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Executive Summary

Executive Summary

This study focuses on faculty members’ participation in community-based research and community-based learning at Rhodes College. Our primary focus is on the scholarship of engagement—scholarship that addresses matters of urgent public concern. Rhodes College requested this study to foster continued reflection and discussion of its community-based work and to support the vision of translating liberal arts into engagement with the Memphis community.
The conceptual framework for the study is borrowed from Diamond and Adam (1995). Their model seeks to understand faculty work, including faculty participation in multiple forms of scholarship. Diamond and Adam identify six factors that influence faculty work: institutional priorities, departmental priorities, formal and informal statements for promotion and tenure, disciplinary or professional values, personal priorities and interests, and available time and resources.  We supplement this model with concepts from other research concerning faculty involvement in civic engagement (O’Meara, 2011, 2013) and relationships with community partners (Dostilio et al., 2012).
The project poses three study questions. The first question concerns the level of faculty participation in the scholarship of engagement, and faculty perceptions concerning departmental and institutional values towards different forms of scholarship.  The second question examines how and why faculty choose to participate in community-based work. The third question explores community-partners’ perceptions of faculty work in the community. Finally, we offer recommendations regarding faculty participation in community-based work. The study employs a mixed methods approach to answer these questions, including a faculty survey and semi-structured interviews with faculty and community-partners.  
While our study is subject to several limitations, the report’s findings provide insight into faculty work at Rhodes College. In the report, we offer conclusions for each of the three study questions, and we identify five overarching conclusions. First, faculty members place a high value on quality teaching with an equally high value on scholarship and scholarly activity.  Second, there is a strong recognition among faculty and community partners that Rhodes seeks to engage with Memphis and the wider community.  Third, Rhodes’ faculty members participate in and place a relatively high value on community-based learning and community-based research. In fact, our faculty survey and semi-structured interviews suggest an emerging orientation indicative of the values of the Engaged American Scholar (O’Meara, 2011), an epistemological orientation that supports community engagement. Fourth, our findings suggest that departmental values are out of alignment with individual values and out of alignment with institutional values. Finally, while the faculty members have begun to develop a consistent language for community-based teaching, they have not yet developed a similar language for community-based scholarship.
In addition to these conclusions, we also offer five recommendations. The first two concern faculty promotion and tenure: we suggest that faculty members at Rhodes clarify promotion and tenure guidelines, particularly as they relate to community-based work, and develop tools for assessing and evaluating multiple forms of scholarship. The second two recommendations concern faculty socialization concerning multiple forms of scholarship, and include: holding open forums to discuss broader understandings of scholarship and scholarly activity, and deliberate institutional mechanisms to integrate new and existing faculty into the expectations and definitions of scholarship adopted at Rhodes.  Finally, because Rhodes has set as its vision to engage with the city of Memphis, we recommend expanding opportunities for faculty members to connect with community partners and thus increase the amount of teaching, research, and service that faculty members perform with the Memphis community. 
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Introduction

Rhodes College Context: Connecting with Memphis

In the last thirteen years, Rhodes College has sought to highlight and improve its relationship to the city of Memphis and the Mid-South region. As noted in the request for assistance for this project, Rhodes College was “Twice named Newsweek’s ‘most service-minded school… [and] has aggressively pursued community partnerships as an expression of its values, an integral aspect of its business model, and an extension of its academic program.”  In his inaugural address on April 14, 2000, College President Bill Troutt identified “10 steps to advance Rhodes.” Four of these steps emphasize experiential learning and community engagement: one calls for improved student mentoring, an additional two emphasize undergraduate research and study beyond Memphis; a fourth step challenges the campus to connect with the city of Memphis (Troutt and Smith, 2009, p. 10). In January 2003, the Board of Trustees adopted the following vision statement: 

Rhodes College aspires to graduate students with a lifelong passion for learning, a compassion for others, and the ability to translate academic study and personal concern into effective leadership and action in their communities and the world (Troutt and Smith, 2009, p. 1).

At the heart of this vision is the aspiration to emphasize and capitalize on Rhodes’ relationship to the city of Memphis, with an explicit focus on student civic engagement and enhanced liberal arts learning.  
Multiple programs support this vision, including some that pre-date its adoption in 2003. The College’s 2009 Quality Enhancement Plan, for example, links this vision to a fellowships program that supports student learning outside the classroom (Troutt and Smith, 2009). Other programs that emphasize experiential learning and engagement with the Memphis community include the Crossroads to Freedom program, the Learning Corridor initiative, the Mike Curb Institute for Music, and the Rhodes Institute for Regional Studies. The Kinney Program for Service and Social Action was initiated more than 50 years ago to support student involvement with the community.  Likewise, the College has participated in the Bonner Scholars program since 1992; Bonner Scholarships provide financial support to students committed to social justice and community engagement (Rhodes College, 2014a). Through these and other initiatives, the College maintains ongoing partnerships with many area organizations, including St. Jude Hospital, a local church health center, city government, and Memphis City Schools. As one faculty member noted in our interviews, “The more we are connected to the community, the more opportunities our students are getting.” 
Increased attention to community-based initiatives has provided an impetus to ensure their quality. A 2007 Teagle grant facilitated collaboration between Rhodes and other institutions interested in community-based learning. This collaboration resulted in a scorecard for assessing community partnerships. The same grant fostered a working group at Rhodes: the Community-Integrative Education Working Group (CIEWG).  Numerous faculty and staff have participated in once-a-month lunches as part of this working group, and principal members hold forums for the entire faculty where individuals present papers and facilitate discussions related to community-based learning (Suzanne Bonefas, personal communication, June 18, 2013).  As a working group, they continue to explore the purpose and power of community-based pedagogy.  From these discussions, the group has identified the idea of “Integrative Education,” an overarching principle for Rhodes faculty and students that includes the sub-category of “Community-Integrative Education” (McGowan, Bonefas, Siracusa, n.d.).  In essence, Rhodes College has been moving towards a model of education based on reciprocity with the Memphis community in which students integrate their scholarly knowledge and their community-based experiences (Suzanne Bonefas, personal communication, June 18, 2013). Two years ago, the regional experiential learning programs were consolidated under a single name—The Memphis Center—to provide a focal point for students interested in community engagement (Alley, 2012; Rhodes College, 2014b). 

Scholarly Context: The Engaged Campus and the Scholarship of Engagement

	The initiatives at Rhodes echo a larger scholarly conversation about the civic and democratic purposes of higher education (Beere, Votrube, & Wells, 2011; Cox, 2010; Saltmarsh & Hartley, 2011).  In 2006, the Carnegie Foundation announced the “inaugural selection of 76 U.S. colleges and universities to be newly classified as ‘institutions of community engagement’” (Driscoll, 2008, p. 39). Rhodes was included in this list, one of only 13 baccalaureate colleges (Driscoll, 288, p. 40). According to the Carnegie Foundation:

Community engagement describes the collaboration between institutions of higher education and their larger communities (local, regional/state, national, global) for the mutual beneficial exchange of knowledge and resources in a context of partnership and reciprocity (Carnegie Foundation, n.d.).  

Campuses that earn this elective classification must demonstrate a quality, reciprocal relationship between the campus and the wider community. 
Institutions can earn the elective classification for curricular engagement, for outreach and partnerships, or for both.  Rhodes is classified for both curricular engagement and outreach and partnerships. Institutions who receive the curricular designation must provide evidence of community engagement in the curriculum.  The outreach classification requires that faculty complete scholarship relevant for the community. Thus, institutions who seek designation for outreach and partnerships must provide “examples of faculty scholarship associated with their outreach and partnership activities” (Rhodes College, 2006, p. 24).  In other words, institutions must demonstrate not only that students are involved in the community, but also that faculty members are completing scholarship and outreach in connection with the community. 
Scholarship for or with the community can be described as the scholarship of engagement. The scholarship of engagement is a term developed by Ernest Boyer to describe a form of scholarship in which faculty use their disciplinary knowledge in service to the community. In Scholarship Reconsidered, Boyer (1990) identified four interrelated forms of scholarship: the scholarship of discovery, the scholarship of integration, the scholarship of teaching, and the scholarship of application, which he later referred to as the scholarship of engagement (Boyer, 1996). Discovery scholarship, often regarded as traditional scholarship, refers to scholarship designed to generate and test theory. The scholarship of integration synthesizes and makes meaning of other forms of research and is frequently inter-disciplinary in focus. The scholarship of teaching examines pedagogical practice and research on student learning. Braxton, Luckey and Helland (2002) state that the development and improvement of pedagogical practice is the goal of the scholarship of teaching. Finally, the scholarship of application uses disciplinary knowledge to address matters of institutional or public concern. 
As O’Meara (2011) notes, in Boyer’s later work, “‘application’ was changed to ‘engagement’ to consider the reciprocal nature of relationships and knowledge flow” (p. 180). Whereas application implies that experts apply disciplinary or theoretical knowledge to practice, engagement implies both a more reciprocal relationship between theory and practice, and a broader notion of expertise that includes stakeholders outside the academy (Boyer, 1990; Boyer, 1996; Braxton and Luckey, 2010; Schön, 1995). Boyer’s point in identifying multiple forms of scholarship, as O’Meara (2011) notes in her discussion of faculty civic engagement, is to encourage “campuses to transform their reward systems to align mission and evaluation in order to acknowledge multiple forms of scholarship” (p 180).  In other words, institutions should seek to institutionalize and support multiple forms of scholarship, not merely the scholarship of discovery.
Braxton, Luckey, and Helland, (2002) examined the extent of the institutionalization of Boyer’s different forms of scholarship. These authors retain the use of the scholarship of application, which they define as “the application of disciplinary knowledge and skill to help address important societal and institutional problems” (Braxton, Luckey, Helland, 2002, p. 27). The difference between application and engagement is partly a matter of emphasis. O’Meara and Rice (2005) in Faculty Priorities Reconsidered: Rewarding Multiple Forms of Scholarship, provide an extended definition of the scholarship of engagement.  They argue that the Scholarship of Engagement 

requires going beyond the expert model that often gets in the way of constructive university-community collaboration…calls on faculty to move beyond ‘outreach,’…[and] asks scholars to go beyond ‘service,’ with its overtones of noblesse oblige. What it emphasizes is genuine collaboration: that the learning and teaching be multidirectional and the expertise shared (O’Meara and Rice, 2005, p. 28).  

In short, the scholarship of engagement emphasizes reciprocity and identifies scholarship addressed to and frequently produced with, not simply for or about, community partners (Patti Clayton, personal communication, August 13, 2013). 

Project Goals

The current project examines faculty participation in the scholarship of engagement at Rhodes, including how and why faculty members choose to participate and their perceptions about institutional and departmental support.  Given the emphasis on reciprocity between faculty and community partners in this form of scholarship, our study inquires into how community partners perceive community-based work, including community-based teaching and community-based research. Significantly, different stakeholders may hold different understandings of the scholarship of engagement—and these understandings may likewise differ from definitions forwarded in the extant literature.  In this vein, our study inquires into the language faculty use to describe community-based work, specifically inquiring into the perceived intent behind the terms used by Boyer and the Community-Integrative Education Working Group. 
Braxton and Luckey (2010) operationalize the scholarship of engagement as the following types of studies: a study conducted for local organizations, a study conducted for local government organizations, or a study conducted to solve a community problem or a county- or state-level problem (Braxton and Luckey, 2010). Additional types of studies may be added to this list, including participatory action research (Couto, 2001; Glass and Fitzgerald, 2010). One may also include community-based learning as a type of scholarship of engagement: Jacoby (1996) defines service learning as “a form of experiential education in which students engage in activities that address human and community needs together with structured opportunities intentionally designed to promote student learning and development” (p. 5, cited in Ward, p. 78).  As with the scholarship of engagement, reciprocity and collaboration are central to service-learning (Jacoby, 1996; Ward, 2003).  While the scholarship of engagement can and frequently does intersect with community-based learning, O’Meara (2011) argues that we should distinguish between community-based teaching (e.g. service-learning or internships) and community-based research (i.e., the scholarship of engagement).  She makes this case on the grounds that, although few institutions remain untouched by the experiential or service-learning movements, “most research universities and elite liberal arts colleges have not embraced faculty engagement in their reward systems” (p. 182). 
Our study inquires into both community-based engaged scholarship and community-based engaged learning, yet recognizes their distinction. The scholarship of engagement refers to scholarship or scholarly activities that are addressed to and sometimes produced with community partners or that addresses a matter of urgent public concern (Braxton and Luckey, 2010; O’Meara and Rice, 2005). Community-based teaching is a teaching activity that supports student learning off campus or in the community and is likewise performed in collaboration with community-partners (Jacoby, 1996). 
We distinguish the scholarship of engagement from Boyer’s (1990) original concept of the scholarship of application. The scholarship of application refers to scholarship or scholarly activities that address matters of public or institutional concern but do not emphasize genuine collaboration or are not addressed to audiences outside the academy, as is the scholarship of engagement (Braxton et al., 2002; O’Meara and Rice, 2005).  While both forms of scholarship use disciplinary knowledge to address matters of institutional or public concern—and thus are interrelated—they differ by virtue of the scholarship of engagement’s emphasis on collaboration and urgency (Braxton, et al., 2010; O’Meara and Rice, 2005). 
At the same time, we follow the distinctions advanced by Braxton et al. (2002) between publications, unpublished scholarly outcomes, and scholarly activities, with the further recognition that scholarly activities are not the same as scholarship. Scholarship requires that products, whether published or unpublished, be public, subject to review, and in a form that permits exchange (Braxton et al., 2002; Shulman and Hutchens, 1998).  
Our findings about faculty participation in community-based teaching and community-based research are intended to prompt continued reflection and discussion on the Rhodes vision and the College’s aspiration to connect with the Memphis community. This includes consideration of faculty reward structures and institutional values.  Put differently, the study supports Rhodes in its efforts to identify and fulfill its distinctive institutional mission connected to the Memphis community and the broader region. For example, our findings can assist stakeholders in understanding the potential conflict or tension between the scholarship of engagement and the work required for community-integrative courses, as well as the relationship between the scholarship of engagement and other faculty responsibilities, including other forms of scholarship and the expectations for promotion and tenure.  

Conceptual Framework for all Study Questions

	The conceptual framework that informs all of the questions in this study is borrowed from Diamond and Adam (1995). We supplement this framework with concepts from O’Meara (2011, 2013), and Dostilio et al. (2012). Diamond and Adam’s conceptual model was developed in conjunction with disciplinary professional associations to better understand the multiple factors influencing faculty work and the choices faculty make about how to allocate their time, including time devoted to scholarly production. Diamond and Adam’s (1995) framework was developed specifically to help campuses and departments develop broader notions of scholarship as suggested by Boyer (1990).  Ward (2003) adopts this conceptual framework for her discussion of faculty participation in the scholarship of engagement, outreach, and community-based learning. 
Diamond and Adam’s (1995) conceptual framework is presented in Figure 1 (Appendix 1).  Their model includes six variables that influence faculty work. The six variables include: institutional priorities and values; departmental priorities, demands, and assignments; formal and informal statements regarding promotion and tenure; disciplinary or professional values; personal priorities and interests; and available time and resources.  These variables interact with one another in either a complementary or contradictory way, and may change over time in response to situation and context, or may vary across a faculty member’s career (Diamond and Adam, 2005). 
We supplement Diamond and Adam’s (1995) model with the concepts of the Engaged American Scholar and reciprocity (Dostilio et al., 2012; O’Meara, 2011). O’Meara (2011) identifies the concept of the Engaged American Scholar to characterize the epistemological orientation of faculty members engaged in community-based work.  Epistemology refers to individual and institutional “conceptions of what counts as legitimate knowledge and how you know what you claim to know” (Schön, 1995, p. 27). In O’Meara’s (2013) model, epistemology is an individual factor. Individual factors are analogous to personal priorities and interests in Diamond and Adam’s (1995) model. The epistemological orientation of faculty members is used as a supplement to Diamond and Adam’s (1995) overall model to help us understand faculty participation in community-based work. 
O’Meara and Rice (2005) argue that the scholarship of engagement “emphasizes genuine collaboration” between institutions and community partners (p. 28). Reciprocity is also a value held by the Engaged American Scholar (O’Meara, 2011). The notion of reciprocity presumes a relationship between community partners and faculty members or other institutional actors, such as students or staff members. In Diamond and Adam’s (1995) model, relationships of reciprocity can be understood as a resource available to faculty for participating in community-based work. O’Meara (2013) identifies the faculty member’s relationship with community partners as an environmental factor that shapes faculty participation in civic engagement. Thus, the relationship with community partners can be construed as one type of environmental resource available for faculty member’s participation in community-based work. Dostilio and associates (2012) provide a conceptual review of reciprocity; we use their conception of reciprocity to supplement Diamond and Adam’s (1995) model regarding faculty work. 

Study Questions

This project poses three questions. The first question examines the frequency of faculty participation in community-based scholarship. Further, the first question provides insight into the institutional and departmental priorities that influence faculty work in the community, statements regarding promotion and tenure, and personal priorities and/or disciplinary and professional values that influence faculty work.  Specifically, the first question inquires into faculty members’ frequency of participation in the scholarship of engagement and community-based teaching. Our first question also inquires into faculty members’ individual values towards this form of scholarship, as well as institutional and departmental values towards this form of scholarship, including statements regarding promotion and tenure. We ask, 

1. To what extent do faculty members at Rhodes participate in the scholarship of engagement? This particular question has several sub-questions.  To what extent is participation associated with demographic characteristics? To what extent do faculty members value participation in the scholarship of application and the scholarship of engagement, and to what extent do they perceive their departmental colleagues and the institution as supportive of such work? To what extent do faculty members value a broader view of scholarship, and to what extent do they perceive their departmental colleagues and institution as valuing a broader view of scholarship? Further, to what extent are their perceptions associated with demographic characteristics?

The second question provides insight into all six factors in Diamond and Adam’s (1995) model. Specifically, we inquire into faculty members’ perceptions regarding institutional priorities related to community-based work, departmental priorities in relation to community-based work, and formal and informal statements regarding promotion and tenure as related to community-based work. These factors include the language faculty use to describe community-based work. We also inquire into the personal and disciplinary priorities and values that motivate faculty participation in community-based work, as well as perceptions concerning available time and resources. We ask, 

2. How and why do faculty members at Rhodes choose to participate in community-based research or community-based learning, and how is that decision shaped by individual, organizational and environmental factors? This question includes three sub questions: How do informal and formal reward structures, access to resources, and disciplinary or personal values shape the decision to participate? Is community-based research perceived as a complementary or conflicting activity with community-based learning? Is there a shared language on campus about community-based learning and research? 

Our third question provides insight into available time and resources, institutional priorities, and disciplinary and professional values. Specifically, we inquire into community partners’ perceptions related to Rhodes’ prioritization of community-based work, faculty members’ and community partners’ motivations for participation in community-based work, and the nature of the relationship between community partners and faculty at Rhodes.  We ask, 

3. How do community partners view community-based research and learning at Rhodes? 

Methods and Analytical Focus

Our answer to Question 1 on faculty participation in the scholarship of engagement and community-based learning draws from a survey of Rhodes faculty in which faculty were asked to report their scholarly activities in community-based work, relevant background and demographic information (e.g., discipline, tenure status, etc.), and their perceptions about departmental and institutional support for scholarly and pedagogical work related to community engagement (see Appendix 5).  This survey instrument is adapted from the survey developed by Braxton, Luckey and Helland (2002) and Braxton and Luckey (2010) for measuring faculty participation in different forms of scholarship. We have supplemented their items with additional survey questions adapted from the literature, namely further examples of studies illustrative of the scholarship of engagement and a measure for values indicative of the Engaged American Scholar.  The measure for values indicative of the Engaged American Scholar was developed from propositions suggested by O’Meara (2011) (Appendix 1:Chart 3) and is used to measure individual, departmental, and institutional values toward the scholarship of engagement. To our knowledge, the specific items for measuring values towards the scholarship of engagement have not been used as survey items in prior research. All Rhodes College faculty members were asked to complete the survey. 
Addressing Question 2 on faculty members’ perceptions and experiences with community-based scholarship or learning draws primarily from semi-structured interviews with 38 faculty members. Interviews elicited information about prior experiences in civic engagement, professional identity, perceptions about discipline, campus, and community, expectations related to promotion and tenure, and perceived benefits of participation.  We adapted our protocol questions from Colbeck and Weaver (2008) and Bloomgarden (2008). Bloomgarden’s (2008) research focuses on the scholarship of engagement and community-based learning at liberal arts colleges, and builds on the work of Colbeck and Wharton-Michael (2006). We also reviewed documents concerning general guidelines for promotion, but did not have access to specific departmental guidelines. Other documents included the 2006 Carnegie Classification documentation and 2009 QEP documentation, as well as the Rhodes college website. These documents served primarily as resources for contextualizing faculty comments. 
Answering Question 3 related to community partners relies on six semi-structured qualitative interviews with select community partners. Community partners were identified through our interviews with faculty and include individuals at local organizations who work directly with the faculty members we interviewed for Question 2. Interview protocols were adapted from questions developed by Bloomgarden (2008), and elicit information about community-based learning and scholarship, the benefits of participation, and perceptions about Rhodes and Rhodes faculty, and the terminology that community-partners use to describe this work

Report Organization

	Our report is organized around the three study questions. The first section reports the findings pertaining to study question one.  Our second section reports the findings related to study question two from our qualitative interviews. The third section addresses study question three and reports findings from our interviews with community partners, particularly as they relate to faculty involved in community-based work and perceptions about Rhodes as an institution.  
	The final sections of our report include a discussion of the limitations of our findings, followed by conclusions, a synthesis of our findings, and specific recommendations for Rhodes College. These recommendations are grounded both in our findings at Rhodes and in the extant literature related to community engagement. These recommendations should be taken as suggestions. What has become abundantly clear to us from our interviews with faculty and staff at Rhodes is that the Rhodes community is actively involved in discussing matters of practice related to community-based learning and community-based scholarship, including how these valued enterprises fit with promotion and tenure guidelines and other reward structures.  We hope that our recommendations will be regarded as a friendly and supportive contribution to the ongoing conversation at Rhodes about how best to fulfill its distinctive mission. 







Study Question 1: Participation in the Scholarship of Engagement, and Individual, Departmental, and Institutional Values




Question 1: Participation in the Scholarship of Engagement, and Individual, Departmental, and Institutional Values

Q1: To what extent do faculty members at Rhodes participate in the scholarship of engagement?  This particular question has several sub-questions.  To what extent is participation associated with demographic characteristics? To what extent do faculty members value participation in the scholarship of application and the scholarship of engagement, and to what extent do they perceive their departmental colleagues and the institution as supportive of such work? To what extent do faculty members value a broader view of scholarship, and to what extent do they perceive their departmental colleagues and institution as valuing a broader view of scholarship? Further, to what extent are their perceptions associated with demographic characteristics?


“The challenge,” wrote Ernest Boyer in his 1990 special report Scholarship Reconsidered, “was to define the work of faculty in ways that enrich, rather than restrict, the quality of campus life” (p. 1).  In essence, Boyer (1990) sought to broaden the notion of scholarship and thus clarify what it means to be a scholar. Boyer (1990) believed that “we need a climate in which colleges and universities are less imitative, [and instead begin] taking pride in their uniqueness” (p. xiii).   Towards this end, Boyer sought to define the full range of faculty professional and scholarly activity so that institutions could recognize and reward the multiple forms of scholarship that faculty members actually produce. This section examines the extent to which faculty members at Rhodes College participate in one form of scholarship—the scholarship of engagement—and the degree to which multiple forms of scholarship are valued at Rhodes. 

Conceptual Framework

Boyer’s Forms of Scholarship

Boyer initially identified four forms of scholarship: the scholarship of discovery, the scholarship of integration, the scholarship of teaching, and the scholarship of application. Later, Boyer (1996) renamed the scholarship of application to the scholarship of engagement to better reflect the interaction between theory and practice as well as the reciprocity between the campus and the larger society. The focus of the present study is the scholarship of engagement at Rhodes College. 
Recent research and theory has helped to clarify the definitions of the four forms of scholarship (Braxton, Luckey, and Helland, 2002;O’Meara & Rice, 2005). The scholarship of discovery refers to research performed in order to generate or test theory and has as its purpose to “acquire knowledge for its own sake” (Braxton et al., 2002, p. 39).  This form of scholarship is synonymous with basic research published in peer-reviewed journals or in monographs addressed to other scholars.  The scholarship of integration, perhaps the least developed form, refers to “serious disciplined work that seeks to interpret, draw together, and bring new insight to bear on original research” (Boyer, 1990, p. 19). This form of scholarship provides meaning to isolated facts and seeks to overcome the fragmentation of the disciplines (Boyer, 1990; Braxton et al., 2002).  
The scholarship of teaching, now referred to as the scholarship of teaching and learning, has received considerable attention, yet remains a contested concept. As Rice (2005) notes, “Particularly contentious is the argument about the differences among good teaching, scholarly teaching, and the scholarship of teaching and learning” (p. 27). The scholarship of teaching and learning generally refers to research into how students learn and how to best support student learning, including examples of effective teaching practice and contributions to “pedagogical content knowledge” (Braxton et al., 2002). 
As articulated by Braxton et al. (2002), the scholarship of application uses disciplinary knowledge to address matters of public or institutional concern, and may include faculty service to the community or service to the institution when that service draws on the faculty member’s knowledge and expertise, as when faculty members serve as expert witnesses, participate in a departmental review process, or serve on an institution-wide curricular committee (Braxton et al., 2002).  In this sense, faculty members apply their knowledge to address matters of public or institutional concern. 
The scholarship of engagement, like the scholarship of application, draws on  faculty members’ professional expertise to address public issues, yet this form of scholarship emphasizes reciprocity and urgency and is often addressed to and possibly produced with audiences outside the academy (Braxton et al., 2010; O’Meara and Rice, 2005). The scholarship of engagement, according to Boyer (1996), “means connecting the rich resources of the university to our most pressing social, civic, and ethical problems” (p. 19).  Such work addresses “society’s practical concerns” (Doberneck, Glass, and Schweitzer, 2010, p. 5). Service-learning can be construed as a special type of the scholarship of engagement since it is “a form of engaged learning that uses community issues for accomplishing educational goals” (Braxton et al., 2002, p. 31; Jacoby, 1996). In contrast to application where faculty members apply their knowledge to practical problems or derive new knowledge from application, participation in the scholarship of engagement requires that faculty engage with others outside the academy to address matters of public urgency (O’Meara and Rice, 1995). 
We retain both the terminology of application and the terminology of engagement to highlight this important distinction in the goals of the scholarship of application and the scholarship of engagement.  Thus, as Boyer (1990) notes in his original report, the different forms of scholarship (discovery, integration, teaching and learning, application, as well as engagement) are thus separate, but overlapping activities. We also adopt the distinctions advanced by Braxton et al. (2002) between publications, unpublished scholarly outcomes, and scholarly activities, with the further recognition that scholarly activities are not the same as scholarship. Scholarship requires that products, whether published or unpublished, be public, subject to review, and in a form that permits exchange (Braxton et al., 2002; Shulman and Hutchens, 1998).  These distinctions hold for all forms of scholarship. 

Study Question 1

	Our work pertaining to study question one is informed by the work of Boyer (1990; 1996), Braxton, Luckey, and Helland (2002), Braxton and Luckey (2010), Schön (1995) and O’Meara (2011), with the goal of determining faculty participation in the scholarship of engagement at Rhodes.  We ask, 
· To what extent do faculty members at Rhodes participate in studies illustrative of the scholarship of engagement?  
· To what extent is participation in studies illustrative of the scholarship of engagement associated with demographic characteristics? 
· To what extent do faculty members value participation in the scholarship of application and the scholarship of engagement, and to what extent do they perceive their departmental colleagues and the institution as supportive of such work? 
· To what extent do faculty members value a broader view of scholarship, to what extent do they perceive their departmental colleagues and institution as valuing a broader view of scholarship, and to what extent are their perceptions associated with demographic characteristics? 

