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Abstract: The 21st century academy is changing the conditions
of possibility for producing anthropological knowledge. Ethno-
graphic studies of the academy are few yet do provide points
of departure for anthropologists to consider the specificities of
their home institutions and its effects on anthropological prac-
tice. Audit cultures, bureaucracies of virtue, discourses of
“excellence” and regimes of intellectual property management
are recognized as spreading, but unevenly. This article encour-
ages considering tensions between being an academic anthro-
pologist who happens to be an employee and an employee who
happens to be an academic anthropologist and considering
how active transformations of the academy also transform
anthropology.
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Résumé : Le milieu universitaire du 21éme siécle modifie les
conditions qui rendent possible la production du savoir anthro-
pologique. Les études ethnographiques du milieu universitaire
sont rares mais fournissent néanmoins des points de départ
pour permettre aux anthropologues de s’intéresser aux carac-
téristiques spécifiques de leurs institutions et a leurs effets
sur la pratique anthropologique. On reconnait que des cultures
de vérification, des bureaucraties méritocratiques, des discours
sur 'excellence, et des régimes de gestion de la propriété intel-
lectuelle se répandent, mais de maniére inégale. Cet article
interroge les tensions entre la situation d’un anthropologue
universitaire qui se trouve un employé et la situation d'un em-
ployé qui se trouve un anthropologue universitaire et analyse
comment les transformations actives du milieu universitaire
transforment aussi I'anthropologie.
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It is illusory to hope for “another” anthropology
unless and until we have dismantled one by one the
certainties that still keep us locked in the old building.
Hanging the walls with reflexive mirrors may brighten
the place but offers no way out. [Fabian 1991:194]

Introduction

Here is a simple premise: academic anthropologists’
conditions of employment shape anthropologists’
practice. It shapes their expertise. Given the attention
directed to the many contexts and practices summarized
by the term fieldwork, there has been surprisingly little
ethnographic research concerning the academy as an in-
stitution and the place of the anthropologist as employee
within it. Although useful fragments have been proposed
in terms of the neoliberalization of the academy, the rise
of “bureaucracies of virtue” in research ethics clearance,
the critique of the “university of excellence” and the
ascendency of “audit cultures” in employee performance
assessment, particular studies of universities and colleges
embedded within and overlapping with, other commun-
ities have yet to be undertaken. What I am proposing,
then, is that academic anthropologists embark on multi-
sited ethnographic studies (Marcus 1995) of their cam-
puses to develop a comparative ethnology of the contem-
porary academy in transition.

What follows is not such a study but rather an ex-
tended appeal for such study to take place on campuses
where ethnographers, anthropological or otherwise, prac-
tice. Although there is certainly a space in such investiga-
tions for “corridor talk” (Downey et al. 1997) or the kinds
of editorializing found, for example, in the Chronicle of
Higher Education, the Times Higher Education or
Canada’s University Affairs magazine, it is specifically
formal, full-blown, participant-observational and multi-
sited studies I am calling for. There is broad agreement
among academic faculty that post-secondary education
is transforming globally, but much of this agreement
emerges from quantitative methodologies, generalizations
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lacking in nuance and variation or anecdotal evidence.
That these have been the terms of assessment, I will
argue, is indicative of some of the changes occurring
in post-secondary education that would benefit from eth-
nographic investigations and comparative analyses.

I was confronted by these kinds of issues as a con-
sequence of conducting ethnographic research of a bio-
science research facility on the campus where I work,
the University of Prince Edward Island. Here I am posi-
tioned by students, faculty and the public as an “expert,”
colleague, employee and instructor among others simi-
larly positioned. I am a part of the academic context
which I examine; yet, I inhabit different spacetimes
(Barad 2007) in an academy that is a multiple singular-
ity, an institutional “body multiple” (Mol 2002) without
a stable ontological core. Consequently, I also encourage
consideration of the blurred boundaries and tensions
which emerge when balancing an “institutional reflexiv-
ity” (Fischer 2005, 2007) with the related yet distinct
self-reflexivity usually associated with ethnographic field-
work. Studying and researching our campuses is a
manner of investigating our anthropological selves but
from positionalities too frequently neglected.

The UPEI Campus: How the Personal
Prompted Questioning the General

May 2008. I arrived at my fifth floor office in the main
Faculty of Arts building at about 8:15 a.m. After booting
up my computer, I nibbled my breakfast while wading
through a few emails. At this time of year the mornings
are still cool but quite compatible with a light jacket.
I was already anticipating that by July the heat and
humidity in my office would be intense, over 30 degrees
Celsius, nearly all the time. Designated a heritage build-
ing at present, this red brick structure, whose keystone
over the main entrance is engraved 1862, was granted
immunity from modernizing influences which would alter
its external appearance, such as rooftop air-conditioning
units or even individual air-conditioners precariously
perched partly in and partly outside the 3-foot by 4.5-
foot window found in every office in the building. Nearly
a century-and-a-half earlier the fifth floor was designated
a dormitory by a post-secondary institution largely de-
voted to providing a liberal arts education to budding
young clergymen drawn, by ferrous red dirt roads,
from all parts of the soon-to-be province in a soon-to-be
new and expanding nation-state. I sometimes wondered
how they coped with the heat of summer or the cold of
winter. I wondered, too, when the ghost stories, occa-
sionally still recited among students and faculty today,
began to circulate.
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With reveries and a couple of email responses sent
off, I took my jacket and headed toward the newly built
North Annex of the veterinary school. With the demands
of teaching behind me and commitments to committees
rapidly diminishing, I was looking forward to several
weeks of uninterrupted fieldwork. Walking the 200 or
so paces along the asphalt pathways, I came to the front
entrance. Some maintenance staff were laying new sod
in preparation for the formal opening ceremonies as
others were adjusting the main doors. As I walked
inside the climate-controlled environment and past the
reception space harbouring the administrative staff for
the Department of Biomedical Sciences, still others
were moving equipment I could not yet name or tending
electrical panels. It seemed as if there were not yet any
ghosts because there were not yet any pasts. I made my
way to the second floor and into the carrell my host had
generously made available as an ethnographic base of
operations. I would come to share that space with three
other visiting researchers. Putting my notepad, recorder
and book—just in case of a lull—on my desk, I picked
my lab coat from its hanger. Once the weather warmed,
before putting on the white coat, I would change from
shorts to pants, and sandals to sneakers, both for safety
and comfort—but not on that day in May.

