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This paper contributes to a growing literature on new public management in relation to academia in general but more specifically UK business schools. Following interviews with a range of staff in universities, we explore the impact that auditing and monitoring interventions have made on academics and their identities. In some senses, academic identities would appear to have changed as a result of managerialist practices of audit, league tables, research assessments, and other measures of accountability for performance. In exploring our data we were struck by the extent to which our respondents drew upon various narratives of love in accounting for their experiences and so we sought to frame our analysis around conceptions of romantic, unconditional and pragmatic love. We also found that with few exceptions, our respondents were complicit rather than resistant to new public management demands for audit, accountability and performance and we sought to understand this in terms of the management of academic identities. Despite their compliance, however, considerable disquiet and dissatisfaction was expressed such that the romantic notion of a 'labour of love' where work is an end in itself is being stretched to its limits as academics are increasingly subjected to loveless or instrumental demands.
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A Labour of Love?  Academics in Business Schools.‘Shall I tell you what is wrong with Hector as a teacher? It isn’t that he that he doesn’t produce results, he does.  But they are unpredictable and unquantifiable, and in the current educational climate that is of no use.    He may very well be doing his job, but there is no method that I know of that enables me to assess the job that he’s doing. He has inspiration, certainly; but how do I quantify that?’
(Bennett, 2004:67 The History Boys)





Introduction 

A longstanding literature exists that critically examines the world of academia in the context of new public management (NPM) and its managerialist intrusions[endnoteRef:1] (Parker and Jary, 1995; Willmott, 1995; Prichard and Willmott, 1997). In order to validate their arguments, several studies have drawn on primary data on the experiential responses of academics to their newfound situation (Humphreys & Brown, 2002; Harris et al., 1998; Thomas and Davies, 2002; Harley, 2003; Worthington and Hodgson, 2005; Barry et al., 2006; Brown and Humphries, 2006; Garcia and Hardy, 2007; Harding et al., 2010).  [1: Notes
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 New managerial practices or what is sometimes called new public management refers to the way that private sector practices of accountability and control involving, for example, audits, performance measurement, league tables and targets, and high levels of monitoring and surveillance have been adopted by the public sector (Willmott, 1995; Thomas and Davies, 2002).   ] 


This is the background from which we present empirical research on the identities of academic staff in UK business schools. In developing our research and analysing the data, we drew on analyses of identity (Knights and Willmott, 1985; 1999; Grey, 1994; Du Gay, 1996; Collinson, 2003; Ainsworth and Hardy, 2004; Brown, 2006; Brown and Humphreys, 2006; Webb, 2006; Czarniawska, 1997; Alvesson et al., 2008; Ybema et al., 2009) in order to theorise the responses of our interviewees to new managerialist practices and other higher education changes that they were experiencing in their work.  Our objective is to understand how the historical, cultural, economic, political and institutional relations in higher education (and in our case specifically UK business schools) shape or reshape the conditions of identity work and how academic subjectivities are sustained or transformed. 

In particular, we examine how the cultural, institutional and managerial changes of the last decade or so have affected academic identities. While perhaps always somewhat insecure (Gabriel, 2010), academic identities have been rendered even more fragile by the intense pressures on academics to perform. Whereas traditionally academics have been free to publish when and where appropriate, now we[endnoteRef:2] are set targets that for a majority are difficult if not impossible, simply by virtue of the fact that the whole academic community is seeking space in a limited number of top ranked journals (Keenoy, 2005). As with most elite methods of evaluation and processes of market competition, the law of numbers determines that only a minority can be fully successful (Macdonald and Kam, 2007), so as one popular novelist has suggested, the market ‘was a dark and sinister machine that ground down and ate up a hundred destinies for every lucky individual it rewarded’. (Coetzee, 2008:118) [2:  As authors who are also members of the very occupation/ profession that is the subject matter of this paper, it would be strange for us to write as if we were merely external observers and so we have used the personal pronoun on several occasions. There is no intention to exclude academics that are not from business schools or those outside of academia since issues of occupational or professional identity in the context of the intensification of accountability and control extend to most contemporary work situations. ] 


Such research into our own profession could be considered self-indulgent especially given that compared with many other occupations, academics continue to enjoy considerable freedoms and privileges. Indeed, despite complaints about the erosion of their autonomy as they are subjected to a proliferation of new implicit and explicit demands, our respondents admit that ‘we still have a huge amount of freedom to follow our interests and fascinations’. However, as intimated by the question mark in our title, there is a sense of disappointment in the responses of our interviewees such that we are tempted to suggest that their ‘labour of love’ is being stretched [endnoteRef:3] amid increasingly ‘loveless’ demands.  [3:  There is here a vague connection with Shakespeare’s play Love’s Labour’s Lost but whereas in the play. the King and Courtiers breach their oath to scholarship and temporary celibacy in pursuit of romantic love that goes unrequited, our participants love of their labour is in danger of being lost through its own erosion] 


Our concern in this paper is to contribute to the literature on new public management and the impact of the audit culture on business school academics and their identities.  In particular, given that our respondents seemingly express a great love for their job, we offer this as an analytical frame to explore the ways in which academics demonstrate how these conflicting (and conflicted) pressures are discursively deployed in the construction and re-construction of academic identities.   Whilst we frame the analysis in terms of a range of different kinds of love we are also conscious of the tensions surrounding academic life consequent upon the audit and performative culture, and that stretches some aspects of this  'labour of love' to its limits. Nonetheless these different narratives on love are discursively drawn upon by our respondents in constructing their identities and making sense of their subjection to the power/knowledge relations of New Public Management as an increasingly intensified audit and performative culture in UK universities.  

