1

Disciplining the subject: The impact of PBRF on Education academics.

Professor Sue Middleton

Department of Policy, Cultural, Social Studies in Education

School of Education

University of Waikato

Hamilton

NEW ZEALAND

Email: educ_mid@waikato.ac.nz

Paper Presented at the Annual Conference of the NZ Association for Research in Education, Westpac Stadium, Wellington, November 24-16, 2004.

Educational theory is multiply located: as a formally taught academic ‘subject’ or field; as the contested basis (and outcome) of educational policy; as emerging from, and giving shape to, teachers’ professional knowledge – the rules, maxims, guidelines and hunches of everyday practice. The educational research and writing produced in educational institutions is complicated by the fact of researchers’ and writers’ immersion in our object of study, education.  Bourdieu termed this reflexivity: 

In choosing to study the social world in which we are involved, we are obliged to confront, in dramatised form as it were, a certain number of fundamental epistemological problems, all related to the question of difference between practical knowledge and scholarly knowledge, and particularly to the special difficulties involved first in breaking with inside experience and then in reconstituting the knowledge which has been obtained as a result of this break  (Bourdieu 1994, p.1, italics in the original). 

Like many readers of this paper, in 2003 I submitted my Evidence Portfolio (EP) for scrutiny and “grading” in the first research assessment exercise carried out by New Zealand’s Performance Based Research Fund (PBRF) on behalf of the Tertiary Education Commission (TEC). Like all staff teaching in degree courses I had to list my quality assured publications, evidence of peer esteem, and contributions to the research environment over the past six years. Like my colleagues, I received a provisional grade from my own employing university, and after a long period of waiting, a final grade in 2004. As a head of department and professor in my School of Education, I mentored other staff and was witness to the pressures and anxieties this process caused for many colleagues. 

As illustrated in the quotation from Bourdieu above, this “insider” (“practical”) knowledge raised questions in my wider “scholarly” work on educational ideas in New Zealand
. - their history, the conditions of possibility for their emergence, and the everyday experiences and perspectives of their protagonists. “How are the human sciences possible”, asked Foucault, “and what are the historical consequences of their existence? “ (Gordon 236). What has made Education
 as a ‘human science’ possible, and what have been the historical consequences of its existence in New Zealand? Could I “break with inside experience” and “reconstitute” questions arising from my practical experience of the PBRF in the form of a research project? How could I document the meaning of the PBRF for its protagonists? How is the PBRF affecting the life and work of those subjected to its processes? Historians and sociologist of knowledge of a range of theoretical persuasions have argued that research (topics, methods, and orientations) is coloured by the specific and changing historical, geographical, political, cultural, institutional and discursive circumstances of its production
. Taking this as the point of departure, is PBRF merely a summation, or survey, of what is independently “there” in the research landscape, or does it also ‘shape’ what it depicts? Might it actually enable and constrain the material, epistemological, methodological, theoretical and substantive possibilities for educational research projects? At a more personal level, is the PBRF formative of academics’ self-representations, senses of professional identity, professional decisions or academic priorities? And, if so, what effects might this have on Education as a subject or field of inquiry?
I interviewed 36 of the academic staff who submitted Evidence Portfolios (EPS) to the Education subject panel. Of the 35 who disclosed their PBRF scores, 2 had been rated A, 10 B, 12 C, and 11 R (Research Inactive)
. This paper overviews their stories. It begins with a discussion of Education as a subject (Part one). Part two describes how the interviewees saw themselves and their work before the PBRF.  Part three addresses their experiences of the PBRF process and its impact on how they see, or feel about, themselves as academics, professionals and researchers. In part four, interviewees discuss how they will organize, plan and prioritise their work in the future; how they feel about, and see themselves contributing to their workplaces; and how they feel about academic life and work more broadly.

On the subject of Education:

The following analysis uses the term subjectivity in multiple, intersecting, senses, so some explanation of it is important. This concept draws together the subject in the sense of a discipline or field, its individual participants (human subjects), and the regulations and conventions that govern, or regulate, their participation (subject positions) (Henriques et al, 1984). “Who” we think we are as Education academics (our subjectivity or identity) is strongly influenced by who or what we are presumed, supposed, or required to be in terms of the “official identities” (subject positions) constructed for us in documents and policies - position descriptions, employment contracts, etc. The PBRF delineates a subject (a discipline or field) by allocating a panel of experts to scrutinise the Evidence Portfolios (EPs) submitted to it by participating tertiary institutions. Education had its own expert subject panel thereby giving it an administrative identity. By requiring specific forms of “evidence” from participating individuals, the PBRF  “interpellates” (or calls into being) a particular type of “researcher” (individual human subject) (Althusser, 1971).
The imperative to “be a researcher” according to PBRF’s criteria exemplifies the notion of subject position: “a linguistic category, a place-holder, a structure in formation. Individuals come to occupy the site of the subject…”(Butler, 1997, p.10). A staff member of a non-university tertiary institution explained that many staff had previously been employed as teachers rather than as researchers and teachers. She described their introduction to PBRF as follows:

There were all these meetings about it and I think people were beaten around the head just to “get yourself started on research!”  It was as though it was simplistic and though it’s very easy to do. “Now that the results have come in and we haven't done as well as we hoped, you will go out there and be researchers!” There were these people at the front just telling everybody to “Go out and be researchers!”  They have got some support structures and things there in place, but the people who are giving the message themselves aren't researchers necessarily. And it was quite a simplistic approach towards it (Stephanie, C)
.

