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Abstract

We describe how our teaching and learning centre developed a model, found-
ed on Boyer’s notion of scholarship, to explore the nature of the teaching–
research nexus. At the core of this model is the Inquiry Network, a faculty 
learning community whose members moved from exploring the links be-
tween their own teaching and research to creating institution-wide resources 
to promote student learning. Working together, the members of the commu-
nity developed a framework for learning outcomes that instructors can use in 
coursework to cultivate students’ understanding of research and scholarship, 
regardless of discipline, academic level, or class size. The article recounts the 
process that led to the creation of the framework, and it considers the effec-
tiveness of the process and the framework as a model for educational devel-
opment and institutional change at a research-intensive university. 

Résumé

Nous décrivons comment notre centre d’enseignement et d’apprentissage 
a élaboré un modèle fondé sur la notion de la mission professorale selon 
Boyer, pour examiner la nature du lien entre l’enseignement et la recherche. 
Au cœur de ce modèle se trouve le « réseau d’enquête », une communauté 
d’apprentissage du corps professoral dont les membres sont passés de 
l’exploration des liens entre leurs propres recherches et enseignements à la 
création de ressources institutionnelles visant à promouvoir l’apprentissage 
chez les étudiants. Ensemble, les membres de la communauté ont élaboré un 
cadre de résultats d’apprentissage que les instructeurs peuvent utiliser en lien 
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avec les travaux de cours afin de cultiver la compréhension des étudiants envers 
la recherche et la mission professorale, indépendamment de la discipline, du 
niveau scolaire ou de la taille des classes. L’article relate le processus qui a 
mené à la création du cadre, et examine l’efficacité du processus et du cadre 
en guise de modèle de perfectionnement de l’enseignement et de changement 
institutionnel au sein d’une université fortement axée sur la recherche.

Introduction

This article describes McGill University’s teaching and learning centre’s model for ex-
ploring the nexus between teaching and research. The model, which involved the creation 
of a faculty learning community, the Inquiry Network, was McGill’s response to the Boyer 
Commission’s (1998) call to make research-based learning the standard for undergradu-
ates in research-intensive universities. Often, an important aspect of this challenge is that 
instructor–researchers do not see any link between their research, their teaching, and 
their undergraduate students’ learning, and as expected, this was the case for the mem-
bers of our learning community. However, working together, the members eventually 
came to articulate the link in terms of a framework that sets forth a series of learning 
outcomes for undergraduate courses. These outcomes were not discipline specific, but 
were clearly related to Boyer’s definition of scholarship (1990), which goes beyond the 
traditional understanding of research as discovery and includes the concepts of integra-
tion, application, and teaching. It is in this sense that we will use the terms “research and 
scholarship” to denote all activities of professional academics in the pursuit of knowledge.

In the article, we first describe the context of our institution, underlining the important 
support that we received from the administration. We then give a brief introduction to the 
literature on the teaching–research nexus, followed by a description of the evolution of 
our faculty learning community, the Inquiry Network, since it created a framework for 
addressing the nexus. We detail important stages in the development of the community’s 
ideas, in the educational development of the members, and in the expansion of the ini-
tiative to the institution as a whole. While we believe that our model could be applicable 
within all institutions of higher learning, we propose that it may be particularly appropri-
ate for research-intensive universities where the integration of research and teaching is 
frequently a strategic objective.

McGill University is a research-intensive university in eastern Canada. It has a total 
student enrolment of approximately 38,000, of whom 27,000 are undergraduates; there 
are 11 faculties and approximately 1,700 tenured and tenure-stream faculty. The criteria 
for promotion and tenure address teaching, research, and service; although teaching and 
research are usually weighted equally, there is still a wide-spread perception that research 
is first among these equals. There are both university and faculty awards for excellence in 
teaching and even some awards within individual departments.

There is a well-established centre for teaching and learning, offering a range of servic-
es to academic staff and graduate students, including program development, individual 
consultations, and university-wide workshops. Much of this work is founded on prin-
ciples implemented in the centre’s Course Design and Teaching Workshop (Saroyan & 
Amundsen, 2004), which values and builds upon participants’ expertise in their disci-
plines - expertise that is usually more closely related to content knowledge and research 
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than to pedagogical content knowledge (L. S. Shulman, 1986). Over the years, the alumni 
of this workshop have become an important resource for the centre and for the university, 
serving on innumerable committees and working groups.

