
EDITORIAL

Twenty years of TEAM

With this issue, TEAM completes 20 years of publication, so it seemed an opportune
moment to reflect on and assess what has been achieved so far, updating a previous
overview published nearly 10 years ago (Kehm, 2005).

A brief history

The first issue of TEAM saw the light of day in 1995. For the first two years, there were
two issues a year produced; since 1997, there have been four issues a year. TEAM is
the journal of the European Association for Institutional Research (EAIR) or the Euro-
pean Higher Education Society, as it also styles itself, an association founded in 1979
(Begg, 2003). It was initially published by Jessica Kingsley, then Kluwer (which
became Springer) and since 2007, it has been published by Routledge.

In the early years, the linkage between TEAM and the EAIR’s annual forum (or con-
ference) was very close. The reason for setting up the journal was to allow the timely
publication of the best of the presentations given at the conference (or at other EAIR
events). More recently, however, that linkage has become less close and TEAM has been
open to publishing relevant articles whether or not they originated in the annual
conference.

There have only been four editors (or editors-in-chief ) in TEAM’s history to date.
Roddy Begg, the founding editor, steered the journal for 10 years from 1995 to 2004.
He was followed by Bjørn Stensaker, who managed six years between 2005 and 2010,
and Bernard Longden, who held the fort between 2010 and 2012, when I took over the
responsibility. For much of its life, therefore, the journal has been edited from within
the United Kingdom.

The editorial story is a little more complicated than this, however. Early on a co-edi-
tor was added, in the person of Barbara Kehm. By Volume 8, in 2002, Roddy Begg had
assumed the mantle of editor-in-chief, working with a group of four editors: Jeroen
Huisman, Barbara Kehm, Barbara Sporn and Bjørn Stensaker. When Bjørn took over as
editor-in-chief in 2005, José-Ginés Mora was added to the editorial group (standing
down in 2009). Since 2010, the journal has reverted to a simpler structure with a single
editor (or editor-in chief).

Throughout its history, the editorial board has read like a changing list of the good
and the great involved in researching higher education policy and management, within
Europe and beyond.

What have we published?

The short answer is ‘quite a lot’. In 20 years, 449 articles have been published, an
average of 22.5 per year. The number published each year has varied, however, from a
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peak of 32 in 1997 (the first year when four issues were published) to a low of 19 in
2002, 2004 and 2010, mainly because in the early years shorter articles, and even syn-
opses, were encouraged. Thus, in 1995, the first year of publication, the average article
was less than seven pages long and one came in at just two pages! By 1999, however,
the average length had stabilized at 14–18 pages, where it has remained ever since.
There is still a good deal of variation in length, however, with 27-page articles being
published on two occasions.

Alongside length, another trend in what might be termed the increasing ‘academic-
isation’ of the journal has been the growth in the number of references. In 1995, the
average number of references per article was just 11.1, with a minimum of 0 and a max-
imum of 33. The numbers have grown pretty steadily over the 20-year period, reaching
an average of 46.3 in 2012. No articles have been published without references since
2006, while in 2014, one article listed 93 references.

More interesting, perhaps, are the topics or themes addressed by the articles pub-
lished. In her 2005 overview of the first 10 years of TEAM, Kehm identiMM fied the follow-
ing seven key topics: leadership and management; quality; expansion and mass higher
education; Europeanization, internationalization, globalization; new ways of learning;
relationships between higher education and the state; higher education and employment.
Selected articles that had been published were then identified and discussed under each
of these headings.

For this review, I am taking a more comprehensive and quantitative approach.
Table 1 breaks the themes or topics of the articles published down into eight categories,
making use of a general classification of higher education research I have previously
developed and applied (Tight, 2003, 2012).

What seems most interesting about this table is that articles have been published on
all of the themes identified. TEAM does have a particular focus but it remains open to
publishing relevant research on most aspects of higher education. Its current statement
of aims and scope indicates that the journal seeks, ‘to create a better linkage of research,
policy and practice in teaching and learning as well as in higher education management,
governance and organisation’. Perhaps we need to revise this statement to better reflect
the broader scope of the journal.

Three of the eight themes identified – institutional management (40.5%), system pol-
icy (18.5%) and quality (13.6%) – account for nearly three-quarters (72.6%) of all the
articles published in TEAM, clearly indicating the journalMM ’s core focus. Yet, a significant
number of articles have also been published on themes which might be thought of as
not so central to the journal’s concerns, such as the student experience, academic work,

Table 1. Main themes of articles published.

Theme Number of articles Percentage of total

Teaching/learning 1 .2
Course design 22 4.9
Student experience 49 10.9
Quality 61 13.6
System policy 83 18.5
Institutional management 182 40.5
Academic work 29 6.5
Knowledge and research 22 4.9
Total 449 100.0
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course design and knowledge and research. We have only ever published one article
which focused on teaching and learning, however, which suggests a lack of general
awareness regarding the broad scope of the journal.

Table 2 breaks down the articles published in terms of the levels at which their anal-
ysis has been pitched, ranging from the individual (student or academic) to the interna-
tional. Most of the categories used should be self-explanatory, but two may require brief
explanation. Region here refers to a distinct part of a nation, while system is used where
the focus of an article is clearly on a nation, but that nation is not identified.

