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�TEACHING AND RESEARCH – EQUAL PARTNERS OR POOR RELATIONS?








Abstract :	In 1992, the UK Government introduced a formal system for the assessment of teaching quality in higher education.  This paper explores the perceived impact of the Teaching Quality Assessments (TQAs), on the thirteen Scottish universities.  Utilising semi-structured interviews with senior academic personnel who have responsibility for the management and development of quality in learning and teaching, we focus on the rewards and recognition which institutions provide for excellence in teaching.  We note perceived difficulties in making judgements about this aspect of academic work.  Furthermore, the respondents’ statements indicate that there is a continuing tension between teaching and research, in which research-based criteria take precedence over other concerns.  We conclude that the effectiveness of the TQA in raising the profile of teaching, as an activity in higher education, may have been countered by the pressures of another assessment mechanism – the Research Assessment Exercise (RAE).   











Introduction





During the 1990s, as the higher education sector in the UK continued to expand, institutions came under increasing competitive pressures.  New universities were created;  new programmes of study developed;  and access widened to include previously disadvantaged sections of the population.  These changes were  accompanied by explicit demands from the Government for clear mechanisms of quality assessment, robust quality control procedures and the encouragement of continuing quality enhancement in teaching and learning. 





Until 1992, higher education had been provided by a range of institutions - universities, polytechnics, Scottish ‘central institutions’ and further education colleges – but quality assurance was handled in two different ways.  Firstly, polytechnics and central institutions, which offered degree-level programmes, did not have full autonomy when it came to awarding degree qualifications.  Quality was carefully scrutinised and controlled by an external body - the Council for National Academic Awards (CNAA).  Strict guidelines were created by the CNAA for the validation of new programmes and the periodic monitoring and review of existing ones.  Both of these exercises required considerable self-assessment by the individuals and departments concerned and the provision of comprehensive supporting documentary evidence.  All of this evidence was then subject to rigorous internal, and external, scrutiny before agreement to commence or continue a programme was reached.  





This was a model based on the principles of quality control, where only the final outputs of a process are examined and those not up to standard rejected.  By focussing on compliance with minimum requirements for programme acceptability, this process did not encourage quality enhancement, and was far removed from any ethos of continuous quality improvement.  





The established universities, on the other hand, had considerable autonomy when it came to programme validation and review.  Although subject to periodic institutional peer review, the notion of academic freedom was held in high regard, supported by the presumption that a high calibre staff would produce high quality programmes.  External verification of quality was provided via the system of external examining, whereby academic experts in the subject, from other universities, would scrutinise examination papers and examples of students’ work, in order to ensure that standards were set at an appropriate level, according to their own experience in the field.  Again, this model depended on the scrutiny of outputs and did not concern itself with process, or enhancement, of existing programmes and their taught components. 





The Further and Higher Education Act of 1992, and its equivalent in Scotland,  brought about the abolition of the formal division, known as the ‘binary line’, between universities and central institutions, or polytechnics. This led the way to the creation of ‘new’ universities and a new approach to quality assessment of teaching and learning.





When the Scottish Higher Education Funding Council (SHEFC) was established by the UK Government in June 1992, its mission was to promote the quality, and encourage the expansion of, teaching and research in Scottish higher education institutions (SHEFC, 1994).   It was also charged with promoting healthy competition among institutions.  This was supposed to be achieved through transparency in SHEFC’s funding decisions and through an improved dissemination of information about the quality of teaching and research.  As part of its statutory obligations, the Council was obliged to make provision for the assessment of teaching and learning and allocate funding to individual institutions, in accordance with their assessments.  





Although centering primarily on assessment of existing practice, SHEFC viewed these Teaching Quality Assessments as a means of disseminating good practice and creating an environment in which continuous quality improvement in teaching and learning could take place.








Methodology





While we draw from the literature on quality and quality assurance from throughout the United Kingdom, and further afield, our analysis relies heavily on elite interviews, conducted in the thirteen Scottish universities.  Hence, our paper relates exclusively to the Scottish experience.  The extent to which our findings can be applied to the rest of the UK is for others to judge.  However, independent studies can be found which support the results, particularly as they relate to rewards and recognition of teaching (Court 1998).





