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Introduction
The following report represents a literature review of contemporary thinking and best
practices on re-conceptualizing tenure and promotion processes to recognize a broader range of
scholarly activities. Thereisa particular emphasis on ways to assess teaching and community-
engaged scholarship. This document is meant to be used a source for stimulating future
discussion and decision making around tenure and promotion within the College of Social and

Applied Human Sciences at the University of Guelph.



The Scope of Scholarship: Boyer’s Model

A primary recommendation that is made throughout the literature on tenure and
promotion is the need to broaden the scope of scholarship to be more representative of the range
of different types of work that faculty are engaged in. Much of this discussion revolves around
the use of Boyer’s (1990) distinction between 4 different types of scholarly work. They are:

1. Scholarship of Discovery: Inquiry and knowledge generation. Represents traditional
notions of scholarly research, which hold prominence in most current tenure and
promotion decisions.

2. Scholarship of Integration: Synthesizing research findings from across contexts and
disciplines. Provides new perspectives, interpretations and ways of understanding
findings.

3. Scholarship of Application: Application of knowledge generated from research to
understand and solve real-world problems. Coming together of theory and
practice.

4. Scholarship of Teaching: Engaging in scholarly teaching. Conducting scholarly
research on pedagogy.

Boyer (1996) later added afifth form of scholarship that integrates the four previoudly listed
dimensions. the scholarship of engagement. According to Cox (2006), the scholarship of
engagement requires active interaction with people outside of the academic institution in
informing scholarly activities, from goal setting and choosing methods of inquiry to reflection
and dissemination of results.

Boyer and others (eg., Glassick, Huber & Maeroff, 1997) have argued that al of these
forms of scholarship should be recognized and rewarded. Thereis evidence that a growing
number of academic institutions have incorporated Boyer’s model (or avariation of it) in their
tenure and promotion documents to make explicit the range of work that the institution considers

to be scholarly (eg. Jordan, 2006). In asummary of the tenure and promotion documents of 44

universitiesin Canada, Gravestock & Gregor Greenleaf (2008) found that Nipissing University



explicitly uses Boyer’s (1990) model of scholarship in their tenure and promotion guidelines
(Standards for Tenure and Promotion Procedures at Nipissing University, 2008, p. 14).
The Assessment of Scholarship: Four Models

In addition to broadening the way scholarship is defined, there is also arecommendation
in the literature that the criteria with which the quality of scholarly work is assessed should aso
be broadened. Diamond (2006) went as far as to say that a re-conceptualization of tenure and
promotion processes might benefit from focusing less on the type of scholarship that a candidate
isengaged in (i.e., discovery, integration, application, teaching or engagement) and more on an
assessment of whether the work itself is scholarly. One of the advantages of re-conceptualizing
the way quality is assessed isthat it allows for non-traditional forms of scholarship (eg.,
community-based work, use of innovative pedagogy) to not only be considered and rewarded,
but also held to the same standards as more traditional forms of scholarship.

Thefollowing is adescription of 4 different models that have been proposed for assessing
scholarly work. The first three models are meant to be applicable across all of Boyer’s (1990,
1996) types of scholarship, while the fourth model was created to specifically assess the
scholarship of engagement or application. The authors of these models note that candidates for
tenure or promotion are responsible for providing appropriate documentation that their work
meets each of the stated criteria

1. Glassick, Huber & Maeroff (1997)'s 6 Criteria. Glassick et al. have developed a set
of guidelines that were generated from the results of a study in which hiring, tenure and
promotion guidelines, teaching evaluations, and standards for scholarly publication were
assessed across various American colleges and universities, 51 granting agencies, 31 scholarly

journals and 58 university presses. They found that there was a set of common assessment



criteriathat existed, regardless of the type of scholarship being assessed. Based on these

common criteriathey created arubric that they argue can be used as a guideline for assessing any

type of scholarship. The 6 criteria are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Criteriafor Assessing Scholarship (Glassick, Huber & Maeroff, 1997, p. 36)

Criteria Questionsto Ask: Doesthe Scholar ('s)
1. Clear Goals A. State the basic purpose of his’her work clearly?
B. Define objectives that are realistic and achievable?
C. Identify important questionsin the field?
2. Adequate Preparation A. Show an understanding of existing scholarship in the field?
B. Bring the necessary skills to his/her work?
C. Bring together the resources necessary to move the project
forward?
3. Appropriate Methods A. Use methods appropriate to goals?
B. Apply effectively the methods sel ected?
C. Modify procedures in response to changing circumstances?
4. Significant Results A. Achievethe goals?
B. Work add consequentially to the field?
C. Work open additional areas for further exploration?
5. Effective Presentation A. Use asuitable style and effective organization to present
his/her work?
B. Use appropriate forums for communicating work to its
intended audience?
C. Present his’her message with clarity and integrity?
6. Reflective Critique A. Critically evaluate his’her own work?
B. Bring an appropriate breadth of evidence to his/her critique?
C. Useevauation to improve the quality of future work?

