);  
Heiland (2021a) 

Control through 
using space 

Ellway (2013) Control through peer 
surveillance 

Rose (2002); Taylor 
et al. (2013) 

High levels of tight 
managerial control 

Coercive modes 
of control 

Smith and Ngai 
(2006); Ngai and 
Smith (2007) 

Dormitory regime 

Erköse (2020) Exerting simple 
forms of control 

Akella (2016) Workplace bullying 
Baines and van den 

Broek (2017) 
compliance, 
cutbacks, and 
contextual control 

Barrett (2001) Mixed modes of 
direct and 
responsible control 

Multiple forms 
of control in the 
workplace 

Barrett (2004);  
Crowley (2012);  
Price (2016) 

Different control 
strategies with the 
type of products and 
workers 

Mizrachi et al. 
(2007); Hastings 
and MacKinnon 
(2017) 

Bilateral control 
between workers and 
managers 

Bespinar et al. 
(2014);  
Dörflinger et al. 
(2021) 

Different types of 
control in various 
local conditions 

Wood et al. (2019);  
McDonald et al. 
(2021); Heiland 
(2021b); Gerber 
(2021) 

Algorithmic modes 
of control in platform 
companies 

Uddin and Hopper 
(2001); Russell 
(2002); Tsang 
and Kwong 
(2017) 

Feeling 
powerlessness to 
make a change 

Mobilization 
possibilities 
among workers 

Solidarity and 
resistance 

(continued on next page) 
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network of competencies but merely to keep costs as low as possible. 

5.2. Control regimes 

The reconfiguration and redesign of work processes are tools through 
which senior managers seek to exert a great deal of control over workers 
(e.g., Mezihorak, 2018), which could be implemented in various forms 
and by adopting different managerial discourses. Previous research 
investigated how mechanisms such as enterprise resource planning 
(Harley et al., 2006), knowledge management systems (Huising, 2014), 
performance management systems (e.g., Laaser, 2016), lean production 
initiatives (e.g., Carter et al., 2011), teamworking organization (e.g., 
Townsend, 2007), flexible scheduling (Wood, 2018), and workers’ 
quantified assessments (Tsang & Kwong, 2017) were devised to princi
pally serve employers’ interests. According to further previous studies 
(e.g., Akella, 2016; Ngai & Smith, 2007), coercive control embedded in 
different practices such as workplace bullying, or simple and tight 
control mechanisms, still exists inside organizations. To deal with the 
related adverse effects, as emphasized by LPT, Spivack and Milosevic 
(2018) revealed how an alternative mode of control, namely Perceive 
Location Autonomy (PLA), could be able to offer a meaningful work
place by granting workers a significant amount of autonomy over their 
tasks. 

Some studies (e.g., Elliott & Long, 2016; Wood, 2018) indicated how 
and to what extent working in production sites is associated with playing 
a game, revealing the degree to which engagements and relational as
pects in such contexts could serve the employers’ interests. In addition, 
earlier research addressed how gender (Cooper, 2000), aesthetic di
mensions of technologies (Siciliano, 2016), control through space (e.g., 
Bilsland & Cumbers, 2018), cultural engineering (Bolton, 2004; Mather 
et al., 2012), work intensification (e.g., Hayes, 2021), and peer sur
veillance (Ellway, 2013) can be harnessed as organizational policies to 
secure managers’ power and profitability of organizations. 

Barrett (2001) showed how two types of control, including direct (i. 
e., giving less autonomy to workers) and responsible (giving more au
tonomy to workers) modes, are collectively employed. Adopting specific 
ways of control depends on factors such as product type, employees’ 
characteristics (e.g., Price, 2016), and local organizational conditions (e. 
g., Dörflinger et al., 2021). Recent studies have further investigated how 
platform companies employ various control strategies using algorithms 
(e.g., Gerber, 2021; Wood et al., 2019). Some studies revealed how 
workers and managers could collectively shape control practices inside 

Table 7 (continued ) 

Source First-order codes Second-order 
codes 

Aggregate 
dimensions 

Baines (2010) Endangering the 
capacity to envision 
comprehensive 
changes 

Quinlan et al. 
(2020) 

Solidarity of workers 
against workplace 
harassment 

Yang et al. (2020) Mobilization through 
new communication 
technologies 

Gekara and 
Fairbrother 
(2013) 

