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Introduction
This paper draws on research into manifestations of workplace change in organisations which indentified significant differentiation in interpretations and representations between diverse occupational groups.  Perceptions of change were framed according to people’s espoused professional values and related to what individuals viewed as the meaningful purpose of their labour.  Thus collective professional identity contributes to how people understand and behave in promoting and responding to change in the workplace.  Research indicated that some occupations were more able to interpret change as an inherent part of their professional identity and ontological security.  Members of these occupations aligned change with their specialist knowledge and framework of professional values.  Other occupational groups were less able to frame change within their professional mode of orientation and appeared more vulnerable.  Managers appeared particularly vulnerable to change due to the commoditisation and iterative intensification of their work.  
It is argued that the concept of change is inherently threatening to managers and has come to be used as an instrument of managerial regulation.  Change emphasises notions of vulnerability in managerial employment whether it be the strain of implementing change, the demands of frequent redeployments, or the need to comply with pre-determined, illegitimate and ill-considered decisions.  Evidently, change forms the ultimate sanction of the managerial role: the manager’s role or function may be unilaterally changed, or indeed ceased, with little or no prior indication.    At the same time, change represents the promise of progression and articulation of tangible outputs of an intangible job.  In a fast changing world, descriptions of change have gained currency as evidence of achievement and compliance.  Change can at once present to managers as a threat and a promise.  It is simultaneously an instrument of control and articulation of value in a highly volatile labour market.  This is itself presents a further vulnerability; the role of context.  
Changes in organisational context, leadership and business performance vary how change efforts are perceived and evaluated.  Today’s included may be tomorrow’s excluded and organisational memories are short (Brotherton, 1999).  The manager’s agenda for change is driven by a desire to maintain suitable employment and status, together with the need for meaningful biography whilst experiencing risk and illegibility at work.  The role of the manager can be seen as a tension between the vulnerabilities inherent within new capitalism (Sennett, 1998) and the on-going construction of the altered self inherent in modern social activity (Giddens, 1991).  Junior and middle managers now occupy the dichotomous position of representing the views of the owners of the means of production whilst at the same time experiencing the vulnerabilities of wage slavery.   This dichotomy was evident in managerial accounts of organisational change and this paper explores how change is influencing managerial identity and behaviour within two large public sector organisations in England. 
The Concept of Change and the Nature of Managerial Work.

In developed capitalist economies such as Britain, change has been established as an inevitable and desirable aspect of organizational life.  Organisations present a ‘cacophony of complementary and competing change attempts’ (Dutton, Ashford, O’Neill and Lawrence, 2001).  Change but has moved from good, to necessary, to a totalitarian concept where everything is change (Sturdy and Grey, 2003).  Ironically, change has become the new routine.  No-where is this more relevant than in considerations of managerial labour.  The economic exigencies and socio-cultural pressures of the 1980s created an explosion of interest in organisational change (Nohria and Berkley, 1994, Demers, 2007).  The dominant social theory that has appeared as a result is based upon the nineteenth century meta- theory of entrepreneurship based on masculine ethics and values, and a belief in rationalisation, efficiency, hierarchy and managerial control (Carter and Jackson, 1987, Altio-Marjosola, 1994, Knights and McCabe, 2002).  These theories dominate current management pedagogy and research, and therefore perceptions of managerial labour and the role of managers in bringing about change (Ghoshal, 2005, Shareff, 2007). 
This association of managerial labour with change is re-inforced in the language used to describe change in the workplace as the result of a binary struggle between master and servant.  Every interpretation of reality is shaped by social, cultural and historical factors; social stocks of knowledge that influence our perspectives of what is true (Luckmann, 2008).  There has been an exponential rise in publications portraying change as the result of management intentionality. This is evidenced in the biblio-metric analysis of material widely available to managers through the Emerald database shown at Figure 1.  Workplace change is referred to as ‘change management’ and linked to organisational strategy, conveying the idea that making something different than it was previously is a direct outcome of managerial control.  Managers are cast in the role of ‘change agent’ and resistance to change is attributed to obstructive staff.  
Discourses of change utilise binary ‘manager versus staff’ power models: employees are one and managers are the ‘other’.  Dominant, managerialist work reinforces assumptions that management control, and thus the individual manager, is effective in bringing about change (Knights and McCabe, 2002).  Much of this functionalist work considers the potential influence of managerial change agents, their mediating role during periods of change, and how their world view can bias planning and implementation of change (for example Francis, 2003, Balogun, 2003 and Saka, 2003).  More critical approaches consider the role of participant interactions, depicting the notion of fault on both sides (Ford, Ford and D’Amelio, 2008).  Radical, emancipatory and gendered interpretations again consider binary divisions of power that perpetuate hegemonic relations and existing social hierarchies (for examples see Hardy and Clegg, 1996, and Linstead, Brewis and Linstead, 2005).  Each of these approaches implies that the binary opposites of manager and staff can in some way be overcome at some mutually acceptable mid-point, resolving the contradictions presented.  None of them consider the role of managers as employees as well as the embodiment of the employer. 
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Figure 1: Publication Trends: Single Keyword Analysis (Source: Emerald, March 2009).