Methods for Study Question 1

Sample. To answer this first study question and its sub-parts we surveyed the faculty at Rhodes. We administered the survey to the entire faculty population, including full-time tenured and tenure track faculty as well as non-tenure track faculty and part-time faculty.  The exact number of faculty eligible to complete the survey is unknown, but we estimate approximately 150 eligible respondents; this approximation was confirmed by our campus contacts and in our qualitative interviews. The academic dean sent two email requests to the faculty asking them to complete an electronic version of the survey. The first request was sent on October 24, 2013, and the second was on November 26, 2013. We identified 44 usable surveys for our measures of scholarly activities. These measures appeared first in the survey.  Out of these 44 cases, we identified either 28 or 32 usable cases for our measures of individual, institutional, and departmental values depending on the specific measure considered.  
Of the total 67 respondents, 37 opened the survey in response to the first request and 16 opened the survey in response to the second request.  We conducted a “wave test” (an independent samples t-test with the response date as the independent variable and twelve individual measures for the scholarship of engagement as the dependent variables). No statistically significant differences were identified based on when the respondent completed the survey.  We found no significance when the wave test was conducted for all cases or for the 44 cased used in reporting other results.  We also conducted an independent samples t-test using all 67 cases with survey completion as the independent variable and the twelve items related to the scholarship of engagement as dependent variables. No statistically significant differences were identified. 
Description of the Survey.  Our survey asks faculty members to report frequency of participation in twelve types of studies indicative of the scholarship of engagement, as well as participation in scholarly activities related to community-based teaching, scholarly activities related to the scholarship of application, and scholarly activities related to teaching in general. The survey asks faculty members to report demographic variables that may have some bearing on participation in the scholarship of engagement, including academic area (humanities, natural sciences, social sciences, etc.), gender, and race/ethnicity (Fox, 1985). 
Additionally, the survey inquires into faculty members’ individual values towards both the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of application, as well as their perceptions of departmental and institutional values towards the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of application.  At the request of the Community Integrative Education Working Group, the survey also measures individual values towards the scholarship of integration as well as an institutional measure for values toward community-based teaching. The survey further includes measures for individual values towards a broader view of scholarship and perceptions of departmental colleagues and the institutional value toward a broader view of scholarship. 

Measures Used to Address Study Question 1  

Participation in the Scholarship of Engagement. To determine faculty participation in the scholarship of engagement, our survey includes twelve items that ask faculty members to report the number of times in the past three years they have completed studies illustrative of the scholarship of engagement. These twelve items include modified versions of the five items used by Braxton and Luckey (2010) as well as additional items discussed elsewhere in the literature (e.g., Barker, 2004; Ward, 2003).  For example, we asked faculty to report if they had completed a study to identify needs or assets in the community, a study to help solve a city problem, or if they had completed community-based action research.  
The twelve items illustrative of the scholarship of engagement were used as a composite measure for faculty participation in the scholarship of engagement. We calculated the composite measure by adding up the responses to the twelve items and dividing by twelve. The composite measure for the scholarship of engagement allows for comparisons between faculty participation in the scholarship of engagement and four other types of scholarly activities, namely: community-based teaching, the scholarship of application, institutional service and service to the lay public (i.e. outreach), and general scholarly activity related to teaching. All of the items related to these composite measures along with the Cronbach alpha and the response categories for each are reported in Appendix 2, Chart 1: Composite Measures for Faculty Participation in the Scholarship of Engagement.  
The composite measure for publications related to the scholarship of application is borrowed directly from Braxton et al.’s (2002) study, and includes five items that concern either the application of knowledge to practical problems or new knowledge derived from practice. We calculated the composite measure by adding up the responses to the five items and dividing by five. 
The composite measure for institutional service and outreach as related to the scholarship of application is derived from six items used by Braxton et al. (2002) to measure scholarly activities related to the scholarship of application.  One item was dropped during analysis because it failed to correlate well with the other items in the measure. The five items in this measure concern faculty participation in program or accreditation reviews, or program self-studies and two items concerning outreach.  We calculated the composite measure by adding up the responses to the five items and dividing by five. 
The composite measure for community-based teaching includes four items developed specifically for this study and based on our initial conversations with Rhodes campus contacts as well as our own professional experiences.  These items concern teaching or directing student learning in community-based contexts. We calculated the composite measure by adding up the responses to the four items and dividing by four. 
Finally, the composite measure for scholarly activities related to teaching in general employs items reflective of items in Braxton et al.’s (2002) original study and suggested by our Rhodes contacts, all of which focus on pedagogical practice and student academic or psycho-social development. We calculated the composite measure by adding up the responses to the four items and dividing by four. 
Faculty Demographic Characteristics. The survey measures four relevant background factors: gender, race/ethnicity, tenure status, and high/low consensus fields of academic disciplines.   To measure gender, female respondents are coded as “1” and male respondents are coded as “2.” The survey asks respondents to indicate their race/ethnic background from 16 response categories in the following order: white; Spanish/Latino; Mexican American, Chicano; Puerto Rican; Japanese; Black, African-American; African; Korean; American Indian or Alaskan Native; Vietnamese; Asian Indian; Native Hawaiian; Chinese; other Asian; other Pacific Islander: some other race.  Responses were collapsed into “1” for white and “2” for non-white. Tenure status was measured using the following response categories: “1” for tenured, “2” for untenured (on tenure track), “3” for untenured (not on tenure track), “4” for temporary, and “5” for visiting.  During analysis, these items were recorded as “1” for tenured and all others as untenured.  
High or low consensus domain is measured with high consensus disciplines coded as “1” and low consensus disciplines coded as “2.” Academic disciplines vary in terms of the degree of consensus (high versus low) on the kinds of research questions, methods, and theoretical approaches appropriate for advancing the discipline (Braxton et al., 2002; Kuhn, 1962, Biglan, 1973). For example, physics and chemistry exemplify high consensus disciplines, and history, sociology, and English exemplify low consensus disciplines (Braxton et al., 2002; Braxton and Hargens, 1996).  High and low consensus categories were determined by recoding open-ended responses to a question about the field in which the highest degree was earned. For example, religious studies, history, and political science were coded as low consensus, while chemistry, physics, and biology were coded as high consensus. 
These results were cross-tabulated with responses to a separate item concerning the academic area of the respondent’s present academic department. These cross-tabulations checked the accuracy of our coding of the open-ended responses. In the item concerning academic area, respondents were asked to identify their academic department from a list of eight options, including business, education, fine and performing arts, humanities, natural sciences, social sciences, mathematics, and “other.” With the exception of one social scientist whose highest degree was coded as high consensus, respondents from the social sciences, business, fine and performing arts, and humanities were low consensus; the natural scientists plus the one social scientist were high consensus; there were no respondents from mathematics or “other.” 
Individual, Departmental and Institutional Values Regarding the Scholarship of Engagement. To determine individual, departmental, and institutional values towards the scholarship of engagement and toward the scholarship of application the survey includes six composite measures: individual values towards the scholarship of engagement; individual values towards the scholarship of application; departmental values towards the scholarship of engagement; departmental values toward the scholarship of application; institutional values towards the scholarship of engagement; and institutional values towards the scholarship of application.  At the request of the CIE Working Group, the survey also includes a measure for individual values towards the scholarship of integration and a measure for institutional values toward community-based teaching.  There were four response categories for the propositions included in these measures: strongly disagree, disagree, agree, or strongly agree, with “1” as strongly disagree and “4” as strongly agree.  For each of these composite measures, we added the responses to the items and divided by the number of items in the measure. The individual items for the measures, the response categories used, and the Cronbach alpha for each measure are depicted in Appendix 2, Chart 2: Composite Measures for Individual, Departmental and Institutional Values Toward Scholarship.
Individual Values. The composite measure for individual values toward the scholarship of engagement is derived from fourteen propositions articulated by O’Meara (2011) as indicative of the Engaged American Scholar (Appendix 1, Chart 3). To our knowledge, these items have not been used as survey items in previous research.  We adapted the propositions to parallel the structure of the items developed by Braxton and associates (2002) for measuring the values toward the scholarship of application. The measure for individual values towards the scholarship of engagement includes six items related to the production and co-production of scholarship. Also included in this measure is a proposition about the integration of teaching, research, and service, which Ward (2003) identifies as important for engaging in community-based work.  An additional three items were dropped from this measure during analysis. We calculated the composite measure by adding up the responses to the six items and dividing by six. 
The composite measure for an individual’s value toward the scholarship of application is borrowed directly from Braxton et al.’s (2002) study and includes three items related to the application of knowledge to practical problems.  We calculated the composite measure by adding up the responses to the three items and dividing by three. 
The composite measure for individual values towards the scholarship of integration includes six items. Three of these items are borrowed directly from Braxton and associates (2002) concerning values toward the scholarship of integration. The additional three items are derived from conversations with members of the Community-Integrative Education Working Group. All of these items refer to scholarly activities that work across disciplines or identifying meaning in the scholarship of others. We calculated the composite measure by adding up the responses to the six items and dividing by six.
Departmental Values. The composite measures for departmental colleagues’ values toward the scholarship of engagement and towards the scholarship of application were similarly derived from O’Meara’s propositions regarding the values of the Engaged American Scholar and from Braxton and associates (2002). The composite measure for departmental colleague’s value toward the scholarship of engagement includes four items, all of which concern the production and purposes of scholarship as well as one item concerning the integration of teaching, research, and service. We calculated the composite measure by adding up the responses to the four items and dividing by four. 
The composite measure for departmental colleagues’ value toward the scholarship of application includes two items from Braxton et al. (2002), both of which address the application of knowledge to practical problems.  We calculated the composite measure by adding up the responses to the two items and dividing by two.
Institutional Values. The composite measure for institutional values for the scholarship of engagement is adapted from O’Meara’s (2011) propositions concerning the values of the Engaged American Scholar; it includes four items, all of which concern the production and purpose of scholarship, as well as an item related to the integration of teaching, research, and service. We calculated the composite measure by adding up the responses to the four items and dividing by four. 
The composite measure of institutional values toward the scholarship of application includes two items borrowed from Braxton et al.’s (2002) original study.  We calculated the composite measure by adding up the responses to the two items and dividing by two.
The composite measure for institutional values towards community-based teaching includes two items. The form of these items mimics the items developed by Braxton et al. (2002), but focus on the weight of community-based teaching in promotion and tenure. We calculated the composite measure by adding up the responses to the two items and dividing by two.
Values toward a broader view of scholarship. Our study also includes items related to the value towards broader forms of scholarship for the individual, departmental colleagues, and the institution. These items were initially developed by Braxton et al. (2002). The individual items for the measures, the response categories used, and the Cronbach alpha for each measure are depicted in Appendix 2, Chart 2: Composite Measures for Individual, Departmental and Institutional Values Toward Scholarship. 
Two items concern individual values toward broader forms of scholarship. A reliable composite scale could not be created with these two items during analysis. These two items include: "I believe faculty members should be able to engage in the types of scholarly activities that give them personal satisfaction" and "I believe faculty members are accountable only to themselves for the types of scholarship they produce."  (Response categories included: “1” for strongly disagree, “2” for disagree, “3” for agree, and “4” for strongly agree.)  The second item was reverse coded to build the composite measure, yet the resulting Cronbach alpha was -.574, indicating that the items were not reliable as a scale.  As a result, results from these items are reported separately. 
The composite measure for departmental values towards broader forms of scholarship includes five items that address criteria for tenure and promotion and departmental colleague’s definition of scholarship.  We calculated the composite measure by adding up the responses to the five items and dividing by five.
The composite measure for institutional values towards broader forms of scholarship includes seven items that address definitions of scholarship and guidelines for promotion and tenure, as well as items that concern the assessment and documentation of scholarship at the institution. We calculated the composite measure by adding up the responses to the seven items and dividing by seven.
Analytical Procedures. To address level of participation in the scholarship of engagement, we provide frequency distributions for each of the five composite measures for scholarship and scholarly activity (the scholarship of engagement, community-based teaching, the scholarship of application, institutional service and service to the lay public, and teaching activities in general).  All of our analytical procedures concern the composite measures. However, because several studies in the composite measure for the scholarship of engagement pertain to studies conducted in Memphis or the surrounding community, we provide percentage distributions of the individual items in this measure to address levels of participation for studies illustrative of the scholarship of engagement. Our statistical analyses use the composite measures to answer our other study questions.
To determine the extent to which demographic characteristics are predictive of participation in the scholarship of engagement we conducted t-tests for relevant background variables at the significance level of p<.10 with the five types of scholarship (engagement, community-based teaching, application, service, and teaching in general) as the dependent variable. We chose a liberal alpha level because of our small sample size and wanted to avoid making Type II errors. We conducted tests for four variables: gender, race, tenure status, and high and low consensus disciplines. We explained how we created these variables in the section on faculty demographic characteristics above. 
To determine individual, departmental, and institutional values towards the scholarship of engagement and towards the scholarship of application, we generated percentage distributions based on respondents’ agreement or disagreement with the propositions in each of the six composite measures of individual, departmental, and institutional values towards both the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of application.  We generated similar percentage distributions for individual values towards the scholarship of integration and institutional values towards the community-based teaching. 
To determine individual, departmental and institutional values towards broader forms of scholarship, we generated percentage distributions based on respondents’ level of agreement with the two items related to individual values toward a broader view of scholarship as well as composite measures for departmental and institutional values
To determine the extent to which demographic characteristics (gender, race/ethnicity, tenure status, and high/low consensus domain) were predictive of respondents’ individual values toward a broader view of scholarship and their perception of departmental and institutional values towards a broader view of scholarship, we conducted t-tests for relevant background variables to the significance level of p<.10.  We chose this liberal alpha because of the small sample size, and because we wanted to avoid making Type II errors. 

Findings

In this section, we report the results of each question and sub-question. When appropriate, the tables contain the results for each sub-question.  

To what extent are faculty members at Rhodes participating in the scholarship of engagement?  

Table A.1 illustrates the frequencies related to the five composite measures for scholarship and scholarly activity: the scholarship of engagement, community-based teaching, the scholarship of application, institutional service and service to the lay public, and scholarly activities related to teaching in general.  The composite measure for studies illustrative of the scholarship of engagement indicates that slightly more than half (52.4%) of the respondents have completed at least one study related to the scholarship of engagement in the past three years. 
Table A.1 illustrates that participation rates in the scholarship of engagement are similar to participation rates in the scholarship of application, since 52.4% of the respondents have completed activities related to the scholarship of application in the last three years, the same percentage as have completed the scholarship of engagement.  
These rates of participation for the composite measures for scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of application as reported in Table A.1 are lower than the three other types of scholarly activity.  For example, a greater number of faculty members participate in community-based teaching than have completed the scholarship of engagement or the scholarship of application: more specifically, 34.2% have completed at least one activity related to community-based teaching, and an additional 27.3% have completed at least three or more activities related to community-based teaching in the previous three years, for a total frequency of participation rate of 61.5%.  
Table A.1 also indicates a high level of participation in service activities, as frequency of participation in institutional service or service to the lay public is greater than participation in the scholarship of engagement, the scholarship of application, or community-based teaching: more specifically, 83.3% of the faculty have participated in either institutional or off-campus service (i.e. outreach) activities in the past three years.  A small percentage (16.7%) indicated that they have not participated in any institutional service or service to the lay public in the previous three years. 
Of the scholarly activities measured and presented in Table A.1, however, by far the most frequent participation occurs in scholarly activities related to teaching in general, with 63.7% indicating that they have engaged in this activity more than 3-5 times in the last three years, and a mere 2.3% indicating that they have not participated in this activity at all in the past three years.  

	Table A.1
Frequency of Participation in Scholarship of Engagement 
(n = 44, 1n = 42)

	
	Scholarship of Engagement
	
	Scholarship of Application
	
	Scholarship of Teaching

	Frequency of Performance
	Engagement
(Scholarship) 
	Community-Based Teaching 
(Scholarly Activity)
	
	Application
(Scholarship)1
	
Institutional Service and Service to the Lay Public
(Scholarly Activity)1
	
	Teaching in General 
(Scholarly Activity)

	1. 00
	47.7%
	38.6%
	
	45.5%
	16.7%
	
	2.3%

	1.01 to 1.99
	47.8%
	34.2%
	
	40.4%
	73.7%
	
	13.7%

	2.00 to 2.99
	4.6%
	20.4%
	
	12%
	9.6%
	
	20.3%

	3.00 to 3.99
	0.0%
	6.9%
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	41%

	4.00 to 4.99
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	20.4%

	5.00
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	2.3%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean
	1.16
	1.56
	
	1.33
	1.48
	
	3.11

	Standard deviation
	.27
	.67
	
	.44
	.40
	
	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note: Frequency of performance during the previous three years measured using the following response scale: 
1=none; 2=1-2 times; 3= 3-5 times; 4=6-10 times; 5=11+ times



Table A.2.a and A.2.b illustrate the frequencies related to the individual items illustrative of the scholarship of engagement that are included in the composite measure.  We present these items in addition to our composite measure because they provide additional insight into the frequency of faculty participation in studies connected in the city of Memphis or the surrounding community. We present all twelve items for comparative purposes only. The individual items indicate that no faculty member indicated that they completed a study for a local for-profit organization.  Otherwise, the frequency of faculty members who did not conduct specific studies illustrative of the scholarship of engagement ranged from 63.6% who did not conduct a study to tackle a problem consequential to society to 95.5% who did not conduct a study for a local non-academic professional association.  Nevertheless, more than 15% of faculty members indicate that they have conducted a study to help solve a community problem or to identify needs or assets in a community at least once in the past three years. Both of these types of studies are suggestive of studies completed for Memphis or the surrounding community. 


	Table A.2.a
Frequency of Conducting Studies Illustrative of the Scholarship of Engagement within the Past Three Years, 
Individual Items in Composite Measure (n = 44)

	Times Conducted
	For a local non-profit organization
	For a local for-profit organization
	For a local non-academic professional association
	
For a local government organization or agency
	To help solve a community problem
	To solve a city problem

	
0
	88.6%
	100%
	95.5%
	93.2%
	84.1%
	90.9%

	
1-2
	9.1%
	0.0%
	4.5%
	6.8%
	13.6%
	6.8%

	
3-5
	2.3%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	2.3%
	2.3%

	
6-10
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	
11+
	00.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Note: Frequency of performance during the previous three years measured using the following response scale: 1=none; 2=1-2 times; 3= 3-5 times; 4=6-10 times; 5=11+ times





	Table A.2.b
Frequency of Conducting Studies Illustrative of the Scholarship of Engagement within the Past Three Years, 
Individual Items in Composite Measure (n = 44)

	Times Conducted
	To solve a county or state-level problem
	To identify needs or assets in a community
	To inform or make public policy
	To meet a business/industry need
	To tackle a problem consequential to society
	
Completed community-based action research

	
0
	90.9%
	81.8%
	86.4%
	90.9%
	63.6%
	88.6%

	
1-2
	9.1%
	11.4%
	9.1%
	9.1%
	25.0%
	6.8%

	
3-5
	0.0%
	6.8%
	4.5%
	0.0%
	6.8%
	4.5%

	
6-10
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	2.3%
	0.0%

	
11+
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	2.3%
	0.0%

	Note: Frequency of performance during the previous three years measured using the following response scale: 1=none; 2=1-2 times; 3= 3-5 times; 4=6-10 times; 5=11+ times



To what extent is participation in studies illustrative of the scholarship of engagement associated with demographic characteristics?  

	Table A.3.a through Table A.3.d (Appendix 3) exhibit the results of t-tests conducted to focus on this sub-question.  Table A.3 (Appendix 3) provides a summary exhibit of the t-tests conducted for this sub-question. Faculty demographic characteristics, such as gender (Table A.3.a), race/ethnicity (Table A.3.b), tenure status (Table A.3.c) or high/low consensus disciplinary fields (Table A.3.d) appear to have little or no relationship to faculty members’ frequency of participation in the scholarship of engagement or in the other four types of scholarship and scholarly activity measured in this study (community-based teaching, the scholarship of application, institutional service or service to the lay public, and scholarly activity related to teaching in general).   There was one exception: means for faculty participation in institutional service and service to the lay public was significantly higher for tenured faculty (mean=1.69) than untenured faculty (mean=1.27). 

To what extent do faculty value participation in the scholarship of application or engagement, and to what extent do they perceive their departmental colleagues and the institution as supportive of such work? 

	Table A.4 displays faculty individual values towards the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of application, as well as departmental and institutional values towards the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of application. Individual values towards the scholarship of engagement indicate that a small majority of respondents value this type of scholarship, with 61% of respondents indicating that they strongly agree or agree with the six propositions included in the composite measure for individual value toward the scholarship of engagement. However, individual values towards the scholarship of engagement are more moderate than individual values towards the scholarship of application: The vast majority of individuals (93.4%) indicate a positive value toward the scholarship of application. 
Respondents’ perceptions of their departmental colleague’s values towards both the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of application differ from individual values toward these types of scholarship. The majority of respondents do not think that their departmental colleagues value the scholarship of engagement as much as they themselves value it, with only 25% of the respondents indicating that they strongly agree or agree with the four propositions included in the composite measure for departmental values towards the scholarship of engagement.   
Departmental values toward the scholarship of application follow a similar pattern. For the scholarship of application, 53% of the respondents either strongly agree or agree with the two propositions included in this composite measure.  Put differently, at least 40% of the respondents thought their departmental colleagues valued the scholarship of application less than they individually valued this type of scholarship.  
	Institutional values toward both forms of scholarship are greater than departmental values, yet more moderate than individual values. Half of the respondents indicated that the institution values the scholarship of engagement. This percentage falls between the individual value towards the scholarship of engagement and the perceived departmental value towards this type of scholarship: the institution is perceived to value the scholarship of engagement more than departments, but less than individuals themselves value the scholarship of engagement.  
A similar pattern holds for the scholarship of application, although with more general agreement. As with the scholarship of engagement, the majority of respondents indicated that the institution values the scholarship of application: nearly 80% of respondents indicated that they strongly agree or agree with the two propositions included in the composite measure for institutional value toward the scholarship of application. Put differently, the respondents perceive the institutional value toward the scholarship of engagement and towards the application to be somewhere between the individual values towards these types of scholarship and the perceived departmental values towards these types of scholarship. 




	Table A.4 
Value Toward Scholarship of Engagement and Scholarship of Application 
(n=28,n=301)

	
	Values Placed on Scholarship of Engagement (Engaged American Scholar)
	
	Values Placed on Scholarship of 
Application1
	

	
	Strongly Agree/ Agree
	Strongly Disagree/ Disagree
	
	Strongly Agree/ Agree
	Strongly Disagree/ Disagree
	

	Individual
	60.6%
	39.3%
	
	93.4%
	6.7%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Departmental Colleagues
	25%
	75%
	
	53.4%
	46.7%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Institution
	50%
	50%
	
	79.9%
	20%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note: respondents used the following response categories: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree



Table A.5 depicts the findings from the composite measure for individual value toward integration. The Community-Integrative Education Working Group asked that we measure individual values towards this form of scholarship.  A majority of the respondents (84.3%) strongly agree or agree with the six items that comprise this composite measure.  

	Table A.5
Individual Value Toward the Scholarship of Integration (n=38)

	
	
	

	
	Strongly Agree/ Agree
	Strongly Disagree/ Disagree

	
	
	

	Individual
	84.3%
	15.8%

	
	
	

	Note: respondents used the following response categories: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree



Table A.6 depicts the findings from the composite measure for perceptions of institutional value toward community-based teaching.  A majority of respondents (55.2%) strongly agree or agree with the two items that comprise this composite measure. This finding for community-based teaching is similar to the finding for the composite measure for institutional values towards the scholarship of engagement in that approximately half of the respondents perceive the institution as valuing this form of scholarly activity. 





	Table A.6
Institutional Value Toward Community-Based Teaching (n=29)

	
	
	

	
	Strongly Agree/ Agree
	Strongly Disagree/ Disagree

	
	
	

	Institution
	55.2%
	44.8%

	
	
	

	Note: respondents used the following response categories: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree



To what extent do faculty members value a broader view of scholarship, to what extent do they perceive their departmental colleagues and institution as valuing a broader view of scholarship, and to what extent are their perceptions associated with demographic characteristics?  

Table A.7 depicts the findings concerning individual, departmental, and institutional values towards broader understanding of scholarship. These findings differ from the findings concerning individual, departmental, and institutional value toward the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of application.  
The two separate items related to individual values towards a broader view of scholarship indicate that individuals value a broad understanding of scholarship: 100% of the respondents indicated that they strongly agreed or agreed with the statement “I believe faculty members should be able to engage in the types of scholarly activities that give them personal satisfaction,” and the majority of respondents (89.7%) thought that faculty members are accountable to other people besides themselves for the scholarship they produce, indicating a value towards scholarship beyond the scholarship of discovery.  While these two items indicate that individuals value a broader view of scholarship, these two items did not work as a composite measure and so we report them separately in Table. A.7. 
The findings for departmental and institutional values towards a broader view of scholarship, unlike the two items that indicate individual values towards a broader view of scholarship, indicate that respondents do not perceive their departments or the institution as supportive of this value set.  Table A.7 exhibits these results. For example, only 17.1% of the individuals agreed or strongly agreed with the five propositions included in the composite measure for departmental value toward a broader view of scholarship.  Similarly, only 13.8% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the seven propositions that comprise the composite measure for institutional value towards a broader view of scholarship.  
Unlike the findings for individual, departmental, and institutional value toward the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of application, where the findings indicate that the institution is perceived to value the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of application more than departmental colleagues, the institutional and departmental colleague’s value toward broader forms of scholarship are similar, with respondents generally disagreeing that their departmental colleagues or the institution value broader forms of scholarship.  




	Table A.7 
Value Toward Broader View of Scholarship (n=29)
	

	
	
	
	Values Placed on Broader View of Scholarship
	

	
	
	
	
	Strongly Agree/ Agree
	Strongly Disagree/ Disagree
	

	Individual
	
	
	
	
	
	

	I believe faculty members should be able to engage in the types of scholarly activities that give them personal satisfaction.
	100%
	0%
	

	
	
	
	

	I believe faculty members are accountable only to themselves for the types of scholarship they produce.
	10.3%
	89.7%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Departmental Colleagues 
	
	
	
	17.1%
	82.8%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Institution
	
	
	
	13.8%
	86.2%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note: respondents used the following response categories: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree
	




Table A.8.a through A.8.d (Appendix 3) exhibit the results of t-tests conducted to identify relationships between the different value sets measured in this study and the demographic background variables of gender (Table A.8.a), race (Table A.8.b), tenure status (Table A.8.c), and high/low consensus disciplinary fields (Table A.8.d).  Table A.8 (Appendix 3) depicts a summary of all t-tests related to demographic characteristics and the value sets measured in this study. The value sets measured in this study include: individual value toward the scholarship of engagement, the scholarship of application, the scholarship of integration, and two propositions concerning individual value toward a broader view of scholarship; departmental value toward the scholarship of engagement, application, and a broader view of scholarship; and institutional value toward the scholarship of engagement, application, community-based teaching, and a broader view of scholarship. 
Generally speaking, there are no differences in means related to the value sets measured and the background factors of gender, race, tenure status, and high/low consensus disciplinary fields.  There are four exceptions.  First, males (mean=2.59) perceived the institution as supportive of broader forms of scholarship more than females (mean=2.26) perceived the institution as supportive of broader forms of scholarship. Second, white faculty members (mean=2.96) placed more value on the scholarship of engagement than non-white faculty members (mean=2.39).  Third, untenured faculty members (mean=2.92) viewed their departmental colleagues as placing more value on the scholarship of application than tenured faculty members (mean=2.35) viewed their departmental colleagues as placing more value on the scholarship of application.  Fourth, compared to individuals from high consensus fields (mean=2.20), individuals from low consensus fields (mean=2.74) perceived their departmental colleagues as placing a high value on the scholarship of engagement.  



