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Performativity and identity: Mechanisms of exclusion 
Setting the scene

National policy discourses tend to imply a rational and positive pathway to improvement of public sector performance. Attempts to offer greater equality to workers in the public sector, including education, are no exception. Waves of legislation and policy documents have remained relentlessly upbeat and optimistic that by mandating non discrimination, the position of those who have previously been disadvantaged by their ethnicity, gender, disability, age, sexuality or religion will be ameliorated. Critical race theory and radical gender theory suggest otherwise; that any such intention is likely to be subverted so that where one aspect of human activity to maintain the position of the dominant group is dismantled, another will be synchronously assembled (Acker, 1987; Lopez 2003). Political analyses draw on a different theoretical frame, but reach similar conclusions, that action aimed at transforming social relations ‘to be counted as proper, legitimate, political, reasonable, even sensible – must adhere to the rules of a game that is rigged in favour of the maintenance of the very processes the action wishes to disrupt’ (Drexler, 2007, p. 2). One might anticipate therefore that assertions of an intention to change, and policy adaptations apparently designed to achieve such change will be pursued within systems which preclude success. The net result is likely to be little change in the experience of those individuals and groups who are minority and/or subject to attitudes and actions which oppress. Research which aims to better understand how policy impacts on increasing or decreasing discrimination or exclusion might therefore usefully focus not on the effect of initiatives overtly countering inequality. Rather a focus on the policies which may be acting as counterweights may be more revealing of how oppressive systems persist. It has been recognised for at least thirty years that results counter to those intended are a key failure of public policy (Caiden, 1991). The hypothesis underlying this article is that apparently unintended results may in fact at some level be intended; that the dismantling of inequality is likely to be a policy intention in rhetoric only in that while legislative waves have bruited a government determination to decrease inequality, systems are introduced or maintained which are likely ensure its continuation.
Research on how systems intended to impact on organisational performance may also impact on equality may be undertaken best by an in depth exploration of one small area of the public education arena. Consequently, this paper considers how government policy, resulting in a managerialist and performative environment, impacts on the inclusion or exclusion of diverse people from leadership of further education colleges. The paper considers five cases where leaders were interviewed and observed to explore the interplay of the policy related culture with how leaders see themselves, how they are seen, how they relate to each other, and how leadership is constructed to be inclusive or exclusive. 
Performativity 

Performativity has been variously defined. At one level, research has resulted in descriptions of the activity which has followed the simultaneous establishment of site based management and a range of controlling legislation and structures, such as financial and inspection regimes. For example, Deem (1998, pp. 49-50) suggests that the performative environment is evident in:


the use of internal cost centres, the fostering of competition between employees, the marketisation of public sector services and the monitoring of efficiency and effectiveness through measurement of outcomes and individual staff performances.
Deem, in common with many other commentators, goes on to assert that there is a second level of change, and that such surface changes in the structures and mechanisms of leadership and management also have a more fundamental effect as they impact on the culture and relations between people. Ball (2003, p.217) establishes a challenge:


What one wants to attempt here is to ‘get behind’ the objective facade of this aspect of public sector reform and its technical rationalities of reform to examine the subjectivities of change and changing subjectivities which are threatened or required or brought about by performativity.

The ‘changing subjectivities’ have been related to a gendered workforce (Deem, 1998), an erosion of trust between staff members (Avis, 2003), and a sense of surveillance and being controlled (Ball, 2003). In summary, the possibilities of determining for oneself how one wishes to perform  are reduced, as behaving outside the ‘performative texts’ (Ball, 2003, p. 11) may be punished by disapproval. The result may also be exclusion from soft rewards such as social/political influence and hard rewards such as promotion and resources. The cost of being ‘other’ may be high. 
Performativity is often discussed as a new phenomenon, a relation of new public sector management (Ball, 2003; Hartley, 2007; Olssen & Peters, 2005; Steer et al, 2007). However, bureau pathological dysfunctions, such as competition between employees, the concentration of power at senior levels, the over control and over measurement of outputs and the consequent dehumanising effects have been explored for well over a century. Gogol's plays and short stories, for example, The Government Inspector (1836/1968) and The Overcoat (Gogol, 1836/1995) vividly present scenarios from nineteenth century Russia of employee paranoia in the face of surveillance which resonates closely with twenty first century bureaucracies. The underlying power plays unite human experience in different periods of history and different contexts. However, the late twentieth and early twenty first century experience is coloured particularly by new technologies which qualitatively alter the possibilities for surveillance. Bhaba (2005, p.13) links the increased capacity for surveillance to the exclusion of particular groups, to ‘those whose very presence is both 'overlooked' - in the double sense of social surveillance and psychic disavowal - and, at the same time, over determined’. Performativity is therefore both an expression of persistent and foundational human inequalities, where the dominant prescribe and proscribe, and a fresh vehicle overseeing relations between groups with more or less power. The discourse on performativity therefore implies an association with two other theoretical areas: identity and diversity. 

Identity
The concept of identity is hotly contested within a very large body of literature (Bauman, 2004). As a working definition, we might understand identity to be the creation of a self-concept, in part self- and in part socially constructed, always in response to the limitations of what is acceptable, whether embraced or resisted, as ‘an interlocking personal and social project under particular discursive conditions of possibility’ (Walker, 2005, p. 42). It is multiply layered; individual identities rather than a singular identity. It will be shaped by self and by exogenous pressures as a system of negotiated, fluid choices which are in part controlled by the individual and in part imposed. It is a performance where what is constructed is part of the individual’s accumulation and defence of self-worth and status in the perception of others (Bauman 2004; Goffman, 1959). Consciously and unconsciously, identities are constructed to ensure that the response from others validates self-concept, as the contrary result, where others indicate that they see us or value us differently to how we wish, is experienced as negative and avoided as far as is feasible (Stets & Harrod, 2004).

