PAGE  
8

There Is No Research “Mission Creep” at Comprehensive Universities, It’s the Nature of 
Teaching and Research Today That Has Changed
 Joel Jay Kassiola
The headline rang out on the front page of the largest circulation newspaper in Northern California: “Debate on Growth of Research at CSU Campuses,” [Tanya Schevitz, San Francisco Chronicle, February 23, 2004, A1, A5; all page references are to this article]. According to its author, there is “a growing debate over a trend toward greater on-campus research—as opposed to CSU [California State University]’s traditional mission as the teaching workhorse of the state’s higher education system. Critics say the changes amount to ‘mission creep’” [A1, A5]. 
The article goes on to declare that “[m]any of the California State University campuses are now aggressively pursuing external research dollars, hoping to fill the void of a shrinking state budget and to raise their visibility and prestige through publishing and scholarship”  [A5]. In short, Comprehensive higher education institutions in California (such as the CSU campuses and presumably Comprehensive institutions nationwide) are beginning to resemble large Research universities. According to the classification system of American higher education, the latter’s mission is primarily to conduct advanced research with the teaching of undergraduates as a secondary goal, to the dismay of advocates of undergraduate teaching cited in the newspaper article. On the surface, this certainly suggests “mission creep” from teaching to research among the former State Normal schools, now classified as “Comprehensive Universities.” The original raison d’etre of Comprehensive Universities was to prepare K-12 teachers and other members of the statewide labor pool for jobs after graduation; their faculty teaching loads are more than double of those in Research institutions. (In most Comprehensive Teaching institutions the teaching load is four courses per semester producing a yearly assignment of eight courses, while at Research institutions the teaching load may be as low as three per year or no more than four annually.) The traditional, and I shall argue, seriously mistaken, conventional view of teaching versus research view is reinforced by the Carnegie Classification System utilizing the labels of “Comprehensive” and “Research” to describe various higher education institutions. These categories are adopted by Carol Liu, the chair of the California State Assembly Committee on Higher Education, and a key legislator in the funding of the Statewide higher education system, when she is quoted: “The principal purpose of the CSU is teaching, and that is why kids go—because they get more attention in the classroom” [A5]. 
In California, students with the best grades and standardized test scores are channeled to the Research institutions or the Flagship Research University campuses within the State: The University of California. The UC is one of the most prestigious systems in the country, led by the pre-eminent, public research campus, the University of California at Berkeley. The next tier of achieving students (the top 33% as opposed to the top 12% eligible for the UC campuses) is restricted to the CSU campuses. Does this policy imply that our best performing students are not in need of good teaching on the undergraduate level? Or, are not appropriate for an institution that takes undergraduate teaching as its primary mission? 
This conclusion appears to be a reductio ad absurdum, yet it is the practice throughout the nation. Does not this anomaly suggest that there is a confusion or outdated thinking here regarding the nature of “Teaching” and “Research” institutions today? Does it not indicate a misconception of the nature of these two activities that lies at the heart of the debate over teaching and research in California? This is precisely what I want to argue in this essay: The tension between undergraduate teaching and advanced research on the part of faculty is a false dichotomy that seriously misconceives the nature of higher education, teaching, and research in the 21st century. 