2. Diamond & Adam’'s (1993) 6 Characteristics of Scholarly Work. Diamond (2006)

also suggests that while it may be difficult to come to a consensus about what types of work

should be considered scholarly, most people can agree that there are certain identifiable

characteristics that are evident in scholarly work. The 6 characteristics heidentifies are:

Sk~ wdhE

The activity requires a high level of discipline expertise.

The activity breaks new ground or isinnovative.

The activity can be replicated.

The work and its results can be documented.

The work and its results can be peer reviewed.

The activity has significance or impact. (Diamond, 2006, pp. 2-3)




3. Diamond’s (2006) Combined Model. Diamond has also suggested that the 6
characteristics listed above could be combined with Glassick et al.’s (1997) 6 characteristics to
create amore comprehensive assessment tool. Diamond (2006) noted that while the 6
characteristics listed above are more descriptive of the outcomes of scholarly work, Glassick et
al.’s characteristics are more descriptive of the process of scholarly work. The advantage,
therefore, in combining the two modelsis that both process and outcome can be accounted for.

The combined system is presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Criteriafor Assessing Scholar ship (Diamond, 2006, p.3)
An activity will be considered scholarly if it meets the following criteria:
1. The activity or work requires ahigh level of discipline-related expertise.

2. The activity or work is conducted in a scholarly manner with:
A. Clear Goals.
B. Adequate Preparation.
C. Appropriate Methodol ogy.

3. Theactivity or work and its results are appropriately documented and disseminated. This reporting
should include areflective component that addresses the significance of the work, the process that
was followed, and the outcomes of research, inquiry or activity.

4. The activity or work has significance beyond the individual context. It:
A. Breaks New Ground.
B. Can be Replicated or Elaborated.

5. The activity or work, both process and product or results, is reviewed and judged to be meritorious
and significant by a panel of the candidate’' s peers.

4. The National Review Board’'s Evaluation Criteria for the Scholarship of Engagement.
The National Review Board has also developed alist of criteriafor assessing scholarship. These
guidelines include those criteria devel oped by Glassick et al. (1997); however they have been
adapted to apply more specifically to the scholarship of engagement. These criteriaarelisted in

Table 3.



Table 3. Criteriafor Assessing Scholar ship from the National Review Board
(Jordan, 2006, pp. 27-28)

Criteria

Questions

Goald
Questions

1

2.

W

Does the scholar state the basic purpose of the work and its value for public
good?

Isthere an “academic fit” with the scholar’ srole, departmenta and university
mission?

. Doesthe scholar define objectives that are redistic and achievable?
. Doesthe scholar identify intellectual and significant questionsin the discipline

and in the community?

Context of
Theory,
Literature, Best
Practices

. Doesthe scholar show an understanding of relevant existing scholarship?
. Doesthe scholar bring the necessary skills to the collaboration?

. Doesthe scholar make significant contributions to the work?

. Isthe work intellectually compelling?

Methods

- A WDNPF

N

. Doesthe scholar use methods appropriate to the goa's, questions and context of

the work?

. Does the scholar describe the rationale for €lection of methods in relation to

context and issue?

. Doesthe scholar apply effectively the methods sel ected?
. Doesthe scholar modify procedures in response to changing circumstances?

Results
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. Doesthe scholar achieve the goals?
. Doesthe scholar’ swork add consequentialy to the discipline and to the

community?

. Doesthe scholar’ s work open additional areas for further exploration and

collaboration?

. Doesthe scholar’ swork achieve impact or change? Are those outcomes

evaluated and by whom?

. Doesthe scholar’ s work make a contribution consistent with the purpose and

target of the work over a period of time?

Communication
Dissemination

. Doesthe scholar use a suitabl e style and effective organization to present the

work?

. Does the scholar communi cate/disseminate to appropriate academic and public

audiences consistent with the mission of the institution?

. Doesthe scholar use appropriate forums for communicating work to the

intended audience?

. Doesthe scholar present information with clarity and integrity?

Reflective
Critique

O wWNPE iy
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. Doesthe scholar critically evaluate the work?

. What are the sources of evidence informing the critique?

. Doesthe scholar bring an appropriate breadth of evidence to the critique?
. In what way has the community perspective informed the critique?

. Doesthe scholar use evaluation to learn from the work and to direct future

work?

. Isthe scholar involved in alocal, state and national dialogue related to the

work?