The structure of the paper is as follows.  We begin by providing a summary of what we understand by the concept of identity or identities and their importance to academics in the context of their organizational life before introducing our central theme of a labour of love.  A section on the methods adopted and how the data was collected and analysed precedes our presentation of the main data from the research interviews. Throughout this presentation we discuss different conceptions of love where except through nostalgia for the past as a valued tradition, there are increasing tensions in identifying with discourses of romantic commitment and unconditional love at work. In the discussion section we reflect on how academics are increasingly confronted with managerialist intensifications of audit, accountability and performance demands.  As a result, we argue that perhaps the best that can be expected is a pragmatic love where work becomes an instrumental pursuit of, and is conditional upon, a return or reciprocal reward. Finally in a summary and conclusion we examine the development of identities that are potentially resistant to these changing conditions, as well as on their implications for future academic work. 

Loving to labour: Identity in Business Schools

Insofar as individuals are unable to ‘somersault in and out of society unencumbered by history, socialisation or emotion’ (Ybema et al, 2009:315), identity studies must give credence to these dynamic relations of power and knowledge (Foucault, 1980) in which individuals (and their professions) are embedded. While in continuous flux and flow, whether or not these power/knowledge relations constitute subjectivities depends on how much resonance there is with prevailing pre-existent identifications, and the audit culture has made demands which have resonated with pre-existing practices of quality publishing, research and teaching – reflecting and reinforcing the tradition that valorizes the creation and communication of knowledge (Keenoy, 2003).  It is this tradition that would seem to inform our respondents’ tendency to perceive their work as a ‘labour of love’ that inspires them to blur the distinctions between work and leisure, as do other professionals such as artists or writers.  It is also probably this tradition that has rendered the majority of academics complicit in accepting rather than rebelling from audits revolving around research and publications.  Indeed in many senses it may be argued that a number of academics have positively embraced these aspects of the audit culture, even though sniping from the sidelines with regard to some of its negative consequences. 

Our occupation and the organization of employment has become a major source of identity, perhaps ‘a place where the self may become that which it truly is or desires to be’ (Grey 1994:482), and for those who find their work life enhancing or are fully engaged, work and the organization of employment is central to the formation of their identity, and the pursuit of higher and nobler aspirational selves (Thornborrow and Brown, 2009). Studies of identity can therefore make a significant contribution towards understanding the nuanced interpretations of a ‘multiplicity of discourses circulating around and through’ any organisation (Kuhn, 2009:682).  At any one time events or statements may seem insignificant but in their relation to one another can form the conditions of possible truth. As Keenoy (2005) notes ‘each step may be innocuous and seemingly marginal...[but] over time, ‘new’ realities have emerged as normalized properties of the academic lifeworld’ (p.318). While there was some opposition in the early days of the UK formally evaluating academic research (the RAE/REF)[endnoteRef:4], for example, it was never collective or concerted because its overall significance was not anticipated. This partly accounts for the way in which academics have been complicit in the historical institutionalization of these exercises. The same has been true of teaching quality controls, which despite being only about procedures and records rather than actual teaching, have not been resisted. However, because no extra funding has been attached to teaching rankings they have not (so far) had the same impact as research assessments, although with the increase in fees this may change.  [4:  The UK government introduced the Research Assessment Exercise (RAE) in 1992 for purposes of evaluating academic performance every 4-6 years through peer review. It provides the basis for allocating research funds to universities. In 2009 the government replaced it by the Research Excellence Framework (REF) that for all practical purposes is expected to have perhaps even greater elitist effects.] 


Identity is central to life in organizations (Ybema et al, 2009) since it frames our understanding of a wide range of issues such as culture, consumption, ethnicity, gender, power, status, time and place (Brown and Humphreys, 2006).  In recent times organization analysts have sought to show how identity is closely related to power, not just because the latter helps to secure identity but also, drawing on Foucault (1980; 1982), how it is an effect of power (Knights, 1992; Townley, 1993; McKinlay and Starkey, 1998; Alvesson and Willmott, 2002).  It has also been argued that the effect of power on subjectivity is partly a function of insecurities about identity, or the sense that we all have of the precariousness in which we are seen by others and ultimately ourselves (Knights and Willmott, 1999; Collinson, 2003). In conceptualising identity we align ourselves with notions of a set of ‘negotiating intersections’ between multiple, dynamic and sometimes ‘fractured’ and provisional selves (Ibarra 1999; McAdams, 1996) rather than any assumption that identity is unitary, static, and enduring, or a ‘singular phenomenon’ (Collinson, 2003:534).  Throughout our interviews there was considerable moaning and groaning about the pressures of managerialism yet, as we shall see later a persistent more positive theme was an expression of love for their job.  We have employed this as a theme through which to analyse our data. Emotional experiences are ‘resources that may be utilized flexibly to ‘manage’...identities’ (Coupland et al, 2008:328) and loving one’s work can clearly be seen as laudatory for our sense of well being.  In order to frame our analysis we have selected three types of love – romantic, unconditional and instrumental – each of which was present to a varying degree in the narratives of our respondents. We now report on the methodology used in accumulating our data on business school academics.
Methodology

These deliberations on identity and the self provide us with the conceptual basis for analysing our interviews although we cannot claim the interview schedule we used was independent of these ideas. That is to say, prior to the research we (as academics employed by a UK business school) held ideas about the concerns with identity among our academic colleagues in business and management schools, and these informed the construction of our interview schedule. 