Discussion

Institutional Mission of Rhodes College and the Broader Domains of Scholarship

In Scholarship Reconsidered, Boyer (1990) argues that institutions should emphasize the form of scholarship most connected to their unique mission (see also Braxton and Helland, 2010).  Similarly, O’Meara (2005b) asserts that institutions and departments should “celebrate and reward characteristics that make the institution distinctive in how it carries out its mission, as opposed to simply more prestigious in the academic hierarchy” (p. 300).  Boyer (1990) viewed the scholarship of application as appropriate for doctoral universities and comprehensive universities.  Liberal arts colleges, Boyer (1990) believed, were more likely to hold missions appropriate to the scholarship of teaching and the scholarship of integration.  Rhodes College, as discussed in the introduction, has adopted an institutional mission focused on community engagement, and thus views the scholarship of engagement as an appropriate scholarly activity for its unique institutional mission.  
The findings from our survey indicate that faculty members at Rhodes do participate in the scholarship of engagement: for example, within the past three years, at least half of the respondents have completed at least one of the twelve types of studies reflective of the scholarship of engagement.  However, the frequency of participation in individual types of studies remains fairly low. Only one type of study—“to tackle a problem consequential to society”—was found to have more than 20% of faculty members participating within the last three years. The higher frequency of participation in this particular type of study may be a result of the ambiguity of the description, as faculty involved in traditional research may view their studies as consequential to society even if they are not produced for or with members of the community. Yet, approximately half of the faculty respondents in our survey have completed at least one type of study in the last three years.  The relatively low frequency of participation in studies illustrative of the scholarship of engagement reinforces the findings of Braxton and Luckey (2010). 
As noted, gender was not found to be an important variable for participation in the scholarship of engagement.  This finding reinforces findings from Braxton and Luckey (2010). However, this finding runs counter to the role of gender in service-learning and community-based research as reported by O’Meara (2013). Gender was an important variable, however, with the perception of institutional values towards broader forms of scholarship, with female respondents perceiving the institution as less supportive than male respondents. 
O’Meara (2013) indicates that career stage may be related to faculty participation in community-based work. In this study, tenure status was found to be an important variable for participation in one type of study: institutional service and service to the lay public. This finding comports with a common institutional practice to delay participation in institutional service responsibilities until after the first-year of employment and may suggest an informal practice of delaying or reducing service responsibilities until after tenure. Our findings also indicate that tenured faculty members differ in the degree to which they view their colleagues as supportive of the scholarship of application. The relationship of this finding to career stage or faculty participation in community-based work is not clear.  
Braxton and Luckey (2010) found that sociologists were more likely to participate in the scholarship of engagement. Our findings did not identify the consensus level of the disciplinary field as an important variable for participation in the scholarship of engagement. However, our findings concerning high and low consensus domains indirectly reinforce Braxton and Luckey’s (2010) finding, since low consensus domains at Rhodes—of which sociology is a part—viewed their departmental colleagues as supportive of the scholarship of engagement. 
Faculty members at Rhodes are more engaged in scholarly activities related to teaching (e.g. developing class exercises or assignments that promote students’ psycho-social or ethical development) than in either community-based teaching activities or the scholarship of engagement. Faculty participation in scholarly activities related to teaching matches Boyer’s (1990) prescription that liberal arts colleges emphasize the scholarship of teaching. Importantly, our findings suggest that faculty members are more engaged in community-based teaching activities than in unpublished or published outcomes related to either the scholarship of engagement or the scholarship of application This pattern of activity accords with the stated institutional mission. 
Faculty members at Rhodes are also engaged in more activities related to service, most likely institutional service, than they are in the scholarship of engagement, a fact that may point to a lack of available of discretionary time (Braxton et al., 2002).  Previous research has identified the lack of discretionary time as a reason for low involvement in the activities related to the scholarship of engagement (Beere, Vortruba, and Wells, 2011; Braxton et al., 2002; O’Meara, 2013; Ward, 2003).     
Our survey did not measure faculty participation in the scholarship of discovery, the scholarship of integration, or faculty production of published or unpublished scholarly outcomes related to the scholarship of teaching and learning. We did, however, measure faculty values toward the scholarship of integration.  The majority of faculty members had a positive orientation to this form of scholarship. This finding matches Boyer’s (1990) prescription that liberal arts colleges emphasize the scholarship of integration since their size provides the opportunity for interdisciplinary work that adds meaning to disparate facts.  The value also accords with the values of the Community-Integrative Education Working Group.  
Diamond and Adam (1995) and Diamond (1993) advocate that institutional and departmental values should be in alignment with formal and informal statements regarding promotion and tenure. Likewise, these authors advocate that institutional priorities, departmental priorities, and formal and informal statements regarding promotion and tenure should be supportive of individual faculty member’s personal priorities and interests so long as those interests accord with disciplinary values and institutional mission (Diamond, 1993).  The findings from our faculty survey suggest that these factors are not in alignment, since individual values towards the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of application differ from departmental values towards these forms of scholarship. Departmental values also differ from institutional values on these measures.  
Respondents’ perceptions regarding individual, departmental, and institutional values toward broader forms of scholarship add further support to the suggestion that individual values, departmental values, and institutional values are out of alignment, since the majority of respondents disagree or strongly disagree that their departmental colleagues or the institution values a broader form of scholarship.  Further, our findings indicate that the perception that these aspects are out of alignment may be associated with race, tenure status, or discipline, since our findings indicate significant differences between these background variables and perceptions concerning individual, departmental colleagues, and institutional values towards a broader view of scholarship. 








Study Question 2: How and Why Faculty Members Participate in Community-Based Work


Question 2: How and Why Faculty Members Participate in Community-Based Work

Q2: How and why do faculty members at Rhodes College choose to participate in community-based research or community-based learning, and how is that decision shaped by individual characteristics, organizational context, and environment? Specifically, how do informal and formal reward structures, access to resources, and disciplinary or personal values shape the decision to participate? Is community-based research perceived as a complementary or conflicting activity with community-based learning? Is there a shared language on campus about community-based learning and community-based research?

	Faculty are “limited by the 24-hour a day rule,” suggests one faculty member in our interviews.  This faculty member’s point is that individuals have only so much time to invest in any given set of activities.  Given these time constraints, what motivates faculty to participate in community-based work?  Why do they choose (or not) to participate in community-based teaching or the scholarship of engagement? The present study question focuses on Rhodes College faculty members’ perceptions and experiences with community-based work based on our interviews with 38 faculty members.  

Conceptual Framework 

Diamond and Adam’s (1995) study of faculty work, undertaken in response to Boyer’s (1991) call for a broader view of scholarship, provides an overarching conceptual model for understanding the forces that shape faculty work. Ward (2003) adopts Diamond and Adam’s (1995) model for a discussion of faculty participation in the scholarship of engagement (Figure 1.A). In this model, six factors shape decisions about how faculty allocate their time: institutional and departmental priorities, formal and informal reward structures, the faculty member’s disciplinary and professional values, the faculty member’s personal priorities and interests, and available time and resources.  The influence of each factor on a faculty member’s work can weigh differently at different points in a faculty member’s career or in different social or political contexts. Ideally, the forces are synergistically interrelated. 
More recent research (O’Meara, 2013) provides insight into the how these six factors influence faculty participation in community-based work.  O’Meara (2013) highlights the organizational, environmental, and individual factors that shape faculty participation in community-based work. These three factors in O’Meara’s (2013) model align with the six factors identified by Diamond and Adam.  In this case, institutional or organizational factors articulated by O’Meara (2013) include three factors in Diamond and Adam’s (1995) model: institutional and college priorities, departmental priorities, and formal and informal reward systems.  
Environmental factors described by O’Meara (2013) include two factors in Diamond and Adam’s (1995) model: disciplinary and professional values as well as available time and resources. These factors are part of the environment that shapes the individual faculty member’s relationship with his or her institution.  O’Meara (2013) indicates that relationships with community partners are one type of environmental factor or resource that shapes faculty participation in community-based work.  
Finally, individual factors identified by O’Meara (2013) are analogous to personal priorities and interests in Diamond and Adam’s (1995) model.  However, O’Meara (2011, 2013) adds to this factor the notion of the Engaged American Scholar, an epistemological orientation conducive to faculty participation in community-based work.  This epistemological orientation may also be shaped by disciplinary and professional values, reinforcing the interrelationship between all six factors in Diamond and Adam’s (1995) conceptual model (Figure 1.B). 
Our interview questions address all six factors in Diamond and Adam’s overall model by addressing the institutional, individual, and environmental factors that O’Meara has identified as important for shaping faculty participation in community-based work.  The relationship between Diamond and Adam’s (1995) model, O’Meara’s (2013) three factors, and our interview questions is depicted in Chart 4.

Study Question 2

	The qualitative component of this study is informed by Diamond and Adam (1995), Colbeck and Wharton Michael (2006), Bloomgraden (2008), and O’Meara (2013), with a particular focus on the individual, institutional, and environmental factors that shape faculty participation in community-based work at Rhodes. We ask, 
· How and why do faculty members at Rhodes College choose to participate in community-based research or community-based learning, and how is that decision shaped by individual characteristics, organizational context, and environment? 
· Specifically, how do informal and formal reward structures, access to resources, and disciplinary or personal values shape the decision to participate? 
· Is community-based research perceived as a complementary or conflicting activity with community-based learning? 
· Is there a shared language on campus about community-based learning and community-based research?

Methods: Subjects, The Interview Protocol, and Qualitative Data Analysis for Study Question 2

Selection of Subjects. To answer study Question 2, we completed semi-structured interviews with 38 faculty and staff members at Rhodes. All three researchers conducted interviews with faculty members; two researchers conducted at least 15 interviews each. These interviews were conducted on multiple occasions throughout fall 2013 and early spring 2014, including campus visits in October, November, and February.  We conducted these interviews in the faculty members’ offices. Interviews lasted between 45 minutes and two hours. The initial list of interview subjects was determined in collaboration with our campus contacts, who reviewed the faculty roster and identified individuals involved with the Community-Integrative Education Working Group (CIEWG) or known to have completed community-based teaching or research projects.  
At the close of each interview, we asked for recommendations based on the topics covered. These recommendations allowed us to cross-reference our initial list and generate additional names for subsequent interviews. The majority of the individuals initially identified by our campus contacts were suggested in subsequent interviews; likewise, individuals not initially identified through a review of the roster were recommended multiple times by others. This selection method is referred to as “snowballing” or “chain sampling,” in that this process seeks “information-rich key informants” who are well-situated to know about the topics considered in the study (Patton, 2002, p. 237).  
The 38 subjects interviewed represent a wide range of the Rhodes College faculty and staff. Thirty-four of our interviewees are full-time members of the faculty; three are full time staff members. We spoke with one full-time administrator and multiple department chairs or former department chairs.  Our pool includes individuals with over 15 years of experience at Rhodes, as well as individuals with less than three years.  Likewise, some individuals have professional experiences at other institutions, and some have held academic appointments only at Rhodes.  The CIE working group is an open group that holds luncheons on a frequent basis; thus, determining “membership” is difficult. However, at least 11 of our interviewees are frequent participants in the working group and luncheons, and half have attended a luncheon or discussion group at least once within the last two years. Twenty of our interviewees are tenured.  Eleven interviewees are in disciplines usually associated with the humanities; 12 are in social science disciplines; and seven are in natural science disciplines. The remaining individuals represent other disciplines and educational programs.  
Twenty-five of our interviewees are regularly (at least once per year) involved in community-based or experiential learning projects, such as teaching a course with a community-based element, sponsoring a student internship, or working with a student as part of the Rhodes Institute for Regional Studies.  We estimate that fourteen faculty members are currently involved in community-based research projects, although some have completed community-based projects in the past. Some who have completed community-based work did not initially identify their work as within the scope of this study.  In our reporting of the findings below, we refer to all respondents as faculty to avoid revealing individual identities. 

Interview Protocols. Our interview protocols inquire into all six factors in Diamond and Adam’s (1995) conceptual model by way of identifying the individual, institutional, and environmental factors that shape faculty participation in community-based work at Rhodes (O’Meara, 2013). We adapted our protocol questions from Colbeck and Weaver (2008) and Bloomgarden (2008); we also developed questions specific to this study and institutional context. Bloomgarden’s (2008) research addresses faculty participation in the scholarship of engagement at prestigious liberal arts colleges.  Rhodes, as a nationally recognized institution with selective admissions standards and with more than 90% of its faculty holding terminal degrees, fits the category of a prestigious liberal arts college. We developed protocols for faculty known to be participating in community-based teaching or research and faculty who did not have direct experience with community-based work. 
Institutional Factors. Institutional factors in O’Meara’s (2013) model capture institutional priorities, departmental priorities, and formal and informal reward structures in Diamond and Adam’s (1995) model.  To identify how institutional factors shape faculty participation in community-based work, we inquired into institutional values and trends, the relationship between Rhodes and Memphis, the benefits of participation in community-based work, expectations regarding promotion and tenure, practices and standards for evaluating community-based work, and the relationship between teaching, research and service. Ward (2003) identifies the integration of teaching, research, and service as important for participation in community engagement.  
Individual Factors. Individual factors in O’Meara’s (2013) model are analogous to personal priorities and interests in Diamond and Adam’s (1995) model.  O’Meara (2013) highlights such factors as academic rank, level of commitment to service-learning, the epistemological orientation of the Engaged American Scholar, teaching goals, and other identity and professional experiences.  To identify how individual factors shape participation in community engagement at Rhodes, our interviews inquired into the faculty member’s background and length of employment at Rhodes or elsewhere, experiences with community-based work, motivations for community-based work, and the language used to describe both community-based teaching and community-based research.  We specifically asked about Boyer’s notion of the scholarship of engagement and the concept of Community-Integrative Education at Rhodes. 
Environmental factors. Environmental factors in O’Meara’s (2013) model are analogous to disciplinary and professional values, and available time and resources in Diamond and Adam’s (1995) model.  In particular, O’Meara (2013) identifies discipline and disciplinary socialization as well as the nature of community partnerships as important environmental factors that shape community-based work.  To identify how environmental factors shape community-based work our protocols inquire into motivations for participation in community-based work, the academic purpose for community-based work, perceptions among community-partners concerning community-based work, and the language used to describe community-based work.  Of particular interest were respondents’ familiarity with broader forms of scholarship and methods for assessing such scholarship, which also provide insight into institutional and departmental values and trends and thus emphasize the interrelationship between all six factors in Diamond and Adam’s (1995) model.  

Qualitative Data Analysis.  Analyzing our qualitative interviews requires “analytic induction” (Patton, 2002, p. 454). In this process, “the analyst begins by examining the data in terms of theory-derived sensitizing concepts or applying a theoretical framework” (Patton, 2002, p. 454). At the same time, the analyst seeks to examine the data “afresh for undiscovered patterns and emergent understandings” (Patton, 2002, p. 454).  The interviews were recorded using digital recorders, and subjects were informed that their answers were confidential and that they would not be identified in the final report.  We took notes during the interviews.  Given time and financial constraints, full transcription of the interviews was not possible.  However, researchers reviewed the recordings three times. The first and second reviews facilitated the identification of themes in the individual interview and the relationship to themes in other interviews. The co-researchers discussed these themes and completed an analytic memo to clarify initial thoughts. 
The third review of the interviews allowed for confirmation of these themes and the transcription of supporting remarks from the interview subjects. To facilitate our analysis, we used a concept-clustered matrix (Appendix 6).  The matrix ensured that we examined each case individually and also that we gained a “sense of the whole” (Patton, 440), identifying how comments from different individuals converge around shared themes (Patton, 2002, p. 265).  The matrix employs the categories developed by Diamond and Adam (1995). These include: institutional and departmental priorities, formal and informal reward structures, disciplinary and professional values, personal priorities and interests, and available time and resources. 

Findings  

Four themes emerged from our interviews, all of which provide insight into the individual, institutional, and environmental factors that shape participation in community-based work: 
Theme 1: individual and institutional values toward teaching shape faculty participation in community-based work. This theme provides insight into how personal priorities and interests—namely teaching goals and professional identity—shape participation in community-based work, as well as how institutional priorities surrounding pedagogical practice and community-engagement shape perceptions related to community-based work. This theme also provides a partial answer to our sub-question concerning the relationship between community-based research and community-based learning.  We describe the essence of theme 1 subsequently. 
Theme 2: an epistemological orientation indicative of the Engaged American Scholar shapes the decision to participate in community-based work. Specifically, a desire to integrate teaching, research, and service; to have an impact on students, community, and the discipline; and to ensure a mutually beneficial relationship with community partners all shape participation. This theme provides insight into the individual and environmental factors that shape faculty involvement in community-based work, as well as the role of community partnerships as a resource for completing community-based work. This theme also provides a partial answer to our third sub-question concerning the language used to describe community-based work. We describe the essence of theme 2 subsequently. 
Theme 3: the misalignment between institutional priorities on the one hand and promotion and tenure guidelines on the other may hinder participation in community-based work. Our interviews indicate that institutional values and priorities are perceived as out of alignment with departmental promotion and tenure guidelines. Along these lines, our conversations reveal that junior faculty are cautioned and sometimes discouraged from participation in community-based work.  This theme provides insight into personal priorities and interests, institutional priorities, and formal and informal statements regarding promotion and tenure, part of our first sub-question. It also provides insight into the use of available time and resources at different stages of a faculty member’s career. We describe the essence of theme 3 subsequently.
Theme 4:disciplinary differences likely shape participation in community-based work. Faculty members in our interviews believe that disciplinary differences influence participation in community-based work, a pattern reinforced by the community-based teaching and community-based research activities of our interview subjects. This theme provides insight into the disciplinary and professional values that shape faculty participation in community-based work. It also provides insight into our second sub-question concerning the relationship between community-based teaching and community-based research.  We describe the essence of theme 4 subsequently.
These four themes highlight the interrelationship between the six factors identified in Diamond and Adam’s (1995) model for understanding faculty work in general, as well as the interaction among the three factors discussed by O’Meara (2013) for understanding faculty participation in community-based work in particular.  In this sense, these themes cut across the specific factors. Chart 4 (Appendix 4) indicates how our themes relate to the factors identified by Diamond and Adam (1995), O’Meara (2013), and our interview questions.  



Theme 1: individual and institutional values toward teaching shape faculty participation in community-based work

The faculty members interviewed place a high value on teaching, including experiential and community-based teaching. This theme relates to all six factors identified by Diamond and Adam (1995), and provides insight into the individual, institutional, and environmental factors identified by O’Meara (2013) that shape faculty participation in community-based work. Faculty members at Rhodes consistently turn the conversation towards their students and the benefits of community-based experiences for enhancing student learning.  This value is both individual as well as institutional, as indicated by the perceptions of our interviewees.  This value shapes teaching practice, including participation in community-based teaching and other experiential forms of education.  
Indeed, one faculty member indicates that, “Our main mission is to educate 18-22 year olds.” This value often informs participation in and support of community-based work. For example, the following faculty member explicitly links student learning, community partnerships, and professional identity:  

For me it’s probably more intrinsic benefits as opposed to external benefits… for the most part it’s because I love to see the students learn, I love to be helpful to community partners, I love playing the matchmaker: these are your interests and these are your needs and I think this would be a really great internship… It fits with who I am and how I see my role as a professor. 

Here, motivation is linked to student learning, support for partnerships, and professional roles. Likewise, community-based teaching is recognized as an appropriate mechanism for promoting student learning.
Throughout the interviews, faculty members reference the “F11” requirement in the general education curriculum. This requirement, which requires students to engage in learning off campus, highlights the institutional priority given to community-based learning, whether in Memphis or elsewhere, and its importance for student intellectual development.
This institutional value often matches individual and disciplinary values. As one faculty member says, 

The idea [is not only that] that they [the students] can see the relationship between the concepts and what’s happening on the ground, but also that what they are experiencing in the placement can begin to critique and bring nuance to the theory. 

A similar emphasis on the interplay between disciplinary knowledge and experience informs another faculty member’s reflections on the F11 requirement.  The opportunity to study abroad, this faculty member says, 

Improves their understanding of the real world because they have some sort of theoretical context. It improves their theoretical context because they have some understanding of the real world. 

The desire to link disciplinary concepts with experiential and community-based learning opportunities is common among our interviewees, and functions as one of the main reasons faculty at Rhodes choose to participate in community-based teaching and research. 
We note, however, that the value towards community-based teaching and learning was not universal among our interviewees—one faculty member expressed skepticism that students could “observe in a kind of deep way what they are seeing” in a semester-long course. Yet, the value towards student learning in the community was a dominant perspective. In fact, some faculty members, particularly senior faculty, identified other benefits beyond intellectual development from community work. As one faculty member says, 

For student learning, it’s more about developing a disposition of integration… an interest in others such that you, you can understand where you’re coming from and also begin to ... have a really helpful… understanding of, of where other people are coming from, and an interest in… their settings, and ah, not just coming into situations and trying to be the savior and trying to fix things.

Here, community-based work is viewed as a strategy for increasing students’ capacity for empathy and their ability to adopt an attitude of reciprocity and mutual learning. These teaching goals generally shape faculty member’s decisions to participate in community-based teaching. 
The importance of student learning informs our interviewee’s understanding of community-based scholarship as well. For example, one faculty member says, 

I think applied research that doesn’t involve students and is just a matter of consulting fee and status—even if its meaningful to the practitioner, I don’t think that, that, that is necessarily a good thing at a liberal arts college, you know, maybe at an R1. 

Indeed, among faculty involved with community-based scholarship, the overwhelming tendency is to enlist students as researchers, collaborators, and co-authors. In other words, and in direct response to sub-question two in our study, faculty members in our interviews do not view community-based teaching and community-based research as contradictory, but as highly complementary practices.
Faculty members frequently emphasize the complementary relationship between community-based research and community-based teaching. For example, one faculty member says, 

I think that more often than not if a faculty member is going to be involved in community-based learning, it will probably be based on the fact that they are already involved in community-based scholarship or vice versa.

Incorporating students into the community-based research and teaching takes time, yet our interviewees provide multiple examples of the ways they use courses, summer research opportunities, and other mechanisms to enlist students in community-based projects, including community-based scholarship.
	Quality teaching, as understood in our interviews, appears as an embedded institutional value, not simply an individual value. However, we found near universal consensus among our interviewees that scholarship was either equal to or played a “close second” to teaching. This finding provides important insight into the institutional factors that influence faculty members’ decision to participate in community based work, namely the formal and informal reward structures that shape how faculty members allocate their time. One faculty member puts it this way: 

I think that teaching is ‘the thing without which.’ Right? That’s the highest priority. If you’re not offering student-centered education at a very high level, it doesn’t matter if you’re a rocket scientist… you have to be a good teacher…. I think everybody on campus knows that. 

Another provides an equally fervent sentiment: 

I think if you’re not an excellent teacher, you’re not going to survive here. I don’t care how much scholarship you do or have, or how much service you do in the community, if you can’t engage the students of Rhodes College and get them excited about learning, then you’re not going to last here.

Thus, quality teaching serves as a motivation for doing community-based work, and is considered appropriate given institutional priorities and individual teaching goals, even when this goal is tempered by other priorities. 
The importance of high-quality teaching is explicitly linked to Rhodes’ identity as a liberal arts institution. As one junior faculty member notes,  

As a liberal arts college, the emphasis on teaching is much stronger than in other kinds of institutions, and I think, honestly, that that is appropriate, um, so in that sense, you know, when I thought this might be a kind of job I would like, I anticipated that. 

As these remarks indicate, there is a widely held consensus that improving student learning and being an excellent teacher is a top institutional priority. Close work with students, including work in the community, is time consuming. As this junior faculty member continues: “I don’t know that I could have anticipated, um, all of the contact hours that [working with students] entailed.” Put differently, the institutional and individual value of quality teaching is likewise influenced by faculty members’ available time and resources. 

Theme 2: an epistemological orientation indicative of the Engaged American Scholar shapes the decision to participate in community-based work 

O’Meara (2011) developed the concept of the Engaged American Scholar as way of describing and identifying the assumptive world of scholars engaged in community-based work and for evaluating reward structures that would reinforce those values. The assumptive world of the Engaged American Scholar contrasts to the assumptive world that guides traditional scholarly practice as developed in the post-WWII university (Appendix 2, Chart 3). This orientation is strongly present or emerging among our interviewees, and provides insight into the personal priorities and interests as well as the disciplinary and professional values that shape faculty participation in community-based work.  This theme provides answers to our main research question, as well as sub-question one concerning formal and informal reward structures and access to resources, and sub-question two concerning the relationship between community-based teaching and research.  Specifically, our interviewees express a desire to integrate teaching, research, and service; to have an impact on students, community, and the discipline; and to ensure a mutually beneficial relationship with community partners.

Theme 2, sub-theme a: Desire to integrate teaching, research, and service. Those involved in community-based work express a desire to integrate teaching, research, and service. As one faculty member says, “community-based instruction and community-based research should be complementary if you are doing it properly.” Further, the more “properly” or deeply a faculty member participates in community-based work, the more likely he or she is to view teaching, research, and service as mutually reinforcing activities. As one faculty member says, 

I always try very hard to keep in mind that they’re not really three separate buckets but, they’re kind of, um, if they’re done right, they’re flowing into each other all the time. 

In other words, as noted in the first theme, community-based research and community-based teaching are complementary activities. For this particular faculty member, the integration of these practices is aspirational.  Thus, integrating these activities is viewed as ideal.
All the faculty members involved in community-based work value integrating teaching, research and service, especially those doing both community-based teaching and community-based research. As one faculty member says, “In a way, the research I do is connected to the teaching and can’t really be separated.”  A long-time participant in community-based research expresses a similar point of view:  

I don’t like this, this, you know, research, service, teaching division… There’s no way I could get three things done well. So, I, I make them all one thing and I have a much better chance of accomplishing them. It works all together. 

In short, teaching, research, and service are viewed as a single professional responsibility, particularly for those extensively involved in community-based work. 
The desire to integrate teaching, research, and service is not universal. For others, the three areas are more distinct.  For example, one faculty member not involved in community-based work says of teaching, research and service that, “Those are all three very different things in my mind.”  For this faculty member, community-based teaching and community-based research were also seen as mutually exclusive activities. The faculty member says, “I never thought about that… for an individual learning versus the, uh, scholarship, I think that that would be completely different… the motivations are different… different outcomes.”

Theme 2, sub-theme b: Impact on students, community, and discipline. O’Meara (2011) indicates that the Engaged American Scholar views impact as the most important outcome of scholarship. The point of scholarship, in this sense, is to improve the world and address social problems.  Among our interviewees, impact was an important outcome for both teaching and research. This theme highlights the individual priorities and the disciplinary values that shape faculty involvement in community-based work related to sub-question one. For example, one faculty member points to impact as a motivation for participation, explicitly contrasting impact to other forms of scholarship:  

That this matters to real people [to people in the community], that there are outcomes that are more proximal than we are accustomed to seeing with academic work—it’s just an incredibly satisfying thing to do.

Quite simply, this faculty member says, “It’s good work—who wouldn’t want to do it?”
Many interviewees, although not all, grounded their motivation for community-based work in personal values that emphasize social impact.  For example, one faculty member reflects on the decision to get involved with a community-based research project this way: “It kinda fell in my lap.  I was kinda raised that way too—my parents were both very community minded.”  Other faculty members pointed to similar motivations.  As one faculty member says, “It’s just the right thing to do.” These values are often personal rather than professional. In response to a question about role models for community-based work, one faculty member reflects, 

Not really, no.  Not, not, not my former PI’s, and nobody, nobody that I trained with or I got my PhD with did any kind of community work. Well, I guess… I take that back, it comes from my family… both my parents were very much involved with service. 

