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This issue of JOHLSTE gives space to several adigthich exemplify the practice of pedagogical
research in Hospitality, Leisure, Sport and Tour(8thS&T). Indeed, the fact that the HLS&T fields
are able to support a pedagogical journal and géam@edagogical research is surely evidence af thei
growing maturity.

In this issue, academic articles include Racheh$d@n and Karen Smith'dndergraduate Research
Projects and Dissertations: issues of topic selection, access and data collection amongst tourism
management students and Kathryn Black’s Review of Factors which Contribute to the
Internationalisation of a Programme of Sudy. Peter Jones adds to the long-running commentsidro
the theme oFinding Hospitality, prompted by an earlier article by Paul SlatteracBce papers offer
interesting and useful insights into issues thaffromt us at the whiteboard- (or cyber-) face. @ins
Dale and Andrew Lane encourage uLarry on Talking by sharing their experiences in developing
ways to enhance students’ use of online discudsiarms. John Buswell and Nic Matthews give us
Feedback on feedback! Through their exposition of a University of Glostershire case study they
demonstrate ways of encouraging students to restbéek.

But there are three contributions to this issudafiLSTE that | wish to use as a point of departure
into a discussion of what is referred to in th&tdf this editorial as the 4Ps of Research: Practi
Policy, Principles and Positioning. These are Nhaltbhnes’s article on theaching-Research Nexus

in a Sorts History Module, Peter Jones’s article titldending the Hospitality Industry? Or Finding
Hospitality Schools of Thought? and my own Perspectiv&he ATHE Response to RAE 02/2004 Panel
Configuration and Recruitment. All of the articles in this edition are relevantttte case of HLS&T
research, but these contributions offer particulamads into discussion of UK government policy in
this area.

In his paper, Johnes states that:

...it is important not to see research and teachiagseparate
activities, and for teachers to also be research&€emaching, reading
recently published work or conducting my own priynagsearch all
feed into one another. The products of both mymary and
secondary research are employed in my teaching/|stwlthe
discussions in my classes can influence my researlthis this
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seamless relationship between research and teathatgshould
differentiate higher and further education.

Johnes guides us through his own personal practees offers a convincing account of the
importance of maintaining and developing this intpot relationship. | take Johnes’s paper as the
departure point for this editorial because, inlthg it is another crucial time for the developmeifit
research in HLS&T. In February of this year (200 UK funding bodies published their initial
decisions on the Research Assessment Exercise (RABPO8(http://www.rae.ac.uk/pubs/2004/01
The significance of this is, of course, that theutss of RAE 2008 will determine much of the funglin

of public research in the UK post-2008. In pradtitams, it will determine the extent to which
Johnes’s understanding and practice of the teagks®garch nexus can be maintained. The proposals
for RAE 2008 turn out to be quite similar to theemise carried out in 2001. Submissions will
typically focus on four outputs for each named aesleer and will be assessed by a number of sub-
panels or units of assessment (UoAS).

The constitution of the sub-panels has been thejesubof a consultation exercise
(http://www.rae.ac.uk/pubs/2004/02The proposed sub-panels offer different prospdor the
constituent subjects of the HLS&T community. Spodisited studies are located as a discrete
assessment panel. However, there is a signifidaantge here. The UoA number has changed from 69
to 13. Perhaps not significant in itself, but UoA dits in main panel C whose other occupants are
Nursing and Midwifery (UoA 11) and UoA 12 - Alligdealth Professions (incorporating Pharmacy).
This would appear to suggest a strong sciencefeatphasis and therefore, preclude some aspects
of sports studies and certainly most of the leisuré tourism research that were previously subthitte
under UoA 69. Researchers in Leisure, Hospitalitg @ourism (HL&T) will search in vain for an
explicit mention of their fields of study in the EA2008 proposals. They are not to be found in the
titles of any of the proposed UoAs.

Now this in itself may give rise to some seriousdamic soul-searching. On the one hand HL&T
researchers may ask whether these fields desepresgnce in a UoA title. Are they sufficiently
mature and do they generate sufficient researcthefrequisite quality? Peter Jones, in his article
Finding the Hospitality Industry? Or Finding Hospitality Schools of Thought? reaches the conclusion
that ‘UK hospitality research, both qualitativelydaquantitatively, is at best static or even inlidet.

In terms of the relationship between teaching aséarch, Jones notes that:

At worst, students may be taught as ‘facts’ - rssfdom research
studies that are erroneous. At best, researciméatation means
that research makes little or no impact on theicultm. Large parts
of the hospitality curriculum have remained unchexhgver the last
thirty years, except for updating content, usually the basis of
contemporary industry practice.

Hospitality is a significant industry in the UK. Qinese grounds alone it appears to me that thexe is
strong case for a policy push to reinvigorate reden this area.

But there are other grounds for the explicit inmusof the HL&T fields in the RAE. However, in
building this case one is immediately struck byr@cpdural problem: for there is a fundamental flaw
in the proposals for UoA/Panel constitution for RRB08. The previous RAE prided itself on its
transparency. But it is difficult to locate transgacy in the RAE 2008 UoA/Panel proposals, as there
do not appear to be published criteria which e&thlihe rules for constituting a UoA. What are the
grounds for inclusion and exclusion? Without cledteria it is not possible to ensure that the dase
HLS&T subjects is made most effectively.