This identifies a gap between subjectivity (who or what we think we are or hope to become) and subject position (who or what we are officially presumed to be).

Academics who respond to the PBRF’s call enter a process of “examination that places individuals in a relation of surveillance” and “also situates them in a network of writing; it engages them in a whole mass of documents that capture and fix them” (Foucault, 1977, p189). EPS are compiled, assessed, ranked, and reported according to a formula that weights publications at 70% and contributions to the research environment and evidence of peer esteem at 15% each. Individuals’ grades (A, B, C, or R) are aggregated and used as a measure of each institution’s “productivity”, which becomes a basis for its future research funding from the state. The “quality scores” of individual academics are reported back to their employing institutions as well as to the individuals themselves. Positioning their recipients as commodities of differential economic value, scores become currency in “the accumulation of a symbolic capital of external renown” (Bourdieu, 1988, p.98). As one beginning researcher expressed it: 

I’ve always felt that people would use it politically, “I’m an A rated researcher, you bloody pay me what I want, you give me what I want because I’m internationally renowned.”  I’ve always had that feeling about that - that it could be used like that. Yeah, I know that my R will be unattractive to some, and some will view it as potential to build from (Tanya, rated R).

As a method of funding the “research component” of tertiary institutions on the basis of demonstrated productivity, PBRF’s reports also make visible comparative rankings of disciplines, within and across institutions (Tertiary Education Commission, 2004a, 2004b). As explored elsewhere (Middleton, 2004), Education fared poorly in the comparative statistics and associated publicity. This can be traced to the subject’s historically ambivalent classification as both a university liberal arts subject and as an adjunct to professional training. As Gibbons et al put it (1994, p. 82), “to understand knowledge, it is necessary to understand the institutions in which it is produced”. 

The administrative categories of educational institutions “classify and frame” their teaching subjects (fields of study) (Bernstein,1972). Within institutions, the creation of departments, centres, faculties, degrees, programmes, and timetables map these administrative categories in geographical and architectural space and associated configurations of interpersonal relations. A staff member’s intellectual disciplinary affiliation, individual sense of ‘subject loyalty’ or professional identity may intersect in complex, and sometimes contradictory, ways with the spatial, demographic, administrative, and financial categorisations of organisations. Working in an administratively delineated “subject” involves negotiation of collegial relationships, departmental resources, and professional networks. The restructuring of departments or amalgamations between institutions can throw all of these into disarray. Such disruptions had been characteristic of Education for over a decade before the PBRF and many interviewees stressed the importance of understanding this as a precursor to the PBRF’s impact on them, and on Education as a subject more broadly. 

Developing research cultures before PBRF:
Education was historically split into “pure” (theoretical or discipline-based) and “applied” (professional/practical) specialisms (Middleton and May, 1997).  This epistemological split mirrored the organisational segmentation of courses taught for degrees in university Education departments and courses taught for professional diplomas in teachers’ colleges. While “research” was a requirement for university Education staff, it was not for those in colleges of Education, although some staff voluntarily engaged in such activities (Middleton, 2001). 

From the 1960s, some teachers’ colleges had contributed in various ways to the teaching of university-based B Ed degrees (Middleton and May, 1997). Some interviewees reported that staff in college Education departments were more likely to work alongside university staff than were their colleagues in college curriculum departments and courses associated with the teaching of particular school subjects. As one college Education department staff member put it, “That still persists doesn't it? The Education people have more contact with the university I'd say than other people.” She described how college Education staff teaching alongside university Education staff were often “mentored through” into research via masters degrees and funded team projects.

The de-regulation policies of the 1990s encouraged tertiary institutions other than universities (colleges of education, polytechnics and private training establishments) to offer degrees under the auspices of the New Zealand Qualifications Authority (NZQA). The introduction of NZQA degrees in polytechnics and colleges of education was accompanied by pressures on teaching staff to begin reinventing themselves as researchers (Fergusson, 1993). A first step was to upgrade qualifications and, for some, thesis work awakened a passion for research: “Definitely upgrading a qualification. There was quite a strong sense starting to come through the college at that stage that this was a good thing to be doing.  Once I had started though I got hooked on the learning” (Kathleen, B). May (rated C) explained how, during the introduction of her college’s masters degree, “NZQA pointed their finger at me at the approval process and said, ‘you have to get a doctorate.’ " Another college staff member explained how she was independently “going ahead and doing some research. And then of course we started offering the degree, and so there was this huge pressure for everyone else to start” (Tanya, R). Some, however, resisted these pressures, defining themselves as teaching professionals or curriculum subject specialists whose primary allegiances were to the professional development of classroom practitioners. A college teacher with a partially completed doctorate explained how her research knowledge was marginalised by her colleagues: “when I first came here, people felt very vulnerable in the presence of people who had already their masters or their doctorates. And they wanted to validate their classroom experience” (Marcia, rated R).