(*Search Date March 2009 – last category part-complete).
Nowhere in business is the use of the manager as an instrument of change more evident than in the British public sector.  The New Public Management of the 1979 Thatcher Government years was upheld in the New Managerialism of the incoming 1997 Labour Government (Talbot, 2001, Mackie, 2005).  Central government pressure for increased efficiency together with greater accountability and service improvement has placed huge demands on local service provision (Glynn and Murphy, 1996).  Specific changes such as those required by Private Finance Initiatives have been augmented by the continuous improvement demands of policies such as ‘Best Value’ (Wisniewski and Stewart, 2001) and recurrent annual efficiency targets.  The drive for efficient use of limited resources has placed increasing emphasis on control and managerial accountability (Rose and Lawton, 1999).  Managers may be seen as the embodiment of these policy imperatives, detracting from service provision in the name of performance management.  
The extent of these changes on large British organisations has given rise to debate regarding the impact of these workplace changes upon the nature of employment (for example Cascio, 1993, 2002), and the nature of organisations (for example Alvesson and Thompson, 2005).  Longer working hours and greater work intensity as a result of re-engineered jobs, staff cuts, internal markets and increased external assessment are widely acknowledged as major problems for public sector professionals.  These changes have led not only to a reduction in employee motivation and identification with company goals, but to an increase in defensive behaviour and individualistic struggles to impress the powers that be (Thompson and McHugh, 2002).  Increased employer instrumentalism has given managers ‘increased responsibility without meaningful discretion and authority’ (Webb, 2004).  These accounts of the changing nature of employment consider managers as employees, in contrast to the portrayal of managers as ‘other’ than staff in the change literature.  In studies of how organisations are to change we see managers as employers. In studies of how organisations have changed we see managers as employees.  This presents an intellectual dilemma.  Is it possible to be master and servant at one and the same time?
The Concept of Change and Managerial Identity.

The distinctive feature of capitalist societies is the formation of new social classes defined by the exchange of capital against labour (Armstrong, 2008). Managers working within large organisations bombarded by change have become just such a social class.  The intellectual dilemma evidenced in the literature shapes the experiences of a class simultaneously positioned with the exchange of labour power as a commodity and with the pursuit of hierarchical control within capitalism.  Managers do not own the means of production, but embody hierarchical control over the creation of surplus value.  This presents issues of identity and sense-making for a group that do not have a developed, overt social cohesion.  How do managers make sense of this ‘master and servant dilemma?  How do they interpret their place in a social order which is itself constantly changing?  How have these changes impacted upon managerial identity?  With whom do they identify?  
Extant work on managerial identity and change focuses upon the influence of managerial identification on the desired outcome of linear change processes.  Balogun and Johnson (2005) consider relations between interpretation and implementation, looking at the impact of how middle and junior managers interpret and mediate top-down change plans during their interactions with others.  This work ignores any distinction between social and personal identity and implies that the greater the manager’s compliance with dominant organisational identity the greater the alignment between planned and actual change.  Ullrich, Wieseke and Van Dick (2005) utilise social identity and self-categorization theory to consider the impact of organisational identification on the likely outcome of mergers and acquisitions.  Again the emphasis here is on organisational identification and the use of managers as ‘agents of continuity’ who ‘help to overcome resistance to change’.  These studies look at the role of organisational identification in constructing change.  The concern here is the role of change in constructing social and personal identity at work.  

