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To Be or Not to Be? The “Publish or Perish”
Syndrome for English Teacher Educators in China

Abstract The philosophy of “publish or perish” has already been adopted as a
yardstick by the vast majority of Chinese higher education institutions in their
attempts to benchmark Western research universities in recent years, which has
led to increasing pressure on university teachers to produce research publications.
This paper addresses this endemic issue in China’s teaching universities with
particular reference to its impact on English teacher educators. It points out that
this trend is a result of unrealistically benchmarking research universities in
well-resourced Western countries and overlooking the nature of teaching
universities, the nature of English teacher educators’ professional commitments,
and the practical constraints on China’s teaching institutions. It has given rise to a
variety of problems which, unless addressed properly, may demoralize English
teacher educators and impair the quality of both teaching and research. The paper
argues that a fair perception of and attitude towards research and realistic
expectations of English teacher educators’ research outcomes are essential.
Practical implications at macro-, meso- and micro-levels are provided with the
aim of improving the status quo.
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Introduction

The “publish or perish” syndrome used to be a feature of Western higher
education. It has received much attention in the West, with a special issue on the
phenomenon appearing in the Spring 2000 issue of Teacher Education Quarterly.
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Beginning in 1993, it has been gradually diffused into Chinese higher education,
following calls in the “Outline for Reform and Development and Education in
China” for the establishment of world-class research universities (Eggins, 2007,
September). Lai (2010) reported that in an attempt to raise China’s international
competitiveness, the Chinese government has instituted a series of sweeping
reforms, all with the aim of rapidly expanding the number of places within
tertiary education institutions. Ma (2007) also noted that the Chinese Ministry of
Education has been deeply involved in the process of transforming state-building
or flagship universities into world-class research universities via launching a
variety of initiatives, such as “Project 211” from 19962002 and “Project 985
launched in 1998 by former Chinese President Jiang Zemin. “Project 211" sought
to facilitate the improvement of 100 leading universities (including Peking
University and Tsinghua University; Ma, 2007, p. 33) and over 300 key
disciplines; and “Project 985” aimed to construct 34 first-grade world-renowned
research universities and explore new administrative systems and mechanisms of
establishing higher education institutes (Liu, 2007, p. 57).

These initiatives have created extraordinary incentives as well as pressures on
Chinese higher education institutions to upgrade themselves in terms of research
rankings as an overriding, if not main objective. This has caused severe
competition among institutions at all levels and of all types (whether
comprehensive universities, normal universities, or technical and vocational
colleges; whether state-run or private) to establish research centers. Research
grants, publications, and formal conference presentations are typically the main
considerations in promotion, tenure, and merit-based pay increases. As Wang and
Han (2011) observed, high priority is placed on international and national
rankings, based on publications in international and national journals, citations,
and international cooperation. It is not uncommon for an annual target of three
international publications to be set for each faculty member, and failure may
mean termination of employment in elite universities. This scenario is vividly
reflected in the comments given by Tight (2010): The golden age in which
academics were able to pursue their own interests, had relatively light and
undemanding teaching responsibilities, and enjoyed widespread respect from
both the general public and policy makers, has gone (p. 105).

Normal universities have, without exception, succumbed to the influence of
this national academic climate. It is no longer sufficient to publish a few
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well-turned essays and a great work of some sort in the sunset of an academic
career, as the institutionalized research assessment exercise conducted every two
to three years sets rigorous quotas of research outcomes for each academic tier. It
recognizes four levels of academic (excluding practical) journals: ordinary, core,
key, and authoritative journals. Publications appearing in key and authoritative
journals, such as those on the CSSCI (Chinese Social Sciences Citation Index),
SSCI (Social Sciences Citation Index), A&HCI (Arts and Humanities Citation
Index) are recognized by financial awards, while a failure to reach the expected
quotas results in an approximate 5% deduction of annual income as a penalty.
Teaching-oriented faculty without research publications can no longer get the
same level of recognition as they previously could; whilst in contrast,
research-active staff are invariably highly honored and rewarded despite minimal
effort put into teaching and supervising students.

