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I will discuss four different components in my

presentation today: the first is how we might introsdustionitoitheiSession

conceptualise the integration of research, teaching and |. Conceptualizing the integration of research,
learning. The second and third points relate to student teaching and learning
and staff perceptions of how we integrate research, , ,

. . . . 2. Student perceptions and experiences of
teaching and learning, and the fourth is the influence research in the learning environment

of practice and policy on how we move forward.
3. Staff perceptions and experiences of research

in the learning environment
To begin, I will refer to influential quotations that

have informed my own work. It is interesting that it 4. Influencing practice and policy
has been almost twenty years since Boyer said that it's
been a tired old debate of teaching versus research,
and if twenty years ago it was tired and old, it must
be archaic and dead now. The issue of teaching versus
research, however, still comes up regularly regardless
of department, institution, or national system. We “The time has come to move beyond

even heard it yesterday from one of the research the tired old teaching versus research debate.”
council panellists, - that ‘we are the research councils Boyer (1990)
and we do not have a mandate at all for education” -
so research and teaching are considered completely
separate. That is one of the challenges that we need
to overcome in order to move forward with research-
enhanced teaching and learning. I also firmly agree (Ellis 2006)
with Ellis (2006) that every student should have
opportunities to engage in research and to create & ALBERTA
knowledge while they are in their undergraduate
programmes.

Introduction to the Session

“| propose that colleges and

universities provide an opportunity for
all undergraduates to conduct research”

It has been over ten years since Hattie and Marsh did a meta-analysis of fifty-three different

studies that looked at traditional measures of teaching excellence (primarily student evaluations of
teaching) and research excellence (primarily publication rates and citation indices) and determined
that there is essentially no correlation. So it is not good enough to say ‘the best researchers are the
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best teachers’ or that you need to be a good
researcher in order to be a good teacher, which
is a comment that we heard yesterday from one
of the panellists. The research has instead shown [ A N U
. . small positive correlation between the commonly
that we have to think athely about how we used measures of good research and teaching
bring teaching and research together. In other
WOI‘dS, how do we structure an educational “It should cease to be surprising that the relationship
environment that actively brings research and between teaching 2‘1nd re.search is zero, and it would
teaching together in the learning environment? E;;;f;;i;;;ﬁf”' R
Hattie, speaking at a conference in the UK a
couple of years ago, was surprised at how much
his study had been used to justify the separation
of funding for research and for teaching. This is
antithetical to their conclusion that we need to
find ways to actively bring these things together.

Research vs. Teaching

& ALBERTA

Linking Research and Teaching

The ease with which we bring research and . The ease and ways of linking research and

teaching together varies greatly and reflects teaching varies:

how different people conceptualise research. . By conceptions of research and teaching
Much research has shown that if you believe . By institutional type

scholarship to be truly just discovery disciplinary . By discipline/department

research, and if you think of research as being . By national system (particularly of research funding)
the creation of knowledge that is new, then it
is more difficult to imagine how undergraduate
students might be involved. Whereas if you have
a conception of scholarship and a conception

of research that is more like Boyer’s four
scholarships - discovery, integration, application, and teaching - then it is easier to think
about how students can be involved. Conceptions of teaching are also important. There has
been a lot of work carried out on teacher-centred versus student-centred approaches to
learning, and the place of power between these two approaches. In particular, the distinction
has been between a teacher-centred approach, where the power is with the instructor as the
teaching expert, versus a student-centred approach, where the power is held by the student
and the student drives the learning forward.

& ALBERTA

There is also some work that shows that there are important variations in integration that
depend on the type of institution. Research-intensive institutions have different challenges to
teaching-intensive institutions. There is also a lot of variability by discipline and department.
Evidence shows that the ease of integrating research and teaching is influenced by whether

a discipline is low-consensus or high-consensus. The Higher Education Academy UK guides

by Healey and Jenkins (2005, 2007) discuss how different disciplinary cultures impact on

the way of conceptualising the linking of research and teaching. National systems impact

on the ease of linking research and teaching. For example, in North America there is a long
history of research councils funding undergraduate research and facilitating undergraduates
to be actively engaged as research assistants with academic staff. Contrast that example with
national systems (e.g. in Australia or the UK) where academic staff are not allowed to add
undergraduate research assistants to research grants submitted to the research councils.