Our focus on Scotland is justified on the basis of the unique nature of Scottish higher education, where students take four years to achieve an Honours degree, compared to three in England and Wales.  Furthermore, the Teaching Quality Assessments, which were carried out on behalf of the Government, treated Scotland as a separate administrative unit and allowed some variation in the assessment mechanisms between Scotland and the rest of the UK.  The remit of this analysis is, therefore, specifically limited to the experience and opinions of key personnel on the ways in which the TQAs impacted on the Scottish universities and whether alternative approaches to quality enhancement might meet with more success.





Our analysis focuses on the views of higher education institution (HEI) managers, on the impact of TQA on institutional practices.  In this context, we conducted a series of semi-structured interviews, between April 1997 and February 1998, in each of the 13 Scottish universities (Drennan, 1998).  See Table 1 below.  





ANCIENT�
MODERN�
POST-1992�
�
Aberdeen (1495)�
Dundee (1967)�
Abertay Dundee (1994)�
�
Edinburgh (1583)�
Heriot-Watt (1966)�
Glasgow Caledonian (1992)�
�
Glasgow (1451)�
Stirling (1967)�
Napier (1992)�
�
St Andrews (1411)�
Strathclyde (1964)�
Paisley (1992)�
�
�
�
Robert Gordon (1992)�
�
Table 1 : Classification of Scottish Universities and Dates of Royal Charters





These interviews involved key HEI personnel with responsibility for the management and/or development of quality in teaching and learning within their institutions.  Typically these individuals included Vice-Principals, Directors of Quality / Quality Assurance, Directors of Educational Development and Academic Staff Development Managers.  Without exception, all our interviewees had been practising academics, prior to their promotion to positions of responsibility within their universities, and a number continued to research and publish in aspects of higher education. 





Initial contact was made, by letter, with members of the Committee of Scottish Higher Education Principals (COSHEP) Teaching and Learning Sub-Committee, explaining the focus of the study and outlining the intention to carry out interviews with appropriate personnel.  During a subsequent telephone conversation, we attempted to ascertain whether the initial contact deemed themselves to be the appropriate person to answer questions on institutional policy with regard to quality in teaching and learning.  In eight instances, we were immediately referred to a more senior member of staff of the university.  Such referral proved to be important, since only five of the original contacts, although representing their institutions on the COSHEP sub-committee, considered themselves to be sufficiently familiar with institutional policy on quality issues in learning and teaching to answer our questions. 





In total, fifteen persons were interviewed.  Five were members of senior management, with titles such as Assistant, Depute or Vice Principal;  six were Directors of Quality or Quality Assurance; two were Directors of Learning and Teaching, or Educational Development, and two were the Heads of Academic Staff Development units.  Thirteen respondents were male, and two female.





Each interview consisted of a number of semi-structured questions - normally around 20 - and lasted approximately one to one-and-a-half hours in duration.  Five to ten minutes were spent in outlining the background to the study,  seeking permission to tape record the conversation, and discussing how the interview data would be used.  





The interview questions were grouped around eight key areas, of which only one is addressed in this paper - what rewards and recognition were given to excellence in teaching and learning, compared to excellence in research?  The related questions sought to elicit our respondents’ views on the impact of the TQA reports on staff development and career review, promotion criteria, the weighting given to research excellence and the extent to which they believed that teaching was valued in their institution, compared to research.   





The interviews commenced with questions which elicited factual, descriptive answers and moved on to those which sought opinion and personal perspectives.  In this way, trust was built up between the interviewer and interviewee in the early part of the dialogue, by means of questions based on the interviewee’s knowledge - ‘what was done’;  ‘by whom’ and ‘how’?  These were questions which were straightforward to answer and non-threatening.  As the interview progressed, the questions became more searching of personal opinion - ‘what impact do you think this had’;  ‘does this have a place’ and ‘why was this rejected’?  Gaining trust, and creating a relaxed atmosphere, were essential to achieving the frank responses that we were seeking to our research questions.