That identities change over time is not in dispute. Burke (2006) suggests that they can change in a number of ways; first the nature of a single identity can mutate. Second, the identity which is fore grounded in the performance, that is presented most strongly, might change. Third, the characteristics of two distinct identities might align themselves more closely, so that discrepancies or tensions may be lessened. The catalyst of change may be small everyday decisions, or more noticeable changes in life circumstances. Equally Burke (2006) suggests that large external changes may impact on identity. For example, the changing expectations and conditions of education may challenge notions of the identity of a leader. 

Identities may not be congruent in the eyes of the individual or those with whom they come into contact. Incongruity drives change. Identity theory challenges us to consider the experience of each individual who uniquely comprises multiple identities related to their body, their history, his/her personal and professional selves. It also demands that we link the mutations in identity to power. Bauman (2004) asserts that the degree of control over identity is related to the resources held by the individual, including their status, but also the financial resource to create a different identity through the symbolic adoption of a particular lifestyle or workplace setting (Bauman, 2004). Those who have fewer resources, whether financial, cultural or social, are less able to resist their identity being defined by others and the negative or limiting consequences of imposition. Equally the security of belonging to a high status group, or longing for such security may be powerful shapers of identity. Identity is in itself a performance. The potential relationship with the performative context is apparent. How do the resulting values and constraints of a performative environment impact on how people see themselves and are seen by others? In the context of a diverse workforce, can the interrelationship between identity and performativity be differentiated between the various groups of people which constitute a diverse college staff? Does the performative environment impact on being overlooked in both senses of the word and if so how?
Diversity

Diversity is used commonly as a term to indicate a range of differences. In relation to people, diversity is often used to signify inclusion in a population of those deemed to be ‘other’ than the majority or dominant group. As a result the white staff of a rural primary school would not generally be described as diverse whereas that of a multi-ethnic inner city secondary school would. This distinction highlights the growing propensity amongst individuals and in the policy discourse to equate diversity with the presence of minority ethnic individuals. This paper adopts a wider definition of diversity. It assumes that individual identities are multiple and fluid comprising both observable (such as gender) and non observable (such as educational background) characteristics (Simons and Pelled, 1999). You-Ta et al (2004, p. 26) describe the same distinction as ‘readily detectable or underlying’:

Readily detectable attributes are those that can be determined quickly and with a high degree of consistency by others. Only brief exposure or interaction is required. Readily detectable attributes include age, race, sex, and organizational tenure………..underlying attributes are not so easily or quickly determined by others, such as skills, abilities, knowledge, attitudes and values.

How identities shape a person’s life and leadership relates to how they are received by others, the social construction of the meaning and value ascribed to the identities singly (a woman) and in concert (white woman). Readily detectable attributes are likely to be the most influential in that they are discerned immediately and tend to cement often stereotypical assumptions which are then not easily shaken (Stone & Colella, 1996). However, the characteristics and the categories into which they place individuals are not immutable in meaning, nor in the reaction they draw from others: 

The attitudes, values, beliefs, and hence, behaviours of individuals are socially constructed within a context of group and intergroup relations and that people act through social, political, and economic institutions that create, embed, and reproduce the inequality among people which we then call diversity. Diversity is then acted out in the practices of everyday life and interpreted through lenses of moral and ethical reasoning that, when unexamined, legitimate both unearned privilege and unearned disadvantage.

(DiTomaso & Hooijberg, 1996 pp. 164-165)

Diversity so defined is not discerned by the presence or absence of those deemed other within any group, including within the staff of an educational organisation. Rather it is the collective noun signifying the historically, socially and politically constructed inequality evident in most, arguably all, human groups. If performativity brings about changes in values and culture, then the impact will not be just on the identity of people as an undifferentiated group; it will impact on diverse people, and be one element shaping who is defined as ‘other’ and the relative worth of individuals and groups.
To date analysis of changes in social identity in further education brought about by performativity has been limited in how it distinguishes between groups. The most common distinction made is in terms of hierarchy, a disjunction between managers/leaders and lecturers (Simkins & Lumby, 2002). The nature of the people at each level is assumed to be homogeneous. The distinction that matters is their role, not any other characteristic of their identity. The assumption of homogeneity amongst those at a particular level or who hold a particular role, for example middle leaders, deletes ‘differences that matter’ (Reynolds & Trehan, 2003, p. 167). Ironically, analysis which highlights increasing erosion of the power of particular hierarchical levels in educational organisations may further embed the invisibility and so relative powerlessness of subgroups within the hierarchical level. There is an exception in the small body of literature which suggests that the impact of performativity is different for men and women leaders and particularly negative for women (Lumby with Coleman, 2007; Shain, 1999; Whitehead, 2001). The hypothesis of this paper is that the impact of the performative environment is implicated in sustaining the exclusion of people who do not present the ‘right signifiers’ (Ball, 2003, p. 224), and that this may relate differentially to a much wider range of characteristics or identities than role or gender
The three theoretical lenses of the article are linked. It is hypothesised that the performative environment changes the conditions for the creation of the identities that people perform as a means of surviving and possibly thriving in a leadership role; that is, it changes who we are. Who we are has historically been socially constructed to the unjustifiable advantage and disadvantage of particular individuals and groups. Thus identities which are stigmatised (Goffman, 1959) may benefit or be further disadvantaged by the changing conditions brought about by performativity.