This slide shows Healey's (2005) model of how links between research and teaching can
be conceptualised. I quite like what he has done with this conceptual model, except for a
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small concern in one quadrant: research-tutored. The
emphasis with research-tutored is on both the research

Models of the R/T link

content and being student focused. The example he Student - focused

used in talking about this quadrant was the ‘Oxbridge’ dents s parcicpans

tutorial model (pairing students one-on-one or two-on- R || Remdhied

one with an academic staff member), which in reality

no other institution can replicate. So it is difficult to Remphasis on e
think sometimes about an aspect of the model where N e

only a few institutions in the world can use that type

Teacher-focused

of activity (though it is important to acknowledge S e
that recent attempts have been made to explore other
examples for this quadrant in HEA publications, as well
as in some research emerging from the Netherlands).
But the other three quadrants are key to how we
conceptualise the integration of research and teaching.
‘Research-led’ refers to the content of your research

. . Teacher focused Student focused
or the l’eseal’ch Of Othel’s 1nf0rm]ng the ClaSSYOOm Transmissive Conceptual Change
lecture materials; ‘research-oriented’ refers to teaching
students about the process/methodologies of research;
and ‘research-based’ refers to students actually being
engaged in enquiry learning. One of the other ways of
conceptualising research-teaching linkages that Healey
does not include in this model is the scholarship of
teaching and learning.

Healey, 2005

Models of the R/T link

Wouetherick and Turner, 2006)

sl P e
Nancy Turner (RHUL, now at University of the Arts, Sk DRI

London) and I came up with a similar way of thinking
about this issue. This was developed based on the results of qualitative comments on a student
survey that we carried out at both institutions. Interestingly we came up with the same type of
conceptual categories. The students themselves identified research outcomes being transmitted in
the classroom; they identified research process being transmitted to them (many of them made quite
tongue-and-cheek comments about the fact that they learned research methods by sitting in lecture
halls); they identified engaging with the outcomes of research or research processes, including
enquiry-based learning or problem-based learning; and lastly they identified students as researchers.
Healey (2005), however, would combine the latter two under research-based learning in his model.
We purposely separated them because the students themselves seemed to distinguish between using
the research process to explore a topic that had already been researched in the discipline, compared
to them working on the discovery of new knowledge.
Why is this important?

Why is the integration of research and teaching
1mp0rtant? One reason is that we are preparing » We need to ensure students are able to thrive in the
students to move forward into what Ron Barnett ‘supercomplex’ world in which they find themselves -
(2000, 2005) has called a ”supercomplex” society. So we need to develop students’ underlying ‘academic

. . o s dispositions’ rather than focusing on more ‘functional’
we are moving to a point where it is not good enough
to produce graduates that are only experts in their
discipline. They have to understand how to move Barnett, 2000; Barnett, 2005)
forward in an interdisciplinary sense, recognising that
there are multiple perspectives and ways of knowing,
and mL!ltiple ways to solvq problems: In other words, & XiBERTA
they will need to succeed in addressing the ‘great

or ‘instrumental’ training of skills

NATIONAL ACADEMY THIRD ANNUAL CONFERENCE 27



*¢. NAIRTL

issues of the day. Barnett argues that we require
“not that students become masters of bodies of
thought, but that they are enabled to begin to
g- ')(/1 hall g itical * Teaching has suffered from imbalance between R&T
exp er_’ eizlce a space ana cha en.ge Of op e.n cnica in status and rewards - Need to seek synergies
enquiry”. In order to succeed in preparing our between R&T to avoid unintended consequences
students for those challenges, he argues that we of focusing on one or the other in isolation
need to focus on developing students’ underlying ) o
demic di itions - what Bourdieu called * We need to strive to be an enquiring university -
aca ”em1C' 1S,POS] ; K : must achieve a balance between ‘compliance’ and
the “habitus”. Habitus is defined as the set of ‘contestation’
dispositions distinguishing one group of people
from another; in other words the ways in which
stude_nts understand the .wor.ld,. kqowledge, & AUBERTA
learning as based on their discipline, rather
than focusing on instrumental or functional
training of skills. What Barnett and others argue
in favour of is an enquiry learning environment
to enable students to develop these conceptions
of themselves as learners, of the nature of
knowledge, and of the world.