The significance, the polysemy, of the white lab coat
was not lost on me. It has become one of the most potent
signifiers of modern times about modern times. I couldn’t
help but notice its transformative powers in this setting.
A little after 8:30 a.m., I walked across the hall and into
a suite of labs where a research associate and lab techni-
cian were already preparing a gel for electrophoresis. In
the span of a few steps and a few minutes I had seem-
ingly travelled worlds. I settled in for the morning with
curiosity and questions. Among them, how many com-
munities make up a campus? What and who counted?
And how?

It is something of a truism in the anthropology of
science and in science and technology studies (STS)
more broadly, that once you are in a lab as an ethno-
grapher, everything—people, ideas, waste, equipment,
“discoveries” and so on—leads away from it. The
introductions, those events which “lead in,” leave the
ethnographer with the problem of ducts, of “duction”
(abduction, adduction, conduction, deduction, eduction,
induetion, production, reduction, reproduction, seduc-
tion, subduection, transduction). From the Latin for
“leading,” as in the way a path or channel leads (think
of aqueduct), the problem of duction, of leading and
being led, imposes itself quite quickly. It is a problem
only insofar as limited and limiting choices and interven-
tions must be made, continuously, regarding which
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paths or channels are to be followed to the exclusion
of other choices. These choices involve, always, some
senses of reflexivity, temporality, and some senses of
expertise, but here, too, there are choices to be made.
Notably, there is no form of duction which allows a
permanent retreat, or even a respite: an eduction is
always already another introduction. I take as given
that ducts have no origins or finality, that insofar as
they ontologically “are,” it is a “being-as-doing;” they
are (always already) in motion at different speeds and
in different directions, intensities and extensities.!

From 2007 to 2009, I was an interested participant/
observer in a brand new, state-of-the-art multiuser bio-
science facility at the University of Prince Edward
Island, which also happens to be the campus where I
perform my other academic duties beyond ethnographic
fieldwork. My concern in this article does not speak so
much to the intra-actions (Barad 2007) radiating from
within those labs as it does to some of the other channels
into which I was drawn. Among other things, I was com-
pelled to consider not only the facility, or the research
happening in the facility, but also the place of the facility
within the university and the university as an institution
itself under significant pressures for change from provin-
cial and federal governments, which in turn, they claim,
were (and are) responses to a variety of global neoliberal
economic forces. Given the newness of the facility, there
was, during the period of my research, more traffic be-
tween the rest of campus and this facility than would
otherwise be the case as final infrastructural adjustments
were made, tours were given and new equipment arrived,
as well as, of course, new people, permanent and tem-
porary. Under assumptions of performative ontology,
I could not help but locate this series of shifting con-
texts within larger series of equally shifting contexts—a
movement that can be considered “transductive” in
Helmreich’s (2007, 2009) sense—due to the kinds of pro-
fessional ethnographic habits that anthropologists have
developed. It is one form of cultural system, as Clifford
Geertz might have said, with which anthropologists can
question common sense.

The University of Prince Edward Island (UPEI)
campus where I teach is relatively small; there are only
about 4,500 full- and part-time students. It is the only
university in this primarily rural island province of
140,000 people. Attached to UPEI is a veterinary school
containing state-of-the-art biomedical research, in addi-
tion to clinical teaching facilities. This eircumstance, in
itself, is quite atypical for a campus this size, and it is
this peculiarity which has sounded so loudly and sharply
for me the kinds of changes most post-secondary institu-
tions are currently moving through, though perhaps in
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more muted fashion. Veterinary programmes in Canada
are limited in number and geographically dispersed,
with the Atlantic Veterinary College (AVC) drawing from
and serving mostly the four Atlantic Canadian provinces.
Ron Freedman, CEO of Research Infosource, is quoted
in Ryder (2006) as saying: “The level of research there
[at the AVC—UK] is as if UPEI had its own medical
school. That kind of presence has an impact that goes
beyond the campus. It brings university researchers
who want to collaborate with the AVC professors, it
attracts business ... and it just adds spending and in-
dustrial activity to the community.”

Quite simply, the federal and provincial governments,
private industry and Prince Edward Island’s two post-
secondary institutions (a college and a university) are
more tightly bound than at any time in the past in an
effort to produce the critical mass for a self-sustaining
bioscience-based business cluster as a means of capital-
ist wealth generation and economic development. This
is termed the “Triple Helix” approach to the emergent
“knowledge economy” in STS (Etzkowitz 2003).2 Like
many advanced capitalist nations, Canada’s federal and
provincial governments, in varying degrees, have drawn
on concepts that have emerged in the science policy
literature since the 1980s and 1990s. These concepts may
vary in terms of scale and focus but all share a sense that
the raison d’étre, the social and institutional functions, of
post-secondary education should change. Various levels
of government have appropriated or endorsed language
such as that of the Triple Helix (Etzkowitz 2003), “Mode
1” and “Mode 2” universities (Gibbons et al. 1994) or the
“business cluster” model promoted by Harvard business
professor Michael Porter (1998a, 1998b, 2000) as a
framework for approaching the emergent global “knowl-
edge economy.” Indeed, the notion of a “PEI biocluster,”
actively pursued as a provincial economic development
strategy, is drawn directly from Porter’s conceptual
framework.?

In that regard, consider these events on Prince
Edward Island from over approximately the last 10 to
15 years. At UPEI, graduate programmes have appeared
in the Faculty of Science, the Faculty of Education, the
Faculty of Arts; research-based Ph.D. programs have
been developed in the veterinary school; a Master of
Business Administration, including a stream specializing
in “Biotechnology Management and Entrepreneurship,”
has been launched; there has been the construction of a
federal advanced bioresearch facility on the university
campus (the National Research Council Institute for
Nutrisciences and Health); a graduate program in the
School of Nursing has been established; and the univer-
sity has welcomed its first Fulbright Fellow specializing
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in biocluster development. Related, yet extending beyond
the immediate campus, consideration should be given to
the relocation of UPEI and Holland College from the
provincial Department of Education into a newly created
Department of Innovation and Advanced Learning; the
establishment of a “Bioscience Technology” lab techni-
cian program at the main Holland College campus; and
finally, the establishment of a non-profit umbrella orga-
nization (the PEI Bioalliance) to coordinate activities and
contacts between government, industry and academia.
Without question, this is a big investment, relatively
speaking, for such a small place (140,000 people), much
of it concentrated on a small university campus of about
200 full-time and 100 contract instructors.*

From the brief outline above, it is evident that there
is an emphasis on biomedical and pharmaceutical research
and that it is intended to be an important means of bio-
capitalist growth (Cooper 2008; Rajan 2006) in a “knowl-
edge economy.” These particular observations and expe-
riences at UPEI led me to wonder about the extent
to which UPEI was reproducing similar changes else-
where—changes often placed under the banner of the
corporatization and neoliberalization of the academy—
and the extent to which local developments were uniquely
enacted with local conditions in mind.