Amalgamations between universities and colleges of education or polytechnics imposed further demands on the former “non-university” staff to become “research active”. Amalgamations often involved geographical shifts of staff – across, between, and around campuses. For example, some university Education department staff described being moved out of the social science or humanities blocks in their universities and into the former college buildings and organisational units. For both groups, these physical, organisational, and interpersonal changes provoked insecurity and anxiety. A former college staff member explained how at amalgamation,

Status or lack of status became an extremely important personal feeling ... We felt it strongly at [school-wide committee meetings]. We would feel like we didn't have the status that the people from the Education Department had, basically I think because they were in a University and we weren't. I think it's really just as simple as that… Yes, one of the main apprehensions going into the amalgamation from the Teachers College side was, would we be looked down on or seen as equal partners? (Kathleen, B).

Some of the specialist teachers of primary or secondary school curriculum subjects described an ongoing epistemological, personal, and organisational tension between Education and Curriculum:

I've found that there's been a real tension in this institution between being a good curriculum practitioner, which is what I believe was what I was brought in to be, and I felt in many respects that teaching expertise hasn't always been professionally valued. And I felt there's been a big tension between who I am and what I do as a good [subject specialist] and the other profile we have to have in the university, which is to publish (Heather, R).

Another curriculum specialist described this in terms of a binary between “curriculum leaders” and “academics”: 

It was very fraught and I believe that the academics who had to come across campus, I didn't know who they were. They didn't resonate with my department in any way. And yeah, I think there was a certain positioning and that might have come from myself in terms of my own position, but I was always aware that I was not one of the "academics" (Marie, rated R).

There were other “curriculum staff” who saw themselves in more “academic” terms. For example, Ingrid had taught in secondary schools for twenty years before beginning her PhD, which she was completing at the time she was appointed as a teacher educator in a curriculum department. A theoretician, she did not see herself as “researcher”, but as someone with a “critical edge” to educational inquiry: “I wouldn't have described myself as a philosopher, but that kind of insistence on thinking it through, or the possibility of thinking things differently.” Her new department allowed little space for her intellectual interests:
it seemed clear to me that research was something that was done by certain august persons, but the people on the ground floor, as it were, just taught... I had a strong feeling for the first year or so that I was underestimated and that, because I had been a schoolteacher, I was being assimilated into a kind of a subject position that I wasn't entirely happy about taking up… It did seem to me that I was being cast in a certain role (Ingrid, rated B).
Lawrence, also a curriculum specialist, arrived with a completed PhD in his teaching subject. Like Ingrid, he did not identify himself as a “researcher”, but as a writer and a literary critic. The institution’s requirement that he assume the identity of “researcher” was somewhat frightening. Furthermore, his curriculum colleagues cast him in the role of research authority: “when I arrived I felt quite a lot of nervousness about me in the department. It wasn't spelled out, supposedly because people thought I had a lot of research clout, whereas from my perspective, I felt that I was quite under qualified.  So yeah, I felt I was a student” (Lawrence, rated B).  Similarly, Paul arrived in his curriculum subject department in the final stages of his doctorate, but found himself cast as research mentor:

It's interesting coming here because I feel like I'm one of the less experienced ones. But in my department I'm seen as one of the more experienced ones, I think because a lot of people have retired. And so that's been a bit tricky sometimes, because you thought you'd come to be mentored I suppose a little bit along the way and there's not many of those people left in our department (Paul, C).

Leonard, a recent doctoral graduate was in a similar position in his School: “I have got quite senior colleagues that are rated R's and yet I am a C - not that much further along in terms of development, but I am seen as a person that's going to assist in helping drive a research culture” (Leonard, rated C).

 These examples usefully illustrate the multiple ways Education staff conceptualise their professional identity or subjectivity. Their sense of self does not always neatly coincide with dominant conceptualisations of “the researcher.” Before the PBRF, institutional definitions and job descriptions were broad enough to encompass the consultancy and professional development activities traditionally taken on by teachers’ college staff. The tertiary education reforms are subsuming teacher educators directly under university surveillance and some have found changing demands and expectations contradictory and confusing: 

“Yes we want you to go out there and be in the community keeping up your fertility as [an exhibitor/ performer] and [arts] educator. We want you to be seen. So yes, you have to keep doing your [exhibiting/performing] and all of that, but we want you to publish as well". I found that a hugely difficult tension.

The PBRF process:

The first stage of involvement for most staff involved compiling their EPs. Some, such as Petra, found this an interesting and rewarding experience:

I was very, very pleased they did the PBRF because … that was the first time that people focused on that aspect of my work and valued it and gave the appearance of valuing it: the very first time. Previously I had been plugging gaps in teaching, that was basically it, and finding a way to do the writing as best I can.  I kept the writing going ‘cause I like writing and I do it well I think (Petra, B).