Rewarding Teaching: Re-considering How Teaching and Performance are Assessed

There is an ever-growing research literature that seeks to determine the legitimacy of
relying on student evaluations as a primary source for assessing teaching ability in tenure and
promotion decisions (Chism, 2007). One of the criticisms of relying on this approach isthat it
does not provide an adequate assessment of the range of “intellectual work of teaching”
(Bernstein, Nelson Burnett, Goodburn & Savory, 2006, p. 5) that faculty engage in; rather it
primarily assesses teaching specifically in the context of interactions with the students. Pallett
(2006) recommends that student evaluations should ideally comprise between 30%-50% of how
teaching is evaluated. The following sub-sections offer descriptions of best practices and options
of ways to expand on the use of student evaluations to assess faculty teaching. These practices
may be useful when considering how to reward teaching that is new and innovative.

Multiple Sources, Methods & Time-Points. There is consensus in the assessment
literature that best practices for assessing teaching must incorporate multiple sources of
information, multiple methods of collecting data, and multiple time points of assessment (Chism,
2007; Pallet, 2006). Chism (2007) notes that the use of only a single source of information,
method or time-point may be susceptible to issues of bias, inaccuracy and lack of reliability. A

description of each of these best practicesis provided in Table 4.

Table 4. Best Practicesfor Assessing Teaching (Chism, 2007, pp. 7-8)

A. Instructors. provide information on goals and philosophies, course materials,
types of courses taught, supervision and mentorship activities.

Multiple Sources | B. Colleagues: judge expertise, appropriateness of materials, methods &

of Information assessments, professional conduct.

C. Adminigtrators: describe teaching contributions, professionalism, supervision
and mentorship activities.

D. Students: judge quality of teaching strategy, personal impact.

Teaching portfolios, letters of recommendation, course materiass, ratings or

Multiple Methods rankings, observations, counts, interviews.

Multiple Points
inTime

Multiple assessments during a specified period of time.




Broadening the Assessment Criteria. Glassick et a. (1997) suggest that their broadened
criteriafor scholarly work may be readily applied to the area of teaching. Others have aso
suggested including these criteriain evaluation processes (eg., Fite, 2006). Jordan’s (2006)
report provides an example of how one department at the University of Minnesota has
incorporated this rubric into their procedures for determining tenure and promotion. In using
these criteria, candidates would be required to provide documentation that they:

Articulate clear teaching goals.

Demonstrate adequate preparation for teaching.

Make use of teaching methods that are appropriate given material and context.
Achieve significant results in student learning.

Adopt effective methods of presentation of course material.

Reflect on and critique their work.

The models proposed by Diamond (2006) represent other possible guidelines for how one might
broaden the criteriafor the evaluation of teaching (see page 4 of thisreport). The potential
benefit of adopting these broader criteriaisthat it allows the candidate to document not just how
students evaluated their teaching, but also the components of their teaching work that make it
scholarly and worthy of recognition.

Teaching Portfolios. Teaching portfolios are now commonly used to document teaching
effectiveness (Devanas, 2006). Teaching Support Services at the University of Guelph holds
workshops for faculty on how to compose a teaching dossier that includes such things as:
statement of teaching philosophy, teaching responsibilities, evaluations of teaching, contributions
to teaching made outside the classroom, professional development activities, and documents
providing supporting evidence of teaching ability (Wolstenholme, 2008). The benefit of creating
ateaching portfolio isthat it allows candidates to document the full range of teaching work that

they have been involved in, and to describe the philosophy and methods that guide their
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approach to teaching. People interested in learning more about teaching dossiers are encouraged
to contact Janet Wol stenholme (extension 58084).

Peer Review. Rigorous peer review is considered to be a gold standard in the assessment
of traditional forms of research work that faculty engage in. There have been recent movesto
also subject teaching to the standards of peer review (Bernstein et al., 2006; Chism, 2007
Gravestock & Gregor Greenleaf, 2008; Mills, 2006). Pallet (2006, p. 2) suggests that peers are
particularly qualified to make judgments about the following aspects of teaching:

Appropriateness of objectives.

Appropriateness of methods of evaluation & grading standards.

Instructor knowledge.

Whether procedures & materials are current, balanced & relevant to objectives.
Participation in activities that foster teaching (eg., curriculum development,
mentorship).

e Contribution to a climate that values teaching.

Peers may include colleagues in the department that are familiar with the course or subject area,
or external reviewers who have expertise in the area or familiarity with teaching in asimilar
context (Bernstein et a., 2006).

