
This chapter considers the limitations of traditional
faculty assessment systems in the context of Boyer’s four
domains of scholarship and suggests a new organizing
template for realigning assessment systems to
accommodate work in all four domains.
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In Scholarship Reconsidered: Priorities for the Professoriate, Boyer (1990)
asserted that the definition of scholarship should expand to include the
scholarships of discovery, application, integration, and teaching. The most
standard form of scholarship is discovery, acquiring knowledge for its own
sake through testing and generating theory. Applying disciplinary knowl-
edge and skill to societal problems characterizes the scholarship of applica-
tion, whereas the scholarship of integration involves making meaning from
research findings. The scholarship of teaching involves continuous exami-
nation of pedagogical practices (Boyer, 1990).

Boyer provides several reasons for expanding the boundaries of schol-
arship to include these four domains. First, the faculty reward structure fails
to correspond to the full range of daily scholarly activities performed by fac-
ulty. The majority (59 percent) of college and university faculty have pub-
lished five or fewer articles in refereed journals during their careers (Boyer,
1990). Such faculty are neither unscholarly nor unproductive (Blackburn,
1974; Braxton and Toombs, 1982). Expanding the parameters of what
counts as scholarship would better reflect the scholarly activities of mem-
bers of the professoriate who seldom or never publish. Second, the missions
of most colleges and universities fail to acknowledge the forms of scholar-
ship most congruent with their missions. Currently, the research university
model, with its heavy emphasis on discovery, provides an inappropriate
yardstick for measuring scholarly attainments at the full range of colleges
and universities (Boyer, 1990; Ladd, 1979). Third, scholarship should be
useful for solving pressing social and economic problems.
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Glassick, Huber, and Maeroff (1997) write, “It’s one thing to give schol-
arship a larger meaning, but the real issue revolves around how to assess
other forms of scholarship” (p. 21). We concur. In this chapter, we address
issues related to the appraisal of Boyer’s four domains of scholarship. We
first describe traditional approaches to faculty assessment, then explore how
they fit with Boyer’s domains, and finally examine how publication outlets
vary in number and impact across several disciplines for the scholarships of
discovery, application, and teaching.

Traditional Approach to Faculty Assessment

Faculty scholarly performance has traditionally been assessed by “straight
counts” (Lindsey, 1980) of publications, such as articles in refereed jour-
nals, books, monographs, book chapters, and presentations at professional
meetings (Braskamp and Ory, 1994; Centra, 1993; Miller, 1987, 1972;
Braxton and Bayer, 1986; Seldin, 1985). Such straight counts, however,
require weights to make comparisons between types of publications.
Braxton and Bayer (1986) caution that disciplines may vary in the weight
ascribed to different types of publications. In so-called soft or low-consensus
disciplines such as sociology, psychology, political science (Biglan, 1973,
Braxton and Hargens, 1996), original scholarly books and monographs are
often weighted more heavily than journal articles, textbooks are weighted
more than edited books, and edited books receive equivalent weight to arti-
cles published in high-quality journals. In so-called hard or high-consensus
disciplines such as biology, chemistry, and physics, journal articles might
receive more weight than books.

Qualitative appraisals of publications include distinctions between ref-
ereed and nonrefereed journals, journal quality ratings, indices of the con-
tribution made by a publication, or a book publisher’s reputation (Braxton
and Bayer, 1986; Centra, 1993). Because an article in a refereed journal has
been assessed and certified by experts in the field as making a contribution
to knowledge, it may be considered of higher quality than an article in a
nonrefereed journal (Braxton and Bayer, 1986). Refereed journals also vary
in quality. Each academic discipline has core journals that scholars rate
more highly than other journals. The impact factor for a journal is another
indicator of quality (Braxton and Bayer, 1986; Gordon, 1982; McDonough,
1975; Smart and Elton, 1981). The average number of citations received for
each article published in the focal journal provides the basis for the calcu-
lation of the impact score for a given journal (Smart, 1983).