Science Policy Concepts in Vogue

Concepts such as Triple Helix, Mode 1 and Mode 2, and
clusters have been made commonplace in governmental
science policy establishments in advanced capitalist na-
tions. They are popular there, though these three terms
are not the only ones in use. Although I do not intend to
approach these and similar terms grammatologically
(Derrida 1976), their broad contours will be offered here,
insofar as their adoption in policy circles likely has had
multiple and uneven effects on particular campuses, de-
partments and individual researchers in particular ways,
depending on how they are implemented and used by
policy-makers. In Gibbons and colleagues’ (1994) formu-
lation, Mode 1 universities predominated in Europe and
North America during the first two-thirds of the 20th
century. They were characterized by a predominance of
“basic” research, high degrees of institutional indepen-
dence (though not necessarily for individual faculty),
and they were only weakly integrated into their sur-
rounding geographic communities in terms of research
and economic activities. The research conducted on
campus was often freely available to the scientific com-
munity but was often not immediately relevant to the
many, but very different, needs of local communities. A
shift to Mode 2 universities began to take place in the
1970s as demands for greater community engagement
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and interaction by citizen groups, industries and govern-
ments increased. This coincided with a shift to neoliberal
economic policies as well. The knowledge produced in
universities was expected to have greater local relevance
by responding to local social, political and economic
“stakeholders” and, as such, promoted a greater em-
phasis on “applied” research and lower degrees of insti-
tutional independence.

In the Canadian context, an important transitional
moment from Mode 1 to Mode 2 prevalence occurred
when the federal government put in place the Networks
of Centres of Excellence program in 1988. It was a con-
scious effort to change Canadian academic research cul-
ture, especially in the natural sciences. As Janet Atkinson-
Grosjean notes, “The tradition of serendipitous discovery
was far too anarchic for the policy establishment; research
should not only be managed—a novel concept—but
managed on private sector rather than academic princi-
ples” (2006:xiv). To that end Michael Gibbons, who con-
tributed to formulating the Model/Mode 2 distinction,
was invited by Industry Canada—the federal govern-
ment department charged with overseeing the pro-
gram—to serve as a policy advisor and participate in
the selection committees (Atkinson-Grosjean 2006:54).
Since that time, the management of federally funded
research along private sector principles in Canada has
become both more intensive and extensive. The kinds of
pressures exercised through policy could be fairly direct,
as when each of Canada’s three major federal funders of
academic research® now explicitly expect applications to
have incorporated Mode 2-like features into research
programmes and projects. Researchers have also been
compelled by indirect means as well. For example, in
recent years Canada’s Social Science and Humanities
Research Council unilaterally decided to no longer fund
all social science and humanities researchers of health
and biomedicine. They are now expected to apply to the
Canadian Institutes of Health Research, part of the very
“community” anthropologists, economists, historians,
philosophers and others study. Whether by accident or
design, the effect has been to lessen researcher indepen-
dence and dampen critiques of health and biomedical
research, while epistemologically and methodologically
subordinating them to a much larger group of clinical
and biomedical practitioners who operate through very
different principles of knowledge formation—principles
which have had longer exposure to neoliberal policy
tenets—when adjudicating research awards.

Although there are significant differences between
Mode 1/Mode 2 science policy conceptions and those of
the Triple Helix (Mirowski and Sent 2005), for our pur-
poses what matters more are the similarities between
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the ideal Mode 2 university and the university as en-
visaged in the Triple Helix of academia, government
and industry. Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff (1997) argue
that, as each helix becomes more integrated with the
other two, new metrics—that is, new methods of mea-
surement—became necessary to evaluate the products
of research and research as a product. The movement
of universities into closer ties with government and in-
dustry, ostensibly to foster closer ties to very vaguely
defined local “communities,” already is suggestive of
new economic expectations of universities.

Moreover, the cluster concept has also found a
receptive audience in science policy circles, whether in
government, industry or the academy. Michael Porter’s
notion of “business clusters” is derived from certain
notions in economic geography (Cooke 2007; Martin and
Sunley 2003). Porter proposes that physical proximity
of businesses in related fields of research development
and production are more successful than those that are
geographically dispersed, even when advances in infor-
mation technology are taken into consideration. Silicon
Valley serves as a well-known example for the informa-
tion technology industry. Many related enterprises of
varying sizes are clustered together to facilitate em-
bodied as well as disembodied forms of communication.
On PEI, and elsewhere, there are conscious efforts to
establish bioscience clusters (Singapore’s Biopolis project
being a well-known example). Clustering, in particular,
lends itself to research-intensive industries. When this
is combined with a growing trend to outsource larger
shares of research from private industry and govern-
ment laboratories to more or less publically funded aca-
demic institutions, clustering tends to occur around uni-
versity campuses (Cooke 2007; Mirowski and Sent 2005).

The brief descriptions of these policy platforms cur-
rently in fashion are simplifications, to be sure. My point
is that they are enacted and they are popular in policy
circles. Even a rudimentary overview, such as offered
above, suggests that these policy measures and concepts
privilege an economic “character” beyond the narrowly
economic. They are directed more toward STEM fields
(science, technology, engineering and mathematics) than
humanities and social sciences and, significantly, assume
that knowledge should be commoditized. In the course
of my own research, I encountered people in university
administration, the provincial government and local in-
dustry who agreed that universities should be engines
of economic growth in addition to their previous func-
tions. In short, regarding my campus, and insofar as I
pursued the matter, there is an expectation to be Mode
1 and Mode 2; to pursue applied and basic research;
to teach civics and promote technocratic solutions.
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The kinds of tensions these conflicting demands place
on faculty are aptly summarized by the phrase “the
schizophrenic university” (Shore 2010).