Methodology
Using an exploratory case study approach, data were gathered in relation to leadership groups in five colleges of further education. Senior, faculty, programme area and business support leaders were included.  Defining the nature of diversity within the groups to be studied was problematic. All groups are likely to exhibit diversity on one or more dimensions. For example there may be a variety in function, educational/professional background or gender. The initial premise was that a wide range of intersections of both readily detectable and underlying characteristics might interact with the performativity context to include or exclude individuals from leadership. Of particular interest were leaders with attributes which may be considered different to an unstated norm or majority. Given the reluctance of some to openly acknowledge characteristics such as sexuality and disability, a quota sampling strategy which attempted to assure the inclusion of a number of people with particular characteristics was not realistic and raised ethical issues such as the risk of further embedding notions of ‘difference’. 

Consequently, the sample was based on selecting purposively five cases where there was an atypically high number of staff with detectible characteristics related to discrimination. Using the most recent staff individual record data available, colleges which employed over 250 full time permanent staff and displayed diversity across age (an atypical distribution), minority ethnicity and disability (higher percentage than the national population) provided a long list. The characteristics are a very limited selection of the full range of attributes which are of interest, but they stand as proxy for the wider range. Though there was no certainty, the likelihood was that such colleges would employ staff which exhibit diverse characteristics along a range of other dimensions, such as educational/professional background, religion and sexual orientation as well as gender. The shortlist reflected two further selection criteria: range of location and to include both general further education and sixth form colleges. The research adopted the ethical guidelines of the British Educational Research Association and received ethical approval from the relevant Ethics and Research Governance Committee.

Case construction

The range of data gathered in each case included:

· observation of meetings of three leadership groups at differing levels of seniority;

· individual interviews with members of staff from the groups observed;

· individual interviews with further leaders who are minorities within their leadership group in terms of their gender, age, disability, religion, ethnicity, function, educational/professional background. 

Though no formal quota approach was adopted, the intention was to include as wide a range of diverse characteristics within those interviewed as was feasible within practical constraints. The colleges were asked to select the staff to be interviewed. Semi structured individual interviews were used to explore with respondents their perceptions of:

· Characterisation of their group membership and how this relates to their identity;

· Their motivation and engagement with the group;

· The group interaction and how this relates to power flows; 

· Their own and others’ preferred ways of working and how this is experienced in the language and structure of interaction;

· The effectiveness of the group in identifying and meeting challenging organisational objectives;

· The cognitive and affective impact of the group on the individual’s leadership;

· The impact of diversity on the group’s function and outcomes.

Observation of group meetings lasted generally an hour to an hour and half. During this time, a proforma was used to record the speaker, to whom the communication was addressed, whether individual or the whole group, and the subject of the comment. The record allowed analysis of the inclusion or otherwise of group members, and the pattern of interaction. Thirdly post hoc notes by the observer noted the provenance of goals/objectives, and agreement/disagreement/conflict. The observer will have inevitably affected the interaction and there will be limitations on the comprehension of the social and historic context of the meeting. Nevertheless the data provide insights into ways of working and also triangulation with individual perceptions resulting from the interviews. The interview data were analysed using a grounded approach, coding themes as they emerged from the interviews, and relating the meanings to the three frames of identity, leadership and performativity. Both analysis of patterns of interaction in meetings and analysis of interviews are used in the article.

In total 67 staff were interviewed, of which, of those who provided demographic information, 22 were male and 41 female, 23 were minority ethnic and 5 were disabled; 29 were teaching and 37 administrative/support staff. 113 staff were observed in meetings, of which, of those who provided demographic information, 56 were male and 47 female, 9 were minority ethnic and 3 were disabled; 57 were teaching and 33 administrative/support staff.

A description of the context of each case is not provided, as to do so would risk identifying the case organisation, particularly to internal members. Given the sensitivity of some of the material, avoidance of such identification is axiomatic. Consequently the discussion of particular data cannot be embedded in a specific context and this limitation is acknowledged. The dilemma facing researchers within the area of diversity is that disclosure of experience is often provided on the basis of anonymity. The latter is problematic to achieve (Walford, 2005). Large scale surveys would offer such anonymity, but may provide only shallow data. Individual interviews and observation of practice offers a different and potentially rich perspective and ideally would be situated within a detailed context. The limitation is accepted here as a trade off for the possibility to communicate individual perceptions. Consequently, quotations have not been linked to individual cases and have been used in such a way as to ensure anonymity.
A relationship between the culture of the performative environment and the inclusion/exclusion of diverse people from leadership emerged from the analysis of data. The article goes on to consider the changes in identity and inclusion brought about by performativity through the mechanisms of attribution of competence and through communication patterns. 
Performativity, leadership and diversity

Leadership, communication and influence

Leadership has so far been undefined. There are of course very many possibilities. A large generic and an education focused literature offers a wealth of alternatives. For the purpose of this paper, leadership is taken to be the deliberate exertion of influence on others to move towards an end which is valued by the individual and at least one other. The key question that is pursued in the article is how far the performative context may have shifted or reduced the possibilities to influence, and thereby to contribute to leadership. Relating this to diversity a further question follows; how far the changes differentially relate to varying groups or individuals. 
The vehicle for influence is primarily communication. Numerous commentators have stressed the centrality of communication as a means of enacting leadership (Barrett, 2006; Yukl, 2002; Shields et al, 2005.  Pavitt et al (2007, p. 513) suggest one view of leadership is that through communication, the leader brings the group closer to its goals. Such direction is not achieved merely by coordinating actions but by discussion which:


enhances mutual trust, aids in the emergence of cooperative social norms, enables promises and commitments to cooperate, and leads to the establishment of a group identity.

Communication is therefore a means of creating shared meaning (Schirato & Yell, 2000) about goals, values and also who constitutes the group. Physical presence at a meeting is a minimum but insufficient factor to enable inclusion in communication, and through communication, influence and leadership. How individuals are heard, how people respond to what they say (or to their silence) will be one element in how far individuals are enabled to influence and thereby contribute to leadership. A focus on communication may therefore illuminate how diverse staff are included or otherwise from influence and thereby from leadership.
Who influences?