Traditional Template and Domains of Scholarship

In this section, we describe publication forms for each of the four scholar-
ship domains from an inventory of scholarly activities developed by Braxton
and others (2000). The forms of scholarship included in this inventory were
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identified through the writings of Boyer (1990), Braxton and Toombs
(1982), and Pellino, Blackburn, and Boberg (1984). We also consider the
appropriateness of the traditional template for assessing Boyer’s four
domains of scholarship.

Publication forms pertinent to the scholarship of discovery include a ref-
ereed journal article, a book, or a book chapter describing a new theory
developed by the author and a refereed journal article or a book reporting
findings of research designed to gain new knowledge. The traditional
publication-assessment template poses few problems for the appraisal of
these forms of publications.

The following forms of publications associated with the scholarship of
application fit the traditional template for assessing faculty scholarship: an
article that reports the findings of research designed to solve a practical
problem, an article that outlines a new research problem identified through
the application of the knowledge and skill of one’s academic discipline to a
practical problem, an article that describes new knowledge obtained
through the application of the knowledge and skill of one’s academic disci-
pline to a practical problem, an article that applies new disciplinary knowl-
edge to a practical problem, and an article that proposes an approach to the
bridging of theory and practice.

Disciplinary differences arise, however, when considering the appro-
priateness of the traditional template for assessing the scholarship of appli-
cation. Some academic disciplines are pure in their research activities,
whereas others are applied in their research orientation (Biglan, 1973).
Faculty members from pure academic disciplines may be at a disadvantage
if they wish to engage in the scholarship of application and publish the out-
comes. This would be true if journals associated with applied academic dis-
ciplines are more likely to publish articles about application than journals
in pure disciplines, if applied fields have more journals that focus primar-
ily on the scholarship of application than pure disciplines, or if books that
address application from applied disciplines are more likely to be published
by scholarly presses than such articles from pure disciplines.

The use of journal impact scores based on citations counts may also be
problematic for qualitative assessments of publications associated with the
scholarship of application. Journal impact scores are well suited for the schol-
arship of discovery as an indicator of quality because of its emphasis on
advancements in knowledge and the development of theory. Citations indi-
cate recognition of contributions to knowledge, as scholars acknowledge
intellectual debts to others. Citations to the work of scholars engaged in the
scholarship of application may be less frequent because of the nature of 
the knowledge base developed through applied scholarship. As a conse-
quence, journal impact scores may be inappropriate indices of quality of pub-
lications pertinent to the scholarship of application.

The fit between publication of scholarship of integration and the tradi-
tional template for scholarship assessment is problematic, although some
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integration publication forms fit the traditional template. They include a
review of literature on a disciplinary or interdisciplinary topic, an article or
book chapter on the application of a research method or theory borrowed
from another academic discipline to one’s own discipline, an article or book
that crosses subject matter areas, a textbook, and an edited book.

Some academic disciplines may have more publication outlets for the
scholarship of integration than others. Faculty members in soft fields, such
as history and sociology, publish more integration scholarship than do their
counterparts in hard disciplines, such as biology and chemistry (Braxton
and others, 2000). Therefore, citation rates for scholarship of integration
publications may vary between hard and soft disciplines.

Some publication forms that result from the scholarship of integration
fail to correspond to the traditional template for scholarship appraisal,
including a review essay of two or more books on similar topics, a critical
book review, an article or book addressing current disciplinary or interdis-
ciplinary topics published in the popular press, and a book published
reporting research findings to the lay reader. Faculty tenure and promotion
committees, academic deans, chief academic affairs officers, and college and
university presidents should consider whether these publication forms
should be considered measures of publication productivity in the scholar-
ship of integration. Such deliberations might include discussion of the rela-
tionship between institutional missions and the contribution of such
publications to the welfare of the lay public.

Scholarship of teaching publications that appear to be optimum fits with
the traditional scholarship assessment template are those that report a new
teaching approach or instructional method developed by the author. Other
publication forms reflecting the scholarship of teaching include a publica-
tion listing resource materials for a course; a publication on examples, mate-
rials, class exercises, or assignments that help students to learn difficult
course concepts; a publication on an approach or strategy for dealing with
class-management problems faced in teaching a particular type of course; a
publication on an approach or strategy to help students to think critically
about course concepts; a publication of methods to make ungraded assess-
ments of student learning of course content; and a publication on the use
of a new instructional practice and the alterations made to make it success-
ful. These various publication forms might be journal articles, books, or
book chapters.