Audit Cultures, Bureaucracies of Virtue and
the Value of Excellence

The kinds of changes just outlined are not entirely new
to most campuses globally since the early 1980s—save
perhaps the speed, relative scale and intensity with
which they have been conducted on Prince Edward
Island. It is easy for anthropologists who are off-campus
researchers to miss such changes in medium to large
research and graduate programme universities by virtue
of their size, populations and physical dispersion, and it
is easy to miss them in small, primarily undergraduate
institutions because they tend not to have the kinds of
scientific infrastructures which garner the attention of
industry or government. Nonetheless, while studies are
few, limited in scope and fragmented, there are a hand-
ful of anthropologists and STS scholars attuned to how
the cross-currents of the Triple Helix impinge on ethno-
graphic practices in their respective fields. These studies,
with their own political and ethical spaces and dynamics
of personal, professional and institutional boundary con-
structions and boundary crossings, can serve as intro-
ductions to greater multiplicities, not least of which are
those concerning reflexivities and expertises in ethno-
graphic practices. In this regard, the Triple Helix has
been indexed in anthropology in particular by the rise
of “audit cultures” (Strathern 2000) to review the perfor-
mance of individual faculty, departments and entire
universities; the emergence of “bureaucracies of virtue”
(Jacob and Riles 2007) around ethics review processes;
and the use of “university of excellence” as a signifier to
transform moral values into economic values (Menzies
2010). They are lively objects in a “Dingpolitik” (Latour
2005:41) located on new ethical plateaus (Fischer 2005,
2007).

It should be noted that these kinds of studies, while
important and suggestive, are not yet full-scale and de-
tailed ethnographies of particular academic institutions
and their relations to their surroundings. That work re-
mains to be done and is crucial. Participant observation
won’t come easily in those circumstances where it can be
done, but it is all the more important because of that.
Beyond classic ethnographic methods is the need for
the range of multisited techniques that allow the ethnog-
rapher to follow the metaphor, money or object (Marcus
1995). Present analysis of post-secondary educational
phenomena labelled neoliberal tends too much toward
the homogenous, with its attendant problems (Mirowski
and Sent 2005; Ong 2006).
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The campus to which I am attached, like most Euro-
American universities, or even post-secondary institu-
tions globally, is in the throes of what has been variously
dubbed corporatization or neoliberalization (Roseman
2010; Wright and Rabo 2010). Anecdotally commented
upon by most of us in the academy as “corridor talk”
(Downey et al. 1997), investigated and critiqued in frag-
mented fashion by a few, thoroughgoing anthropological
studies of particular universities or even the contem-
porary academy “in general” is not a project most of
us are inclined to take on.” The need for doing so, how-
ever, has direct bearing on our anthropological practices
wherever or however they are conducted, or whoever
conducts them, for a mutual leading and being led is at
work here. Our anthropological terms of expertise are,
in part, produced and productive here (Wright and
Rabo 2010).

Audit Cultures

In a volume edited by Marilyn Strathern (2000), the con-
tributors focused on the emergence of “audit cultures” in
post-secondary education, especially the United Kingdom.
Audit, as Strathern (2000:3) reminds us, is a “ritual of
verification” that has been elevated from the world of
financial accountancy to a generalized principle of eval-
uation in fields as diverse as education, law and medi-
cine. Audit, as the guarantor of “value for money,” has
become neoliberal “common sense.” Nonetheless, the
spread of audit in post-secondary education is a highly
uneven process, as the Strathern volume and the spe-
cial issues on university reforms in journals edited by
Roseman (2010) and Wright and Rabo (2010) indicate.
For example, the UPEI campus, in particular, and
Canadian campuses broadly presently experience audits
most strongly in research areas where academic intel-
lectual property is a concern, typically in STEM fields;
whereas campuses in the United Kingdom and New
Zealand (Shore 2008, 2010; Shore and Wright 1999,
2000) currently experience audits as a much more gen-
eralized phenomenon on their campuses through some
version of the (by now infamous) Research Assessment
Exercise. This does not mean, however, that non-STEM
disciplines in Canada are untouched, nor that elsewhere
audit culture has completely succeeded. Again, specific
inquiries need to be made before further generalization
is considered.

Bureaucracies of Virtue

Since requests for research monies are increasingly
under scrutiny under the guise of “value for money,” the
auditing process, among other things, tends to subordi-
nate and diminish basic research to applied research, but
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without eradicating basic research entirely (Atkinson-
Grosjean 2006). The process of subordination must not
only appear as a commonsensical governmentality, in
Foucault’s sense (Shore and Wright 2000), but seem
ethically desirable in a manner deemed transparent. As
Jacob and Riles (2007) suggest, ethics must be evident
and be evident; it must be stable, demonstrable and
measurable through formal, quantifiable mechanisms of
oversight they term “bureaucracies of virtue.” Although
audit cultures and bureaucracies of virtue are separate
but related phenomena, an ethnography of a university
should definitely consider the extent to which these,
and other forces, mutually shape one another.

Academic research proposals, for example, regard-
less of discipline or methods, have for some time been
subject to formal ethical review procedures. Like audit
cultures, such bureaucracies of virtue have been expand-
ing because their premises seem commonsensical (Bosk
2007; Swiffen 2007). Both give the appearance of being
rational and reasonable, of being accountable and respon-
sible. The prevailing assumption at the policy-making
level, but also among many faculty researchers, is that
more oversight through control, in Deleuze’s (1992) sense,
leads to “better” research, while less is thought to place
research subjects at risk and is taken as indicating the
researcher is of questionable moral fibre. (Lederman
20062, 2007; Shore 2008).

Universities of Excellence

Like audit cultures and ethics creep, Charles Menzies’s
(2010) thoughts on the changing meanings and practices
enacted through the sign of excellence emerged in and
through the rise of neoliberal economic doctrine in the
1980s. In particular, he emphasizes that, in the post-
secondary context, the term excellence has come to
connote quantity rather than quality. To generate the
consent to effect that shift among faculty there is,
whether purposive or not, a reductive blurring of moral
and economic values as synonymous. He reminds us that
as excellence is reduced to a statistical norm, that norm
is not merely operating as a portion of a mathematical
distribution but has become a moral and political in-
junction. Paradoxically, then, “being” excellent means
“being” normal. In order for excellence and norms to be
comparable, qualities must be reduced to quantities.
Menzies also indicates some of the consequences
of aiming for excellence in terms of what it entails for
anthropologists and other academics as employees.
Drawing on examples from his home institution and
elsewhere, he suggests that an emphasis on the quantity
of publications by researchers puts downward pressure
on their quality. At the same time, the national ranking
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systems used to judge institutions or journal impact
factors to rank publication venues situates researchers
on a moral continuum. In the Canadian case, it has
resulted in a preference for hiring academic anthropolo-
gists with non-Canadian credentials, even though there
is no evidence to suggest Canadian credentials are in-
herently inferior (2010:49).