Why is this important?

(Rowland, 2007)

Why is this important?

“A research-intensive environment defines a
qualitatively different educational and training
experience for undergraduate students, who
are the primary vehicles for taking the U of A’s

research and scholarship into our local, national
and international communities.”

It is important to acknowledge here that there
has been an historical imbalance between
teaching and research, creating a status issue. (lonAaccemiclFtn)
The integration of research and teaching allows
synergies between the two to be recognised and S AUBERTA

the avoidance of the unintended consequences

of focusing exclusively on one or the other.

There are many cases - the Boyer Commission in the United States being an example - where
students are promised access to researchers if they come to university; then they spend their
four years in an undergraduate programme and rarely encounter researchers in the classroom,
primarily because individual researchers avoid teaching entirely or only teach postgraduates. It
is critical that we keep this type of unintended consequence in mind.

It is also important to think about how to become an enquiring university. Rowland (2007)
describes a critical component of what we ought to be doing - we should inspire “both a love

of learning and a love of our discipline” in the students with whom we interact; we should learn
disciplinary norms and ways of thinking and practicing (an aspect of what Rowland called
“compliance”); and we ought to learn to challenge the frontiers of knowledge in our discipline (an
aspect of what Rowland called “contestation”). If you think about what made you love your own
discipline and encouraged you to continue learning at the postgraduate level, the chances are that
it was as a result of being involved in exploring your discipline, which raises the question about
how we replicate that with our students.

My institution - which is a top-tier research university - is co-located with several teaching-
only institutions that do not have graduate programmes or established research records.
Students and media, and in particular public relations campaigns by the other institutions,
have been questioning why students would want to attend a research university. They
perpetuate the stereotype that research universities are impersonal and that students cannot
interact with staff. Our institution has thrown down the gauntlet rather provocatively to say
that learning in a research-intensive environment ought to be qualitatively different than
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learning in a non-research-intensive environment. We have been explicit that students themselves
are our primary vehicles for taking the University of Alberta’s research and scholarship into our local,
national and international communities. I would not necessarily say our institution has thought
through exactly what this means yet but it is an interesting challenge, forcing people to think about
the question: ‘Why would you want to learn in a research-intensive institution like the University of
Alberta rather than going across the river to Grant MacEwan University?’ (one of our teaching-only
institutional neighbours located just across the river). The answer to that question should not be:
‘We, at the University of Alberta, have larger classes than they do’. Unfortunately, in some cases,
that is the answer that people have actually given to this question. But the reality is that the
University of Alberta has capital infrastructure that the other institution is never going to replicate.
The University of Alberta has people who are internationally renowned, and who should be in front
of students inspiring them to be, as one example, the next postgraduate students. The question
remains: how do we actually ensure that learning in a research-intensive environment matters? How
do we ensure students experience the people and infrastructure that comes with a research-intensive
environment? How do we structure that experience

1 ?
effectwely. What are the student’s experiences of research?

We at the University of Alberta, in trying to answer {21 n
some of these questions, felt it important to discover . _

| I I |
/[ Mg P

what our students’ perceptions were of what we do.
We undertook three separate studies; two of our

studies were undertaken in collaboration with our (IRIERIERIR
Students’ Union, who were equal partners in the
research process. They helped develop questions
and assisted in crafting the study itself. Having
undergraduate students participate in this research
was an interesting process. & ALBERTA

Number of Different Types of Research Activities

The first study we did (which was a paper-based survey distributed in specifically targeted classes)
had 2,484 students respondents. It was balanced across all four years of undergraduate study and
responses were proportional to the size of each faculty. In that study, 31% of respondents had three
or more research experiences. Questions included: have you had professors talk about their own
research in their class? have you had a research methodology course? have you had opportunities
to engage in enquiry learning or to do an independent project? have you actually presented at an
undergraduate research conference? have you been an undergraduate research assistant? There were
several students who reported no research experiences; however, as students progressed with their
studies (from year one to year four) the reported number of experiences increased significantly. So
final year students were more likely to have several

experiences compared to first year students. Is research an important priority as

part of your educational experience?
.
However when we asked: is research a priority

for you as part of your education?, generally, the
responses were fairly neutral. When we looked at the
data by faculty or discipline, we found that in the
faculties of Arts and Science for example, students
were significantly more likely to say that research
was a priority than the professional schools were.