Petra commented that, although she had “hadn't really seen myself as a “Researcher,” but identified as a “writer” and an “activist-writer”, and she found the parameters of PBRF broad enough to accommodate the kind of critical work she produced. For those whose circumstances (such as large research contracts) had allowed intense research productivity, listing all recent publications and selecting their best four was not an onerous task
. For example, Luke (A) said:

I felt fairly relaxed about what they were asking. Because it was over a six-year period, I had more than fifty publications, which was your limit, and I didn’t have any particular problem with selecting my best four pieces and writing about my influences on the field. So I didn’t find it in anyway scary.

At the other extreme were those whose job descriptions had not previously required or enabled them to “be researchers.” Despite this, they had upgraded, or were in the process of upgrading, their own qualifications. Those whose employment contracts did not require research (senior tutors) described the whole exercise (as one put it) “belittling”. Lynn (rated R) was a senior tutor in a secondary teaching subject and, at the time of the PBRF, had just completed her masters with first-class honours: 

I actually felt bad about the process right from the beginning … I knew I was going to fail in it. I knew that I was not going to be contributing to the School of Education in any way in the PBRF. So, when the figures were released, yes I was happy for the School of Education but I felt like I didn't contribute. So, yeah, I felt that, one, we shouldn't have been involved, and, two, I felt bad about actually the time I spent doing it and the time that we put into it when I knew I wasn't going to have any effect at all and when I knew there was no research as part of my contract. So I felt I was bringing down the grades of the School of Education through no fault of my own. I was just doing my job and yet… and the little bit that I had done was not going to count.

Some who had worked in colleges or polytechnics described how, as a result of the introduction of degrees, and/or amalgamations with universities, their formerly teaching-only job descriptions had begun to demand research well before PBRF. Some were at mid-career or nearing retirement and had done, or were currently engaged in, doctoral study. For these staff, especially those involved in mentoring their colleagues through the PBRF process, the aim was to make it into the research active categories: “I was hoping I could get a C… I knew the quality assurance was important. And I had some experience in contributing to the research environment, so I was hopeful that I would get the score. My benchmark was scoring.  I never had any delusions of grandeur” (Diane, C).

Some described the process of assembling an EP as a “stock-take” and the following comment encapsulates such viewpoints:

I found it personally quite helpful… I was aware that there were agreed benchmarks or categories in terms of which I could reflect on my own progress… So personally I found it a valuable exercise in terms of just trying to get a take of where I was in terms of where I'd come from and where I might project myself in future (Lawrence, rated B).

Many said that they had good cvs and other up to date personal records, since these were normally required for routine purposes such as applications for promotions, study leave, or research funding applications. Some, such as Kathleen (B) were strategic in their interpretations of the documents: “Because they had the descriptors of the C and B and A there, I actually kept those in mind, and I tried to write it above what it was”. Others found filling in the sections on “evidence of peer esteem” (PE) and “contributions to the research environment” (CRE) rewarding:

Sometimes it was quite interesting when I started to think, particularly the peer esteem thing. When I first looked at it I thought, "My God, what goes in there?  What on earth does that mean?"  Not having ever won any medals or anything like that.  And then I started to say, "Well, I could put this in it and I could put that in." And by the time I had finished I had quite a list in there. I guess that was quite satisfying. I had never thought of that sort of thing as being part of the job, so it moved from being a daunting idea to being quite reinforcing really (Ingrid, B).

Individuals’ completed EPS were submitted to their employing institutions’ own panels for provisional rankings before being sent to the Tertiary Education Commission panels for final assessment. Nine of those interviewed experienced a change in grade. A former college staff member in an amalgamated university, was delighted when the TEC raised her institution’s rating of her performance:

Because I got a good result, it's boosted my confidence, made me feel, "Yes I can do this," even if I had remained at a C, which is what my university gave me. When I got the C, I thought, "Well that's probably fair," even though I’d written it for a B and I felt I'd met the criteria. I thought, "Well, I don't know how to interpret these criteria, so probably, having just finished my Ph D, I probably am a C." So at that point I thought, "Oh well, I'll expect a C," when I opened the letter. And when I opened it up and it was a B I was stunned. I was really very happy (Kathleen, B).

When Ingrid’s C score was raised by TEC to a B, she “felt vindicated”. She explained:

I was pissed off when I got the C I must say.  I was surprised to get the B, but then I went back to my early evaluation of my position and thought, "Oh, OK. I was more correct than the university."  But my strongest response to it was anger that my own University had underestimated me when it overestimated everybody else, and that it had taken outsiders to fix it up (Ingrid, B).

The period of waiting to see if the TEC would confirm or change the ratings accorded them by their institutions was, for some, a time of anxiety. Miranda (B) described how “waiting for the grade getting confirmed, was quite nerve racking. I was surprised at how nervous I was.” And Hannah (C) explained how “once I'd entered into it, I became very anxious as to whether I was actually going to retain the C that I'd gone in as, so there was a period of anxiety wondering whether it was good enough or not.”  For some, the final rating from TEC came as a shock: “I was absolutely elated to find that the internal rating was an 'A'.  Then when it came back as a 'B', that was a bit of a bump.” 

