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General theme

Building on the success of its annual research days since 2019,
RIPCO is renewing its event on June 6, 2024, at the ICN premises in
Paris, La Défense. Researchers are invited to submit the extended
abstract of their academic work as soon as possible. All themes are
welcome as long as they fall within the scope of organizational be-
havior, encompassing individual and/or collective attitudes and
behaviors within the organizational framework. We are particularly
interested in the psychological processes that contribute, in one
way or another, to the life and performance of work teams and or-
ganizations as a whole.

Proposals can take various forms: narrative, systematic, meta-ana-
lytic, or bibliometric literature reviews synthesizing available scien-
tific knowledge on a topic, but also conceptual analyses proposing
new theoretical frameworks, and, of course, empirical analyses
conducted through experimentation, questionnaires, or qualitative
case studies. Social phenomena can be studied per se or in rela-
tion to their antecedents and/or consequences. The approaches
used to support the contributions belong to management
sciences, particularly organizational behavior, or, where appro-
priate, disciplines such as psychology (including social psychology),
ethnology, sociology, anthropology, philosophy, political science,
economics, information technology, decision theories, etc.
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The best papers addressing the Focus of
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Focus of the Day 2024

This year, the Research Day will focus particularly on
well-being and malaise at work. While the study of
malaise at work is almost contemporary with the dif-
fusion of Taylor's principles in organizations, the emer-
gence of the theme of well-being in management
sciences is more recent. It truly emerged at the turn
of the 2000s when positive psychology invited the
scientific community to study optimal human functio-
ning (Seligman, 1999). Changes as varied as the ex-
pression of new expectations at work, the drying up
of traditional managerial performance levers, the
adoption of new forms of organizations and work, but
also the sudden and recent intrusion of artificial intel-
ligence in many professions, encourage refining, or
even revising, the knowledge held as acquired on the
subject. Also noteworthy is the recent emergence of
critical literature on contemporary management (Ge-
noud, 2024; Le Garrec, 2021) that does not spare the
notion of well-being at work, which some scientists or
practitioners denounce as part of new managerial
strategies aimed at putting pressure on employees to
make them even more productive. This recent litera-
ture enriches more traditional critical theories (see, for
example: Barley & Kunda, 1992; Evans, 1999; Lands-
berger, 1958; Muldoon, 2017). At a time when well-
being at work becomes a managerial and
management issue in organizations, and is sometimes
apprehended as a right rather than a privilege by
many employees, we are particularly interested in at
least four research avenues this year.

THEME I

Relationships between well-being/malaise at workPro-
ponents of positive psychology have long noticed
that the prevention and treatment of negative phe-
nomena - e.g., stress, burnout - do not mechanically
induce the emergence of positive phenomena (Car-
son & Barling, 2009). Initiating an upward spiral cannot
rely solely on stopping negative dynamics (Roberts,
2006). In life in general, it has been suggested that ne-
gative affects can even coexist with positives: for
example, uncertainty about the persistence of cur-
rent happiness can be a source of anxiety, kindness
can expose one to the risk of exploitation, authenticity
can penalize the quality of social relationships, and
conversely, anger or stress can sometimes be energi-
zing. An excess of kindness in work relationships could
lead to "turning a blind eye" to certain dysfunctions
and, ultimately, to penalizing the sustainability of the
organization. These claims are essentially theoretical.
They lack empirical support. Field data collected in
the contemporary world of work could, to this end,
answer questions such as:

Well-being and malaise at work, new "bullshit" ma-•

nagerial phenomena or tangible and measurable
realities?

What dimensions of malaise can coexist with•
which dimensions of well-being in the workplace?
At what individual and collective cost?

What managerial practices explain the coexis-•
tence of well-being and malaise at work? What
dimensions are incompatible with each other?

Do new capacities arise from the interaction bet-•
ween positive and negative states?

Do reactions to the professional world depend on•
professions, organizations, generations, or econo-
mic periods? To what extent can we influence
their causes?

Do positive and negative dynamics operate as a•
mirror or are they different?

What would be the criteria for well-being and ma-•
laise at work? How does the cultural dimension
allow us to relativize their scope and their ability
to reach a consensus?

What have been the recent episodes in history•
that have made an impression through trials, de-
bates, controversies brought to the public's atten-
tion?

Who are the figures, authorities, or institutions that•
are legitimate to intervene either by setting rules
based on principles or by introducing rewards or
punishments to sanction certain behaviors?

Is well-being at work compatible with "societal•
malaise" (wars, conflicts, crises, solastalgia, anxie-
ties related to climate change)?

Are well-being and malaise at work specific to in-•
dividual characteristics, professions or jobs, sectors
of activity?

Can art, creation, and creativity alter well-being•
and malaise at work?

THEME II

Personal and Collective Feelings at Work

If well-being and malaise at work have objective di-
mensions, they also constitute individual subjective
constructs. These are indeed feelings that are proba-
bly not governed in all employees by the same ante-
cedents. What suits one may not necessarily satisfy
another. For instance, the autonomy granted in the
workplace can be perceived as a source of fulfillment
or, on the contrary, as a lack of organization and ma-
nagement. The employee's personal history, career
path, current situation, personality, expectations, and
the quality of relationships within the organized group



color these interpretations. In such a context, the ap-
plication of standardized managerial practices
should not be recommended. The likelihood that they
do not influence positive and negative affects in the
same way is high. Beyond team managers, well-
being and malaise at work seem to be both a collec-
tive responsibility in the sense that they also depend
on the quality of the interaction between each mem-
ber of the organization. Well-being at work could, in
this respect, have an allocentric dimension that is still
largely in the shadow of academic research. Diffe-
rent questions arise from these conjectures:

Under what conditions can personal well-being•
at work converge with the collective well-being
of the workgroup?