One of the common formats for peer review is peer observation, in which a colleague
attends one or several of the candidate’'s classes. Common criticisms of this approach are that
the assessment may be too context-specific and that it fails to capture the intellectual work that
occurs outside of those single sessions of observation (Bernstein et a., 2006). To avoid some of
these problems, Mills (2006) suggests that the peer review process should ideally contain 3 steps:
ameeting with the person being reviewed prior to the visit, the visit itself, and a post-visit
meeting. During the pre-visit consultation, Mills (2006, pp. 84-85) suggests that there are
several questions that the reviewer could be asking. These questions are provided on the

following page.
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1. Determining the Context of the Class.

e What are the course objectives of the particular session to be reviewed and how are
these objectives to be achieved?

e Where doesthe classfit into the curriculum & who are the students?

¢ How have students been told to prepare for the class? What came before this class?

e Will the class be atypical example of their approach to teaching or are innovative
techniques being used?

e Arethere any problem areas?

2. Determining What is Expected From the Reviewer.
e What should the reviewer read prior to the visit?
e What should the reviewer focus on during the visit?
e What isto be achieved from the visit?
e What isthefinal product the reviewer should provide?

3. Review the Course Syllabus.
e Look for congruence between the stated objectives and types of assignments used.

4. Determine the Logistics for the Visit

During the post-visit meeting, the reviewer should provide constructive feedback based on the
visititself. Mills (2006, p. 86) also offers suggestions for questions to be asked during the final
visit. They include:

How do you think things went?

What was the best thing about the class?
What would you change about the class?
What do you think the students |earned?

As afurther attempt to address the concerns associated with observation-based peer
review, Bernstein et al. (2006) has developed a model that they argue is more comprehensive
than those that have typically been used. The model combines the peer review process with the
documentation of teaching in the form of a course portfolio.

Combining Portfolio & Peer Review: Bernstein et al.’s (2006) Peer Reviewed
Portfolio Model. Bernstein et al. advocate for the writing of course portfolios that are evaluated
by a colleague or peer. In this case, their notion of a course portfolio is different from the

teaching portfolios or dossiers that are often used in the tenure and review process; whereas the
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teaching dossier is an accumulation of various documents related to one’ s teaching (eg, course

gyllabi, examinations, sample work), the course portfolio is a documentation of the processes of

teaching and exemplars of student learning. To thisend, Bernstein et al. (2006, p. 11) suggest

that the course portfolio should contain:

Reflective discussion of course content and goals.

Description of plan to accomplish key objectivesin student learning.
Evidence, Assessment & Evaluation of student achievement of stated goals.
Reflective narrative on the relation among the above 3 dimensions.

In addition, they describe specific guidelines for 2 different types of portfolios that could be

created: the benchmark portfolio and the inquiry portfolio. Eachis created with a different goal

in mind and is summarized in Table 5.

Table 5. Benchmark and Inquiry Portfolios (Bernstein et al., 2005, pp. 23-121)

Type of

Portfolio Purpose Activities
Memo 1. Describe course & goals.
1. Provides acurrent picture of the course. , o
Memo 2: Describe course activities.
Benchmark | 2. Documents current practices.
Memo 3: Document & analyze student
3. Givesinsight into questionsto investigate. | learning. Collect samples of work of
varying degrees of success.
1. Assesses progress over time. Memo 1. State problem to investigate.
_ 2. Assegseslong-term impact of approach to Memo 2: Generate hypothesis &
Inquiry teaching.

3. Long-term assessment of student
achievement.

devel op methodol ogy to study problem.

Memo 3: Analyze & assess findings.

The peer review can serve two purposes: to provide feedback and recommendations

about how to improve one' s teaching, and to provide an assessment of one’s teaching work (eg.,

for such purposes as making decisions about tenure and promotion). The areas that reviewers

would be asked to comment on are summarized in Table 6.
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Table 6. Areasfor Reviewer Assessment (Bernstein et al., 2005, pp. 134-147)

Areasfor Review

Sample Questions

Intellectual Content of Course

- Agreement with course goals & topics covered.

- Congruence between goals & content.

- Coherence between content & structure of course.

- Appropriateness of level of knowledge & skills covered given
context.

Quality of Teaching Practices

- Appropriateness of methods given class level.

- Engagement of students.

- Opportunities to practice skills learned.

- Creativity & effectiveness of teaching methods.

- Effective use of time outside class.

- Effectiveness of course structure & procedure in encouraging
learning.

Student Understanding of
Course Content.

- Appropriate level of performance given course goals, context & class
level.

- Performance reflects appropriate level of challenging conceptua &
critical thinking activities.

- Appropriate methods of evaluation.

- Varied ways of demonstrating achievement.

- Coherence between course goals & weighing of assignments.

- Appropriate number of successful students, or reflection on why
success is not being achieved.

- Demonstrates thinking about how to improve performance.

Consideration of Reflection
& Development

- Demonstrates reflection on student achievement.

- Analysis of teaching practice based on student performance.

- Identifies relations between teaching & performance.

- Demonstrates changing practices based on student performance.