Audit cultures, bureaucracies of virtue and discourses
of excellence, as three realms within the contemporary
Mode 2 university, already provide us with some sense
of how they affect anthropological practice, both in the
field and in the classroom. As suggested above, more
needs to be done in terms of considering other realms
of common sense in the Mode 2 university, including dif-
ferent kinds of university (primarily undergraduate or
research, large or small in population, located in urban
or rural areas, public or private, etc.). Nonetheless,
based on the work addressing audit cultures, bureauc-
racies of virtue and universities of excellence, it would
seem that the realms of common sense rely on two very
modernist, even positivist, ontological assumptions. First,
the majority of administrators and faculty alike don’t
question a conception of ethics and value (whether eco-
nomic or not) that is ontologically singular and can be
established before their enactment (Lederman 2007).
Performative ontological notions of the university as
a singular multiplicity, a (corporate) “body multiple”
(Mol 2002) as it were, or as an apparatus or phenomenon
intra-actively emergent (Barad 2007) is likely to be
thought of as anathema by many. Second, the wide-
spread assumption that the act of measuring does not
influence that which is measured, be it risk or financial
efficiency or teaching performance, be it “quantitative”
or “qualitative,” has yet to receive intensive investiga-
tion. As Law and Urry (2004) and Barad (2007, 2008)
have argued, measuring, as enacted practice, is not
“neutral” in intention, process, affect, effect or means
(see also Strathern 2000).

At my institution, the pressures that are spreading
what Shore and Wright (2000:61) term “neoliberal gov-
ernmentality”—the econometricization of society, its in-
stitutions and individuals—were applied initially to the
nonclinical programs of the veterinary school, followed
by portions of the Faculty of Science, then the School of
Business. The remaining faculties and schools are just
now beginning to register, at a variety of levels, those
pressures. This has not been a direct process, but rather
has been indirect insofar as university administrations
have increasingly taken the econometricization of the
biosciences and business as the standard by which to
measure all faculty activities.8 It is unfortunate and un-
fair, though to some extent understandable, that some
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social science and humanities faculty blame the natural
sciences and the scientists for this state of affairs, rather
than examining differences among the natural sciences
and scientists. In many respects the antagonisms be-
tween the two cultures of academia described by C. P.
Snow (1993) persist, with efforts to establish a third
culture still to be realized (Rabinow 1996). This, too,
deserves attention in an ethnography of the academy.
Moreover, few in the human sciences self-reflexively
ask about the extent to which they are complicit (Amit
2000). I cannot, however, presume this is the case else-
where, save perhaps in very broad contours. It would
be worthwhile, I think, to pursue more of such investiga-
tions to establish with greater specificity how neoliberal
governmentality spreads in academia and how it is
resisted.?

Studying Up and Studying Across

Points of contact between institutional ethics, research
ethics, excellence and the econometricization of the
academy and academics are multiplying (Fortun and
Fortun 2005; Lederman 2006a, 2006b, 2007; Marcus
2007; Pels 2000). This is leading to suggestions that we
need ethnographies and fieldwork on academic research
to diminish and resist the trend toward establishing
ever-greater numbers of “quantitative” metrics, which
are frequently based on “knowledge economy” approaches
hybridized with biomedical standards in order to audit
“qualitative” forms of research.! Here also, the issue
is often framed as a two culture problem by academics,
administrators and policy makers. Simply stated, we
have been too busy in the field as ethnographers to be
aware of the field qua field in shaping expertise (Kalir
2006). The importance of a reflexive application of field-
work on fieldwork should not be underestimated in
researching a university as a multisited ethnographic
object, especially if it is an institution with which the
investigator is affiliated. Lederman proposes the term
“informality” to describe “the undemarcated moments
of ethnographic practice when ‘research’ and ‘daily life’
are inextricable. Informality is a prominent feature of
partly or wholly unfunded (self-funded) research pur-
sued part-time at home [i.e., one’s ‘home’ institution-
UK]J” (2006a:477).11

Within anthropology, to date, it is neoliberal govern-
mentality surrounding audit and ethics review processes
that have received the most attention. STS ethnogra-
phies have focused more on the commercialization of the
academy, especially the sciences, though as Mirowski and
Sent (2005) note, there is an overall dearth of investiga-
tions. I recognize considerable commentary exists in
the form of blogs or university-focused magazines and
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research on general trends, such as Martha Nussbaum’s
(2010) or Henry Giroux’s (2007) work. Such work is
valuable, yet is still limited by a lack of specificity and
detection of nuanced patterns which emerge from sus-
tained ethnographic investigation.

Beyond these topics, however, are others worthy of
ethnographic attention to track changes in the rapidly
changing campus body multiple. Topics that need to be
studied up and integrated into ethnographies of particu-
lar academies include the extent, kinds and reach of
unionized and nonunionized employees; the growing
importance placed on matters of intellectual property
(and their potential for revenue) by university adminis-
trations; the corporatization of food services on our
campuses; the growing corporate arm of universities
(i.e., business enterprises incorporated by and for uni-
versities); the research and recruiting activities of mili-
tary and state paramilitary organizations; the growing
pace and place of forms of online instruction; the in-
creasing number of students who have never known any-
thing other than “neoliberal times” and, consequently,
tend to develop a “neoliberal agency” (Gershon 2011a,
2011b); the decline of tenured faculty positions; the
“globalization” of individual universities (see Ong 2006);
a growing trend toward “teaching-only” positions; the
acceptance or, less frequently, resistance to governmen-
tal science and education policy by university adminis-
trations; changing relations between and within human
versus natural sciences; the growing size and changing
background qualifications of administration and manage-
ment; the changing balance between and definitions of
research and teaching among faculty; and so on. This
manner of “studying-up” (Gusterson 1997; Nader 1974),
whether on one’s own campus or another, is needed to
plan paths of engagement but, as Amit (2000) reminds
us, it should not take the place of engagement. More
accurately, it should not be the only path of engagement.

Given the changing nature of the academy—should
that be academies?—over the past 30 years, it should
come as no surprise that anthropologists and others,
with varying degrees of conscious awareness, are re-
visiting the issue of reflexivity in methodology broadly
and in fieldwork in particular. As the “schizophrenic uni-
versity” generally, though as yet, inconsistently, moves
toward privileging “applied” over “basic” forms of re-
search, within nations and regions and between dis-
ciplines and faculties, we should not be surprised to
encounter anthropologists drawn in conflicting direc-
tions. There is less weight placed on Mode 1 (basic)
forms of critique and its dilemmas (Fabian 1991), with
the move toward Mode 2 (applied) forms of engagement
instead (and its attendant ethical and ontological changes
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in method). Put somewhat differently, academic anthro-
pologists have been much more thoughtful about their
discipline, qua discipline, and its methods, but have lagged
behind in their consideration of the post-secondary in-
stitutional matrix, which is one of its most important
conditions of possibility. In recent years, anthropology
programmes around the world (as have many social
science and humanities programmes), have been closed,
threatened with closure or downsized. The place of
reflexivity and thus also our expertise is being reconsid-
ered and refashioned. Increasingly, there are calls
to transact the self-reflexivity of recent years into “post-
reflexive” engagements for individual investigators
(Helmreich 2007, 2009; Maurer 2005) and attend to
the growth of institutional reflexivities (Fischer 2007;
Nowotny 2007; Wynne 2007).