The dichotomy of managers as simultaneously master and servant indicates a dilemma of authenticity.  The social and personal identity is socially constructed as we engage with others (Holmes, 2005).  Social identity theory and postmodernist approaches share the view that identity, in whatever form it manifests, is authentic (Marks and Hallier, 2008).   This is problematic given the dichotomous position of managers and the importance of context when communicating with differing audiences.  An alternate theoretical framework allowing for the interactive nature of social identity is presented within Goffman’s work on enactment and impression management.   Goffman’s (1959) work on impression management appreciates the possibility that identity may not be authentic, that it may be enacted to convey that which the individual wishes the audience to believe. It highlights the relevance of the setting of that enactment, and the interpretive activity of the audience.  Enactment of alternate identities (master and servant), the need to conform to the desired ‘front’ in public, and the use of mental distancing from that which is expected (Goffman, 1959, 1961) each offer ways to navigate the inherent dichotomy of the managerial role within rapidly changing organisations
Whilst performing as a change agent, managers may themselves be struggling with corporate initiatives they do not agree with, and imminent or potential impacts upon their own circumstances.  Sims (2003) considers the vulnerability of middle managers, who are expected to create narratives that at the same time are believable for their subordinates and coherent to their superiors.  These same middle managers need to construct meaningful biography for themselves at work even if they themselves have no conviction in what they are saying.  This may lead to non-explicit forms of resistance such as indifference, cynicism and distancing from the messages conveyed (Knights and McCabe, 2002).  It also makes space between resistance and compliance for what Ledema, Rhodes and Scheeres (2006) describe as observance ‘wherein compliance and resistance can coexist together with other dynamic moments’.  This method of observance allows for the co-existence of what Sullivan and McCarthy (2008) refer to as ‘the official and epic view of the organisation’, and ‘the unofficial, ironic attitude towards it’.  Managers may use enactment distance themselves from something they know they are expected to be a constituent part of. 

The enactment of managerial identity presents some practical issues.  In these times of change, managerial work has moved away from concerns of productivity to facilitative action (Ackroyd and Thompson, 1999) and can be said fulfil the definition of ‘immaterial labour’ (Mandarini et al., 2008).  Managers themselves find it more difficult to describe what they do.  Given the ‘competitive dynamic which drives the capitalist organisation of the labour process,’ how do managers communicate the value of their work to both themselves and others?  What tangible means do they have to articulate their intangible labour?  Accepting Marx’s definition of value as ‘the relations of alienated labour, transmitted by such labour, as they appear in the product’ (Ollman, 1976), change embodies the value of managerial labour.  The material nature of change objects within organisations provides a point of differentiation for managers seeking to communicate the value of their immaterial labour, evidence their ‘employability’ and build ‘career-resilience’(Kanter, 1989, Waterman, Waterman and Collard, 1994).  Describing change in the workplace allows members to give examples of successful application of generic skills, even though they themselves may not be committed to the desired outcome.  Change offers the opportunity to demonstrate ability and compliance, enacting the role of the change agent whilst maintaining distance from the project.  The discussion that follows focuses on these practical issues of enactment caused by the managerial master and servant dilemma as evident in manifestations and interpretations of change in the workplace.
Methodology
This paper draws on the study the concept of change as an idea within the management discipline.  What is meant by change?  This is not an easy question.  Philips and Hardy (1997) faced similar challenges of terminology when considering the idea of a refugee as a product of specific determination processes.  They considered three kinds of entities: objects, subjects and concepts.  Objects are entities which particular disciplines or groups use to identify things (Fairclough, 1992).  Subjects are relational entities which allow us to interpret, enact and negotiate the social world.  Concepts are ideational functions of language, the categories, relationships and theories through which we understand the world and relate to each other (Philips and Hardy, 1997).  Concepts carry an implicit moral evaluation, an accent that is used by groups to shape ideas of ‘rightness’.  This accent is culturally and historically situated and changes over time. Change itself is just such an ideational, ordering concept.  By moving change from concept to subject position, ideas determining the processes, practices and structures underlying conceptions of change may be explored, opening up the potential to alter thinking about workplace change
To explore the manifestations and interpretations of change, the publically funded defence and health sectors (DS and HS) in England present as widely accepted examples of intensive organisational change.  As a result of national policy decisions, HS spending has significantly risen as both a per cent of GNP and as a per cent of public expenditure managed by the Treasury, whilst DS spending has shown a marked reduction (HM Treasury 2009), as illustrated in Figures 2 and 3 below.  
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Fig 2   Total Expenditure on Health and Defence Services as a per cent of Gross Domestic Product, 1987-88 to 2006-07. (Based on cash).  Source: HM Treasury (2009). 
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Fig 3   Total Expenditure on Health and Defence Services as a per cent of HM Treasury managed Expenditure, 1987-88 to 2006-07. (Based on cash).  Source: HM Treasury (2009). 