Undermining 
solidarity among 
workers by 
managerial strategies 

McCabe (2007) Individualistic 
preoccupations in 
collective resistance 

Tassinari and 
Maccarrone 
(2020); Cini and 
Goldmann 
(2021); Diab 
(2021); Lei 
(2021) 

Possibility of 
solidarity among gig 
workers 

Novek (2000);  
Huising (2014);  
Shulzhenko and 
Holmgren (2020) 

Resistance against 
technologies and 
managerial systems 

Drivers and 
forms of 
resistance in the 
workplace 

Barrett (2004);  
Crowley (2012);  
Alberti (2014);  
Price (2016) 

Mobility power (e.g., 
job quitting) as a 
form of resistance 

Smith and Ngai 
(2006); Taylor 
and Moore 
(2015); Walker 
(2016); Hughes 
et al. (2019) 

Union-organized 
mobilization against 
organization 

Manolchev (2020) Identity-based forms 
of resistance 

Taylor and Bain 
(2003);  
Korczynski 
(2011) 

Conflicting with 
corporate culture 
and aims by humor 

McCabe (2007) Poor job security as a 
source of resistance 

Villarreal (2010) Gendered 
motivations of 
workers for 
struggling with 
managers over profit 

Schofield (2001) Bureaucracy as an 
upskilling force 

Rejecting 
deskilling idea 

Deskilling- 
upskilling 
paradox Haynes et al. (2005) Experiencing 

upskilling trough 
joint consultation 

Hislop (2008) Developing 
conceptual skills 
through informal 
practice 

Smith et al. (2008);  
Gale (2012);  
Juravich (2017);  
Varje and 
Turtiainen 
(2017); Wang 
et al. (2021);  
Terry et al. (2021) 

Worker agency over 
the production 
process 

Sherman (2011);  
Misra and Walters 
(2016) 

Impossibility of labor 
routinization due to 
the customer 
influence 

Rose (2002); Taylor 
et al. (2008);  
Ikeler (2016) 

Routinized labor 
process 

Supporting 
deskilling idea  

Table 7 (continued ) 

Source First-order codes Second-order 
codes 

Aggregate 
dimensions 

Russell (2002);  
Zheng and Smith 
(2018); 

Limited training 
spaces in the 
workplace 

Russell (2002);  
Mather et al. 
(2007);  
Stevenson (2007); 
Baines (2010);  
Carter and 
Stevenson (2012) 

Deskilling through 
redesigning and 
fragmenting work 
practices 

Mather and Seifert 
(2014);  
MacKenzie et al. 
(2017) 

Removing decisions 
from individuals 

Ikeler (2016) Reduction in service 
workers’ complexity 
and autonomy 

Siegelbaum and 
Thomas (2016);  
Sharma (2020) 

Break in the unity of 
conception and 
execution 

Lehdonvirta (2018); 
Pérez and 
Cifuentes (2020) 

Constraints on 
worker control over 
labor  
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organizations (e.g., Hastings & MacKinnon, 2017), thereby looking at 
control as a socially constructed phenomenon by different actors. 

5.3. Solidarity and resistance 

Some studies showed the degree to which solidarity among workers 
is possible. For instance, workers often feel powerless regarding making 
changes in their working conditions (e.g., Russell, 2002; Tsang & 
Kwong, 2017). Baines (2010) found little imagination capacity among 
workers to enact meaningful changes for transforming unfavorable 
conditions. Yang et al. (2020) explored how new communication tech
nologies such as social media platforms could successfully increase 
possibilities for workers’ solidarity. 

Quinlan et al. (2020) suggested a novel way to increase the potential 
actions workers could take against workplace harassment using a 
theatre-based intervention. Recent studies further addressed that gig 
workers’ solidarity on platforms is conditional on factors such as worker 
dependencies (i.e., the degree to which workers are economically 
dependent on their earnings from platforms) and platforms’ policies 
impacting it (e.g., Lei, 2021; Tassinari & Maccarrone, 2020). However, 
McCabe (2007) showed how individualistic preoccupations are 
embedded into the nature of collective actions in organizations and 
raised the critical question, though not answered, whether the latter 
could finally result in higher inequality across societies over the long 
run. 