Establishing Institutional Support

In recent years, there has been explicit encouragement from the university administra-
tion for initiatives to improve the student experience of learning. Among these has been 
the relocation of the teaching and learning centre to a more central location on campus 
and an increase in the number of its staff so that it has been able to greatly expand its ser-
vices and occupy a position of leadership in numerous university-wide initiatives. Within 
this context, in 2008–2009 the administration mandated the centre to lead an initiative to 
promote the teaching–research nexus (more information about this initiative can be found 
at at www.mcgill.ca/tls/projects/nexus). This followed the university’s publication of sev-
eral strategic documents in which the teaching–research nexus was given high priority 
and reflected a worldwide interest in the subject (Beckman & Hensel, 2009; Brew, 2003; 
Elrod, Husic, & Kinzie, 2010; Elton, 2005; Kuh, 2008). Specifically, the mandate saw be-
yond individual supervision - the most obvious way in which professors can link teaching, 
research, and scholarship - and promoted the use of coursework to enhance undergradu-
ate students’ understanding of how research and scholarship contribute to knowledge pro-
duction. Coursework in this context refers to required, complementary, or elective courses 
that are assigned a credit rating based on the number of weekly contact hours. 

Defining the Nexus

Our main challenge was that many faculty members did not believe in the teaching–
research nexus: they opposed the existence of a link between their teaching and research, 
arguing that no connection was possible at the undergraduate level. Even in a research-
intensive university, some argue that there is no relation between quality (or quantity) of 
research and quality of undergraduate teaching (Feldman, 1987; Prince, Felder, & Brent, 
2007). However, the authors of the meta-analysis most often quoted to support this point 
of view (Hattie & Marsh, 1996) make it very clear that “The fundamental issue is what 
we WISH the relation to be, and then we need to devise policies to enact this wish” (Hat-
tie & Marsh, 2004 , p.147). Such policies are clearly envisaged by the Boyer Commission 
(1998), which wrote, 

research universities share a special set of characteristics and experience a range of 
common challenges in relation to their undergraduate students. If these challenges 
are not met, undergraduates can be denied the kind of education they have the right 
to expect at a research university, an education that, while providing the essential 
features of general education, also introduces them to inquiry-based learning. (p.1) 

Our challenge was to find a definition of the teaching–research nexus that would reso-
nate with faculty. Only when there was a common understanding of the nexus could we 
determine how instructors could better integrate teaching and research to benefit student 
learning within undergraduate courses, and how the value added in this way could be 
supported and recognized by the institution. Inevitably, this led us to face the varying 
conceptions of what constitute research and teaching (Zubrick, Reid, & Rossiter, 2001).



CJHE / RCES Volume 44, No. 2, 2014

71The inquiry network / M. Slapcoff & d.Harris

To this end, various authors have attempted to redefine the scope and nature of “re-
search,” including the disciplinary dimension (Brew, 1999, 2001; Smeby, 1998). Neu-
mann (1993) observes that a broad view of research encompasses a wide range of ac-
tivities, because “[e]ach discipline has its own knowledge paradigm which determines 
the appropriate manner of approaching a research problem” (p. 98). In support of this 
view, she quotes the work of Biglan (1973) and Becher (Becher, 1994; Becher & Trowler, 
2001), who have classified different disciplinary endeavours according to two orthogonal 
axes: pure–applied and soft–hard. For example, a natural science such as physics is a 
pure–hard discipline, concerned with an over-riding explanation of universal phenome-
na, while a social science such as education is an applied–soft discipline, more concerned 
with functional knowledge and practical application.

Equally, there are discussions relating the teaching–research nexus to the differing 
nature of teaching in different disciplines (Lueddeke, 2003; Moses, 1990; Neumann, 
2001; Neumann, Parry & Becher, 2002). Jenkins (1996) makes the case that educational 
development - development of teaching - takes place within the disciplinary context and 
must therefore take account of disciplinary allegiances. The various authors in Hativa 
and Marincovich (1995) demonstrate not only that there are disciplinary differences in 
teaching and learning but also there are variations in orientations toward instruction, and 
Smeby (1998) documents significant disciplinary variations in the times spent on differ-
ent aspects of teaching and preparation. 