This nationwide trend in China’s higher education is addressed here, as we
believe it is likely to undermine faculty’s self-esteem and morale, and the overall
quality of teacher education if unattended to. We focus on its impact on English
teacher educators in normal universities. While acknowledging some positive
elements in this new trend, we consider it to be unreasonable, irrational, and
unrealistic because of its overemphasis on research and research outcomes, and
disregard for teaching and provision of support mechanisms. We deal with the
positive elements of this trend first, and then its negative impact on English
teacher educators. Finally, we discuss some implications in the hope of
optimizing the existing faculty assessment system, maintaining English teacher
educators’ self-esteem and morale, and enhancing their practices of teaching and
research.

Positive Elements in the “Publish or Perish” Philosophy

Needless to say, this trend has some positive elements and benefits to both
teachers and institutions. On the one hand, it may bring benefits to individual
teacher educators and students’ learning outcomes, such as changes to the
curriculum and pedagogy if research outcomes are applied in teaching; improved
professional gratification and social prestige via presenting the products of
research in a form accessible to others (Nunan, 1992, p. xii) and enhanced

students’ learning outcomes with the vitality brought to the teaching by
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research-active faculty members (Altbach, 2009).

On the other hand, benefits may accrue to departments and institutions. It may
promote collaborative research endeavors among teachers, and thus help to foster
a collegial environment through boosting teacher educators’ sense of ownership,
incentives, and competence in undertaking research collaboratively. Research
activities and outcomes may upgrade the profile of departments and institutions,
and increase support at institutional and national levels, which in turn may
establish a virtuous cycle of departmental and institutional development. For
these reasons Chinese administrators attach much more importance to research
than teaching, where outcomes are less tangible and palpable.

Drawbacks and Negative Impact of the Trend on English
Teacher Educators

Drawbacks of the Trend in Reality

While acknowledging the potential benefits of the “publish or perish” philosophy,
we argue that despite its attempt to improve teacher’ professional competence
and boost their status and careers in the academy, and its prima facie success in
“sustaining academic values and academic control in a context where the state
was making new demands on research and higher education and seeking to
impose its own structures for quality assurance upon them” (Henkel, 1999,
p. 105), the adverse effect of the philosophy seems to merit more attention. It has
created a profound disturbance in the academic profession, especially the field of
English education and teacher education. A great deal of evidence shows that it
has neglected the nature and characteristics of teaching universities, English
teacher educators’ professional work and a series of practical constraints, e.g.,
workloads, institutional and individual differences, constrained resources, limited
outlets for research available to English teacher educators, and an unprofessional
review and publication process.

First of all, it seems to have neglected the distinctive feature of English teacher
educators’ professional work. English teacher educators in Chinese teaching
universities are well-known for their onerous workload demands and time
pressures. It is extraordinarily difficult to allow time and energy for research,
which is an intrinsically different discourse. Shu (2004) observed that Chinese



530 YAN Chunmei, HE Chuanjun

university English teachers teach an average of 15 hours a week plus various
kinds of extra work (p. 289), in Freeman’s terms (1998) “a wider and wider range
of responsibilities beyond actual classroom teaching” (p. 7) which do not directly
foster scholarly publication, but demand time away from work on preparation of
manuscripts for publication (Skolnik, 2000), e.g., planning lessons, marking
students’ assignments, devising exam papers, planning, organizing and
participating in students’ extra-curricular activities, undertaking logistic
responsibilities, liaising with schools to maintain opportunities for the practicum
and other collaborative activities. English teachers’ workload becomes more
demanding due to large class sizes, ranging from 30 to 40 for English majors,
and from 40 to 60 for non-English majors. The ratio of teachers to students is an
average of 1 to 18.2 in most universities, and 1 to 35 in some universities (Shu,
2004, p. 289). These figures have increased substantially as a result of the
massification of Chinese higher education since 2000. In the period to 2006, the
EFL (English as a foreign language) teacher/student ratio reached up to 1 to 200.

Apart from these compulsory routine teaching responsibilities, English teacher
educators have additional mandatory teaching demands and obligations in all
kinds of income-generating programs, such as part-time dual BA degree
programs, part-time MEd programs for school teachers, and non-degree-bearing
language development and teacher development programs delivered at weekends,
during summer and winter holidays. Altbach (2009) noted that some Chinese
academics “generate a significant part of their incomes through outside work,
such as consulting, moonlighting at other institutions, or, at some universities,
taking on extra teaching loads in fee-producing programs, which obviously
detract from the core functions of the professoriate and make full academic
productivity difficult to maintain” (p. 23). Eggins (2007) made similar
observation that given the inadequate conditions of work and remuneration of the
majority of academics, Asian academics have to hold more than one job to make
ends meet. The various responsibilities have rendered English teacher educators’
life fractured, and peace of mind, a requisite for wholly engaged and committed
academic work, almost an impossibility.