Bernstein et a.’s (2005) model was developed at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln as

part of the American Association for Higher Educations' s Peer Review of Teaching Project. The

Peer Review of Teaching Project currently has aweb-site database of more than 200 course

portfolios, some of which are accessible to viewers of the site (www.courseportfolio.org). Not

only can those interested in instituting asimilar review process view the site, but faculty can also

post their course portfolios to be reviewed by colleagues on the site. It isimportant to note that

many different models of peer review exist and are documented in a step-by-step manner (eg.,

Chism, 2007).
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Documenting Impact. It has aso been suggested that tenure and promotion processes
should make a point of judging the impact of the work of faculty (Jordan, 2006; O’ Meara, 2006).
Documenting impact may be particularly useful in the assessment of courses that involve an
experientia or service learning component. Service-based courses represent an innovative
approach to teaching that has recently gained prominence. The greater level of intricacy and
challenges inherent in experiential or service-based courses may increase the complexity of
assessing the quality of teaching that occurs.

Battistoni, Gelmon, Saltmarsh, Wergin and Zlotkowski (2003) have compiled a set of
matrices for assessing the impact of service-based courses on students, faculty and community
partners. Although not specifically created for use in tenure and promotion decisions, the
matrices may be a useful resource in the development of some more explicit guidelines for how
to document and assess the impact of service-based teaching. The matrices identify:

1. Key concepts to be assessed.

2. Indicatorsthat will be used to measure the concepts.
3. Methods used to gather data.

4. Sources of data

Appendices B, C and D provide the full matrices for students, faculty and community
partners respectively. As Appendix B indicates, to evaluate the impact of service-based teaching

on students one might document such things as students':

Community Awareness, Involvement & Commitment to Service.
Understanding of Course Content, Ability to Communicate.
Sensitivity to Diversity.

Advances in Career Development.

Sense of Ownership, Valuing of Multiple Sources of Learning.

Appendix C indicates that faculty might document the impact of their service-based teaching on:

e Teaching Strategies and Philosophy.
e Successin Course Facilitation, Ability to Overcome Barriers.
e Lessons Learned, Strategies for Future Improvement.
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Asthe matrix in Appendix D indicates, community partners might evaluate such things as:

e Satisfaction with Partnership of the Course Instructor.
e Perception of Sustainability of Partnership.
e Benefits of Partnership for the Organization.

The matrices suggest that there are multiple ways of documenting the impact of service-
based teaching, including:

Conducting Interviews, Focus Groups or Surveys.
Classroom or Community Observations.

Critical Incident & Documentation Review.
Analysis of Curriculum Vitae.

In addition, the matrices suggest multiple sources of information, including:

e Students.
e Faculty & Department Chairs.
e Community Partners & Governing and Advisory Boards.

Candidates for tenure and promotion may be encouraged to include arange of these methods and
sources for documenting their achievements in service-based learning. The tenure and review
process would, in turn, have to be open to receiving multiple forms of documentation of success.
The Scholarship of Teaching. Another way that candidates for tenure and promotion may
be rewarded for their innovative approaches to teaching is through their formal documentation
and dissemination of those approaches. Considered to be part of the scholarship of teaching,
contemporary thinking on the subject suggests that reward processes should recognize these
types of activitiesin the same way that more traditional forms of research are recognized (Boyer,
1990; Glassick, Huber & Maeroff, 1997; Huber, 2001). Those that engage in the scholarship of
teaching are concerned with the processes and outcomes related to teaching and learning, and do
such things as investigate pedagogical literature and their own teaching techniques in order to

improve practice (Gurung, Ansburg, Alexander, Lawrence, Johnson, 2008; Huber, Hutchings &
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Shulman, 2006). According to Huber (2001), the products of the scholarship of teaching may
include such things as:

Developing & documenting innovative classroom practices and new curricula
Creating teaching & learning resources that colleagues and students can use.
Publishing findings in peer reviewed journals & presenting at conferences.
Conducting teaching workshops.

Engaging in web-based scholarly activities.

Collaborating with others.

The degree to which there is support for the scholarship of teaching and learning is still
relatively unknown. In arecent study, Braxton and Del Favero (2001) noted that tenure and
promotion processes typically base reward decisions on the number of publications, the form of
publications and the prestige of the place of publication. Their analysis of journal impact scores
from chemistry, physics, engineering, computer sciences and psychology indicated that there
were relatively few journals that published scholarly work on teaching, and that those that did
publish thiswork had journals had relatively low impact scores. The findings suggest that
rewarding the scholarship of teaching will require institutions to recognize products other than
peer-reviewed publications. They ultimately provide 3 recommendations for assessing a broader
range of scholarly work (p. 28):

1. Thework must be in an observable form (eg., published papers, video-taped
presentations, computer software), made public, open to critical peer review, and
available for use by others.