Within the case colleges there were alternative and contradictory explanations offered as to who had influence and why, and so who was able to contribute to the corporate construction of leadership. One chain of reasoning was common, moving from an initial assertion of inclusion of all, ‘Everybody’s views are valued’, to a more uncertain and doubtful position. A claim which emerged frequently is that everyone was ‘listened’ to. Observation of meetings confirmed that if an individual spoke, generally others would remain silent, look at the individual and appear to be listening. However in interviews, there were different perceptions. One respondent reflected the view of some in all five case organisations:  ‘There are those who do not speak in meetings; nobody listens to them’. Some questioned the significance of the apparent ‘listening’ to others, depicting it rather as a ritual which gave seeming value to all, but in their view concealed the lack of influence of many. A distinction was made between a performance, focusing on an individual and appearing to listen, and the impact of the communication of that individual in terms of its likelihood of influencing; the distinction is between being listened to and being heard:

In the leadership group everyone has an opportunity to speak; whether they feel they have the opportunity to contribute to decision making I’m not sure. I wonder whether people make the contribution they should.

In contradiction to the frequent assertion that contributing to ideas and decisions was open to all, a second strand emerging from analysis of the data related inclusion to perceptions of expertise, that those who were seen as competent were more likely to be heard:

I think there is greater weight given to people who know what they’re doing. People who have done things and made things happen.

This refrain, that how an individual was valued related to their expertise and professional experience, was consistently expressed in the five cases. The argument was developed by respondents that such judgments were diversity blind and that therefore everyone was equally able to make a contribution, dependant only on the degree to which they offered professional expertise:


You're doing the job and that's it. As long as you can do the job, that's it - the be all and end-all. It doesn't matter what colour you are, what gender, disabled or not, can you do it and that's it, the ability to do that role.

How expertise or competence is defined and to whom it is attached is therefore highly significant as a criterion for selecting those who are ‘heard’. The assessment of competence has long time been suggested to be coloured by stereotypical judgments relating to visible characteristics (Brooker and Ha, 2005; Coleman, 2002).  One focus of this article is how a performative context may be further colouring the construction of competence.
There is widespread evidence of a managerialist culture in further education colleges (Elliot & Crossley, 1997; Kennedy, 1997; Randle & Brady, 1997; Robson, 1998; Simkins & Lumby, 2002).  The five case colleges reflected this. A change in culture since 1994 was depicted by one principal who suggested that prior to the advent of the incorporation staff had ‘the belief that there would be a safety net; that if things didn’t work out someone would come in and save you’. Incorporation had ripped away this security. In its place she believed fear and lack of trust had appeared. Leaders were:


Hiding things where things were wrong; they were hiding them from the corporation.

Trust was absent as staff did not always achieve the testing outcomes perceived as required. This principal felt ‘I’d love to trust you but I have got to get on your back to get what I need’. As a consequence of a mistrustful culture, leadership meetings in the colleges could amount to ‘a joint bollocking meeting’. Meetings to review actions and progress were high pressure, described variously as ‘like an interview’, when ‘you feel grilled in a pressure cooker’ and where ‘you have to be matter of fact about whatever you report’ to defuse the pressure.   In a second college one middle leader described regular department meetings as a reaction to the pressure of performance demands, both internal and external, leading to a negative environment where the chair ‘leads, disperses bad feeling, imparts bad news etc.’ In a third college, a focus on quantitative outcomes was seen by one respondent to preclude diagnostic discussion, ‘Looking at figures not the reasons behind the figures’. In all five cases there was reference to pressure, to orientation to performance as measured by outcomes such as student numbers and income achieved, and to the lack of focus on discursive discussion.
In the face of this anxiety provoking environment, one leader asserted ‘there has to be a demonstrable competence and ability to handle the responsibility’. The sequence of logic in the argument presented by respondents is that performativity had resulted in a different kind of culture which induced fear, and this in its turn meant that competence in leaders was highly valued, as it led to the achievement of what was required and so avoided punishment. A connection between a performative environment and the prizing of competence seemed evident in many respondents’ views.
Constructing a competent identity

In such a high stakes environment, the emphasis placed on competence is comprehensible, and the relationship of competence to expertise and experience appears justified. However, further examination of what superficially appeared to be orientations which were equitable uncovered greater complexity. How expertise was socially constructed reflected a range of assumptions. The data are riddled with stereotypical judgments about categories of people. For example gender:

Some men are quick to blame but females don’t do that.

Or:


Constructions of certain types of women, who will not ask questions but just make it work, will conform to the national agenda or whatever needs to be done. They simply won't ask why we are doing this or go back to first principles, or look for better ways of doing things. 
The relevance of age was also clearly perceived in particular ways:

You cannot take away the wisdom of the old guard…developed over time and proved to be valuable…….. Age can be important; they often talk of the kindergarten part of the staff room where the young staff sit.

Equally, some made contrary assumptions; that those who were older were likely to be resistant to change and a liability to the college leadership. Comments about ethnicity or religion were more guarded, attitudes towards minority ethnicity being generally discernible indirectly. For example the leader who insisted on ‘demonstrable competence’ prefaced this remark with a statement that:

It would be a travesty if people became appointed to leadership roles solely on the basis of ethnic origin.