 We should not be faced with a false choice between teaching and research as the mission of higher education institutions. Instead, I maintain that research is necessary to teach well because of the fundamental changes in the process of generating knowledge. Assemblywoman Liu’s quoted remark: “The principal purpose of the CSU is teaching. . . .” is still true today, I am pleased to report. No one I have met at the CSU (or at other Comprehensive institutions that I know) would deny or want to change this goal of excellence in teaching. In the existing consensus on the teaching mandate at the Comprehensive institutions, like the CSU, raises an important question that is rarely posed: What is the nature of teaching today? 
Back in the 1960s (when the exemplary Higher Education Master Plan for California was formulated) a college professor could prepare careful and thoughtful lecture notes for a class and use those same basic notes, with little change, for years. In the new millennium, there is a  knowledge explosion created by high-speed computers, many more researchers throughout the world, thousands more scholarly journals, more government and non-government financial support for research, and global interaction between researchers made possible by instant communication via the Internet.  All these have produced an increase in knowledge and the pace of knowledge change, that can quickly make last year’s understanding of the world significantly outdated and incomplete, or even radically incorrect. If we want to provide current CSU students, or students in any Comprehensive Institution, with the highest quality of teaching, faculty must keep up with these rapid advances in their fields by maintaining scholarly currency with the research literature, and, furthermore, must conduct research in an attempt to contribute to the increasing knowledge base themselves. We do not want to give our students outdated and erroneous knowledge. I submit that excellence in teaching requires knowledge of the frontiers of research, and in turn, this requires the time (also known as “research”) to absorb and reflect upon the major questions of one’s field in a systematic manner. Moreover, great teaching, I believe, demands a commitment to original research and publication in an effort to make an original contribution to a field through one’s own scholarly activities. This is marked contrast to the 1960s when the knowledge base of academic fields was smaller and changed much more slowly.
I offer an example of these new demands and synergies from my own field of political theory. I have taught Plato’s Republic, a foundation text in my field, numerous times. I have studied many scholarly commentaries on this great work in Western thought, and, as a result, I think I am a knowledgeable teacher of this text. However, I have never tried to write an original article about Plato’s work, nor conducted research on this text with the purpose of saying something that Plato scholars have not yet written about. I have never tried to challenge prevailing beliefs about the text and provide my own reasoned argument for my differing view; yet, imagine if I had conducted such a research project. I would concentrate for months, or even years, on deeply analyzing the text and reading all the existing literature on the work. I would aim to produce an essay or book that my scholarly peers considered worthy of publication, followed by criticism of my ideas by scholars of Plato producing an ongoing dialogue about my ideas and theirs. This process would not, contrary to the prevailing false dichotomy between teaching and research, constitute a threat to my effective teaching of Plato’s Republic; just the opposite, it would enhance my teaching tremendously. Such research activities would transform and improve my future teaching of this text, reflecting a deeper understanding and additional thought about the work.
Clearly, there is no conflict between research and teaching, especially given the current dramatic increase in the pace of knowledge creation among scholars. Indeed, one might well argue that the only way to a become a superb teacher today is to both know the changes in the field’s knowledge base--in the case of  Plato’s Republic, for example,  recent feminist readings of the political theory canon--and strive to contribute to these scholarly advances by engaging in such research activities oneself. 
A critic might concede this point about research informing and enhancing teaching and counter that the conflict between teaching and research goes in the other direction, that is, teaching to research, or between the time it requires to prepare for teaching one’s students and the time required to conduct research, and thereby, point to the justified lower teaching loads for Research faculty. No doubt the scarcity of time is unavoidable and does create competition between research and teaching. However, I think the inequality of teaching loads between the different institutional faculties (as noted earlier) is excessive. If I am correct about the nature of current research and teaching, the faculty at Comprehensive institutions require more time to conduct research so that their teaching may be up-to-date and of the highest possible quality. On the other hand, Research faculty should be asked to convey the insights from their research to more undergraduate students while still maintaining their research programs. Increasing research-driven, external funds in Comprehensive institutions is their faculty’s attempt to purchase the time needed to conduct such teaching-enhancing research along with advancing our knowledge and its social application. Therefore, research is not in conflict with the teaching nor public service missions of these institutions. As Plato’s student, Aristotle, would say, greater balance is the key to remedying this inequality of treatment of University faculties regarding their required quantity of teaching.  


 There is no research “mission creep” in Comprehensive schools that historically focused only on teaching. Longtime members of faculty report to me that they were discouraged from doing research decades ago because it was thought that research activities would distract, and thereby detract, from the faculty members’ commitment to teaching. Today, this seems quaint, at best, and at worst, detrimental to the goals of those who advocate for excellence in undergraduate teaching. Instead of alleging research “mission creep” at Comprehensive institutions, there is an awareness that all faculty in an institution of higher learning in the 21st century must: keep current with the new works and changing ideas of scholars in their field, criticize these works, and make public statements of their own ideas that are reviewed and assessed by their peers in an ongoing dialogue. In short, good teachers must conduct research. Research activities are a necessary component of excellence in teaching and that the two must reinforce each other and not be viewed as competitors.

It is erroneous to state that the CSUs are shifting “from teaching to research.” We, in the CSU and elsewhere in Comprehensive institutions, have not changed our mission. We remain fully committed to the goal of teaching excellence mandated in 1960.  But 44 years later the world has changed, and so has the nature of teaching. It is imperative for the health of higher education system in the United States that the transformed relationship between teaching and research be recognized and acted upon. Assembly-woman Liu, other statewide political leaders throughout the nation, the general public, and even nostalgic faculty longing for the slower-paced, less demanding days of the 1960s, must all recognize that excellence in teaching today requires a mutually reinforcing and supportive synergistic relationship between teaching and research. The supposed opposition between teaching and research is obsolete and misguided. It is time to put an end to the accusation of research “mission creep,” to put an end to the outmoded division between what must be joined together: higher education teaching and research.
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