Research Design
Stimulated by the claim that it was ‘unusual for academics to expose their doubts, fears and potential weaknesses’ (Humphreys, 2005.852) we carried out a within-discipline interpretive study of academics in business schools in UK universities.  We did so with the purpose of producing ‘rich empirical analyses that capture the inter-subjectivity of organizational life in a thoughtful and empathetic fashion’ (Alvesson et al, 2008:7) and were confident in this endeavour because we ourselves work in UK business schools. However, Alvesson et al comment that ‘It is rare that academics study the ‘lived realities’ of their own organizations’ because of the particular features of conducting such research.  Reasons proposed include a reluctance to expose ‘backstage’ behaviours to outside audiences and the potential for ‘breaches of trust’, as well as the additional challenge of making what is familiar strange.  
In articulating why we have conducted research internal to our own occupation, and in UK business schools rather than academe in general, we provide several arguments, one of which must include the obvious advantage of opportunistic sampling because of insider contacts and knowledge. A second reason relates to the idea that if it is important to study other organizations and practices then why not one’s own (cf/ Davies and Thomas, 2002; Thomas and Davies 2002; Worthington and Hodgson, 2005).  Thirdly, insofar as academics since the 1980s have been subject to precisely the same rationalizations, productivity demands and work intensifications that many of us in business or management schools have spent a lifetime studying in the private and other parts of the public sector, they cannot be excluded from our research investigations. The other side of this is that the subject of management has become increasingly popular in the last few decades.  The exponential rise in student numbers has meant that business school academics may have been subject to patterns of increasing work intensification (Ogbonna and Harris, 2004) which differ by comparison with those outside of business schools, and which could result in more intense conflicts in terms of demands on time. Finally, given Keenoy’s comment that ‘academics ought to be better equipped than most to defend themselves’ (2003:138) we chose our sample from organization studies because of the subject matter of their teaching and research (structure, power, resistance, control) as we surmised that they may represent a more ‘extreme’ case – or  one of the better locations for potentially refuting our expectation that the audit, accountability, control and performativity associated with managerialism would be accepted uncritically. Reflexively as authors we admit that we are situated in ‘an historically contingent and invariably institutionalized set of knowledge producing practices’ (Ybema et al, 2009:315) so that in interpreting our data we have inevitably privileged some aspects over others to achieve particular effects (Watson, 1995). In this sense we are aware that all ‘fieldwork is a creative endeavour’ (Clarke et al, 2009.329), and we make no pretence that any constructions are either politically or morally neutral. 

Data Collection

The data were collected in 2009/10 and comprise 48 semi-structured interviews with lecturers, senior lecturers, readers and professors[endnoteRef:5] who were situated in 8 different UK business schools[endnoteRef:6]. Our method of sampling was both purposeful (we chose particular business schools and organization studies groups for the reasons outlined earlier), and self-selecting because the onus was on participants to respond to a detailed invitation to take part in this study.  [5:  The vast majority of our participants came from organization studies departments, although there was also some representation from HRM and marketing.  These individual groupings surfaced more similarities than differences in their accounts and, therefore we have not sought to differentiate their quotes.]  [6:  One quarter of the participants in our sample were from ‘post-92’ (‘new’) institutions.  Whilst they perhaps incorporated more talk of teaching into their accounts than those in pre-92 (‘old’) universities, they were still preoccupied with research publications as the most significant badge of ‘success’ by which they would be measured in the wider academic community.] 


All interviews lasted between 45 minutes and 70 minutes, and were digitally recorded and fully transcribed.  Participants were split 60:40 in terms of males and females respectively, and their ages ranged from 29 through to 68.  These were interviews or ‘conversations with a purpose’ (Burman, 1994) – that of elucidating the impact of new public management on academic identities. Despite this focus we invited participants also to talk more generally about themselves, and their affinities with the profession.[endnoteRef:7]  In our endeavours to research in a ‘thoughtful and empathetic fashion’ (c/f Alvesson et al, 2008) we ensured that participants were happy to talk about the subject, knew a little about our research, and were confident in their anonymity.  This was particularly important given our own membership with these academic communities, and because ‘the candidness of revelations depend very much on the trust that is built up’ (Fineman 2001:8) between researcher and participant, and this helped in attaining a rich and (often) emotional data set. [7:  For example we asked: At a dinner party how do you explain what you do for a living? What drew you into higher education? What activities are legitimate and rewarded in your business school? What political and socio-economic changes in the last decade have influenced the way you take up your role?] 




Data Analysis

In analysing our data, we focused on the ways in which language ‘filters experienced realities’ (Ybema et al, 2009:304) and is a carrier of meaning (Sturdy, 2003), and how discursive practices are both a condition and consequence of ‘the power relations that characterize any setting at a particular moment in time’ (Hardy and Phillips, 2004:305).  The discursive themes, which we are about to present, reflect and reproduce these power relations and not least our own exercise of power in turning them into particular stories composed from the data (Charmaz, 2000).

All our data were entered into NVIVO and coded into a number of categories such as emotion, centrality of role, and changes in the higher education system.  These descriptive first order categories were then expanded or collapsed depending on how well they were populated.  We worked iteratively with the data, refining these categories into more analytical concepts (such as  professionalism, career, control, autonomy) and through the employment of template analysis (King, 2004) we noticed a number of emerging themes which we chose to concentrate on, such as  those relating to control, performativity, intensification, and instrumentalism. 

In reflecting upon these ideas we began to draw parallels with the concept of ‘love’, primarily because it was an idea commonly deployed by participants to describe an intensely deep affection for their academic lives.  We are  aware however that there are many ‘types’ of love in the Western world and in our readings of the data there were elements of romanticism, unconditionality, and pragmatism.  In addition we also became aware that many participants spoke of the love of work as an end in itself, or as an unconditional action as diminishing; participants’ accounts were often infused with a sense of disappointed love with their experiences of work.  Our title therefore asks whether business school academics see their work as primarily rooted in a love and passion for what they do.  In employing this conceptual framework we do not intend nostalgically to imply (Humphreys and Brown, 2002) that this was always the case, or indeed that this is no longer the case, but to reflect the internal struggles and conflicts that were surfaced by participants in trying to understand and account for their (working) lives in academe.

In common with all research projects we accept that our study has some limitations.  Firstly, in asking for ‘volunteers’ to take part in our study it is necessarily self-selecting in ways that unpredictably affect the findings. Secondly, we feel that our specific sample may benefit in the future from a broader base – both in using the business school in general as a population, and extending this research beyond the business school into other areas of the university. Whilst we argue that our sites of study have been informative in providing rich data from which this paper has been created, this work is also a reflection of a unique case at a specific moment in time.  


