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The academic research assessment system, the academic reward system, and the academic publishing system are interrelated mechanisms that facilitate the scholarly production of knowledge. This article considers these systems using a Foucauldian lens to examine the power/knowledge relationships found within and through these systems. A brief description of the various systems is introduced followed by examples of instances where Foucault's power, knowledge, discourse, and power/knowledge concepts are useful to provide a broader understanding of the norms and rules associated with each system, how these systems form a network of power relationships that reinforce and shape one another.
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1. Introduction

This paper considers Foucault's concepts of power, knowledge, discourse, and power/knowledge as a lens to view the power relationships between research assessment, the academic reward system, and academic publishing. Using a Foucauldian lens, it is argued that these concepts can provide insights into the nature of the scholarly production of knowledge.

The assessment of academic research, which traditionally has focused on metrics relating to citations, authorship, and acknowledgments, is influenced by many sources including scholars, the academic publishing system, funding agencies, and by variations of academic reward system requirements across the world. Using Foucault's concepts, which examines the ways in which knowledge is created, disseminated, and validated, one can gain insight into how power-knowledge functions through the various practices of research assessment, the academic reward system, and academic publishing.

Research assessment, the academic reward system, and academic publishing are important components of knowledge production. According to Foucault, power is not only the result of individual agents' powers over one another, but a dispersed and ubiquitous force that is part of the dissemination and production of knowledge itself. Thus, those who are defining what knowledge is and how it is being disseminated and produced can be viewed through the lens of Foucault's framework.

Within the academic reward system, power-knowledge operates through various criteria used to evaluate scholarship and through the awarding of research funding, which in turn may shape the types of research that are prioritized and supported. When one considers academic publishing and power-knowledge, the decisions of publishers, editors, and peer reviewers can shape the types of scholarly output that are published and codified within the academic community. Finally, looking at research assessment one can find that power-knowledge is operating through the various rankings and metrics used to evaluate scholarly output and by the role of funding agencies in shaping research policy.

The evaluation of research assessment by scholarly output is based on various criteria including quality and impact and has a significant influence on funding distribution and other resource distribution. Often the academic reward system is based on an evaluation of scholarly output, teaching, and service. Academic publishing is closely tied to both the academic reward system and research assessment. Typically, publications in journals deemed high-impact or A-list journals are equated with academic success, which can lead to career advancement within the academic reward system. Similarly, academic publishing is an important factor in research assessment as research excellence is typically measured by the impact and quality of scholarly output. These three systems are interlinked and reinforce one another, which, in turn, shapes Science.

Scholars can gain better insight into how power is being applied within research assessment, the academic reward system, and academic publishing by examining the ways in which power-knowledge operates within these systems. A better understanding of this operation can lead to challenge, change, and transformation.



2. Foucault's power, knowledge, discourse, and power/knowledge

Foucault argued that knowledge is possible only through networks of power relationships (or systems), which allows knowledge to be created. As Townley (2019, p. 519) notes, “Foucault has shown how what counts as truth depends on, or is determined by, the conceptual system in operation.” Foucault (1980, p. 94) himself noted that “Power is not something that is acquired, seized or shared, something one holds on to or allows to slip away.” Instead of something seized or shared, Foucault argued that power is relational and can be revealed through practice at any level within systems (or networks)—it is not associated with a specific agent. His notion of power does not question who, where, or what has power, but the “how” of power. Foucault (1991, p. 52) contended that “it is not possible for power to be exercised without knowledge; it is impossible for knowledge not to engender power.” He (Foucault, 1978, p. 95) argued that “there is no power that is exercised without a series of aims and objectives.” He added to this in his History of Sexuality Volume 1: An Introduction (1978) when he discussed “normalizing power” as the ways in which power operates in society. This normalizing power operates via networks of discourses, technologies, and institutions, which both produces and enforces normative standards of behavior while at the same time disciplining and ostracizing those who do not attend to these norms.

As Haugaard (2022, p. 359) notes, one interpretation of Foucault's idea of power/knowledge is that “[i]n everyday life, we encounter what appears as the natural order of things. This natural order is a form of practical commonsense, which is often socially constructed as the right thing to do in social situations.” This commonsense, then, is the power/knowledge that allows everything to appear as “right” at the time, but the insight using Foucault's concepts is that this appearance of “rightness” has not always been so. With regards to power, Segev (2019) noted that Foucault “famously described how institutions disseminate certain types of knowledge as a control mechanism.” Foucault's concepts, including power, knowledge, and power/knowledge, have been used widely in the literature including to examine children's participation (Gallagher, 2008), the study of management and organizations (Knights, 1992), human resource management (Townley, 2019), Australian higher education (Marginson, 1997), academia (Gonzales and Núñez, 2014), and other domains.

