Teaching and Research:
To Blend or Separate

Dickinson’s criticisms of the idea of
creating separate teaching and research
facilities in the universities (Letters, 13
(Dec.) should not discourage those who
have proposed this measure at Stony
Brook (1 Nov., p. 545). His attempt
to justify the status quo serves better to
underscore the necessity for changing
it. For example, his belief that “if any
line of thought is so sterile or so settled
that the teacher needs no active ex-
perience in current research, it probably
need not be pursued in a university” is
without logic. On the contrary, excel-
lence in teaching requires that a teacher
be able to keep up with a vast range
of topics and to integrate the advance-
ments in many areas of research into a
meaningful whole. This is a talent pos-
sessed in varying degree by university
professors whether they happen to be
engaged primarily in teaching or re-
search activities. The converse implica-
tion that good researchers are good
teachers is equally untrue, however de-
sirable it may be. But perhaps more
importantly, Dickinson’s fear that the
highly desirable combination of teach-
ing and research at the university will
be lost or made impossible by the
“separation” of the faculty is . . . un-
justified. The blending of teaching and
research in the university must be a
feature of entire departments, indeed
of the whole university, and not neces-
sarily of individual faculty members,
in order to become “the unique purpose
and strength” of the university. . .
Separation of faculties into teachers and
researchers might be at least a small
improvement over the present system,
provided that interdependence and co-
operation between the two can be es-
tablished and maintained.

E. N. BREWER
St. Jude Children’s Research Hospital,
P.O. Box 318, Memphis,
Tennessee 38101

. .. It is unrealistic to lump together
the teaching of undergraduate founda-
tion courses which indeed are “so set-
tled that the teacher needs no active
experience in current research” and the
instruction of advanced students who
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are sophisticated, informed, and special-
ized and who do need contact with the
individuals doing current research. Un-
less the research activity can be closely
correlated with the course material in
a natural way, the instructor’s involve-
ment in research will usually be detri-
mental to his teaching.

The myth is simply that a good re-
seach man is per se a good teacher at
any level, for any course in his field.
From Thomas Young on, it has been
frequently and unfortunately demon-
strated that men who have made notable
advances in knowledge can be poor in-
structors.

Finally, it should be noted that most
of the knowledge which a well-trained
man must have has little if any connec-
tion with the intense specialization of
current research activity—much of
which may fail to stand the test of
time. . . .

E. ScoTT BARR
Box 714, University, Alabama 35486

I second Dickinson’s comments . . .
it is possible to combine teaching and
research. Even in the most experimental
sciences a large part of the thinking
work cannot go on in the laboratory or
field. The thinking part of science is
fully as much a part of the apparatus
of research as the empirical work, ex-
perimental, or natural observation . . .
I have found it helpful for my total re-
search -and, ultimately, for my field re-
search, to be able to organize courses
so that all such research activity as
model building, hypothesis construc-
tion, literature review, much data analy-
sis, and typologizing can be done by a
class with its instructor. Together they
form a research team, even if it is at
an eclementary level of sophistication.
There is no one so far out of it who,
if he can understand the material at
all, cannot contribute some new per-
spective, perception, idea, interpreta-

tion, or ask a new critical question. -

Furthermore, in teaching-through-re-
search or research-through-teaching, I
have found that one constantly spalls
off ideas, new and old, which have
grown out of one’s work but which one
will never have the time to develop.
However, one student or another gets
inspired by such an idea, develops it

and creates anew, often indirectly feed-
ing back to one’s own creative work.

The idea of separating teaching from
research strikes me as intrinsically ab-
surd. In my own experience, the inter-
esting researchers have been the inter-
esting teachers: I recall Dunn, Dob-
zhansky, Kroeber, F. Keller, Lobeck,
and others. The dull teachers have been
dull or negligible researchers; those I
recall shall remain nameless.

ANTHONY LEEDS
Department of Anthropology,

University of Texas, Austin 78712

Stanford Study of Campus Protests

Over the past few months, a number
of letters have commented on the state-
ment of a group of Fellows at the
Center for Advanced Studies in the
Behavioral Sciences at Stanford (5 July,
p. 20) calling for a national study of
student protests. As one of the 19
Fellows who signed the statement, I
believe some further clarification is in
order, especially when our perceptions
are seen as “constrained by creaking
and rusting liberalism™ (Letters, 6 Dec.).

Perhaps it is too obvious, but it is
noteworthy that none of the comments
referred to the fact that the statement
was published in the first place. Obvi-
ously, such a national study might well
have been initiated without the need for
such a call. Certainly, many individual
studies of student protest are now un-
der way in many universities. Our
intention in publishing the statement
was precisely to be responsive to some
of the concerns raised in these letters.
Careful rereading of the statement will
reveal that Whaley (Letters, 23 Aug.)
and Liberman (Letters, 6 Dec.) are in
error in assuming that we said either
that study of protest be substituted for
examining the underlying issues or that
the problems of university governance
are not of basic importance.

To the contrary, we suggested that
an understanding of the process of con-
frontations could serve as an additional
means for effective response to both the
specific issues and the general need for
reexamination of university governance.’
Begelman (Letters, 6 Dec.) has well
stated what we hope may be the con-
structive use made of an understanding
of these occurrences on campus.

With the repeated instances of in-
tense confrontations on campuses this
year, and with the emergence of similar
modes of protest on high school cam-
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