However, for us, a more productive perspective is the link between teaching and re-
search that is afforded by “learning.” Brew and Boud (1995,) propose that, 

Learning .... is the vital link between research and teaching. It is a shared process 
in these two enterprises. Learning acts as a powerful intervening factor in all of the 
studies attempting to demonstrate a relationship between teaching and research 
since it is the process whereby an individual teacher - researcher, student, learner 
- comes to know. (p. 268) 

In this context, learning is far more than the accumulation of disciplinary content. 
It encompasses, certainly, the different ways of thinking and knowing in the different 
disciplines (Entwistle, 2005) and corresponds closely to active or inquiry learning as de-
scribed by Bransford, Brown, and Cocking (2000) and, in the university context, by Lee 
(2004). Restricting the scope of the nexus to coursework would also build on the existing 
expertise of our teaching and learning centre.

Selecting a Common Definition

In view of this focus on student learning, the work of Healey and Jenkins (Healey, 
2005; Healey & Jenkins, 2009; Jenkins, 2000, 2004; Jenkins & Healey, 2005) proved 
an effective starting point. Their definition of the nexus is best summarized by the frame-
work in Figure 1, where different strategies for linking research, teaching, and learning 
are distributed among four quadrants (Healey, 2005), presenting a range of possibilities 
for integrating research into coursework. It makes clear that research does not take place 
only in the lab or in the field, and it provides a vocabulary for discussing the nexus, makes 
explicit the link to student learning, and allows instructors to easily identify ways in which 
they are already engaging students with research. 
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Figure 1. The Teaching–Research Nexus 1

1From Healey, M. in Reshaping the University: New Relationships Between Research, 
Scholarship and Teaching, R. Barnett, Ed. (p. 70), 2005, Buckingham, UK: McGraw-
Hill/Open University Press. Reproduced with the kind permission of Open University 
Press. All rights reserved. 

Discussions began at a two-day symposium on improving the links between undergrad-
uate teaching and research through coursework. It included a keynote speech, workshops, 
and presentations by instructors and their students, and was open to all members of the 
university community. Symposium goals were to inform the community of the initiative, to 
generate excitement for its development, and to seek out potential partners. More specifi-
cally, it provided the opportunity to share the Healey framework and to receive feedback 
on its application within our institutional context.

The symposium was enthusiastically received, signaling acceptance of the framework, 
but it was the presentations that had the greatest significance and impact because they 
illustrated concretely how to embed research into undergraduate courses within the con-
straints of disciplinary and contextual differences. Indeed, it became clear, through con-
versations with numerous members of the academic staff, that the need was for a concrete, 
individualized approach to the teaching–research nexus by providing examples to instruc-
tors across the university. While many examples exist in the literature (Healey & Jenkins, 
2009: Jenkins & Healey, 2005; Lee, 2004), the greatest impact was from home-grown 
examples illustrating how faculty from McGill had successfully integrated their teaching 
and research. However, it was also evident that by grounding the project in an accept-
ed theoretical framework and providing a definition of the nexus, the Nexus Project had 
gained legitimacy among our core audience, university professors, whose first steps in any 
research project would include a survey of the relevant literature and a definition of terms. 
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Launching a Cross-Disciplinary Faculty Learning Community

After the symposium, it was clear that the teaching–research nexus was still not part 
of the vernacular at our institution. To promote its importance and clarify the link to 
student learning, we required a group of faculty members who would recognize its utility 
and advocate its value on campus. Consequently, after a review of materials employed at 
other institutions (Jenkins & Healey, 2005; Lee, 2004; Willison & O’Regan, 2007), we 
launched the Inquiry Network, a faculty learning community (Cox, 2004) of a dozen in-
structors drawn from across the university, together with two facilitators from the teach-
ing and learning centre and a graduate-student assistant. The group’s twofold mandate 
was to examine its members’ own teaching practice, determining how to better integrate 
research and teaching, and to propose to the university how to promote the teaching–re-
search nexus in ways that would benefit undergraduate student learning. 