As in this case, our interviewees often viewed community-based work as a commitment to personal values and impact.  This value provides an additional reason for faculty participation in community-based work: it matches their personal priorities and interests. 
Personal values and the desire for impact were sometimes explicitly linked to student learning and disciplinary knowledge. This finding highlights the interrelationship between personal priorities, disciplinary values, and institutional priorities, particularly the priorities towards quality teaching discussed in theme 1. As one faculty member says, 

I want to do relevant research that makes a difference. I, you know, I want my students integrated into their, in their communities, and I want them engaged with the questions—both the research questions and the applied policy questions.  

Similarly, the faculty member who views community-engagement as “the right thing to do” says, “There is an ethical dimension both towards the community and towards my students.”  The majority of our interview subjects valued community-based teaching and research as important for developing students, as having an impact, and as addressing real problems in actual situations and thus rooted in their personal and disciplinary values. 
The desire for relevance and impact contrasts to more traditional purposes of scholarship.  O’Meara (2011) indicates that the assumptive world of the traditional scholar dictates that the purposes of scholarship be knowledge for its own sake rather than social impact.  A faculty member who values community-based work makes precisely this contrast by highlighting the time and resources required for community-based work: 

When you’re the expert and you’re the one who gets to make all the decisions, the process is shorter, but I would say that the impact is less. 

Another faculty member provides a more specific notion of impact, saying: 

I think when I first started, I just wanted to tell the truth about what was going on—and that was a success. That’s not it anymore. Now it’s really more about how can I frame what the findings are in a way that the local ah, stakeholders will want to change. 

In this case, involvement with community-based work has altered the faculty member’s perceptions about the purposes of scholarship.  Another faculty member emphasizes impact or relevance as a contrast to other purposes. This faculty member states, 

For me… there’s nothing more evident to scholarship than to apply what you do… to me, that’s the definition of scholarship. And, uh, and in addition to that, we publish this work, so it’s under peer review paper in a journal and, uh, we publish the data. 

In this case, impact and contribution to the disciplinary conversation are both important, and both are viewed as impact. 
As noted, this finding highlights the interaction between personal priorities and disciplinary values, particularly in relationship to the epistemological orientation of the Engaged American Scholar. The value of impact, however, is not universal. Some faculty members adhere to an orientation more suggestive of the orientation of the post WWII professional scholar. One faculty member who is less involved with community-based work emphasizes knowledge for its own sake, and says, “Scholarship by definition is gaining knowledge.” 

Theme 2, sub-theme c: Desire for mutual benefit and reciprocity. A third pattern in our findings suggestive of the values of the Engaged American Scholar is the expressed value of mutual benefit and reciprocity. This sub-theme provides insight into faculty professional and personal values and the relationship to community partners.  Thus, this sub-theme answers the main study question as well as sub-question one concerning access to resources. 
In our interviews, the importance of reciprocity is frequently expressed as a resistance to the language of “service” or “service-learning.”  Only two faculty members in our interviews—neither of whom have been part of the CIEWG—use the term service-learning to describe student learning in the community. In general, our interviewees tend to express distaste for the term service or service learning, preferring instead terms like community-based learning, community-integrative education, or, simply, learning.  As one faculty member says, 

I think it’s very important for students to understand that they’re getting as much or more than they are giving—and I also think service gets interpreted often as a kind of one-on-one kind of thing and I also want to challenge that piece—that when we’re engaging, we’re engaging in systems, um, and that what they’re going to discover about communities and so forth is not just about individual behavior but about how systems are operating.

In this case, the resistance to the language of service is tied to the values of student learning identified earlier, and thus emphasizes the interrelationships between the six factors identified by Diamond and Adam (1995).  Another faculty member expresses a similar resistance to “service”:

I don’t like service-learning. I, I, I don’t, I started out with that terminology, as others did, but my students learn more, I believe, if they don’t think of themselves as serving, but if they think of themselves as learning.

The resistance to the language of service and service-learning was common among our interviewees.  One additional remark illustrates the degree to which faculty members involved in community-based work dislike this way of thinking: 

I think framing things in terms of service-learning is actually not only projecting a patronizing quality to what we are doing as a class, but also it doesn’t help students see the true value of what they are learning in terms of the whole community. 

For most respondents, the language of service and service learning prohibits students from seeing themselves in a reciprocal relationship with the community and community partners. In this sense, by avoiding the language of service and emphasizing instead a mutual learning relationship, the faculty members in our interviews view themselves as stewards of their resources, seeking mutually beneficial relationships between students and community partners.  
	This desire for reciprocal and mutually beneficial relationship also informs perceptions about how to evaluate community-based work. This finding informs our understanding of how informal and formal rewards structures shape faculty participation in community-based work.  When considering how to assess student learning in a community-based project, ensuring student learning was most important, followed by benefit to the community partner.  As one faculty member says, 

I do think it’s important to take into consideration what the community itself is gaining from the scholarship and from the student involvement or the faculty involvement, the researcher’s involvement, but I favor the success of the student as the biggest gauge. 

Such a view reinforces the institutional value of student learning and quality instruction, but adds to it a desire to position students as learners with the community. 
The desire for reciprocity extends to faculty members’ evaluation of community-based scholarship. This finding provides insight into institutional priorities and formal and informal reward structures related to promotion and tenure guidelines. In relation to community-based scholarship, many of our interviewees express an interest in expanding the notion of peer review.  Interviewees frequently reference conversations related to a recent review of scholarship guidelines in all departments, a process that raised the possibility of expanding the notion of peer. For example, one faculty member who does not “do that type” of work—that is, community-based scholarship—says, “I am interested in expanding the notion of what are appropriate peers for peer review.”
Similarly, another faculty member who has completed community-based scholarship “would consider expanding” what qualifies as peer review to include “community leaders.”  This faculty member continues, “the voices of community leaders matter—you know why? Because they speak to the ethics of what’s going on.”  In this case, the faculty member links formal and informal statements regarding promotion and tenure to community partnerships, here viewed as resources for evaluation of scholarly impact.  Further, these two factors in Diamond and Adam’s (1995) model (formal and informal guidelines for promotion and tenure and available resources) are linked to the faculty member’s personal priorities and interests or “ethics.” 
Another faculty member couches the idea of an expanded notion of peer review as related to intended audience, and thus highlights different orientations to disciplinary and professional values as well as formal and informal statements regarding promotion and tenure: 

Right now we’re just trusting the peer review process. If you’re research is published, peer reviewed, we don’t… how to put… the standard of whether it’s really scholarship is not whether it’s written in such a way that someone outside the discipline could really read it. 

Our interviews suggest that the faculty community is in the process of considering how to expand or broaden the notion of what qualifies as a peer in the peer review process. Attention to this process emphasizes the importance faculty members place on how these formal and informal rewards shape decisions about their work. 
To be sure, expanding the notion of peer in the promotion and tenure process is also recognized as a challenge among our interviewees. As one says, 

The problem with having a measure of deliverables is that deliverables really vary in quality, and there’s no one who’s really gonna say this one’s better than that one because there’s no institutional standard in place that says—I mean, you don’t have a peer review of deliverables… typically speaking it’s just a done deal. It’s just—So, do you have a committee that’s set up that, you know, assess the scholarship of those deliverables?

Another faculty member describes the challenge this way: 

It comes down to the quality control issue: how will we know if it’s good? How do you get the imprimatur of, um, quality? Peer review is easy.

For these faculty members, how to broaden the notion of peer in peer review presents a challenge that they are unsure how to overcome. This finding indicates the potential conflict between the six factors in Diamond and Adam’s (1995) model by indicating how personal values may conflict with formal and informal statements regarding promotion and tenure, or how personal values may conflict with disciplinary and professional values.  In O’Meara’s (2005a, 2013) terms, individual factors, institutional factors, and environmental factors may not be in alignment. 
Some faculty members have not yet considered the problem of expanding the notion of peer in peer review, however. As one says, “It would have to be peer reviewed to be considered scholarship.”  At another point, this faculty member says, 

If you think about scholarship, it means you’re contributing to the knowledge of the discipline or sub-discipline, and so at this point in time it would still be peers that would have to evaluate. You could make contributions, but why would that be scholarship?

Put simply, not all faculty members in our interviews accept the idea of a broader notion of peer in peer review. Further, while the idea is suggestive of reciprocity, we did not meet any faculty with a definite sense of how to fully address the challenge of a broader notion of peer in peer review.  In terms of Diamond and Adam’s (1995) conceptual model, our findings indicate that faculty members at Rhodes recognize community partners and individuals outside the academy as a potential resource for improving the quality of their scholarly work—much as they have done with pedagogical work—but they do not know how to effectively access these resources in the current institutional context. 

Theme 3: Misalignment between institutional priorities and values on the one hand and promotion and tenure guidelines on the other may hinder participation in community-based work
 
Our interviews suggest that there is a gap between departmental promotion and tenure guidelines and institutional priorities.  This theme provides insight into the relationship between institutional priorities and departmental expectations and priorities as described by Diamond and Adam (1995).  O’Meara (2013) does not separate departmental from institutional factors in her model (both are institutional factors), yet this finding suggests that faculty members at Rhodes receive mixed messages from the institution about how they should prioritize community-based work. Thus, this finding answers our main study question and sub-question two concerning informal and formal reward structures. These findings also provide insight into sub-question three concerning the language individuals use to describe community-based work
The relationship between departmental guidelines for promotion and tenure and institutional priorities can be construed as a gap because, on the one hand, the majority of the faculty and staff with whom we spoke are fully aware of the College’s efforts to partner with the city of Memphis and surrounding community, yet, on the other hand, interviewees also say that the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of teaching and learning are not as valued in the tenure process as are more traditional forms of scholarship, namely peer-reviewed, discovery research. The scholarship of teaching and learning was not initially a focus of our study, yet this form of scholarship emerged as important in identifying the gap between promotion and tenure guidelines and institutional priorities because of the high value placed on quality teaching discussed in theme 1.
Our interviewees recognize that, in the last ten to twelve years, the College has consciously changed its relationship to Memphis and the surrounding community. That is, they recognize connecting with the city of Memphis as an institutional priority. As one faculty member says, 

It was an institution that hovered above it [the community], it was bit of an elite institution, selective, exclusive, right? And now, ah, Rhodes has—in a lot of good ways—discovered the benefit of not hovering above the community, but of being part of the surrounding community. 

Similarly, another faculty member says, 

The College has an interest in, um, in having good relationships in the city, and, and of, of being well integrated in the city of Memphis—that, that, I’m happy to say, is one of the major goals, one of the major commitments of the College.

These institutional priorities are part of the organizational context that shapes faculty decisions to participate in community-based work. 
Not all faculty members are as clear about this shift. One faculty member says, for example, “I don’t know what the administrators want.”  However, this faculty member also recognizes that “there are people at this institution who want us more engaged in community based education.” In general, awareness of the College’s desire to partner with the surrounding community is nearly universally understood and valued among our interviewees.
In sharp contrast, our interviewees view the promotion and tenure guidelines as favoring traditional scholarship, or the scholarship of discovery. As one faculty member observes, 

Someone is taking the lead on these community integrative experiences and so forth—yet, that work goes largely undervalued in some ways in terms of our institutional reward structure because everything is through departments still. 

Another faculty member makes a similar point, saying, 

The College, my impression, is that they value a great deal engagement in the community… they support it with staff lines, they support with, with a great deal of absolutely sincere admiration for the people who do things—whether that translates into the rank and tenure P&T process, I don’t know. 

In this second case, the faculty member does not feel confident that the gap is present in all departments.  Yet, the following faculty member perceives his or her own department in a similar way to the previous. This faculty member, who completes community-based research, says:

I think they see it as more of a teaching than scholarship, despite the fact that there is a paper published on it, not on the student’s experience, but the collection of data.  Ah, so I think that the administration—when I say administration I mean my department. I think the school administration sees it as scholarship… It is clear from my department that they don’t see it as scholarship, they see it more as teaching.

This perception that community-based scholarship was more commonly viewed as teaching or service was common across our interviews, and highlights the gap between institutional priorities and the values as expressed through departments and embodied in the promotion and tenure guidelines for faculty to complete discovery research. 
	Our interviewees consistently identify the most valued form of scholarship as peer-reviewed publications or monographs. As one faculty member says, “The more traditional the publication is, probably the higher value it has.”  As already suggested, it’s not that other forms of scholarship aren’t valuable. Instead, they don’t “count” towards research in the tenure process.  As one faculty member says, 

There are forms that don’t count, in the sense of you couldn’t just have that publication and get tenure, but I don’t think they are valued less in the sense that you ought not be doing those. 

Similarly, another faculty member frames the issue of participation in community-based work in terms of incentives, saying, 

There is no carrot to do this. There is no reason except your own feeling of duty to the community, and I think that’s really hard when you are busy doing the things that are required for promotion.  

As these remarks suggest, our interviews reveal that community-based work may be construed as a very low form of scholarship. Further, these remarks suggest how the reward structure shapes faculty members’ use of their discretionary time.
When not understood as a less valued form of scholarship, community-based work may be understood as teaching or service rather than scholarship.  As one faculty member says, 

I think it is much more understood as a potentially effective pedagogy and a very nice service activity. I do not know yet how it is evaluated as a research model and as a frame for doing… scholarship. 

In other words, the departmental guidelines favor discovery research, and, thus, other forms of scholarship are viewed either as less important scholarship, or as teaching or service—valued activities, but not essential in the tenure and promotion process, again emphasizing how formal and informal reward structures shape faculty decisions to engage in community-based work. 
In our report, we have been using Boyer’s language—the scholarship of application or engagement, the scholarship of integration, the scholarship of teaching and learning, and the scholarship of discovery—to describe the gap between institutional and departmental expectations.  However, faculty members at Rhodes do not typically use this language.  Indeed, faculty members do not generally have a language to describe different forms of scholarship.  Interestingly, one faculty member identified the lack of language as a potential reason for our study: “I think that perhaps the whole reason even for this study is that as a faculty… [we have not] given the administration… the language… to articulate what we are doing.” In Diamond and Adam’s (1995) model for understanding faculty work, language can be understood both as a resource and as a window into disciplinary and professional values. In O’Meara’s (2013) work, disciplinary values and available time and resources are both environmental factors.  In this sense, our findings indicate that faculty members at Rhodes lack resources in their environment for describing community-based work. 
For example, we asked faculty members if they were familiar with Boyer’s notion of the scholarship of engagement or if they knew the local term for community-based teaching, “Community-Integrative Education.”  While most of our interviewees have at least some familiarity with Community-Integrative Education—indeed, they prefer this term over service-learning—and most are aware of, if not actively involved with, the CIE Working Group—only a small number of faculty members indicated more than a passing familiarity with Boyer’s notion of the scholarship of engagement.   At least one was familiar with the concept of the public intellectual, but did not have familiarity with Boyer’s terms. Instead, most of our interviewees simply indicated that they did not know the term and so could not comment on its intent, or that they had heard it, but were not confident of what it meant.  
We note that the gap we are describing applies not only to community-based work, but also to scholarship focused on pedagogy. As noted in theme 1, faculty members place a high value on student learning. Yet, our interviewees note that the scholarship of teaching and learning, like community-based research, is similarly undervalued in the promotion and tenure process.  One faculty member says, “the pedagogy kind of scholarship… just doesn’t have the same level of respect.”  Another faculty member says, 

We have a problem in [my area] about pedagogy publications, so if you publish on—in an education journal… and that sort of thing, we’re not probably going to give you credit… and that’s where I see friction in our department.

Another faculty member mentions both the scholarship of teaching and learning and the scholarship of engagement as undervalued activities, although without using these terms: 

I think that if it’s got a teaching focus to it—then, that’s less respected, and I think that it might not even be viewed as scholarship by some departments. Work that is done, so, things like, other work products like reports or program evaluations that you might write up for an agency or organization—I don’t know, you know, that depends on different departments whether or not that’s viewed as scholarship.  

Our findings are not conclusive on this point because we did not review specific departmental guidelines to determine if the scholarship of teaching and learning and the scholarship of engagement are valued in specific departments. Indeed, one faculty member indicates that the faculty member’s department is “very interested” in scholarship focused on pedagogy.  However, on the whole, our interviews reveal that the scholarship of teaching and learning and the scholarship of engagement are not perceived to be as valuable for promotion and tenure as are peer-reviewed publications understood as the scholarship of discovery.  
In fact, several faculty members emphasize how expectations for scholarship have increased over the last ten to twelve years: “the emphasis on scholarship and research has increased,” says one faculty member.  While many have a positive view of the increase in scholarly expectations, there is also recognition that such requirements put constraints on how faculty members, particularly junior faculty members, spend their time. As one faculty member reflects, “That is what is driving a lot of angst with the non-tenured faculty: it’s do they have enough time to get the research done.”  This finding provides insight into our first sub-question concerning available time and resources for community-based work.  
Along similar lines, our interviews suggest pre- and post-tenure differences related to involvement in community-based work. This finding highlights further the gap between institutional priorities and promotion and tenure expectations. At the same time, this finding highlights how work expectations may change over the course of a faculty member’s career.  While younger faculty members are not explicitly discouraged from participation, they are sometimes counseled against doing so. One senior faculty member puts it this way: 

I think, you know, Rhodes has been, for the last decade, very favorably inclined towards supporting faculty who are engaged in these type of things, but it’s tricky, because the tenure requirements and so forth are, you know, have to be brought to bear in all of this discussion, and our tenure process is not necessarily favorable towards people who do community-based research. 

A junior faculty member, who hopes to become more involved in community-based work in the future, echoes this view: 

Right now I have to do what, what’s expected of me in my department and then if I want to stretch those limits a little bit later—you know after I get tenure—I, I can do that. They haven’t, they haven’t basically told me I can’t, but I haven’t told them I’m interested. 

In other words, junior faculty sometimes choose not participate in community based work based on their understanding of departmental expectations. This finding provides insight into our overall study question, highlighting the need to complete research as a reason not to participate in community-based work. 
Once these issues emerged, we began asking how our interviewees would counsel a junior faculty member who came to them seeking advice about getting involved in community-based work.  In response, one faculty member says, 

If I was advising somebody [untenured], I’d say don’t do it… I’m not sure it’s gonna payoff in front of a promotion and tenure committee or in a dean’s letter.

Other faculty members were less adamant about saying “don’t do it,” instead inviting the faculty member to think carefully about how participation in community-based work would contribute to the faculty member’s scholarly agenda and ensure a sufficient number of peer-reviewed publications.  As a third faculty member suggests, “the question would be, are you going to write a paper?”  
In terms of formal and informal statements regarding promotion and tenure, expectations appear to differ for junior and senior faculty in a way that may allow for tenured faculty to participate in community-based work. Although we encountered multiple junior faculty members who do complete community-based research and teaching projects (furthermore, our survey findings in the previous chapter did not identify meaningful differences related to faculty participation in the scholarship of engagement or community-based teaching based on tenure status), some faculty members thought it was easier for senior faculty to pursue community-based work.  As this faculty member says, 

I think the incentives are greater for tenured faculty, so that’s a divide, right? I think tenure track faculty are—it’s very hard for them because of these barriers that I just described to their work being viewed as scholarship—so, if, if the work that they’re doing might not be viewed as scholarship and it might not get them tenure and if that’s their end goal, why would they invest—‘cause it’s very time… very time consuming: building the relationships, maintaining the relationships…there’s just a whole host of additional things that you have to do and for junior faculty in particular it’s a barrier. 

As this faculty member notes, time might be better spent on fulfilling tenure expectations than cultivating relationships for community-based work, a finding that highlights the importance of institutional messages in how individuals access or encourage others to access available resources, including time.
Indeed, time was consistently identified as a challenge for our interviewees when they reflected on the process of doing community based work. As one faulty member says, 

I am sure it is the case for anybody who has a community partner. We have to teach the class, we have to establish the relationship, we have to build the relationship, we have to set up everything… we don’t have any support for that and there isn’t like… an administrative position to assist people with community outreach type activities. 

Our findings indicate that faculty members perceive community-based work as time consuming, perhaps more time consuming than other types of teaching or research activities, and thus potentially problematic for tenure and promotion, particularly for junior faculty members whose “end goal” is tenure.  Further, the kinds of unpublished scholarly outcomes that might be associated with community-based research are not perceived as valuable for the tenure and promotion process. These findings provide additional reasons for how and why faculty members at Rhodes choose (or do not choose) to participate in community based work. 

Theme 4: Disciplinary differences likely shape participation in community-based work  

Our interviewees consistently suggest that there are disciplinary differences that influence the decision to participate in community-based teaching or scholarship: “Some [disciplines] are better than others,” says one faculty member. This finding provides insight into how disciplinary and professional values shape faculty decisions to participate in community-based work.  
The belief that discipline was a factor influencing the ability to complete community-based scholarship or community-based teaching is widespread. Another faculty member makes the point this way:

It is a valued practice in my field. Like, I could do—it would be difficult for me to do my work without being engaged in sustained and meaningful ways with community partners… for me, it’s just how I do my work. 

Along similar lines, one faculty member discusses the integration of teaching, research, and service as a disciplinary-specific possibility:  

They do integrate your work as a teacher and a researcher. And, I know some fields it’s just not very easy to do that… My research and my teaching both lend themselves really nicely to doing this kind of work. 

Another faculty member likewise sees community-based work as part of the discipline:

For me, I would say the incentives have been largely personal—personal commitments. Um, um, disciplinary commitments. I would say that it is—I would make the argument that it is part of the ethical practice of my discipline.

The perception that doing community-based work was more amenable to some disciplines and to some types of content than others is common among our interviewees, and points to the force of disciplinary environment in shaping decisions about how faculty spend their time. 
Yet, we observe that our interviewees are not concentrated in any particular discipline or area.  To test the perception of our interviewees, we tallied the number of individuals from our 38 interviews that currently engage in either community-based teaching or community-based research activities.  We identified individuals whose work as described to us in the interview could be construed as either community-based research or community-based learning, even if the interviewee did not identify the work this way.  Those completing either community-based teaching or community-based scholarship at Rhodes are in the humanities, social sciences, and natural sciences. 
We reproduce cross-tabulations of academic area with community-based teaching or community-based learning in Tables B.1 and B.2. These tabulations do not reveal a difference among different areas for involvement in community-based teaching.  We did, however, observe that the social science disciplines were more likely to participate in community-based research. We should note that the sample used to complete these cross-tabulations is not random. They do, however, reinforce two findings. First, social scientists appear more involved in community-based work.  Social science faculty members in our interviews highlight the emphasis social science disciplines place on issues of reciprocity and social impact; thus, our cross-tabulations reinforce this possibility. Second, although the social science disciplines appear more likely to engage in community-based research, the wide participation of other disciplines in community-based teaching highlights the value faculty members at Rhodes have for using their professional knowledge to help students address matters of public concern. Both orientations are illustrative of the values of the Engaged American Scholar.


	Table B.1
Interview Crosstab Counts: Academic Area and Community-Based Teaching

	
	Community-Based Teaching?
	Total

	Academic Area
	Yes
	No
	

	Social Sciences
	8
	4
	12

	Humanities
	8
	3
	11

	Natural Sciences
	4
	3
	7

	other (w/ staff)
	5
	3
	8

	Total
	25
	13
	38

	Note: sample is not random




	Table B.2
Interview Crosstab Counts: Academic Area and Scholarship of Engagement

	
	Community-Based Research?
	Total

	Academic Area
	Yes
	No
	

	Social Sciences
	8
	4
	12

	Humanities
	3
	8
	11

	Natural Sciences
	4
	3
	7

	0ther (w/staff)
	0
	8
	8

	Total
	15
	23
	38

	Note: sample is not random



Discussion 

	“Faculty must work within institutional contexts, and institutions have missions, goals, and objectives as well as cultural mores,” write Diamond and Adam (1995, p. 9).  Their point is that, although faculty members are trained in specific disciplines, they are equally obliged to the institutions where they work.  Faculty members “pledge allegiance” to two communities, they note, and “to the degree that disciplinary values and practices complement institutional ones, this dual allegiance is not problematic” (Diamond and Adam, 1995, p. 9). Diamond and Adam (1995) view disciplinary and professional training as central to the professional work of faculty. 
The five other factors that Diamond and Adam (1995) identify in their model—institutional priorities, departmental priorities, formal and informal rewards, personal values, and available time and resources—interact with a faculty member’s discipline and with each other to shape faculty work and the choices faculty make about how to allocate their time.  O’Meara (2013) focuses specifically on faculty members engaged in community-based work, and highlights how individual, institutional, and environmental factors shape faculty participation in community-based work. As already noted, these three factors overlap with the six factors discussed by Diamond and Adam (1995), and provide a conceptual frame for answering our second study question.
	Individual Factors. The individual factors that appear to influence the decision to engage in community-based work at Rhodes include a personal commitment to community-based work—sometimes related to life experiences, family background, or professional identity—and an epistemology supportive of that work.  These findings confirm the conclusions of Astin et al., (2006) and Jaeger and Thomas (2006). More specifically, faculty members at Rhodes who are most engaged in community-based work hold an orientation towards knowledge that emphasizes impact and relevance as well as a broadened notion of expertise, a finding which echoes the constructivist epistemology identified as relevant by Colbeck and Wharton-Michael (2006).    
Likewise, participation in community-based teaching and learning experiences may be shaped by a strong commitment to student learning and a belief that community-based work is an effective method for enhancing student learning.  These findings comport with those of Bringle and Hatcher (2000) who emphasize the role of teaching goals in participation in community-based work. Such personal factors shape involvement in both community-based teaching and community-based scholarship; yet, the more deeply our respondents participate in community work, the more deeply they become committed to broader notions of expertise and to impact, as suggested by other research (e.g., Colbeck and Janke, 2006; O’Meara and Niehaus, 2009). Indeed, for practitioners of community-based scholarship and the scholarship of engagement, teaching and research were interrelated and inseparable, a finding that confirms Ward’s (2003) contention that community-based scholars value the integration of teaching, research, and service (see also Bloomgarden and O’Meara, 2007).  O’Meara’s (2013) notion of inputs, processes, and outputs suggests that these individual factors are both causes and consequence of involvement in community work. 
O’Meara (2013) suggests that faculty participation in community-based work may be related to career stage.  We are less confident that our interviews reveal differences in participation related to a faculty member’s career stage as O’Meara (2013) reports. No clear patterns emerge related to involvement based on early-, mid-, or late career stage. As discussed below, there is, however, a common perception that reward structures favor tenured faculty for engaging in community work. No clear patterns emerge related to gender or ethnicity, a finding that contradicts those of Colbeck and Wharton-Michael (2006) and Ward (2010), but confirms the findings of Braxton and Helland (2010). 
Institutional Factors.  Two institutional values are widely recognized and appear to shape faculty participation in community-based work at Rhodes: the high value of teaching, and the recognition that Rhodes wants to connect with the city of Memphis. O’Meara (2013) reports that more faculty from private, Catholic institutions are involved in community-based work (Vogelgesang et al., 2010).  Our findings from Rhodes may reinforce these conclusions in the sense that the high value on teaching may be an aspect of Rhodes’s status as a residential liberal arts institution. This institutional value likely shapes a faculty member’s decision to participate in community-based teaching. Further, those involved in community-based scholarship incorporate students into their research projects. We did not interview any individuals doing community-based scholarship who were not incorporating students. Our cross tabulations reinforce this pattern since more individuals are doing community-based teaching than community-based research. 
A major aspect of our findings is that the reward system, as described and perceived by our interviewees, does not strongly support community-based scholarship or community-based teaching, a finding that comports with other research (O’Meara, 2005a; O’Meara, 2013).  All interviewees identified time as a constraint to completing community-based projects, a finding that reinforces Braxton et al.’s (2002) contention that faculty discretionary time may be an impediment to participation in broader forms of scholarship. Time commitments served as a major rationale for directly or subtly discouraging junior faculty from participation in community-based work.  
Our findings strongly reinforce the view that a faculty member’s rank can shape the decision to participate (Parkins, 2008).  Our interviewees indicate that junior faculty members were encouraged to participate in such work only if they could be sure they would be on track with other forms of scholarship.  We spoke with junior faculty who had chosen to participate in community-based work despite the cautions from their departments or from senior faculty (O’Meara, 2005a). We also encountered junior faculty members who were waiting until after they had received tenure to pursue either community-based teaching opportunities or community-based scholarship. O’Meara (2013) suggests that appointment type may be an institutional factor that shapes participation in community-based work, but our findings do not speak to the role of this dimension since we interviewed primarily tenure-track faculty. 
Environmental Factors. As anticipated in previous research findings (Colbeck and Wharton-Michael, 2006; O’Meara and Niehaus, 2009; Vogelgesang et al., 2010), environmental factors, such as a faculty member’s discipline and the nature of community partnerships, may be important factors at Rhodes.  Interviewees perceive discipline as important for understanding participation.  Based on our interviews, it seems likely that some disciplines adopt different approaches to knowledge and thus socialize faculty members differently based on these assumptions.  As O’Meara (2005a, 2013) points out, the social science disciplines may be more likely to participate in part because they focus on social concerns.  However, we interviewed faculty from a wide range of disciplines that held similar perspectives and similar motivations for doing community-based work.  Thus, we are unclear how a discipline shapes participation in relation to other factors in this particular study. 
The nature of the community partnerships, as mentioned by Colbeck and Janke (2006) may also be construed as important resources for shaping participation. Our interviewees spoke positively of their community partnerships and sought to learn from these partnerships. Likewise, our interviewees were extremely positive about the improved relationship between Rhodes and the surrounding community.  A desire to continue and enhance these connections is likely a factor that influences participation, although our findings are inconclusive on the force of this particular factor in shaping the decision to engage in community-based work, since all faculty members recognized this institutional value—including those not involved in community-based work—but not all the faculty members were equally involved in community-based work. Yet, in accord with O’Meara’s (2013) research, involvement in community-based work may be both a cause and consequence of a relationship with community partners. 
In sum, faculty at Rhodes choose to participate in community based research or community-based learning for multiple reasons. First, they participate because they value quality teaching and see community-based teaching as a way of promoting student intellectual and moral development. Second, they participate because community-based work facilitates the integration of their teaching, research, and service responsibilities and allows them to have an impact on the community, the discipline, and the students.  To the extent that they can involve students in community-based research, they do.  Third, they choose to participate because they recognize that the institution values engagement with the city of Memphis and the wider world, and thus this institutional value matches personal values and priorities.  
Generally speaking, the faculty members in our interviews view community-based research and community-based teaching as complementary activities, although for some faculty members, traditional discovery research as required by their department and valued by their discipline hinders their ability to participate in community-based projects. For others, they could not complete work in their discipline without working in the community. As our interview subjects note, some disciplines may be more conducive to community-based work; however, personal commitments, epistemological orientations and other experiences may simply prompt some faculty members to be more adept than their colleagues at seeing how their disciplines addresses matters of public urgency.  Still, institutional reward structures appear to favor discovery research over other forms of scholarship, and so faculty members, particularly pre-tenure faculty members, allocate their time and resources accordingly.  Finally, our findings indicate that there does not appear to be a shared language for community-based research, although there is an emerging agreement about language for community-based learning. 
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Question 3: Perceptions of Select Community Partners

Q3: How do community partners view community-based research and teaching at Rhodes?