Research Findings

Love and Labour

Using the concept of love as a framework we explore the ways in which participants authored their identities in relation to their academic selves.  Importing typologies of love is potentially problematic as these are often used in accounts which relate to other human beings - rather than in describing an attachment to working lives, nevertheless in order to differentiate notions of love we drew on Lee’s typology (1973/1976) later refined by Hendrick and Hendrick (1986) to showcase our data[endnoteRef:8].  We present our data under three headings: Eros (romantic love), Agape (unconditional love), and Pragma (logical or instrumental - pragmatic love), which includes a short section on Ludus (cynical or uncommitted game playing). However, we use these divisions not in an essentialist way to intimate that participants presented types of identities (e.g. romantic or pragmatic), but rather to illustrate how they drew on various discursive resources, at different times, in order to construct their academic selves.   [8:  We drew somewhat selectively from this typology as we did not feel that storge (friendship) was easy to extrapolate towards a broad concept (work) in contrast to a single object (person). ] 


Eros[endnoteRef:9] – Romantic love   [9:  While Eros is associated with sexual desire, it is also synonymous with romantic love and a creative nature both of which we believe characterise the passion with which many academics relate to their work. ] 


We open our discussions on love by looking at the passionate, romantic and intense feelings towards academia, which were discursively constructed by many participants in describing a deep and strong affection for their academic work. Tracy (2008) proposes that identities are inextricably emotional and related to productive power both as condition and effect (Foucault, 1982). A productive and creative power was manifest in our participants talk about their intense love for academic life ‘I love my job-absolutely love it – and I really believe in what I do’ (Senior Lecturer), and its component parts ‘I love my students who spark in me an interest’ (Lecturer). Indeed, the word love was used frequently in most interviews ‘I love teaching, I love writing and I love ideas’ (Professor).  Whilst emotion was arguably deployed as a resource for securing their own academic identities – as particular types of (over) committed people with a passion (Jack and Lorbiecki, 2007; Ybema et al., 2009), it was also a means of reflecting a deep affinity for their profession, what Brown (2006) might term a ‘symbolic rallying point’.  

Romantic love is synonymous with strong commitment (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986) and there was a tendency for participants to make claims (Ybema, 2009) that positioned their academic selves as central to their lives ‘it really is my life and my identity’ (Senior Lecturer), ‘a vocation not a job’ (Senior Lecturer), and ‘bound up with self worth’ (Lecturer).  It is well documented that academics see ‘their work as vocational’ (Worthington and Hodgson, 2005:106) and as a major source of their ‘identity’, and Harding et al (2010) suggest that it is precisely this idealised and normative construction of the self that renders him/her  ‘susceptible to control and exploitation’ in the process of ‘becoming’ (p.159).  Indeed long (unpaid) hours of work was a practice articulated by many participants, for example ‘I do a lot of work from home; you’ll quite often get emails from me at midnight...making sure that things are cleared’ (Professor).  One participant reflected that the environment encouraged such (over) commitment ‘I think in academia particularly, you’ll find that people will allow it to dominate their lives quite easily’ (Lecturer).  These self-disciplinary practices were inextricably bound up with the ‘love’ expressed for their job, and the desire to be the best they could be (Thornborrow and Brown, 2009).

Practices reflecting high commitment were pervasive in the data, with some participants narrating more extreme stories denoting an intense dependency on their work for meaning (Terkel, 1972) ‘I work incredibly long hours...I would prefer a more balanced life.  You-know, if I had an opportunity I would love to have children.  I would like to be in a relationship but this [my job] has sort-of taken over in a way’ (Lecturer).  In constructing themselves in this way participants observed that such commitments had consequences, both mental and physical in nature ‘I mean, in the end, I did nearly get ill because I was just so exhausted’ (Lecturer) and ‘I wake up at three o’clock in the morning to do writing between three and nine. By borrowing from my personal life I think that is ultimately damaging - beyond all possible belief...that’s a job killing the person.’  (Senior Lecturer).  Most participants incorporated into their narratives an extensive over-commitment to their jobs which blurred and suppressed home-life discourses (Thomas and Linstead, 2002), and in authoring their identities in this way, participants could be vulnerable to criticisms of self-aggrandizement (Clarke et al, 2009) or be seen as simply insecure (Collinson, 2003).  Nevertheless, such (over) commitment also demonstrated an allegiance to the traditional culture of academia (Keenoy, 2003) - as a vocation rather than a job, and were indicative of the love and passion that participants articulated for their academic selves ‘it’s a great life... I love it.  I couldn’t imagine doing anything else’ (Senior Lecturer).

Despite many statements concerning a love for the labour performed, there was a sense in which the changing context of higher education was challenging this romantic idea of academia, which could also be interpreted as idealistic, or at times nostalgic (Brown and Humphreys, 2006), and perhaps unattainable. The following section explores the different ways in which participants negotiated and positioned themselves within these complex discursive resources.

Agape – Unconditional Love 

In this section we focus on the theme of selfless love, a love that is given even if there is no direct benefit to the giver.  Such love is predicated on notions of communal, rather than self love and it continues regardless of whether love is returned.  Such unconditional love is fundamental in academia as so many activities involve time which is freely given (e.g. interview panels, peer reviewing), and this was a pervasive and powerful discursive resource from which participants drew.

Many of our participants  heavily illustrated their accounts with notions rooted in the idea of an ‘expressed traditional culture’ (Keenoy, 2003: 152) such that their love related to the provision, creation and pursuit of knowledge (ibid.). They positioned and re-positioned their (professional) selves amongst a multiplicity of discourses; particularly teaching, researching, and administering.  These discursive resources were at times antagonistic (Clarke et al, 2009), and surfaced as tensions involving apparently conflicting demands, particularly regarding ‘invisible work’ because ‘most people find themselves pulled in all sorts of directions; ... not to mention all the stuff that doesn’t get included on our work programmes which is about being a good citizen...serving on committees and contributing to various activities,’ (Senior Lecturer).