Many might agree with the point made. However, the predilection of many to assume lower competence amongst those with minority characteristics or who are minority within their group, for example women senior leaders or black leaders, emerges repeatedly in research (Lumby et al, 2005; Rusch, 2004; Stone and Colella, 1996) and may be implied in this comment. Minority ethnic leaders may encounter assumptions that they have been appointed because of their ethnicity, rather than their competence. The latter appeared to be socially constructed by respondents in relation to the perceived identity of an individual, and not just the result of a rational calculation relating education/training, experience and achievement to date to the exigencies of the task to be undertaken. Value is reckoned by how far people conform to norms. Some minority ethnic staff were acutely aware of norms to which they must comply to be accepted and viewed as valuable: 


There is an element of where perhaps that you conform to what is seen as being the norm to be seen to be acceptable, if you brought your true diverse self – if you felt that really I could be myself then it does not fit that norm. …. So I suppose that is something that sticks in my mind, can you bring your diverse self to work? I’d say no you can’t. I’d hope that you could but you can’t.

In another case organisation staff expressed concern about single identity labelling, and about articulating a view that positioned them as a member of a particular group. ‘I don’t want to be seen as ….’.  There was a sense that the views expressed were perceived as stereotypically reflecting the expectations of a particular group, rather than the thought of the individual.  
In a pressured environment high performance levels were perceived as critical. The opinion of many staff was that leadership was open to all as long as performance was appropriate. Characteristics other than competence and professionalism did not matter in how you were valued. This overlay many assertions of how diverse characteristics, including gender, age, socioeconomic class, ethnicity, religion and educational background mattered a great deal and influenced how competence was assessed.  The judgments made in relating competence to particular characteristics were not consistent. For example, some believed being female made you a more and some a less competent leader. The same ambivalence was evident in relation to age. The competence of minority ethnic leaders was nearly always framed by majority ethnic respondents as related primarily to an ability to communicate with local community groups, rather than as mainstream leadership skills. One such leader was bewildered by the assumption that she would automatically be able to connect with others who shared her skin colour regardless of differences in background and many other characteristics. 
Analysis of the interview data suggests that each individual constructed a complex identity from their multiple identities, foregrounding the most advantageous and ‘disappearing’ those likely to be perceived as signaling less competence, as their various characteristics are assigned value in the eyes of others. In so doing, they arrive at a kind of computed position, relating gender, skin colour, religion, age, educational background, area of responsibility and level of hierarchy amongst other characteristics. Incongruity between the value desired and that attributed by others shapes leadership behaviour. For example, women who ‘give 110 per cent or 150 per cent instead of a 100 because you know that to an extent you have to prove yourself’, the competence of women assessed as lesser in the eyes of many. Or the leader who felt excluded from leadership, in part because of her socioeconomic background: ‘Because I don’t feel that I have that much input any more and any valid input to make, I feel inferior. I feel professionally that I have really lost my status’. The complex identity construction of each person manipulated multiple characteristics to conform to or resist the prevailing notions of competence. 
Milliken & Martins (1996, p. 14) suggest that non visible differences such as time of joining the organisation, educational or functional background, can have negative effects on inclusion. They conclude ‘groups and organisations will act systematically to drive out individuals who are different from the majority’.

Visible difference adds a further jeopardy. Arguably, stereotypical judgments are a defense mechanism resulting from anxiety in the face of ‘strangers’ (Gudykunst, 1995). The more different a person appears from oneself the greater the sense of anxiety and the more likely a rush to place that person in an identifiable category whose characteristics are perceived as known (Lumby with Coleman, 2007). The position of those who are visibly different from the majority or the norm of a role is therefore fragile at all times.  If ‘difference’ triggers anxiety, and leads to generalised and unsubstantiated judgements about an individual, then increased anxiety in the environment may heighten the effects of stereotyping:
Cognitively anxiety leads to biases in how we process information. The more anxious we are, the more likely we will focus on the behaviours we expect to see, such as those based on our stereotypes.
(Gudykunst, 1995, p. 14)

Our data and much other research suggest that anxiety is indeed heightened in further education, shaped, at least in part, by the demands of a performative environment. As a result, it is likely that greater anxiety will at best not erode and at worst intensify bias in processing information, and this will be significant in how competence is assessed. If the performative environment increases the value of competence, and perceived competence is used to justify entry to or exclusion from influence and therefore leadership, the performative environment may be shaping how multiple identities are perceived, computed and assigned value. Such judgments are subtle and difficult to discern. Our data only allows an initial glimpse of increased emphasis on competence, a link made by respondents between competence and influence/leadership and a range of self-perceptions and judgments about others relating competence to identities singly and in concert. Further research is needed to estimate more clearly the degree of difference that the performative environment may be exerting on the cognitive process which positions individuals and groups.
The complexity is in part because inclusion or exclusion are often still discussed in relation to whole groups, all women, or all minority ethnic people, all Muslims. Recent thinking has begun to challenge this notion as in some ways overly simplistic (Stone & Colella, 1996; Valentine, 2007). Intersectionality theory insists that multiple identities may influence each other and interact with context to result in deepened stigma or to transform stigmatised identities into a ‘badge of honour’ (Lumby, in press). The stereotypes attached to and the value ascribed to a very senior black women leader are not necessarily similar to those in relation to a less senior black woman for example. The data has examples of individuals commenting on the impact on how they are heard by the intersection of gender and educational background, of ethnicity and disability, of ethnicity and religion. The data do not suggest that a performative environment has resulted in the greater exclusion of, for example, all minority ethnic staff. Rather, analysis of the data suggests that staff make a calculation of the worthiness to be heard by relating the multiple identities of each individual; the calculation involves varied, often stereotypical and unjustified assumptions about the competence of those deemed ‘other’ and in the performative context,  competence has taken on heightened significance in two ways. First, competence is more narrowly constructed as achieving agreed quantified targets, and so excludes individuals who may see leadership effectiveness in other terms. Second, those who are perceived as incompetent are likely to be more strongly excluded, and certain identities singly and in combination are more likely to be judged as incompetent. There may be no simple equation, performative context leads to a construction of competence leads to greater exclusion of ‘incompetent’ women, older staff, minority ethnic staff etc. However, analysis of the data does suggest that those deemed incompetent may be so because of unjustified assumptions about one or more of their identities and to be more strongly excluded from leadership because of fear of the risks associated with poor performance. The effect of performativity on inclusion is indicated to be indirect, rather in the way that equality legislation defines indirect discrimination, as a differentially negative impact on those with particular characteristics.
Accountability and diversity
A second dimension of the impact of the performative environment on diversity was suggested by observation of meetings. Analysis of the data discerned two distinct patterns of communication. Meetings at the middle level, such as groups of faculty or department heads, usually chaired by a member of the senior management team or a head of faculty, displayed a distinct pattern. Accountability structures emphasised the responsibility of a particular individual for leading and enacting decisions in relation to their role. As a result, the majority of exchanges in the meetings observed were between the chair and a single individual with responsibility for a particular area. The meetings comprised a series of account giving. Generally meetings progressed by the chair asking for a report or comment to which an individual would respond. Occasionally a second or third individual might add pertinent information, but discussion involving a larger number of people was infrequent. No doubt this has many advantages in terms of ensuring accountability, but a result was to inhibit group discussion and impel a focus on information giving.