2. Criteriafor assessing quality should follow those suggested by Glassick et al.

3. 'I%ggs?ﬁol arship must be well documented (eg., in a portfolio).

In an informal survey of people working in educational centres across Canada, Peter
Wolf (Associate Director, Teaching Support Services, University of Guelph) indicated that in

addition to the use of student evaluations, there are some institutions that are extending their

evaluation proceduresto include: peer or external review of teaching performance and design,
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publication and dissemination of scholarly work related to teaching and learning, and
engagement in formal or informal teaching development procedures (eg., certifications, degrees)
(P. Wolf, personal communication, February 4, 2009). Peter also indicated that he would be
willing to facilitate discussion groups around the issues of re-conceptualizing tenure and
promotion processes.

Similarly, in their review of tenure and promotion documents across Canadian
Universities, Gravestock and Gregor Greenleaf (2008, p. 3) indicated that there were multiple
ways that institutions are documenting teaching competency and effectiveness. These include:

Student evaluations.

Peer review.

Publications on the scholarship of teaching & learning.
Awards.

Participation in program and curriculum devel opment.
Sample teaching material.

Teaching dossiers.

It should also be noted that Teaching Support Services at the University of Guelph
conducts a discussion group called Teaching On The Edge (TOTE), where faculty discuss new
and innovative approaches to teaching that are occurring on campus. Thisis aso aforum for
discussing arange of challenges and brainstorming solutions. Faculty engaged in innovative
approaches to teaching may find this discussion group to be a useful resource.

Recognizing the Scholarship of Application & Engagement

The literature suggests that attaining tenure and promotion can be particularly difficult for
those who are involved in the scholarship of application or engagement (Commission on
Community-Engaged Scholarship in the Health Professions, 2005; Jackson, Schwartz & Andree,
2008). The report of the Commission on Community-Engaged Scholarship in the Health

Professions (2005, pp. 19-30) listed a series of recommendations for how to encourage health-
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related institutions to provide greater support to faculty who conduct community-engaged

scholarship. Several of those recommendations are pertinent to the discussion on how to re-

conceptualize the tenure and promotion processes in CSAHS to recognize a broader range of
scholarship. Some of the recommendations from the report are listed below. Additional
information and description is included where appropriate.

1. Define scholarship in such a way that it explicitly includes community-engaged scholar ship.
This recommendation recognizes the work of Boyer (1990) in broadening the scope of what
is considered to be scholarly activity.

2. Recognize a portfolio that includes both peer-reviewed work and applied products. Take into
consideration the time required for community-based work by allowing for flexibility and
extended deadlines.

3. Recognize the range of outputs that come from community-based work & broaden the
acceptable journals in which to publish. These recommendations are made in
acknowledgement of the fact that the results of community-based work are often not
published in peer-reviewed journals. Jackson et al. (2008, p.137) provide several different
options for places to disseminate community-engaged research:

The Community University Exposition (CUEXpo).

The Canadian Alliance for Community Service-Learning.

The pan Canadian Community-Based Research Network.

The Michigan Journa of Community Service Learning.
Action, Research and Manifestation.

Other non-traditional forms of output that have been recognized in tenure and promotion
documents include:

Technical reports on community issues.

Evidence that work has improved community services.

Contributions to changes in public policy.

Multi-media products & media appearances that contribute to the community.
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e Evidence of using expertise to solve community problems.

e Lettersof support from community stakeholders.

e Evidence of connections between one' s research, community-engaged work and
teaching. (Jordan, 2006)

4. Recognize the collaborative nature of community-engaged work by not over-emphasizing
first authorship on disseminated products.

5. Usecriteria to measure the impact of work on the community. In the study of 7 institutions
that recognize community-based work presented by Jordan (2006), the most important
product to come from community-based work was evidence of the impact that work had on
the greater community. One might consider using matrices similar to those proposed by
Battison et a. (2003) to measure the impact of the candidate’s community-based work.

6. Recognize the varied funding sources for community-engaged work.

7. Involve community partnersin the review process.

8. Educate those involved in the review process about community-engaged work.

Re-conceptualizing the Tenure and Promotion Process: Broad Recommendations

It seems important to include severa of the recommendations, advice and suggestions
that have been made about the broader process of re-conceptualizing tenure and promotion.

O’'Meara’s (2005) 10 Principles of Good Practice. O’ Meara has suggested ten principles
of best practices for encouraging faculty to engage in multiple forms of scholarship. These
recommendations were generated from a range of sources, including: literature reviews, case-
study research, the national survey of chief academic officers conducted by the American

Association for Higher Education, focus groups with chief academic officers, 9 campus studies

from the “Reflecting on Best Practices Project”, as well as more than a decade of consulting with

higher learning institutions. The 10 principles are summarized in Table 7.
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Table7. 10 Principles of Good Practice (O’ Meara, 2005, pp.