Knowledge provision, or engagement with students, was reported as having little ‘external’ value (outside of the student relationship),  although this did not always prohibit their involvement in such activities ‘we have a stipulated time which we’re supposed to spend with students… I’m not the only one, but I go over that all the time.  There’s no remission for it, but that’s not the point.  The point is that I feel that I’m sensitive to that part of my job’ (Lecturer).  The provision of teaching attracted many similar comments, provoking dilemmas such as ‘should we care about students or not? ...we have to care about them, they are paying for this’ (Lecturer,) as well as expressing the lack of reward ‘get a published paper read by six people, you’re a hero.  Get 1400 people with an 80% - 90% pass rate, you know, so what?’ (Senior Lecturer), with one interviewee commenting ‘teaching is a negative reward here’ (Reader). 

Aside from knowledge provision participants clearly articulated ways in which their efforts were given for the creation and pursuit of knowledge which were of benefit to the community, and irrespective of any direct individual reward ‘I’m editing a journal so that takes, I reckon, around 25% of my time which carries no recognition ... So it’s a kind of sacrifice really’ (Professor).  For those with heavy teaching loads (particularly in ‘new’ institutions) ‘conferences or ideas … you do it then in your own time...because your interest is in that’ (Senior Lecturer). Some participants were critical of academics who did not respect this unconditional love ‘there are one or two people who said to me when I suggested doing something to a module we share ‘look if this isn’t measured I’m not doing it you know? so it doesn’t count so why put energy into it?’  Um, maybe it’s a good thing to do, your integrity as an academic perhaps?’ (Lecturer).  Such practices, some reported, illustrated ways in which traditional values and integrity were readily subordinated to instrumentalism ‘it’s just working for brownie points rather than for generation of knowledge’ (Reader). This view was reinforced by many other participants ‘I mean so unless it ticks the box, it doesn’t matter right?  No-one cares about anything beyond that’ (Lecturer).  

Academics are aware of the repercussions of unconditional love; not transacting in a pragmatic way for example, reduces the chance of promotion ‘I don’t play the system...the Dean of the Business School came to tell me I didn’t get a promotion and he literally had his head in his hands because he said ‘we need people like you’’ (Lecturer). While freely given ‘love’ is often not rewarded, this extract shows how the academic community can only survive through a large number of activities that seemingly attract little in terms of direct rewards. Yet it is this unconditional love that may render significant success or promotion an aspiration that is forever out of reach (Thornborrow and Brown, 2009). In addition, participants indicated a sense of disappointment that aspects of their work often went unrecognised ‘I feel sad because the institution does not acknowledge my work’ (Senior Lecturer).

iii Pragma – Logical and Reciprocal, Pragmatic Love

In this section we look at how new public sector managerialism has shaped, and reshaped the enactment of  academic identities, and the ways in which participants positioned themselves with an expectation that their  ‘love’ would be returned by the institution/profession- to incorporate a degree of  reciprocity.  The data here explores pragmatic love - practices which are seen as mutually beneficial, unromantic, logical and rationally calculated (Hendrick and Hendrick, 1986).  

Many participants spoke of the increase in these practices as ‘a kind-of intensification of sort of performativity’ (Senior Lecturer). Identities are contingent on how we are perceived, understood and often defined by significant others, so managerialism and the assumptions that inform it have important power effects on academic subjectivity (Foucault, 1982). They transform academic individuals into subjects that secure their sense of themselves – their identity, meaning and reality – through participating in the practices that such powers invoke (Knights, 1992), for example one participant reflected directly on the potency of discourses of performativity as all powerful ‘we’ve got all these externalised measures now that seem to be provable to someone else [or] it doesn’t get recognised’ (Reader). This demonstration of worth and legitimisation in an increasingly performance-oriented context magnified or diminished fragile insecurities (Gabriel, 2010) depending on how ‘successful’ participants were ‘I would feel an awful lot more secure if I could go around thinking I’ve got my ten stars[endnoteRef:10]... but, of course, if you take that line of self-monitoring and coercion and so-on, that’s exactly the position that they would want us to be in isn’t it?  This constant insecurity...in order to keep our jobs and so-on’ (Senior Lecturer).  [10:  This relates to publications that are graded 1 – 4 star, so that in the example 2 papers at 4 star and 2 at 1 star would amount to a 10 star REF submission. ] 


Allegiances and alliances to professions demand particular kinds of self-regulation through normative control mechanisms (Kuhn, 2009) and despite some protestation, participants clearly articulated how they were prepared to conform and perform to certain requirements if there were expectations of reward, even where (they felt) their own ‘identities’ had to undergo extensive change ‘I’ve really had to change my identity completely from an enthusiastic teacher, to being this researcher’ (Lecturer) and ‘I’m going to focus only on writing articles and everything else can ‘go spin’ and that for me is a big change’ (Lecturer). The requirements for progressing up ‘the greasy pole’ were constructed simultaneously as both necessary and lamentable, because ‘discourses which contradict one version of the self...may be reflexively assimilated and deployed when required’ (Clarke et al, 2009:345).  In a similar vein, whilst these participants appeared to surrender agential choice in conforming to the performative demands of the institution, participants did so knowingly, and with the knowledge that their individual efforts might be rewarded.  Therefore performance measures were highly influential in shaping and determining the type of work carried out ‘its redesigning our research and it’s also reshaping the kind of questions we ask’ (Lecturer), and there was a pragmatism in the choices made ‘‘there’s certain kinds of research that you wouldn’t be well advised to undertake’ (Professor), and  ‘avoiding longitudinal research; doing things that are likely to be more publishable, rather than doing interesting stuff’ (Senior Lecturer). However, most participants complied with and reproduced this performance agenda, albeit sometimes with apparent regret. As Wapshott and Mallett (this issue) argue, there is ‘a discordance between who one wants (or expects) to be and what one is doing.’   We also found this discordance between a preferred identity of, for example, scholarship for its own sake, or the provision of excellent teaching, and what academics were obliged to do – 3* and 4* publications in order to comply with the demands of the audit culture.  