A second pattern was discernible in the much smaller senior team meetings. Here the flow of discussion was faster, less formal. People finished each others’ sentences, discussed issues, finally reaching an agreed conclusion. This pattern was also reported, though not observed, at the other end of the hierarchy; groups of lecturers of various sizes similarly met with their line manager to informally discuss operational issues:

Our meetings are informal and relaxed. People can say whatever they like really. They are not formal in the sense that people have to mind what they say or it’s going  to be minuted so don’t say that.
The fact that the pattern of more informal, free flow discussion existed at both small, senior and larger, first line leader meetings suggests that this not an effect of group size. If, as is indicated, it is at middle level particularly where communication is channelled into a particular form, what might be the impact on inclusion in leadership? 

The diversity of staff increases below senior management level. If decision making discussion related to strategic issues is confined to senior meetings, then diverse staff are in effect largely excluded from participation in strategic leadership. Their discussion will be limited to giving an account of the operation of strategy, not to constructing it. To some extent the ability to contribute to leadership has always been related to some extent to the power of authority. As one senior leader said, ‘I am in a good place to contribute because when I start talking they have to listen’. The performative environment seems to have embedded this further by an effect where communication amongst middle leaders is severely constrained. Some staff reflected that the form of earlier meetings differed, where symbols such as the availability of biscuits signaled different relationships and values: ‘It is important for me that I am offered a drink. I feel welcome. With the biscuits I feel spoiled’. 
The norm of communication, a rational and succinct explanation of action taken and its effect, may in itself be exclusionary. ‘Expression that proceeds from premises to conclusion in an orderly fashion…..these norms of articulation are culturally specific’ (Young, 1981, p. 38). Young’s comments suggest that the intensification of a rational account-giving format embeds further Western notions of efficiency. Islamic (Ali, 1996) and Asian (Satow & Zhong-Ming, 1994) cultures amongst many others may adopt alternative approaches to planning, decision making and monitoring. House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman & Gupta’s (2004) study mapped the considerable variation in implicit leadership theory across cultures. While it is generally accepted that the imposition of Western leadership theory and values internationally is inappropriate, there is little engagement with the implications for leadership when leading a large educational organisation which will encompass staff with cultures derived in part from Britain and in part from many cultures related inter alia to staff ethic origin and religion. The masculine bias of rational forms of exchange has been analysed (Shain, 1999; Whitehead, 2001). The wider cultural implications have generally not. Our data provide empirical evidence of the prevalence at middle leader level of a particular constrained and rational seeming pattern of communication and of staff negative reaction, at least in the case organisations in question. The performative environment appears to be embedding further exclusionary practice. If divergent voices wish to express perspectives, ‘they must adhere to the rules of a game that is rigged in favor of the maintenance of the very processes the action wishes to disrupt’, an illustration of the point made by (Drexler, 2007 p.2). Diverse discourse is exiled.
A further blow for inclusion is that the ‘business case’ for increasing diversity has been made around the ability of diverse people to bring fresh perspectives and better knowledge of diverse communities. A diverse staff could be expected consequently to be more creative and to market better (in the sense of understanding and responding to client groups (Singh, 2002). If accountability pressures are encouraging communication amongst middle managers which is largely an information flow upwards and instruction downwards, then the very advantages said to accrue through diversity are not likely to come about. The kind of free flow communication which leads to creativity is evident in senior management which is likely to be the least diverse group of leaders in any organisation. The limitations of communication within groups in all but the top echelon, further embeds the powerlessness of diverse staff to achieve influence and so contribute to leadership. At the top level, the least diverse group may enjoy an equality and freedom likely to harness their creativity and team work. The performance of the least diverse may appear superior as a consequence. It may be linked by others with their majority characteristics and not to the structural factors which offer them greater opportunities to perform. In this way, perceptions of the lesser competence of the more diverse are compounded.
Embracing diversity
On the one hand, policy discourse encourages colleges to embrace diversity and details the benefits that will follow, not only for individuals, but for the college and its learners (Lumby et al, 2007). If the performative environment imposes accountability structures which shape and limit communication flows, the creativity which is mooted as one inducement for working for diversity is driven out. Policy apparently impels equality. The performative environment resists it. 
While research and literature on distributed leadership in educational organisations grows, suggesting that leadership is co-constructed by many (Gronn, 2003; Spillane et al, 2004), our data suggest a different scenario is prevalent in the further education colleges in our sample. The performative environment creates high levels of anxiety and this has consequences. First, the possibility to influence strategy and so contribute to leadership appears to be concentrating in the few, at senior levels. Diverse staff are clustered at junior levels and so this impacts disproportionately on those who are minority within leadership. Second, as a protection against the pressures of the market and inspection regimes, competence is increasingly highly prized. Competence is constructed differentially, the multiple identities of those who appear different to an unstated norm being computed, the calculation sometimes leading to assumptions of lesser competence, or competence being viewed as limited to certain specialised areas. While government ministers may be entirely sincere in their attempt to use legislation and policy to create greater equality amongst the public sector workforce, other measures in place, largely designed to ‘raise standards’ or increase efficiency, are likely to undermine such attempts. The mechanisms of exclusion identified, concentrating power at the upper levels of the hierarchy and assessing as less competent those who appear ‘other’ have not been created by the performative environment. They are longstanding. Nevertheless, the evidence presented in the article suggests that the performative environment may have exacerbated and embedded further the potential negative impact of such structural factors on all those who may appear ‘other’.  As a secondary effect, the improvements in performance intended by performativity related policy appear to also prevent the mooted improvements in performance related to a more diverse leadership, as appropriate to an ever more diverse society. The implication is that if policy wishes to support the inclusion of diverse staff in educational leadership, then there must be a much more emphatic and persistent analysis of the differential effect of all policy under consideration on those currently included or excluded. Remedial policy designed to impel public sector organisations, including schools and colleges, to achieve equality is too partial, too superficial and conveniently so. It allows policy makers to ignore the foundational ways in which inequality and exclusion may be embedded in all policy and particularly in the range of measures intended to increase performance. This article has had space to indicate only a few possible exclusionary effects of performativity in a limited number of cases.  There is an urgent need to consider more widely the relationship of performativity to inclusion and exclusion from leadership and much else.
Acknowledgments 