Both sectors are subject to intense governmental and media scrutiny, and high levels of public expectation.  In recent years public sector fiscal control within developed economies, privatisation and re-structuring that has led to uneven and incomplete patterns of change (Hebdon and Kirkpatrick, 2005).  However, the extent of change has been such that every research participant had experienced some elements of corporate re-structuring, de-layering, down-sizing and the associated work intensification and insecurity (as documented in McCann et al., 2008).  There was shared, open recognition amongst all sample members that public and policy expectations far exceed the material resources available.

The sampling strategy adopted was one of maximum variation, with the intention of documenting diverse variations and identifying common patterns (Miles and Huberman, 1994).  Participants were members of distinct, socially accepted occupational groupings ranging from military personnel, doctors and nurses, therapists, scientists and managers.  The sample included men and women, part and full-time staff, members of ethnic minority groups, those who had carer responsibilities and those who considered themselves to have a disability.  During the course of the study, it became clear that the sample also included gay, lesbian and HIV+ personnel.  This enriched the diversity of the sample, but was not orchestrated in advance as this information would not normally be formally recorded by employers.  To avoid a recent change of employer distorting responses, participant eligibility was subject to a minimum of 18 months’ continuous employment with their current employer.  Confidential, 1:1 semi-structured interviews (n=40) were conducted to gain insight into manifestations and interpretations of change in the workplace.  This paper focuses on research with ‘managers’: individuals below Director level with some supervisory component to their role.  Interestingly, these participants rarely described their work in terms of budgetary or line management responsibility, but in terms of the required outputs of their respective roles.  
Depersonalisation of managerial labour
Research findings illustrate the de-personalisation and commoditisation of managerial work and the utilisation of managers as problem-solving resources deployed at the organisation’s discretion.  In attempting to describe their role in change, research participants often referred to themselves as a commodity, utilising phrases such as ‘a very useful internal resource’ (Male, DS).  
‘We are being reviewed, the review can either indicate we are under resourced, over resourced, job cuts, or you know more recruiting. So you have the two extremes.’ 
(Female, DS).

‘We were assets on the … you know, well assets on the asset register really. Just to be sort of traded.’ (Female, DS).

‘Whoever has the greatest need gets the allocation of time’. (Male, DS)
This depersonalised view of their own labour can be seen in how employment is negotiated, even at a very senior level:

‘It was going to be seconded, it was a project they were going to do for a year and they were going to see how it ran and if it em, if it worked then we’d be made a you know, a permanent member of staff. So I thought well I’ve got nothing to lose, it’s a year I’ll get paid my full wage and so I might as well go for it.’ (Female, HS)

The image of a highly commodified and alienated workforce was further emphasised by personal career histories.  One senior female manager (HS) had held seven different posts during a total of five and half year’s employment, only the first of which had been at her own instigation.  One junior female manager (DS) had held three jobs in less than two years.  A senior male manager (HS) had held three jobs in just over a year and was planning to leave the organisation after eighteen months.   The two senior individuals responsible for research liaison in both participant organisations each changed jobs a total of four times during a two year period, although they each maintained some of their previous responsibilities.  Many of these job moves were unilaterally decided by the organisation and involved no recruitment or selection procedures.  Participants at all levels described informal and unforeseen ‘invitations’ to move into roles which they felt they had no choice but to accept.  Given the extent of job rotation described, many managers did not have the opportunity to gain any long term view of the outputs of their efforts; much less reflect on what could be learnt from experience.

The dominance of change in the workplace was evidenced by the inability of many participants to describe anything that had stayed the same.  Many people were disconcerted by the question and struggled to answer.  Some resorted to humour and one person asked for a break in the interview so that he could think about it.  In answering this question all reverted to describing examples of change they had experienced.  Almost all of the examples given identified intensification as a major element of change in organisations, and managers are well aware of this when describing how they themselves are treated: 
‘They look at you and sit and think we could get rid of this amount of staff and so it will still work but they don’t realise that basically all they are doing is putting more work on the people out there and they’ll go off with stress or they’ll just go off.’ 
(Female, HS). 