A substantial number of participants spoke about the increase and spread of managerialism, and there were some specifically voiced concerns relating to the culpability of academics did little to challenge the demands that marginalised their passion and love for the job. ‘In spite of the fact that academics have probably moaned ever since these RAEs and things have been put in, we have colluded all the way.  We police ourselves; we police everybody else; we are coercive; we’ll get rid of the people who don’t fit this thing that has been imposed upon us.  So we’re not resisting it at all’ (Senior Lecturer).  This was so even 10 years ago as reported in a parallel study to ours:‘I don’t like to say this, but I quite like it [the RAE] . . . I love writing . . . it’s what we’re supposed to be doing anyway.’  (Keenoy, 2005: 310). Similarly, in our study there were positive comments about the RAE/REF such as ‘It’s much easier to move and get promoted and with the advent of the RAE you can get promoted very much more quickly…The RAE has changed the promotion dynamics and the pay scales dramatically’ (Professor). It is because the research audit reflects and reinforces precisely the tradition of publishing through which many academics secure their identity that there is so much complicity to its demands despite recognizing its divisive and oppressive effects. This view constructs the promotion process as both meritocratic and unproblematic, eschewing notions that ascendancy is reserved only for those who publish in top journals, whilst marginalising excellence in teaching. On the other hand, this Professor comments on its usefulness (albeit temporally bounded) as a catalyst for change ‘I think that initially the RAE did have a positive effect and that I think that there were people in academia then who did really no research, who didn’t even keep up with the reading, and who repeated teaching the same stuff year in, year out. And I think that the RAE …initially at least I think that it stirred people out of complacency (Professor).  This participant however, also went on to say that the REF was now having ‘a distorting effect’ on academic life.  However,  positive remarks were uncommon, even from those who had personally derived great benefit from the system.  

Such statements illustrated the ways in which most academics were ready to comply with performative requirements; indulging in practices of surveillance, self-surveillance and even peer surveillance (Fleming and Spicer, 2007) to ensure that behaviours were regulated in ways which were both normative, pragmatic and to some extent hegemonic. It is clear that rational and instrumental transactions are linked to career, the ultimate project of self (Grey, 1994).  Some interviewees spoke candidly of the requirements surrounding academics as powerful 'if you want to progress then you’ve got to make sure that you do what’s expected of you’ (Lecturer) and transparent ‘my head of group has made it very clear to me about what it’s going to take for me to progress my career’ (Lecturer), and which produced many examples of self-regulatory behaviour ‘[he] had a list on his wall of the journals that he had to hit and he ticked them off as he hit these journals’ (Professor).  In UK business schools REF success denotes a ‘currency’ for transferring between institutes, because  ‘to advance salary-wise and status-wise and sort-of position-wise [one must]publish in high-ranking journals’ (Senior Lecturer) as candidates for academic posts were, many said, ‘hired for their CVs’ (Professor) and ‘the length of their publications list – end of story.  (Lecturer).  Participants spoke of those who published in 3* and 4* journals as having secured membership to a particular category of academics (Coupland et al, 2008), associated with ‘successful’ and elitist identities (Jack and Lorbiecki, 2007; Ybema et al., 2009).   Pragmatism then reinforces and responds to its own seductive discourse – the promise of success. 

In this section we have looked at the way participants constructed their identities in terms of their expectations of academic life, and how a number of interviewees articulated ways in which their love was expressed within the firmly embedded requirements of performativity and managerialism.  Whilst some participants undoubtedly positioned themselves as more sympathetic to romantic or unconditional love, all were aware of the potency and potentially disciplining effects of new public management, and the pragmatism required to reap the rewards, a persuasively enticing discourse.   For some however, the defence of their romantic love remained the greatest love of all ‘I just think, surely we choose this profession because we are value-driven and, for me, it’s a vocation… it’s not just a job, it’s something that I choose to do because it’s so central to my values.  I think why are we sacrificing, as a profession, our values, to jump through these hoops?’ (Senior Lecturer). 
 
It is worth noting that at times pragmatic love extended into the realms of Ludus - a love that has little depth or commitment and, is characterised by game playing and deception within limits (Hendrick and Hendrick, 1986). Willmott (1995) predicted how the introduction of managerial controls in universities would reward academics who ‘willingly restrict’ their actions to ‘provide the greatest measurable, visible output for the lowest risk and least effort’ (p.1024, original emphasis) and there were data to support this in all areas of academic life, with comments such as ‘teaching is a necessary evil’ (professor) and ‘here lip-service is paid to teaching excellence’ (Senior Lecturer).

Game playing as a metaphor was drawn upon frequently and some articulated their choices with little affection, invoking perhaps the ultimate game metaphor ‘you don’t play monopoly and complain about the rules’ (Professor).  As another remarked, positions had to be negotiated within a ‘managerialist regime [as] they’re never going to change the rules.  The fact is what you try and do is hit targets and then do the other stuff’ (Reader).  Game playing was also reported at departmental and university level as this participant described in relation to preparations for the RAE ‘with the external recruitment, you-know, you pull the levers internally.  You bring in people from outside; a classic HR case played brilliantly… We game-played the last one brilliantly’ (Reader).