The research team included Marlene Morrison, Felix Maringe, Kalwant Bhopal and Martin Dyke. The support of the Centre for Excellence in Leadership is acknowledged. The views expressed here are those of the author and not necessarily those of CEL. 

References

Acker, S. (1987) Feminist theory and the study of gender and education, International Review of Education/Internationale Zeitschrift für Erziehungswissenschaft/Revue internationale l'éducation, 33 (4) online.
Ali, A. (1996) Organizational Development in the Arab World, Journal of Management Development, Vol. 15, No. 5, pp. 4-21.

Avis, J. (2003) Re-thinking trust in a performative culture: the case of education  Journal of Education Policy, Volume 18, Issue 3 , pp. 315 – 332. 
Ball, S. (2003) The teacher's soul and the terrors of performativity, Journal of Education Policy, Volume 18, Issue 2 , pp. 215 – 228. 

Barrett, D. J. (2006). Leadership Communication. (1st ed). McGraw-Hill. 

International Edition.


Bauman, Z. (2004) Identity, Cambridge, Polity Press.

Bhaba, H. K. ( 2005) ' Race', time and the revision of modernity, in McCarthy, C. Crichlow, W. Dmitriadis, G. Dolby, N. (Eds) Second Edition, Race, Identity, and Representation in Education, Abingdon, Routledge.
Brooker, L. and Ha, S.J. (2005) The cooking teacher: investigating gender stereotypes in a Korean kindergarten in Early Years, Vol. 25, No., 1, pp. 17 – 30.


Burke, P.J. (2006) Identity Change, Social Psychology Quarterly, 69 (1) pp. 81-96.

Caiden Gerald E. (1991) What Really Is Public Maladministration? Public Administration Review, Vol. 51, No. 6, pp. 486-493. 

Coleman, M. (2002) Women as head teachers: striking the balance, Stoke on Trent, Trentham.

Deem, R. (1998) ‘New Managerialism’ and Higher Education: the management of performances and cultures in universities in the United Kingdom, International Studies in Sociology of Education, Vol. 8, No. 1, pp. 47-70
DiTomaso, N. & Hooijberg, R. (1996) Diversity and the Demands of Leadership, The Leadership Quarterly, Vol. 7, No. 2, pp. 163-187.

Drexler, J. M. (2007) Politics Improper: Iris Marion Young, Hannah Arendt, and the Power of Performativity, Hypatia, 22 (4) pp. 1-15.

Elliott, G.  & Crossley, M. (1997) Contested Values in Further Education. Findings from a Case Study of the Management of Change, Educational Management and Administration, Vol. 25, No. 1, pp. 79-92.

Goffman, E. (1959) The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life, London, Pelican.

Gogol (1836) trans. Marsh, E. & Brooks, J. (1968) The Government Inspector, London, Methuen.

Gogol (1836) The Nose. in trans. English, C. (1995) Nikolai Gogol plays and Petersburg Tales, Oxford, Oxford University Press.

Gronn, P. (2003) The New Work of Educational Leaders, London, Sage.

Hartley, D. (2007) .Education Policy and the 'Inter'-Regnum. Journal of Education Policy, Nov 2007, vol. 22, no. 6, p. 695-708. 


Gudykunst, W. (1995) Anxiety/Uncertainty Management (AUM) Theory in Wiseman, R. (Ed) International Communication Theory Vol. XIX, London, Sage.

House, R. J., Hanges, P. J., Javidan, M., Dorfman, P. W., & Gupta, V. (2004) Culture, leadership, and organizations in Culture, leadership and organizations: The GLOBE study of 32 societies, pp. 670-713. Thousand Oaks, California: Sage

Kennedy, H. (1997) Learning Works: Widening Participation in Further Education, Coventry, FEFC.

Lopez, G.R. (2003) The (Racially Neutral) Politics of Education: A Critical Race Theory Perspective: Educational Administration Quarterly: 39 (1): pp. 68-94.