 


Although each interview commenced with a brief introduction and the same first question - which asked how the TQA reports were used within the respondent’s own institution - the order in which the subsequent questions were asked could vary, depending on the answers to previous questions.  It became clear, from the early interviews, that the Research Assessment Exercise was perceived to have had a major impact on individual and institutional attitudes towards teaching and learning.  As a result, the RAE and the tensions which were created between teaching and research activity became a major focus of the work.  This focus was not in the original outline but was introduced as a result of the experience and insight which the elite interviewees brought to the subject, thereby influencing a new line of enquiry.





Once all the tape recordings of the interviews had been transcribed, and the interviewee given the opportunity to amend the transcript, the contents were analysed question by question.  This helped to create a picture of areas of agreement;  divergent views;  and patterns of response between similar types of institution (e.g. all the ancient universities or all the post-1992).  Where the questions sought objective, factual answers, these were coded and presented as quantitative measures.  Where the questions sought subjective responses, based on personal opinion, particular viewpoints were highlighted.  Quotations from the interviews are used as illustration throughout this paper.





In this paper, we explore the interviewees’ perceptions as to whether TQA raised the profile, and value, of teaching as an activity within their own institutions.  As previously stated, while we did not intend to examine the impact of the Research Assessment Exercise (RAE), the responses generated by the interview questions indicated that it was difficult to ignore the often competing demands of this assessment in an exploration of the value accorded to teaching and learning.  When we explored the issues of rewards for individuals, in terms of promotions and prizes for excellence in teaching, this drew comment from the interviewees on the current bias which exists in favour of research activity and in the context of appointment and promotion of academic staff.








Teaching, Research and Rewards





As concerns promotions, our respondents indicated that while the universities’ stated policies are to assess a candidate for promotion on the basis of his or her ability in three main criteria - teaching, administration and research - it was the latter which appeared to be attributed the greatest weighting.  This creates an interesting dichotomy.  Academic staff are recruited primarily to teach, but are given promotion and salary increases, based primarily on their research and scholarship (Volkwein and Carbone, 1994).  Our interviews give some indication as to why this may be the case.  A Director of Quality Assurance stated :  


‘In terms of the promotion process, we give equal weighting to teaching, research and administration.  The problem is that nearly everyone gets close to the average score for their teaching and a very wide spread for research, and so research tends to be the discriminator.’





A similar view was expressed by the Head of an Academic Staff Development Department :


‘It is certainly the perception that research is what is rewarded most, or conversely, if you are not strong in it, that’s the one you will get “kicked” for most.’





One of the main difficulties in rewarding excellence in teaching and learning appeared to be in obtaining clear evidence of outstanding achievement.  In theory, every university lecturer should be excellent.  This raises questions as to what makes one individual stand out in comparison to another and how can this be evidenced.  


 


A Director of Quality Assurance suggested that the assessment of teaching quality was a near impossibility :


‘The real difficulty of this is in evaluation.  You can measure a research grant in pounds and count the number of research papers - and probably see an innovation as well - but the person who is just an extremely good teacher ... it is difficult to get the evidence.’





A few institutions have tried to address this issue by means of ‘teaching portfolios’ or ‘teaching profiles’ which can be used in making a case for promotion from Lecturer to Senior Lecturer.  Use of these teaching portfolios tend to go beyond mere recording of teaching experience and include the opportunity to demonstrate innovation and forward thinking.  In one of the post-1992 institutions, the developmental aspect was emphasised and the teaching profile was used as a measure in awarding Teaching Fellowships.  The Director of the Educational Development Unit of this institution described the goals of this scheme as follows :


‘The scheme is not just based on retrospective achievement.  One of the things we are looking for Fellows to indicate would be how they would promote and enhance teaching and learning development in their department and faculty...’





This particular institution aimed to award approximately ten Fellowships a year for a five year period.  The financial reward was an incremental upgrade in salary, with the possibility of two further increments if the award is renewed.  In order to accommodate continuing development in teaching and learning, the expectation was that the Head of Department would reduce the individual Fellow’s administrative load.  This, it was hoped, would allow the Educational Development Unit to expand their work by having 


‘... arms and legs out there in departments and faculties.’





Perhaps more controversial, has been the creation of Readerships for teaching and learning development.  The title ‘Reader’ has traditionally been awarded for excellence in research and, in the majority of Scottish universities, this still appears to be the case.  Thus a Head of Educational Development stated unambiguously that :


‘Readerships recognise excellence and achievement in research.’





