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Despite the precipitous increase of non-tenure track faculty appointments, promotion and tenure
continues to operate as a central “motivational und cultural force in the academic lives™ of many
faculty (O’Meara, 20114, p. 162). As a part of larger reward systems, promotion and tenure
reflects institutional values, aspirations, privileges and power structures. Virtually every campus
enacting serious change with regard to curriculum, technology, globalization, learning, or
retention, must also face the implications for promotion and tenure. Faculty want (v and should
be recognized and rewarded for their efforts and many express frustration that promotion and
tenure systems have not caught up with institutional priorities, changes in the dynamic nature of
scholarship, or the aspirations of the emerging guard of academic citizens (Eatman, 2012). It
often escapes those who complain, however, that the power to change promotion and tenurc
policy rests to a great degree with the faculty.

In 2010 we began collaborating with campus teams interested in reforming promotion and tenure
guidelines at their institutions to define, assess, document, and reward engaged scholarship, Our
organizing vehicle has been a full-day Faculty Rewards Institute at the annual Eastern Region
Campus Compact Conference. To date we have hosted 41 campus teams including 116
individual participants. We designed this experience as a “knowledge- and tool-sharing network”
(Bryk, Gomez & Grunow, 2010), and as a way to enhance collective “critical ageney” (Kiyaina,
Lee & Rhoads, 2012) around campus reform in faculty roles and rewards, with particular
attention to how current promotion and tenure policies maintain language and guidelines that can
exclude diverse scholarship and diverse faculty (O’Meara, 2014; Sturm, Eatman, Saltmarsh &
Bush, 2011),

The purpose of this article is three-fold. First, we share the process we are using to engage
campus teams and individuals in diagnosing what is wrong within the promotion and tenure
system, what they want to change, and how to make that change. Second, we share a template for
studying and reforming promotion and tenure policies to better reward engaged scholarship. This
template includes examples of policy language that illustrates each area for reform. Third, we
offer an invitation to campus leaders working on these issues to join our knowledge-sharing
network by contributing revised guidelines to a new Promotion and Tenure Policy reform
repository hosted by New Jersey Campus Compact.

Our Process: Knowledge and Tool-Sharing, Peer Networks, and Critical Agency

Social network analysis has shown that “relationships within a system matter to enacting
change” (Daly, 2010, p. 2). We have found this most true in our efforts to support promotion and
tenure reform. In the next section of this article we provide policy language examples that could
be used by any campus team whether or not they participate in our Faculty Rewards Institute.
For the purposes of this article, we have limited the number of examples, however the authors
are glad to provide more upon request. The policies themselves offer a concrete form of



knowledge-sharing; however, we found greater value added. Campus teams gathered physically
together for work facilitated a deeper level of knowledge-sharing and critical agency.

Campus teams applied and were selected to participate in the Faculty Reward Institute. The ideal
team composition included faculty and administrators, often at the request of a dean or provost
who was interested in working with them to initiate promotion and tenure reform. In some cases
the team was focused on department promotion and tenure guidelines, and in others, college or
university policies. In some cases individuals were sent by a campus to explore options for
revision of faculty roles and rewards. Before the institute we gathered information from each
team or individual regarding the kinds of reform they were most interested in. We came together
and provided each of these campus teams with an overview of the key challenges engaged
scholars face, and how engaged scholarship fits in the larger landscape of higher education
policy reform (i.e. funding agencies, graduate education, and reform in promotion and tenure).
This overview was informed by research we have conducted, as well as visits we have made over
the last decade to at least 200 institutions providing support for engaged scholars and efforts to
reform promotion and tenure policy.

Perhaps not surprisingly we have come to understand revisions to promotion and tenure
processes as part of a larger effort toward inclusive excellence within colleges and universities.
That is, we understand ways in which organizing practices, such as promotion and tenure, serve
to privilege some groups and exclude others. For example, when engaged scholars are told they
can only publish in certain disciplinary journals and those journals do not publish engaged work,
a form of structural inequality has been set up disadvantaging those scholars. Sturm’s (2006)
work on the architecture of inclusion reminds us that institutional mindfulness is needed to
identify and address these kinds of inequalities.

Although the focus of our efforts in this institute has been engaged scholarship and promotion
and tenure, there are other efforts underway, which the three of us have also been involved in to
improve organizing practices (including promotion and tenure and others) in access and
opportunity for women and academic parents, faculty of color, faculty involved in
interdisciplinary, transdisciplinary and engaged scholarship, and for contingent and professional
track faculty. In others words, efforts to improve promotion and tenure for engaged scholars
improves work environments for all in many ways, and such reform is intimately connected to
other efforts to regard diverse scholarship, and diverse scholars.

Evaluations from the institute suggest that participants leave with a larger sense of their posture
in the movement of individuals pushing for more sophisticated approaches to the knowledge
making enterprises of higher education. This underscores the importance of the aforementioned
relationship dynamic as a key ingredient in change. The institute provided a space that in many
cases was not available on their campus to build on their strategic work.