Lumby, J. (in press) Disappearing Gender: Choices in Identity, in Sobehart, H. (Ed)  How in the World Are They Leading? Women in Educational Leadership Worldwide, Lantham, MD, Toronto: Rowman and Littlefield.
Lumby, J. with Coleman, M. (2007) Leadership and Diversity: Challenging Theory and Practice in Education, London, Sage.

Lumby, J. Bhopal, K., Dyke, M., Maringe, F. & Morrison, M. (2007) Integrating Diversity in Leadership in Further Education, London, Centre for Excellence in Leadership.

Lumby, J. Harris, A. Morrison, M. Muijs, D. Sood, K. Glover, & D. Wilson, M. with Briggs A. R. J. and Middlewood, D.  (2005) Leadership, Development and Diversity in the Learning and Skills Sector, London, LSDA.

Milliken, Frances J. & Martins, Luis L. (1996) Searching for common threads: Understanding the multiple effects of diversity in organizational groups, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 21 , No. 2, pp. 1-32. Accessed online 6.5.04 http://search.epnet.com/dierct.asp?an=9605060217&db=buh 

Olssen, M. & Peters, M. (2005) A.Neoliberalism, Higher Education and the Knowledge Economy: From the Free Market to Knowledge Capitalism. 
Journal of Education Policy, May 2005, vol. 20, no. 3, p. 313-345.
Pavitt. C., High, A.C., Tressler, K.E. & Winslow, J.K. ( 2007) 
Leadership Communication During Group Resource Dilemmas, Small Group Research, Vol. 38, No. 4, pp. 509-531

Accessed http://sgr.sagepub.com August 6, 2008

Randle, K. & Brady, N. (1997) Further Education and the New Managerialism, Journal of Further and Higher Education, Vol. 21, No. 2, pp. 229 – 239.

Reynolds, M. & Trehan, K. (2003) Learning from Difference? Management Learning, Vol. 34, No. 2, pp. 163-180.

Robson, J. (1998) A Profession in Crisis: status, culture and identity in the further education college, Journal of Vocational Education and Training, Vol. 50. No. 4, pp. 585-607.

Rusch, E. (2004) Gender and Race in Leadership Preparation: A Constrained Discourse, in Educational Administration Quarterly, Vol. 40, No. 1, pp. 16 – 48.

Satow, T. & Zhong-Ming, W. (1994) Cultural and Organizational Factors in Human Resource Management in China and Japan, Journal of Managerial Psychology, Vol. 9, No. 4, pp 3-11.

Schirato,T. & Yell, S.(2000). Communication and culture: an introduction. SAGE 

Publications. London.

Shain, F. (1999) Managing to Lead: Women Managers in the Further Education Sector, paper presented at the BERA annual conference, University of Sussex at Brighton, September 2-5, 1999.

Shain, F. (1999) Managing to Lead: Women Managers in the Further Education Sector, paper presented at the BERA annual conference, University of Sussex at Brighton, September 2-5, 1999.

Shields, C.M., Edwards, M.M & Kincheloe, J.L. (2005) Dialogue Is Not Just Talk: A New Ground for Educational Leadership (Studies in the Postmodern Theory of Education) London, Sage.

Singh, V. (2002) Managing Diversity for Strategic Advantage, London, Council for Excellence in Management and Leadership.

Simkins, T. & Lumby, J. (2002) Cultural Transformation in Further Education? Mapping the debate, Research in Post-Compulsory Education, Vol. 7, No. 1. pp 9-25.
Simons, T. & Pelled, L.H. (1999) Understanding executive diversity: More than meets the eye,   Human Resource Planning, Vol. 22, Issue 2, pp. 49-51.
Simkins, T. & Lumby, J. (2002) Cultural Transformation in Further Education? Mapping the debate, Research in Post-Compulsory Education, Vol. 7, No. 1. pp 9-25.
Spillane, J. P., Halverson, R. & Diamond, J. B. ( 2004) Towards a theory of leadership practice: a distributed perspective., Journal of Curriculum Studies, Vol. 36 Issue 1, pp. 3-34.
Steer, R., Spours , K., Hodgson, A. Finlay, I., Coffield, F., Edward, S. & Gregson-M. (2007)"Modernisation" and the Role of Policy Levers in the Learning and Skills Sector.  Journal of Vocational Education and Training, vol. 59, no. 2, pp. 175-192. 

Stets, J.E. & Harrod, M/ M. (2004) Verification Across Multiple Identities: The role of Status, Social Psychology Quarterly, 67 (2) pp. 155-171.

Stone, D. & Colella, A. (1996) A Model of Factors Affecting the Treatment of Disabled Individuals in Organizations, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 12, No. 2, pp. 352-401.


Valentine, G. (2007) Theorizing and Researching Intersectionality: A Challenge for Feminist Geography, The Professional Geographer, 59 (1) pp. 10-21.

Walford, G. (2005) Research ethical guidelines and anonymity. International Journal of Research and Method in Education, Vol. 28, No. 1, pp. 83-93.


Walker, M. (2005) Race is nowhere and race is everywhere, British Journal of the Sociology of Education, 26 (1) pp. 41-55.

Whitehead, S. (2001) Woman as Manager: A Seductive Ontology, Gender, Work and Organization, Vol. 8, No. 1, pp. 84-107.

Young, I. M. (1981) Toward a critical theory of justice. Social Theory and Practice Vol. 22. No. 7, pp. 279–302.
You-Ta, C., Church R. & Zikic, J. (2004) Organizational culture, group diversity and intra-group conflict, Team Performance Management, Vol. 10. No. 1, pp 26-34.

Yukl, G. (2002). Leadership in organizations. 5th Editions. Upper Saddle River, NJ: 

Prentice Hall.