Similarly, a university Vice Principal argued that :


‘Beyond senior lecturer ... then published work; national and international recognition - becomes more important for both Readership and Professorship ... (Readerships) are more influenced by publication and research.’





This was supported by another Vice Principal who suggested that :


‘If you look at the criteria for promoted posts, for Readership, they tend to talk about administration, teaching and research.  The folklore is that you have to be first-class in two of them, but one of them has to be research.’





The last statement suggests that criteria for Readership may be broadening out from research alone. The report from a Director of Quality similarly noted that his institution’s Senate had approved the awarding of Readerships ‘on the basis of scholarship, including the scholarship of teaching’.  However, when explaining this policy, he stated that :


‘They will not be entitled to Readerships in Educational Development, as they would in other universities.  These are simply Readerships in which one of the criteria could be scholarship in teaching.  But it must be capable of being evidenced to a committee and to external assessors.’


This evidence would undoubtedly include published pedagogical research and therefore is not a reward for the excellent teacher but an acknowledgement that research into teaching, per se, has a value.





While the awarding of the title Reader, on the basis of excellence in teaching, was seen as problematic by most institutions, this was less the case with the title of Professor.  Professorships, particularly in the post-1992 institutions, were based on the criteria already mentioned - teaching, administration and research - with the possible addition of income generation.  The Head of an Educational Development department in one of the post-1992 universities explained that :


‘You would make your case, whether it be in research or teaching.  You would make it combining your strongest areas.’


Yet, it was not only the newer higher education institutions which were examining criteria other than research in deciding whether a Professorship should be awarded.  A Vice Principal in one of the ancient universities, explained that the requirement was that :


‘... you have got to be as good as currently is required in three areas and outstanding in two, and these are teaching, research and being organisationally active, i.e. administration.’





A Director of Quality from one of the modern universities similarly suggested that a broad range of criteria were included and stated that there were :


‘no hard and fast rules ... other than it has got to be able to go to external assessors and to be evaluated in that way ... e.g. officerships of learned societies, editorships of journals ... especially international journals, as well as people creating materials.’





Other interviewees meanwhile were more sceptical about the part which teaching achievement played in promotion to Professorship.  One interviewee commented that people may have been promoted on the basis of their teaching, before the advent of the RAE in the 1980s, but that this was much less likely now.  Another Director of Quality - having acknowledged that promotion from lecturer to senior lecturer on the basis of teaching innovation, rather than teaching performance, had happened - was less confident that this was the case with Professorships.  He stated that :


‘It is claimed that some people were promoted to Professor for the same reasons, but I am slightly sceptical of this.’





Another means of recognising and rewarding excellence in teaching and learning is through the award of individual prizes for innovation and achievement in this area.  Such awards highlight developmental activity within an institution and can be used as a mechanism for the sharing of good practice.  However, while the majority of the Scottish universities appear to have considered the possibility of prizes, few have decided to pursue this route.  One Director of Quality stated that :





‘When the idea of prizes was floated, it was rapidly rejected.’





Another concluded that :





‘... there has never been a great deal of enthusiasm for it, even though it is done in some of the most distinguished universities in the world.’


Furthermore, a Vice Principal commented that the awarding of prizes had been discussed in his institution but the decision had been made not to proceed.  He stated that each time the matter had been discussed ‘there has been resistance... we don’t do it and we should do it.’





It is difficult to find evidence that excellence in teaching and learning is being overtly rewarded in the Scottish universities.  Many interviewees saw the issue as a sensitive one, which would require the setting of clear criteria for the type of evidence, which would need to be submitted, in making a case for a prize.





Two of the Scottish institutions (one established in the mid-1960s and one post-1992)  have offered annual prizes for innovation in teaching.  The former sets six criteria and submissions are considered by a committee.  A cash prize is awarded and information on the winning entry is disseminated through the university magazine and web page.  


The latter holds this as part of a Learning and Teaching Poster Event - again with a cash prize, for use in staff development - and disseminates information, not only on the winner but also on the runner-up and commended entries, via the institution’s web pages.  However, the issue of awarding ‘prizes’ has recently been questioned within that institution.  This was based on concerns over the contradictory nature of this policy.  If the main aim of a Poster Event was to disseminate good practice, then why award prizes?  The two satisfy different needs and are not necessarily complementary.





