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I  INTRODUCTION 

The relationship between teaching and research within universities has been a subject 

of discussion over the centuries. Prior to the nineteenth century, research in the form of 

individual studies, reflections and writings was viewed as a ‘vital ingredient in preparing 

the teacher for his job — in keeping his mind sharp, his lecture fresh, his students 

intellectually alert’.1 Accordingly, the primary rationale for research at this time was its 

impact on teaching.2 

As time passed, however, there was a gradual shift towards universities not only 

promoting the transmission of knowledge but also encouraging the search for and 

discovery of new knowledge. This shift can be traced to developments within German 

universities.3 In the 1810 Charter of the Modern German University, for instance, 

Wilhelm von Humboldt stated that universities ‘have as their task the cultivation of … 

scholarship in the deepest and broadest sense.’4 Consequently, academics did not exist 

merely to supply the knowledge their students lacked. Academics and students had a 

common goal, the pursuit of knowledge.5  

The integration of research and teaching was widely promoted and came to be adopted 

as the norm around the world.6 This was certainly the case within the discipline of law. 

For instance, Justice Holmes stated in 1886 that ‘the business of a law school is not 

sufficiently described when you merely say it is to teach law, or to make lawyers’.7 There 

is more to a law school than just teaching law. Research should be promoted within the 

institution because the research expertise of law lecturers enhances the law students’ 

experience and this, in turn, enables a law school to ‘teach law in the grand manner and to 

make great lawyers’.8 

In Australia, law schools have embraced and promoted the integration of research and 

teaching. A 2010 survey of the institutional strategic plans and teaching and learning 

plans of Australian universities revealed that 33 of the 39 publicly funded Australian 

universities aspired to integrate teaching and research.9 For example, the School of Law at 

the University of Western Sydney states that one of its aims is to strengthen the nexus 

between research and teaching.10 However, audit reports of the Australian Universities 

Quality Agency (‘AUQA’ — an audit body recently absorbed into the Tertiary Education 

Quality and Standards Agency) nevertheless found that in a number of universities the 

aspiration to integrate research and teaching fell short of being achieved in practice.11 For 



example, despite the fact that Charles Darwin University stated that it supported the 

development of a positive nexus between teaching and research, its AUQA audit report 

noted that it had not taken any steps or initiated any plans to achieve this nexus.12 Other 

universities have started implementing strategies to promote a positive nexus between 

these two activities, with mixed results. For example, Central Queensland University 

(CQU) established two new centres — the Learning and Teaching Education Research 

Centre and the International Education Research Centre — to strengthen research into 

teaching so as to enhance the practice of teaching and learning. The AUQA audit report of 

this institution observed that, while AUQA supported such a move, it had some concerns 

about the manner in which the university was implementing this strategy.13 For this 

reason, it recommended that the ‘University should be clear about balancing the activities 

of these two [centres] between external facing research and research that address 

questions of specific interest to CQU.’   

The existence of a positive nexus between teaching and research cannot be taken as a 

given. Many academics appear to assume the existence of such a positive nexus,14 but the 

link between teaching and research is not always obvious and the existence of such a link 

has been contested in recent decades.15  

The central contention of this article is that a positive nexus between teaching and 

research is possible, but that it has to be constructed through the deliberate adoption of 

certain strategies. Part II briefly examines the literature regarding the relationship between 

teaching and research and identifies the various arguments for and against the existence of 

a positive nexus between the two. Part III describes how a positive nexus between 

teaching and research can be deliberately achieved by defining research and teaching and 

then classifying the potential relationship between these two activities. The final part of 

this paper offers various strategies to create a positive nexus between teaching and 

research within the discipline of law. 

II  IS THERE A NEXUS BETWEEN TEACHING AND RESEARCH? 

It is widely believed that good teachers make good researchers.16 However, this 

perception has been challenged over the last few decades. Cutten, for example, noted that 

‘the more books and articles he has written, the better teacher he is supposed to be. But 

the opposite is more likely to be the case.’17 Both these perspectives are ‘subjective and 

undocumented’.18 However, they raise the question of whether teaching and research are 

positively correlated. A positive nexus would exist if efforts to improve the quality of one 

necessarily and automatically result in improvements in the quality of the other.  

In the attempt to determine whether a positive nexus between teaching and research 

exists, a number of qualitative and quantitative studies have been conducted over the past 

few decades around the world. However, consensus has not been reached as different 

studies have produced different results.19 Broadly, the findings may be categorised as 

follows:  

 those that claim that there is a negative nexus between teaching and research (i.e. 

efforts to improve the quality of one necessarily and automatically result in a reduction 

in the quality of the other);  



 those that claim that there is no relationship between teaching and research; and 

 those that claim that there is a positive nexus between teaching and research. 