In our qualitative interviews with faculty members at Rhodes, the faculty members identified mutual benefit and reciprocity as an important value guiding their decisions to engage in community-based teaching or research. Reciprocity and mutual exchange remain central to the notion of community engagement and the engaged campus as advanced by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching and Learning. The practices of community-based learning or community-based scholarship require that faculty members collaborate with agencies outside the institution. Beere and associates (2011) insist on several qualities of a strong partnership, including mutual benefit, respect and trust, joint planning, and clear communication. For these reasons, we interviewed select community partners to improve our understanding of the scholarship of engagement and community-based learning at Rhodes.  These interviews provide an additional perspective on faculty work at Rhodes.  We report the findings from these interviews in this section of the report.

Conceptual Framework

Reciprocity is frequently invoked among faculty and staff involved in service-learning or community engagement, yet the precise meaning of the term is just as often left undefined (Dostilio et al., 2012).  Such failure can lead to an uncritical acceptance of the concept with important implications for practice.  Dostilio et al. (2012) examine the use of the term reciprocity in the service-learning and community engagement literature, as well its use in “disciplinary epistemologies,” by which they mean disciplinary understandings of reciprocity.  They refer to their method as a concept review. In their concept review, they attempt to discern the outlines of the concept among different scholars and practitioners. 
The authors identify three orientations to the concept of reciprocity, which they label: exchange, influence, and genarativity (Dostilio et al., 2012).  Exchange-oriented reciprocity involves the “interchange of benefits, resources, or actions” (p. 19). In short, it is a transaction between parties.  This type of exchange assumes equity between transactors.  In this orientation, reciprocity can occur between individuals or institutions; that is, it can be found at the individual or collective level, and can result in either individual gain or collective stability (Dostilio, 2012).  Collective stability occurs when individuals identify mutual interest or place an interest in others, and not merely in their own self-interest, as a motivation for exchange. 
Influence-oriented reciprocity occurs when the outcomes or processes of the collaboration change as a result of mutual influence: “In this orientation, reciprocity is expressed as a relational connection that is informed by personal, social, and environmental contexts” (p. 19-20).  This orientation highlights the interrelation of all human interaction, and can be understood as either a process or an outcome (Dostilio, 2012). Rather than a transaction, this orientation is a mutual influence process in which each party influences the interaction  (i.e., the relationship itself) as well as the outcomes or products of the interaction. 
Generativity-oriented reciprocity occurs when participants become co-creators in the production of something new “that would not otherwise exist” (Dostilio et al., 2012, p. 20). Rather than transactional or mutually influential, this orientation is transformative. Fundamental to this orientation is an acknowledgement of different ways of knowing, as well as a conscious and critical examination of  “power, privilege, and oppression” (Dostilio, 2012, p. 25).  Dostilio and associates (2012) do not see these orientations as hierarchically related. Instead, they encourage individuals, collaborators, and institutions to critically examine their practices in light of these conceptions so that they can make conscious choices about the nature and form of their “reciprocal” relationships.  
By whatever name—community-based research, the scholarship of application, the scholarship of engagement, community-based teaching, service-learning, Community-Integrative Education—the faculty work we are interested in cannot take place unless faculty identify and work with community partners. As Glass and Fitzgerald (2010) write, “The problems are in the community, and scholars must work with the community to effect sustainable solutions” (p. 18). In this sense, relationships with community partners are a resource on which faculty members draw when participating in community-based research or community based teaching.  Thus, this part of the report seeks an understanding of how community partners perceive the nature of their relationship to faculty members and Rhodes as an institution. 

Study Question 3

O’Meara (2013) and Colbeck and Jenke (2006) identify the nature of community partnerships as an environmental factor that influences faculty members’ decisions to participate in community-based work.  Dostilio et al. (2012) highlight three different forms this relationship might take.  To better understand the nature of the partnerships between Rhodes faculty and their partners in the city of Memphis, we ask one question:
· How do community partners view community-based research and community-based teaching at Rhodes?

Methods: Protocol, Selection, and Analytical Strategies for Study Question 3

To answer this question, one team member was tasked with completing five semi-structured qualitative interviews with select community partners; an additional team member completed one additional interview.  The purpose of these interviews was to provide insight into faculty work at Rhodes from the perspective of select community partners; we do not view these findings as comprehensive given the small number of community partners interviewed. 
Community partners were identified through our faculty interviews and include individuals at local organizations who work directly with faculty and students.  All subjects were mentioned multiple times by separate faculty members.  Interview subjects include directors or staff of nonprofit agencies in and around Memphis that have direct contact with faculty members and students from Rhodes. All of the nonprofit agencies have had ongoing partnerships with Rhodes, most of which have lasted for more than two years.  Subjects were told that they would not be identified in the final report. Five of our interviews took place over the phone at various times in October and November 2013, with one interviewee choosing to provide additional information after a full phone interview in a follow-up email.  One interview took place at the community partner’s place of operation in early February 2014. Interviews lasted between forty-five minutes to an hour.  
Interviews elicited information about the nature of the partnership between the faculty member and the organization, and include questions related to the nature and purpose of the community-based work, the language used to describe this work, and the benefits of participation for different stakeholders.  Interview questions also elicited perceptions about the College’s support for this work, the College’s value toward this work, and methods for evaluating community-based work.  The interview protocol was adapted from Bloomgarden’s (2008) study of the community-based work at prestigious liberal arts institutions. Our protocol also includes questions specific to this study.

Findings 

Four themes emerge from our interviews with community partners: 1) students benefit from community engagement, 2) community organizations benefit from the work of students and faculty, 3) Rhodes College is making a deliberate effort to connect with the city of Memphis, and 4) community partners use the language of service or volunteerism to describe student and faculty engagement in the community.  These four themes provide insight into the nature and quality of the relationship between community partners and Rhodes.

Community Theme 1: Students benefit from working in the community

	All six of the community partners indicate that the community context provides the best “classroom” for teaching and learning.  Further, they identify the main purpose for faculty participation in the community as supporting student learning. As one community partner says, the true classroom is “beyond the gates” of Rhodes College.  Another community partner emphasizes the growth of students saying:

There is a lot respect for the way professors prepare their students to come in and work with underserved populations.  They are here to be in it with the people and they are learning and they are growing.  It is not that they are better than the people they are serving but that there is a strong desire to make the world a better place….  This is some of the most meaningful work that students do.

From the point of view of this community partner, a central motivation for doing community work is to support student growth and to provide “meaningful” activities related to student learning.  
	Student learning for some of the community partners is premised on the students’ interactions with the client populations served by the organizations.  One community partner describes the full integration of a class into their community work, with student-volunteers playing a central role in service delivery at different times of the year.  As this community partner notes,

The students from the class come twelve to fourteen times per semester once a week for one hour and volunteer [in our program]. In addition, the professor has trained our staff so we can offer the program year round, not just when volunteers [students] are available.

In this case, faculty interaction with the organization is focused on supporting student learning as well as providing needed services to the community. 
At the community partners, students often interact with individuals from diverse socio-economic backgrounds in a way that facilitates an understanding of people different from themselves.  One community partner notes the development of empathy:

To see a shift in a young idealistic kid … that things are tough for some people … and to develop a compassionate heart and then be a part of actively doing something to help.  I think that is really beautiful.

The emphasis on student learning frequently combines with the recognition that students at Rhodes sometimes have a social justice orientation that is enhanced through interaction with individuals outside of a privileged class.  As one partner states,

It seems like a lot of students at Rhodes are very social justice minded, so whereas some may come from privilege, … Rhodes offers them a first experience with something that is outside of their norm.

As in the other interviews with other community partners, this particular partner sees participation with the community partner as a unique learning opportunity for students. 
One community partner emphasizes that the power of community engagement at his organization is that students developed relationships with individuals in their same age cohort, but who often have had a different outlook on life.  The partner states:

They [Rhodes students] are in a private college setting, pretty high functioning, lots of resources.  So, working in a center where people of the same age are not working, living on the street and struggling to make it every day is a good experience for both sides.  So it is not just people in the book, it is not just old people, it is not just little kids, it is their age cohort experiencing the world in a different way. 

Whether in health, educational, civic, or social organizations, community partners believe they have a role to play in shaping civic-minded community members and helping students learn. 
Creating such meaningful experiences for students takes significant time on the part of faculty, administrators, students, and community partners.  While the attitude of community partners towards student learning in the community was overwhelmingly positive, one partner views time as a constraint on faculty interaction with the partnering agency.  The partner notes,

While we have a regular student who comes over to help us, faculty, in general, don’t come to our office given their time constraints.  However, they do come to some of our programs.

In other words, the main point of contact for community organizations is often students, and the partnering agencies view their organizations as playing a central role in supporting student learning. 

Community Theme 2: Community organizations benefit from the work of students and faculty

A second theme that emerges from our interviews with six community partners concerns the benefits that accrue to community partners themselves.  This theme was important to all the interviewees.  In essence, students are not only learning at the organizations, they are completing tasks important to the agency. One community partner remembers, for example, the influence of the first two Bonner Scholars assigned to their organization:

I still remember our first two Bonner Scholars. They helped me develop our community wellness program.  They did all of the research for the training materials.

Another community organization emphasizes:

Students help us with anything we have going on.  They update our website, do office work, research.

In all of the interviews, the community partners indicated that students help them complete important tasks. 
The benefits to the community partners sometimes extend beyond the course or academic term. For example, one partner highlights a student who became an employee:

We had a young woman as a summer service fellow and Rhodes paid for her to be with us and then afterwards we had a position that opened up and she applied for the position and came on part-time while studying at Rhodes.

Similarly, some community partners recognize the Bonner Scholar program as the first entry point for students with respect to their community organization and that over time the relationships have expanded to include other partnerships between the students and the organizations.  
Agency contacts identified other benefits to their collaboration with faculty from Rhodes.  At one agency, members on staff as well as post-doctoral students who work for the agency have been able to teach undergraduate classes with Rhodes faculty.  This relationship was described as mutually beneficial, since the post-doctoral students and agency staff co-taught classes.  This teaching opportunity was seen as very important for the post-doctoral students of the Memphis agency.  The agency director emphasizes, 

Teaching at Rhodes is an excellent opportunity for our post-doctoral folks, and having taught at an institution that values teaching will give them an advantage when they apply for positions at top tier schools like Vanderbilt.  

More generally, other community partners expressed the value of faculty and students listening to voices in the community. These partners saw being heard as an important benefit: “It’s important for Rhodes students and faculty to listen to community issues,” sums up one community partner.  



Community Theme 3: Rhodes College is making a deliberate effort to connect with Memphis

All community partners interviewed recognize that Rhodes College has increased its community engagement over the last decade. They view this change as positive. For example, recognizing regional studies as an area where Rhodes has made contributions to the community, one partner states: 

Faculty members at Rhodes have written several articles [about] workers in the mid-south area that I thought were beneficial to our community.

Several community partners emphasized Rhodes’ relationship with Memphis. As one partner states,

They do a lot to make Memphis a better place for as long as I have been connected with them—for the past 13 years.

Similarly, one interviewee notes that Rhodes supports its commitment to the community through its use of financial resources:

That [service] is definitely something that Rhodes communicates because they care enough to place their students here and they pay for some of their students to work for us.

The six community partners in our interviews recognize that Rhodes seeks to partner with the community. Part of this recognition is grounded in the observation that Rhodes has programs that require community participation for students.  One community partner notes that a lot of students at Rhodes are on scholarships, and that the scholarships require engagement in the community.  
In general, the College’s effort to connect with the city was understood in terms of student learning and a benefit to the partnering agency. As one partner states, 

I think they are trying to prepare their students to have a larger worldview.  I think they are missional and service-learning oriented.  This fits with what our community organization is trying to do.

Overall, Rhodes College faculty and student engagement in the community is greatly appreciated and the six community partners interviewed value the relationship.  

Community Theme 4: Community partners use the language of service or volunteerism

Community partners typically use the language of “service” or “volunteer work” to describe the work of students and faculty engaged with their organizations.  As quoted above, one community partner describes the College as “very missional.”  This is the only partner to use the term service learning.  The six community partners we interviewed were not familiar either with Boyer’s terminology for the scholarship of engagement or the language used by the Community-Integrative Education Working Group. 
In fact, community partners use the term “research” loosely.  When asked to further define the research being done at the agency, one community partner explains,

A lot of it has been service related.  Volunteering at the center or at events.  We have had a lot of good conversations about [research] in the last year and a half, about some potential history projects … We haven’t done anything strictly research related in the academic sense that I am aware of.

As noted above, more often than research, students were volunteering at the agency.  Rather than research, one partner describes the work of students as follows:

They are going to be at the front desk checking patients in for six months.  The other six months they are guaranteed time in the clinic.  That is going to be serving on a team with a provider, a nurse, and a medical assistant.  They are going to be taking blood pressure when patients come in and will be having experiences with direct patient care.

Put simply, the main way of describing student work is as volunteer or service work. 
When asked to define the scholarship of application or engagement, one partner defines it this way:

You are doing, you are getting your hands dirty so to speak.  You are not just reading the book or having a discussion.  You are having real world application.  I think that kind of learning makes much more of an imprint if you can have access to that type of learning.

This description again emphasis the value of student learning, but it does not accurately describe the scholarship of engagement.  One community partner essentially replies by restating the term: “The scholarship of engagement is … you know … being engaged in the community doing scholarly work.”  The term “Community-Integrative Education” was likewise unfamiliar to community members, although some partners said they thought they saw an e-mail explaining it.  
At the same time, the partners expressed interest in deepening their collaboration with faculty members.  As one partner states:

Finding something that serves both of our needs.  We don’t want to just be observed.  We want to be actively engaged in it and have something that we can actively use to further our understanding of the issue or further our advocacy.  We have a lot of people who want to do research with us.

All partners expressed the potential value of research for their work.  As one community partner states, “We would love to have research data with regard to [this specific civic issue].”  For at least one of the partnerships, students have the opportunity to present a report publically at the partnering agency, at Rhodes, or at an academic conference. 
	Related to the possibility of research, the community partners also report disciplinary differences in terms of the faculty members that interact with the organization. Some of the community partners note disciplinary differences with respect to faculty participation with their organizations. One partner, for example, speculates on other partnerships beyond the current connections: 

Neuroscience, psychology, and religious studies are really engaged with [our organization].  I think our organization as a non-profit has a really large scope of programs and could benefit from more professors and students coming here from a diversity of departments.

In short, some community partners were willing to explore additional relationships with faculty at Rhodes. 

Discussion

In terms of the three orientations towards reciprocity identified by Dostilio et al. (2012), the primary orientation present in our interviews is exchanged-orientated reciprocity.  Dostilio et al. (2012) note that any particular relationship or partnership may contain aspects of all three orientations.  In this case, the dominant orientation is transactional, with community partners emphasizing the benefits of the exchange: Rhodes provides students to complete tasks at their agencies, and the students benefit by having an enhanced learning experience.  In general, the six interviews suggest that this exchange of student labor for student learning is mutually beneficial, in that each party gains something of value.  Similarly, faculty production of articles about the community can be viewed as a transaction, in that these articles serve the interests of the community as well as the individual interests of the faculty member and the College: each party benefits. 
While research was not an activity construed as central to the relationship between the partnering agencies and faculty members at Rhodes, when it is considered, the partners first understand research through the framework of exchange:  “something that serves both of our needs” or as a “benefit.”  At the same time, the community partners can be interpreted as imagining a relationship of mutual influence on the process and products of the research, as when one partner says they wish to be “actively engaged” and to “have something we can … use to further our understanding.”  In other words, some aspects of the relationship are suggestive of an influence-oriented reciprocity.
Similarly, some aspects of the relationship with student learning can be interpreted as transformational or generativity-oriented, as when the partnering agencies emphasize the increase in student compassion and social action as “really beautiful.” Absent from the community partner’s descriptions of their relationship with faculty members at Rhodes and with Rhodes as an institution is a description of status or power differences, except to the extent that they recognize the benefits available to economically privileged students when they interact with those less privileged than themselves. Likewise, the community partners do not identify or refer to differences in epistemological orientations or in “different ways of knowing” between community members, community agencies, or disciplinary faculty at Rhodes (Braxton et al., 2002).  
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Limitations of the Study

Several limitations of this study temper the conclusions we draw and the recommendations for Rhodes College we make in a subsequent section of this report.  We report seven limitations related to the three study questions.

Limitations Related to Study Question 1

1. The sample obtained for our faculty survey is small.  While the sample obtained is diverse and appears representative of the Rhodes faculty as a whole, an increased response rate may have altered the findings significantly.  Further, the small sample size opens our statistical tests to type I and type II errors, since small changes among cases may change the results. As a consequence, we are cautious about generalizing the findings of the survey to the entire population of faculty members at Rhodes. 
2. The measures for the scholarly activity for the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of application used in this study are not exhaustive.  While we grounded these measures in existing research and in our own professional experiences, additional measures may have altered the shape of the results.  Likewise, the measures of unpublished scholarly outcomes related to the scholarship of engagement are used as a proxy measure for unpublished, publicly observable outcomes completed with input from or collaboration with community partners. Similarly, the measures of publications for the scholarship of application are used as proxy measures for scholarship that is concerned with matters of public or institutional concern but not completed in collaboration with community partners.
3. The types of scholarly activity measured also limits our survey. Our survey does not measure frequency of participation in the scholarship of discovery, the scholarship of integration, or unpublished outcomes or published outcomes of the scholarship of teaching and learning.  These measures would provide additional context and thus could alter the interpretations of the scholarly activities measured. 
4. The measures for individual, departmental, and institutional value toward the scholarship of engagement have not been verified by other research. Although we believe they have face validity given that they are drawn from the literature, our survey is the first time, to our knowledge, that these items have been used to measure perceptions about the scholarship of engagement. 

Limitations Related to Study Question 2

5. The selection of faculty for our qualitative interviews favors faculty who participate in community-based teaching or community-based scholarship.  This strategy was appropriate given our focus on how and why faculty members choose to participate in community-based work. However, the findings from our interviews may not transfer or generalize to other members of the Rhodes community. 
6. Similarly, our interviews favor faculty who are positively predisposed to community-based work.  As a result of our research design, we gathered names from faculty members already involved with community-based work, who tended to refer us to similarly situated faculty. While we were successful in contacting and interviewing some faculty members not involved in community-based work, some of these faculty members declined our request for an interview.  Our qualitative section, consequently, does not include their perspective. 

Limitations Related to Study Question 3

7. The limited number of interviews with community partners tempers the findings on the perceptions of community partners.  Because these community agencies were identified through our faculty interviews, the organizational members may be positively predisposed to Rhodes and Rhodes faculty and students. The point of these interviews, however, was to provide some community perspective.  Yet, additional interviews with community partners could alter the conclusions drawn from these findings. 







Conclusions


Conclusions

Our study focuses on faculty work at Rhodes College, particularly faculty members’ participation in the scholarship of engagement and community-based teaching. We have grounded our study in Diamond and Adam’s (1995) conceptual model of the factors influencing how faculty members spend their professional time. Diamond and Adam (1995) identify six factors that influence faculty work, including: institutional priorities, departmental priorities, formal and informal statements related to promotion and tenure, personal priorities and values, disciplinary or professional values, and available time and resources.  Ideally, these factors are synergistically interrelated. 
We have supplemented this model with helper concepts, namely O’Meara’s (2011, 2013) emphasis on the individual, organizational, and environmental factors that shape faculty participation in community-based work, including individual epistemological orientations and the environmental factor of community partnerships. To further our conceptualization of community partnerships we have borrowed the notion of reciprocity as developed by Dostilio et al. (2012).  In this section of the report we provide a set of conclusions for each of our three study questions, followed by five overarching conclusions.

Conclusions for Study Question 1

Our first study question examines the frequency of faculty participation in the scholarship of engagement; the extent to which participation is associated with gender, race, tenure status, and membership in high or low consensus disciplines; and the extent to which individual faculty members value the scholarship of engagement, the scholarship of application, and broader forms of scholarship in general, as well as the extent to which they perceive their departmental colleagues and the institution as supportive of the scholarship of engagement, the scholarship of application, and broader forms of scholarship in general.
The pattern of findings from our first study question gives rise to three conclusions: 

1. Faculty members are engaged in scholarly activities and scholarship beyond the scholarship of discovery.  Among the faculty activities measured in this survey, scholarly activities related to teaching are the most common.  Likewise, the findings indicate that faculty members do produce scholarly outcomes indicative of both the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of application.  
2. There is a gap or a misalignment between departmental values towards the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of application and individual values towards the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of application. Further, there is a gap between departmental values on the one hand and institutional values on the other towards the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of application. Likewise, there appears to be a gap between individual values and the departmental values with regard to a broader view of scholarship, and there may be a gap between individual and institutional values regarding the broader view of scholarship. 
3. Broader forms of scholarship have not yet achieved procedural level institutionalization. Institutionalization refers to “the process whereby specific cultural elements or cultural objects are adopted by actors in a social system” (Clark, 1971, p. 75, cited in Braxton et al., 2002, p. 5).  Institutionalization occurs at three levels: structural, procedural, and incorporation.  Procedural-level institutionalization occurs when “behaviors and policies associated with the innovation become… part of the standard operating procedure of the disciplinary department or the entire institution” (Braxton et al., 2002, p. 6). 
In this case, the innovation is the scholarship of engagement, the scholarship of application, or broader forms of scholarship.  Innovations can be institutionalized at the structural level insofar as individuals in the social system have basic knowledge about the behaviors associated with these forms of scholarship (Braxton et al., 2002).  Procedural level institutionalization is the second level. The deepest level of institutionalization is incorporation, “where the values and norms associated with the innovation are incorporated into an organization’s culture” (Braxton et al., 2002, p. 7). 
The findings concerning participation in the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of application, as well as the findings concerning the values towards the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of application at the individual level suggest that that these two forms of scholarship have achieved structural level institutionalization. 
Findings concerning institutional values towards the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of application suggest that these forms of scholarship may have achieved a degree of incorporation level institutionalization in that there is an emerging consensus at the institutional level concerning values towards the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of application. 
However, the departmental level lags behind individuals and the institution in the values held towards the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of application. Thus, we conclude that these forms of scholarship have not yet achieved procedural level institutionalization. 
The same lag for departmental values appears to hold for values towards broader forms of scholarship, although there is less evidence for incorporation level institutionalization concerning values towards broader forms of scholarship. Specifically, respondents indicate that broader forms of scholarship are not valued at either the departmental or institutional level. However, given that the items used to measure institutional values towards broader views of scholarship emphasize the promotion and tenure process, respondents may have viewed these items as referring to the promotion and tenure committee, rather than the institution as a whole. Thus, these findings may not be indicative of institutional values or incorporation level institutionalization, but indicative of a specific faculty committee and thus related to procedural level institutionalization.

In sum, faculty members at Rhodes do participate in the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of application, although they participate in scholarly activities related to teaching and service more.  Similarly, they do value participation in the scholarship of engagement, although they value the scholarship of application and scholarship of integration more. Finally, the broader forms of scholarship, including the scholarship engagement, the scholarship of application and the scholarship of integration, have achieved varying levels of institutionalization at Rhodes, although it appears that departmental values towards multiple forms of scholarship, including the scholarship of application and the scholarship of engagement, are out of step with individual and institutional values towards broader forms of scholarship.  

Conclusions for Study Question 2

Our second study question inquires into how and why faculty members at Rhodes choose to participate in community-based research or community-based teaching, and how this decision is shaped by individual, organizational and environmental factors, including reward structures, personal values, disciplinary values, and institutional and departmental values. This question also inquires into the language faculty members use to describe community-based work. 
The pattern of findings from our interviews conducted to address study question 2 gives rise to five conclusions: 

1. Faculty members involved in community-based work and others included in our interviews place a high value on quality teaching performance.  This value is balanced by an equally high value on scholarship and scholarly activity. Teaching quality serves as a strong motivation to participate in both community-based learning and community-based research. 
2. Faculty members choose to participate in community-based work for a variety of reasons, including personal reasons related to their family background, professional and ethical reasons connected to the practice of their discipline, and the possibility of supporting student learning. These decisions are shaped by their perceptions of the institutional value placed on community-based work, their perceptions of the requirements for promotion and tenure, and their perceptions of their departmental colleagues’ value towards community-based work.  
3. The values of the Engaged American Scholar (O’Meara, 2011) shape the decision to participate in community-based work.  Our findings do not indicate if this orientation is a cause or a consequence of community-based work, but it is a strongly emergent epistemological orientation among the faculty members interviewed in this study.  
4. Faculty members involved with community-based work do not perceive the promotion and tenure guidelines as supportive of multiple forms of scholarship, namely and especially the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of teaching and learning. 
5. Faculty members generally hold a common understanding that Rhodes seeks to increase its connection and to continually improve its relationship to the city of Memphis.  While faculty members are not always clear how this can happen, there is wide agreement that connecting with Memphis is a desirable goal for the College’s students, faculty, and staff, as well as for the community. 