In addition to power, knowledge, and power/knowledge, Foucault's concept of discourse examines the knowledge production within social and cultural systems. Dergisi (2022, p. 25) argued that according to Foucault, “[d]iscourse can only be understood through the institutions and power that produce it, and it is produced through exclusion or control.” Thus, this idea of discourse implies that social and cultural systems can be examined through the ways in which they produce, disseminate, and legitimize knowledge. Garrity (2010, p. 202) notes that Foucault's discourse “can be thought of as a practice; discourse crosses the theory–praxis divide by understanding (discursive) knowledge as a social practice—as doing something.” In addition, Boulton et al. (2022, p. 2) state that “a discourse is both a composite of and a repository for societal norms.” By looking at discourse in this way, one can examine how, within an academic context, discourse shapes the production and dissemination of knowledge by defining what counts as legitimate knowledge and who has the authority to produce and disseminate it. Several studies have used, what is framed as, Foucauldian discourse analysis (FDA) to examine power/knowledge in various contexts including societal values surrounding children and digital rights in the UK (Hope, 2015), media reporting of nurses as heroes during COVID-19 (Boulton et al., 2022), healthy eating information and advice (Mackenzie and Murray, 2021), social media and educational policy (Sam, 2019), and positive psychology in the workplace (McDonald et al., 2021).

Deacon (2006, p. 184) wrote that, according to Foucault, “[u]niversities, like schools, are multifaceted amalgamations of economic, political, judicial and epistemological relations of power… [universities] will become increasingly important politically, because they multiply and reinforce the power-effects of an expanding stratum of intellectuals.” If one were to use Foucault's concept of discourse and power/knowledge to examine the academic reward system, a researcher could view the academic reward system as a discourse that defines what types of research are rewarded and valued within academia. With regards to research assessment, the assessment system is a discourse that shapes how research is funded and evaluated. Finally, academic publishing is a discourse that defines how research is disseminated and what is considered legitimate research. Because, as Foucault argues, discourses are not neutral or objective but instead shaped by power relations. One can gain insight into the power relations that exist within, and across, these academic systems.



3. Research assessment system

Research assessment is the evaluation of research output by funding agencies, universities, and other stakeholders. An evaluation typically examines the impact and quality of research output, as well as the fit with research objectives and priorities. At a broader level of assessment, Gonzales and Núñez (2014) argued that we are living in the “ranking regime” era. This ranking regime entails the ranking of post-secondary education by government systems, metrics created by scholars, and commercial entities such as US News and World Report. These various entities “define what excellent higher education, valuable knowledge, or at the grandest level, ‘world-class universities' are made of” (Gonzales and Núñez, 2014, p. 3). Others have also examined the effects of the ranking regime on post-secondary educational institutions including organizational reputation (Bastedo and Bowman, 2010), reputation, status signals, and impact (Bowman and Bastedo, 2009), and competition (Ehrenberg, 2003). Bloch (2004, p. 5) argued that, when examining the 2002 National Research Council's report titled Scientific Research in Education, the discourse of “hard science” found in the report must “be viewed as having created a regime of truth about good educational research that is based in its own cultural, political, economic, and social context… the report is not context free.” The ranking regime and the discourse surrounding these mechanisms are not, as Bloch (2004) noted, context free. From a Foucauldian perspective, power operates not just through blatant actions of force, but also via more indirect forms of normalization and control. Within the academic community, these rankings and other external evaluations can shape the perception and value of universities within a larger social context.

Recently some schools, departments, and universities have decided to stop providing US News and World Report with data (Svrluga and Anderson, 2023), effectively removing themselves from the power rankings. When looking at this from a Foucault perspective, one might consider this a pushback against external forms of evaluation and surveillance. These ranking systems can shape the ways in which universities, schools, and departments are perceived, which demonstrates the power relations at play within academia. Through these rankings we can find the “how” of power. Heather Gerken, the Yale Law School Dean, was quoted as saying “We have never paid attention to U.S. News and its rankings… What we are talking about are the values of legal education and the profession” (Hartocollis, 2023). In the prior quote, Dean Gerken's statements reflect a pushback against US News and World Report's external evaluation and the establishment of ranking norms and the legitimizing of specific values at the expense of other values.