Discussion 

Identity is often posited as a concept that mediates between the individual and society (Ybema et al, 2009), and this was reflected in our respondents’ recognition of the wider context in which academics were embedded.  Kuhn (citing Homer-Nadesan, 1996) claims that ‘subject positions cannot be determined by any single discourse’ (2009:684) because each actor draws from a multiplicity of discursive resources which are available in authoring their own narratives (Clarke et al, 2009).  As such, while managerialist and performance related discourses can be viewed as an example of ‘formidable exertions of power’ (Garrety et al, 2003), their effects are by no means certain or predictable because if we privilege ‘one aspect of identity’ then we may ‘neglect other, potentially important features of self that may intersect in complex ways’ (Collinson, 2003:534).  In this sense the question ‘who are academics?’ is necessarily complex, diverse and dynamic. Our participants’ answers were discursively constructed by their own presentations and by making ‘claims’ to identity rather than displaying essentialist notions of ‘character’ (Ybema et al, 2009:306).   With similarities to the findings of Clarke et al (2009), we also noticed that participants were able to incorporate seemingly contradictory statements into their narratives by drawing on diverse notions of love at different times – for example they expressed romantic ideas of academe but then sought recourse through pragmatic choices, whilst maintaining fairly coherent identities about their academic selves.  We do not mean to imply that academics were romantics, or pragmatists in essentialist ways, but instead are endeavouring to illustrate how our respondents were ‘able to be both idealist and pragmatist’ through developing what has been described as a ‘meta-identity’ (Beech et al, this issue). Before providing a more general discussion on identities we explore how these ideas of love have informed our understandings of academics and their working lives.
  
In exploring the identities of academics in UK business schools what is beyond question is the deep affection and love that most participants expressed for their working lives. Throughout the interviews, our respondents drew on different notions of love in describing their academic selves, three of which we selected out for analytical attention. Romantic notions of academia allowed participants to inscribe meaning and value to their jobs (Terkel, 1973) and this validated their extensive commitment and sometimes dependence on their identities as academics.  Constructions of a deep affection for their professional selves as central to both academia and their lives often suppressed home-life discourses (Thomas and Linstead, 2002), sometimes to extreme levels.  Most, if not all, of our academics worked long hours such that their passion and romantic love could be interpreted as a powerful control mechanism in enabling higher education to reproduce itself often through considerable unpaid labour. As Harding et al (1995) observed, it is these allegiances that make academics vulnerable to self-exploitation in the sense of exceeding their contractual obligations. However, in constructing themselves as individuals who were highly committed to their chosen work, it has been argued that some academics position and situate themselves within a discourse of self-aggrandizement (Watson and Watson, 1999). From a different perspective, however, our respondents might be seen as simply expressing their traditional culture (Keenoy, 2003) where academic work is perceived as a professional/ vocational activity (Worthington and Hodgson, 2005). 

In providing accounts of unconditional love (agape), participants were assembling narratives of themselves which tended to disregard occupational practices and professional norms that had shaped these senses of identity.  Such practices and norms were predicated on techniques of self-surveillance and peer review (Well, 2001) to reinforce powerful discourses of accountability and performativity, that individuals saw ironically as antagonistic to the unconditional love to which many participants subscribed.  In discursively positioning those who engaged with more pragmatic discourses of love as different, rather than similar to themselves (Jenkins, 2004), these participants narrated their identities as an ongoing ‘quest for the good’ (MacIntyre, 1985), thus constituting a moral/ethical superiority, such that  ‘the other is abstracted and reified in negative terms’ (Ybema et al, this issue).  However, this  positioning may indeed point to previous disappointments with aspirational or desired selves (Thornborrow and Brown, 2009) leading to a resistance through the creation of alternative identities (Fleming and Spicer, 2007).  Such identities could be constituted by withdrawing from performative demands, a common strategy suggested by several academics in our study ‘teaching is something that people can hide behind… the student peer group is not as demanding as the research peer group which is far more demanding; far more critical; far more cynical as an audience’ (Lecturer). We can see then that discursive notions of agape or unconditional love are important in authoring certain moral identities, but these are simultaneously a condition and a consequence of demands generated by one aspect of the occupation, and contrasted with identities that are increasingly emphasized in new managerial audits.
 
In narratives of pragmatic love arguably participants ‘assume(d) uncritically the subjectivities made available to them …as their own’ which Thornborrow and Brown (2009:358-359) suggest can ‘become the basis for more active consent’.  It was however, common for participants to draw on constraining and often determining discourses of ‘structure’ in order to deflect blame away from their complicit behaviour. For this could otherwise be seen as directly undermining their allegiances to a traditionally autonomous profession. Alternatively they would rationalize the situation as a form of managerial control that leaves academic autonomy in tact insofar as the demand to publish and research does not extend to the content. ‘I don’t mind about the pressure to publish in 3* or 4* journals as long as I can write what I want’ (Lecturer). In positioning themselves as relatively powerless to avert let alone reverse ‘deterministic’ discourses of audit, accountability and performativity, individuals were able to escape any moral responsibility (Jackall, 1988) for challenging, resisting or reshaping the demands of a system reported by many to be unpopular if not unpalatable.  By the same token, compliance with managerialist demands was a discourse often constructed as unavoidable especially in terms of career ‘success’ (Grey, 1994) and the achievement of ‘desired selves’ (Thornborrow and Brown, 2009).  On the other hand, their pragmatic complicity enabled academics who fulfilled the performance requirements to continue doing what they enjoyed (research, writing and teaching) with comparatively little interference from ‘above’, ensuring  therefore, that they were relatively immune to powerful managerialist sanctions.  In this sense, as a price for retaining academic autonomy, complicity was often positioned as the least unattractive option. This complicity was not reliant on our participants being ‘successful’ but rather it was feeding a strong norm in academia that this was what the job was about.  This prevailing identity is reaffirmed and reproduced by the demands of accountability, even though some of our participants were unable, or even unwilling  to ‘aspire’ to such expectations.

It is clear that these different types of love tend towards a preoccupation with distinct aspects of academic life.  So whilst romantic love tended to place equal emphasis on the relationship with students, teaching, and research interests, discourses of pragmatic love focused almost exclusively on REF-able research publications.  Unconditional love encompassed most aspects of academic activity which were not directly recognized and rewarded by their institution (and which included everything except getting articles published).

