Academic Leaders, Power, and Peer Review of Teaching: A Pilot Study
Introduction. Universities increasingly use peer reviews of teaching to support professional development (formative peer review) and as a measure of teaching quality (summative peer review): peer review can also be an aspect of performance management (Hubball & Clark, 2011). However the perspectives of academic leaders are absent from peer review of teaching literature.
Aims. This qualitative pilot study fulfilled the dissertation requirement of a masters degree in higher education, and was designed to examine academic leaders’ (Deans, Associate Deans, or Heads of School/Department/Unit) perspectives and experiences at one Australasian university.
Methods. Data were collected via key informant interviews (Bernard, 2012). N=4 participants completed a one hour interview, conducted either in-person or via Zoom. Interviews were transcribed, member-checked, and analysed naturalistically (Strauss & Corbin, 1998) using Atlas.ti qualitative analysis software (Scientific Software, 2020). Bourdieu’s concept of fields of power (1998) was the theoretical framework for this study.
Results.  Several fields of power were identified from these participants’ accounts. Student evaluations of teaching indicated a student field of power. Peer review of teaching indicated a staff field of power through which collegiality can be leveraged to improve teaching praxis. Academic leadership itself operated as a field of power, though it operated differentially, depending the role of the participant. A procedural field of power—particularly in relation to processes like academic promotion—and an institutional field of power were also identified. 
Discussion. Some participants were more reticent to discuss how power operates within peer review of teaching. None of these fields of power operate in isolation; in fact, in the teaching enterprise in a research-intensive university, multiple fields of power operate concurrently. Any consideration of the role power can play in processes must differentiate between what is created confidentially between colleagues, and what is generated to meet the institutional norms of a university.
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