The learning community format was chosen because it seemed to us the most ap-
propriate to our research-intensive institution. Almost all our instructors were active re-
searchers, accustomed to being part of research networks where their work is subject to 
constant debate with colleagues. Choosing a learning community format allowed them 
to participate in a familiar fashion, despite their lack of familiarity with the subject mat-
ter and despite the fact that, more often than not, their teaching had been a private en-
deavour occurring behind closed doors (L. S. Shulman, 2005). The learning community 
- like any mentoring network (Johnson, 2007) or community of practice - allowed each of 
them to contribute their individual disciplinary expertise and concerns, thus strengthen-
ing a sense of collegiality amongst instructors from different disciplines and promoting 
an open and inquiry-based approach to their educational development (Sachse-Akerlind 
& Quinlan, 2001).

Although the literature provided some guidelines and examples, the cross-disciplin-
ary, inquiry-based approach was necessary because the examples were not necessarily 
adaptable to our institutional setting or for contexts that varied immensely according to 
class size, academic level, and discipline. Additionally, the cross-disciplinary nature of the 
group ensured that members generally remained focused on the task at hand and did not 
digress into content-specific discussions. Members of the network came together because 
of their interest in linking teaching and research, but in the end, the network has served a 
much larger purpose because it has enabled members to share reflections about teaching 
and learning in general and learn from one another in a mutually respectful environment.

Taking an Inquiry-Based Approach

Thus, from the beginning in August 2009, the facilitators adopted an inquiry-based 
approach. To start the discussion, they asked the members: “What do you teach? What 
do you research? What is the relationship between your teaching and your research?” The 
responses were entirely consistent with the literature (Hattie & Marsh, 1996) and quickly 
revealed that most of them found little connection between these two activities. A chemist 
teaching classes of several hundred asserted that exposing his students to research was 
impossible because no lab could accommodate that number of students; an experienced 
geologist stated that he did not conduct research; a physicist noted that undergraduates 
need years to learn the fundamentals before being able to grasp the abstract nature of 
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frontier research. The issue therefore challenged the very existence of the network: if the 
links between teaching and research were in doubt, how could the teaching–research 
nexus become the means to promote student learning? 

The Inquiry Network met regularly throughout the fall semester to tackle this ques-
tion. Many interesting yet meandering discussions took place since among the members 
there was no common culture of research (Brew, 1999, 2003) and no common language 
for discussing teaching and learning (Harris, 2004). The topics explored included stu-
dents’ cognitive development, Bloom’s taxonomy, inquiry-based learning, assessment for 
learning, and even students’ resistance to change. However, there was some preliminary 
discussion of the linkage between research and scholarship, in the sense of Boyer (1990; 
Boyer Commission, 1998), leading to a preliminary appreciation of the Healey framework. 
Finally, by November, a clear direction emerged: the members themselves would ana-
lyze their own undergraduate courses to determine how they currently initiated students 
into research and scholarship in their discipline. Is it through the discussion of research 
findings, the use of research methods, and/or the fostering of curiosity and higher-order 
thinking skills? In effect, the members came to understand their “need to reflect upon 
their own ways of understanding subject matter and consider the implications of this for 
the ways in which they teach and bring their students into a relationship with that subject 
matter” (Prosser, Martin, Trigwell, Ramsden, & Middleton, 2008, p.13).

Three members were invited to present to the network a description of one course in 
which their students were exposed to research or scholarship. Each was asked to describe 
his or her course (including level, context, and student background), the subject material, 
the learning outcomes, and the assessment strategies, and then to describe the role of 
research or scholarship. So that these presentations were accessible and intelligible, each 
presenter first met with the facilitators to structure his or her presentation according to 
a common educational framework. It was convenient to use the centre’s framework for 
course design and teaching workshops (Saroyan and Amundsen, 2004), which included a 
basic introduction to methods such as concept mapping and curriculum-developing con-
cepts such as instructional objectives, active learning, and assessment. This was necessary 
because, although the members were committed to teaching and learning and had years 
of experience, some lacked a foundation in the corresponding theoretical vocabulary. 

These presentations led to discussions about where in each course the teaching–re-
search nexus emerged and how it could be augmented. The specific examples also helped 
the members of the network to work together in trying to apply the categories of the 
Healey framework to real situations and therefore to wrestle with their meaning. Impor-
tantly, They came to the important recognition that within each category there could be 
learning corresponding to all levels of Bloom’s cognitive taxonomy (Weston & Cranton, 
1986). New categories emerged that they felt better reflected their own understanding 
of the teaching–research nexus and which used a vocabulary that was more familiar to 
them. Ultimately, these new categories were themselves replaced, but at that time they 
became our reference point: they are shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Revised Healey Framework for the Nexus.2

2Adapted from Healey, M. in Reshaping the University: New Relationships Between 
Research, Scholarship and Teaching, R. Barnett, Ed. (p. 70), 2005, Buckingham, UK: 
McGraw-Hill/Open University Press.