Academic work involves both an intellectual mastery of knowledge and a psychological process of identification (Green and Lee, 1999). As Butler argues (1993, p. 105), academic “identifications are never fully made; they are incessantly reconstituted and, as such, are subject to the volatile logic of iterability.”  Scholars need continual, and repeated, recognition of their work to maintain academic identity. Some described their institution’s rating of them as undermining of their academic identity. Audrey struggled to maintain her sense of worth when “downgraded” by TEC to a ‘B,’ when her institution had accorded her an ‘A’ rating

I suppose I have tried to rationalize it all to myself by saying, "I'm an applied researcher.  I'm happy with what I do. I think I do a good job".  So I've had to sort of talk myself up about what I'm doing and that it's worthwhile and it's worthwhile to people who matter to me.  They think I'm doing a good job.  But it doesn't come through in an exercise like PBRF.

Similarly, Ingrid had felt “paralysed” by the university’s rating of her performance as ‘C’: “The immediate consequence of it was that I thought, "I am no researcher at all," and for six months I didn't write a word.” A self-motivated critical intellectual, she described how she had thought at the time that "this is ridiculous, because I never wrote for the PBRF, so I shouldn't stop writing just because PBRF doesn't like me." Similarly, a young researcher explained how: “In the internal evaluation, I got a C. And I remember thinking, "For goodness sake! This is the first C I've ever got and I've had to wait until I've got my doctorate to get it. I can't believe it." I was really pissed off to be honest, completely and utterly pissed off.” Even, when upgraded by TEC to a ‘B’, she described feeling “de-motivated by it, and undervalued” and elaborated: “Before PBRF I saw myself as a researcher, now I still see myself as a researcher. I guess I think to myself, I wonder, if I'm as good a researcher as I imagined myself before PBRF - knowing that that is completely illogical, because I am” (Anna, rated B). A more senior academic commented on such effects of TEC’s use of alphabetical nomenclature for ranking academic staff:
The way it's scaled with the A, B, C thing means that most people are going to come out looking mediocre, even though they may be very active researchers.  I think it's unfortunate.  It would have been nice if they'd chosen a different scale - because in fact, you know, a 'B' is actually very good. But it means "mediocre", doesn't it, in our field, and a 'C' means "hardly making the grade at all" (Germaine, B) 

Perhaps the most devastating experience was that of being graded ‘C’ by one’s employing institution, then being downgraded by TEC to the ‘R’ (Research Inactive) category. This happened to Marie, a specialist in a secondary curriculum subject. Defining herself as a “curriculum leader”, she had been a chief examiner, curriculum writer and reviewer, editor of a teachers’ journal, and had other prestigious national professional responsibilities (Middleton, 2004). Marie was satisfied when her employing institution gave her a C ranking: 

I was a C, "research active", and I was very happy with that 'cause I thought, "I'm on the continuum, coming along quite nicely." I was reasonably pleased with that. And then, when I this year found, at a very low ebb, that I was adjudged "research inactive", I was very hurt and I felt very disempowered.” 

She explained: “When you've got a score like ‘research inactive,’ it suggests that you're not doing anything. And I think that, when you've got a strong work ethic, you've been socialised to have a strong work ethic, it's difficult”. Similarly, Jess explained how “that's not counted as research, all the masses of writing and stuff in the exemplars I've put together! And there is a big resentment from people who are in that position about it in terms of PBRF.”
The majority, however, had no change in grade and, for many, the grade itself was highly positive:
I think it had a positive effect. Getting an A grade definitely had a positive effect. Of course I think anybody who didn't say that would be lying. It's like when you're at school and you get an A from the teacher you feel good. So I think in all of those categories it just gave me a bit more confidence, a bit more. I just felt I had more of a place in the academic environment. I already was reasonably confident, but I just think it consolidated it (Nora, A).

At the other end of the scale, there were strong reactions to an ‘R’ rating. Those with ‘Rs’ who volunteered for this study were all either completing theses, engaged in professional consultancies or contracts, or undertaking small research projects (usually linked with their teaching). The following is a typical response from this group: 

I was quite hacked off and I felt at the end of the day I found out, "well that really stinks, this is what this place thinks of me and I'm just the same as X who works down the hall and we hardly ever see. And he comes and teaches and leaves, and that's not fair!" (Sally, R).

Those whose final score was less than they, or their institutions had expected, described difficulties in maintaining the confidence to keep on as researchers, writers or scholars. Sally explained: 

It was really ironic. I got home and there was an email there from my supervisor saying that he wanted me to write for a journal. And I thought, "Oh, OK." Then suddenly I thought "oh, how shall I do this?" I'm not Research Active! And then I thought, "oh don't be so stupid. Just get over it."
While for some, the numerical score dramatically affected their sense of self-worth, for others it carried less weight. Diane (C) said: “I think research is important. I really do. I'm not doing research to get the A or B or C or to alternatively get the R. I'm doing it because I think it's really important.” Similarly, Stephanie explained that the PBRF:

… doesn't drive me.  I scored, so what? I was doing it anyway.  And I'm doing it in the areas that I want to do it in, and the things that I enjoy… I don't feel forced and if I did I just wouldn't do it ...   I'm happy doing what I want to do, and I want to play my golf at the weekends (Stephanie, C).
Bruce, who was about to finish his doctorate, held on to his self-constructed researcher identity despite the PBRF’s rating of him as ‘Research Inactive:’ “ Once I actually realised it didn't matter whether they thought I was a researcher or not, I was a researcher, I was actually quite happy, it doesn't matter.” Geoff (rated C), a senior academic nearing retirement said in respect to likely influences of PBRF on his work:

I don’t think it will make the slightest bit of difference. I’ve already, I mean independent of the PBRF, I had decided that there were some research tasks that I absolutely intended to complete before I retired. They’re informed by what I’ve learnt over the last twenty or so years. And I just simply have organized my life, and quite independently of the PBRF, to accomplish those tasks in the time available.