Applying the traditional scholarship assessment template to these
forms of publication raises two important issues. One is whether there are
many journals or university and commercial presses that publish scholar-
ship related to teaching in various academic disciplines. Another issue con-
cerns the rate of citation to articles appearing in teaching journals. Because
such articles are most likely to make contributions to practice, citations 
to such articles may be so infrequent that citation rates cannot be used as
an indicator of quality.
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Assessing the Fit Between the Traditional Template and
Boyer’s Domains

As described in the previous section, the traditional template for assessing
faculty scholarship has relied upon the number of publications, the form of
publications, and the prestige afforded the publication outlet. Consistent
with Glassick, Huber, and Maeroff (1997), Fiddler and others (1996),
Diamond (1993), Froh, Gray, and Lambert (1993), and Seldin (1991), we
argue that the traditional publication-assessment template is not appropri-
ate for evaluating quality across Boyer’s four scholarship domains. In this
section, we analyze data from the Journal Citation Reports of the Sciences
Citation Index (Institute for Scientific Information, 1999a) and the Social
Sciences Citation Index (Institute for Scientific Information, 1999b) to
address the question, To what extent do publication outlets across disci-
plines vary in number and impact for the scholarships of discovery, appli-
cation, integration, and teaching?

Methods. We examined the journal impact factor, as an objective mea-
sure of quality or prestige of journals in selected disciplines. The journal
impact factor measures the frequency with which the “average article” in a
journal has been cited in a particular year (Institute for Scientific
Information, 1999a, 1999b). It is calculated by dividing the number of cur-
rent citations to articles published in the two previous years by the total
number of articles published in the two previous years The likelihood that
any piece of scholarly work will be cited more than once is low; the modal
number of lifetime citations to any single scholarly work is either zero or
one (Braxton and Bayer, 1986). Citation rates can be expected to vary
among disciplines and among subspecialties within disciplines. The
Institute for Scientific Information’s (ISI) Journal Citation Reports (1999a,
1999b) indicates that citation information provides a “systematic, objective
way to determine the relative importance of journals within their subject
categories.” The potential attractiveness of a particular journal as a publi-
cation outlet can thus be determined using aggregated citation data, or the
journal impact factor.

We examined journal impact scores from hard-pure disciplines (chem-
istry and physics), hard-applied disciplines (engineering and computer sci-
ence), and psychology, a soft-pure discipline (Biglan, 1973). The journals in
these disciplines were laid out in the ISI journal database in a way that best
allowed for subjective judgment about the form of scholarship published.
For example, journals in psychology were grouped into nine categories that
included applied psychology, a category apparently dedicated to the schol-
arship of application. Categorical groupings of journals in soft-applied dis-
ciplines such as education or business did not lend themselves to this type
of analysis. Several disciplines, however, have journals devoted to teaching
as evidenced by journal titles. This group of journals offers evidence of pub-
lication outlets for the scholarship of teaching.
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Maximum impact factor scores for discipline subject categories, sorted
from the highest to lowest score for each category, are presented in Table
2.1. Journal categories numbered six in chemistry, ten in physics, ten in psy-
chology, thirteen in engineering, and seven in computer science.

Journal Outlets for Applied Scholarship. In hard-pure disciplines,
journal categories featuring application have low impact scores. The impact
factor scores for chemistry indicate that journals that publish applied schol-
arship in chemistry are considered less important than those that publish
pure scholarship of discovery. Applied chemistry journals as a group, with
a maximum journal impact score of 3.85, rank in sixth, or last, place
amongst all chemistry journals, while medicinal chemistry journals, another
applied area, with a score of 4.37, rank fifth. In contrast, journals in the
physical chemistry category have the highest maximum impact factor score
of 15.52, and the categories of organic and of inorganic and nuclear, each
with a maximum score of 10.10, follow.