‘People are so busy, busy, busy rushing round all the time. No-one has time for anybody any more... you always used to have time for each other. Now you don’t hardly have time to talk to each other. You go in and everyone’s rushing, rushing, rushing, rushing but before you used to see people.... nobody has time to talk or sit down .... you still laugh but not as much. You joke but you’re so busy, you’ve got so much on your mind … you come to work, you focus on your work .....just focus, focus, focus; think of work, work, work; get it all done now, now, now; and that’s it. Before you could at least stop and I don’t know, it was a bit more relaxed, just relaxed. People are a bit more tense I think, just a bit tense because they need to get this done now.’ 
(Female, HS)

A recurring fear amongst participants was not simply restricted to the idea of unemployment, but of being placed in a job that they did not wish to do.  One manager (HS) described how he had been moved without consultation to manage four business areas in addition to his own, with no additional status, pending a pay review that had been outstanding for more than two years.  Participants described the disorientation of frequent job moves and a sense of loss at displacement from their previous team:
‘It’s actually not been the work at all, it’s not the work, it’s not what anyone’s asked me to do; it’s actually not knowing the people and not knowing the informality and the depth of relationships that I had with people.’ (Male, HS)

These findings indicate commoditisation and intensification of knowledge work that undermine the very purpose of that labour.  Managers are tasked with ‘issue selling’ (Dutton, Ashford, O’Neill and Lawrence, 2001) and ‘taking charge’ (Morrison and Phelps, 1999) to deliver organisational change.  Alienation from their own work fundamentally detracts from their ability to influence in this way.  Put simply, alienation from work detracts from the ability to work.   
Change as a Threat

Research findings indicate that the concept of change has come to be used as an instrument of managerial regulation.  Notions of vulnerability in managerial employment are emphasised to ensure subjectivity in implementing decisions.  This was evident at all levels of the study, particularly at the most senior level, where vulnerabilities are magnified by statutory requirements and the limitations of the labour market:
‘If you were to fail all of them for example the monitor would have the power to come in and replace your entire management team for example. They have quite a lot of clout if you’re not delivering. Again it’s not just that, it’s the politics of not just meeting these targets but being at the forefront.’ (Male, HS). 

‘And the Chief Executive suggested to the three of us that the best way to protect our continued employment was to put us back on substantive contracts. ........ So yes my last job, which lasted the longest, theoretically in terms of being in one department, was a consequence … was an alternative to redundancy amazingly.’ (Female, HS).
The managers interviewed often found it difficult to make sense of changes they had experienced in the workplace.  One senior manager struggled to articulate a change she was responsible for implementing;

‘It was just totally illogical and nonsensical ....I think we should just call ourselves the asylum!’ (Female, DS).

Many participants were significantly distressed by their experiences, an interpretation that was not differentiated by gender, age or seniority.  One participant used the word ‘nightmare’ more than ten times in describing one example of change she had experienced more than seven years previously.  Another talked of conspiracy theories and fear as a result of changes recently implemented.  Others used adjectives such as ‘testing,’ ‘ridiculous,’ ‘shocking’, ‘appalling’, ‘totally weird’, ‘bizarre’, ‘pig’s ear’, ‘slap dash,’ ‘shot-gun,’ ‘combative’, ‘really disappointing’, ‘short-sighted,’ ‘emotionally exhausting,’ and ‘hurtful’.  They described themselves as ‘really, really stressed out’, ‘having a bad time,’ ‘in denial,’ ‘stunned,’ ‘utterly pissed off,’ and ‘fire-fighting.’    Many participants used heavy irony and humour to cope with difficult periods of change and uncertainty.  One woman explained why a change had led to her carrying ‘this bitterness around with me for about four years’.   A man described a personal crisis he experienced when trying to implement a major change programme:
‘I always remember on the Wednesday when I went to talk to [my line managers] I was in tears, I was just I couldn’t cope any more, I was shaking.’ (Male, HS).

Another more junior manager described how his own line manager was hospitalised due to stress:
‘She just resigned because it got too much. It was seriously affecting her health to a point where she was hospitalised twice....... I think it just all took, that pressure took so much of her time, working till ten o’clock at night, things like that... Not good. Pressure, pressure, pressure, pressure.... And then she just finally sort of snapped in the end, almost.’ (Male, HS).

Some participants expressed concern at how implementing change impacted upon their relationships with their staff, peers and their own managers;
‘Well they just said ‘This is what’s gonna happen. If there’s any problems let them know.’ And that’s what we do! [snigger] Basically.......We have no control over it, that’s the problem and the staff feel that too, they have no control over their area because of outside influences and things as well.’ (Male, HS).