Secondly, this trend seems to have neglected a range of practical institutional
constraints. Lack of resources is one of the major hindrances. As Eggins (2007)
noted, “an environment where meaningful research is possible is difficult to
achieve” in Asian countries, e.g., computer use is often rationed and the cost of
accessing major databases is such that access is often severely limited (p. 7). A
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multiplicity of other factors have increased the difficulty of getting published,
such as limited access to English language journals and references beyond China,
the small number of recognized relevant journals, and the large number of
university English teachers. The number of nationally recognized English-related
journals is less than 30 (only one journal is in English), whilst the number of
university English teachers was 100,000 in 2002 (MoE, 2002) and this number is
still on the increase. Additionally, journals in China are university-based and
comprehensive, covering all areas related to English language, such as translation,
cross-cultural communication, literature, linguistics, English teaching
methodology, and language teacher education. Furthermore, submissions written
in English are not accepted by those journals. Only a very small number of
teachers publish their work in international journals beyond China, however, of
the internationally reputable journals, only SSCI-indexed ones are recognized in
many institutions.

Apart from the institutional constraints, unprofessional review and publication
practices of journals appears to be a further demotivating factor. As Cheung
(2010) noted, an absence of comments is a characteristic of Chinese language
journals probably as a result of the difficulty of handling a large number of
manuscripts. Authors have to exercise an exceptional level of patience and
tolerance towards journals to which they submit their manuscripts without any
expectation of acknowledgement of receipt of their manuscripts as a ritual, or
feedback on their manuscripts. Authors automatically assume that their
manuscripts have been rejected if they do not receive any response in a period of
several months unaware of reasons for the rejection. In this sense authors have
lost a great opportunity to improve their manuscripts. Tam and Chen (2010)
found in five Chinese university-based journals a disproportionate contribution
of faculty papers from editorial board members of those journals and faculty in
the universities the journals are affiliated to. They attributed this to protectionism,
academic accountability, and the social capital of guanxi (5¢&, relationship) in
the specific context of China. On their part, journals and authors seem to have

already accepted this practice as normal.

Negative Impact of the Trend on English Teacher Educators

The overemphasis on research and unreasonably and unrealistically high
demands in terms of research productivity have led to several undesirable
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consequences in normal universities, such as a rapid proliferation of academic
corruption, underrating of teaching, demoralizing of teachers, and formation of a
competitive departmental atmosphere. The first negative impact, the dramatic
increase of academic corruption as a result of the product-driven research culture
has been addressed as an issue by some researchers (e.g., Pocha, 2006; Yang,
2005). Pocha (2006) pointed out that there has been a growing public concern
about plagiarism at all levels of the academic system and violation of intellectual
property at some Chinese research universities. Yang (2005) revealed a series of
academic inequities in Chinese higher education, such as misrepresenting one’s
educational background or work experience, rampant plagiarism, ghostwriting,
affixing one’s name to someone else’s publications, getting one’s name listed as
senior author without any contribution, distorting research data, making false
commercial advertisements, violating meritocratic values (using personal
relationships/favoritism) in research grants application, monopolizing grants, etc.
In addition to these academic offences, inequity is also common in the
manuscript review process, review-free privilege is granted to academic
celebrities simply due to their prestige, whilst ordinary teachers have a slim
chance of having their papers reviewed on account of their humble status. This
review process has created opportunities to exploit personal connections to get
published. Charging publication fees (hiifi%%, ban mian fei) is widespread
irrespective of the quality of submissions, which has led to a large amount of
academic junk being used by students in textbooks.

The second negative impact is the prevalent tendency to devalue teaching and
research on teaching and teacher education, which in turn has generated a
debilitating effect in English teacher education. Teaching is downgraded as a
simple and technical activity, and research on teaching and teacher education is
not recognized as legitimate disciplined research because of its perceived lack of
academic rigor. The myriad competing demands and commitments related to
teaching and service (e.g., teaching, supervising agenda, bureaucratic directives
in the form of meetings and paperwork) do not count in the fullest sense from the
university’s perspective, posing a dilemma regarding the balance of teaching and
research, infringement of teacher educators’ academic freedom to follow their
interests and passion in their work and stifling creativity. Courage and
determination appear to be precious assets in the changed academic climate that
pursues tenaciously the belief in the responsibility to assist the growth of new
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teachers and to show commitment to good teaching with all the time that entails.
The dual commitments to the professional and academic communities keep
teacher educators’ gaze focused on the fulcrum of their lives, always striving for
the perfect balance to be a bona fide member of the academy (Cole, 2000) and
squeeze out time for scholarship from between the cracks of professional and
family time, only to find that their elusive search for a balance between the
personal and professional realms of life and the sacrifice of their standards of
living is a fruitless effort (Knowles, Cole, & Sumsion, 2000; Lai, 2010).