The majority of qualitative studies designed to probe the academic staff perception on 

the relationship between research and teaching support the existence of a positive nexus 

between these two activities. However, most quantitative studies illustrate that this 

perception may be inaccurate, as they tended to find that the nexus between teaching and 

research may be non-existent or negative.20  

A Negative Nexus Between Teaching and Research 

Findings from a number of studies support the view that there is a negative nexus 

between teaching and research.21 Different arguments, such as the scarcity model, the 

different personality model and the divergent reward model, have been offered to explain 

these findings.22 

1 The Scarcity Model 

According to the ‘scarcity’ model, there is a negative nexus between teaching and 

research because, while universities fulfil teaching, research and service roles, an 

individual academic cannot carry out all of these roles to an equal degree, and as each of 

these roles competes with the others for an academic’s time, energy and commitment, 

academics experience ‘role strain’.23  

It is difficult for an individual academic to balance the different roles that they are 

expected to fulfil.24 As Moore has commented, ‘given the scarcity of time and energy, the 

probability of role conflict for the multiple joiners is somewhat more than abstract and 

hypothetical’.25 For example, research distracts academics from teaching by forcing them 

to channel their effort and time away from the classroom.26 Due to time constraints, those 

who are productive in research have a tendency to spend more time on research than 

teaching. Similarly, those who are more productive in teaching spend more time on 

teaching than research.27  

Ramsden and Moses found that commitment to teaching was negatively correlated 

with research output.28 Ramsden later explained that: 

Teaching and research, far from being complementary activities, appear to be either completely 

unrelated or to be in conflict with each other. The most productive researchers have the least 

favourable attitudes to teaching, while the least productive are the most committed to teaching.29 

The existence of such conflict may lead to a negative nexus between teaching and 

research. 

2 The Different Personality Model 

Another model that has been put forward to support the existence of a negative nexus 

between teaching and research is the ‘different personality’ model. According to Eble, 

research and teaching are activities that attract different personalities. A researcher is a 

solitary person. He or she likes ‘to work alone, responds poorly to outside distractions and 

pressures, is more at ease with the stuff of ideas, facts and materials of a discipline than 



with students and learning’.30 A teacher, on the other hand, is gregarious.31 He or she 

‘seeks out company, can handle pressures and distractions and prefers interacting with 

students to manipulating materials or ideas’.32 Accordingly, the set of attributes associated 

with teaching and research are contradictory and even conflicting. This, in turn, leads to 

the creation of a negative nexus between teaching and research.33 

3 The Divergent Reward Model 

According to the ‘divergent reward’ model, universities’ reward systems often lead to 

the creation of a conflict between, and even the separation of, teaching and research.34 In 

fact, within many universities there is a culture that values and rewards research at the 

expense of teaching.35 For example, in Australia, the majority of universities do not 

support the promotion of academics if these academics are not research active, 

irrespective of the fact that they are excellent teachers.36 A culture of ‘publish or perish’ 

reigns.37 This has led to a disarticulation between teaching and research as academics 

focus on what will get them promoted rather than what may be good for their students.38 

Academics are therefore forced to choose between teaching and research, and for an 

academic to put an emphasis on teaching at the expense of research may have a negative 

impact on his or her career and salary prospects.39 This position is not unique to Australia. 

For example, the university promotion and reward policies in the United States have led 

American law professors to have few incentives to improve their teaching. They 

consequently pay attention to their teaching only to the extent necessary to prevent 

complaints by students.40 

This reward system further leads teaching being viewed by many academics as a 

default activity: teaching is what an academic does, while research is what makes an 

academic special.41 If academics are not research active, they are required to undertake an 

increased teaching load — that is, teaching is viewed as a punishment.42 In addition to the 

impact that research may have on the career of an academic, receiving research grants 

may allow academics to ‘buy out’ their teaching loads; the idea of ‘buying out’ research 

to facilitate more teaching is never considered by universities.43 Further, some universities 

have even emphasised research over teaching by diverting funds from teaching to 

research; for example, the University of Melbourne has cross-subsidised research projects 

from other funding sources, resulting in funds previously used for teaching being used to 

support research.44 Such actions send a message at an institutional level that research is 

more important than teaching.45 It is no surprise then that many academics view teaching 

as ‘a necessary evil and an annoying distraction from more profitable ventures’.46  

B  No Nexus Between Teaching and Research 

While some studies have found a negative nexus between teaching and research, a 

greater number of studies have concluded that there is no discernible relationship between 

the two activities.47 In other words, efforts to improve the quality of one do not 

necessarily lead to any impact upon the quality of the other. Newman, for example, 

argued that research and teaching have ‘distinct functions; they are also distinct gifts, and 

are not commonly united in the same person’.48  



At least three arguments — described by Hattie and Marsh as the ‘different 

enterprises’ model, the ‘unrelated personality’ model and the ‘bureaucratic funding’ 

model49 — have been offered to explain the lack of nexus between teaching and research.  

1   The Different Enterprises Model 

Teaching and research may be viewed as inherently independent activities, as each 

deals differently with knowledge. For example, Feldman concluded that ‘the likelihood 

that research productivity actually benefits teaching is extremely small or that the two, for 

all practical purposes, are essentially unrelated.’50  

There are in fact fundamental differences between teaching and research that make 

any nexus — whether positive or negative — unlikely. In teaching, the academic treats 

knowledge as something that can no longer be investigated, while in research effort is 

expended on knowledge that cannot yet be taught as it is still being examined.51 Teachers 

and researchers are valued for different reasons: teachers are recognised and praised for 

the knowledge and competencies they bring to their students, while researchers are valued 

for what they discover and the theories they may establish; they expand existing 

knowledge.52 Teaching is private, integrative and process-oriented, while research is 

public, specialised and results-oriented.53 Research is a different enterprise from teaching, 

and the two activities are unrelated.54 

2 The Unrelated Personality Model 

The ‘different personality’ model described earlier insists that the negative nexus 

between teaching and research is a consequence of the fact that the characteristics of a 

good teacher conflict with the characteristics of a good researcher and vice versa. The 