The discussions during the three course presentations also revealed the value of artic-
ulating learning outcomes and aligning these with specific strategies for instruction and 
assessment. To extend this approach, each member who had not presented was asked to 
complete a questionnaire describing a course where undergraduates were engaged with 
research or scholarship. The summary of the questionnaire was presented to the network 
in a way that linked course content, learning outcomes, and instructional and assessment 
strategies to each quadrant of Figure 2. This challenged the members to examine their 
learning outcomes, to identify areas where there was a lack of coherence among course 
elements, and to consider the appropriateness of their instructional and assessment strat-
egies. The facilitators grounded the discussion in the actual experience of the members 
and only then addressed concepts of alignment and of formal and informal assessment. 

As the members reviewed their contributions and shared their reflections with one an-
other, they began to assemble a set of generic learning outcomes for promoting students’ 
learning about research and scholarship. The intention was to distill the outcomes into a 
form that might ultimately be useful to instructors from all faculties. However, recogniz-
ing that the work done to date was just a start, they ended the first year with the recom-
mendation that input be sought from a larger, more diverse group of faculty. It was also 
clear to them that some training would be beneficial so as to ensure that all of the group 
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shared a common vocabulary and understanding of teaching and learning. Over time, 
motivated by their interest in working together, they had identified a way to address the 
complex challenge of promoting the teaching–research nexus at our institution. 

Creating Common Pedagogical Foundations

Year 2 began with 13 members in the network. Some from the previous year were un-
able to continue, but new members had been recruited from faculties that had previously 
not been represented. A workshop in two parts served as an introduction. Part 1, an adap-
tation of the centre’s teaching and learning workshop (Saroyan & Amundsen, 2004), in-
troduced the notion of learning-centred teaching and the purpose of defining and aligning 
course content, learning outcomes, and strategies for instruction and assessment. Part 2 
defined the nexus, reviewing its importance for the institution and then describing the 
past work of the network.

The workshop was successful in that network members became more familiar with 
each other’s teaching contexts and disciplinary homes, and they began to use similar 
terms, drawn from the educational literature, to describe their academic work, thus allow-
ing them to communicate across disciplinary boundaries. In addition, the group identity 
was beginning to form - returning members openly encouraged the participation of the 
new, and new members were curious about what had been done in the past and enthused 
about contributing their perspectives. The qualities necessary for “community in Faculty 
Learning Communities” (Cox, 2004, p.19) were intentionally fostered by the facilitators, 
who aimed to create an atmosphere of safety, trust, and openness, and a sense of collabo-
ration, personal relevance, and linkage to the institutional mission.

The workshop also served to shift the subsequent discussion towards learning out-
comes and instructional strategies. It became clear that the Healey framework (Figure 1) 
and the revised Healey framework (Figure 2) were limited in this respect, in having no di-
rect link to relevant learning outcomes or to the assessment of students’ progress toward 
these goals. The decision was made to develop a set of learning outcomes to reflect differ-
ent aspects of research and scholarship: outcomes that instructors could use to articulate 
existing aspects of their courses or as inspiration for designing new ways of embedding 
research and scholarship in them. 

Through a process of individual reflection and writing, complemented by small-group 
discussions and feedback exchanges, each member developed learning outcomes for one 
undergraduate course. The feedback focused on clearly articulating where research and 
scholarship were being promoted, what students were learning, and how this could be as-
sessed. This was a key learning opportunity that allowed members to see how writing and 
speaking are effective tools for inquiry-based learning (Anson & Dannels, 2004) and led 
to discussions about providing the same experience for students.

Developing a Shared Conceptual Framework for Learning Outcomes

From the discussions three categories of outcomes emerged that summarized how 
students could deepen their understanding of research in any discipline. These were the 
key results of our collective endeavor: 
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1. In terms of knowledge, students need to develop an awareness that knowledge 
is dynamic, not static.