In another example, scholars have attempted to liberate themselves from common and accepted practices used in research assessment, which Foucault deemed normalizing power, through the introduction of The San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA)1 and the Leiden Manifesto (Hicks et al., 2015). DORA was introduced in 2012 to “improve the ways in which the outputs of scholarly research are evaluated.” DORA, to date, has received 22,716 signatures from individuals and organizations across 159 countries (DORA, n.d.). The authors of DORA noted that the “recommendations are aimed at funding agencies, academic institutions, journals, organizations that supply metrics, and individual researchers.” The Leiden Manifesto (Hicks et al., 2015) was intended to address the “the pervasive misapplication of indicators to the evaluation of scientific performance.”

Each of these documents are intended to challenge the normalization of metrics and other forms of evaluation used in research assessment while both promoting alternate approaches to evaluate the impact and quality of research. Using a Foucauldian lens, both acts can be considered as arbitrations in the academic research assessment power/knowledge relations. Within the academic community, these metrics and other external evaluations can shape the perception and value of research within a larger social context. Both DORA and the Leiden Manifesto are challenging the norms of metrics use and asserting the importance of more diverse forms of knowledge production and dissemination.



4. Academic publishing system

Academic publishing involves the publishing of academic research and scholarship output in various formats including in academic journals as articles, as books, or as theses. Peer review is principal to most academic publishing, which entails peer scholars in a domain determining if the submission is quality enough to be published. Peer review feedback can result from single-blind, double-blind, or open forms, which is given before the scholarship is published. The process of academic publishing involves two broad stages: (1) peer review and one or more rounds of modification, and (2) editing, typesetting, and printing/online an official release. In a critique of the academic publishing industry, Beverungen et al. (2012) explained the academic publishing model as:

In the first moment, publishers claim the intellectual property rights for knowledge produced in universities even though they do not recompense the producers of that knowledge for its production. In the second moment, the publishers sell, at a massively inflated price, this same knowledge back to the universities so that its producers can deploy that knowledge in further research and in teaching (p. 4).

Sugimoto and Larivière (2018, p. 119) argued that the control of scholarship and research measurement by for-profit publishers is a “perversion of the system.”

Academic publishing is embedded in larger power relations that influence the direction and content of academic research. Academic publishers can be subjected to various influences from actors outside the publishing industry including universities, funding agencies, the government, as well as other social and political contexts. As Bristow (2021, p. 4) notes, “[t]o put it in Foucauldian terms, right from the outset scholarly periodicals grew into what can be understood as capillaries and conduits of power-knowledge (Foucault, 1980, 1991) constitutive of the Enlightenment and then post-Enlightenment science.” In addition to this, Roth (2002, p. 216) argues that “it is apparent that editors, reviewers, tenure committees, and others who make decisions about authors' publications (or publication records) are in strategic positions from which they exercise power.” Roth (2002) goes on to note that journal editors can exercise and gain power by ensuring the collaboration of all those involved in the peer review process—editors are a vital component of the system and reflect the power relationship of which they are afforded. The gatekeeping role undertaken by journal editors allows for the power to decide which research is deemed worthy of publication and dissemination.

Just as journal editors are important actors in the power/knowledge relations shaping the academic community, peer reviewers also play a critical role in identifying scholarly output of sufficient quality and relevance. Peer reviewers also take on the gatekeeping role. Hackett and Chubin (2003, p. 7) argued that peer review could be considered as a boundary process, “in the sense that it spans the boundaries of several social worlds.” The authors also noted that peer reviewers utilize various procedures, norms, rules, and culture that coalesce during the review process. Using a Foucauldian perspective, one can surmise that peer reviewers, like journal editors, are key actors associated with determining which research holds value and subsequently published and disseminated.



5. Academic reward system

The academic reward system is made up a variety of structures, technologies, and discourses, which produce and reinforce academic achievement and success. Within the academic reward system, power operates through norms and standards that shapes and regulates academic identity and behavior. These norms and standards can include various forms of evaluation including citation counts, publication numbers, the amount of grant funding, or subsequent forms evaluation such as tenure and promotion. However, just as with research assessment and academic publishing, the academic reward system is subject to a variety of influences including from universities, funding agencies, and broader political or social factors.