‘unrelated personality’ model, on the other hand, insists that the lack of nexus between 

teaching and research is a consequence of the fact that researchers and teachers have very 

few personality attributes in common.55 Rushton, Murray and Paunonen conducted a 

study into the personality characteristics associated with research originality and teaching 

efficacy. They found that creative researchers are ‘ambitious, enduring, seeking 

definiteness, dominant, showing leadership, aggressive, independent, not meek, and 

non-supportive’.56 Effective teachers, on the other hand, are ‘liberal, sociable, showing 

leadership, extraverted, low in anxiety, objective, supporting, non-authoritarian, not 

defensive, intelligent, and aesthetically sensitive.’57 They concluded that since the 

personalities of researchers and teachers have very little in common, there is no clash 

between the personalities. Further, their research noted that irrespective of the academics’ 

personality, teaching and research productivity were not negatively or positively 

correlated. Being good, bad or indifferent at teaching has little effect on the research 

performance of the academic, and vice versa. No nexus between teaching and research 

exists.58 

3  The Bureaucratic Funding Model 

The ‘bureaucratic funding’ model insists there is no nexus between teaching and 

research because each activity is funded in a different way. For example, in Australia, the 

funding of universities covers the separate categories of:59 



 teaching and learning; 

 research and research training; 

 improving access and participation; and 

 infrastructure. 

Commonwealth funding for universities distinguishes between funding for research 

and funding for teaching, with the funding for each being calculated on the basis of 

separate and unrelated criteria. Funding for teaching is provided on the basis of student 

load,60 while funding for research is determined according to a performance-driven 

formula.61 This fact contributes to the creation of a schism between teaching and research 

as each activity is perceived as being distinct from the other. Such a position is not unique 

to Australia. For example, the United Kingdom has a similar funding model 

distinguishing between teaching and research.62 This approach to the allocation of funds 

enforces the notion that the two activities are independent.  

C Positive Nexus Between Teaching and Research 

Despite the existence of many studies questioning the existence of a positive nexus 

between teaching and research, most academics believe that ‘teaching and research are 

harmonious and mutually beneficial activities’.63 It is often claimed that ‘teaching 

contributes to enrichment of research and research contributes to enhanced levels of 

teaching’.64 For example, it has been argued that: 

While not all university teachers or even departments needed to be actively engaged in research, 

a faculty, and still more a university, had to have a strong research mission ... students need to be 

taught by people who were active players, not passive spectators in their disciplines.65 

This belief is supported by a number of qualitative research studies.66 Two major 

arguments — the ‘conventional wisdom’ model and the ‘generic underlying ability’ 

model — are offered to explain such findings.67 

1 The Conventional Wisdom Model 

According to the ‘conventional wisdom’ model, the widespread belief of academics in 

the existence of a positive nexus between teaching and research is evidence that such a 

positive nexus in fact exists.68 Many academics appear to take it for granted that a positive 

nexus exists between teaching and research.69 Such a link is even described by some as 

‘obvious’.70 For example, Neumann interviewed senior academic administrators in 

Australia and found that they all supported and firmly believed in the existence of a 

positive nexus between teaching and research.71 Similarly, a survey of academics in 

Sweden found evidence of a strong belief that teaching and research are mutually 

supportive.72  

Ben-David considered the link between research and teaching to be not only positive 

but crucial, stating: 

The location of advanced research in independent and competing universities, in each of which 

there has been a constant flow of new researchers, has served effectively to enforce high 

intellectual standards, to recognize originality and to ensure the circulation of ideals to students, 

and through them to society at large. Severance of the connection between research and teaching 



would eliminate these highly desirable incentives to both intellectual and cultural vitality.73 

Thus research and teaching are often perceived as comple-mentary.74 They are 

mutually enriching: efficient teachers are active researchers who use their research to 

enliven the classroom.75 This is welcomed by students, as they expect their teachers to be 

experts in the subjects they teach.76 Students support the linkage of research and teaching 

— provided that such a relationship does not lead to the hijacking of the curriculum by an 

academic’s research interest.77 

2 The Generic Underlying Ability Model 

The ‘generic underlying ability’ model is sometimes referred to as the ‘G’ model.78 

According to this model, teaching and research both rely upon a set of common 

characteristics: the capacities of academics for high commitment (hard work, 

unselfishness), creativity (originality and imagination) and critical analysis.79 For 

example, academics who excel at research regularly organise their thoughts in writing. 

This preparation and organisation is reflected in the quality of their teaching, as such 

academics are able to provide a clearer presentation of their subject to students.80 

Teaching and research are both about disseminating and communicating knowledge.81 

Consequently, learning is an essential link between teaching and research. By being 

researchers, academics become better teachers, since they are involved in the same 

activities as learners. This argument establishes a bridge between the process of teaching 

and the process of research.82 Clark noted: 

As knowledge is newly created by research, and it is reformulated and repeatedly transmitted in 

teaching and service, its force continuously bubbles up from within daily operations, right in the 

palm of the professional hand. The logic, the identity, the very rationality of the academic 

profession is thereby rooted in the evolving organisation of those categories of knowledge that 

disciplines and professional fields of study have established historically and carried to the 

present, producing an inertia that powerfully prefigures the future.83 

Teaching and research are not two different enterprises. They are positively correlated.  