Besides the debilitating effect, overrating research and devaluing teaching has
generated a demoralizing effect on English teacher educators. Many
conscientious and self-sacrificing English teacher educators who put their
students before their careers find themselves marginalized with a “semi-public
status,” stuck in a dilemma and “no-win” situation. Some English teacher
educators “veer away from professionally demanding activities they most want to
do and the work they feel they do best and towards those meritorious activities
understood and hence rewarded in academic departments” (Clifford & Guthrie,
1988, p. 337), they bite the bullet to do research to meet the university’s
standards of academic work. What is more, it is a vehicle of professional and
personal humiliation (Henkel, 1999), especially for research-inactive staff with a
new and undesirable semi-public status in this environment. More pervasive
stress, anxiety, low self-esteem, frustration, burnout, and disillusionment have
occurred among English teacher educators compared with academics of “pure
disciplines” of the arts and sciences who can afford more commitment to
research activities.

The third negative impact is the likely aggravation of the already competitive
and individualistic context of Eastern working culture (Hall, 1976) that has
traditionally dominated higher education. Collaborative research, albeit widely
promoted, is de facto only rhetoric due to teachers’ lack of enthusiasm for
collaboration. Overrating first authors’ contribution to co-authored research
publications and overvaluing principle investigator’s status in research projects
discourages project participants from fulfilling their initiative to the full. An
invisible acute competitive atmosphere has gradually formed, where teachers
rarely communicate with each other about their teaching and research. The
departmental environment is rather tense where teachers feel alienated from each
other, demarcations between research-active staff and research-inactive staff have
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arisen, and a gulf between action researchers and disciplined researchers has
occurred due to different levels of recognition awarded to them.

In brief, the “publish or perish” philosophy widely practiced in China’s higher
education has more negative than positive impacts on English teacher educators
in teaching universities. As discussed previously, it has yielded a series of
adverse effects on English teacher educators’ self-perception and professional
development. Apart from its negative impact on English teacher educators, it has
also generated adverse effects on students’ learning. Gao et al. (2010, July 20)
expressed their concerns about the declining quality of teaching in China’s higher
education as a result of lecturers’ and institutions’ slighting of teaching. The vast
majority of Chinese university students (83.4%) were dissatisfied with their
courses, in particular the unreasonable course design and teacher-centered
pedagogies (Gao et al., 2010, July 20). The philosophy originated from the
over-zealousness of Chinese institutions in their quest to overtake world-leading
universities and their pathological craze for accountability fulfillment. Now, we
discuss the implications of this syndrome on various levels.

Implications of the “Publish or Perish” Syndrome for Practice

Implications of the “publish or perish” syndrome for practice include those on
three levels involved in the Chinese higher education system, i.e., national and
local educational management at the macro-level, institutional administrators at
the meso-level, and English teacher educators at the micro-level respectively.
Responding to this entails a common awareness on the part of the meso- and
macro-level of the issue and its likely consequences, and their joint efforts to
create platforms for English teacher educators’ professional development. At the
micro-level, it entails English teacher educators’ change of perception about
research and sustained efforts to engage in collaborative research.

Implications for National/Local Educational Management
Adopting a Decentralized Management Approach
The issue about English teacher educators’ publications sounds like an