Summary and Conclusion

In this paper we have considered the ways in which historical, institutional, and political processes collide and intersect in UK Business Schools, and how these practices shape, influence and constrain constructions of academic identities.  We observed, as did Keenoy (2003), that participants draw on notions of academia as a ‘traditional culture’ in informing their current working practices, and that in many ways the central values of knowledge creation and knowledge pursuit, generated a form of ‘truth claim’ (Foucault, 1980) or ‘symbolic rallying point’ (Brown, 2006) for their narratives.  It is important to recognise how these discursive reflections on the past are drawn upon to sustain particular idealised identities against what could be seen as potentially corrosive elements of the audit and performative culture.  

Yet not all our respondents romanticized the past nor were doom-laden about the future. Some, though clearly not the majority of our respondents, were resistant (Humphreys and Brown, 2002; Worthington and Hodgson, 2005), refusing to ‘play the game’ (Fleming and Spicer, 2007) even at a cost to their own careers. Secondly, many of our respondents expressed disquiet and dissatisfaction about developments in their working lives relating to the audit and performative culture. Insofar as we have provided them with a platform to voice their misgivings, this paper can also be seen as a form of resistance (ibid.), albeit one that is rather limited especially as the publication of this text is itself contributing to a culture of compliance. This makes us reflexively aware of our own position and academic identities, and uneasy about writing a paper that serves to reproduce the very practices we criticise.  For what we write here may be of little more value than its potential contribution to our own compliance with REF publication output demands. Of course, we can rationalise our contribution as at least encouraging a more self reflexive sense of academic practice but we cannot escape the pragmatic charge. Thirdly, some of our participants sought to escape through mental distancing, disengagement and cynicism, yet ‘if we merely criticize organizational power relationships and then proceed to go through the motions, then nothing has really changed’ (Fleming and Spicer, 2007: 41). Finally there was evidence of resistance by creation; for example where participants complied in a way that meant more freedom so that they discursively created alternative identities.  However, none of these forms of resistance challenged or significantly changed the way that NPM exercised power over our respondents, largely perhaps because resistance was always enacted individually rather than collectively. More research would help us to assess the implications of this resistance and its possible variability as and between disciplinary specialisms, but more importantly, it could begin to report on how academia responds to a new radical transformation whereby student fees are replacing state grants to UK universities. 

We have argued in the words of our title that a ‘labour of love’ (unconditional, romantic) is being stretched and to some extent, is in danger of being lost as we are increasingly subjected to loveless instrumental demands inviting pragmatic responses. This research then points to a sense of disappointment within academia that leaves many of us feeling our ‘labour of love’ is metamorphosing; so it is less about romantic ideals and unconditionality but more about pragmatic and rational choices predicated on insecurities and career progression. So not only (by definition) are academics’ traditional aspirational selves forever out of reach (Thornborrow and Brown, 2009; Harding et al, 2010), but increasingly it would seem that it is the very aspirations themselves that are eroded as we are continually driven by the demands of accountability and performance, rather than professional pride. Of course, as we have argued, there are resonances between performance and pride in that the latter has always been associated with scholarly reputation achieved through publishing original research and thoughtful teaching. These resonances have resulted in a majority of academics being complicit in response to the NPM, recognising that it involves only a change of emphasis in how we secure our identities. Moreover, at one level the power-knowledge relations of audit and performativity have been productive of both the quantity and quality of academic research/ publications output, although peer review especially in the elite journals has arguably favoured conservative and mainstream, over radical and innovative output. 

Nonetheless the institutionalization of the evaluation of academic output means that academics’ identities are continually on the line, and individuals are often only perceived to be as ‘good’  as their last publication -  despite academics possibly being successful in teaching and/or administration.  For whilst there was a great deal of talk about all aspects of academic activity, and frequent articulations of a struggle in terms of competing demands, there was a grand and most potent discourse surrounding the production of REF-able publications,  which appeared dominant in shaping academic lives, and which therefore  became a primary focus for our analysis. However, and as a consequence of this preoccupation, if notions of the aspirational academic recede or are reshaped too dramatically, then it is possible that passion and love for the job, with many of the meanings surrounding what it means to be an academic, are also at risk of further erosion. The lack of explicit resistance (and in some cases explicit consent) has meant that we have ‘also taken part in its (processual) (re-) constitution’ (Keenoy, 2005:318).  So, whilst learning to labour in an increasingly loveless environment, academics may well have been complicit (through both action and inaction) in contributing to the loss of that which they love most. 

Participants constructed narratives, which incorporated disappointment regarding the changes to their love of academic labour with the inevitable divisions that an elite system of evaluation and judgement entails. For it is likely to further fragment the professional community of academia, where engagement was its own justification and reward – not an instrumental goal so much as an unintended, while still desirable consequence. Not only does this challenge traditional identities where there is a passionate commitment to knowledge for its own sake, it also weakens the ties to a professional community that is dependent upon freely given time and energy (e.g. peer review) based on moral obligations to a set of shared beliefs. Consequently, the changes do not simply threaten individual academic identities but also the very identity of the professional community that is their condition and consequence.

To counter such pessimism our study does show that academics are not simply or necessarily passive victims of discourses of managerialism as, like any other institution, academia is ‘shot through with a plurality of antagonisms’ (Fleming and Spicer, 2007:89); academics reflectively recognize and acknowledge their participation in corrosive processes that have become both naturalised and embedded in UK business schools and universities.  They do seek to protect their preferred identities involved in the creative production of knowledge even if sometimes this takes the form of distancing behaviour or compliance rather than consent (Knights and Willmott, 1999).  Of course, more academics are engaging in the kind of resistance that is represented by this research and the literature that we have drawn upon, but these are often escapist strategies (Fleming and Spicer, 2007) or a ‘soft’ option as implied by Worthington and Hodgson’s (2005) comment that ‘academics do their resisting only through academic writing’[endnoteRef:11] (p.107 our emphasis). However, if this kind of writing stimulates academics to demand a more legitimate space for professional and scholarly work as a labour of love, it may prove to be of more worth than we think.   [11:  For a most moving and well-crafted piece of such resistance we direct readers to Andrew Sparkes’ (2007) piece in Qualitative Inquiry. 
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