‘Actually there is worry in the department over their job security, therefore it’s almost like each man for themselves, desperately trying to find ways and means out by grappling at other areas.’ (Female, DS).
‘It’s a real shame, I think, because we are all here for one purpose. And, you know, why is there that ‘them against us’? I honestly think it comes down to finances.... you see how protectionist people are about their budgets and about what they’re trying to do recently.’ 
(Male, HS). 

Here again managers are experiencing change as an obstacle to their ability to do their job.  In affecting their power relationships at work it erodes specialist knowledge and associated ontological security.  The focus moves from development to survival and behaviours reflect this shift in emphasis.  This indicates the potential impact of workplace change on constructions of the self, and the vulnerabilities of those who themselves are charged with implementing change.  
Change as a Promise
In amongst these vulnerabilities, perceived success in delivering change is felt to significantly augment the employability of the manager within and beyond the organisation.  Change projects were frequently described as ‘opportunities’, that provided ‘exposure’, ‘impact’, a ‘broad range of experience’ and the chance for internal promotion or increased status and seniority.  Descriptions of organisational change have gained currency as evidence of achievement and compliance.  Such descriptions provide a framework for managers to convey their espoused identity as a synthesis of desired elements of the self and its professional value in the workplace.  In this way change represents a technology of control that shapes managerial relationships and identities.  In addition, achievements in implementing workplace change are used by managers to provide tangible evidence of their intangible skills and knowledge.  Many of those interviewed articulated their own role in bringing about change in terms of tangible outputs rather than tasks or interactions between a team of people.  All of those interviewed demonstrated an awareness of the importance of their own marketability as contingency should they need to seek alternate employment.

‘Because things change, just being relevant to commercial companies and other developers, just try and keep the skill base up and … so that you know, if I ever leave, or was made redundant, or whatever the case may be, I can hit the ground running with different companies. I think for sort of skills base as well, I think it’s always good to know what’s going on outside your own community.’ (Male, DS)

Change presents the promise of resistance as a coping mechanism when managers have little or no control.  This resistance can often comprise a reduction in focus together with planning to leave the organisation, which again places the emphasis on employability.
‘I would have said until four weeks ago I was probably performing at about eighty per cent, eighty five. It’s probably plummeted in these last weeks to about sixty and I would say the same for the team because frankly people are starting to think ‘Well I was worried about you know, losing one of us or maybe not having a job and now actually maybe I’d be better off not staying here.’ (Female, DS). 

‘That’s the look for the job time. Which I am, I am. ... if I was offered something good, I would probably go. Which is not like me because generally there’s a bit of terrier in me, that I actually like to win the fight! But I'm not sure this one’s winnable.’ (Female, DS)
Emphasis is placed on ‘making a difference’ as evidence of achievement driven by a defensive mindset and a desire to remain employed.  There were notable examples of pronounced individualism amongst managers who were not only desire continued employment, but were openly ambitious and anxious to progress their own careers;

‘There are so many projects happening everywhere but they are only for like short term and like the people who start it up and kind of initiate it and then they move away,… so like no-one asks our opinion about how this is happening because nobody’s there long enough to find out, you know. They come and they do something and then they go.  Mainly to really make it look good on their CV and then go for a higher post.’ (Female, HS). 

One male manager intending to leave his current employer embodied this by describing his sense of having ‘reached a ceiling’ for career progression within the organisation, even though he had been promoted three times in less than two years;

‘In terms of my CV I just wanted to be able to demonstrate it as a step upwards, rather than a sideways move. I think just a couple of increments on paper ...., in terms of how somebody completely independently might look at your CV ..... it was more about direction of travel than how much I ended up with extra in my pocket at the end of each month. And it’s similar again with this new role.’ (Male, HS).

Members of his team described, unprompted, how he had concentrated solely on the change initiatives he had been tasked with, to the extreme of not acknowledging or speaking to his own staff unless they were directly involved in delivering the change.  This degree of short-term instrumentalism may be interpreted as ambition.  Alternately, it may be defensive behaviour by a group of staff who see their employment as incredibly vulnerable and are trying to mitigate the risks presented.  Either way, it would appear widespread and does not go unnoticed by more junior managers:

‘These new managers that come in, you know straight off the whatever the university area or whatever and they think they’ve got brilliant ideas and anyone that’s been in the job for a long time, they think they’re staid and they don’t want to try anything new and you know, they are going to be old fashioned. ...... But there is change for the better and I think that sometimes there’s change where I know it’s just going to make everything complete rubbish!! And you can see it happening you know and you just think Oh my God! And then they’re maybe here for maybe about a year to eighteen … I mean most of them stay about eighteen months.’ (Female, HS).