One key area of inconsistency is the area of tenure and promotion. While some institutions place emphasis on scholarly productivity, others may prioritize teaching and service (Schimanski and Alperin, 2018; Niles et al., 2020; Rice et al., 2020). This inconsistency highlights the ways in which academics must tailor their activities and priorities based on the demands of their university, school, or department, which influences the types of knowledge that are valued and produced. Evaluations (Alperin et al., 2019; McKiernan et al., 2019) of promotion and tenure documents from the United States revealed inconsistencies between the expectations and evaluations of tenure-track faculty. In United States Pharmacy schools, Snider et al. (2021) found that tenure and promotion documents often were not specific when defining requirements. In a letter to Science, Htun (2020) discussed the impact that COVID-19 had on tenure-track faculty and recommended three adjustments to the tenure and promotion evaluation process: (1) candidates could choose the 6 most productive years to be used for their tenure package, (2) candidates are required to submit a COVID-19 impact statement, and (3) tenure and promotion evaluators should utilize qualitative and holistic assessments in addition to quantitative metrics. When surveying administration across 115 Carnegie R1 classified universities, Bales et al. (2019) found that research continues to be the most important criteria for granting tenure and promotion. Corneile et al. (2019) found that faculty who were women of color experienced a higher burden of teaching, service, and mentorship. De Los Reyes and Uddin (2021) argued that the means in which historically underrepresented faculty are evaluated for tenure and promotion are built upon biased evaluation metrics. From a power/knowledge perspective, this inconsistency can have an impact on the academic community as it shapes the knowledge that is valued and produced, as well as determining the availability of resources provided to early career academics.

The term, or dictate, “publish-or-perish” has been bandied around for decades in the academic world as it relates to the push for scholars to publish frequently in journals considered to be the most impactful in a specific domain, as rightly or wrongly determined by various assessment metrics, to earn tenure or promotion within a given time period (typically 6 years). As De Rond and Miller (2005, p. 322) note, “[d]uring the past four decades, the publish or perish principle appears to have become the way of life in academia.” Rawat and Meena (2014, par. 2) argue that “he emphasis on publishing has decreased the value of the resulting scholarship as scholar must spend time scrambling to publish whatever they can manage, rather than spend time developing significant research agenda.” From a Foucauldian perspective, publish-or-perish implies a normalization within the academic reward system. It signifies that the production and dissemination of knowledge through publishing is a normalization of power, and that failure will result in negative consequences. As Madikizela-Madiya (2023) writes, the pressures of publish-or-perish “side-lines the actual and relevant purpose of research, which is to develop new knowledge or extend the existing knowledge toward developing solutions for society.”



6. Discussion

This work is an attempt to demonstrate the potential usefulness of Foucault's concepts and frameworks to investigate the power relationships, as power, knowledge, discourse, and power/knowledge, of the research assessment system, the academic publishing system, and the academic reward system. These systems are foundational to the academic community and demonstrate various normalizations of power, which dictate how academic knowledge is produced and disseminated within the academic community. Each of these systems are interrelated in terms of power relationships; they form a network of reinforcement and shape each other.

Examples of power relationships were discussed, and previous research was used to highlight the power distribution amongst actors in the research assessment system, the academic publishing system, and the academic reward system. Within the research assessment system, standards are created that regulate behavior and identity. Whereas, the academic reward system incentivizes other types of behavior and knowledge production, reinforcing the standards of the research assessment system. The academic publishing system also reinforces the normalization of power through gatekeepers and reinforces those standards of both the research assessment system and the academic reward system. They operate as mechanisms of power.

Future work should consider implementing Foucauldian discourse analysis (FDA) to examine power/knowledge within, and across, these various systems.



Author contributions

The author confirms being the sole contributor of this work and has approved it for publication.



Conflict of interest

The author declares that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.



Publisher's note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.



Footnotes

1https://sfdora.org/read/



References

 Alperin, J. P., Muñoz Nieves, C., Schimanski, L. A., Fischman, G. E., Niles, M. T., and McKiernan, E. C. (2019). How significant are the public dimensions of faculty work in review, promotion and tenure documents? Elife 8, e42254. doi: 10.7554/eLife.42254

 Bales, S., Hubbard, D. E., Sare, L., and Olivarez, J. (2019). The use of departmental journal lists in promotion and tenure decisions at American research universities. J Acad. Librariansh. 45, 153–161. doi: 10.1016/j.acalib.2019.02.005


 Bastedo, M. N., and Bowman, N. A. (2010). US news & world report college rankings: modeling institutional effects on organizational reputation. Am. J. Educ. 116, 163–183. doi: 10.1086/649437


 Beverungen, A., Böhm, S., and Land, C. (2012). The poverty of journal publishing. Organization. 19, 929–938. doi: 10.1177/1350508412448858


