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NW Network Group 

Universities of Central Lancashire, Chester, Manchester, Manchester Metropolitan and Cumbria Institute of the Arts
Regional seminar – 1 March 2007

Research Informed Teaching – Exploring the Territory

The seminar was a culminating event of the NW Network Group project led by the University of Bolton in collaboration with the Universities of Central Lancashire, Chester, Manchester, Manchester Metropolitan and Cumbria Institute of the Arts. To initiate the project the group had worked on the HEA agenda “Linking Disciplinary Research to Teaching” as part of the Support for New Academic Staff (SNAS) project. 12 individual case studies had been completed and 5 departmental workshops undertaken in the HEI’s listed. The outcomes had informed the seminar as well as providing ADM with resources for the website. 

Prof John Hyatt – Director of MIRIAD at MMU (slides available)
John introduced his presentation in the context of the connection between practice and research, how Research fits with Practice and Practice fits with Innovation. (slides available).

He went on to describe how Trans-Disciplinary is no longer multi-disciplinary and which in turn allows us to access other disciplinary areas

He stated that there is a potential dislocation between teaching/learning and research resulting in a culture of fragments. This diversity also creates an atmosphere where people are allowed to fail – allowing people to take risks. 

He then went on to give an overview of what MIRIAD was set up to do: 

MIRIAD provides:

· Support

· Graduate School – teaching and learning

· Research Institute – Supporting staff profiles

· Innovation Centre – enterprise / business

Concept of MIRIAD therefore is to facilitate and support:

· Extends knowledge

· Supports development

· develops quality outcomes

· profiles staff

These were further contextualised in further comments from him including:

· teaching and learning sits in a unique educational context, designed to structurally connect to and receive additionality from research and innovation

· Cross-disciplinary / trans-disciplinary enables working within and outside subject areas

· Research based creative practice for innovation

· Research itself is a Practice that has 3 interlinked stages demonstrated in the diagram below
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Therefore:


His presentation concluded with the following points:

· The language of innovation and business are very similar

· Circling of information in the MIRIAD model for dissemination provides additionality through risk-taking with support and reducing the fear of failure

Allan Davies, Senior Adviser at the Higher Education Academy 

Allan contextualised SNAS within the broader professional standards framework (PSF)  of the HEA and its relationship to the particular area of activity in the PSF, namely;

“Integration of scholarship, research and professional activities to the teaching and supporting of  learning”

He discussed the framework of development and the relationship between discipline research and pedagogic research which developed into a question which he posed:

How does linking teaching and research relate to professional practice? 

The following were offered as aspects of possible responses. 

Different APPROACHES to research

· empirical science

· interpretative investigation

· applied inquiry

Different TYPES of research

· discovery

· applied

· integrative

The presentation ended with the following quote which has clear cognacy with what the project has identified. 

“Adopting a broader definition of research that is currently common in a way forward (Bowyer et al) which should benefit the learning of students in institutions with a range of different missions (Healey M)”

Barbara Thomas presented the project findings to date on behalf of the group (slides available) and a short question and answer session was offered which involved the project team. 

Aspects discussed by  attendees at this stage included: 

1. Developing a community of practice and the ability to understand the language of research through:

· groups of practice

· research as an everyday activity 

· following the Design Process through to research outcomes

· research cultures

· the creating of divisions between ourselves

2. The idea that the process of Research could be simplified as demonstrated in the stages outlined below:

Stage 1 
-
Learning

Stage 2
-
Re-combine Knowledge
Stage 3
-
Dissemination of information (in whatever form)
The morning session finished with a comment from an individual participant:

“Do what you enjoy doing rather than worrying about RAE – enjoy it and you will do it well”

Break out group feedback

Attendees had been asked to identify one of the four breakout groups listed below to discuss issues which had been extracted from the findings of the project, namely:

1. Unpicking how research supports curriculum development

2. Collaboration – making external and sector links

3. Student focussed and inquiry led approaches

4. Support at personal and institutional level

The following are notes compiled from the group facilitators

1. Unpicking how research supports curriculum development

Facilitators – Tim Dunbar – MMU, Rachel Studd - University of Manchester

The breakout group was a mix for both FE and HE with various interruptions of what the term ‘research’ meant to ‘us’. A series of questions were posed to the group in order to start the discussions and to unpick the concepts of both curriculum and research:

· Curriculum:

-  What?