Fischer’s (2007) call for anthropologists to attend to
institutional reflexivities is salutary, but it must include
more than the anthropological discipline as an institution
or the structural phenomena that are the most frequent
objects of study (such as medicine, family, or economy).

Reflexive social institutions are responses to decision-
making requirements when unprecedented ethical
dilemmas arise ... reflexive social institutions need
to be built where multiple technologies interact to
create complex terrains or “ethical plateaus” for deci-
sion making. Reflexive social institutions integrate
knowledge from multiple sources, often are self-
organizing and learning organizations, and respond
to new circumstances more easily than brittle, bureau-
cratic forms of agrarian empires, industrial societies,
or closed system, input-output, command-and-control
economies. [2007:540-541]

Academic anthropologists ought to be asking the
extent to which the academy in general fits this descrip-
tion but, perhaps more importantly, they ought to be
asking the extent to which the college or university
which employs them fits that description. The force
fields generated by the expansions and contractions of
the disciplinary and employment institutions upon one
another likely have a bearing on anthropological prac-
tice that requires more than cursory or bird’s-eye view
investigation.

Reflexivities

In reviewing these material-semiotic productions, I was
struck by a sense of déja-vu. Twenty years ago both
Johannes Fabian and Gilles Deleuze, each in their own
way, intimated that reflexivity could be necessary but
never sufficient, for engaged practice. Deleuze had
suggested we had been introduced to, and seduced by,
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the real subsumption of the “societies of control,” if
I may be allowed an old Marxian phrase, eclipsing the
disciplinary societies so well explicated by Foucault (see
also Bagué et al. 2010). The newly hegemonic neoliberal
economic era, often associated with the onset of the
Reagan-Thatcher political era, heralded “the intro-
duction of the ‘corporation’ at all levels of schooling”
(Deleuze 1992:7). As anthropology settled into its “post”
age, Fabian was already drawing attention to the limits
of self-reflexivity. The discipline’s “dilemma,” he wrote,
“lies in the contradictory predicament of wanting to
reject hegemonial interests by practising critical ap-
proaches and yet having to work in relationships that
are determined by the context of those hegemonial
interests. .. the question can only in part be how to avoid
the damage.... Perhaps, under the circumstances the
question must be how to do damage” (1991:191, 194).

The term reflexivity itself has expanded well be-
yond the intended realm of methodology, coming to con-
note a kind of inherently progressive political stance
more easily asserted than demonstrated (Lynch 2000).
Lynch argues a reflexive condition may well be cogni-
tively inescapable, since “it alludes to the embodied
practices through which persons singly and together,
retrospectively and prospectively, produce account-able
states of affairs” (2000:34). It is not so much a matter of
“being” reflexive as strategically “doing” it as one means
among many to generate certain effects and engage-
ments.2 Transductive ethnography (Helmreich 2007,
2009) is another means, one which opens productive
juxtapositions and their potential incommensurabilities,
where the ethnographer emerges as part of ongoing
intra-action, rather than a reduction to a unified ethno-
graphic ego in self-reflexivity.

Reflexivity, then, is not inherently anything. Yet, for
academic anthropologists it is complementary, in Karen
Barad’s sense and this is a vital element when consider-
ing an ethnography of a post-secondary institution.

This is because you need to make a choice between
two complementary situations: either you think about
something, in which case that something is the object
of your thoughts, or you examine your process of
thinking about something, in which case your thoughts
about what you are thinking (about something), and
not the something itself, are the object of your
thoughts. (Barad 2007:21)

Such a condition of complementarity affects and
effects changes in academic anthropologists and, by
extension, the institutions in which they are employed.
There are two overlapping “recursive publics” (Kelty
2005) diffractively in tension or superpositioned (Barad
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2007) here, a disciplinary one directed at research and
an academic one directed at teaching and service. These
are realms usually held apart, even though there is
widespread recognition at an informal and anecdotal
level that each to some extent shapes the other. It is
exactly their complementarity that is at issue. Here
also, solid ethnographic evidence is lacking.

Recent years have also led to calls, quite probably in
connection with the rise of Mode 2 universities within
Triple Helices—that is, the neoliberalization of the
academy—for introducing (and differentially engaging
within) reflexive institutions, institutions which are
said to be more flexible and responsive to new “ethical
plateaus” (Fischer 2005, 2007; see also Fortun and
Fortun 2005). Such reflexive institutions are called forth
by rapid technoscientific change. They are sites where
new technologies, be they abstract or material, adminis-
trative or disciplinary, come together in a play of open-
ing and foreclosing choices and possibilities. Such may
indeed be the case for the emerging “flexible workplace”
associated with neoliberal economic enterprises, though
I suspect Lynch’s caution concerning the inherent pro-
gressiveness of self-reflexivity has a parallel applica-
tion in institutional reflexivity. Moreover, the various
“enunciatory communities” (Fischer 2005; Maurer 2005)
of expertise within post-secondary institutions may not
all have an equal interest or say in “being” reflexive,
since institutional reflexivity is not a “natural” state of
affairs in unstable and shifting communities of practice
(Wynne 2007:499-500).

Certainly, much of this applies to my own univer-
sity, one which, I suspect, fits the larger pattern, and
irony, of progressively expanding on a Chandlerian
model of management, with its tight vertical integration
of units, while much of the corporate business world
moves away from this model (Mirowski and Sent
2005:656; see also Bagué et al. 2010:11).13 So, if the uni-
versity is becoming more Chandlerian to manage its
internal differences, it is becoming less reflexive (doing
less reflexivity) but, at the same time, closer connections
to industry and government compel more reflexivity, at
least of particular (econometric) kinds. These contradic-
tory forces are another expression of the schizophrenic
university as an institutional body multiple. No doubt
more investigation is needed here, since this is an impor-
tant space in which to apply one’s expertise, anthropo-
logical or otherwise. Building on Shore’s notion of the
schizophrenic university, ethnographies of the academy
need to consider not only the conflicting demands placed
on faculty (themselves fragmented along various axes)
but also those confronted by administrators and other
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personnel within the institution and vis-a-vis integration
into the local Triple Helix.