How to investigate this topic to objectify facts or,•
conversely, leave more room for subjective repre-
sentations?

Are there criteria that seem to characterize orga-•
nizations and organizational behaviors produ-
cing/leading to well-being at work and their
opposites?

How to personalize managerial practices favora-•
ble to well-being without penalizing the sense of
organizational justice?

Are well-being and malaise at work contagious?•

Well-being and malaise in their organizational•
context: what about the work climate and orga-
nizational culture?

What management or human resource manage-•
ment practices can influence well-being and ma-
laise?

What are the underlying explanatory mecha-•
nisms of allocentrism in well-being at work?

Does malaise at work have an allocentric dimen-•
sion?

Does the diversity of well-being and malaise•
scores in the same work team penalize collective
performance? What are the underlying pro-
cesses?

THEME III

New Information and Communication Technolo-
gies, Artificial Intelligence, and Well-being/Malaise
at Work

The sudden irruption of new information and commu-
nication technologies, as well as artificial intelligence
(AI), in the world of work could disrupt many social
balances found so far. These new technologies still
suffer from an unstable definition today. Nothing ab-
normal about that if we consider that there are many
forms of human intelligence. Despite these still uncer-

tain foundations because they are always evolving,
very many professions could, or not (Andler, 2024), be
transformed in the very short term. The positioning of
employees in this unprecedented digital environment
will have to be rethought. The effects on their well-
being/malaise have not yet been systematically
questioned. Will "augmented employees" (Gaillard,
2024) be happier at work because they are more pro-
ductive, or on the contrary stressed at the idea of
being replaced by the Machine? The questions, not
to say fears, are numerous as the potential for func-
tionalities and possible uses is still difficult to grasp:

Are new information and communication tech-•
nologies, and in particular AI, sources of new
forms of well-being or malaise at work?

Under what conditions can AI improve the well-•
being experienced in workplaces? What uses are,
on the contrary, not recommended?

What does AI do to us?•

How to describe, interpret, and understand AI•
outside the technical and technological frame-
work?

Does AI make employees smarter, more produc-•
tive, and happier at work?

What changes does AI introduce within the hie-•
rarchy of professions in organizations?

What are the individual and collective effects of•
the organizational implementation of new infor-
mation and communication technologies and AI
on psychological health at work?

What are the consequences in terms of well-•
being/malaise of the encounter between artifi-
cial intelligence, algorithmic and calculative, and
human intelligence, whose cognitive biases are
described by Kahneman (2012)?

Are new forms of technological dependence de-•
veloping at work?

Could AI reinforce or, on the contrary, weaken•
professional inequalities?

Could AI put an end to bullshit jobs?•

Could AI reinforce or even generalize the impos-•
tor syndrome (Chassangre, 2015)?

Can art, creation, and creativity change the•
sense of dispossession caused by AI?

THEME IV

Well-being/Malaise in Management Science Edu-
cation Institution

The fourth theme we wish to specifically address is
sectoral. It concerns the well-being/malaise of tea-



ching and research staff in higher education mana-
gement sciences (Schools, Universities). It should, the-
refore, interest most participants in the research day.
Hyper-competitiveness and rapid internationalization
for some, bureaucratization and impoverishment for
others, have given rise to new forms of pressure on
staff. Individual and collective resilience has become
a sine qua non in this sector. Even though there is not
yet a national observatory instituted at this level of
study like the one set up in school institutions (Bechichi
& Blouet, 2024), numerous testimonies reveal a situa-
tion where professional vocation coexists with more
or less latent malaise. In this logic, many gray areas
deserve to be illuminated:

How to explain the malaise of at least some tea-•
ching and research staff whose status is neverthe-
less envied by the general public?

What does work consist of today for teaching and•
research staff? How are work teams composed?
How are tasks, responsibilities, and duties distribu-
ted?

Is there an adequacy between the means and•
objectives available in the components, labora-
tories, and teams? What criteria allow objecti-
fying this situation? Can we observe an evolution
over the last decades and years?

Should we select more or differently at the en-•
trance to the university?

Is the "publish or perish" principle a source of bad•
conscience for some and professional exhaustion
for others? How to position oneself to preserve
one's well-being?

What are the professional and organizational is-•
sues specific to the profession of teaching and re-
search staff in higher education management
sciences (Schools, Universities) affecting psycho-
logical health in this sector?

Are teaching and research staff replaceable by•
online devices or robots?

Does the job security in force in universities have•
its social shadow side?

Should the specialization of teaching and re-•
search staff be strengthened or attenuated?

What individual defense mechanisms can be de-•
veloped in the academic environment to pre-
serve professional conscience and well-being at
work?

What must we learn anew to exercise our profes-•
sion honorably and to our personal satisfaction?
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liation(s) and contact information, context, research problem, methodological instrumentation, main results,
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Since one of the objectives of the day is to create a link for exchange and discussion between researchers and
practitioners, the proposals for papers may correspond to research in progress. However, they must be original,
i.e. unpublished or under review by a journal.
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