 Bloch, M. (2004). A discourse that disciplines, governs, and regulates: The National Research Council's report on scientific research in education. Qual. Inq. 10, 96–110. doi: 10.1177/1077800403259482


 Boulton, M., Garnett, A., and Webster, F. (2022). A Foucauldian discourse analysis of media reporting on the nurse-as-hero during COVID-19. Nurs. Inq. 29, e12471. doi: 10.1111/nin.12471

 Bowman, N. A., and Bastedo, M. N. (2009). Getting on the front page: organizational reputation, status signals, and the impact of US News and World Report on student decisions. Res. High. Educ. 50, 415–436. doi: 10.1007/s11162-009-9129-8


 Bristow, A. (2021). What was, is and will be critical about journal publishing? Ephemera Theory Politics Org. 21, 23–55. Available online at: https://ephemerajournal.org/contribution/what-was-and-will-be-critical-about-journal-publishing


 Corneile, M., Lee, A., Allen, S., Cannady, J., and Guess, A. (2019). Barriers to the advancement of womeon of color faculty in STEM. Equal. Diversity Inclusion Int. J. 38, 328–348. doi: 10.1108/EDI-09-2017-0199


 De Los Reyes, A., and Uddin, L. Q. (2021). Revising evaluation metrics for graduate admissions and faculty advancement to dismantle privilege. Nat. Neurosci. 24, 755–758. doi: 10.1038/s41593-021-00836-2

 De Rond, M., and Miller, A. N. (2005). Publish or Perish: bane or boon of academic life? J. Manage. Inquiry 14, 321–329. doi: 10.1177/1056492605276850


 Deacon, R. (2006). Michel Foucault on education: a preliminary theoretical overview. South Afr. J. Educ. 26, 177–187.

 Dergisi, S. B. (2022). A review on Foucault and discourse dynamics. Kayserí Univ. J. Soc. Sci. 4, 23–31. doi: 10.51177/kayusosder.1009501

 DORA (n.d.). Signers. Available online at: https://sfdora.org/signers/ (accessed March 2, 2023).

 Ehrenberg, R. G. (2003). Reaching for the brass ring: the US News & World Report rankings and competition. Rev. High. Educ. 26, 145–162. doi: 10.1353/rhe.2002.0032

 Foucault, M. (1978). The History of Sexuality Volume 1: An Introduction. New York: Pantheon Books.

 Foucault, M. (1980). Power/Knowledge: Selected Interviews and Other Writings, 1972-1977. New York: Pantheon.

 Foucault, M. (1991). Discipline and Punish: The Birth of Prison, Trans. A. Sheridan. London: Penguin Books.

 Gallagher, M. (2008). Foucault, power and participation. Int. J. Childrens Rights 16, 395–406. doi: 10.1163/157181808X311222

 Garrity, Z. (2010). Discourse analysis, Foucault and social work research. J. Soc. Work 10, 193–210. doi: 10.1177/1468017310363641

 Gonzales, L. D., and Núñez, A.-M. (2014). The ranking regime and the production of knowledge: Implications for academia. Educ. Policy Anal. Archiv. 22:31. doi: 10.14507/epaa.v22n31.2014

 Hackett, E. J., and Chubin, D. E. (2003). “Peer review for the 21st century: Applications for educational research,” in Paper Prepared for the Workshop on Peer Review of Education Research Grant Applications (Washington, DC: National Research Council). Available online at: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/44834493_Peer_review_for_the_21st_century_Applications_to_education_research (accessed February 4, 2023).

 Hartocollis, A. (2023, March 3). Defending its Rankings, U.S. News Takes Aim at Top Law Schools. The New York Times. Available online at: https://www.nytimes.com/2023/03/03/us/us-news-rankings-law-schools.html (accessed February 6, 2023).

 Haugaard, M. (2022). Foucault and power: a critique and retheorization. Crit. Rev. 34, 341–371. doi: 10.1080/08913811.2022.2133803

 Hicks, D., Wouters, P., Waltman, L., De Rijcke, S., and Rafols, I. (2015). Bibliometrics: the Leiden Manifesto for research metrics. Nature 520, 429–431. doi: 10.1038/520429a

 Hope, A. (2015). Foucault's toolbox: critical insights for education and technology researchers. Learn. Media Technol. 40, 536–549. doi: 10.1080/17439884.2014.953546

 Htun, M. (2020). Tenure and promotion after the pandemic. Science 368, 1075–1075. doi: 10.1126/science.abc7469