institutional and personal problem. In fact it may have partly stemmed from the
macro-level, which has adopted a highly centralized and top-down management
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approach in higher education. The nationwide large-scale initiatives to
benchmark first-rate universities have led to institutions “swimming with the
tide” with little consideration of their local features. Reforming the traditional
administrative structure with more elements of de-centralized and temperate
approaches can help to eliminate its negative functions (Wang & Chen, 2007).
The tiered model adopted in America and the UK is a good example of
differentiating institutions into three tiers—vocationally oriented “open-door”
community colleges, multipurpose state universities, and selective
research-oriented universities—to accommodate ever-larger numbers of students
with varying levels of academic ability and goals for study. The three tiers of
institutions have their specific patterns of funding and support for each of the
tiers as well as quite different missions (Geiger, 2004). The syndrome suggests a
need to experiment with a new policy in a small area to identify potential
problems and precautions prior to moving on to the formal nationwide
implementation stage, instead of launching it across the country without piloting.
It also suggests a need to promote locally appropriate policies and practices to
maximize both institutional and individual development. Precautions should be
made to prevent the building of excessive numbers of research universities and
set realistic goals for institutions at different levels. Additionally, policies need to
be made to curb the rate of expansion of higher education to alleviate such
consequent problems as a scarcity of resources, a drop in educational quality, and
a weak international academic standing, and make concerted efforts at the
meso-level to create a more agreeable environment in which teachers can
concentrate on authentic academic endeavors without having to sacrifice work
stability (Lai, 2010). Empowering institutions may be more effective, as
institutions may be more cognizant of their institutional features and needs, and
more able to develop strategic plans for institutional development.

Providing Support to Normal Institutions

Provision of political and financial support to normal universities needs to be on
the top of the agenda to create an enabling academic atmosphere. In political
terms, a reduction in teachers’ workload can be realized via limiting expansion of
higher education to an appropriate level, and increasing faculty recruitment.
Conditions for teacher development can be improved through a variety of means,
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such as adjusting the current faculty assessment to recognize and promote
teachers’ all-round professional competencies rather than research publications as
the only parameter, increasing quotas for funded research projects at various
levels to involve more teachers in research activities, providing more resources
for teaching and research (including Chinese and English resources within and
outside China), creating more opportunities for in-service training both in China
and abroad to enhance teachers’ professional expertise, and monitoring and
standardizing the practice of academic journals in China. In financial terms, the
status of teachers needs to be substantially improved so that they can concentrate
on their teaching and research whole-heartedly and energetically without
financial concern. Finally, constant dialogue with institutions and teachers is
necessary to address important issues that need to be taken on board.

Implications for Institutional Administrators

Establishing a Fair Faculty Assessment System

A fair faculty assessment system needs to be established within normal
universities. Summative assessment of teacher performance in the form of
quantitative measures should be supplemented, if not superseded, by
developmentally-driven formative evaluation to maintain teachers’ motivation.
The faculty assessment system should recognize individual differences to
encourage faculty to fully engage in intellectual pursuits in an area of their own
choosing and use their skills to the full. Parallel tracks should be established to
recognize excellent performance in different areas of expertise. The primary goal
of normal universities should be switched to preparing students for practice,
which entails rectifying the current marginality of teacher education and
according equitable value to teaching. Teaching-oriented staff should be
accredited for their unfailing commitment to their teaching career, and their
generally higher level of teaching quality than research-active staff (Symbaluk &
Howell, 2010). Demands on teachers’ research outcomes need to be re-examined
to set realistic expectations, given the high level of investment required for
research activities, the inverse relationship between quantity and quality of
research, institutional characteristics and practical constraints. In their effort to
overtake internally renowned institutions, administrators need to identify the
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gaps in terms of “software” qualities, i.e., the infrastructure available to facilitate
rather than stifle teacher and institutional development. Teachers should be given
opportunities to be involved in reviewing the research assessment system and
making modifications if necessary.

Valuing Research on Teachers’ Practice

Research and teaching are in a symbiotic relationship (Visser-Wijnveen et al.,
2010), so the main criterion of good research should be whether it informs
practice rather than whether it is published (Smiles & Short, 2006). The process
of engaging in research is a process of changing both the ways in which schools
work and what is expected of, and valued in, what teachers do (Freeman, 1996,
pp. 100-101). Research outcomes should be primarily intended to influence
educational policy and practice through various media, including discussion,
presentations, or advocacy, rather than journal articles exclusively. A
process-oriented view of research (Allwright, 1997; Carr & Kemmis, 1986) is
necessary for administrators’ assessment of research, which values a research
perspective in teachers’ teaching practice and the process of research as more
important than the product of research. Action research and exploratory practice,
although they have not received full recognition in Chinese institutions, are
sustainable research activities to maximize the research-teaching nexus.
Compared with other forms of research, they place their focus on a search for
local understandings rather than for incontrovertible findings and universalistic
theory (Allwright, 1997). They integrate teaching and stimulate reflection about
teaching, thus can be made sensibly and actively a part of teaching without
posing an intolerable burden. The whole process enables teacher educators to
understand the teaching and learning process and help students in the best
possible way.