Others, particularly those rated ‘R’ and describing themselves as “curriculum staff,” found this distancing more difficult. Specialists in visual, creative and performing arts curriculum subjects described PBRF as creating tension between their mandate to exhibit, perform, compose or direct and pressures towards “academic” publishing in education journals. For example, Heather (rated R) explained how:

I feel very belittled by that whole process. Because I know that I can get credit for writing a chapter or a paper, which I can toss off a lot quicker than I can something where I have to [create/ produce/direct] for months on end… I came in as a [curriculum arts subject] educator and an [exhibitor/ performer]. I feel I came in   as a good banana and now I am a half pie apple… I’ve had a lot of depression in the last eighteen months and a lot of it's been to do with feeling not good enough anymore for this place.

Academic success has always involved “internal command economies of disciplinary repute, professional prestige, and administrative allocation” (Luke, 1997, p. 54) and those who have published in high status academic journals, acted as doctoral supervisors and examiners, and been cited in the works of peers of high standing were rewarded with A or B grades.  But those whose intellectual work was disseminated primarily in unrefereed teachers’ journals, in professional or other news media, or in professional development seminars usually fared poorly. While understanding at a rational level that the exercise was about ranking institutions rather than individuals, the ‘fact’ of receiving a personal ranking was deeply disturbing to many:

It seems a very personal evaluation. It's not supposed to be and we all know that it's not supposed to be, and we've been told that it's about the university as a whole, the School of Education as a whole. Yet there is something very personal about it (Anna, rated B).

Consequences:

Since the tertiary education reforms were instituted, academic work has straddled increasingly contradictory demands for originality (freedom) and compliance (subjection). On the one hand, academics are heirs to Enlightenment “conceptions of originality and of the bounded individual with property in the self” (Haraway, 1977, p. 72).
  Conceptualised thus, the rationally autonomous intellectual or researcher acts upon the world, chooses topics and methodologies and freely engages in research and writing projects. On the other hand, as Foucault argued (1977, p. 222), “The Enlightenment, which discovered the liberties, also invented the disciplines”. These stories have illustrated how academics’ “original” work (research, writing etc) is enabled and constrained by the imperatives of administratively mandated “subject positions” that pre-exist and produce tertiary education staff as particular kinds of researchers and writers. Most of those interviewed saw the PBRF’s requirements as to some extent influencing their future goals, strategies, and priorities. As Audrey (B) put it, the PBRF has become “an uncomfortable sort of reminder at the back of most things now, around the university… there's certainly a certain amount of pressure to do things that are ‘PBRF-able’.“

Some described PBRF as beginning to provide a scaffold for their career. Luke (A) saw it as providing guidance on “what do professors actually do?” Lawrence (B) described life in a curriculum subject department “where there weren't necessarily a lot of conversations going on about where we stood in respect to one another”. He explained that, as academic staff, “we often just don't know where we stand.” The PBRF offered him “an abstract set of benchmarks … something that had been agreed nationally to think about” (Lawrence, rated B). Similarly, Miranda (B) described her experience of the PBRF as

actually quite affirming because the funny thing about where we work is you don't really know how you are getting on … It is individualistic; it is competitive. Yes, we might work in research teams ... But our promotions are individual and you don't know how you match up with anyone else and you're just guessing the entire time. And people tend to present themselves as doing extremely well - publishing all the time; they are doing the most important research in the world. And so I'm often thinking, "Gosh I've got a long... oh gee I can't be doing very well, I must be way behind the 8,7, & 6 ball”.  But, with an exercise like this, you realise, "Gosh! I'm doing quite well."

Similarly, Janet (B) saw PBRF as a kind of mentor in helping her with promotions: 

I've begun to realise what you had to do to get through the hoops and then this exercise makes it even more transparent if you like.  I think that's what it is, they have laid it out in three categories the sorts of things you should be doing in research, which is what's being valued in terms of promotion.

And Margaret (B) saw improving her score as a firm career goal: “I still feel as though I can aspire towards the A research category, which I will try to do, I have no doubt about that. I think a lot of it is just personal ambition and it has become something I can aim for to some extent”.

Some described becoming more calculated, self-conscious, or less spontaneous in their decisions to take on tasks like supervision, reviewing, consultancy or public presentations. Lawrence (B) said that for him: “It has produced a certain consciousness, which occasionally takes the form of self parody like, ‘Gee, that could earn you a few brownie points’, there's that sort of self parody.” Similarly, Diane (C) described how:

I sort of laugh when people ask me for things, or want things sent to them or things like that, " Ha-ha, here's something for peer esteem!" Or instead of just doing things, and sharing ideas and communicating with people, now you start to ferret the stuff away so you've got evidence.