D   What Does This All Mean? 

The various studies described above all appear to assume that the nexus between 

teaching and research — whether positive, negative or non-existent — is automatic and 

consistent across disciplines. This paper contends, on the other hand, that the nature of the 

relationship between teaching research is much more complex and is dependent upon a 

number of factors, including the discipline under consideration. It is also contended that a 

positive nexus is possible but that it depends upon the deliberate adoption of certain 

strategies. 

1 Complexity 

Is a positive nexus between teaching and research a myth? Does the fact that studies 

continue to be conducted in an attempt to prove the existence of a positive nexus between 

teaching and research — in spite of the mounting evidence against the existence of such a 

positive nexus — suggest no more than an unwillingness to accept the reality that there is 



very little or no relationship between the two activities?84 

It is contended that the answer to both of these questions is no. The possibility of a 

positive nexus between teaching and research should not be rejected because a positive 

nexus cannot conclusively be documented in every discipline and for every academic.85 A 

positive nexus is worth striving for: such a relationship between teaching and research 

would not only benefit students’ learning, each of these activities would enrich the other. 

For example, since research demands a deep approach to learning, researchers may be 

better equipped to implement such a learning approach in their teaching.86  

While a positive nexus does not automatically exist between the two activities, it can 

be developed. For this reason, current proposals suggesting the separation of teaching and 

research through the creation of teaching universities and research universities87 should 

not be supported as implementing a positive nexus between teaching and research is not 

only beneficial to students but is also beneficial to academics and the institutions 

themselves.88 

Most of the studies described above view the relationship between teaching and 

research in a very simple way: the nexus is positive, negative or non-existent.89 The 

relationship between teaching and research is more complex than this. There are at least 

nine possible relationships between teaching and research: see Table 1. 

Table 1:  Possible Relationships Between Teaching and Research 

  Influence of Teaching on Research 

  Positive No influence Negative 

Influence 

of 

Research 

on 

Teaching 

Positive strong 

positive 

nexus 

weak 

positive 

nexus 

mixed nexus 

No 

influence 

weak 

positive 

nexus 

no nexus weak 

negative 

nexus 

Negative mixed nexus weak 

negative 

nexus 

strong 

negative 

nexus 

 

 

As can be seen, the positive influence of research may flow one way only, with 

research having an effect on teaching and not the other way around. In other instances, 

teaching may have a positive effect on research while research has no influence or a 

negative influence on teaching. Consequently, the nexus between research and teaching 

may not be simply described as being positive, negative or non-existent. The nature of 



this nexus will vary depending on a number of factors. 

2 Factors Influencing the Relationship  

If nothing else, the varied conclusions of the studies conducted to date into the 

existence of a nexus between teaching and research suggest that a number of factors are 

likely to influence the relationship between these two activities.  

One such factor is the nature of the discipline. In 1973, Biglan classified various 

academic disciplines along different dimensions, one of them being the distinction 

between hard and soft disciplines. Disciplines that tend to be experimental, be predictive 

or rely on quantitative data are classified as hard disciplines. Examples of hard disciplines 

include the physical sciences, engineering and medicine. Disciplines that rely on 

qualitative data or that are generally non-experimental or non-predictive are classified as 

soft disciplines. Examples of soft disciplines include history, sociology and law.90 This 

distinction may impact the existence of a nexus between teaching and research.91 Colbeck 

noted: 

The knowledge and social structures of hard disciplines appear to define faculty work behaviour 

more rigorously than the knowledge and social structures of soft disciplines. Faculty in hard 

disciplines, therefore, may have fewer opportunities to integrate teaching and research than 

faculty in soft disciplines.92 

On this theory, since law is classified as a soft discipline93 — legal academics use new 

lenses to explore intellectual territories already studied by others94 — law has more 

opportunities to create a positive nexus between teaching and research than other 

disciplines that may be classified as hard disciplines.95 

Other factors influencing the relationship between teaching and research include the 

academics themselves (for example, their willingness or otherwise to embed research in 

their teaching) and the level of institutional support (for example, the university’s 

promotions policy or funding policy). 96 

Accordingly, the nature of the relationship between teaching and research will vary 

depending on the institution, the discipline and the academics themselves. A positive 

nexus cannot be assumed and will not emerge automatically. To successfully achieve a 

positive integration of teaching and research, strategies need to be deliberately 

implemented at both the institutional level and the level of the individual academic. One 

of the first steps is for institutions to support the adoption of broader and more inclusive 

definitions of teaching and research. 

III BROADENING THE CONCEPTS OF TEACHING  

AND RESEARCH  

To be able to create a positive nexus between teaching and research, there is first a 

need for institution to clarify what is meant by these two activities and the relationship 

between them.97 The definitions of ‘teaching’ and ‘research’ tend to be taken as given.98 

However, each activity may be defined in a range of ways, and the definitions employed 

will have an impact upon the type of relationship that can exist between them. 



A Teaching 

Teaching can be defined as encompassing all activities that directly relate to the 

delivery of an undergraduate or postgraduate (by coursework) program. These activities 

include the delivery of lectures, tutorials, seminars, assessments, quality assurance and 

preparation of course materials.99  

This is a very narrow definition of teaching, limited to the delivery of knowledge to 

students: teaching is reduced to the act of lecturing.100 If an institution adopts such a 

definition, there will be little scope for the integration of research.  