‘What I love is that they’ll say ‘We implemented this, or we implemented that.’ And I always think but does anyone ever say to them ‘Did it work?’!! [laughing] It’s fine to implement but did it work? Did you actually get it working before you went on to something else?’ (Female, HS).
Many staff working at this level struggled to recollect the names of their previous line managers, referring to them as ‘he’, ‘she’ or ‘that one,’ and attempting to navigate timescales for moves by identifying what the managers subsequently went to work on.  They also described consultation processes where staff voiced concerns but were not listened to, and expressed a sense of powerlessness at the changes proposed:
‘I think it was claimed that consultation occurred but when asked who was consulted and sort of the nature of that consultation, details were very limited, put it that way. [Laughing].’ (Male, DS)
‘Well sometimes we do say that it won’t work [sigh] and we have done, it still goes ahead and then they find out it doesn’t work, or they’ve got to change things when they do change things. If you see what I mean?... I’ve never been in a situation where someone’s stopped … not really  [laughing].’ (Female, HS).
These views clearly dispute the image of the manager as change agent, pushing on against resistance.  Instead these managers see themselves as fulfilling the role portrayed in the literature as the ‘staff’ role, juxtaposed against managerial authority in opposing change which will continue regardless.  In the dominant functionalist literature on change, managers are being misrepresented as willing perpetrators, or change agents, pursuing the predatory capitalist agenda.  Research findings indicate that the hunter experiences the role of the hunted concurrently.  The managers interviewed displayed a recurring trend when describing examples of change in the workplace that reflected an underlying dilemma.  Initially, they would confidently describe the purpose and process of changes, frequently describing what ‘we’ did to express a collective effort or purpose in change.  Subsequent, more detailed discussion, moved to descriptions of what ‘they’ (more senior management) wanted and what ‘I’ did, and how that experience was interpreted.  This change in use of semiotic shifters illustrates an inherent alienation from the collective management group and illustrates the fluidity between master and servant of the manager’s role.  This fluidity between roles is highly reactive to organisational context and the role of the manager appears precarious at best.
In organisations experiencing chaotic models of change, managers are aware of this precariousness and depict their own position as comprising uncertainty, vulnerability and insecurity.  Many of those interviewed were ‘on secondment’ or in ‘Acting up’ positions of indeterminate duration.  They described outstanding redeployment and job review practices for themselves and their own staff, which had been pending for months or indeed years.  Decisions as to how and why staff changes came about were not clear:
‘It was a bit elitist or secretive or something like this – you know, why are certain people getting picked and others aren’t.’ (Female, HS).

Extensive change presents issues of leadership that again detract from the business at hand, and cast the manager as a hostage to fortune: 

‘Quite who is in charge one doesn’t know.’ (Female, DS).

‘I think the biggest challenge is actually carving out the sort of relationship that I’d like with my new boss, really.... Good relationship with him equals a good project experience for me. A bad relationship with him equals bad project experience for me. Really. And that’s the top and bottom of it.’ (Female, HS).

Crisis management, short-termism and changing expectations add to the fluidity of context and detract from long term development:
‘This organisation is very good at delivering anything it perceives to be most important. The problem is that it’s just moving from not quite crisis to crisis but its huge focus on that area and it gets really blitzed and it gets done well and the performance is delivered and then the focus moves on to something else and actually there’s all sorts of sustainability from grassroots up, might be something that longer term the organisation could learn from.’ 
(Male, HS).