So Engineering, Education, Nursing, Pharmacy were priority priviy
significantly more likely to say, ‘No, research is not B A
important; it is the actual practical skills of how I e:ALBERTA
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engage as a professional that are important.

In the second survey which was emailed to
a random student sample, distributed across
years of study and degree program (collecting

over 1200 responses) we asked ‘from your
perspective, what were the overall priorities for
your education in terms of a quality education?’
The top two responses were good teachers, or

What are the most important
priorities in a quality education?

instructors who care about student learning. Research-related items:
The next two responses had an explicit career

focus. When considering ‘the opportunity to do

research’, 44% of respondents said that was an

important priority for them. B R

As we looked at those people who said research

was a high priority in comparison to those who The Research-Oriented Student:

did not, an interesting trend develops. Research- A Frofile

oriented students were more likely to think that * Students who perceived research as higher priority
the items rel_ating to student engagement were in quality education significantly more likely to be:
of importance to them. They were more likely - Age 18-21,>30

to assign importance, in terms of the learning - Non-transfer

environment, to extra-curricular activities, the - Urban origin

reputation of the university, and the quality of - Enrolled in academic faculties (Arts, Science)
educational and classroom experiences. Thus if - Enrolled in academic specialized programs

we could raise student awareness about research (i-e., honours or specialization)

as part of their learning environment, it might
have an impact on their overall quality of
experience.

& ALBERTA

In terms of the demographics of our students, the ones who are more likely to say research
was important were aged between eighteen and twenty-one, or over thirty. So students
returning to university after a number of years, or those straight out of secondary school, were
more likely to think research opportunities were important than students between twenty-

two to twenty-nine where the credential or career connection was most important. Students
for whom research was a priority were more likely to be non-transferring. Many Canadian
community colleges offer one or two years of study followed by the possibility of transfer

into other universities. Students who took that route into university were less likely to think
that research was important. So, again people that came straight to us out of high school
were more likely to think research was important. Urban location appears to be a factor.

For example, respondents from Edmonton who had repeatedly seen local press reports about
research at the university tended to be more supportive of research being an important part of
their learning environment.

The third study we did was in conjunction with Royal Holloway and the University of
Gloucestershire in the UK where we surveyed final year students to see how we compared
in relation to these institutions. On the whole the students at the more research-intensive
institutions —Alberta and Royal Holloway - were far more likely to be aware of research on
campus and to have experienced research, than an undergraduate focused institution -

Gloucestershire. They were also more likely to recognise both the positive and negative impacts that
academic staff engaging in research had on their learning environment.

Very few respondents from all three institutions reported experiences of developing research
techniques over the course of their studies. This was a troubling finding at the University of Alberta.
As a follow up to this result, we carried out an evaluation of all our undergraduate degree programs.
This evaluation showed that every undergraduate degree programme on campus had a research
methods course, and that those research methods courses were usually taken in second or third year,
yet the respondents still did not report the development of research techniques.

Our survey showed that more undergraduate students in the University of Alberta are engaged

as researchers (particularly on nationally funded summer research assistantships) than in the
participating UK universities. We also facilitate a lot more undergraduate research conferences in
Alberta where students get a chance to present or publish their own research.

As part of our joint project, we also explored whether students agreed or disagreed with certain types
of statements. We found that students at the University of Alberta were significantly more likely to
agree that instructors not involved in research spend more time helping students. But interestingly,
in all three institutions, students felt that instructors involved in research are more enthusiastic
about the subject, regardless of type of institution. In all three institutions students reported that
they learned best when undertaking their own research project and the most effective teaching is
when students are involved in the research process.

As we progressed with this project, I presented it to a number of different departments at the
University of Alberta. Academic staff responded in ways that would suggest a disconnect between
what staff thought students were experiencing versus what the students reported. We surveyed some
of our academic staff to ask ‘What do you think the students are experiencing?’, which we then
compared to the students from those same departments. We began to realise that staff were more
likely to think that students underestimated the research awareness on our campus (Table 1).