Creating Support Mechanisms for Research

As Gould (1996) stated, a “fortuitous combination of external circumstances
(personal, familial, societal, and historical) play an important role in enabling
external circumstances” (p. 12). To facilitate teachers’ research activities support
should override demands. Temporal and intellectual space, substantial autonomy
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and academic freedom should be provided to enable English teacher educators to
exercise their creativity and generate desired academic productivity. Teachers’
desires for internal (satisfaction of curiosity, sense of mastery over subject matter,
responding to challenges, and joy of involvement) and external rewards
(recognition from peers, love and esteem from students, increase in income, and
administrative mobility) should be appreciated. Teachers should be encouraged
to find personal satisfaction by pursuing personal goals that are compatible with
those of the university and their external environment (Eggins, 2007), otherwise
dampened morale will incur, which will be likely to lead to declined quality of
teacher education.

Supportive policies and actions need to be implemented to create favorable
conditions for research, including department-based seminars/workshops/
conferences, offering research training (for example on research design, data
collection, academic writing, manuscript submission, giving presentations, etc.),
upgrading resources and facilities, expanding networks in the field of teacher
education, reducing teachers’ workload, increasing retreat and sabbatical leave,
establishing an incentive system of prizes and honors, creating opportunities for
continuing professional development, and increasing financial support.

Implications for English Teacher Educators

Changing Their Perceptions of Research

Teacher educators, especially those who consider teaching and research as
dichotomous, should firstly change their perception of research and its
relationship with teaching. In fact, research is not necessary an add-on separated
from teaching or an optional extra because research and teaching are mutually
facilitative and beneficial (Thornley, Parker, Read, & Eason, 2004). It is within
teachers’ capability as an integral part of their professional daily life and an
activity of inquiry derived from their daily practice. If teachers make their
teaching inquiry-based, their teaching and research may be more meaningful and
rewarding. As researchers of their own practice, they can make their research
strategies fit into the classroom routines (Hubbard & Power, 1993, p. 9) and
discover for themselves how deeply theoretical their work is and has always been.
When they write for publication, they have the opportunity to reflect deeply upon
their practice by exploring the beliefs, values, and images that guide their work,
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and to document how ideas evolve and belief systems change through reflective
inquiry (Burton, 2005, p. 14). They need to be process-oriented as the process of
conducting research on practice is more significant than the product.

Undertaking Collaboration with Colleagues

Collaboration across and beyond institutions can help English teacher educators
create professional communities of practice and make public their knowledge,
beliefs and practice (Ting, 2005). It can provide them with the support they may
need to initiate and sustain their engagement with research. It can develop their
research competence and make them enjoy the process of research. Various types
of voluntary collaboration are conducive to teachers’ research experience. For
example, collaborative research groups coordinated by an experienced researcher
can help to create a professional community for like-minded teachers with the
express purpose of systematically examining practice and enriching teachers’
knowledge about learning and teaching (Fairbanks & LaGrone, 2006).
Undertaking collaborative research projects can increase the amount of data that
can be collected and allow for investigation of a problem from different angles
(Wallace, 1998; Lewis & White, 2003). Writing groups, as a micro-culture that
supports teachers as writers (Murray, 2009) can not only provide a range of
readers, but also create a more positive and cooperative environment for writing.
Individual and collaborative writing can enhance teachers’ reflective practice and
overcome their potential resistance to literature on teaching and learning which
resulted from the differences between their expectations and experiences of the
literature and those in teaching and learning (Green, 2010). There are many
alternative options of collaboration if teachers take a positive view.

Conclusion

This paper critiques the epidemic of overrating research publications prevalent in
Chinese normal universities. It discusses its downsides and negative effects on
English teacher educators and brings out the implications for all parties
concerned. The main message is that the pervasive “publish or perish”
philosophy has posed a “monoculture on the intellectual landscape” and therefore
is “inimical to healthy and diverse intellectual habitats” (Ruth, 2010). To create a



540 YAN Chunmei, HE Chuanjun

multicultural intellectual landscape, a fair faculty assessment system needs to be
established to maintain the interests, passions, freedom, and creativity of English
teacher educators, who are in themselves an important and valuable national
resource, the key to a successful higher education system. Unless the “publish or
perish” syndrome is properly addressed, all but the most conscientious and
self-sacrificing teachers are likely to “perish,” which will in turn lead to students
“perishing.”