Previous research exemplified some cases where resistance practices 
were targeted at organizational initiatives and technological changes in 
workplaces (Huising, 2014; e.g., Shulzhenko & Holmgren, 2020). 
McCabe (2007) reported that poor job security has also been explored as 
a source of resistance among workers. Solidarity and resistance could 
take different forms, such as quitting the job (e.g., Price, 2016), 
union-organized protests (e.g., Hughes et al., 2019), workplace humor 
(e.g., Korczynski, 2011), and identity-based resistance through the 
construction of meaningful “Selves” in a sensemaking process (Man
olchev, 2020). Villarreal (2010) also found that gender issues should not 
be overlooked as a neutral variable and must be considered while 
addressing how workers struggle against organizational systems. 

5.4. Deskilling-upskilling paradox 

Concerning refuting or challenging the deskilling idea, some studies 
empirically showed how workers feel a great deal of autonomy and re
sponsibility for their work tasks (e.g., Juravich, 2017; Terry et al., 2021). 
Schofield (2001) revealed how bureaucracy acted even as an upskilling 
force in the public sector, opening spaces for interpreting documents 
from governmental organizations. Haynes et al. (2005) indicated how an 
initiative in the workplace, namely joint consultation, could have 
brought significant upskilling experiences among workers. Hislop 
(2008) also showed how workers improve their conceptual and knowl
edge skills through informal workplace practices. Sherman (2011) and 
Misra and Walters (2016) showed that a comprehensive labor routini
zation could be impossible given the consumer’s influences and the 
relational aspects embedded in the service jobs. 

While studies showed how the deskilling thesis is no longer relevant, 
other findings proved the opposite. Some studies found workers expe
riencing highly routinized labor processes (e.g., Ikeler, 2016; Rose, 
2002), leaving limited workplace training space (e.g., Zheng & Smith, 
2018). Previous research indicated how employers redesigned work 
processes, offering fragmented tasks to workers (e.g., Carter & Steven
son, 2012) and constraining workers’ control over their labor (e.g., 
Lehdonvirta, 2018). This resulted in breaking down the unity between 
conception and execution in the labor process (e.g., Sharma, 2020) and 
removing decision responsibilities from individuals (e.g., MacKenzie 
et al., 2017). Ikeler (2016) also found an exacerbating rate of reducing 
complexity and autonomy in the service labor design. 

6. Agenda for critical HRM research 

In this section, using the TCM (theory, context, and method) 
framework (Paul et al., 2017), we set an LPT-inspired agenda for future 
studies in the critical HRM research field. 

6.1. Implications for theory 

LPT has arguably been and will seemingly remain one of the domi
nant approaches employed by critical HRM scholars to find an “anti
dote” against various forms of optimism brought about by HRM scholars 
seeking to introduce an integrated HRM perspective (see Kaufman, 
2004). Such expression might seem antagonistic toward recent 
constructive calls that suggested to join forces for reaching an “inte
grated social science perspective” (Brewster, 2022, p. 4). It could also be 
interpreted as a “kind of pessimism that sees history ‘rolling over’ and 
crushing human choice and innovation” (Watson, 2010, p. 928). Yet, it 
is worth noting that LPT has not only been employed by materialist 
Marxist research in HRM studies marked by antagonism toward capi
talism. On the contrary, LPT might also be helpful for pluralists and 
other HR research traditions to develop a more refined HRM theoretical 
debate (Boxall, 2021; Boxall & Purcell, 2011; Haynes et al., 2005; 
Nechanska et al., 2020; Richards, 2022). It does so by, for instance, 
encouraging HRM scholars to take a critical look at various HR plans, 
strategies, and policies (e.g., in the context of ‘new work’ flexibilization) 
in theory aimed at empowering workers while, in practice, they may be 
rather removing obstacles for capital to expand. 

Anyhow, regardless of its theoretical trajectories (see Knights & 
Willmott, 1990; Thompson, 1989; 1990), LPT is indeed deeply rooted in 
a Marxist perspective. By focusing on the “point of production,” LPT 
shows how a capitalist mode of production degrades the nature of work, 
and that this effect is embedded within the broader social, economic, 
and political context. Capital cannot expand without labor, and there 
exists no limit to this expansion. While this law is an internal feature of 
capitalism, the ways labor power is converted into actual labor depend 
on many variables, including national context, industry specifications, 
industrial relations agents (e.g., trade unions), and the nature of jobs, 
among others. Critical HRM scholars can add value to research by 
connecting these variables with the way work is organized within the 
workplace. Such contextualization must remain a central aim for critical 
HRM studies and “Without that, the research program can disappear 
into microlevel case studies of control and skill strategies whose causal 
chain ends at the factory gate” (Thompson & Newsome, 2004, p. 143). 