These five conclusions reinforce and echo the three conclusions advanced for study question one. To elaborate, these conclusions reinforce the conclusion that faculty members at Rhodes participate in the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of application, and they reinforce the conclusion that departmental values are out of alignment with individual and institutional values.  Further, our interviews with faculty members reinforce the finding that broader forms of scholarship, including the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of teaching and learning, have not yet achieved full institutionalization at Rhodes.  



Conclusions for Study Question 3

Our third study question examines the nature of the relationship between community partners and Rhodes faculty, staff, and students.  
The pattern of findings from our interviews with six community partners gives rise to four conclusions: 
1. Community partners value and appreciate their relationship with Rhodes and appreciate the College’s efforts to engage with the wider community.  This relationship frequently serves the interests of the agencies and at times involves a financial commitment on the part of Rhodes in the form of student internships. 
2. The dominant rationale for the relationship between Rhodes and the community partner agencies is to enhance student learning.  Granted, the students volunteer and complete work at the agencies, but this is not construed as the reason for student involvement. 
3. Community-partners did not identify a shared language with faculty members for describing or examining their relationships, yet they do appear interested in alternative types of interactions, including research developed in a context of generativity. Also voiced was a commitment to service and social justice on the part of Rhodes College and its students.
4. Community partners noted that certain departments and disciplines tend to participate more frequently than others in community-based work. 

These conclusions reinforce and echo the conclusions from study questions one and two.  In particular, they emphasize the high value placed on student learning and the institutional value to connect with the city of Memphis, as well as the findings in both study question one and two that a faculty members’ discipline shapes participation in community-based work 
These conclusions do not contradict the other conclusions drawn concerning faculty motivations for participation in community-based work, the potentially emergent values of Engaged American Scholar among the faculty, or the perceived misalignment of departmental promotion and tenure guidelines with individual and institutional values and the related conclusion that broader forms of scholarship have not achieved full institutionalization at Rhodes.  However, neither do they lend support to these conclusions. 

Overarching Conclusions

In addition to more specific conclusions regarding each study question, our study yields five major overarching conclusions.  
First, faculty members at Rhodes place a high value on teaching. The importance of teaching is evident in both our qualitative interviews and our survey findings: scholarly activity related to teaching had the highest participation rate of all the scholarly activities measured in our survey, and quality teaching was a common theme for our interviewees.  Faculty members also place an equally high value on scholarship in the form of publications for peer-reviewed journals as indicated by the perceptions advanced in our interviews concerning the value of discovery research for tenure and promotion. 
Second, faculty and community partners recognize and value the College’s efforts to connect with the city of Memphis.  Faculty members in our interviews express wide support for Rhodes’ efforts to connect and expand its relationship with the surrounding community.  For students, this effort is captured in the F11 requirement. Similarly, community partners appear to value the relationship with Rhodes, although they emphasize their partnership with students more than their partnership with faculty.  The survey findings reinforce the perception that faculty members recognize the College’s efforts, since both the scholarship of application and the scholarship of engagement are perceived by the majority of the survey respondents to be of value to the institution. 
Third, a substantial number of faculty members already participate in the scholarship of engagement, as evidence by our survey findings and our interviews.  Further, the possibility of increased participation in the scholarship of engagement is suggested by the identification in both the survey and our interviews of the values of the Engaged American Scholar, an epistemological orientation conducive to community-based work (O’Meara, 2011).
Fourth, departmental values, including promotion and tenure guidelines, are out of alignment with individual faculty members’ personal and professional values as well as institutional priorities. Further, our interviews suggest that faculty members do not perceive the promotion and tenure process as supportive of community-based scholarship or the scholarship of teaching and learning.  Indeed, our survey findings suggest that there may be confusion about the criteria used in the promotion and tenure process, since departmental colleagues and the institution were not perceived as placing a value on broader forms of scholarship.
Fifth and finally, faculty members at Rhodes do not have a consistent language for talking about community-based research or the scholarship of engagement.  While they have successfully developed a way of talking about student learning in the community, they remain unsure about how to describe and evaluate the scholarship of engagement or the scholarship of application.  Interestingly, while most of the faculty members in our interviews have rejected the language of service or service-learning to describe student learning in the community, the community partners with whom they work have retained a language of service and volunteerism, at least among the six partners we interviewed.







Recommendations for Institutional Policy and Practice


Recommendations for Institutional Policy and Practice

In this section of the report, we advance five recommendations for institutional policy and practice at Rhodes College. These proposed actions are grounded in our conclusions and findings as well as the extant literature concerning the scholarship of engagement, including the notion of the engaged campus as understood by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching and Learning.  In particular, we draw from the suggestions provided by O’Meara and Rice (2005) in Faculty Priorities Reconsidered: Rewarding Multiple Forms of Scholarship and Beere, Votruba, and Wells (2011) in Becoming an Engaged Campus: A Practical Guide for Institutionalizing Public Engagement. 
Our recommendations focus primarily on the necessity of aligning the six aspects of Diamond and Adam’s (1995) conceptual model.  That is, our recommendations seek to bring into alignment the three institutional factors of institutional mission, departmental guidelines and expectations, and expectations for tenure and promotion.  Ideally, these institutional factors would send a clear signal to individual faculty members and would likewise align with an individual faculty member’s values, priorities, and interests, and would further recognize that these priorities and interests may change over the course of the individual faculty member’s career (Diamond, 1993).  Ultimately, the alignment between institutional priorities and values and individual priorities and values should be supported by environmental factors, namely disciplinary and professional values and available time and resources.  
Given the focus on community-based research, such alignment includes reinforcing the value of integrating teaching, research, and service, since this value is related to participation in the scholarship of engagement (Ward, 2003).  It also requires properly socializing faculty into the institution and department in a way that reinforces and supports community-based work (.  Put simply, our recommendations are meant to support the refinement and institutionalization of the notion of Integrative Education and Community-Integrative Education at Rhodes (McGowan et al., n.d.), as this notion appears to align with the institutional vision to “translate academic study and personal concern into effective leadership and action in… communities.” 
The first two recommendations address the gap between departmental values and individual and institutional values; the second two recommendations address the problem of developing a shared language and understanding among faculty members for different forms of scholarship; and the final recommendation addresses the possibility of increasing the number of faculty members engaged in community-based work in a manner reflective of Rhode’s unique mission. 

Recommendation 1:  Adopt promotion and tenure guidelines reflective of the institutional mission and supportive of multiple forms of scholarship, including and especially the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of teaching and learning.

The scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of teaching and learning are critical to achieving Rhodes’ vision to assist students in translating academic study into “action in their communities and the world.” Extant research indicates that probationary faculty members may be reluctant to invest time if there are any doubts as to validity in the tenure and promotion process (O’Meara, 2005b).  At Rhodes, even those faculty members who do participate in community-based scholarship express confusion about whether and how their work qualifies, a situation that may be particularly confusing given the institutional priority to engage with Memphis.  
Effective tenure and promotion guidelines should provide a thorough description of the different forms of scholarship and how each form qualifies or “counts” in the tenure process (Beere et al., 2011; Braxton et al., 2002; O’Meara, 2005a, 2005b; Saltmarsh, Giles, Ward, and Buglione, 2009). The point is not to “push” all faculty members into completing engaged scholarship or the scholarship of teaching and learning, but instead to “pull” faculty in directions that suit their professional and personal interests and fulfill the institutional mission (Beere et al., 2011).  Indeed, in revising the guidelines, departments may consider how the department as a whole fulfills the institutional mission, not simply individual members’ achievement. In terms of community engagement, “it becomes important to think in terms of engaged departments,” rather than engaged individuals (Beere et al., 2011, p. 120; O’Meara, 2005a). Such an orientation emphasizes “our” work, not simply “my” work and is thus likely to ameliorate concerns that all faculty members must take up forms of scholarship for which they are not trained and that do not match their scholarly focus. 
Clarifying expectations raises the status of other forms of scholarship and scholarly activity.  It also addresses workload concerns since it clarifies for faculty members how their teaching, research, and service obligations fulfill tenure and promotion expectations. The faculty members in our interviews sought to integrate teaching, research, and service. Thus, effective guidelines should help scholars clarify the relationship between these responsibilities. As Beere et al. (2011) note, “Integrating teaching, research, and service helps reduce the workload burden on faculty while simultaneously increasing their productivity and their contribution to achieving the institution’s strategic goals” (Beere et al., 2011, p. 102). For example, community-based teaching may be construed as either a form of engaged scholarship or a scholarly activity in the scholarship of teaching and learning.  As such, effective guidelines could allow for “double dipping” in the sense that one activity fulfills multiple mission dimensions (Beere et al., 2011). 
Along similar lines, promotion and tenure guidelines may allow for the establishment of “creativity contracts” or “workload contracts” in which faculty are allowed to shift their scholarly focus or change their emphasis over time (Boyer, 1990; Braxton et al., 2002; O’Meara, 2005b): “In other words,” write Beere et al. (2011), “in consultation with the department chair [or academic dean], each faculty member develops an agreement specifying how he is going to spend his [or her] time during the contract period” (p. 102-103).  Our interviewees emphasized the time commitments required for community-based work. Workload contracts may facilitate the development of the long-term, reciprocal and generative relationships with community partners required for community-based teaching and community-based scholarship. 

Recommendation 2:  Develop tools for documenting and evaluating multiple forms of scholarship in a way that is both reflective of individual departmental autonomy and consistent across the institution. 

	Defining expectations for scholarship and scholarly activity is only a first step.  Promotion and tenure guidelines also require clear descriptions about how to document and evaluate scholarship.  As many of our interviewees note, without specific articulation of the mechanisms for documenting and evaluating broader forms of scholarship, faculty members and promotion and tenure committees are likely to resort to what seems easiest to count: peer reviewed publications. As an alternative, promotion and tenure guidelines need to provide instruments that cut across multiple forms of scholarship at the same time that they respect disciplinary differences.  For example, Glassick, Huber, and Maeroff (1997) identify six criteria for assessing multiple forms of scholarship: clear goals, adequate preparation, appropriate methods, significant results, effective presentation, and reflective critique. 
	These criteria, or others like them, can be applied to multiple forms of scholarship, including the scholarship of engagement.  One area of confusion for our interviewees was how to broaden the notion of peer in peer review. This concern grows out of the recognition that “significant results” for engaged scholarship can be understood as “impact” in the community, not as contributions to the discipline.  Thus, it seems appropriate that “input from those affected by the work should help determine whether the work was significant for the community” (Beere et al., 2011, p. 131).  The National Review Board for the Scholarship of Engagement (www.scholarhsipofengagement.org) provides recommendations for evaluation and links to resources, including templates for documenting engaged work, access to external reviewers of publicly engaged work, and tools for identifying community partners appropriate for evaluating scholarship.  
	Reviewing the promotion and tenure policies “provides an opportunity to rethink the manner in which documentation is presented” (Beere et al., 2011, p. 135).  For example, Glassick, Huber, and Maeroff (1997) suggest that faculty members produce a professional profile with three sections: a statement of responsibilities, professional achievements, and selected samples of the scholar’s best work (see also Beere et al., 2011, p. 135).  Other mechanisms for documenting faculty work might include a faculty scholarship portfolio that emphasizes not simply what faculty members do, but how and why they do it (Beere et al., 2011).  Ultimately, how faculty members are asked to document and present their scholarship should be reflective of the institutional mission. 

Recommendation 3: Hold open forums and campus conversations as a way of fostering discussion and communication about multiple forms of scholarship and the methods of evaluation.

Developing a language to describe multiple forms of scholarship and determining criteria for evaluating faculty responsibilities will take time.  Arbitrarily adopting criteria or prematurely imposing criteria could ultimately hinder progress.  Instead, the Community-Integrative Education Working Group, perhaps in collaboration with the promotion and tenure committee, the academic dean, and any parties responsible for professional development or mentoring (e.g., a teaching and learning center or dean focused on professional development), should hold open forums for Rhodes faculty and staff to discuss scholarly work, including the scholarship of engagement and the scholarship of teaching and learning.  This may include guest speakers or workshops led by experts from outside of Rhodes.  Outsiders can lend legitimacy to community based work or to broader notions of scholarship, and thus reassure faculty members that other institutions have gone through similar changes.  
Open forums may also address other issues related to community-based work.  As Beere et al. (2011) note, “The goal is to share perspectives, raise questions, discuss issues, stimulate attendees to think deeply about public engagement—its value and its challenges—and create shared understandings between administrators and faculty” (p. 112).  Towards this end, forums may address problems related to workload or how community engagement may differ across disciplines.  The forums may also surface differences based on gender, since males and females held different levels of value towards broader forms of scholarship. The open forums may address formal and informal reward structures, including how the College promotes the work of faculty and students engaged in the community, as well as the criteria for determining awards for public scholarship or the manner in which faculty and student engagement is promoted on the website and in the local newspapers. 

Recommendation 4: Develop deliberate institutional mechanisms to train new and existing faculty members for community engagement expectations.

Institutionalizing broader understandings of scholarship requires procedures to support faculty member’s understanding—what Braxton et al. (2002) refer to as procedural level institutionalization (see also Sandmann, Saltmarsh, and O’Meara, 2008).  While our survey findings and interviews suggest that some faculty arrive at Rhodes with an understanding of community-based work—perhaps participating in community-based courses or practicing the scholarship of engagement while in graduate school—all faculty members require specific procedures that support their integration into the specific expectations articulated in the promotion and tenure guidelines, as well as how to document their own work.  For example, junior faculty may require mentoring by senior faculty about how best to understand the multiple forms of scholarship valued at Rhodes, and how best to present their work for tenure.  Similarly, new faculty may require one-on-one meetings with the promotion and tenure committee or with academic deans to discuss scholarship expectations and expectations for documentation. These conversations would allow faculty to prepare for how to document their work, including soliciting evaluation from peers outside the institution, before they begin specific scholarly projects (Beere et al., 2011, p. 101). 
These one-on-one conversations differ from open forums in that they are designed to help faculty succeed through the promotion and tenure process.  Changing the guidelines may require that faculty members have the opportunity to choose between old and new expectations for a limited amount of time (Beere et al., 2011).  However, as professional development opportunities, the intent of one-on-one conversations and new faculty training sessions is to integrate new and existing faculty members into the definitions of scholarship adopted at Rhodes. Orientation and mentorship policies and practices must emphasize the institutional vision and how that is impacted by scholarship, especially engagement and teaching (O’Meara, 2005a, 2005b).  Likewise, members of the tenure and promotion committee must be trained in how to recognize and evaluate different forms of scholarship and scholarly activity in all of its forms. New faculty must be provided opportunities to talk with members of the committee to ensure that all faculty members can accurately describe expectations. 

Recommendation 5:  Increase opportunities for faculty to connect with community partners and thus recognize opportunities for engaged teaching and scholarship. 

Determining mutually beneficial opportunities for scholarship and teaching in the community requires a deliberate strategy for bringing faculty, staff, students, and community members together. As faculty members in our interviews note, lack of discretionary time operates as a constraint on developing community engagement projects. Identifying relevant community partnerships is also difficult.  As with other strategies, the point is not to push collaboration, but instead to pull faculty members in directions that fulfill the institution’s mission, as well as satisfy individual priorities and interests.  For example, faculty members, staff members, and students can be encouraged to participate in civic organizations, chambers, community leadership programs, and local boards.  Likewise, community members may be invited to campus to participate in open forums or to attend relevant professional development opportunities. Such opportunities may not only allow Rhodes to engage in outreach that connects with the city of Memphis, but also allows for community members and organizations to reach in and foster connections with Rhodes faculty and students in ways that may lead to community-based teaching or research projects. 
Of course, faculty members cannot do this work alone. In fact, enhanced cooperative networks may require enhanced staff support.  Our interviews and research do not indicate the extent to which staff and administrative support are already in place to support community engagement at Rhodes.  However, innovative uses of staff and administrative support could include assistance with identifying community partners, help for faculty members in promoting and disseminating their work, assistance with grant writing, legal assistance in developing release forms or contracts for community projects, as well as other technical and clerical support (see Beere et al., 2011, p. 114).  Such activities help faculty members at Rhodes align their scholarly professional activities with the Rhodes vision and increases the opportunity that faculty members will, as 100% of the survey respondents agreed, “engage in the types of scholarly activities that give them personal satisfaction.”  

Final Remarks

Rhodes College has the unique opportunity to be a leader among liberal arts colleges with respect to community-based faculty work—not only in the Southeast but nationally.  The preceding recommendations are not intended to be comprehensive, nor are they intended to be rigid.  Instead, they provide an invitation to the extended Rhodes community to seek out new opportunities to fulfill Rhodes’ distinctive mission and vision.  While all institutions are invariably tempted to climb the Carnegie ladder of classification, Rhodes has rightly recognized that other metrics can be used to measure success, including the degree to which “academic know how contributes to the general good,” to borrow words from Lee Shulman, past President of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching (Shulman, 2011, p. xii).
Our recommendations provide a starting point for discussions among key stakeholders in the Rhodes community.  Rhodes has set an ambitious but attainable path for itself as one of the nation’s premier liberal arts colleges dedicated to making a difference in the community.  Taking advantage of one’s geographic location plays a significant role in student success (Kuh et al., 2010).  Rhodes has already achieved tremendous success and accrued significant recognition as a result of its efforts to connect with the city of Memphis.  The institution is poised to enter a new level of accomplishment, but one requiring an equally higher level of effort, clarification, and judgment—mental dispositions inherent to the liberal arts.  This project and the associated recommendations are intended to support Rhodes in its quest for an even greater role as an actively engaged citizen in the Memphis community.
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Appendices

Appendix 1: Logic Models
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Figure 1.A: Diamond and Adam (1995): Factors Influencing Faculty Work
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Figure 1.B Diamond and Adam (1995): Factors Influencing Faculty Work, with O’Meara (2011, 2013) and Dostilio et al. (2012)





	Chart 3
Assumptive World of the Academic Professional and Engaged American Scholar (O’Meara, 2011)

	Assumptions about Goals and Purposes of One’s Work as a Professional

	Post-WWII Academic Professional
	Engaged American Scholar

	
	

	Research is the central professional endeavor and the focus of academic life (Rice, 1996).
	Impact, whether found in classrooms, with community partners, in policymaking, or in dissemination of research, is a central professional endeavor and focus of academic life.

	
	

	Knowledge is pursued for its own sake (Rice, 1996).
	Knowledge is pursued to improve the world.

	
	

	The distinctive task of the academic professional is the pursuit of cognitive truth (Rice, 1996).
	The distinctive task of the academic professional is the pursuit of learning that has consequence.

	
	

	Assumptions about Approaches to the Pursuit of Knowledge

	Post-WWII Academic Professional
	Engaged American Scholar

	
	

	The pursuit of knowledge is best organized according to disciplines and departments (Rice, 1996.
	The pursuit of knowledge is best organized according to problems, understood in local context.

	
	

	Scholarship is completed apart from practitioners, and often for them (O’Meara, 2002.
	Scholarship is completed with those who will use it, in collaborative knowledge construction (O’Meara, 2002.

	
	

	The methods used to create knowledge should be as scientific, reliable, objective and devoid of error and bias as possible. 
	The process used to make knowledge should be as transformative, democratic, and inclusive as possible; engaged scholars are attentive to their own locations in higher education institutions, and the social capital and resources therein, and have a heightened sensitivity to cultural literacy and relevancy (O’Meara, 2008).

	
	

	Assumptions about How to Judge the Quality of One’s Work and about Rigor

	Post-WWII Academic Professional
	Engaged American Scholar

	
	

	Reputations are established through national and international professional associations (Rice, 1996)
	Reputations are established through relationships and through creation of knowledge with consequence

	Quality in the profession is maintained by peer review and professional autonomy (Rice, 1996).
	Quality is maintained by peer review by academic and nonacademic peers and is also found in impact. 

	
	

	Writing is scholarly because of where it is, not what it is (O’Meara, 2002).
	Scholarship is a process as well as a product, one best informed by expertise as well as local context. It has many potential products and outcomes that are disseminated and shared widely. 

	
	

	Scholarship is empirical research disseminated to the academic community (O’Meara, 2002).
	

	
	

	Reproduced from O’Meara, Table 8.1 (2011)







	Chart 3 (continued)
Assumptive World of the Academic Professional and Engaged American Scholar (O’Meara, 2011)

	Assumptions about the Products of Scholarship

	Post-WWII Academic Professional
	Engaged American Scholar

	
	

	Scholarship should be published in places that reach other academic professionals in a field or discipline (peer-reviewed journal articles and academic presses).
	Engaged scholars value disseminating the products of their work in places where it will have the most impact (O’Meara, 2008).

	
	

	Assumptions about Partners in Knowledge Production

	Post-WWII Academic Professional
	Engaged American Scholar

	
	

	Partners need to be informed; they lack expertise and knowledge.
	Partners have critical knowledge and can solve the problems of their own community.

	
	

	
	Engaged scholars give credit to community partners for collaborative work (O’Meara, 2008).

		
	

	Assumptions about Reward Systems

	Post-WWII Academic Professional
	Engaged American Scholar

	
	

	Professional rewards and mobility accrue to those who persistently accentuate their specialization (Rice, 1996).
	Professional rewards, but more importantly meaning, purpose, and a sense of consequence accrue to individuals that emphasize relationships and capacity building in solving problems. 

	
	

	Assumptions about the Most Important Contributions of Faculty to Society

	Post-WWII Academic Professional
	Engaged American Scholar

	
	

	Scholars’ most important contribution to society is the application of expertise to the discovery and dissemination of knowledge.
	Scholars’ most important contribution to society is their ability to bring values and skills of academic professionals as well as expertise to partnerships with students, community partners, and knowledge circles to solve problems.

	
	

	

	This table takes statements from Rice (1996) and O’Meara (2002, 2008) and was furthermore influenced by ideas in Strand et al. (2003) and Saltmarsh, Hartley, and Clayton (2009)

	

	Reproduced from O’Meara, Table 8.1 (2011)







Appendix 2: Survey Measures

	CHART 1: 
COMPOSITE MEASURES 
FOR FACULTY PARTICIPATION IN THE SCHOLARSHIP OF ENGAGEMENT

	Scholarly Activity
	Measurement of Scholarly Activity
	

	Scholarship of Engagement: Engagement (Scholarship)
	This composite measure consists of 12 items: 
a study for a local non-profit organization
a study for a local for-profit organization
a study for a non-academic professional association
a study for a local governmental organization or agency
a study to help solve a community problem
a study to help solve a city problem
a study to help solve a county- or state-level problem
a study to identify needs or assets in a community
a study to inform or make public policy
a study to meet a business/industry need
a study to tackle a problem consequential to society
completed community-based action research
Q3_1, Q3-2, Q3_3, Q3_4, Q4_1, Q4_2, Q4-3, Q4_6, Q4_7, Q4_8, Q4_9, Q6_14
	Cronbach Alpha=.831

	Scholarship of Engagement: Community-Based Teaching (Scholarly Activity)
	This composite measure consists of four items: 
Developed a community-based learning course
Taught a community-based learning course
Directed a student internship with academic components
Directed a student in a community-based fellowship
Q5_1, Q5_2, Q5_3, Q5_4
	Cronbach Alpha=.684

	Scholarship of Application: Application (Scholarship)
	This composite measure consists of five items: 
An article that outlines a new research problem identified through your application of the knowledge and skill of your academic discipline to a practical problem 
An article that describes new knowledge obtained through you application of the knowledge and skill of your discipline to a practical problem 
An article that applies new disciplinary knowledge to a practical problem 
An article that proposes an approach to the bridging of theory and practice 
A refereed journal article reporting findings of research designed to solve a practical problem 
Q7_1, Q7_2, Q7_3, Q7_4, Q7_5
	Cronbach Alpha=.846

	Scholarship of Application: Institutional Service and Service to the Lay Public (Scholarly Activity)
	This composite measure consists of nine items: 
Served on my department’s program review committee. 
Served on a department curriculum committee
Served on a college-wide curriculum committee
Conducted a departmental self-study
Served on a committee engaged in institutional preparation for accreditation review
Completed a study to help formulate departmental policy 
Completed a study to help formulate institutional policy 
Engaged in consulting off campus 
Provided expert witness or testimony 
Q6_1, Q6_3, Q6_4, Q6_5, Q6_6, Q4_4, Q4_5, Q6_2, Q6_11
	Cronbach Alpha=.708

	
	
	

	Scholarship of Teaching: Teaching in General (Scholarly Activity)
	This composite measure consists of four items: 
Created an approach or strategy to help students think critically about course concepts
Developed examples, materials, class exercises or assignment that promoted students’ academic development
Developed examples, materials, class exercises to assignments that promoted students psycho-social or ethical development
Tried a new interactive instructional practice and altered it until it was successful
Q5_8, Q5_9, Q5_10, Q5_11
	Cronbach Alpha=.749

	
	
	

	Note: Respondents used the following response categories: 1 = none; 2 = 1-2 times; 3= 3-5 times; 4=6-10 times; 5=11+ times





	CHART 2: COMPOSITE MEASURES FOR INDIVIDUAL, DEPARTMENTAL, AND INSTITUTIONAL VALUES TOWARD SCHOLARSHIP

	Value Toward Scholarship
	Measurement of Value Toward Scholarship
	

	INDIVIDUAL
	
	

	Value Toward Engagement (Engaged American Scholar): Individual
	This composite measure consists of six items: 
“I value the integration of scholarship, teaching, and service” 
“I believe people in the community have critical knowledge and can solve the problems of their own community” 
“I believe the pursuit of knowledge is best organized according to problems, understood in local context” 
“I value scholarship that is completed with community partners who will use it” 
“I believe impact is a central focus of academic life” 
“I believe the process used to make knowledge should be as transformative, democratic and inclusive as possible” 
Q6_11.0, Q6_13.0, Q6_14.0, Q6_15, Q6_16, Q6_18
	Cronbach Alpha= .698

	Value Toward Application: Individual
	This composite measure consists of three items: 
“I believe practical problems frequently require disciplinary knowledge and skill for their solution.” 
“I value knowledge that is obtained from the application of disciplinary knowledge and skill to practical problems.” 
“I value scholarship that applies the knowledge and skill of my academic discipline to practical problems.” 
Q6_3.0, Q6_4.0, Q6_5.0
	Cronbach Alpha= .923

	
	
	

	Values Toward Integration: Individual
	This composite measure consists of six items: 
“I value scholarship that derives meaning from research findings of other scholars” 
“I value scholarship that identifies underlying patterns in the research of other scholars” 
“I value scholarship that makes connections across different academic disciplines” 
“I value scholarship that is meaningful beyond my discipline” 
“I value scholarship that is meaningful to the general public”  
“I believe integration is a central focus of academic and scholarly life” 
Q6_6.0, Q6_7.0, Q6_8.0, Q6_9.0, Q6_10.0, Q6_12.0
	Cronbach Alpha= .834

	
	
	

	Value Toward Broader View of Scholarship: Individual
	“I believe faculty members should be able to engage in the types of scholarly activities that give them personal satisfaction.”
“I believe faculty members are accountable only to themselves for the types of scholarship they produce”
Q6_1.0, Q6_2.0
	Items not used as composite; reported separately

	
	
	

	DEPARTMENTAL COLLEAGUES
	

	

	Value Toward Engagement (Engaged American Scholar): Departmental Colleagues
	This composite measure is composed of four items: 
“Most of my departmental colleagues believe people in the community have critical knowledge and can solve the problems of their own community” 
“Most of my departmental colleagues believe the pursuit of knowledge is best organized according to problems, understood in a local context” 
“Most of my departmental colleges value scholarship completed with the community partners who will use it” 
“Most of my departmental colleagues value the integration of scholarship, teaching, and service” 
Q7_8, Q7_9, Q7_10, Q7_11
	Cronbach Alpha=.870