There is a similar pattern in physics. Rankings of physics journals place
astrophysics, biophysics, and condensed matter physics, with maximum
impact factors of 15.07, 13.56, and 13.44, respectively, of highest impor-
tance. Applied, mathematical, and robotics are of least importance, with
maximum impact factors of 4.85, 2.05, and 1.66, respectively. The three
core knowledge areas of engineering—chemical (6.67), electrical (5.36),
and mechanical (4.90)—reflect the highest maximum impact scores.

Maximum impact scores for psychology’s ten journal subject categories
range from a low of 1.65 for mathematical psychology to a high of 11.28 for
biological psychology. Again, journals focusing on applied scholarship rank
ninth with a score of 2.04, perhaps reflecting the lesser importance of appli-
cation than of core content areas such as experimental psychology (6.91),
social psychology (6.91), and developmental psychology (6.29).

Journal Outlets for the Scholarship of Teaching. The ISI database
included a journal subject category entitled Education in Scientific
Disciplines (see Table 2.1). This grouping included such journals as
Academic Medicine, Journal of Chemical Education, and American Journal of
Pharmaceutical Education. The maximum impact factor score for this group
is 1.47, a low score compared to journals focused on other forms of schol-
arship. For example, the engineering journal IEEE Transactions on Education
carries an impact factor score of 0.313, lower than all engineering journal
subject categories, which range from 0.83 to 6.67. Similarly, the score for
the Journal of Chemical Education is 0.56, while the maximum scores in
other chemistry journal subject categories range from 3.85 to 15.52.

In addition, we reviewed journals listed in the Social Science Citation
Index to identify those devoted to teaching in soft-applied and soft-pure con-
sensus disciplines. As reflected in Table 2.2, we identified nine journals in
the disciplines of communication, social work, nursing, economics, sociol-
ogy, psychology, law, and anthropology. Impact scores were generally low
and ranged from 0.26 for Anthropology and Education Quarterly to 0.64 for
the Journal of Social Work Education.
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Table 2.1. Journal Impact Factor Scores for Selected Disciplines.

Journal
Number

of
Maximum

Impact
Score Distribution

Subject Categorya Journals Score �1 �2 �3 �4 �5 �6 �7 �8 8�

Hard-Pure
Chemistry, physical 90 15.52 — — — — — — — — —
Chemistry, organic 48 10.10 22 9 8 4 3 — — — 1
Chemistry, inorganic and nuclear 37 10.10 15 9 4 2 2 1 1 — 2
Chemistry, analytical 66 6.75 27 24 9 2 2 — 1 — —
Chemistry, medicinal 30 4.37 9 13 3 2 2 — — — —
Chemistry, applied 49 3.85 33 13 1 1 — — — — —
Astronomy/Astrophysics 36 15.07 17 6 9 1 1 1 — — 1
Biophysics 55 13.56 17 13 10 6 3 2 — 2 2
Physics, condensed matter 54 13.44 23 24 2 1 1 — — — 2
Physics, nuclear 21 7.67 5 7 6 1 — 1 — 1 —
Physics, particles/fields 18 6.87 5 6 2 3 — 1 1 — —
Physics, atomic/molecular/chemical 31 6.67 7 12 7 1 1 1 1 — —
Physics, fluids/plasma 19 5.60 8 5 5 — — 1 — — —
Physics, applied 67 4.85 35 26 3 — 3 — — — —
Physics, mathematical 25 2.05 12 11 2 — — — — — —
Robotics/Auto control 48 1.66 44 4 — — — — — — —
Multidisciplinary sciencesb 52 29.49 41 7 1 — — — — — 3