Evidently junior and senior managers recognise this fluidity.  Concepts of long-term security and sustainability increasingly focus on their own individual positions opposed to those that face the organisation and the services it provides.  The lack of social cohesion of managers as a professional group is exacerbated by the competitive nature of the market for opportunities, and individualism has become the behavioural norm.  It seems that managers have accepted membership of a new out-group. 
Conclusion

The findings discussed above illustrate how the new routine of managing change has intensified the commoditisation and standardisation of managerial labour as a generic resource to be deployed as and when required by the organisation.  As employees, managers do not control the means of production and are de facto vulnerable to change.  The economic exigencies and policy direction that stimulated New Managerialism have since led to recurrent organisational change initiatives as a major component of managerial labour, to the extent that managers find it almost impossible to think of something that hasn’t changed.   In addition to delivering of unpalatable messages which they may not agree with, middle and junior managers have themselves experienced frequent role changes and job losses, and reduced opportunities for progression due to ‘flattened’ management structures (McCann, Morris and Hassard, 2008).  Increased insecurity of employment and limited opportunities for progression emphasise employability, accentuating the need to up skill and take on increased responsibility and autonomy with, or without, financial recompense.  The emphasis on performance management and managerial accountability has been accompanied by new human resource strategies that require managers to account for their own performance.  Managers are at once perpetrators and victims of change.
In ensuring observance and conveying managerial achievement, change offers both a threat and a promise.  Participants in this study portray a spiralling managerial vulnerability fuelled by the depersonalisation of labour and the erosion of working relationships.   The emphasis on generic, transferable skills and associated dilution of specialist knowledge has created a social class of managers whose behavioural norms focus on individualism.  This threatens the ontological security of this occupational grouping, detracting from notions of trust and emphasising the need to manage the risks associated with marginalisation and termination of employment.  Middle and junior managers are experiencing the contradictions between the need to comply with corporate hierarchy to maintain employment, the pressure of delivering demanding change agendas which they may or may not understand or agree with, and the need to find meaning in their labour. 
These contradictions illustrate the role of enactment of social identity within the workplace.  Junior and middle managers occupy the dichotomous position of representing the views of the owners of production whilst at the same time experiencing the vulnerabilities of salaried employment.  This contests the dominant emphasis on bi-partisan implementation of change in organisations comprised only of managers who want change and staff who resist.  Managers evidently move between compliance with and resistance to forms of organizational control.  This fits with Ledema et al’s (2006) ‘observance’ effect, the moment to moment refashioning of self during communicative forms of labour.  In many cases this fluidity was observable within a single interview, illustrating the presentation of multiple and emergent identities.  
The presentation of a fluid social identity impacts upon managerial authenticity at work and raises questions as to the material interests behind enactment.  This undermines managerial credibility and trust, detracting from the manager’s ability to influence, a key function of their labour.  Dilution of trust undermines social cohesion of managers as a group, and the ontological security derived from this collective mode of orientation.  This further accelerates spiralling managerial vulnerability, sense of risk and uncertainty, magnifying the focus on employability. The interplay between depersonalisation, the desire for self-determination and instrumentalism in response to pervasive change distorts both organisational and individual agendas, creating a dissonance where the personal benefit an individual seeks from change in the workplace may be different, but not exclusive of, the benefits valued by the organisation.  
Discussions of self-determination and personal benefit are in a sense misleading given the nature and frequency of job changes described by the managers interviewed.  Rarely were these changes instigated by the manager.  They frequently involved a loss of existing communities of practice and established social identities.  Managers must re-invent themselves regularly, in some cases more than annually, as members of new teams within new networks and knowledge systems.  This involves establishing mutual understandings and interpretive frameworks based on common definitions and values (Tsoukas and Mylonopoulos, 2004).  It also involves a new line manager and revised performance management expectations.  The extent and exigent nature of enforced job changes detailed by many participants illustrates the role of change as a technology of control.  When changing roles so frequently authentic identity becomes illusive and labour is depersonalised.  This was clearly evidenced in the use of semiotic shifters and the rapid movement from initial discussions of what ‘we’ collectively did to what ‘they’ wanted and what ‘I’ did.  This research did not set out to explore issues of identity yet this trend was pervasive.  It illustrates the superficial nature of any ‘front’ of managerial consensus; a representation that never goes beyond the superficial due to repeated changes in membership of the social collective.  
Multiple and emergent managerial identities lend themselves to the recent call for further investigation of enactment processes, and of the conflict between authentic and enacted identities (Marks and Hallier, 2008).  In a world where everything is change, managers have become a collective with different norms of behaviour based on individual acts of expediency that have become acceptable due to the conflicting nature of managerial work.  Managers have emerged as a social class, a ‘third way’, charged with perpetuating the interests of those that own the means of production whilst at the same time falling victim to their hierarchical control.  A conflict of identities is inevitable given the nature of their role and there is a need to explore further its impact on employee well-being.  
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