Consequently, teaching can and should be defined much more broadly to include 

‘studying students’ learning’.101 Adopting a constructivist model, learning is an active 

process whereby learners construct new knowledge based on existing knowledge.102 

Teaching is then about deepening the knowledge of students by refining their 

understanding of the way different concepts are interlinked.103 This may lead to the 

implementation of deep rather than surface approaches to learning.104 Teaching is further 

concerned with changing students’ view and their understanding and experience of the 

world around them.105Additionally, teaching is the rectification of misconceptions that 

students may have regarding different issues by tackling the ‘critical barriers to students’ 

learning’.106 Accordingly, the emphasis of teachers should not only be on ensuring 

students’ understanding of all the concepts covered in class, but also on ensuring students’ 

ability to assess and evaluate those concepts.107 In law, such a goal is crucial to develop 

critical thinking in learners.108  

As Aristotle noted, ‘teaching is the highest form of understanding’.109 The individual 

academic should not only know the subject being taught by her or him but should also 

have mastery of it. This will allow him or her to teach ideas rather than just 

information.110 In turn, this would improve the legal research skills of that academic’s 

students, as they would have to research concepts taught in class and reflect on them. If 

institutions adopt such a broad definition of teaching, there will be more scope for the 

integration of research into teaching. Research-teaching tools can be designed to help law 

students organise a legal research project, for example, and analyse ‘the fact situation, 

identify the issues, determine the research tools needed, and integrate authority and 

analysis in legal problem solving’.111 

To achieve a positive nexus between teaching and research, institutions should 

encourage individual academics’ teaching practices to be informed by the substantial 

literature regarding learning and teaching. A number of institutions in Australia have 

started implementing this approach, for example by requiring their new academic staff to 

complete the ‘Foundations of University Learning and Teaching’ program.112 This move 

highlights the willingness of institutions to nurture the establishment of a positive nexus 

between teaching and research. 

B Research 

Research may be defined as the creation of a body of knowledge. It can be 

characterised by and measured through the publication of books and articles, as well as by 



citation counts and the receipt of grants.113 While this makes for an easy assessment of the 

performance of an academic, such view also limits research to output only. It forgets that 

the creation of knowledge takes time to reach fruition and cannot always be measured by 

an output.  

Research can and should be defined more broadly to facilitate the integration of 

teaching and research. Research is not just about outputs. It is also about the process of 

discovering information.114 It relates to the development, as well as the dissemination, of 

knowledge. Such knowledge may aid and improve an academic’s teaching. Researching 

concepts and ideas, as well as publishing findings, deepens the academic’s knowledge of 

the subject. This, in turn, enhances his or her teaching.  

Brew, for example, noted that: 

Research is a process of learning. Indeed research is the process whereby much learning 

proceeds. This is as true of the three year old discovering the garden for the first time as for the 

analytical chemist or the quantum physicist in their sophisticated laboratories. Research is 

learning. This is almost truism; it is obvious.115 

Such a perspective focuses on the activity of inquiry. If institutions encourage 

academics to embed such activities within the curricula, they will allow for the creation of 

a positive nexus between teaching and research as students will be engaged in various 

forms of investigation.116 Further, academics may investigate the learning that takes place 

in their subjects with the aim of enhancing their own teaching.117 Research conducted into 

pedagogy may ultimately improve an individual academic’s teaching practices.  

The adoption of a broader definition of research as a process of learning and inquiry, 

instead of one that is linked to output, will facilitate a positive nexus between teaching 

and research. 

C The Great Divide? Closing the Gap 

A positive nexus between teaching and research has to be supported by the institution 

for it to flourish.118 Without institutional support, teaching and research may be viewed as 

different enterprises. This is especially the case if teaching and research are treated as 

distinct, fragmented activities.119 As emphasised above, research should not simply be 

defined by Universities in terms of output, and teaching should not simply be defined as 

the transmission of knowledge. Nor should the relationship between teaching and research 

be oversimplified. Several possible relationships exist between the two activities. 

Institutions may establish a nexus by promoting the common traits between the teaching 

and research.  

The nexus may, for instance, be built on the fact that both research and teaching have 

a common characteristic: they are both about learning.120 Beveridge proposed that 

researchers remain students all their lives.121 Similarly, Westergard noted: 

We read, scan, dig into sources, calculate, ponder, disentangle others’ work and our own, try to 

put it together again to different effect; deconstruct, reconstruct, tear our hair over the 

intractability of the worlds — natural, technical, cultural, social — that it is our business to try to 

grasp. This is a case for teaching and research.122 

Considering teaching and research to be about learning will allow Law Schools to 



send the message that the two activities are positively correlated. This in turn will permit 

legal academics to explore existing knowledge and build on it through the development of 

their teaching and research capabilities. This is possible as both teaching and research 

involve ‘the pursuit of intellectually challenging ideas’.123 Institutional support through an 

adoption of a broad definition of teaching and research may also diminish the conflict that 

may exist between teaching and research as the two activities will be viewed as 

complementary and not competing activities. 