A positive consequence for many was the fact that PBRF gave them good reasons to give research a high priority, as Diane explained:

The positive thing about the PBRF is that I'm beginning to see research as part of my work. There was the danger of your other work like being the Manager and Administrator take over and your [research] work gets dropped to the bottom. Now I do block out time now and I don't come to work. And I didn't do that before. (Diane, rated C)

In some institutions, working from home at research had been seen as a sign of slackness or avoidance of other responsibilities. With PBRF, “because the organisation has put such value onto it, it means that, for example, the ethos of being seen at work every day for at least eight hours has gone.  It's quite all right to work from home” (May, C). Some said that previously they would not have taken time during the working week to work on their theses, because they saw this as a “personal” qualification rather than part of the job – even though it was required to stay in the job. As a result of PBRF, their institutions’ demands that they reinvent themselves before the next round as active researchers gave them permission to include thesis study time at home in their working hours. However, others such as Elva (rated C) had administrative responsibilities and, as a result of PBRF’s requirement that she publish more:

I work more in the evenings and weekends again which is not necessarily a good thing, because I realise I need to publish. So I've been really working up and building up some of the conference presentations that I've done into something that's able to be submitted for publication.

For many, the PBRF was changing their priorities in the sense of the sorts of research or community service they were producing. This was particularly true for some of the “curriculum staff”. Charles had been rated R and PBRF was changing his practice:

My appraisals here in the School over the last three years, if I look back at them, were reinforcing initially the service component out to schools and conferences. They are now very clearly saying, “Stop doing that, start doing more formal work with what you're thinking and writing.” So yeah it's a big change and partly that's PBRF driven actually.

One of the strongest impacts of the PBRF was a heightened, and often re-ordered, sense of priorities with respect to publications. Leonard (rated C) said that “In terms of my own practice, yes it has sharpened my focus to be smart and strategic about both where I publish and how I choose and who I choose to publish with.” Like many others, Anna (B) was no longer willing to give local journals high priority:

Well I can tell you it's already affected what I do in terms of my publications, because I thought, "Right. Well next time I want to ensure that the grade is better." See I seem to have bought into this quite a lot …I went to the Web of Science, looked up the journals that had the highest rating or ranking in terms of Education, and thought, "Right. The next article that I submit, I am going to submit it to this highest ranking journal."

Many described how PBRF was leading to a devaluation of the local in favour of the international, and the academic over the professional. Heather (rated R) was one of a number of “curriculum staff” resisting these pressures, and, as a result, was experiencing intolerable tension:

In curriculum, for many of us, it would be fair to say, we regard the national network as the people we need to reach in our research. And that's who we write articles for, and that's who we do workshops with, and that's why we be the University moderator for bursary exams or whatever. And they're big jobs. And it just doesn't count, but it's what we do in professional education. … I feel very disillusioned and I feel worthless and it's made me think, "I don't give a toss about PBRF, even though it affects the university". I don't give a toss. I want to do what I believe my job is, first and foremost, which is, "I'm in curriculum and I need to reach the people I have to reach". And, if it means publishing something in an international journal that three people might read, none of whom are New Zealanders, I see that may be good for the university, but I want to also publish where it can reach the people here.

Heather was one of a small number of staff in a small department with curriculum teaching responsibilities for a wider range of students, programmes and courses. Staff in clinical programmes (such as counselling) were often in a similar position. Germaine (B) ran, and taught most of, a graduate clinical programme:

I don't see myself as having any degrees of freedom. Because I have made a commitment to this teaching programme, I can't choose to do more research. I hope to be able to keep at the level that I am, but what I have made a commitment to taking on with this programme just has to be my top priority at the moment.

She felt somewhat conflicted by the university’s contradictory demands that she plan, manage, and teach this programme, and its later requirements for maintaining or increasing research ‘outputs.’

Several discussed how, although they were already ‘research active’, they had not taken sufficient advantage of publishing possibilities for their action research work with teachers. They had primarily been engaged in contract work for the Ministry of Education, but “published” primarily in reports and by feeding their data back to teachers in professional development activities as a basis for improving practice (action research). Vera (rated C) was at an early stage of her career and had already done a lot of this type of contract work. She found PBRF useful in reassigning publishing priorities:

It was good for me, because it made me realise how much of the stuff that I had done under the "research" umbrella in the past was largely invalidated because of the lack of time I had while I was doing it to write it up… when I was involved heavily in research, I didn't have any time to publish.  I was doing conference presentations at best and it was always kicking into the next "this is what we've found."

Audrey (B) had published primarily in New Zealand, and explained how difficult it was for regular contract researchers to find time and space to work up material for overseas consumption:

To bring in money is important. Money is important, but there is a sense, and I've had this discussion a number of times with [a senior university manager].You know, if you're bringing in money, you're doing consultancies, you're writing reports, but you can be peer reviewed, but not getting them published.  "Well it's just one small step, isn't it, to go from a report to a publication." But it's not actually, because you're on your next project (Audrey, B).