National, international or institutional studies account for the vast majority of the
total, with only a handful of articles focusing at the level of the course or department
and none on individuals. It is heartening that over one-quarter (25.8%) of all the articles
published have focused on the international level – despite the diffiff culties inherent in
such studies – examining comparatively the position in two or more nations.

Table 3 provides a classification of the articles published in terms of their methods or
methodologies (I will use the compound term method/ology here to reflect the overlapping
way in which these terms are used in practice). While in previous analyses, I have distin-
guished between major social research method/ologies like documentary analysis, surveys
and multivariate analyses, interviews, auto/biographical and observational studies and
more specialized approaches such as conceptual analysis and phenomenography, here I
will apply a finer-grained examination.

Thus, in Table 3, six categories of documentary analysis are recognized, depending
on whether the focus is primarily on policy, practice or the literature and on whether the
approach taken is simply to discuss the policy, practice or literature or to carry out a
careful, critical and structured analysis of it. Of course, as with any classification, there
are overlaps and articles may deal with policy, practice and the literature; here I have
taken their dominant focus.

Table 3 shows that, while documentary analysis overall accounts for the majority
(59.5%) of all of the articles published in TEAM, most of these focused on either policyMM
(31.8%) or practice (22.3%), with relatively few (5.3%) examining the literature. Inter-
estingly, the balance between articles which merely discuss policy, practice or the litera-
ture and those which analyse them is fairly even.

Quantitative studies, in the form of reporting the results of questionnaire surveys
(10.7%) or carrying out more complicated multivariate analyses (11.1%), account for
over two-fifths (21.8%) of all articles, with interview-based studies contributing a further
14.5%. The remaining method/ologies – auto/biographical and observational studies and
conceptual analysis – were employed in only a small minority of the articles published.
There were no examples – to date – in the journal of phenomenography being applied.

Table 2. Levels of analysis in articles.

Level of analysis Number of articles Percentage of total

Individual 0 .0
Course 4 .9
Department 3 .7
Institution 93 20.7
Region 11 2.4
Nation 196 43.7
System 26 5.8
International 116 25.8
Total 449 100.0
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Who has contributed?

The 449 articles published have had a total of 728 authors, an average of 1.6 authors
per article. The analysis in the remainder of this section focuses, to keep matters simple,
on the first authors only. Where there are two or more authors, they usually – though
not always – come from the same country and institution, so much that the same pat-
terns would be observed if all authors had been analysed.

One feature of the journal’s history has been an increasing gender equity in author-
ship. Broadly speaking, the first decade of TEAM saw men dominate as authors (as they
continue to do as editors). This peaked in 1997, when 84% of the 32 first authors of
articles were men. Since 2004, however, there has been a rough gender parity.

Authors have been based all over the world. In total, first authors have come from
45 different countries in all continents (excepting Antarctica). Given the association with
EAIR and the location of the journal’s editors and publishers, it is not surprising that
European-based authors make up the greatest proportion, accounting for 63% of all first
authors. North American (18%) and Australasian (12%) authors account for much of the
remainder, with a small minority, 6%, from Africa, Asia and Latin America.

The United Kingdom is the country that has contributed the greatest number of first
authors, 19% of the total: this is perhaps unsurprising, given the language of the journal
and its European base. The United States (14%) and Australia (11%) have contributed
the next largest proportions of first authors. Authorship is widely distributed around Eur-
ope (particularly western Europe) as well, however, with Finland, Germany, the Nether-
lands, Norway, Portugal, Spain and Sweden each contributing over 10 first authors.

Of course, authors and journals develop something of a relationship over time, par-
ticularly when the journal in question is linked to a society and an annual conference.
This is clearly true in the case of TEAM, where, to date, 66 authors have contributedMM
more than one article as first author. The leader in this competitive field is Mantz Yorke,
with 10 articles to his name, followed by Charles Bélanger and Anne Delaney, who
each have published seven, Robin Middlehurst and Ulrich Teichler on six and Berit
Askling, Jeannette Baird, Burton Clark, Elaine El-Khawas and Lee Harvey on five each.

Onwards and upwards?

If the need for a journal like TEAM was ever in doubt, its existence for 20 years and
continued health are surely suffiff cient evidence. But we cannot, of course, rest on past

Table 3. Method/ologies employed in articles.

Method/ology Number of articles Percentage of total

Policy analysis 73 16.3
Policy discussion 70 15.6
Practice analysis 45 10.0
Practice discussion 55 12.2
Literature analysis 16 3.6
Literature discussion 8 1.8
Questionnaire survey 48 10.7
Multivariate analysis 50 11.1
Interviews 65 14.5
Observation 11 2.4
Auto/biography 1 .2
Conceptual analysis 7 1.6
Total 449 100.0
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laurels. The challenge is to make the journal even better and more useful over the next
20 years.

In seeking to contribute to achieving this, I’ll end this editorial by stressing three
points:

� TEAM is open to considering articles focusing on most aspects of higher educa-
tion practice, policy and management;

� While we encourage participants in the EAIR forums to consider submitting their
articles, we are also open to receiving articles from other sources;

� As editor, I’m always happy to discuss ideas and possible contributions: just email
me on m.tight@lancaster.ac.uk.
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