Teaching as a Scholarly Act

movement that K. Patricia Cross labeled
“Taking Teaching Seriously” is spreading
throughout the country. Campus after
campus is reexamining its commitment
to teaching and beginning to explore ways that
teaching might be rewarded and improved.

This movement is in part a response to
important changes in public attitudes toward
higher education. Students and parents, faced
with the escalating costs of college attendance,
are asking new and demanding questions about
the value of undergraduate education. State poli-
cymakers are not only facing unrelenting bud-
getary demands; they are learning, through their
involvement in the reform of schools, about
“active learning” and other effective practices and
wondering why colleges don't practice these too.
In short, the heat is on.

But the new seriousness about teaching is
also propelled from within academe. It is driven
not only by presidents and trustees who want to
reposition their campuses as teaching institutions
but by faculty who care deeply about teaching
and sense a new legitimacy for their concerns in
the emerging interest in undergraduate reform.

For both external and internal reasons, then,
we see this as an opportune moment to consider
the role of teaching in higher education. But how
will that opportunity unfold? How deep will this
reexamination go? Will campuses simply make
cosmetic changes and issue empty proclamations?
Or will they reexamine such basic academic prac-
tices as the grounds for hiring and promoting
faculty?

We believe that many campuses are indeed
grappling with fundamental issues of practice,
especially that lurking academic octopus, “the
reward system.” Moreover, there have now
emerged some fresh perspectives from which
these slippery old issues can be tackled. Two of
these new perspectives are especially pertinent

to the teaching portfolio.

The first new perspective is contained in
Scholarship Reconsidered, a report issued in 1990
by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement
of Teaching. In this report, Ernest Boyer argues
that it is time to reformulate the tired debate
about teaching versus research. Boyer argues that
the categories of teaching, research, and service
have become too segregated. Instead, we should
begin with the premise that all faculty, whatever
type of institution they might be working in, are
scholars. Then we should consider the various
ways in which their scholarship is expressed.
Drawing on a formulation of scholarly roles devel-
oped by Eugene Rice (now provost at Antioch Col-
lege), Boyer makes a case for thinking of faculty
work in terms of four, overlapping functions: the
scholarship of discovery (as in specialized
research); the scholarship of integration (as in
writing a textbook); the scholarship of applica-
tion (as in consulting); and the scholarship of
teaching.

This last category is, we think, particularly
hard to grasp. What does it mean to talk about
“the scholarship of teaching™ At bottom, the con-
cept entails a view that teaching, like other schol-
arly activities (whether by Boyer’s labels or by the
more traditional ones of research, service, and
teaching) relies on a base of expertise, a “scholarly
knowing” that needs to and can be identified,
made public, and evaluated; a scholarship that
faculty themselves must be responsible for mon-
itoring. That's a task, we'll argue in the pages that
follow, that the teaching portfolio is distinctly
suited to.

The second new perspective that bears on
the teaching portfolio can be found in the stream
of research authored and sponsored by Lee Shul-
man, professor of education and psychology at
Stanford University. As we described in the Fore-
word, whereas the Carnegie report asserts that