	Value Toward Application: Departmental Colleagues 
	This composite measure is composed of two items: 
“Most of my departmental colleagues value scholarship that applies the knowledge and skill of an academic discipline to practical problems” 
“Most of my departmental colleagues value knowledge that is obtained from the application of disciplinary knowledge and skill to practical problems” 
Q7_2.0, Q7_7
	Cronbach Alpha=.783

	
	
	

	Value Toward Broader View of Scholarship: Departmental
	This composite measure is composed of five items: 
“The criteria for tenure in my academic department are broad enough to include the full range of activities in which faculty are engaged.”
“Most of my departmental colleagues define scholarship in very broad terms.”
“The criteria for promotion in academic rank in my academic department are broad enough to include the full range of activities performed by faculty.”
“In my academic department, various forms of scholarship receive some weight in the awarding of tenure.”
“In my academic department, all forms of scholarship receive some weight in the awarding of tenure.”
Q7_1.0, Q7_3.0, Q7_4.0, Q7_5.0, Q7_6
	Cronbach Alpha=.814

	
	
	

	INSTITUTION
	
	

	Value Toward Engagement (Engaged American Scholar): Institution
	This composite measure consists of four items: 
“At my institution, scholarship done in collaboration with community partners is valued” 
“At my institution, scholarly work that engages with the local community receives some weight in awarding tenure” 
“At my institution, scholarly work that engages with the local community receives some weight in the promotion of faculty members” 
“My institution values integrating scholarship, teaching, and service” 
Q8_10, Q8_14, Q8_15, Q8_11
	Cronbach Alpha=.743

	Value Toward Application: Institution
	This composite measure consists of two items: 
“At my institution, scholarship that applies the knowledge and skills of the academic disciplines to practical problems is valued” 
“At my institution, knowledge that is obtained from the application of disciplinary knowledge and skill to practical problems is valued” 
Q8_2, Q8_3
	Cronbach Alpha=.788

	
	
	

	Value Toward Community-Based Teaching: Institution 
	This composite measure consists of two items: 
“At my institution, coursework that engages with the local community receives some weight in the awarding of tenure” 
“At my institution, coursework that engages with the local community receives some weight in the promotion of faculty members” 
Q8_12, Q8_13
	Cronbach Alpha=.956

	
	
	

	Value Toward Broader View of Scholarship: Institution
	This composite measure consists of seven items: 
“The criteria for tenure at my institution are broad enough to include the full range of activities in which faculty are engaged.”
“The criteria for promotion in academic rank at my institution are broad enough to include the full range of activities performed by faculty.”
“At my institution, various forms of scholarship receive some weight in the awarding of tenure.”
“At my institution, various forms of scholarship receive some weight in the promotion of faculty members.”
“At my institution, various forms of scholarship receive some weight in determining faculty salary increments.”
“At my institution, all faculty scholarship is assessed using the same general standards.”
“At my institution, a wide range of methods are used to document faculty scholarship.”
Q8_1, Q8_4, Q8_5, Q8_6, Q8_7, Q8_8, Q8_9
	Cronbach Alpha=.817

	
	
	

	Note: Respondents used the following response categories: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree








Appendix 3: Tables for Survey Results


	Table A.1
Frequency of Participation in Scholarship of Engagement 
(n = 44, 1n = 42)

	
	Scholarship of Engagement
	
	Scholarship of Application
	
	Scholarship of Teaching

	Frequency of Performance
	Engagement
(Scholarship) 
	Community-Based Teaching 
(Scholarly Activity)
	
	Application
(Scholarship)1
	
Institutional Service and Service to the Lay Public
(Scholarly Activity)1
	
	Teaching in General 
(Scholarly Activity)

	1. 00
	47.7%
	38.6%
	
	45.5%
	16.7%
	
	2.3%

	1.01 to 1.99
	47.8%
	34.2%
	
	40.4%
	73.7%
	
	13.7%

	2.00 to 2.99
	4.6%
	20.4%
	
	12%
	9.6%
	
	20.3%

	3.00 to 3.99
	0.0%
	6.9%
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	41%

	4.00 to 4.99
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	20.4%

	5.00
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	2.3%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean
	1.16
	1.56
	
	1.33
	1.48
	
	3.11

	Standard deviation
	.27
	.67
	
	.44
	.40
	
	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note: Frequency of performance during the previous three years measured using the following response scale: 
1=none; 2=1-2 times; 3= 3-5 times; 4=6-10 times; 5=11+ times







	Table A.2.a
Frequency of Conducting Studies Illustrative of the Scholarship of Engagement within the Past Three Years, 
Individual Items in Composite Measure (n = 44)

	Times Conducted
	For a local non-profit organization
	For a local for-profit organization
	For a local non-academic professional association
	
For a local government organization or agency
	To help solve a community problem
	To solve a city problem

	
0
	88.6%
	100%
	95.5%
	93.2%
	84.1%
	90.9%

	
1-2
	9.1%
	0.0%
	4.5%
	6.8%
	13.6%
	6.8%

	
3-5
	2.3%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	2.3%
	2.3%

	
6-10
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	
11+
	00.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Note: Frequency of performance during the previous three years measured using the following response scale: 1=none; 2=1-2 times; 3= 3-5 times; 4=6-10 times; 5=11+ times





	Table A.2.b
Frequency of Conducting Studies Illustrative of the Scholarship of Engagement within the Past Three Years, 
Individual Items in Composite Measure (n = 44)

	Times Conducted
	To solve a county or state-level problem
	To identify needs or assets in a community
	To inform or make public policy
	To meet a business/industry need
	To tackle a problem consequential to society
	
Completed community-based action research

	
0
	90.9%
	81.8%
	86.4%
	90.9%
	63.6%
	88.6%

	
1-2
	9.1%
	11.4%
	9.1%
	9.1%
	25.0%
	6.8%

	
3-5
	0.0%
	6.8%
	4.5%
	0.0%
	6.8%
	4.5%

	
6-10
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	2.3%
	0.0%

	
11+
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	2.3%
	0.0%

	Note: Frequency of performance during the previous three years measured using the following response scale: 1=none; 2=1-2 times; 3= 3-5 times; 4=6-10 times; 5=11+ times






	Table A.4 
Value Toward Scholarship of Engagement and Scholarship of Application 
(n=28,n=301)

	
	Values Placed on Scholarship of Engagement (Engaged American Scholar)
	
	Values Placed on Scholarship of 
Application1
	

	
	Strongly Agree/ Agree
	Strongly Disagree/ Disagree
	
	Strongly Agree/ Agree
	Strongly Disagree/ Disagree
	

	Individual
	60.6%
	39.3%
	
	93.4%
	6.7%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Departmental Colleagues
	25%
	75%
	
	53.4%
	46.7%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Institution
	50%
	50%
	
	79.9%
	20%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note: respondents used the following response categories: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree




	Table A.5
Individual Value Toward the Scholarship of Integration (n=38)

	
	
	

	
	Strongly Agree/ Agree
	Strongly Disagree/ Disagree

	
	
	

	Individual
	84.3%
	15.8%

	
	
	

	Note: respondents used the following response categories: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree




	Table A.6
Institutional Value Toward Community-Based Teaching (n=29)

	
	
	

	
	Strongly Agree/ Agree
	Strongly Disagree/ Disagree

	
	
	

	Institution
	55.2%
	44.8%

	
	
	

	Note: respondents used the following response categories: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree







	Table A.7 
Value Toward Broader View of Scholarship (n=29)
	

	
	
	
	Values Placed on Broader View of Scholarship
	

	
	
	
	
	Strongly Agree/ Agree
	Strongly Disagree/ Disagree
	

	Individual
	
	
	
	
	
	

	I believe faculty members should be able to engage in the types of scholarly activities that give them personal satisfaction.
	100%
	0%
	

	
	
	
	

	I believe faculty members are accountable only to themselves for the types of scholarship they produce.
	10.3%
	89.7%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Departmental Colleagues 
	
	
	
	17.1%
	82.8%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Institution
	
	
	
	13.8%
	86.2%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note: respondents used the following response categories: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree
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	Table A.3
Means and Differences in Means for Frequency of Participation in Scholarship of Engagement 
by Gender, Race/Ethnicity, Tenure Status, and High/Low Consensus Fields

	
	
	Gender
	Race/Ethnicity
	Tenure Status
	High or Low
Consensus Field
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Type of Scholarship
	Overall Mean
	M
	F
	t-value
	W
	NW
	t-value
	Ten.
	Un-Ten.
	t-value
	High
	Low
	t-value
	Mean Comparisons

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Engagement: Scholarship
	1.16
	1.17
	1.19
	-.202
	1.19
	1.06
	.782
	1.20
	1.17
	.274
	1.19
	1.20
	-.100
	No statistically significant differences

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Engagement: Community-Based Teaching (Scholarly Activity)
	1.56
	1.43
	1.74
	-1.319
	1.59
	1.50
	.203
	1.75
	1.48
	1.134
	1.39
	1.69
	-.966
	No statistically significant differences

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Application: Scholarship
	1.33
	1.40
	1.34
	.369
	1.38
	1.27
	.403
	1.30
	1.44
	-.855
	1.66
	1.32
	1.588
	No statistically significant differences

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Application: Service (Scholarly Activity)
	1.48
	1.40
	1.47
	-.502
	1.44
	1.26
	.848
	1.69
	1.27
	3.84**
	1.49
	1.49
	-.011a
	Tenured greater than untenured

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Teaching: General (Scholarly Activity)
	3.11
	2.99
	3.31
	-.965
	3.20
	2.58
	.502a
	3.18
	3.15
	.081
	2.71
	3.29
	-1.336
	No statistically significant differences

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note: respondents used the following response categories: 1 = none, 2 = 1-2 times, 3 = 3-5 times, 4 = 6-10 times, 5 = 11+ times
**p<.05
*p<.10
anormal distribution (equal variances) not assumed






	Table A.8
Means and Differences in Means for Value Toward Scholarship of Engagement and other value sets
by Gender, Race/Ethnicity, Tenure Status, and High/Low Consensus Fields (all available cases)

	
	
	
	Gender
	Race/Ethnicity
	Tenure Status
	High or Low
Consensus Field
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Set
	n
	Mean
	M
	F
	t-value
	W
	NW
	t-value
	Ten.
	Un-Ten.
	t-value
	High
	Low
	t-value
	Mean Comparisons

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Engagement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Individual
	38
	2.92
	2.86
	2.97
	-661
	2.96
	2.39
	2.122**
	2.95
	2.88
	.430
	2.90
	2.95
	-.215
	White greater than non-white

	Departmental Colleagues
	32
	2.57
	2.52
	2.64
	-.649
	2.57
	2.75
	-.465
	2.48
	2.65
	-.896
	2.20
	2.74
	-2.065*
	Low-consensus greater than high consensus

	Institution
	30
	2.63
	2.70
	2.55
	.765
	2.65
	2.25
	.527a
	2.60
	2.63
	-.144
	2.35
	2.65
	-.775a
	No statistically significant differences

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Application
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Individual
	41
	3.31
	3.33
	3.20
	.649
	3.33
	2.56
	.965
	3.45
	3.17
	1.338
	3.29
	3.22
	2.19
	No statistically significant differences

	Departmental Colleagues
	34
	2.69
	2.56
	2.78
	-1.003
	2.67
	2.75
	-.182
	2.35
	2.92
	-2.765**
	2.50
	2.80
	-1.103
	Untenured greater than tenured

	Institution
	33
	2.89
	2.94
	2.85
	.560
	2.89
	3.00
	-.356
	2.79
	2.97
	-1.256
	2.67
	3.00
	-1.287a
	No statistically significant differences

	Value Placed on Integration
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Individual
	40
	3.41
	3.41
	3.41
	.008
	3.41
	3.33
	.304
	3.53
	3.34
	1.189
	3.40
	3.45
	-.236
	No statistically significant differences

	Values Placed on Community-Based Teaching
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Institution
	31
	2.48
	2.61
	2.34
	1.039
	2.50
	2.00
	.496
	2.54
	2.41
	.489
	2.10
	2.47
	-1.009
	No statistically significant differences

	Value Toward Boarder View of Scholarship
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Individual item 1
	41
	3.66
	3.67
	3.65
	.119
	3.69
	3.33
	1.227
	3.50
	3.75
	-1.466
	3.71
	3.67
	.225
	No statistically significant differences

	Individual item 2
	40
	1.83
	2.00
	1.76
	1.202
	1.88
	2.00
	-.351
	1.79
	1.95
	-.750
	1.86
	1.90
	-1.89
	No statistically significant differences

	Departmental Colleagues
	35
	2.52
	2.60
	2.42
	1.102
	2.50
	2.70
	-.598
	2.53
	2.51
	.096a
	2.23
	2.58
	-1.253
	No statistically significant differences

	Institution
	29
	2.42
	2.59
	2.26
	2.160**
	2.40
	2.64
	-.735
	2.36
	2.46
	-6.21
	2.00
	2.48
	-1.438a
	Males greater than females

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note: respondents used the following response categories: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree
**p<.05
*p<.10
anormal distribution (equal variances) not assumed







Gender
	Table A.3.a 
Gender Differences in the Frequency of Participation in Scholarship of Engagement and Other Types of Scholarship

	Type of Scholarship
	Gender
	N
	Mean
	SD
	t
	df
	p=

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Scholarship of Engagement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Engagement (Scholarship)
	M
	17
	1.17
	.296
	-.202
	32
	.84

	
	F
	17
	1.19
	.269
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community-Based Teaching (Scholarly Activity)
	M
	18
	1.43
	.611
	-1.319
	33
	.20

	
	F
	17
	1.74
	.752
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Scholarship of Application
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Application (Scholarship)
	M
	18
	1.40
	.544
	.369
	33
	.72

	
	F
	17
	1.34
	.379
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Institutional Service and Service to the Lay Public 
(Scholarly Activity)
	M
	18
	1.40
	.350
	-.502
	32
	.62

	
	F
	16
	1.47
	.394
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Scholarship of Teaching
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Teaching in General (Scholarly Activity)
	M
	18
	2.99
	1.031
	-.965
	33
	.34

	
	F
	17
	3.31
	.942
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1normal distribution (equal variances) not assumed
Note: respondents used the following response categories: 1 = none, 2 = 1-2 times, 3 = 3-5 times, 4 = 6-10 times, 5 = 11+ times
**p<.05
*p<.10






Race/Ethnicity
	Table A.3.b 
Race/Ethnicity Differences in the Frequency of Participation in Scholarship of Engagement and Other Types of Scholarship

	Type of Scholarship
	Race/
Ethnicity
	N
	Mean
	SD
	t
	df
	p=

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Scholarship of Engagement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Engagement (Scholarship)
	W
	31
	1.19
	.289
	.782
	32
	.44

	
	NW
	3
	1.06
	.096
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community-Based Teaching (Scholarly Activity)
	W
	32
	1.59
	.689
	.203
	33
	.84

	
	NW
	3
	1.50
	.866
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Scholarship of Application
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Application (Scholarship)
	W
	32
	1.38
	.483
	.403
	33
	.69

	
	NW
	3
	1.27
	.231
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Institutional Service and Service to the Lay Public 
(Scholarly Activity)
	W
	31
	1.44
	.375
	.848
	32
	.40

	
	NW
	3
	1.26
	.257
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Scholarship of Teaching
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Teaching in General (Scholarly Activity)1
	W
	32
	3.20
	.868
	.502
	2.07
	.66

	
	NW
	3
	2.58
	2.097
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1normal distribution (equal variances) not assumed
Note: respondents used the following response categories: 1 = none, 2 = 1-2 times, 3 = 3-5 times, 4 = 6-10 times, 5 = 11+ times
**p<.05
*p<.10






Tenure Status
	Table A.3.c 
Tenure Status Differences in the Frequency of Participation in Scholarship of Engagement and Other Types of Scholarship

	Type of Scholarship
	Tenure Status
	N
	Mean
	SD
	t
	df
	p=

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Scholarship of Engagement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Engagement (Scholarship)
	Tenured
	13
	1.20
	.329
	.274
	31
	.79

	
	Untenured
	20
	1.17
	.254
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community-Based Teaching (Scholarly Activity)
	Tenured
	14
	1.75
	.604
	1.134
	32
	.27

	
	Untenured
	20
	1.48
	.752
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Scholarship of Application
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Application (Scholarship)
	Tenured
	14
	1.30
	.469
	-.855
	32
	.40

	
	Untenured
	20
	1.44
	.471
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Institutional Service and Service to the Lay Public 
(Scholarly Activity)
	Tenured
	13
	1.69
	.377
	3.840
	31
	.00**

	
	Untenured
	20
	1.27
	.261
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Scholarship of Teaching
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Teaching in General (Scholarly Activities)
	Tenured
	14
	3.18
	.835
	.081
	32
	.94

	
	Untenured
	20
	3.15
	1.116
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1normal distribution (equal variances) not assumed
Note: respondents used the following response categories: 1 = none, 2 = 1-2 times, 3 = 3-5 times, 4 = 6-10 times, 5 = 11+ times
**p<.05
*p<.10







High/Low Consensus Fields
	Table A.3.d
High/Low Consensus Field Differences in the Frequency of Participation in Scholarship of Engagement and Other Types of Scholarship

	Type of Scholarship
	Field
	N
	Mean
	SD
	t
	df
	p=

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Scholarship of Engagement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Engagement (Scholarship)
	High
	7
	1.19
	.197
	-.100
	25
	.92

	
	Low
	20
	1.20
	.341
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community-Based Teaching (Scholarly Activity)
	High
	7
	1.39
	.453
	-.966
	26
	.34

	
	Low
	21
	1.69
	.766
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Scholarship of Application
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Application (Scholarship)
	High
	7
	1.66
	.650
	1.588
	26
	.12

	
	Low
	21
	1.32
	.417
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Institutional Service and Service to the Lay Public (Scholarly Activity)1
	High
	7
	1.49
	.570
	-.011
	7.04
	.99

	
	Low
	20
	1.49
	.280
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Scholarship of Teaching
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Teaching in General (Scholarly Activities)
	High
	7
	2.71
	.742
	-1.336
	26
	.19

	
	Low
	21
	3.29
	1.041
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1normal distribution (equal variances) not assumed
Note: respondents used the following response categories: 1 = none, 2 = 1-2 times, 3 = 3-5 times, 4 = 6-10 times, 5 = 11+ times
**p<.05
*p<.10







Gender
	Table A.8.a 
Gender Differences in Individual, Departmental, and Institutional Values Towards Scholarship of Engagement, Scholarship of Application, and Broader View of Scholarship

	
	Gender
	N
	Mean
	SD
	t
	df
	p=

	Individual
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Engagement
	M
	18
	2.86
	.506
	-.661
	32
	.51

	
	F
	16
	2.97
	.436
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Application
	M
	18
	3.33
	.428
	.649
	33
	.52

	
	F
	17
	3.20
	.782
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Integration
	M
	18
	3.41
	.455
	.008
	32
	.99

	
	F
	16
	3.41
	.422
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	I believe faculty members should be able to engage in the types of scholarly activities that give them personal satisfaction.
	M
	18
	3.67
	.485
	.119
	33
	.91

	
	F
	17
	3.65
	.493
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	I believe faculty members are accountable only to themselves for the types of scholarship they produce
	M
	18
	2.00
	.594
	1.202
	33
	.24

	
	F
	17
	1.76
	.562
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Departmental Colleagues
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Engagement
	M
	15
	2.52
	.495
	-.649
	29
	.52

	
	F
	16
	2.64
	.563
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Application
	M
	16
	2.56
	.655
	-1.003
	30
	.32

	
	F
	16
	2.78
	.576
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Broader View of Scholarship
	M
	16
	2.60
	.495
	1.102
	31
	.28

	
	F
	17
	2.42
	.424
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Institution
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Engagement
	M
	14
	2.70
	.492
	.765
	27
	.45

	
	F
	15
	2.55
	.536
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Application
	M
	16
	2.94
	.310
	.560
	31
	.58

	
	F
	17
	2.85
	.523
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Community-Based Teaching
	M
	14
	2.61
	.626
	1.039
	28
	.31

	
	F
	16
	2.34
	.747
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Broader View of Scholarship
	M
	14
	2.59
	.423
	2.160
	27
	.04**

	
	F
	15
	2.26
	.412
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1normal distribution (equal variances) not assumed
at cannot be computed because the standard deviations of both groups are 0
Note: respondents used the following response categories: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree
**p<.05
*p<.10





Race/Ethnicity
	Table A.8.b
Race/Ethnicity Differences in Individual, Departmental, and Institutional Values Towards Scholarship of Engagement, Scholarship of Application, and Broader View of Scholarship

	
	Race/
Ethnicity
	N
	Mean
	SD
	t
	df
	p=

	Individual
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Engagement
	W
	31
	2.96
	.436
	2.122
	32
	.04**

	
	NW
	3
	2.39
	.585
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Application1
	W
	32
	3.33
	.494
	.965
	2.05
	.43

	
	NW
	3
	2.56
	1.38
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Integration
	W
	31
	3.41
	.439
	.304
	32
	.76

	
	NW
	3
	3.33
	.441
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	I believe faculty members should be able to engage in the types of scholarly activities that give them personal satisfaction.
	W
	32
	3.69
	.471
	1.227
	33
	.23

	
	NW
	3
	3.33
	.577
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	I believe faculty members are accountable only to themselves for the types of scholarship they produce
	W
	32
	1.88
	.554
	-.351
	33
	.73

	
	NW
	3
	2.00
	1.000
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Departmental Colleagues
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Engagement
	W
	29
	2.57
	.538
	-.465
	29
	.65

	
	NW
	2
	2.75
	.354
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Application
	W
	30
	2.67
	.634
	-.182
	30
	.86

	
	NW
	2
	2.75
	.354
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Broader View of Scholarship
	W
	31
	2.50
	.467
	-.598
	31
	.55

	
	NW
	2
	2.70
	.424
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Institution
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Engagement1
	W
	27
	2.65
	.477
	.527
	1.03
	.69

	
	NW
	2
	2.25
	1.066
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Application
	W
	31
	2.89
	.442
	-.356
	31
	.72

	
	NW
	2
	3.00
	.000
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Community-Based Teaching1
	W
	28
	2.50
	.653
	.496
	1.03
	.70

	
	NW
	2
	2.00
	1.414
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Broader View of Scholarship
	W
	27
	2.40
	.445
	-.735
	27
	.47

	
	NW
	2
	2.64
	.505
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1normal distribution (equal variances) not assumed
at cannot be computed because the standard deviations of both groups are 0
Note: respondents used the following response categories: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree
**p<.05
*p<.10






Tenure Status
	Table A.8.c
Tenure Status Differences in Individual, Departmental, and Institutional Values Towards Scholarship of Engagement, Scholarship of Application, and Broader View of Scholarship

	
	Tenure Status
	N
	Mean
	SD
	t
	df
	p=

	Individual
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Engagement
	Tenured
	13
	2.95
	.524
	.430
	31
	.67

	
	Untenured
	20
	2.88
	.452
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Application
	Tenured
	14
	3.45
	.482
	1.338
	32
	.19

	
	Untenured
	20
	3.17
	.688
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Integration
	Tenured
	13
	3.53
	.440
	1.189
	31
	.24

	
	Untenured
	20
	3.34
	.431
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	I believe faculty members should be able to engage in the types of scholarly activities that give them personal satisfaction.1
	Tenured
	14
	3.50
	.519
	-1.466
	25.22
	.16

	
	Untenured
	20
	3.75
	.444
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	I believe faculty members are accountable only to themselves for the types of scholarship they produce1
	Tenured
	14
	1.79
	.699
	-.750
	22.38
	.46

	
	Untenured
	20
	1.95
	.510
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Departmental Colleagues
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Engagement
	Tenured
	13
	2.48
	.401
	-.896
	29
	.38

	
	Untenured
	18
	2.65
	.601
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Application
	Tenured
	13
	2.35
	.591
	-2.765
	29
	.01**

	
	Untenured
	18
	2.92
	.549
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Broader View of Scholarship1
	Tenured
	14
	2.53
	.626
	.096
	17.89
	.93

	
	Untenured
	18
	2.51
	.308
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Institution
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Engagement
	Tenured
	12
	2.60
	.432
	-.144
	27
	.89

	
	Untenured
	17
	2.63
	.574
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Application
	Tenured
	14
	2.79
	.469
	-1.256
	31
	.22

	
	Untenured
	19
	2.97
	.390
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Community-Based Teaching
	Tenured
	13
	2.54
	.691
	.489
	28
	.63

	
	Untenured
	17
	2.41
	.712
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Broader View of Scholarship
	Tenured
	12
	2.36
	.576
	-.621
	27
	.54

	
	Untenured
	17
	2.46
	.333
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1normal distribution (equal variances) not assumed
at cannot be computed because the standard deviations of both groups are 0
Note: respondents used the following response categories: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree
**p<.05
*p<.10






High/Low Consensus Fields
	Table A.8.d 
High/Low Consensus Fields Differences in Individual, Departmental, and Institutional Values Towards Scholarship of Engagement, Scholarship of Application, and Broader View of Scholarship

	
	Field
	N
	Mean
	SD
	t
	df
	p=

	Individual
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Engagement
	High
	7
	2.90
	.395
	-.215
	25
	.83

	
	Low
	20
	2.95
	.503
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Application
	High
	7
	3.29
	.488
	.219
	26
	.83

	
	Low
	21
	3.22
	.710
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Integration
	High
	7
	3.40
	.470
	-.236
	25
	.82

	
	Low
	20
	3.45
	.426
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	I believe faculty members should be able to engage in the types of scholarly activities that give them personal satisfaction.
	High
	7
	3.71
	.488
	.225
	26
	.82

	
	Low
	21
	3.67
	.483
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	I believe faculty members are accountable only to themselves for the types of scholarship they produce
	High
	7
	1.86
	.690
	-.189
	26
	.85

	
	Low
	21
	1.90
	.539
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Departmental Colleagues
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Engagement
	High
	5
	2.20
	.716
	-2.065
	23
	.05*

	
	Low
	20
	2.74
	.469
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Application
	High
	6
	2.50
	.447
	-1.103
	24
	.28

	
	Low
	20
	2.80
	.616
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Broader View of Scholarship1
	High
	7
	2.23
	.725
	-1.253
	6.58
	.25

	
	Low
	20
	2.58
	.267
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Institution
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Engagement1
	High
	5
	2.35
	.840
	-.775
	4.67
	.48

	
	Low
	18
	2.65
	.455
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Scholarship of Application1
	High
	6
	2.67
	.606
	-1.287
	6.01
	.25

	
	Low
	21
	3.00
	.354
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Community-Based Teaching
	High
	5
	2.10
	.894
	-1.009
	22
	.32

	
	Low
	19
	2.47
	.697
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Value Placed on Broader View of Scholarship1
	High
	5
	2.00
	.735
	-1.438
	4.39
	.21

	
	Low
	18
	2.48
	.307
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1normal distribution (equal variances) not assumed
at cannot be computed because the standard deviations of both groups are 0
Note: respondents used the following response categories: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree
**p<.05
*p<.10
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Appendix 4: Relationship Between Conceptual Models, Interview Questions and Themes in Faculty Interviews
	Chart 4: Relationship Between Conceptual Models, Interview Questions, and Themes in Faculty Interviews

	Diamond & Adam (1995), Six Factors Influencing Faculty Work
	O’Meara (2013), Three Factors Influencing Faculty Participation in Community-based Work
	Interview Questions in this Study Used to Identify Factors
	Themes Identified in Interviews
(Factors related to Diamond and Adam or O’Meara in Parentheses)


	Institutional, School/College Priorities


	Institutional Factors
Institutional type
Institutional context
Reward System
	Institutional values and trends
Relationship between Rhodes and community (“town-gown” relationship)
Benefits of participation in community-based work
Perceptions of administrators and colleagues about community-based work
Expectations regarding promotion and tenure 
Relationship between teaching, research, and service
Practices and standards for evaluating community-based work