This institutional support will additionally result in a change in the culture of 

universities taking effect. In fact, the concept of ‘scholarship’ promoted by universities 

will then not just be limited to the scholarship of discovery that is research.124 Rather, as 

Boyer noted, it may and will be extended to other types of scholarship, including the 

scholarship of teaching.125 It is important to remember that teaching both educates and 

entices future scholars.126 To teach effectively, an academic must not only understand and 

master the concepts being taught, but also plan and implement the right pedagogical 

procedure for effective delivery of the subject. Scholarship then is more inclusive of 

research and teaching.127  

If such an interpretation of scholarship is adopted by universities, the notions and the 

activities of teaching and research are more likely to be positively correlated.128 This 

adoption will also have an impact on the reward system, including the promotion policy, 

of Law Schools. Equal weighting in career advancement would then be given to the 

scholarship of teaching and the scholarship of discovery. This would further allow the 

specialisation of academics in the scholarship of discovery, the scholarship of teaching or 

both. Academics could then focus on the scholarship of teaching without worrying about 

any negative implication that such a choice might have on their career.  

The adoption of such an inclusive notion of scholarship might also remove the current 

negative bias that exists regarding publishing in legal education.129 Universities may, for 

example, encourage their law academic staff to publish in the Legal Education Review 

and other education journals. 

Institutional support is essential to the deliberate creation of a positive nexus between 

teaching and research, but it is also necessary for individual academics to take the 

necessary steps on a personal level to integrate teaching and learning within the subjects 

being taught.130 These steps are described in the final section of the paper. 

IV  STRATEGIES FOR CREATING A POSITIVE NEXUS BETWEEN TEACHING 

AND RESEARCH 

As explained earlier, there is a widespread expectation that academics will be involved 

in both teaching and research.131 However, individual academics may experience role 

conflict132 since the concepts of teaching and research — especially if narrow definitions 

of each activity are adopted — may conflict with each other.133 Further, this reality may 

be exacerbated when an academic is teaching in an area outside their research interest. In 

such a situation, the time, energy and commitment of the academic may be directed 

toward understanding the topics taught, rather than their research. The acceptance by 

institutions of the notion of scholarship of teaching may minimise the conflict an 



academic may face when teaching a subject outside their expertise.  

Positive integration between teaching and research in these situations can be achieved 

by adopting certain strategies. These strategies fall into two broad categories:134 

 curriculum development to integrate research into teaching; and 

 development of a culture that supports and values the scholarship of teaching. 

Adopting such strategies may lead to the integration of research and teaching, which 

may further reduce the conflicts suggested in the scarcity model. The following 

paragraphs describe each of these categories and strategies in detail.  

A Curriculum Development: Embedding Research in the Curriculum 

Regardless of the discipline, a positive nexus between teaching and research is easier 

to implement at the postgraduate level than at the undergraduate level.135 For example, the 

interests of academic supervisors and students completing either a master’s degree by 

research or a doctorate of philosophy are clearly linked. The research experiences of the 

supervisor will be essential to guide the students’ research,136 and students will take active 

part in the discussion and the research.137 In these situations, the integration of teaching 

and research is obvious. However, at an undergraduate level, such integration is not as 

straightforward.138 Legal academics need to reflect on ways to combine their teaching 

with their research within the curriculum. Griffin proposed a number of ways to embed 

research in a person’s teaching even if the person is teaching a subject they do not 

specialise in.139 For example he noted that teaching can be categorised in three ways:140 

 Research-led: Under this model, the content of the teaching is informed by the 

research conducted by the academic teaching the subject and others in the field. 

Students learn about the research findings. Such a model is more likely to be 

implemented if the academic is teaching in a subject they specialise in. 

 Research-oriented: Under this model, students learn about research processes. 

Therefore, the curriculum is not just focused on the transmission of content of the 

subject but also promotes the processes by which knowledge may be produced. 

Academics may then promote a research ethos through their teaching. 

 Research-based: This model is based on inquiry based learning. The class is organised 

in a way that develops the students’ generic research disposition. The curriculum is 

consequently based and designed around inquiry based activities. 

Healey adds to these three categories another model: research-tutored teaching. Under 

this last model, the curriculum is designed to push learners to be participants. This will 

emphasise students’ writing and analytical skills.141 The risk that arises from this strategy 

is that the academic may run the risk of being accused of relying on their students for free 

research assistance or that they are taking students’ ideas and publishing them as their 

own. Consequently, care needs to be taken when implementing this model.  

These four models are represented in Figure 1. Figure 1 highlights the fact that each of 

the four models may have a different emphasis. Some emphasise research content while 

others focus on research processes and problems. These models may, further, be student 

or teacher focused. Lastly, the learning and teaching practices of academics may be a 

mixture of these four models.143 



1 Curriculum Informed by Contemporary Research  

In order to be admitted to practice as an Australian lawyer, the Bachelor of Laws 

(LLB) undertaken must include the Priestley 11 subjects.144 In a number of subjects 

taught in an LLB, particular topics must be covered, making the curriculum rather 

prescriptive.145 However, this does not mean that the content of the Priestley 11 subjects 

cannot be informed by contemporary research relating to those subjects. As Terenzini 

noted, ‘learning occurs best when it is “situated”, when the challenge encountered has real 

meaning in a real context’.146 

An academic’s teaching should not be solely oriented toward transmitting the content 

of a subject to students. It must also be explicit about the conceptual context and the 

manner in which new knowledge complements existing knowledge.147 This will be easier 

to achieve if the academic has conducted research in the area he or she is teaching in and 

has a good grasp of the concepts being taught. This, in turn, will encourage authenticity in 

teaching, as such authenticity is developed with the experience that the academic gains 

over time.148  

Cranton noted that for an academic to become an authentic teacher, ‘we first must 

understand our Self — our basic nature, preferences, values, and the power of our past 

experience.’149 To develop this set of elements of ‘Self’, the specialisation of academics is 

necessary as the knowledge gained from such specialisation may allow the academics to 

discover who they are and how they are different from others. A sense of self is then 

developed and it may empower the academics to present themselves authentically in the 

classroom. This will help them be more open to engage in discourse and to accept other 

alternatives as they have a good grasp of the subject they are teaching.150 

In law, this is particularly important, since the law changes with ‘changing times’.151 