293-300)

Emphasis

Principle

Example Suggestions

Faculty Socialization

1. Prepare faculty in graduate school for
the variety of roles and types of
scholarship in which they will engage

2. Socialize new faculty to the broader
ingtitutional definition of scholarship

-Provide clear definition of
scholarship & criteriafor T&P.
-Exposure to multiple forms of
scholarship.

-Mentorship with senior faculty.
-Sharing scholarly work.

3. Present clear expectations for
scholarship in promotion and tenure
guidelines

-Describe how to document
multiple forms of scholarship.
-Create set of evaluation

Faculty Expectations standards.
4. Do not expect to reward the “ overloaded -Flexi bl? v_vork! oad programs,
e’ -Recognizing time spent.
P -Strategies to avoid burnout.
5. Assess the impact of scholarship on 'ngrument arange of impacts.
: T - review.
multiple beneficiaries and partners.
-Create classroom assessment
Assessment &
. tools.
Evaluation -Discuss strengths &
6. Provide useful feedback to faculty ok g
during evaluation WEAKNESSES. .
’ -Encourage collaboration.
7. Support pioneers with resources — “Provide resources_for multiple
i ) o forms of scholarship.
Resources structura and financial, training and !
devel opment, political and symbolic -Promote partnerships.
’ -Highlight new forms of work.
-Emphasizeindividua &
departmental strengths.
Collaboration & 8. Encourage scholarly contributions that -R(_ecognl ze the changing naiure
i . of interests & strengths.
Community build on strengths.

- Senior faculty with particular
strengths collaborate with new
faculty.

Institutional Identity
& Direction

9. Define and emphasize scholarship in the
context of ingtitutional mission

10. Resist increasing research expectations
to enhance institutional prestige.

-Open discussion of scholarship
& mission.

-Link faculty work with
mission.

-Reward multiple forms of
scholarship.

-Reward work that fits with
ingtitutional mission.
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Zahorksi’s (2005) 9 Lessons Learned. Similarly, Zahorski (2005) has put together alist

of 9 lessons learned through the process of re-conceptualizing tenure and promotion processes to

recognize multiple forms of scholarship at asmall American liberal arts college (pp. 63-64). The

list is provided below.

1

2.

Put faculty in charge of the process to ensure greater buy-in.

Foster a spirit of shared ownership by seeking input from faculty and academic
community.

Establish common ground for discussion: ensure understanding of the meaning of
scholarship and other relevant vocabulary being used.

. Make the process and product of redefinition congruent with your mission

statement.

Take atwo-tiered approach: first discuss how the definition of scholarship isto be
broadened, then make practical applicationsto the current tenure & promotion
system.

Prepare for heated debate and a broad spectrum of views.

Work toward compromise: compromise that isinclusive of varied perspectivesisa
more realistic goal than complete consensus.

Follow up redefinition with modification of the reward system.

Prepare for an ongoing conversation, lingering questions, and tensions: expect
guestions about how the new system will be applied.

Summary of Important Themes and Considerations

There were several suggestions and recommendations that came up repeatedly in the

literature on tenure and promotion. These themes are summarized below.

1. Begin with the Institutional Mission. A common recommendation in the literature on

tenure and promotion is that any re-conceptualization of the process must first begin by

reviewing the mission of the ingtitution (Curry, 2006; Fite, 2006; O’ Meara, 2005; Diamond,

2009; Zahorski, 2006). This recommendation recognizes that different institutions and
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departments will have different sets of purposes and goas. The ways in which scholarshipis
defined and evaluated in tenure and promotion processes should therefore be consistent with the
purported goals of the institution or department. It would therefore be important to review the
mission statement for the University of Guelph before making significant amendments to tenure
and promotion processes (see http://www.uoguel ph.ca/secretari at/senate/handbook/Mission
Statement.pdf).

2. Include Faculty in the Re-conceptualizing of Evaluation Processes. A second
recommendation is that any re-conceptualization of criteria or processes related to tenure and
promotion should be conducted in consultation with the faculty that will ultimately be impacted
by it (Fite, 2006; Zahorski, 2005). Open dialogue with faculty about changes to evaluation
systems will help to address any concerns they might have, create a sense of ownership, and
ensure clarity of the new expectations being devel oped.