Hard-Applied
Engineering, chemical 110 6.67 90 19 — — — — 1 — —
Engineering, electrical/electronic 205 5.36 157 37 8 2 — 1 — — —
Engineering, mechanical 98 4.90 89 5 1 — 1 — — — —
Engineering, environmental 36 3.75 28 5 1 1 — — — — —
Engineering, biomedical 43 2.98 26 14 3 — — — — — —
Engineering, civil 62 1.44 58 4 — — — — — — —
Engineering, petroleum 27 1.42 26 1 — — — — — — —
Constructive/Building, technology 26 1.22 25 1 — — — — — — —
Engineering, industrial 31 1.13 29 2 — — — — — — —
Engineering, marine 20 1.07 19 1 — — — — — — —
Engineering, geological 17 1.00 16 1 — — — — — — —
Engineering, manufacturing 33 0.95 33 — — — — — — — —
Aerospace engineering/technology 26 0.83 26 — — — — — — — —
Computer science, interdisciplinary

applications 76 4.21 62 7 5 — 1 — — — —
Computer science, artificial

intelligence 63 2.83 46 13 4 — — — — — —
Computer science, software,

graphics, programming 67 2.70 54 12 1 — — — — — —
Computer science, theory

and methods 61 2.70 51 9 1 — — — — — —
Computer science, information

systems 62 2.55 45 12 4 — — — — — —
Computer science, hardware

architecture 45 1.96 34 10 — — — — — — —
Computer science, cybernetics 18 1.85 16 2 — — — — — — —

Soft-Pure
Psychology, biological 15 11.28 3 10 — 1 — — — — 1
Psychology 107 7.79 76 19 4 3 — — 2 2 —
Psychology, experimental 64 6.91 24 26 6 3 2 1 1 — —
Psychology, social 41 6.91 30 8 2 — — — — — —
Psychology, developmental 48 6.29 24 15 5 2 — — 1 — —
Psychology, clinical 87 4.17 58 22 2 4 1 — — — —
Psychology, educational 38 3.24 27 9 2 — — — — — —
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Journal Outlets for the Scholarship of Integration. Because the
scholarship of integration is often multi- and interdisciplinary (Glassick,
Huber, and Maeroff, 1997; Boyer, 1990), more possibilities may exist for
journal publications as a scholar could access journals in more than one dis-
cipline. The journal impact score data offers some interesting information
about publication of integration scholarship. The journal subject category
“multidisciplinary sciences” (see Table 2.1) reflects a maximum journal
impact score of 29.29—almost twice the magnitude of the highest score in
the hard sciences. In addition, this subject category has three journals with
impact scores of 8 or above, more than any other subject category. This sug-
gests the potential attractiveness of multidisciplinary journals as an outlet
for the scholarship of integration in the hard sciences. Further, interdisci-
plinary applications journals, with a maximum score of 4.21, ranked first in
the computer science journal categories, suggesting the high level of impor-
tance attributed to integrative publication outlets in that field.

Disciplinary Comparisons. Journals from hard disciplines have higher
impact scores than journals from soft disciplines. This suggests that scholars
in these disciplines may have more attractive journal outlets for presentation
of their scholarship. With the exception of psychology, soft disciplines do not
demonstrate similar impact. For example, sociology journals reflected a max-
imum impact score of 3.48, and political science and history journals had
scores of 2.12 and 1.57, respectively (see Table 2.1). Such a comparison sup-
ports assertions that scholars in hard disciplines tend toward journal publica-
tions, while soft discipline scholars publish more books (Braxton and Hargens,
1996). Our analysis of journal impact data suggests that the comparatively low
level of importance attributed to journals in soft disciplines may be a factor in
disciplinary differences in use of journals as publication outlets.

Table 2.1. (continued)

Journal
Number

of
Maximum

Impact
Score Distribution

Subject Categorya Journals Score �1 �2 �3 �4 �5 �6 �7 �8 8�

Soft-Pure (continued)
Psychology, psychoanalysis 13 2.26 11 1 1 — — — — — —
Psychology, applied 49 2.04 34 14 1 — — — — — —
Psychology, mathematical 10 1.65 9 1 — — — — — — —
Sociology 97 3.48 82 12 1 2 — — — — —
Political science 76 2.12 66 9 1 — — — — — —
History 16 1.57 15 1 — — — — — — —