This research program, aiming to connect the workplace with the 
wider context, can be sustained only if critical HRM scholars accept that 
the LPT has still a relevant core proposition (see Jaros, 2005), the 
so-called “indeterminacy of labor,” of which HRM is a part. More spe
cifically, HRM is here “understood as a discourse and set of practices that 
attempt to reduce the indeterminacy involved in the employment con
tract” (Townley, 1993, p. 518). Against this background, revealing a 
deep-seated “structured antagonism” between capital and labor will 
remain a matter of focus for critical HRM researchers interested in LPT 
(Edwards & Hodder, 2022). In a profound sense, workers are system
atically exploited within the employment relationship as they do not 
own all the value created from their labor. Critical HRM scholars could 
not only reveal the ways HRM policies may contribute to extending such 
exploitation (e.g., diminishing workers’ capacities for collective orga
nization), but they can also show how workers are aware of, and respond 
to, such exploitation in different ways (e.g., resistance to work in
tensifications). On the contrary, if we are to admit that a “structured 
antagonism” does not necessarily exist between capital and labor, the 
only research issues left for LPT scholars are “consent and accommo
dation, and not control and resistance” (Thompson & Harley, 2007, p. 
152). We, therefore, recommend that researchers do not solely strive 
toward reaching a unified theory, as many pluralists suggest. Instead, 
they could attempt to depict and understand what has been called “a 
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complex and uneven larger picture” by including the different aspects 
and facets that constitute employment relationships in reality (Thomp
son, 2013, p. 484). 

Based on the systematic review of past empirical HRM research 
informed by LPT, we can see that a significant theoretical gap remains in 
the HRM debate. Such gap concerns, on one hand, the relationship be
tween the issues happening at, and the outcomes arising from, the 
workplace or “point of production” – such as control mechanisms, 
empowerment programs, high-involvement models, skill formations, 
resistance, accommodation, compliance, and consent – and, on the other 
hand, the “disconnected capitalism thesis” (DCT) (Thompson, 2003, 
2013). The DCT, as said, focuses on how the structural conditions 
imposed by financialized capitalism hinder the possibility to achieve a 
mutually satisfactory bargain among different stakeholders in pluralistic 
employment relationships. It is worth mentioning that a considerable 
number of studies within the critical HRM research field have previously 
addressed the DCT (e.g., Brown et al., 2019; Palladino, 2021; Zeitoun & 
Pamini, 2021). However, these studies have not been reviewed in the 
present paper as they did not focus on the labor process theory. Indeed, 
they address the DCT from policy-level viewpoints, without connecting 
their findings to the organization of work. 

The current paper’s findings indicate that a considerable number of 
studies in critical HRM research focused on control mechanisms, resis
tance and consent, skill formation, and division of labor. These issues 
represent by far the most critical areas of research in LPT research and, 
we contend, will remain central in all future studies on work and 
employment. However, critical HRM researchers are recommended to 
interpret results by taking into greater consideration the structural 
contexts in which these results arise, and how these might have been 
highly influenced by a ‘disconnected’ capitalist mode of production. For 
example, concerning the deskilling-upskilling contradiction, Thompson 
(2013) asserts that “trends in work regimes represent neither up-skilling 
nor deskilling”. As such, deskilling or upskilling should not be a central 
focus per se. Instead, future scholars could explore “a broader and 
shallower palette of skills, with intensive utilization by a capital of a 
greater variety of sources of labor power” (Thompson, 2013, p. 479). 
Capital has been able to revolutionize its approaches to work organi
zation along the way. Therefore, an antagonistic behavior between 
capital and labor exists but should not necessarily be considered as 
obvious, and a certain level of creativity and cooperation in the work
place does not necessarily mean that LPT is outmoded or old-fashioned 
(Thompson & Harley, 2007). 

Another likely contribution that remains absent in previous research 
efforts is a critical dialogue with the most current theoretical frame
works proposed by pluralist researchers in HRM studies. These theo
retical frameworks include but are not limited to socially responsible 
HRM, green HRM, and sustainable HRM (e.g., Aust et al., 2020; 
Lopez-Cabrales & Valle-Cabrera, 2020; Omidi & Dal Zotto, 2022; Paulet 
et al., 2021). 