This message carries three-fold implications. First, a consensus needs to be
established in the Chinese higher education system that top priority should be
given to teaching in normal universities, which may have a direct impact on the
quality of student teachers, including their attitudes towards their future teaching
career and professional competence as teachers. The commitment of
teaching-oriented faculty should be recognized and cultivated. Second,
policy-makers at macro- and meso-levels need to take a long-term
process-oriented view of research and establish support mechanisms to enable
teachers to undertake research collaboratively with a higher level of self-efficacy.
Applied research on teaching and teacher education should be valued, and
research outcomes should be applied in practice to ameliorate the educational
environments and enhance student teachers’ professional development. Third,
teachers need to change their perceptions of research and actively engage in
research on their practice collaboratively to achieve dual goals of teacher and
student development. A long-term perspective is an imperative as research entails
substantial investment of effort and time, and hence teacher resilience is a
requisite.

Despite its focus on research management in Chinese normal universities in
particular, this paper attempts to generalize beyond a specifically national context
because this issue has become a global one and is applicable to many other
educational contexts. Some problems discussed also apply to other disciplines in
different educational and cultural contexts, whether in developing or developed
countries. Hopefully the discussion brings new insight to all people concerned,
both in English language teacher education and in other disciplines, including
teacher educators, administrators, and policy makers.

References

Allwright, D. (1997). Quality and sustainability in teacher research. TESOL Quarterly, 31(2),



The “Publish or Perish” Syndrome for English Teacher Educators 541

368-370. doi: 10.2307/3588054

Altbach, P. G. (2009). Peripheries and centers: Research universities in developing countries.
Asia Pacific Education Review, 10(1), 15-27. doi: 10.1007/s12564-009-9000-9

Burton, J. (2005). The importance of teacher writing on TESOL. TESL-EJ, 9(2), 1-18.

Carr, W., & Kemmis, S. (1986). Becoming critical: Education, knowledge and action research.
Geelong, Australia: Deakin University Press.

Cheung, Y. L. (2010). Fist publications in refereed English journals: Difficulties, coping
strategies, and recommendations for student training. System, 38(1), 134-141.
doi:10.1016/j.system.2009.12.012

Clifford, G. J., & Guthrie, J. W. (1988). Ed school: A brief for professional education. Chicago,
IL: University of Chicago Press.

Cole, A. L. (2000). Academic freedom and the publish or perish paradox in schools of
education. Teacher Education Quarterly, 27(2), 33—48.

Eggins, H. (2007, September). The changing academic profession: Implications for the Asia
Pacific Region. Paper presented at the Regional Seminar “Competition, Cooperating and
Change in the Academic Profession: Shaping Higher Education’s Contribution to
Knowledge and Research,” Hangzhou, China.

Fairbanks, C. M., & LaGrone, D. (2006). Learning together: Constructing knowledge in a
teacher research group. Teacher Education Quarterly, 33(3), 7-26.

Freeman, D. (1996). Redefining the relationship between research and what teachers know. In
K. M. Bailey & D. Nunan (Eds.), Voices from the language classroom: Qualitative research
in second language education (pp. 88—115). New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Freeman, D. (1998). Doing teacher research: From inquiry to understanding. Pacific Grove,
CA: Heinle & Heinle.

Gao, J. L., Chen, Z. G, Yin, J., Zhou, C., & Ming, Z. W. (2010, July 20). 5t KITH 2l
B W% [Academy principal appealed for teaching with more enthusiasm]. 2% K #f
itk [Chutian Cosmopolitan Daily], p.20.

Geiger, R. L. (2004). Knowledge & money: Research universities and the paradox of the
marketplace. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Gould, S. J. (1996). Why Darwin. The New York Review of Books, 43(6), 10-14.

Green, D. A. (2010). Words fail us: How academics view language and ideas in higher
education research. International Journal for Academic Development, 15(1), 47-59. doi:
10.1080/13601440903529901

Hall, E. (1976). Beyond culture. New York, NY: Anchor Press.

Henkel, M. (1999). The modernization of research evaluation: The case of the UK. Higher
Education, 38(1), 105-122. doi: 10.1023/A:1003799013939

Hubbard, R. S., & Power, B. M. (1993). The art of classroom inquiry: A handbook for
teacher-researchers. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.