Janet (B) had learned that she could do several versions of a paper and thereby disseminate her results to local teachers and academics and also to overseas scholars:

a senior colleague used to tell me, "No, don't waste time writing it for whatever - you give a local conference presentation, you take it AERA or somewhere, and then you publish it."  In other words you work through iterations of something. And I have been more mindful of using anything that I do put time into and take it through iterations and I try to push it on to the next step (Janet, rated B).

Some of the senior staff saw PBRF as having negative consequences for the calibre of management and leadership in departments and faculties. Luke (A) felt that “increased seniority seems to be closely associated with greater administrative responsibility, which directly militates against an ongoing active research agenda and publication”. Janet (B) explained that, as a result of the PBRF, “virtually no one here will put up their hands to be head of this group or that group … we're much more concerned about getting our research publications done.”  Audrey (B) had decided to take on a major management role, which could be at the expense of her own PBRF rating:

I think the PBRF actually creates quite selfish, careers, because, if you're going to be successful in that exercise then it's for yourself - and one of the big difficulties we have here is not having a commitment to the department.  We actually have to have a strong commitment to the department, which is in a sense a sacrifice.  I know that becoming a [senior manager] is going to be a big sacrifice in terms of my PBRF.  I can expect that to go down even further, and somehow I'll have to steel myself for that.

Conclusion:

These stories have shown how the research, creativity, invention and writing that characterise the “formation of sciences” are also embedded in “systems of power that regulate” their practices (Foucault, 1985, p. 4). As a reflexive exercise, this paper was written from the point of those located “inside” its object of study, the PBRF process. This is also a political standpoint, since

History thus uncovered is inspired not by an antiquarian interest but by a will to understand how one understands. To avoid becoming the object of the problems that you take as your object, you must retrace the history of the emergence of these problems (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 238).
The collective story told by my 36 research participants has demonstrated how the PBRF is affecting Education academics’ senses of professional identity, the substance and methods of their research priorities, their choices of how and where to disseminate their findings, and their willingness to participate in collegial and institutional activities and responsibilities. There are already warning signs of the downgrading of the grassroots engagements traditionally carried out by Education staff with teachers and classrooms and a prioritising of publication in remote, overseas, intellectual journals. In the past decades, policies such as the introduction of NZQA degrees, professional degrees, and amalgamations of institutions were designed to bridge the gap between the academic and professional dimensions of the subject Education. The stories told in this project suggest that, unless PBRF can accommodate the breadth of “what we do” in Education, this gap could deepen to a chasm. 

Foucault urged researchers to study “the union of erudite knowledge and local memories which allows us to establish a historical knowledge of struggles and to make use of this knowledge tactically today” (Foucault, 1980, p. 83). Others at this conference are addressing the theoretical underpinnings (“erudite knowledge”) informing the PBRF process, its official documentation, and institutional responses to the assessment exercise. While drawing on such work, this paper has focused primarily on “local memories.” I hope that the “historical knowledge of struggles” produced by those of us currently experiencing and critiquing the PBRF can be fed back to the managers and policy-makers responsible for a process that is governing, regulating and inscribing so much of what we do.
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�  See for example, Middleton, 1993, 2001, 2005; Middleton & May, 1997.


�  I use the capital E when writing of Education as an academic subject, and with a lower case e when speaking of it as a process or system.


� Bourdieu and Foucault are often seen as incompatible. However, both argued against ‘grand theory’ in the social sciences and both wrote at length about social theorising as grounded in the minutiae of empirical research. Bourdieu’s sociological/ anthropological investigations involved the statistical analysis of homologies, or structural correspondences, between phenomena such as the hierarchies of academic institutions and the embodied dispositions of social class groups. Foucault’s ‘data’ were archival documents, such as the academic textbooks, professional handbooks, rules and regulations of professional bodies such as medicine, criminology or psychology. While these theorists’ analyses of power may differ, they are largely in agreement on key pedagogical issues such as the process of theory-making and teaching  (eg. see Bourdieu, 1988; Foucault 1977; Middleton, 2003). 


 


� The Education Panel of the TEC reported 26 As (5.5%), 72 Bs (14.5%), 188 Cs (38%) and 207 Rs (42%). My sample had 4.5% rated A (the same as the PBRF panel’s); 27% rated B (12.5% higher than the PBRF); 32% C (-6% of the PBRF’s) and 29.7% R (-10.4% of the PBRF’s). Because I was dependent on volunteers for the study, and voluntary disclosure of scores, it is likely that certain ‘types’ of academic rated ‘R’ would be less likely to come forward (eg the university staff member who, in the course of a long career, had not been rated ‘Research Active’. I conducted site visits to four institutions and also did interviews at my own. Two staff had moved institution and had submitted EPs while at their former place of employment. Accordingly, the experiences recounted in the interviews covered seven institutions.


� All names are pseudonyms. I have included the grades accorded by the PBRF to each speaker (A, B, C, R).


� Because some subject-specific curriculum teaching programmes have so few staff, I have been ethically unable to reveal the names of some specific subjects to protect informants’ anonymity.


� In addition to a providing the panel  with a list of all publications over a six year period, staff were required to select and describe their best four.


� This subject position is mandated in the 1989 Education Act. I have discussed this in Middleton, 2004.