Soft-Applied
Education in scientific disciplines 13 1.47 12 1 — — — — — — —

Note: Journal impact factor: A measure of the frequency with which the “average article” in a
journal has been cited in a particular year; used for assessing a journal’s relative importance,
particularly in relation to other journals in the same field.
aIndividual journals may be included in more than one subject category.
bBecause this was a category in the Sciences Citation Index, it is assumed to include hard sciences
fields.
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Limitations of Traditional Template: Conclusion. This analysis of
journal impact also illustrates that the traditional template for measuring
quality of scholarly work does not accommodate all scholarship forms.
Tenure and promotion review policies should consider disciplinary differ-
ences in terms of the importance attributed to the various journal subject
categories. These varying levels of importance suggest that faculty at many
types of institutions may produce scholarship for publication outlets that
have not traditionally been afforded high status. Disciplinary affiliation may
moderate this tendency.

There is some evidence that journal publication outlets available to
scholars in pure and applied disciplines may vary. Within a single disci-
pline, journals focusing on applied scholarship are generally attributed
lesser importance as measured by journal impact scores, which translates
for the individual scholar into a publication of lesser prestige. There is also
evidence that teaching-focused journals are not readily available to faculty
in all disciplines who want to publish about the scholarship of teaching.
Only nine journals of this type were identified in soft disciplines. Although
thirteen teaching-focused journals were listed for hard disciplines, the level
of importance attributed to these journals was low enough to make them
less attractive as a publication outlet.

Assessing quality of scholarly work outside the discovery domain poses
challenging issues. Just as experts and critics are calling for a “fresher, more
capacious vision of scholarship” (Boyer, 1990, p. 9), traditional assessment
approaches should be reexamined to develop new templates that will
accommodate scholarly work in the integration, application, and teaching
domains.

Toward a New Template for the Assessment of
Scholarly Activities

As previously indicated, the current faculty reward structure fails to corre-
spond to the day-to-day scholarly activities of those members of the pro-
fessoriate who seldom or never publish. Moreover, this predominant reward

Table 2.2. Journals on Teaching in the Disciplines.

Journal Name Impact Factor

Journal of Social Work Education 0.64
Communication Education 0.62
Journal of Economic Education 0.51
Teaching Sociology 0.50
Nursing Education Today 0.44
Teaching of Psychology 0.30
Journal of Nursing Education 0.29
Journal of Legal Education 0.27
Anthropology and Education Quarterly 0.26
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structure rests on the application of the traditional template for scholarship
assessment. To align the reward structure with the scholarly efforts of fac-
ulty who seldom or never publish, activities reflecting scholarships of appli-
cation, integration, and teaching should be taken into account in the tenure
and promotion process. The assessment of scholarship as a set of activities
requires a new organizing template. Components of this template might
include:

1. Activities submitted as indices of scholarships of application, integra-
tion, or teaching should be public, amenable to critical review, and
accessible for exchange and use by other members of the scholarly
community (Shulman, 1999). Thus, they should be in observable form,
such as papers, presentations, reports, videos, computer software, and
Web sites. Presentations should be audio- or videotaped so they are
observable to those unable to attend a presentation.

2. Indices of scholarship performance in the domains of application, inte-
gration, or teaching should be assessed using six criteria: clear goals,
adequate preparation, appropriate methods, significant results, effective
presentation, and reflective critique (Glassick, Huber, and Maeroff,
1997). Clear goals, adequate preparation, and appropriate methods
assess the quality of a given scholarly activity. The principle index of the
quality of an activity, however, is the contribution it makes to the aca-
demic discipline, colleagues at other colleges and universities, the lay
public, or students. The traditional scholarship template assesses con-
tributions using citations to published work and letters from peers at
other universities commenting on the contributions of a faculty mem-
ber’s publications. The contribution made by other scholarly activities
will require the development of some new assessment approaches.