3. Be Explicit in Defining Scholarship and Provide Clear Guidelines for How It Will Be
Assessed. Overall, there appears to be a consensus that scholarship must be defined broadly
enough to account for the range of scholarly activity that faculty engagesin (Glassick et a.,
1997; O’ Meara, 2005; Zahorski, 2005). Minimally, it isimportant to be explicit in defining the
types of work that will be considered scholarly and worthy of reward through tenure and
promotion (O’ Meara & Rice, 2005). Glassick et al. (1997) and Diamond (2006) suggest re-
conceptualizing the assessment of scholarship to include broad characteristics that may be
applied to scholarship in any form.

4. Re-examine Workload Expectations. Thereis suggestion in the literature that it is
important to recognize that different forms of scholarship require differing amounts of time and

energy (Curry, 2006; O’ Meara, 2005). For example, community-engaged research is generally
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recognized to take longer than other types of research because of the inherent complexities of
working with community partners. One recommendation is that there be some flexibility in
timelines for those doing this type of work (Report of the Commission on Community-Engaged
Scholarship in the Health Professions, 2005). Other suggestions that have been made include:
altering weightings of workload depending on the nature of the work that faculty are engaged in
(Curry, 2006; Jackson, Schwartz & Andree, 2008), and allowing faculty to focus on only one or
two forms of scholarship at particular pointsin their careers (O’ Meara, 2005).

5. Assess the Impact of Work & Involve Community Partnersin Peer Review. Assessing
the impact of work has been suggested to be a particularly important method of evaluating
candidates that conduct community-based research (Jordan, 2006). It may be similarly important
for those who are use innovative approaches to teaching. It has also been recommended that
community partners be formally involved in the peer review process of such scholarship because
they are equipped with the expertise and experience to comment on the complexity of thistype
of work and the degree to which it has impacted the community (Jackson, Schwartz & Andree,
2008; Report of the Commission on Community-Engaged Scholarship in the Health Professions,
2005). O’ Meara (2005) has extended the notion of evaluating impact to include students, other
faculty members, the discipline, the profession and the academic institution.

6. Recognize Multiple Forms of Outputs. While publication in peer reviewed journals
remains the gold standard for evaluating the products of faculty work, there is consensus that
other forms of scholarly work should also be recognized in the tenure and review process
(Jordan, 2006; Report of the Commission on Community-Engaged Scholarship in the Health
Professions, 2005). O’ Meara (2005) suggests that guidelines for what constitutes scholarly

output across the different domains of scholarship should be explicitly expressed in tenure and
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promotion documents. Braxton and Del Favero (2001) suggest that these different forms of
output must be observable, public, open to critical peer review and available for use by others.

7. Adopt Multiple Forms of Teaching Assessment. Thereis suggestion in the literature
that student evaluations of teaching do little on their own to provide an accurate representation of
teaching ability (Bernstein et a., 2006; Chism, 2007). One recommendation that has been made
isto use multiple methods of collecting assessment data from multiple sources, at multiple time
points (Chism, 2007). Teaching assessment procedures may be expanded to include not only
student evaluations, but also such things such as peer review, the impact of teaching work on
faculty, students and community partners (particularly in the case of service-based courses), and
acknowledging a wide variety of products that come from the scholarship of teaching and

learning.
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Appendix A
Informative Web-Based Resources

Campus Compact: Listsarange of resources on community service learning.
e http://www.compact.org/

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching: An American foundation dedicated to
the continual improvement of teaching and learning. Contains links to various publications
(including Change Magazine) on topics relevant to higher education.

e http://www.carnegiefoundation.org/

Community-Campus Partnerships for Health: Provides arange of useful resources for how
community-engaged scholarship might be recognized in tenure and promotion processes. The
second link isto atoolkit that community-engaged scholars can use to document their work. The
third link is to the Report of the Commission on Community-Engaged Scholarship in the Health
Professions, which provides several recommendations for how to reward community-engaged
scholarship in tenure and promotion processes. The fourth link is to the report on Developing
Criteriafor Review of Community-Engaged Scholars for Promotion or Tenure, in which the
tenure and promotion documents of 7 Institutions that support community engaged scholarship
are examined. Provides exemplars of how scholarship has been defined and criteria developed in
tenure and promotion documents.

http://depts.washington.edu/ccph/index.html
http://depts.washington.edu/ccph/toolkit.html
http://depts.washington.edu/ccph/kellogg3.html
http://depts.washington.edu/ccph/pdf _files/Devel oping%20Criteri a%20for%20R
eview%200f%20CES.pdf

Peer Review of Teaching Project: Provides examples of course portfolios and allows users to
solicit peer review of their work.
e www.courseportfolio.org

The National Academy for Academic Leadership: Contains some contemporary writing on
topics related to tenure and promotion.
e http://www.thenationalacademy.org/

Tomorrow’s Professor Mailing List: A list-serv that isfreetojoin. Articles on arange of topics
in higher education are disseminated.
e http://ctl.stanford.edu/Tomprof/index.shtml
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