We can only make progress here by making a nunbassumptions about the implicit rules for the
establishment of a discrete UoA. In practice th&teay is likely to fall back upon the 2Ps of Power
and Precedent. In other words, subjects that hatablkshed power (in terms of their advocates
having the ear of policymakers) are likely to becassful. Precedent means that the system has an
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inbuilt tendency for conservatism. If a subject waduded as a UoA in the last round, it is likédy
retain its position.

But if one were to start the RAE panel building gess from first principles surely there would be
different criteria. In the absence of clear crdefiom the funding councils, | am going to offeeth
following as a starting point for debate and sugtfest the criteria for qualification as an RAE tuwii
assessment should include:

e Quality

e Quantity

» Coherence

*  Community

* Infrastructure

« Value
e Esteem
e Trend

Since the RAE is essentially an exercise in meagugsearch quality, quality must necessarily lee th
most important criterion. Here, the RAE processlitis able to provide evidence. Metrics here could
be derived from quality ratings generated by tis¢ RAE. To this we might add other indicators such
as the number of PhD completions. Quantity metresalso readily available from the previous RAE.
Coherence refers to the territorial boundaries 6éld. Does a field have an internal logic? Daoes i
support a specialist research agenda? Is it seuiingn its own epistemology? Does it have clear
territorial borders that distinguish it from othigelds? Are these borders important to maintain in
order to guard against the dangers of subsumingtitn other fields or disciplines?

Community and infrastructure can be measured byesqomantitative and some more qualitative
measures. In terms of community, a key question loeathe number of research active academics in a
proposed UoA. The size of the professoriate isteraiseful indicator, as is the number of registere
PhD students. Other indicators here might include number of journals supported by a field of
study and the ratings of those journals. But theranother aspect of community. This is that the
research community that represents a particulltt firrist be able to agree on and articulate a ease f
earning a unique UoA.

What of value, esteem and trend? Well value isrisidhe most difficult area. If we start from the
premise that all knowledge is useful then we afevi&hout any grounds for choice in competing
claims for UoA titles. So we may need to add sothemaspects of value, but clearly we need to tread
carefully here if we are to avoid the performativitap. But some starting points might include
consideration of the value of a field’s activittesthe economy, the size of undergraduate programme
that are dependent upon knowledge creation inlé died the wider significance of a field’'s practce
to people’s lives and the environment. Esteem aammieasured by more straightforward metrics
which are part of the established RAE process, sisclmembership of expert panels. Finally, trend
seems to be an important issue. The RAE has tisitiséy of steer of a super tanker. Decisions made
in 2003 about RAE 2008 will determine funding u2l13. So it is incumbent upon RAE planners to
give serious thought to trends. Which are risirgparof research significance and which are dedinin
areas? Life, research, knowledge, understandingk,weisure and economies are in a state of
unparalleled flux, transition and turbulence. RABAY seem barely fit to represent the world of the
1950s. They do not appear to reflect the needseoptesent or prepare for the near future.

So where does all this discussion leave HLS&T? diver is that collectively, they are able to make
a very good case of their significance under mbsiot all, of the criteria discussed above. Thare
well-founded grounds for the funding councils téeofHLS&T research a more significant place in
RAE 2008. If we care to make any comparative sgifkeg. against Celtic Studies: UoA 51, or Italian
Studies: UoA 56) then the case for HLS&T becomesemoompelling. As an example, the
Perspective offered in this issue is based uponc#s® made for tourism by the Association for
Tourism in Higher Education (ATHE) in response he tfunding councils’ consultation on the
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constitution of panels of assessment. It offeretited case against many of the criteria outlimed
this editorial.

But given a free hand how would the HLS&T commundgally wish to see itself in RAE 20087 It
seems to me that there are five possible positions:
1. Cock and Cuckoos: Sport retains its separate UaGhHI&T place themselves within other
existing UoAs (e.g. Business and Management Stuti€eography)
2. Strategic Partnerships: HL&T seek to position thelves as partners in existing titles (e.qg.
Geographyand Tourism)
3. One plus One: Sport retains its separate UoA anfiTHhy claim a separate UoA
4. Fragmented Fight: HLS&T each battle individually 8@parate UoAs
5. United Front: HLS&T seek a common but separate UoA

Interestingly, | do not think that the HLS&T acadernommunity are yet in a position to press for 3
or 5. The reasons for this are two-fold. First ganatumbling block occurs when we come to unpack
the coherence and community aspects of the comibppaHLS&T. Second, there are practical and

logistical issues of joint action and lobbying &sdhe HLS&T subject communities. However, | do
suggest that had the funding councils offered ceffit time or encouragement, the HLS&T

communities could have given position 3 some rfealght.

Journal of Hospitality, Leisure, Sport and Tourism Education 3(1), 1-4. 4