3. Indices of scholarship performance should be accompanied by docu-
mentation. Portfolios of “application,” “integration,” or “teaching”
should be developed by candidates for tenure or promotion (Glassick,
Huber, and Maeroff, 1997; Froh, Gray, and Lambert, 1993). Such doc-
umentation provides the basis for peer assessment of scholarly activi-
ties using the six criteria delineated by Glassick, Huber, and Maeroff
(1997). Portfolios should include the scholar’s statement of responsi-
bilities, a biographical sketch, and selected samples of scholarly activ-
ities and should outline the scholar’s goals in engaging in the scholarly
activities they have performed. The scholar should characterize the
nature of each activity as befitting one of Boyer’s domains of scholar-
ship and should describe the contributions made by selected portfolio
examples and by their total body of scholarly activities. In addition, the
scholar might also describe plans for future scholarly engagement, how
the various activities fit together to form a coherent program of schol-
arly activity, and how the scholarly activities meet the mission of the
department or institution (Glassick, Huber, and Maeroff, 1997).
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The biographical sketch takes the form of a curriculum vita that should
list the activities performed by the scholar. The form of the activity that
makes it observable by others—presentation, report, paper, video—should
also be indicated. With the use of such a curriculum vita, the scholarship of
candidates using scholarly activities can be quantitatively assessed (Glassick,
Huber, and Maeroff, 1997), or straight counted, as are books, book chap-
ters, monographs, and journal articles.

The portfolio should also contain samples of a candidate’s scholarly
activities that are referenced and described in the candidate’s statement of
personal responsibility. Samples of scholarship should be easy to assess
using the six criteria delineated by Glassick, Huber, and Maeroff (1997) and
make significant and easily identifiable contributions.

Braxton and others (2000) provide examples of scholarly activities that
might be included in such documentation. Activities from the scholarship
of application include studies conducted for a local organization, a local
nonacademic professional association, or a local governmental agency to
help solve a community, county, or state-level problem. Examples reflect-
ing the scholarship of integration include talks on a multidisciplinary topic
given on a local radio station, a local television station, before a local busi-
ness organization, or before a local or a nonacademic professional associa-
tion. Developing examples, materials, class exercises, or assignments that
help students to learn difficult course concepts, strategies for dealing with
class-management problems faced in teaching a particular type of course,
approaches to help students to think critically about course concepts, and
methods to make ungraded assessments of student learning of course con-
tent are examples of activities associated with the scholarship of teaching. All
of the preceding activities must be in a form observable by others.

Concluding Reflections

The use of Boyer’s domains of scholarship requires approaches for assess-
ing faculty scholarship performance that incorporate the traditional tem-
plate and new templates for scholarship. Institutional research officers,
faculty tenure and promotion committees, academic deans, and chief aca-
demic affairs officers should attend to the following issues.

The publicly observable scholarly activities of faculty who seldom pub-
lish should be given some weight in the tenure and promotion process.
However, publications in the form of journal articles, book chapters, mono-
graphs, and books reap the greatest rewards and are valued the most by the
academic profession (Braxton and Toombs, 1982; Ladd, 1979; Boyer, 1990).
As a consequence, it seems reasonable that individuals who seldom publish
should be expected to have a few publications resulting from their engage-
ment in the scholarships of application, integration, and teaching that
appear in the form of a journal article, book chapter, book, or monograph.
The threshold number of such publications needs serious consideration by
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faculty promotion and tenure committees, academic deans, and chief aca-
demic affairs officers. Institutional research officers should contribute to this
discussion by compiling data on prevailing publication productivity norms
at peer colleges and universities.

Quantitative assessments constitute a dimension of the traditional tem-
plate for scholarship assessment. The role quantitative assessments play in
assessing publicly observable scholarly application, integration, and teach-
ing requires deliberation. Some straight counting of such scholarly activi-
ties should occur. However, the threshold number of such activities needs
to be carefully considered by faculty tenure and promotion committees,
academic deans, and chief academic affairs officers. These deliberations
should take into account types of scholarship most congruent with the mis-
sion of a given college and university. Institutional research officers should
collect data from peer institutions on quantitative expectations for schol-
arly activities that are publicly observable but not published as a book, book
chapter, monograph, or journal article.

Boyer’s call to expand the boundaries of the definition of scholarship
holds much promise for the realignment of institutional missions and fac-
ulty reward systems. Without careful consideration and development of
assessment approaches, such realignments will fail to occur. The formula-
tions of this chapter are presented to help make progress toward this end.
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