Table 1: Staff Perception of Students’ Awareness of Research

U of A Staff U of A Students
Research seminars 46% 75%
Books, articles or other research output 46% 68%
Notice boards advertising research opportunities 23% 59%
Existence of Research Centre or Institute 18% 72%
Areas with national or international reputations 18% 60%
Faculty are writing for publication 73% 79%
Faculty are supervising research students 46% 81%
Faculty are undertaking funded research 36% 77%

They, in turn, overestimated the experiences that students were having with research. When asked
what the typical fourth (or final) year student had experienced, staff were also more likely to
overestimate the positive impact of research that students would report and were more likely to
underestimate the negative impact of research.
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We asked for qualitative responses as part of the

study and academic staff reported some really

innovative th!ngs that they V_Vere d01ng in the » Significant differences about when these are

classroom to integrate teaching and research. But appropriate:

arguably, when theuy ?]UbETIttEd comments aboyt . - “Students should all be reading scholarly

this, they were still thinking in a more transmissive - study.

teacher-centred way. When asked about the beginning in their first year”

most important way in which they conceptualise “All of this s amlicable at th e level

teaching and research, over half the respondents - AN OT IS Is applicable at the appropriate leve
N s . . ., only, and that is the graduate level not the

said that ‘Research informs my teaching materials’. undergraduate level ...”

Less than 10% reported that ‘students engaged as

researchers’ was the way to think about this.

Another secondary theme that emerged related to student progression to postgraduate studies.

This has been emphasised on many research-intensive campuses; a focus on research as part of the
teaching and learning environment at the undergraduate level helps meet institutional aspirations in
the area of postgraduate study, including an awareness of what research does and does not do, and
the importance of developing a research ethic in our students in order to prepare them for advanced

Qualitative Responses

I turn finally to policy and practice in the integration of research and teaching. It is important
to remember that one size does not fit all at every institution, or in every discipline, or in every
national context. It is important to consider a particular context when moving forward; there are
policy levers at all levels that can significantly influence individual academic practice and the
&S, ALBERTA experiences of undergraduate students.

Some comments were of a more negative nature

. . . Here are some examples of different policy levers at
regarding the link between research and teaching: P poucy

the national level that can influence practice in the Influencing Policy and Practice
area of research-based or research-enhanced teaching
and learning. Undergraduate Quality Assurance is one
of the areas that can negatively impact the integration
of research, teaching and learning probably more
easily than it can positively impact it; however how

* Institutional Level:

“Research need not distort a class but it has that potential. Often the problem is one of time

.. . . ” - Staff evaluation processes
— publishing priorities come before class time.

- Academic development — eg. Structuring programs

in CTL to enhance academic practice in this area

- Removing potential policy barriers to ITRL -

“I am not sure what the ‘link” intended is, but what I research is too esoteric to have much

. . . .. this is framed is important. For example, the Scottish Ethics boards. definition of wh be a schol
influence on undergraduate teaching. They are not in a position to understand.” . ! . b LGRS Rl
Jj g g. 1hey P Quality Assurance Agency frames undergraduate quality - Providing incentives to take risks - by funding,
assurance conversation in a way that allows thinking celebrating, and evaluating
The theme attracting the most comments- the core purpose of higher education - shows that about research-enhanced teaching and learning in the

staff view universities as fundamentally about both teaching and research. The University of
Alberta has started to describe itself as a teaching and research intensive university and that
the education students receive ought to reflect that.

context of developing students’ graduate attributes. o
That framework seems to be really positive in terms of st T

how we might move forward. National opportunities,

rather than just institutional or departmental opportunities, for undergraduates to be involved in
research activities are also important. For example, undergraduate research journals are becoming
more common. We should not underestimate the importance of facilitating conversations between
academic staff, university administrators, and policy makers at the national level.

A few secondary themes emerged from the qualitative responses, which included the
importance of academic staff as research-active:

“Only research-active scholars can communicate the most recent results of research
along with practical knowledge of how to do research. Scholars who do not pursue
scholarship/research themselves or at least keep up with their fields in an active way
will soon be teaching in a way that reflects a past version of the discipline ...”

The staff evaluation processes are also relevant, and the Centre for Teaching and Learning at each
institution can facilitate institutional conversations in this area. In particular, graduate certificate
programs for postgraduate students or new faculty should include aspects of research-enhanced
teaching and learning as key components in their programs.