One question which has been raised in the context of rewards for teaching is how the promotion ‘gap’ between Senior Lecturer and Professor can be bridged for those whose main interest and activity lies in the area of teaching and learning.  Teaching Fellowships may be one way forward, as would awarding the title ‘Reader in the Teaching of (Academic Discipline)’ which has been adopted by a few UK institutions, although not yet in Scotland.  Without such overt recognition, it is understandable that staff may perceive research as being the valued activity, with teaching as something of a ‘poor relation’.  Changing such perceptions will require commitment on the part of university senior management to examining not only their promotion criteria, but the weighting given to each aspect and the ways in which they can ensure that excellence in teaching and learning is being given its due reward.








Broadening the Question





The issue of promotions and rewards is, of course, only part of the broader question of the value in which teaching is held, compared to research.  To elicit personal responses on this issue, we questioned all the interviewees along the following lines.  We asked : 


‘In the broadest terms, to what extent do you believe that teaching is valued in your institution, compared to research?’   





Interviewees in ten of the thirteen institutions stated outright that research was more valued, and more highly rewarded, than teaching.  Thus, a good RAE rating of 5 or 5* was considered a more worthwhile achievement than an ‘Excellent’ in the TQA.  This preference for good RAE results was based on the view that a high RAE rating brought more money to the institution and greater personal reward and recognition to individual academics.





A number of interviewees remarked that, at the highest, strategic levels within their institutions, teaching was not valued as greatly as research.  They commented that teaching was viewed as not bringing in money, compared to research, despite the fact that the bulk of the Scottish universities’ income comes from per capita funding of students by SHEFC and not from research income.  We cite a number of similar responses from two Directors of Quality in ancient universities, a Vice-Principal and a further Director of Quality from two of the modern institutions, respectively :





‘There is a perception that anybody can teach but only few can do outstanding research’.





‘Research has always been the activity which brought status among academic colleagues and rewards in terms of promotion.  The RAE has possibly made this worse’.





‘Nobody gets famous for their teaching’.


‘The image of teaching is much lower in most institutions in Scotland ... We are trying to do something about that, but in trying to do so, we are emphasising the problem’.





The latter comment relates to the perception of a ‘Catch 22’ situation as regards the positioning of teaching amongst academic management priorities.  If there is a perception that teaching does not currently have the same status as research within higher level academic institutions, how do you address this problem without drawing further attention to it?  The awarding of prizes for innovative teaching, or promotion of a staff member to a ‘Teaching Fellowship’, may be perceived as a form of consolation prize, given in replacement of the rewards which follow excellence in research.





Some interviewees remarked that there was an ongoing dynamic and that the culture was changing within Scottish higher education institutions.  However, they were equally split as to whether this was in the direction of teaching - where moves towards accreditation of teaching in higher education, by the proposed Institute of Learning and Teaching, was seen as a potential driver - or in the direction of research, because of the financial rewards arising out of the RAE.





In this context, a number of senior managers commented on the extent of the RAE rewards to their institutions, compared to the rewards for an Excellent rating in the RAE.  A Director of Quality from one of the ancient universities stated that :


‘5* gets you millions, while an Excellent gets you 5% extra funded numbers.


Teaching accounts for 75% of income, the other 20-25% is variable and depends on research outcome, which the university sees as something it can influence.  So they put effort into that’.





His counterpart, in one of the modern universities agreed that :


‘Substantial amounts of money come because of your performance in the RAE - or don’t come because of your performance.  That matters.  Basically, the teaching money doesn’t change ... the extra money for an Excellent rating is argued by some to be a penalty rather than a prize ... and it is trivial compared to the money you get as a 5 or 5* in the RAE’.





This imbalance in the rewards available for teaching and research were highlighted in the Higher Education Quality Council’s report, Learning from Audit (1994,) in which the authors commented that, in critical areas of teaching and learning, the money and time needed to encourage new and better ways of doing things had not been forthcoming.  The report’s conclusion was that this was made more difficult by the continuing dominance of a research culture in higher education that gives much greater status and reward to research than to teaching excellence (HEQC, 1994).