2. In terms of methodology, students need to become familiar with the methods used 
to gather, organize, analyze, interpret, and evaluate data and source material.

3. In terms of communication, students need to learn how to use discussion and 
writing not only as mechanisms for reporting on work but also as processes to 
help them develop and communicate their thinking.

This framework emerged from two years of dialogue and debate, and represents the 
shared understanding of the network members at that time. In more recent discussions, 
it has been decided that the third outcome, which cites discussion and writing as tools to 
develop critical thinking, will be broadened to include forms of creative expression such 
as music, dance, and the visual arts. This development is a clear sign that the network 
sees these outcomes not as unchangeable but as items that evolve as the conversation 
continues. Indeed, the members of the network intend to encourage colleagues in new 
faculty learning communities to view the framework as a springboard for discussion and, 
if needed, to modify the outcomes to better reflect their particular instructional needs and 
shared conceptions of the teaching–research nexus.   

To illustrate how the general outcomes of the framework could be made more precise, 
the network members developed a more concrete, discipline-specific set of outcomes. The 
result was the list in the appendix. This list became the basis of the network’s framework 
for the nexus and the reference point for all future discussions. Network members then 
set out to create a resource for fellow instructors where they could demonstrate how these 
outcomes could be embedded within courses. This resource included examples from each 
member illustrating how they had used one outcome to guide the selection of instruc-
tional and assessment strategies. Although these examples were not comprehensive, they 
allowed network members to validate the usefulness of the framework by illustrating how 
particular outcomes could be tailored to contexts that varied according to discipline, aca-
demic level, and class size. Future plans for the network include the collection and analy-
sis of data from students to determine how changes made by instructors to instructional 
and assessment strategies benefit student learning and engagement.

In short, the network concluded that there is no single formula for integrating research 
into coursework: how best to enhance students’ understanding of research requires care-
ful examination of course content, goals, and assignments as well as students’ background 
and motivation. Although individual instructors can make these determinations, the net-
work members concluded that it is more productive to work with colleagues from other 
disciplines because cross-disciplinary discussions expose unquestioned assumptions and 
promote the discovery of alternative strategies. In addition, although the outcomes in the 
framework represented in the appendix are designed primarily for individual instruc-
tors, they will have greater institutional impact if they are also consulted by departments 
and faculties (Boyer, 1990). The three categories in the appendix for developing students’ 
understanding of research could provide a foundation for the design and sequencing of 
curricula so that students will acquire experience in all three areas on completing a given 
program. Our teaching and learning unit is currently exploring the possibility of working 
with an individual department to test out this approach. 
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Involving the Community at Large 

As Year 2 of the Inquiry Network came to a close, the members began to think about 
sharing the results of their collaboration and about involving more members of the insti-
tution - faculty, staff, and students - in the exploration of the nexus. Rather than empha-
sizing an attempt to influence institutional policy, which they saw as merely presenting 
the “result” of their deliberations - the shared conceptual framework - the members were 
agreed that it was important to share the process through which they had arrived at con-
sensus via presentations and workshops in faculties and departments, which appeal to 
our instructors’ ever-present pre-occupation with research. Ideally, it was envisaged that 
such initiatives would lead to the creation of new learning communities that would use 
the exiting framework as a springboard for discussion: at the present time, some work-
shops and presentations have indeed taken place, and university-wide resources have 
also been created. The success of the network has depended on the involvement of its 
members: during the two years of working together, it was rare that even one member 
would miss a regular monthly meeting. Seemingly, the network provided an incentive for 
both personal development and meaningful contribution although such a high level of 
involvement should not be taken for granted. 

Two principal factors appear to have contributed to the ongoing sense of commitment 
and enthusiasm, and it will be crucial that these are incorporated into efforts to expand the 
project. The first of these is the valuing of the members’ expertise in their own disciplines, 
as in the well-established Course Design and Teaching Workshop (Saroyan & Amundsen, 
2004) and the acknowledgement of their own view of the teaching research nexus. The 
second is the deliberate introduction of a common language to facilitate conversations 
across disciplinary boundaries while still respecting members’ identities as scholars in 
their own fields. It stimulated the process of argumentation and debate, thus replicating 
academic practices that the members had previously only experienced within their disci-
plines. For those who become involved with the network in the future, it will be important 
to provide opportunities for becoming familiar with this language. Not surprisingly, these 
two factors correspond in large measure to the first two “attributes” of a faculty learning 
community (Patrick & Fletcher, 1998; Cox, 2001; G. M. Shulman, Cox, & Richlin, 2004). 
The challenge for the future is therefore to develop the remaining attributes while main-
taining the sense of involvement and commitment of the network’s members.