Knowles, J. G, Cole, A. L., & Sumsion, J. (2000). Modifying conditions of researching in
teacher education institutions. Teacher Education Quarterly, 27(2), 7-13.

Lai, M. H. (2010). Challenges faced by Chinese academics in the academic heartland. Journal



542 YAN Chunmei, HE Chuanjun

of Further and Higher Education, 34(2), 271-290. doi: 10.1080/03098771003695916

Lewis, M., & White, M. (2003). Collaborative research in academic writing classes. Prospect,
18(1), 5-13.

Liu, N. C. (2007). Differentiation, classification, and future world-class status. In P. G. Altbach
& J. Balan (Eds.), Transforming research universities in Asia and Latin American: World
class worldwide (pp. 54—69). Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Ma, W. H. (2007). The flagship university and China’s economic reform. In P. G. Altbach & J.
Baléan (Eds.), Transforming research universities in Asia and Latin American: World class
worldwide (pp. 31-53). Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press.

MoE. (2002). ' [E &% #E [Higher education in China]. Retrieved July 27, 2010, from
http://www.moe.edu.cn/english/higher h.htm

Murray, R. (2009). Writing for academic journals (2nd ed.). Maidenhead, England: Open
University Press.

Nunan, D. (1992). Research methods in language learning. New York, NY: Cambridge
University Press.

Pocha, J. S. (2006, April 9). Internet exposes plagiarism in China, but punishment of
professors rare at universities. The Boston Globe. Retrieved September 21, 2015, from
http://www.boston.com/news/world/articles/2006/04/09/internet_exposes_plagiarism_in_ch
ina/

Ruth, D. (2010). Monoculture on the intellectual landscape: Research performance evaluation.
London Review of Education, 8(2), 141-151. doi: 10.1080/14748460.2010.487332

Shu, D. F. (2004). AMEHEAE: BRI SE [Problems and suggested solutions in ELT
reform in Chinal. ¥, JE: [ 4ME#E 4L [Shanghai, China: Shanghai
Foreign Language Education Press].

Skolnik, M. (2000). Does counting publications provide any useful information about
academic performance? Teacher Education Quarterly, 27(2), 15-25.

Smiles, T. L., & Short, K. G (2006). Transforming teacher voice through writing for
publication. Teacher Education Quarterly, 33(3), 133—147.

Symbaluk, D. G, & Howell, A. J. (2010). Web-based student feedback: Comparing
teaching-award and research-award recipients. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher
FEducation, 35(1), 71-82. doi: 10.1080/02602930802563094

Tam, K. Y. B., & Chen, M. X. L. (2010). Examining scholarship in China’s academe: An
exploratory study. Higher Education, 60(1), 69—84. doi: 10.1007/s10734-009-9288-8

Thornley, C., Parker, R., Read, K., & Eason, V. (2004). Developing a research partnership:
Teachers as researchers and teacher educators. Teachers and Teaching: Theory and Practice,
10(1), 20-33. doi: 10.1080/13540600320000170891

Tight, M. (2010). The golden age of academe: Myth or memory? British Journal of
Educational Studies, 58(1), 105-116. doi: 10.1080/00071000903516502

Ting, Y. L. (2005). Empowering the teacher-researcher: Adopting a tool from
biochemist-researcher training. TESL-EJ, 9(2), 1-10.

Visser-Wijnveen, G. J., Van Driel, J. H., Van der Rijst, R. M., Verloop, N., & Visser, A. (2010).



The “Publish or Perish” Syndrome for English Teacher Educators 543

The ideal research-teaching nexus in the eyes of academics: Building profiles. Higher
Education Research & Development, 29(2), 195-210. doi: 10.1080/07294360903532016
Wallace, M. J. (1998). Action research for language teachers. Cambridge, England:

Cambridge University Press.

Wang, B., & Chen, Q. C. (2007). The administrative mode and academic corruption at China’s
state-run  universities. Chinese  Education &  Society, 40(6), 37-46. doi:
10.2753/CED1061-1932400607

Wang, X. L., & Han, J. H. (2011). FET-SSERA S S EZOT R BIR & R R i
[College English teachers’ research situation and obstacles to further development]. #ME 5+
[Foreign Language World], (3), 44-51.

Yang, R. (2005). Corruption in China’s higher education system: A malignant tumor.
International Higher Education, 39, 18-20.




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 600
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 600
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