A study of geography teaching by Jenkins (1995) similarly suggested that quality audit and TQA may have raised the profile of teaching, but concluded that the RAE had had an overall detrimental effect on it.  Jenkins found that more teaching was being done by postgraduates and part-timers and the general pattern in appointments and promotion gave greater emphasis to research productivity and potential vis-a-vis teaching.  Jenkins suggested that, as rational economic maximisers, individuals, departments and institutions recognised the financial rewards for improved research rankings as being much higher than the extra funds which could be obtained from improved teaching.  Therefore, universities tended to concentrate resources on improving their research. Jenkins view was that this was to the detriment of teaching in higher education.








Some Tentative Links





Analyses of recent RAE and TQA results appear to suggest a strong relationship between high research ratings and the award of ‘excellence’ in teaching (Hughes and Tight, 1995).  This is certainly the case with regard to the Scottish universities, where a high overall TQA score was found to be strongly related to high scores in the RAE (Drennan, 2000).  





Commenting on the decision by SHEFC’s counterpart in England, the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE), to set up a fund for the development of teaching and learning, explicitly linked to high achievement, Sanders (1995) noted that this was likely to disadvantage the former polytechnics, which generally achieved lower TQA grades than the older universities.  According to Sanders, the correlation between an ‘excellent’ score for teaching and an RAE rating of ‘five’ had hardened in the course of the assessment rounds, with 71% of cognate areas in the first two rounds gaining both a ‘five’ in the RAE and an ‘excellent’ in the TQA, increasing to 97% in the third round.  However, the reasons for this correlation were less than clear.  





Elton (1995) proposed that the correlation between RAE and TQA could be attributed to the recruitment of TQA assessors from amongst ‘eminent’ academics and the fact that such eminence was more usually associated with research, than with teaching, excellence.  Moreover, assessors from older universities may also have been more likely to favour ‘traditional’ teaching methods than the more adventurous, innovative approaches.  Elton suggested that the rule changes of the 1992 RAE, which allowed all universities to bid for funding, based on the quantity and assessed quality of the research of its staff, had led to a deterioration in motivation and effort in teaching innovation.  Individuals were more likely to perceive that their promotion and career prospects will be progressed by being in a high ranking research department than by being an excellent teacher (Jenkins, 1995).





A study in the U.S.A. supports this view.  The more productive the member of staff was in research, the less classroom contact they had with students; the less time they spent preparing for courses, and the less important they considered teaching to be, compared to research (Fox, 1992).  Research and teaching were not seen as two sides of the same coin, but as activities at odds with one another.





A situation where research is more strongly rewarded than teaching would be unproblematic if there were a strong positive link between the two.  However, as concerns the evidence for a link between individual research and teaching excellence, the picture is mixed.  Brew and Boud (1995) highlight studies in which a small correlation could be identified between publication counts and teaching effectiveness.  However, when citation counts were used as a measure of research quality, no relationship to teaching effectiveness was found.  Brown (1995) has suggested that, while there is little empirical evidence of a link between research and teaching excellence, there is a growing body of evidence that the funding of research through the RAE may be having a negative impact on teaching and learning, and in particular, innovative developments.  





Even if TQA results were rewarded more effectively, and the imbalance between the rewards for TQA and the RAE was reduced, there is the further question of whether the TQA itself gives the right incentives and encourages developmental work in teaching and learning.  Thus a Director of Quality expressed concern that the TQA process might militate against ‘risk taking’ in the development of innovative approaches to teaching and learning.  He said :


‘What worries me is that a climate may be developing - which TQA fosters, even though it may not wish to - against taking risks.  You could argue that what you should do now is ... go for a very safe strategy.  That’s dangerous.  If you felt the same about research, it would come to a grinding halt in no time at all’. 








Conclusion





While the general consensus of those interviewed in this study was that the Teaching Quality Assessments had raised the profile of teaching and learning within their institution, there was an overwhelming agreement that it had not raised the esteem, or value, of teaching as compared to research.  