Summary and Conclusion

The Nexus Project seems a particularly effective model for promoting the teaching–re-
search nexus at McGill, a research-intensive university, because it builds on the strengths 
and interests of our faculty members, almost all of who are active researchers. Challeng-
ing them to integrate aspects of their research into coursework is an effective means of 
engaging them in the improvement of student engagement and learning. It is as much the 
process of engagement as it is the end product - the framework - that is important. That 
said, however, the process is a complex one and requires that instructors have the time 
and support necessary for designing or redesigning their courses. This support could take 
many forms, but we have found a faculty learning community to be most effective start-
ing point because it includes opportunities for reflection and cross-disciplinary dialogue.
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To summarize, the model has two essential components:
1. The framework for learning outcomes 

• incorporates the essentials for embedding research/scholarship in under-
graduate coursework

• contains examples that faculty members can use to design aspects of their 
courses to incorporate research, regardless of class size, level and discipline

• is open to modification so that future groups can create new outcomes, based 
on the existing set

2. The collaborative process 
• values participants’ expertise and identities as scholars in their own disci-

plines introduces a common language to facilitate conversations across dis-
ciplinary boundaries

• creates a theoretical framework that resonates with participants who are ac-
customed to a research environment

• supports participants in developing their own approach to linking teaching 
and research

At the core of the model is the Inquiry Network. Even as it currently exists, the net-
work is a significant step toward the creation of an intellectual community (Patrick & 
Fletcher, 1998, p. 162). Its power is that its members are involved as scholars in their own 
right, even as they learn the language that allows them to communicate across disciplinary 
boundaries. Its value as a tool for educational development arises because its initial focus 
on the scholarship of discovery - research - resonates strongly within a research-intensive 
university. The members of the network, present and future, are potential agents of change 
in their respective disciplinary communities and in the university at large, reaching out in 
ways scarcely possible for a teaching and learning centre with finite resources.
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Appendix

Inquiry Network Framework for Enhancing Students’ Understanding Of Research: 
Three Categories of General Learning Outcomes with Examples.

1. Students develop an awareness that knowledge is dynamic, not static.

1. Remember facts that are part of the established consensus in a field and understand 
that consensus is still evolving.

2. Identify patterns and consistencies in the knowledge base of a subject area or disci-
pline.

3. Make connections between concepts within a subject area or discipline.
4. Tolerate uncertainty and accept that there is much that we do not know.
5. Analyze purported improvements in a subject area or discipline and evaluate their 

worth. 
6. Be aware that there are ethical dimensions to both the production and representation 

of existing knowledge and the generation of new knowledge.
7. Recognize the relationship between knowledge and cultural frameworks.

2. Students develop skills to gather, organize, analyze, interpret, and evaluate data 
and source material.

1. Become aware of the basic processes of knowledge production and the conventions 
that govern research in a given subject area or discipline.

2. Pose well-formulated questions, develop viable thesis statements/hypotheses, and 
generate informed and well-supported arguments.

3. Locate appropriate resources and literature relevant to the subject area or discipline.
4. Develop observational skills.
5. Develop psychomotor skills (e.g., operating equipment).
6. Develop critical thinking and questioning skills.
7. Develop teamwork skills.
8. Perform tasks specific to the subject area or discipline.
9. Develop skills in critical reading of scholarly and non-scholarly publications, including 

identifying false premises and uncovering implicit assumptions.
10. Develop skills in ethical research practices.
11. Replicate aspects of existing research with increasing levels of autonomy.
12. Conduct original research.

3. Students use discussion and writing to develop and communicate their under-
standing of a research topic, subject area, or discipline.

1. Use writing to explore and think about a research topic, subject area, or discipline: 
writing to learn, not merely to record.

2. Develop writing skills to report on research following discipline-specific conventions.
3. Collaborate with peers, share ideas, and exchange feedback to advance understanding 

of the subject area.
4. Use writing to communicate ideas about research to specialist and non-specialist audi-

ences.