I do know, anecdotally, that there are people
who would not be considered research-active in Influencing Policy and Practice
a traditional discovery-research sense, who keep
more up-to-date with the current literature in  eseorelh aaal (recard fimding pellisg) o

Removing potential policy barriers is important, and this is one of the areas at the University of
Alberta that had the most impact on practice. We used to have a lot of examples where the Human
> Nedenel) lLevak and Animal Research Ethics Boards were so slow in getting approvals that if an instructor wanted to

their field than do some of the research-active
staff who are focused on a really narrow field.

So it is important to think about how ‘research-

active’ is defined. The research assessment
exercise in the UK, for example, has imposed a

definition of what research-active is that creates

problems about how we then think about the
integration of research and teaching.

eg. NSF, NSERC
- Undergraduate Quality Assurance - eg. Scottish
QAA’s Research -Teaching linkages and enhancing
graduate attributes initiative
- National opportunities for undergrads to be involved
in research - eg. Undergraduate research conferences
- Facilitating conversations — eg. NAIRTL, Canadian
Summits on IRTL

& ALBERTA

do a research project with their students, by the time they got approval the semester was over. We
purposely built-in a research ethics model that allows the instructor to apply for a blanket ethics
approval before the semester begins and students can submit an ethics proposal for assessment.
Since the instructor already received blanket approval for the class s/he can progress with the
project, using a simplified ethics process as a learning tool. We also found several of our research
policies had defined who was allowed to be a scholar on our campus. Undergraduate students were
never part of that definition so we have attempted to broaden the definition of ‘scholar’. For example,
undergraduate students were not allowed to submit their own ethics for approval on our campus.

If they wanted to do a study on their own it had to go through an academic staff member. Now
students are allowed to propose their own ethical statements.
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A small amount of money can significantly provide an incentive for people to do things to teaching and learning (or at least be well on the way
integrate research and teaching. Our university is actually taking this a step further. Every year to getting there).

we have CAD $800,000 that we give out in research-enhanced teaching and learning grants
to support faculty members who are doing innovative projects related to research-enhanced . . . .
teaching and learning. The grants range in size from CAD $20,000 to CAD $250,000 (with L will end with a quotation from our university

Inclusive, scholarly knowledge-building
community

* To implement an inclusive, knowledge-building scholarly
community we need to engage at the level of programs

the larger grants spanning two or three years). To put this in perspective, the University of president at the University of Alberta about involving 9 I BT TRt G AT G i e
: . . . students in discovery. If this is truly the type of learning opportunities

Alberta grants are potentially larger than the Canadian Research Council grants for educational learnina environment that we create for our students o [Nt o st ey et o Tt bveach Tl ermneed

research projects. Most importantly we began to celebrate the undergraduate research and g ! to teaching

then we will have been successful at integrating

mmunicating the achievemen r r audiences. .
communicating the achievements to broader audiences research and teaching across our campus.

* Most importantly, we need to ensure that the policy
framework and the faculty evaluation framework
facilitate, support, and reward these activities

I wanted to end with a discussion about what Angela Brew calls “Inclusive Scholarly

Knowledge-building Communities” (Figure 1). e must integrate discovery into all aspects of

: O . ERTA (Brew, 2006)
learning. The “Great University” of the twenty-first
century must involve students in exploring our

Figure 1: Inclusive Scholarly Knowledge-Building Communities (Brew, 2006) grand challenges. ... Our students, graduate and undergraduate, must acquire a capacity
for creativity and social ingenuity by tackling questions like these. .... For while it is true
s , that intellectual mastery begins with the rigorous exploration of a subject in the classroom,
S ) it must be extended in the laboratories of life through research projects and internships
REMN Sch . R throughout the world” (Samarasekera, 2005).
p ' cholarship SN
,/ \ ~ Scholarship as a quality of , . . . . . . L
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If we begin to think about how we progress with the integration of research and teaching,

and the creation of an environment where students are considered partners in the scholarly
community, and if we are inclusive about allowing students to be part of what we are doing in
research, then we begin to create a different type of learning environment. There are few cases
where this has been implemented effectively, but if we can start to think about creating a
more inclusive, scholarly community, from first year undergraduate students through to senior
professors, then we will have reached where we want to go in terms of research-enhanced
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