	Theme 1: Individual and institutional values towards teaching shape participation (Institutional Priorities)


Theme 3: the misalignment between institutional priorities on the one hand and promotion and tenure guidelines on the other may hinder participation in community-based work (Institutional Priorities; Departmental Priorities; Formal and Informal Statements of Promotion; Reward System)


	Departmental Priorities, Demands, and Assignments


	
	
	

	Formal and Informal Statements of Promotion, Tenure, and Merit Pay Increase
	
	
	

	Personal Priorities and Interests 

	Individual Factors
Demographics (e.g., gender, race, rank, and ethnicity)
Commitment to service-learning 
Epistemology (Engaged American Scholar)
Teaching goals
Career stages
Identity and Professional experience

	Background information (rank, length of time at Rhodes)
Experiences with community-based work
Motivations for community-based work
Student involvement in community-based work
Language used to describe community-based work
Familiarity with scholarship of engagement or “Community-Integrative Education”
	Theme 1: Individual and institutional values towards teaching shape participation(Teaching Goals)


Theme 2: an epistemological orientation indicative of the Engaged American Scholar shapes the decision to participate in community-based work (Personal Priorities and Interests; Epistemology)


Theme 3: the misalignment between institutional priorities on the one hand and promotion and tenure guidelines on the other may hinder participation in community-based work (Personal Priorities and Interests; Career Stages)


	Disciplinary/Professional values




	Environmental Factors
Discipline and Disciplinary Socialization
Nature of Community Partnerships and Partnership Identity

	Participation and motivations for participation in community-based work
Academic purposes for community-based work
Perceptions of community-partners about community-based work
Language used to describe community-based work

	Theme 1: Individual and institutional values towards teaching shape participation(disciplinary/professional values)

Theme 2: an epistemological orientation indicative of the Engaged American Scholar shapes the decision to participate in community-based work (Available Time and Resources; Disciplinary/Professional Values; Disciplinary Socialization; Nature of Community Partnerships)

Theme 3: the misalignment between institutional priorities on the one hand and promotion and tenure guidelines on the other may hinder participation in community-based work (Available time and Resources)

Theme 4: disciplinary differences likely shape participation in community-based work (Disciplinary/Professional Values; Disciplinary Socialization)


	Available Time and Resources
	
	
	









Appendix 5: Cross Tabulations from Semi-Structured Interviews

	Table B.1
Interview Crosstab Counts: Academic Area and Community-Based Teaching

	
	Community-Based Teaching?
	Total

	Academic Area
	Yes
	No
	

	Social Sciences
	8
	4
	12

	Humanities
	8
	3
	11

	Natural Sciences
	4
	3
	7

	other (w/ staff)
	5
	3
	8

	Total
	25
	13
	38

	Note: sample is not random




	Table B.2
Interview Crosstab Counts: Academic Area and Scholarship of Engagement

	
	Community-Based Research?
	Total

	Academic Area
	Yes
	No
	

	Social Sciences
	8
	4
	12

	Humanities
	3
	8
	11

	Natural Sciences
	4
	3
	7

	0ther (w/staff)
	0
	8
	8

	Total
	15
	23
	38

	Note: sample is not random







Appendix 6: Faculty Survey Codebook

Variable: Frequency of Participation in the Scholarship of Engagement, Community Engaged Teaching, and Scholarship of Application

For items A1-A2, B1-B11, C1-C14, D1-D5 the following value codes apply: 

Value	Label
1 None
2 1-2 times
3 3-5 times
4 6-10 times
5 11+ times
9	missing data

	Scholarship of Engagement
	
	(Braxton et al., 2010)

	A1. Indicate the number of times within the past 3 years you have conducted a study for one of the following: 
	UO APPLI/ ENGAGE
	

	a. a local non-profit organization*
	
	(modified)

	b. a local for profit organization*
	
	(modified)

	c. a local non-academic professional association
	
	

	d. a local governmental organization or agency
	
	

	A2. Indicate the number of times within the past 3 years you have conducted a study for one of the following reasons: 
	
	

	a. to help solve a community problem
	UO APPLI/ ENGAGE
	

	b. to help solve a city problem
	UO APPLI/ENGANGE
	(specific to this study)

	c. to help solve a county or state-level problem
	UO APPLI/ ENGAGE
	

	d. to help formulate departmental policy
	SA APPLI
	

	e. to help formulate institutional policy
	SA APPLI
	

	f. to identify needs or assets in a community*
	UO ENGAGE
	(specific to this study)

	g. to inform or make public policy*
	UO ENGAGE
	

	h. to meet a business/industry need*
	UO ENGAGE
	

	i. to tackle a problem consequential to society*
	UO ENGAGE
	



	Community-Based Teaching 
	
	(specific to this study)

	B1. Developed a community-based learning course*
	SA TEACH (community)
	

	B2. Taught a community-based learning course*
	SA TEACH (community)
	

	B3. Directed a student internship with academic components*
	SA TEACH (community)
	

	B4. Directed a student in a community-based fellowship*
	SA TEACH (community)
	

	B5. Participated in a campus learning community*
	SA TEACH (community)
	

	B6. Developed a pre-college or bridge program*
	SA  TEACH (community) 
	

	B7. Taught in a pre-college or bridge program
	SA TEACH (community)
	

	B8. Created an approach or strategy to help students think critically about course concepts
	SA TEACH
	(Braxton et al., 2002)

	B9. Developed examples, materials, class exercises or assignments that promoted students’ academic development
	SA TEACH

	(modified; specific to this study)

	B10. Developed examples, materials, class exercises or assignments that promoted students’ psycho-social or ethical development*
	SA TEACH
	(specific to this study)

	B11. Tried a new interactive instructional practice and altered it until it was successful*
	SA TEACH
	

	B12. Participated in a session of the Community-Integrative Education Working Group
	
	



	Scholarship of Application: Scholarly Activity
	
	(Braxton et al.,  2002)

	C1. Served on my department’s program review committee
	SA APPLI (institutional service)
	

	C3. Served on a department curriculum committee
	SA APPLI (institutional service)
	

	C4. Served on a college-wide curriculum committee
	SA APPLI (institutional service)
	

	C5. Conducted a departmental self-study
	SA APPLI (institutional service)
	

	C6. Served on a committee engaged in institutional preparation for accreditation review
	SA APPLI (institutional service)
	

	C12. Served on a department program review committee as an external reviewer
	SA APPLI (institutional service)
	

	C2. Engaged in consulting off campus
	SA APPLI (service to lay public)
	

	C10. Introduced some result of scholarship in a consultation
	SA APPLI (service to lay public)
	

	C11. Provided expert witness or testimony
	SA APPLI (service to lay public)
	

	C13. Provided clinical services off campus*
	SA APPLI (service to lay public)
	(identified in the literature)

	C14 Completed community-based action research*
	SA APPLI (service to lay public)
	(Austin, 2010)



	Scholarship of Application: Unpublished Scholarly Outcomes
	
	(Braxton et al., 2002)

	C7. Developed an innovative technology
	UO APPLI
	

	C8. Conducted seminars for lay person on current disciplinary topics
	UO APPLI
	

	C9. Developed a new process for dealing with a problem of practice
	UO APPLI
	



	Scholarship of Application: Publications
	
	(Braxton et al., 2002)

	D1. An article that outlines a new research problem identified through your application of the knowledge and skill of your academic discipline to a practical problem
	PUB APPLI
	

	D2. An article that describes new knowledge you obtained through your application of the knowledge and skill of your discipline to a practical problem
	PUB APPLI
	

	D3. An article that applies new disciplinary knowledge to a practical problem
	PUB APPLI
	

	D4. An article that proposes an approach to the bridging of theory and practice
	PUB APPLI
	

	D5. A refereed journal article reporting findings of research designed to solve a practical problem
	PUB APPLI
	





Variable: Faculty Member Values Participation & Holds Values of “Engaged American Scholar”

For items E1-E23 the following value codes apply: 

Value	Label
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Agree
4 Strongly Agree
9 Missing data

	Value Toward Participation
	
	(Braxton et al., 2002)

	E1. I believe faculty members should be able to engage in the types of scholarly activities that give them personal satisfaction
	
	

	E2. I believe faculty members are accountable only to themselves for the types of scholarship they produce 
	
	

	E3. I believe practical problems frequently require disciplinary knowledge and skill for their solution
	APPLI
	

	E4. I value knowledge that is obtained from the application of disciplinary knowledge and skill to practical problems
	APPLI
	

	E5. I value scholarship that applies the knowledge and skill of may academic discipline to practical problems
	APPLI
	

	E6. I value scholarship that derives meaning from the research findings of other scholars
	INT
	

	E7. I value scholarship that identifies underlying patterns in the research findings of other scholars
	INT
	

	E8. I value scholarship that makes connections across different academic disciplines
	INT
	

	E9. I value scholarship that is meaningful beyond my discipline*
	INT
	(specific to this study)

	E10. I value scholarship that is meaningful to the general public*
	INT
	(specific to this study)

	E11. I value the integration of scholarship, teaching, and service*
	EAS
	(adapted from the literature)

	E12. I believe integration is a central focus of academic or scholarly life*
	INT
	(specific to this study)



	Values Toward Participation (Engaged American Scholar)
	
	(adapted from O’Meara, 2011)

	E13. I believe people in the community have critical knowledge and can solve the problems of their own community*
	EAS
	

	E14. I believe the pursuit of knowledge is best organized according to problems, understood in a local context*
	EAS
	

	E15. I value scholarship that is completed with community partners who will use it *
	EAS
	

	E16. I believe impact is a central focus of academic life*
	EAS
	

	E17. I believe the methods used to create knowledge should be as scientific, reliable, objective, and devoid of error and bias as possible* (reverse coded)
	EAS
	

	E18. I believe the process used to make knowledge should be as transformative, democratic and inclusive as possible*
	EAS
	

	E19. I believe knowledge is pursued to improve the world*
	EAS
	

	E20. The pursuit of knowledge is best organized according to disciplines and departments* (reverse coded)
	EAS
	






	Beliefs about Evaluation of Scholarship
	
	(adapted from Braxton et al., 2002)

	E21. I believe both publications and unpublished scholarly products should be made public*
	
	

	E22. I believe both publications and unpublished scholarly products should be subject to critical review*
	
	

	E23. I believe that publications and unpublished scholarly products should be in a form that allows for exchange*
	
	



Variable: Perception that Colleagues and Departments Support Scholarship of Engagement

For items F1-F11 the following code values apply: 

Value	Label
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Agree
4 Strongly Agree
9 Missing data

	Colleague and Departmental Support
	
	(Braxton et al., 2002)

	F1. The criteria for tenure in my academic department are broad enough to include the full range of activities in which faculty are engaged
	
	

	F2. Most of my departmental colleagues value knowledge that is obtained from the application of disciplinary knowledge and skill to practical problems
	APPLI
	

	F3. In my academic department, various forms of scholarship receive some weight in the awarding of tenure
	
	

	F4. In my academic department, all forms of scholarship receive equivalent weight in the promotion of faculty members
	
	

	F5. Most of my departmental colleges define scholarship in very broad terms
	
	

	F6. The criteria for promotion and academic rank in my academic department are broad enough to include the full range of activities performed by faculty
	
	

	F7. Most of my departmental colleagues value knowledge that is obtained from the application of disciplinary knowledge and skill to practical problems
	APPLI
	

	F8. Most of my departmental colleagues believe people in the community have critical knowledge and can solve the problems of their own community*
	EAS
	(adapted from O’Meara, 2011)

	F9. Most of my departmental colleges believe the pursuit of knowledge is best organized according to problems, understood in a local context* 
	EAS
	

	F10. Most of my departmental colleagues value scholarship completed with the community partners who will use it* 
	EAS
	

	F11. Most of my departmental colleagues value the integration of scholarship, teaching, and service
	EAS
	(adapted from the literature)





Variable: Perception that Administration Supports Scholarship of Engagement

For items G1 to G15 the following value labels apply: 

Value	Label
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Agree
4 Strongly Agree
9 Missing data

	Administrative Support
	
	(Braxton et al., 2002)

	G1. The criteria for tenure at my institution are broad enough to include the full range of activities in which faculty are engaged
	
	

	G2. At my institution, scholarship that applies the knowledge and skills of the academic disciplines to practical problems is valued
	APPLI
	

	G3. At my institution, knowledge that is obtained from the application of disciplinary knowledge and skill to practical problems is valued
	APPLI
	

	G4. The criteria for promotion in academic rank at my institution are broad enough to include the full range of activities performed by faculty
	
	

	G5. At my institution, various forms of scholarship receive some weight in the awarding of tenure
	
	

	G6. At my institution, various forms of scholarship receive some weight in the promotion of faculty members
	
	

	G7. At my institution, various forms of scholarship receive some weight in determining faculty salary increments
	
	

	G8. At my institution, all faculty scholarship is assessed using the same general standards
	
	

	G9. At my institution, a wide range of methods are used to document faculty scholarship
	
	

	G10. At my institution, scholarship done in collaboration with community partners is valued* 
	EAS
	(adapted from O’Meara, 2011)

	G11. My institution values integrating scholarship, teaching, and service*
	EAS
	(adapted from literature)

	G12. At my institution, coursework that engages with the local community receives some weigh in the awarding of tenure*
	CBTEACH
	(specific to this study)

	G13. At my institution, coursework that engages with the local community receives some weight in the promotion of faculty members*
	CBTEACH
	

	G14. At my institution, scholarly work that engages with the local community receives some weight in awarding of tenure*
	EAS
	

	G15. At my institution, scholarly work that engages with the local community receives some weight in the promotion of faculty members*
	EAS
	





Independent Variable: Background Factors (Braxton et al., 2002)
Faculty status (tenured; untenured)
Academic Rank
Academic appointment
Academic area
Highest Degree 
Year highest degree received
Discipline/field of highest degree
Perceived quality of graduate program
Interests primarily in teaching or research
Research assistant (as grad student)
Teaching assistant (as grad student)
Community-based research (as grad student)
Community-based teaching (as grad student)
Gender
Race/ethnic background





Appendix 7: Qualitative Interview Protocols

SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW PROTOCOLS

Interview Protocol—Faculty Participants in the Community Integrative Education Working Group at Rhodes College

Background Information
· What is your role/title? 
· What is your faculty rank? 
· How long have you been with Rhodes? 
· How long have you served in your current role? 
· How long have you been in academia as a faculty member or administrator? 
· What is your academic or administrative discipline? 

Community-Based Learning and Research (Engaged Scholarship)
· Have you completed community based learning or research projects (e.g. a study to address a community problem)?  Can you briefly describe your project or projects?  Who was the community based partner?
· How and why did you decide to do your community-based learning or research projects?  
· Was your decision influenced by your department’s or your institution’s requirements for tenure and promotion? How?
· Was your decision influenced by your understanding of the purposes of scholarship or knowledge production? How? 
· How would you describe the purposes of your community-based learning or research project(s)? For students? For faculty? For the institution? 

Benefits of Participation
· What would you say have been the benefits for you or others of this project/these projects in community-based learning or community-based research?
· What would your colleagues or administrators say are the benefits of these projects?
· What would your community partners say are the benefits?
· What have been some of the challenges in doing this type of work? How have you addressed or managed those challenges? 

Language used to Describe Community-Based Learning and Research
· What terms do you use to describe:
· Student learning in the community?
· Faculty research in the community?
· What terms do others use in your department or at your institution? Why?
· Are you familiar with the Ernest Boyer’s ideas of Scholarship of Application or the Scholarship of Engagement?  How do you understand these concepts or ideas? 
· Have you participated in or are you familiar with the Community-Integrative Education Working Group here at Rhodes?  How do you understand the idea of Integrative Education or Community Integrative Education? 
· Do you perceive any differences in the intent behind these terms or other terms? What?

Perceptions of Community-Based Learning and Research
· Describe the students who take your community-based learning course(s) or who participate in your community-based research projects: which students do well and which do not do well in them? Explain…
· How is the fact that you work with the community (in teaching or research) viewed by:
· Colleagues in your department?
· Other faculty and/or administrators on campus?
· Community members?
· How would you describe the “town-gown” relationship, between Rhodes College and the Memphis community?
· What does your community partner most value in the relationship with you and/or your institution? What would he or she like to see improved?

Institutional Support for the Scholarship of Application or Engagement
· Have you produce any publicly observable scholarly work based on your community partnerships, such as a publication in a disciplinary journal, presentation at a conference, a website, a video recording, and the like?  Why did you decide to do this, or why not?
· Do you include acknowledgement or credit, or co-present or co-author with your community partners? Do they receive copies of your scholarly work?
· What incentives are there at Rhodes for doing community-based work (learning and research/scholarship)?
· What obstacles are there at Rhodes for doing community-based work (learning and scholarship)?
· Do you see community-based research and community-based learning as more complementary or contradictory to one another? Explain… 
· Do you think of your [community teaching or research project] as…
· Related and integrated to your other [teaching, research, service] roles? Or
· Unrelated and separate from your other [teaching, research, service] roles?
· Please explain …
· Do your colleagues view your community work as an enhancement to or distraction from your professional obligations as a teacher and scholar? Explain …
· Did you/do you have role models for engaging in community-based work? Please discuss whether and how they provided guidance. Any at Rhodes?

Evaluating Scholarship of Application/Engagement and Community-Based Learning
· How do you gauge the success of your community-based project(s)?
· What standards should be used to assess the quality of community-based learning and scholarship? 
· Do you think the standards for assessing community-based scholarship should be different than standards for other types of scholarship? 
· What standards do you think your colleagues would apply to judging the quality of community-based learning or community-based scholarship? 

Influence of Community Work
· Please describe the relationships you have developed with community partners.
· Have community relationships: 
· Led to other partnership projects?
· Led to other scholarly activities?
· Influenced your scholarly agenda? (if no, why not?)
· Have community-based learning activities led to community-based research projects? 
· Has your community work affected change in policies and/or practices of your department or institution? How?

Institutional Values and Priorities
· Describe the relative importance of teaching, research and service as you understand them for
· Rhodes College
· Your department
· Yourself
· What forms or products of scholarship are most valued by your department and/or institution?
· What forms or products of scholarship are least valued?
· Do these values differ from yours? From your discipline’s?
· How important is it for faculty at your institution to be productive researchers, and why?
· Is collaborative scholarly work supported at your college (e.g., team teaching, collaborative scholarship, interdisciplinary teaching and research)? Please discuss why or why not.
· What changes or trends have you witnessed in these priorities during the last decade? Are these changes for the better or worse? 
· What other changes or trends related to community-based teaching and community-based research have you witnessed at Rhodes in the last decade? 
· What additional thoughts do you have about the relationship between Rhodes and the community and about faculty scholarship or research in the community in particular? 

Reference to Other Colleagues& Community Partners
· Based on our conversation today, can you identify one or two colleagues who have not been involved in community-based research or learning that you think would be valuable for me to talk to? 
· Would you be comfortable with us contacting your community partner for a conversation about similar issues as those discussed today? 

THANK YOU!

Interview Protocol – Colleagues at Rhodes College who are not involved with CIE

Background Information
· What is your role/title? 
· What is your faculty rank? 
· How long have you been with Rhodes? 
· How long have you served in your current role? 
· How long have you been in academia as a faculty member or administrator? 
· What is your academic or administrative discipline? 
· What is your primary area of research and scholarship? 

Language used to Describe Community-Based Learning and Research
· What are the terms you use to describe:
· Student learning in the community?
· Faculty research in the community?
· What terms do others use in your department or at your institution? Why?
· Are you familiar with Ernest Boyer’s ideas of Scholarship of Application or the Scholarship of Engagement?  How do you understand these concepts or ideas? 
· Have you participated in or are you familiar with the Community-Integrative Education Working Group here at Rhodes?  How do you understand the idea of Integrative Education or Community Integrative Education? 
· Do you perceive any differences in the intent behind these different terms or other terms? What?

Perceptions of Colleagues Who Participate in Community-Based Teaching or Research
· Are you familiar with your colleague _____’s work with community-based learning or research? Are you familiar with any other colleagues who have completed community-based learning or research projects?  
· How and why do you think that your colleaguesdid your colleague(s), ______ decide to do community-based learning or research projects?
· Was his/her decision influenced by your department’s/institution’s requirements for tenure and promotion? How?
· Was his/her decision influenced by his/her understanding of the purposes of scholarship or knowledge production? How?
· What purposes do you see of involving students in community-based learning projects?
· How would you describe the purposes of community-based research projects? 
· What are the purposes of your colleague’s community-based research project(s)?

Benefits of Participation
· What would you say have been the benefits for your colleagues or others of participation in community-based research or community-based learning projects?
· What would your colleagues or administrators say are the benefits?  
· What would his/her community partners say are the benefits?
· What have you observed to be some of the challenges in doing this type of work? How have your colleagues addressed or managed those challenges? 

Perceptions of Community-Based Learning and Research
· How is his/her work with the community (in teaching or research) viewed by:
· Colleagues in your department?
· Other faculty and/or administrators on campus?
· Community members?
· How would you describe the “town-gown” relationship between Rhodes College and the community?

Institutional Support for the Scholarship of Application or Engagement
· What incentives are there at your college for doing community-based work?
· What obstacles are there at your college for doing community-based work?
· Do you see community-based research and community-based learning as more complementary or contradictory to one another? Explain… 
· Do your colleagues view community work as an enhancement to or distraction from professional obligations as a teacher and scholar? Explain… 
· Are there role models at Rhodes College for community-based research or scholarship? Please discuss whether and how they provided guidance.

Evaluating Scholarship of Application/Engagement and Community-Based Learning
· How do you evaluate the success of your colleague’s community-based project(s)?
· What standards do you think should be used to assess the quality of community-based learning or community-based scholarship? 
· Do you think the standards for community-based scholarship should be similar to or different from the standards used to assess other kids of scholarship? Explain…
· What standards do you think your colleagues would apply to judging the quality of community-based learning or community-based scholarship? 

Influence of Community Work
· Have community relationships:
· Led to other partnership projects?
· Led to other scholarly activities?
· Influenced your colleague’s scholarly agenda?
· Influenced your scholarly agenda?
· Has community work affected change in policies and/or practices of your department or institution? How?
· Do you think of community-based teaching or research as
· Related and integrated to other [teaching, research, service] roles? Or
· Unrelated and separate from other [teaching, research, service] roles? Please explain…
· Yourself
Institutional Values
· Describe the relative importance of teaching, research and service as you understand them for 
· Rhodes College
· Your department
· Yourself
· What forms or products of scholarship for faculty are most valued by your department and/or institution?
· What forms or products of scholarship are least valued?
· Do these values differ from yours? From your discipline’s? 
· How important is it for faculty at your institution to be productive researchers, and why?
· If a junior faculty member came to you and wanted to do community-based work, what advice would you give? 
· Is collaborative scholarly work supported at your college (team teaching, collaborative scholarship, interdisciplinary teaching and research)?
· What changes or trends have you witnessed in these priorities during the last decade? Are these changes for the better or worse? 
· What other changes or trends have you witnessed at Rhodes in the last decade? 
· What additional thoughts do you have about the relationship between Rhodes and the community and about faculty scholarship or research in the community in particular? 



THANK YOU!!
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Interview Protocol – Community Partners

Background Information
· With what organization do you work? 
· What is your role/title? 
· How long have you been with this organization? 
· How long have you served in your current role? 
· What is your educational and professional background? 

Community-Based Learning and Engaged Scholarship
· Please describe the nature and origins of your partnership with __________[faculty member]. What is the project, how did it begin?
· How and why did you decide to do community-based learning or research projects with Rhodes College or with __________ [faculty partner]?
· What do you see as the purposes of involving students in community-based learning projects?
· What do you see as the purposes of your particular community-based research project(s)?

Language used to Describe Community-Based Learning and Research
· What are the terms you use to describe:
· Student learning in the community?
· Faculty research in the community?
· What terms do others in the community use? Why?
· Are you familiar with the Community-Integrative Education Working Group at Rhodes? 
· Do you perceive any differences in the intent behind these and other terms (if any difference)? What?

Benefits of Participation
· What would you say have been the benefits of the community-based research or learning project(s)?
· (e.g. How has it helped fulfill your organization’s mission, helped you identify grants or funding, etc..?)
· What would your faculty partner say have been the benefits?
· What would other Rhodes College faculty or administrators say are the benefits?
· What have been some of the challenges in doing this type of work? How have you and your faculty partner addressed or managed these challenges? 

Perceptions of Community-Based Learning and Research
· Describe the students who participate in your community-based learning course(s) or community-based research project(s): which students do well and which do not do well in them? Explain…
· How is your work viewed by:
· Your colleagues or your board?
· Other faculty and/or administrators at Rhodes College?
· Community members?
· How would you describe the “town-gown” relationship, between RhodesCollege and the community?
· What matters most to Rhodes College in its relationship with you and other members of the community?
· What do you most value in the relationship with _________[faculty member] and/or Rhodes College? What you like to see improved?

Institutional Support for the Scholarship of Application or Engagement
· Have you produce any publicly observable scholarly work based on your community partnerships, such as a publication in a disciplinary journal, presentation at a conference, a website, a video recording, and the like?  Why did you decide to do this, or why not?
· Have you co-presented the results or co-authored a paper with your faculty partners?
· Do you receive appropriate acknowledgement and credit?
· Do you receive copies of student or faculty work?
· What incentives are you aware of at Rhodes College for doing community-based work?
· What obstacles are you aware of at Rhodes College for doing community-based work?
· Do you see community-based research and community-based learning as more complementary or contradictory to one another? Explain… 
· Do your faculty partners view your community work as enhancing their work as teachers as researchers, or do they view work with you as a distraction? Explain …
· Did you/do you have other faculty partners? Please discuss your work with them, or speculate on why you do not have other partners.

Evaluating Scholarship of Application/Engagement and Community-Based Learning
· How do you evaluate the success of your community-based projects (either research or learning)?
· What standards do you think should be used to assess the quality of community-based learning? What standards to you think should be used to assess the quality of community-based scholarship? 
· What standards do you think others in the community would apply for judging the quality of community-based learning or community-based scholarship? Other faculty at Rhodes? 
· Does ___________ [faculty member] value the knowledge and experience you bring to the partnership? In what ways?

Influence of Community Work
· How has your partnership with _____ [faculty member] brought about change: 
· In your organization? 
· In the community?
· In policies and/or practices of Rhodes College?
· Has your work with ____________[faculty member] led to other partnership projects? If yes, please describe them and how this happened; if no, please speculate as to why not.

Institutional Values
· Describe the relative importance of teaching, research and service as you understand them for
· Rhodes College
· _____________[faculty partner]
· What does Rhodes College value as student outcomes after graduation? How do you know this?
· Does Rhodes College value you or your organization’s knowledge and experience? Explain…  
· What additional thoughts do you have about the relationship between Rhodes and the community and about faculty scholarship or research in the community in particular? 


THANK YOU!!







Appendix 8: Analytic Matrix Used for Interview Analysis
	Interview Subject: 
Description of Community-based Projects, if appropriate: 

	Evidence

	Constructs
	Theme
	Theme
	Theme
	Key Quotes
	Documents/ Observations


	Institutional and Departmental Priorities
· Institutional Mission
· Resources
· Institutional Norms 
· Departmental Norms  
	
	
	
	
	

	Formal and Informal Statements of Promotion and Tenure
· P&T guidelines
· Performance Expectations (Teaching, Research, Service)
· Evaluation of scholarship
	
	
	
	
	

	Disciplinary/Professional Values
· Professional Autonomy
· Local/Cosmopolitan Orientation
· Purposes of scholarship
	
	
	
	
	

	Personal Priorities and Interests
· Motivation
· Goals
· Experience
· Values
· Capability Beliefs
· Epistemology
	
	
	
	
	

	Available Time and Resources
· Time
· Resources
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