 Knights, D. (1992). Changing spaces: The disruptive impact of a new epistemological location for the study of management. Acad. Manag. Rev. 17, 514–536. doi: 10.5465/amr.1992.4281996

 Mackenzie, J., and Murray, E. (2021). Socially constructing healthy eating: A Foucauldian discourse analysis of healthy eating information and advice. Qual. Health Res. 31, 2135–2146. doi: 10.1177/10497323211023436

 Madikizela-Madiya, N. (2023). Transforming higher education spaces through ethical research publication: a critique of the publish or perish aphorism. High. Educ. Res. Develop. 42, 186–199. doi: 10.1080/07294360.2022.2048634

 Marginson, S. (1997). Steering from a distance: Power relations in Australian higher education. High. Educ. 34, 63–80. doi: 10.1023/A:1003082922199

 McDonald, M., Thi Nguyen, L., Bubna-Litic, D., Nguyen, T. N., and Taylor, G. (2021). Positive psychology applied to the workplace: A Foucauldian discourse analysis. J. Humanistic Psychol. doi: 10.1177/0022167821102940

 McKiernan, E. C., Schimanski, L. A., Muñoz Nieves, C., Matthias, L., Niles, M. T., and Alperin, J. P. (2019). Use of the Journal Impact Factor in academic review, promotion, and tenure evaluations. Elife 8, e47338. doi: 10.7554/eLife.47338.010

 Niles, M. T., Schimanski, L. A., McKiernan, E. C., and Alperin, J. P. (2020). Why we publish where we do: faculty publishing values and their relationship to review, promotion and tenure expectations. PLoS ONE 15, e0228914. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0228914

 Rawat, S., and Meena, S. (2014). Publish or perish: where are we heading? J. Res. Med. Sci. 19, 87–89. Available online at: http://jrms.mui.ac.ir/index.php/jrms/article/view/9845

 Rice, D. B., Raffoul, H., Loannidis, J. P. A., and Moher, D. (2020). Academic criteria for promotion and tenure in biomedical sciences faculties: cross sectional analysis of international sample of universities. BMJ 369, m2081. doi: 10.1136/bmj.m2081

 Roth, W. (2002). Editorial power/authorial suffering. Res. Sci. Educ. 32, 215–240. doi: 10.1023/A:1016030212572

 Sam, C. H. (2019). Shaping discourse through social media: Using Foucauldian discourse analysis to explore the narratives that influence educational policy. Am. Behav. Scient. 63, 333–350. doi: 10.1177/0002764218820565

 Schimanski, L. A., and Alperin, J. P. (2018). The evaluation of scholarship in academic promotion and tenure processes: past, present, and future [version 1; peer review: 2 approved]. F1000Research 7, 1605. doi: 10.12688/f1000research.16493.1

 Segev, E. (2019). Volume and control: the transition from information to power. J. Multicult. Discours. 14, 240–257. doi: 10.1080/17447143.2019.1662028

 Snider, A., Hight, K., Brunson, A., Payakachat, N., and Franks, A. M. (2021). Analysis of research and scholarship criteria within promotion and tenure documents of US pharmacy schools. Am. J. Pharm. Educ. 85, 7983. doi: 10.5688/ajpe7983

 Sugimoto, C. R., and Larivière, V. (2018). Measuring Research: What Everyone Needs to Know. Oxford University Press.

 Svrluga, S., and Anderson, N. (2023, January 24). Major medical schools join widening revolt against U.S. News rankings: criticism of ranking system grows as schools based at Stanford, Columbia, U-Penn and Mount Sinai pull out. The Washington Post. Available online at: https://www.washingtonpost.com/education/2023/01/24/medical-schools-revolt-us-news-rankings/ (accessed February 6, 2023).

 Townley, B. (2019). “Foucault, power/knowledge, and its relevance for human resource management,” in Postmodern Management Theory (Routledge), 215–242.







OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
(®) Check for updates





OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Viewing research assessment, the academic reward system, and academic publishing through the power/knowledge lens of Foucault



		1. Introduction



		2. Foucault's power, knowledge, discourse, and power/knowledge



		3. Research assessment system



		4. Academic publishing system



		5. Academic reward system



		6. Discussion



		Author contributions



		Conflict of interest



		Publisher's note



		Footnotes



		References

















OPS/images/cover.jpg
& frontiers | Frontiers in Research Metrics and Analytics

Viewing research assessment, the
academic reward system, and
academic publishing through the
power/knowledge lens of
Foucault





OPS/images/logo.jpg
¥ frontiers | Frontiers in Research Metrics and Analytics