Here we return once again to the “dilemma” of an
“engaged” anthropology for those anthropologists based
in the academy: how to conduct fieldwork when the insti-
tution which makes professional activity possible also
shapes the very terms of engagement for how, when,
why and with whom fieldwork is conducted, be it across
the globe or across campus. Now, the path of logic I
have found myself following may seem distant from
those bioscientists and their new facility mentioned at
the beginning. However, they too are part of those enun-
ciatory communities of expertise often referred to as
“the faculty;” they too are interested, in all senses of
the term, in what the Triple Helix of academy, industrv
and government entails. Such communities, in terms of
fieldwork, are not only to be studied up or down, but
also across, with at least an offer, and its attendant
potentials, of friendships. Such communities are not
likely to be homogeneous, yet it will require balancing
the complementary enactments of the anthropologist-
who-happens-to-be-an-employee with the employee-who-
happens-to-be-an-anthropologist to come to some kind
of dialogic relations with other academic, administrative,
service or maintenance employees.

Temporal (Re)Productions

Fortun and Fortun propose anthropologists of science
immerse themselves into their field sites via new experi-
mental methodologies, challenging the dominant trend
in science studies to judge when and how science and
scientists overdetermine the social (2005:51). They sug-
gest a supplemental approach which engages scientists
on their own terms through a method they term “friend-
ship,” “conceived as a way of relating to others that
demands reciprocity yet tolerates times out of joint,
the not-always-predictable circuit of gifts, and the way
exchange can work even when not a simple, reciprocal
transfer that returns an investment” (2005:51). Inside
the facility I studied on my campus, I felt compelled to
conduct myself this way, since there was little to be
gained from being self-reflexive later. It prompted me
to think about my superpositioned state of both anthro-
pological researcher and employee of the university.
Such a method is, to use Fabian's phrase, one means to
“do damage” against the neoliberalizing academy. To
be sure, there is no intent on my part to romanticize
the past. Universities from their inception have always
been tied to wider social inequalities and reliant on
powerful patrons. They have always had internal divi-
sions along a variety of axes. There is no going back to
a pre-1980 golden age, nor would I want to do so. We
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do, however, need to be more politically conscious about
how we do damage on our respective campuses as em-
ployees informed by anthropology, precisely because we
cannot be formulaic.

The matter of doing damage, however, is a temporal
matter as much as an affective one (Adams at al. 2009).
Better, it is enacted through spacetimemattering (Barad
2007). A comparative ethnology of campuses would
likely shed light on the relationalities among histories,
historicities!* and historialities.’> The superpositioned
anthropologist, who is simultaneously an employee, split
by research time, service time and teaching time, cannot
think of time as homogenous and empty (Benjamin
1968) despite the allure of various homogenizing pres-
sures (neoliberal policies not least among them). An
attitude of time being natural, homogenous, linear and
ontologically independent is a postagrarian, industrial
phenomenon, now familiar globally (Mirmalek 2008).
More recently the hegemony of neoliberal economic
policies has promoted not only this flattening of time
and temporalities but also coaxed and coerced accep-
tance of a recursive anticipation as a kind of promissory
time calculated in terms of risk (aversion).

Abduction ... is the concept we adopt and adapt
to capture the processes of tacking back and forth
between futures, pasts and presents, framing the life
yet to come and the life that precedes the present as
the unavoidable template for producing the future.
Abduction names a mode of temporal politics, of mov-
ing in and mobilizing time, turning the ever-moving
horizon of the future into that which determines the
present.... Histories of the future are replacing his-
tories of the present. [Adams et al. 2009:251]

Without doubt, much of the policy language and
practice surrounding the Mode 2 university fits this
sense of abduction, even as Chandlerian managerial and
administrative practice also harkens back to previous
notions of empty and homogenous time. (Think of slo-
gans such as “moving our university into the future” or
“destination university.”) Such a rupture of, and in, time
provides a point of intervention; one means of doing
damage. As Barad (2007) carefully demonstrates, time
is not uniform, linear, singular or independent of the
phenomena through which it is related: it is not ontolog-
ically prior to phenomena, but a product of relating. We
find ourselves amid an “ongoing” flow of agency through
which part of the world makes itself differentially intelli-
gible to another part of the world and through which
causal structures are stabilized and destabilized does
not take place in space and time but happens in the
making of spacetime itself (2007:140). Spacetime is a
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means of indicating temporal immediacy (Benjamin’s
[1968] Jetztzeit) and a radical openess to superposi-
tioned possibilities, suggesting its multiplicity, agency
and différance (Barad 2007; Derrida 1976; Rheinberger
1994, 1997).

It is understood and appreciated, though perhaps
not frequently enough, that different disciplines’ and
subdisciplines’ research practices and products emerge
though at different speeds, intensities and extensities.
The same can be said for research programmes or “ex-
perimental systems” (Rheinberger 1997) and even indi-
vidual research projects. These qualitatively disparate
spacetimematterings are increasingly compressed into
quantitatively homogenizing histories of the future, which
can never arrive because they must always (already) be
uniformly anticipated (Adams et al. 2009). In other
words, the productivity and “excellence” of, say, a neuro-
scientist and a sociocultural anthropologist are made
econometrically auditable in part by an attempted reduc-
tion of their different research rhythms, recursions and
repetitions (not to mention their very different onto-
epistemological horizons and the agencies enacted by
their objects of investigation) to an empty homogenous
time. Faculty evaluations or employment offers not only
are measured in terms of the number of conference
papers presented or journal articles published, but also
within a (very) standardized time frame, typically a
fiscal or calendar year. Drawing attention to the neces-
sary temporal multiplicities of our campuses is one (and
far from the only) means to challenge the homogenizing,
neoliberalizing forces acting in the spread of audit cul-
tures, bureaucracies of virtue and campaigns for “excel-
lence,” for example. A comparative ethnology of cam-
puses would likely help guide such ethnographies even
as they are constituted by them.