We take here the sustainable HRM framework as an example. Aust 
et al. (2020) propose a paradigm shift in sustainable HRM and argue 
that, by applying ideas from a common good economy perspective, HRM 
could contribute to solving “grand challenges”. The authors further 
insist that this new type of sustainable HRM, the so-called “Common 
Good HRM”, could help to better understand the purpose of business as 
if the organizational competitiveness and “extraction” of value at work 
were not a primary point of focus for HRM research anymore. Aust et al. 
(2020) refer to new managerial and corporate discourses such as 
“business human rights,” “workplace democracy,” and “employment 
creation” for tackling global challenges including in-work poverty, lack 
of labor voice, youth unemployment, and job insecurity. However, they 
do not provide an explanatory context, within which the roots of the 
above-mentioned global challenges could be found and which could be 
embedded in “disconnected capitalism”. According to Richards, 2020, 
sustainable HRM is still an employer-driven process focused on em
ployers’ and governmental interests, rather than on employees’ 

interests. A very recent study conducted by Macini et al. (2022) within 
Brazilian banks shows that, despite the simultaneous employers’ 
engagement in justice and equality, transparent HR practices, profit
ability as well as employee well-being, current HRM practices fall 
largely behind sustainable standards. Thus, the key appeals towards new 
(sustainable) HRM theoretical frameworks introduced by pluralist re
searchers seem to be placed in their “optimism about the capacity of 
capitalism to spontaneously become more humanistic” (Thompson & 
Harley, 2007, p. 162). Investigations concerning such theoretical opti
mism and its manifestations in the context of work organization could be 
highly promising subjects for critical HRM scholars in the future. 

6.2. Implications for context 

Unexpectedly, only one study among the reviewed articles employed 
LPT to conduct critical HRM research in an African country (Diab, 
2021), even though it can partly be understood given the difficulties in 
accessing research archives and funds to conduct empirical research in 
Africa. Despite such difficulties, HR researchers would need to address 
how the key concepts discussed in the LPT could find different meanings 
once addressed in developing and underrepresented countries. 

Besides, we encourage HR researchers in future to expand their in
vestigations into a broad range of professions by addressing the pecu
liarities embedded in them and thereby adding context. Specifically, we 
call for more attention to the platform economy (see Gandini, 2019), 
which brings about new jobs and entirely different forms of employment 
relationships as highlighted by recent HRM literature (see for instance 
Scully-Russ & Torraco, 2020). Furthermore, HR scholars may consider 
delving more into algorithm-based HR decisions to find out how, in what 
forms, and to what extent algorithmic management and forms of control 
might impact employees’ working conditions and power structures in 
organizations (Cheng & Hackett, 2021; Jarrahi et al., 2021). 

6.3. Implications for the method 

As a critical research program shaped by an anti-positivist spirit, it is 
not surprising that LPT was mostly employed within qualitative studies. 
A partial justification can be found in a statement by Thompson who 
argues that quantitative methodologies “cannot compensate for the 
absence of any serious account of the structural constraints of changing 
forms of capitalist political economies operating on HR practices in the 
workplace” (Thompson, 2011, p. 360). We thus believe that qualitative 
methods will remain the prevalent approach critical HRM scholars will 
take. However, we by no means recommend that future scholars ignore 
quantitative methods as, in line with the LPT’s research program, a 
range of different methodologies could be possibly applied in critical 
HRM research (Harley, 2015; Thompson & Harley, 2007). With Vincent 
et al. (2020), for example, we recommend that future scholars consider 
employing quantitative methods once they address the moderating ef
fects of contextual and political factors on workplace outcomes achieved 
through qualitative methods. Moreover, comparative analysis among 
different institutional contexts could be valuable to show how finan
cialized capitalism operates and manifests across different work settings, 
organizations, industries, and nations. 

7. Conclusion 

The present paper has reviewed and consolidated past empirical, 
critical HRM research informed by LPT from 2000 to 2021, thus aiming 
at helping scholars to gain a collective understanding of its previous 
results and gaps. By setting an agenda for critical HRM scholars, it ar
gues why and how it is useful and important to employ LPT as an “an
tidote” to challenge and counteract the optimism predominantly 
propagated by pluralist scholars in HRM, who still believe that capital
ism can become humanistic and balance the fundamentally divergent 
interests of employees and employers. The present article further 
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highlights the need for (a) adding context to the application of LPT by 
addressing developing and underrepresented countries as well as the 
peculiarities embedded in a broader range of professions, and (b) 
applying quantitative methods as well as comparative analyses to more 
deeply understand different institutional and organizational contexts. 
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