Promotion criteria of all higher education institutions include performance in teaching, research and administration.  Yet the prevailing perception is that research performance is the true discriminator.  Amongst our interviewees, few believed that staff could move beyond a Senior Lecturer position, without high profile research activity.  Only one institution had introduced posts which indicated that excellence in teaching and learning development was being highlighted and rewarded.  Prizes for innovative development were contentious and adopted by only two of the thirteen universities in Scotland.





This perception of a dominance of research was reinforced by comments on the discrepancy between financial rewards available from the Funding Council for high research ratings, arising out of the RAE, and ‘excellent’ ratings in the TQA exercise.  The fact that studies fail to show a correlation between indicators of research quality, and teaching quality, raises questions about a possible bias which may exist within the groups of assessors.  The majority of the assessors are drawn, in the main, from the older universities; were themselves students at such universities, and may hold preferences for more ‘traditional’ approaches to teaching and learning.  In addition, these assessors may tend to give higher ratings to departments with more research output and established reputations, as they presume a link between excellence in research and a similar level of excellence in teaching.   





Our study demonstrated that academic staff  perceive research as the main route for career advancement.  If teaching is to be given equal value with research, then institutions must be more explicit in their recognition, and rewarding, of the excellent teacher.  This will require defining what we mean by excellence in teaching and some mechanisms to record and evaluate teaching performance, and innovative developments.  Teaching portfolios are one mechanism, within which a variety of forms of evidence can be collated, including peer and student evaluations.  Prizes for particular teaching and learning developments, with the opportunity this gives an institution to highlight and disseminate good practice, are to be commended.  But these should not be used as ‘consolation prizes’, to be awarded to those who chose to demonstrate their excellence in pedagogy rather than in subject-based research, and who are thereby denied the opportunity for real advancement, from Lecturer to Senior Lecturer and beyond, to Reader and Professor.  So long as the Funding Councils favour large institutional awards for excellence in research and much smaller rewards for excellence in teaching, individual academics will chose to concentrate their activities in research activity, to the detriment of teaching.  Only when the rewards are equalised will staff believe that teaching is an equal partner of research, and not its poor relation.








References


BREW, A. & BOUD, D., 1995, ‘Research and learning higher education’, in:


SMITH, B. & BROWN, S. (Eds), Research, Teaching and Learning in Higher Education (London, Kogan Page).


BROWN, R., 1995, ‘Logic of the rhetoric’, Times HigherEducation Supplement


No.1205, Dec.8, p.15


COURT, S., 1998, Opportunity Blocks : A Survey of Appointments and Promotion in 


UK Higher  Education (London, A.U.T.)


DRENNAN, L.T., (1998), Valuing teaching in the Scottish universities, Education-line, http://www.leeds.ac.uk/educol, 6 pages


DRENNAN, L.T., (2000), Teaching quality assessment scores and their influences - the Scottish experience, Evaluation and Research in Education, July 2000, 20 pages


ELTON, L., 1995, ‘Effect of funding council policies on teaching quality’,


in: SMITH, B. & BROWN, S. (Eds), Research, Teaching and Learning in Higher Education (London, Kogan Page).


FOX, M.F., (1992), Research, teaching, and publication productivity : mutuality versus competition in academia, Sociology of Education, Vol. 65, No. 4, pp. 293-305


HIGHER EDUCATION QUALITY COUNCIL, 1994, Learning from Audit  


(London, H.E.Q.C.)


HUGHES C. & TIGHT, M., (1995), ‘Linking university teaching and research’, Higher Education Review, Vol.28, No.1, pp.51-65


JENKINS, A., 1995, ‘The research assessment exercise, funding and teaching 


quality’, Quality Assurance in Education, Vol.3, No.2, pp.4-12


SANDERS, C., (1995), Rich elite to get richer, Times Higher Education Supplement, No. 1203 : Nov 24/95


SCOTTISH HIGHER EDUCATION FUNDING COUNCIL, 1994, Annual Report


 and Accounts 1993-94 (Edinburgh, S.H.E.F.C.)


VOLKWEIN, J.F. and CARBONE, D.A., (1994), The impact of departmental research and teaching climates on undergraduate growth and satisfaction, Journal of Higher Education, Vol. 65, No. 2 (March / April 1994), pp. 147-167