Consequently, it is essential for academics to discuss and for students to understand not 

only the content of the law at any given time, but also the theories and policies that may 

shape any future reforms. For instance, the content to be covered in the subject of 

company law is specifically outlined in the Priestley 11. However, keeping students 

informed of the latest research developments in this area is crucial as the laws regulating 

corporations, like other laws, keep evolving with changing times and circumstances. For 

example, when teaching the topic of directors’ duties, discussing the latest cases, 

proposed law reforms or latest research papers may provide the students with an insight 

into the development of the law in this area and future reforms that may affect directors. 

Further, it will help students link the legal concepts taught in class with practical 

application of those concepts. This may provide students with an in-depth analysis of the 

different issues that may arise from application of the law. The students’ approach to 

learning may also move from a surface approach to a deep approach, thereby equipping 

them with the necessary tools to ‘cope with the rapid rate of change that characterises 

many areas of the law’.152 

Such a mode of teaching may start off as being research-led. The curriculum content 

may be dominated by the academic’s research interest, and information transmission may 

be the main mode of teaching.153 However, this method of teaching may move towards 

research-based teaching if the academic adopts a student-centred approach to teaching. 



For example, inquiry-based teaching may be embedded within the curriculum. Students 

will then learn from inquiry-based activities.154 In such instances, the integration between 

teaching and research will be even greater as a consequence.155 
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Developing Research Skills in Learners and Engaging Students in Research 

In some cases, the research conducted by an academic will be very specialised, which 

means that the academic will be less able or perhaps not at all able to share his or her 

research findings with students.156 However, this should not be viewed as an impediment 

to integrating teaching and research, as the research experience of the academic may 

nevertheless be drawn upon to develop his or her students’ own research skills. For 

example, Vygotsky noted that, through a teacher’s guidance, students can perform tasks 

that they could not achieve on their own. This relates to the concept of the ‘zone of 

proximal development’, which bridges the gap between the existing knowledge of a 

person and the discovery of new knowledge.157 Consequently, the academic may build on 

students’ existing knowledge to develop their research skill. 

Teaching students research processes may be beneficial, as this builds on their existing 

knowledge and provides them with the necessary tools to discover new concepts and 

develop a better understanding of the legal theories that may apply to particular 

scenarios.158 As Bond and Le Brun pointed out: 

Thus the learning in Law is not simply the transmission of content or the facilitation of learning. 

It involves our active intervention to help students learn. If we wish to help students become 

skilled, lifelong learners who seek a transformative approach to their learning, then we must 

model a transformative approach in our teaching. We must set up a learning context in which 

students may challenge our conceptions and their own: one in which they construct their own 

knowledge frameworks.159 

Adopting a research-oriented approach may emphasise the processes by which 

knowledge is produced,160 which may in turn allow learning to be conducted in the ‘zone 

of proximal development’.161 This may provide the students with an opportunity to 

become familiar with the content of the law and may ultimately lead them to develop their 

capacity to critically analyse certain concepts. Teaching is accordingly viewed as a 

process of facilitating students’ construction of knowledge.162 

If an academic takes a more student-centred approach, students may additionally 

experience active learning by relying on the research skills they have acquired to conduct 

research in a particular area.163 This may be achieved through the adoption of a 

research-tutored approach to teaching.164 To ensure that this takes place, learning 

activities that encourage critical thinking about legal issues may be developed through the 

introduction of innovative forms of assessment.165 Such types of assessment may be 

aimed toward reflective practices.166 They may be designed to achieve engagement of 

autonomous learning with a view to developing students’ understanding ‘in the context of 

their previous experience, knowledge values and beliefs’.167 Accordingly, developing the 

students’ research skills and allowing the students to conduct research will enable 

learning to take place in the ‘zone of proximal development’. Such an approach may also 

allow research practices to be embedded within the curriculum. 



B Cultural Change: Valuing the Scholarship  

of Teaching 

While a number of studies have argued that research enhances teaching, only a 

handful have considered the ways teaching may enhance research; certain studies find that 

while research influences teaching the influence is only one way.168 As noted in Table 1, 

it is possible for teaching to have a positive impact, a negative impact, or no impact on an 

academic’s research, regardless of the impact of the academic’s research upon their 

teaching. A negative impact may be likely if the academic considers teaching to be a 

routine function that may be carried out by almost anyone.169 If this is the case, an 

academic’s teaching is unlikely to inform his or her research. This would be especially 

likely if research output is seen as an end in itself, and a narrow definition of teaching is 

adopted. Such interpretations of research and of teaching may lead to an erosion of the 

positive nexus between teaching and research.170  

However, as explained previously, teaching can instead be seen as a scholarly 

enterprise that ‘builds bridges between the teacher’s understanding and students’ 

learning’.171 When institutions encourage academics to view teaching as a form of 

scholarship as valuable as research, a positive nexus between teaching and research is 

more likely to be achieved. 