-  Why?

-  How?

· ‘Research Supported Learning’?

- Link

- Inform

- Integrate

· Research informed Teaching / Teaching informed Research

· Is this a natural process?
From these questions the group discussed these issues from both a general idealistic perception and from personal experiences. 

It was strongly felt that the expertise of staff linked to institutions informs curriculum, both internally and externally. There was agreement that there would always be a mix between the aspirations versus the expectations where the curriculum was concerned. A strong distinction between Undergraduate and Postgraduate education was clear with the content at UG being very skills based initially progressing into the concept of research linking teaching format. Discussions then moved on to comments on 4 key areas associated with research from various institutional differences:

· Research 

· Scholarship

· Professional activity

· Practice 

In some more research focus institutions the key area was Research meaning Academic Rigour and ISBN Numbers all focusing on RAE whereas at other institutions Professional activity and Practice were seen as the key issue demanding creative output and exhibitions. In the RAE focused areas teaching informing research has been developed as a way of surviving within academia and looking into pedagogic research within art and design due to institutional constraints.  Regardless of focus ‘Reflection’ was seen as crucial to ensure that dissemination of any output needed to be reflected upon to the wider community. In an ideal world we all agreed that these 4 key areas all need to be integrated as they all have an impact on each other.

KEY POINTS:
· Distinctive approaches to use of research informed approaches to student learning in UG and PG

· Influence of PG approaches on UG experience - single culture with networks

· Use of residency schemes to provide exemplars to ‘practice’

· Need to recognise importance and impact of learning culture and institutions

· Shifting research imperatives to learning and teaching

· Is there a ‘need’ for discipline based learning and teaching research?

· How to extend notions of research in art and design to embrace pedagogic issues

2. Collaboration - making external and sector links

Facilitators – David Clews – ADM-HEA, Barbara Thomas – University of Bolton

The group consisted of 50% HE in FE representation with the remaining representation from HEI’s. Following introductions and gathering ideas for a specific  focus for  an agenda 

“Ambitions for future activity” was agreed.

Discussion took place under the following points

· Developing a community of practice

· sharing and disseminating information

· open structures with no hierarchy to enable this

· How is research measured without the RAE and who measures it?

· research in HE in FE context is open ended – not RAE linked

· what are the outcomes of the research

· how does it impact on teaching and learning

· Defining research

· widening the scope of what research means

· defining and recognising the role of HE in FE

· Building a research culture

· which is locally defined

· benefits our students

· collaborative activities to build the culture

· Building external links (with industry)

· Consider building a set of metrics to measure the effectiveness  in different disciplines and context

· How research may be effecting change on the community (academic)

· Research to be recognised in all its forms 

· enabling articulation of this

· measuring the value of visual culture

· Developing research culture model

· Through development projects

· Research project developing from this

· Network opportunities growing from this

· External institutional network

· Access to support and funding

· Non conformance to institutional plans

· Forum to share practice

· Definitions – drawing back of research to L&T 

· Activities that are not teaching but impact on student learning

· “my practice as a teacher because of this”

· where does it happen,  who makes it happen, what happens? (appropriateness, effectiveness)

· Value of research

· Self esteem

· Human dimension

· Morale

· Making you a better teacher

· How is research measured without the RAE and who measures it?