A Template for Regarding Community Engaged Scholarship

We believe that any campus wishing to ameliorate promotion and tenure to honor engaged
scholarship should consider changes in at least 5 categories:

1. Valuing, Defining, Describing and Differentiating CES
2. Criteria for Evaluating CES



3. Documentation/Evidence
4. Peer Review
5. Impact
We have developed a template as a checklist for getting started.

Valuing, Defining, Describing and Differentiating CES

The first order of business for campuses that want to more appropriately regard community
engaged scholarship in promotion and tenure policies is to affirm that the campus values engaged
scholarship as part of their core mission. Following that affirmation it is important to articulate
the place engaged scholarship takes in the orbit of faculty work. Such language should answer
the question: What is engaged scholarship, how is it different than traditional scholarship or
community service? Why is it a part of what this campus values and rewards among its faculty?
The following excerpt shows how the University of Memphis answers these questions while

aligning closely with mission:
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After firmly stating engaged scholarship is a priority, and addressing the issue of definition, it is
prudent to consider the criteria that the campus will use to differentiate between engaged
scholarship and community service, and the quality of the engaged scholarship. Many campuses
have created some variation of Glassick et al’s (1997) rubric for judging the quality and impact
of community engaged scholarship (e.g. clear goals, adequate preparation, appropriate methods,



significant results, effective presentation, and reflective critique). Sometimes campuses focus on
three key criteria by which engaged scholarship, as well as other {forms of scholarship, will be
evaluated: peer review, impact, and significance. Policies might then provide examples of how to
apply each criterion. The following excerpt from UMB policy is instructive.
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Documentation/Evidence

One of the major challenges that engaged scholars face is how and where to “publish” their
scholarship. Not all community engaged scholarship results in peer-reviewed journal articles.
This is similar to the challenges faced by many artists whose performances and exhibitions
represent the manifestation of their major scholarly artifacts. As such, engaged scholars can
benefit from policy language that notes diverse dissemination mechanisms—and that there are a
range of acceptable scholarly products. In revised promotion and tenure guidelines potential
products of engaged scholarship are named and valued such as: reports and studies, workshops,
broadcasts, artistic and creative exhibits and performances, websites, and diagnostic services,
technical reports, and site plans to name a few.
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Peer Review

Another struggle faced by many engaged scholars is peer review. Often the best reviewers for
program and project impact operate outside of the university; many are not faculty members.
Campus teams should consider: Is the peer review process inclusive of community partners
and faculty with expertise in CES? Campus reform in this area includes identifying potential
reviewers and including both colleagues within the faculty member’s field who do CES and
community partner and public partners from outside academe. Policy language makes clear
how such reviewers will be chosen, and what they can review and evaluate.
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Impact

The question of whether or not local community impact is accorded the same credibility as
international, regional, and national impact is very important as it regards the issue of impact
which is always a major factor in evaluation of candidates for promotion and tenure. It is
important for language in promotion and tenure guidelines that articulate the value of local
partnership development and makes it clear that this impact is as important as international
impact and at all ranks. Because funding sources are often considered in more research
focused institutions and STEM disciplines, it is also helpful to note acceptance of multiple
funding sources as evidence of the impact of the work. Otherwise, faculty may be
disadvantaged for attracting more practice-oriented foundation grants rather than federal
government research funds,
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An Invitation

The Carnegie Classification for Community Engagement now requires campuses to show
evidence of reform in faculty roles and rewards to reward engaged scholarship to receive the
engaged institution designation. This is an important national effort that represents much
progress, and there are many campuses at some stage in the process of reconsidering faculty
roles and rewards. However, several persisting weaknesses characterize the movement and
pace of reform in faculty roles and rewards regarding community engaged scholarship
(O’Meara, 2011b). Research has demonstrated that even those campuses that are arguably



among the most community engaged have not accomplished much more than definitional and
valuing language in their guidelines (Saltmarsh et al, 2009, Saltmarsh et al, 2014). Most of
these policies did not take on the issue of peer review, impact, documentation or new
arrangements to support interdisciplinary and engaged scholars such as MOUs, There were
few or no statements valuing diversity, recognizing unconscious bias known to exist in the
evaluation of engaged scholarship and engaged scholars in the process of peer review
(O’Meara, 2014). Also, there can be a cynicism among administrators and faculty about how
hard it is to change the tenure system and whether it will really make a difference if they do—
either because of the increasing number of faculty hired as non-tenure track faculty or because
of the difficulty in assessing outcomes of promotion and tenure reform.

The latter point is in fact where we have fallen most short as a knowledge community.
Unfortunately it has not been possible for us to track policy changes made by all participants
post-Institute. Such information might help fuel the next generation of reform-minded
colleagues, and help identify new strategies being employed such as MOUs, merit review
criteria, portfolios, union negotiated contracts, and pathways for non-tenure track faculty.

We offer the following invitation to colleagues in the field. As part of the planning process for
the October, 2015 Eastern Region Campus Compact meeting in Newark, New Jersey; New
Jersey Campus Compact will manage a Promotion and Tenure Policy reform repository site.
Participants can post links to publicly available documents, as well as the documents
themselves that provide concrete examples of new ways of acknowledging engaged
scholarship. The site also acts as a listserv by engaging participants in discussions and posting
contributions to participants via email. Because we are interested in other areas of inclusion—
you will also find a place to post policies pertaining to work-life policies, policies regarding
valuing diversity work, policies rewarding interdisciplinary research, policies that remove
noise and bias from external review, policies that acknowledge excellence in teaching, and
policies that support full-time non-tenure track and contingent faculty. Each of these kinds of
reforms take one step further in restructuring academic reward systems to be more inclusive of
diverse faculty and diverse forms of scholarship.

The Promotion and Tenure policy repository is very simple. Participants are asked to post and
share publicly available documents, rather than working documents under campus discussion.
Anyone can join, and we want to include as many examples of revised guidelines as possible.
Here is the link to the Promotion and Tenure Policy Repository and discussion board:

NJCC’s Virtual HUB
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