1 Teaching Informing Personal Research 

An academic can choose to view teaching not as a chore but as a way to improve his 

or her research. To teach effectively, a person must research the area that she or he is 

going to teach. Accordingly, an academic’s preparation of lectures may inform his or her 

research as questions may be raised regarding different issues that may lead to further 

research and even publication.172 Further, being required to teach a topic or subject area 

that is not familiar may broaden the mind of the academic, encouraging them to research 

new areas or connect new ideas to their existing research.173  

In addition, the necessity of explaining and communicating information to students 

may push an academic to explain things more clearly than she or he might otherwise have 

done, which may in turn provide the academic with a better grasp of a concept.174 In such 

instances, academics may be able to transfer their knowledge into teaching as well as 

having a research outcome.175 

Encouraging students’ engagement in class may also be beneficial, as it may provide 

students with an opportunity to challenge the concepts being taught. This, in turn, can 

lead to the raising of original questions that may open a new line of enquiry for the 

academic to pursue in their research. For example, as one legal academic has noted: 

Of course, sometimes the students would ask questions that your research colleague would not 

ask, sometimes there are good questions. Sometimes they force you to think about something.176 

Consequently, instead of viewing teaching in a negative light,177 academics should 

embrace teaching for the possibilities it offers for indirect enhancement of their research.  
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Teaching Informed by Research: Developing a Scholarship of Teaching 

Trigwell, Martin, Benjamin and Prosser described five possible approaches to the 

scholarship of teaching:  

A The scholarship of teaching is about knowing the literature on teaching by collecting and 

reading the literature. 

B The scholarship of teaching is about improving teaching by collecting and reading the 

literature on teaching. 

C The scholarship of teaching is about improving student learning by investigating the 

learning of one’s own students and one’s own teaching. 

D The scholarship of teaching is about improving one’s own students’ learning by knowing 

and relating the literature on teaching and learning to discipline-specific literature and 

knowledge. 

E The scholarship of teaching is about improving student learning within the discipline 

generally, by collecting and communicating results of one’s own work on teaching and 

learning within the discipline. 178 

These authors note that one strategy to facilitate a positive integration of teaching and 

learning and develop a scholarship of teaching is for an academic to conduct research into 

the literature regarding teaching. This research is crucial for effective teaching as it 

permits an academic to identify his or her main pedagogical goals. It is very different 

from the traditional approach, according to which ‘the defining characteristic of 

pedagogical accomplishment was knowledge of content’.179  

Such research will in turn help the academic to develop the learning activities and 

assessments that he or she may wish to introduce into a subject.180 A review of the 

teaching literature will also allow the academic to evaluate, on a regular basis, whether 

the teaching methods adopted are enhancing the students’ experience.181 The academic 

may be able to develop a ‘body of systematic knowledge’ which may be relied on when 

teaching; the development of such a framework will allow the academic to acquire ‘a 

more comprehensive and reflective understanding of practice’.182 This will further allow 

the academics to publish their findings and they will then be able to turn their knowledge 

and research into an output. 

3 Teaching Practices Leading to Publications 

Shulman described teaching as a community of conversation and evaluation.183 

Academics should not view teaching as an isolated activity, and the status of teaching 

must be changed from ‘private to community property’.184 A greater willingness by 

teachers to share details of their teaching experiences will result in the publication of 

more general or personalised accounts of teaching. An academic who writes about their 

teaching is not only able to study the research about teaching but is also able to produce 

original knowledge about it.185 Kift described this experience as follows: 

I was comforted also that I was contributing to my own discipline’s ‘pedagogical content 

knowledge’; the pedagogy of legal education.186 

Opportunities to publish one’s insights and findings regarding one’s own teaching will 

not only mean that teaching is informed by research; it will also mean that teaching is 

‘research at all levels’.187 Academics can translate their teaching practices into academic 



writing. As a consequence, the activities of teaching and research will no longer be 

deemed to be two different enterprises, competing for each academic’s time, energy and 

commitment; instead, they will complement each other.  

V  CONCLUSION 

The existence of a positive nexus between teaching and research cannot be assumed. 

Instead, a positive nexus must be deliberately constructed and embedded within the 

culture of law schools. It is not enough for law schools to merely claim that they support 

the existence of such a nexus between teaching and research. The positive integration of 

research and teaching requires institutions and academics to be proactive.  

In seeking to achieve the integration of teaching and research, one of the first steps 

that can be taken is for an institution to adopt broader and more inclusive definitions of 

teaching and research. This can lead to recognition of the value of the scholarship of 

teaching, which in turn can lead to a change in the reward system of the institution as 

more emphasis is put on teaching and its importance within academia. Teaching and 

research can be further integrated by introducing the latest research and the development 

of research skills into the curriculum, and by encouraging academics to recognise the 

connections between their research and their teaching, and to engage in research about 

their teaching.  

In the end, it is up to the institutions and the academics to take deliberate steps to 

create a positive nexus between teaching and research. In the ongoing academic 

conversation about the teaching-research nexus, the focus should no longer be upon 

whether a positive nexus exists between these two activities. The new focus should be 

upon how a positive nexus between teaching and research can be implemented and 

enhanced. 
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