· research in HE in FE context is open ended – not RAE linked

· what are the outcomes of the research

· how does it impact on teaching and learning

The key points which the group wished to share as their ambitions were defined under the slogan:
“Happy teachers make happy students” and defined in context as:

· Growing a Community of Practice

· Locally defined research cultures

· Appropriateness – fitness for purpose and context

· Building a network to support the culture (effectively)

· What impact will this activity have on the student learning experience

· Accept that these will not answer all the needs or ambitions

3. What Research Means in Student Focussed and Inquiry Led Approaches

Facilitators – Sue Bailey – MMU, Sally Wade – UCLAN

· Research means ‘constructing and advancing procedural knowledge’
· Both the practice and the teaching is focussed is on the creative process, and …

· … this is in contrast with RAE where focus is on output, hence problems with artists designers seeing themselves as ‘researchers’

· practice and teaching also focussed on ‘making it happen’ – the how element rather than the what 

· There are subconscious/tacit features that are critical to practice (research) that may not be easy to articulate - the taken for granted parts of creative practice, e.g risk taking and innovating in a supportive environment.

· Practitioner/educators take on different ‘roles’ when they teach, these reflect the different aspects of preparing students to enter a community of practice – nurturer, demonstrator, atelier, etc

· An inquiry – led approach into the creative process has a strong motivational dimension, both for staff and students…passion, engagement, implicit to who / what one is…

· Some discussion around the difference between pedagogic research and discipline research ( one participant ) and if it was related to L&T wasn’t it pedagogy? 

4. Support at personal and institutional level

Facilitators - Simon Allan – Cumbria Institute of the Arts, Emma Dollard – University of Chester

The group included representation from both HE and HE in FE and it became clear that there were significant differences between institutions as to how research was managed and supported. The group were informed of institutional review of research and research management taking place in individual FE institutions and it was noted that such a wide ranging assessment of research could be valuable for several of the institutions represented.
Some of the issues which were touched on in more detail included:

· The fact that the AHRC does not fund research for academic staff on part time contracts.

· Institutional divides between academic staff classed as ‘researchers’ and those classed as ‘teachers’.

· The often disregarded impact of an institutional ‘culture of research’.

· The fact that research out put brings not only prestige and recognition to the individual (or individuals) but also to the institution. 

· The lack of provision of research skills, specifically the need to develop specific enquiry skills in new academic staff.

· Many institutions only funded the process of research not the outcome. This was felt to have extensive implications for Art, Design and Media researchers, many of whom would naturally require support for the dissemination of their research through exhibitions, for example.

· Some institutions offered little or no financial support for conference attendance. This may have been linked to the separation of staff development money from research money.

Members of the group felt that some institutions had a research culture which was led by and dominated by the sciences and this had a direct impact on the amount of financial support available for other researchers.

KEY POINTS

The key points from the discussion are listed in the image to the right, although not in order! 

· Developing a strong inclusive research culture was the most pertinent issue to come from the group. 

· The modes of dissemination that already exist for staff within organisations sometimes do this, but in nearly all cases a staff ‘wish-list’ for internal dissemination engenders inclusivity. 

· Embracing eLearning technologies was put forward as a consideration too.

· Barriers to supporting (in particular part-time) staff had to be identified at an institutional level before catering for either departmental or individual needs. One such barrier was identified as being a cultural divide between how researchers and teachers are perceived by an institute. 

One delegate suggested, ”The reason why people are readers and researchers is because they have the reputation and can bring in large sums of money.” The implication being that pedagogical motives were ancillary.

However, it was also recognised that this very ‘prestige’ could be harnessed to promote both the individual and the institution, whilst still offering a key pedagogical knowledge transfer convention to students.

A short plenary was held to share feedback from the groups and as an opportunity for further questions. The day was successful in corroborating the findings of the project group through the case studies and workshops and identifying aspects of need within the community of Art & Design, particularly within the HE in FE sector.  Aspects of the project will be disseminated at ISSOTL in Sydney in July 2007. 
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