Conclusion

Among the important questions which remain is the
extent to which such approaches can be used with other,
more unevenly situated, enunciatory communities on or
off campus—such as senior administrators, support staff
or workers in related Triple Helix industries—to con-
test the new forms of control emerging alongside older
sovereign and disciplinary forms without “watching
your co-optation unfold in the slow motion of endless
minutiae that university committees appear to have per-
fected” (Amit 2000:232-233). On Prince Edward Island,
efforts to establish a self-sustaining biocluster is not so
much due to some vague force called globalization as it
is a local attempt to “be global” and create wealth and
jobs in a historically have-not province where resource
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extractive industries are declining and tourism is stag-
nant. This change in economic emphasis will unquestion-
ably lead to as yet unformed paths. Using what Rose
(2007:142) calls a path-dependant theory of truth—one
could say a ductive theory of truth—may be another
means to “do damage,” in this case not against economic
“development” per se but the manner in which it is or is
not allowed to be an object of contestation (Latour 2005).
Universities can integrate into their Triple Helices in
different ways and their Mode 2 performativity can be
enacted in many ways. These enactments cannot be
done in general, even if broad patterns can aid in fram-
ing questions.

My call throughout this article for multisited ethnog-
raphies of post-secondary institutions is a call for greater
specificity. Not all actualized forms of the Triple Helix
are the same, nor are the modes of constructing Mode 2
universities and colleges. Moreover, we need not accept
the neoliberal histor(icit)ies of the future being written
for us on a promissory note. Ong’s (2006) investigations
into local conditions led her to postulate “neoliberalism
as exception;” it is a useful means to think, diffrac-
tively, through the multiplicitous singularity that is “the
academy” and the manner(s) in which neoliberal policies
are ab-, ad-, con-, de-, e-, in-, pro-, re-, repro-, se-, sub-
and trans-ducted. As a practical matter, different forms
of community and different forms of engagement matter
for the institution as well as individuals. Pointing out
the (historial) possibilities, as always (already) larger
than we imagine, has been a long-standing strength of
anthropology. In such circumstances, a superpositioned
anthropological and employee practice is overtly trans-
formative of both the discipline and the anthropologist,
and the academic institution and the employee; it is
transformative of spacetime. A recursive anthropol-
ogical public must make choices. However, to date, the
discipline has tended to focus more on the political,
moral and ethical problem of duction for the anthro-
pologist-as-researcher and very little for the anthro-
pologist-as-employee. They cannot and should not be
artificially separated from one another any longer, even
if they cannot be reduced to a unity.

The present dilemmas of anthropological expertise
in the academy overlap with those of an earlier, yet still
vital, critical anthropology without, however, collapsing
into one another. One path-crossing or point of trans-
duction from ecritique to engagement in an anthropology
of the academy is the dilemma “not about right or wrong;
not my personal, or even my discipline’s integrity are at
stake, but the very ‘conditions of possibility’ of producing
ethnographic knowledge” (Fabian 1991:187).
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Notes

1 Barad’s (2007) notion of spacetimemattering is a more
eloquent expression of this idea.

2 For critiques within STS see, for example, Mirowski and
Sent (2005) and Croissant and Smith-Doerr (2005).

3 The growth of a biocluster is not the only element in the
province’s economic development strategy. Efforts are
underway to expand the aerospace, information technology
and renewable/sustainable energy industries. That said,
the greatest capital investments have been in the bio-
science industry. See Island Prosperity: A Focus for
Change (Government of Prince Edward Island 2008).

4 Contract academic staff are often referred to as “sessionals”
in Canada and “adjuncts” in the United States.

5 These are the Canadian Institutes of Health Research
(CIHR), the National Science and Engineering Research
Council (NSERC) and the Social Science and Humanities
Research Council (SSHRC).

6 When reflexivity in writing became an important issue in
anthropology nearly 30 years ago, James Clifford drew
attention to the perils of anthropology’s disciplinary politics
by stating: “To write in an unorthodox way... one must
first have tenure” (1986:21). Having moved from disciplin-
ary politics to workplace politics and the practices of writ-
ing to the practices of fieldwork, we can get a sense of how
the ground has shifted beneath our feet. Perhaps the
parallel statement at the present juncture might read:
“To study-up in an unorthodox way ... one must first have
tenure. Or nothing left to lose.” It is precisely what lies
between—then and now, tenure and nothing left to lose—
that would be revealing.

7 See contributions to Roseman (2010) and Wright and Rabo
(2010) for important exceptions.

8 See Kleinman (2003) for a related analysis of how industry
substantially, yet indirectly, compels university-based science
and scientists in certain directions rather than others.

9 Ong (2006) provides some important suggestions in chapter
6 of her work.

10 On the impact of bio-knowledges on the production of
knowledge in general, see Rose and Novas (2005), Rose
(2007) and essays available from the Anthropology of the
Contemporary Research Collaboratory (http:/anthropos-
lab.net/).
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11 I am not suggesting that ethnographic investigations of
the academy should only occur in one’s home institution.
However, for reasons outlined in this article, and others
beyond the scope of this article, it is the most likely sce-
nario. That said, studying an academy other than the
one(s) that employ the researcher will promote and re-
quire different kinds of reflexivities and positionalities
than those discussed here. This too would yield benefits.
My concern here has been to emphasize the academic
anthropologist as employee, which in turn puts the home
institution at the forefront of consideration. I would like
to thank the anonymous reviewer for Anthropologica who
drew attention to this ambiguity in my text.

12 As Boyer argues, in the different but related context of the
recursive effects of cybernetics on journalism and anthro-
pology, “It is not only possible but necessary to link the
truth regimes of expert knowledge to the experiential and
material conditions of expert knowledge practices. Analyz-
ing this connection will help us to understand in a more
nuanced way why various schemata of expert knowledge
take the specific forms and contents that they do” (2010:92).

13 The Chandlerian business model refers to the work of
Alfred Chandler, especially in “The Visible Hand” (1993).
It both describes and promotes the organizational struc-
ture of large business firms that were horizontally divided
and hierarchically organized in the “pyramid” structure of
laissez-faire and Keynesian capitalism. It is now frequently
contrasted with business models and organizational struc-
tures favouring the neoliberal flexible workplace (see, e.g.,
Sennett 2006).

14 By historicity, I intend the everyday sense of a means of
conceptualizing history, as well as the more nuanced
meaning Michel-Rolph Trouillot suggests as “the ways in
which what happened, and what is said to have happened
are and are not the same may itself be historical” (1995:4).

15 Here I follow the work of Rheinberger in particular (1994,
1997).

Historiality not only has to accept and even
postulate a kind of recurrence inherent in any
hindsight—hence, interpretation or hermeneutic
action. It has to assume that recurrence works in
the differential activity of the system [such as a
post-secondary institution-UK] that is itself at
stake, and in its time structure. What is called
its history is “deferred” in a rather constitutive
sense: The recent, so to speak, is the result of
something that did not happen. And the past is
the trace of something that will not have
occurred. Such is the temporal structure of the
production of a trace. [1994: 66-67]
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