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I wish to invite you to join with me in reflecting on Ernest Boyer’s Scholarship
Reconsidered. This book has profoundly affected contemporary thought about the role and
nature of universities, as it also gave rise to the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning. 2010
marks the twentieth anniversary of its publication. Hence it is apposite, given the passage of
time and subsequent developments in higher education, that we reconsider the model of
scholarship which Boyer propounded in Scholarship Reconsidered, and its implications today
for the intellectual life and social engagement of the academy.

1. E.L. Boyer
The noted American educator, Ernest Leroy Boyer, was born on 13 September 1928, in
Dayton, Ohio. His father, Clarence, managed a wholesale book business, while his
grandfather, William, had served as head of the Dayton Mission of the Church.
Boyer’s connection with higher education began when he attended Messiah College, a
liberal arts institution connected with the Brethren in Christ church. There he met Kathryn
Tyson, his future wife with whom he would have four children. Messiah was to benefit in
subsequent years from Boyer’s contributions as chairman and as a member of the board of
trustees, but after two years there as an undergraduate he transferred and graduated from
Greenville College. He went on to graduate studies at the Ohio State University, and earned
his masters and doctoral degrees in speech pathology and audiology, in 1955 and 1957
respectively, from the University of Southern California. He was a post-doctoral member in
medical audiology at the University of Iowa Hospital. After brief teaching and administrative
posts at three Californian universities, Boyer made the choice to devote his career to
educational administration.
His first major posting came in 1965, when he was appointed as the executive dean of the
State University of New York (SUNY). He became chancellor of the institution five years
later.
In his seven-year term, he founded the Empire State College at Saratoga Springs and four other locations
as non-campus SUNY schools in which adults could study for degrees without attending classes. He also
set up an experimental three-year Bachelor of Arts program; established a new rank, Distinguished
Teaching Professor, to reward faculty members of educational distinction as well as research, and
established one of the first student-exchange programs with the Soviet Union.2

He also initiated equal opportunity centers for the minority students. Boyer’s time at SUNY
was characterized by establishing a dialogue between the campuses and a focus on
cooperation and community
In 1977, Boyer left SUNY to become, at the invitation of President Jimmy Carter, the U.S.
Commissioner of Education. He had previously served on commissions to advise Presidents
Nixon and Ford. As Commissioner, Boyer
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vowed to give priority to basic education, skills, and educational reform. During his tenure, Boyer
created a service-learning program enabling students to get hands-on experience in their communities.
He also became increasingly aware of the troubles of Native American education systems, and set up
programs and conducted studies on the improvement of the Native American school system. In addition
to helping the nation's less-privileged students, Dr. Boyer also managed to increase federal funds for
education by 40 percent over three years.3

In late 1979, Boyer became president of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching. In this position he gave attention to education at every level, including the earliest
years of a child’s education. He expanded the Carnegie Foundation to include public
education, and was particularly concerned about the American high school and its
relationship with higher education. A major accomplishment was to create a dialogue
between teachers and administrators about teaching methods and programs. In addition, his
lasting legacy includes several reports he authored that helped to change the face of
education. He served the Foundation from 1979 to his death from cancer on 8 December
1995. During his career he received a number of U.S. and international awards. He received
also a 140 honorary doctorates—believed to be a world record.4
Boyer authored or co-authored nine major studies, and numerous speeches and papers. Of
particular note are High School: A Report on Secondary Education in America (1983);
College: The Undergraduate Experience in America (1987); Ready to Learn: A Mandate for
the Nation (1991), in which he analyses early childhood education, and which led to
educational television programs such as ‘Sesame Street’, and the Ready to Learn Act of
1994; as well as Scholarship Reconsidered: Priorities of the Professoriate, the work with
which we are particularly concerned in this presentation.
In addition to his infectious optimism about the capacity of education to help people reach
their potential, Boyer’s approach to educational issues was informed particularly by two
ideas, namely service and connectedness.
That Boyer placed a premium on practical action and service that benefited others can be
attributed to his upbringing and personal convictions as a member of the Brethren in Christ
denomination. In particular, he was greatly influenced by the example of his grandfather;
Grandpa Boyer, he wrote, “spent . . . forty years running a city mission, working for the poor, meeting
the needs of those who had been pathetically neglected, teaching them.” He exemplified Christian living
and, Boyer added, “he taught me, as I observed his life, that to be truly human one must serve.”5

Describing Boyer as a ‘practical pietist’, Jacobsen notes that his view of service was
expansive, embracing all manner of people regardless of their creeds, cultures or convictions.
…the tragedies that bothered Boyer most were instances of potential denied rather than of mere pain
endured. In speech after speech [he] would quote the poet Vachel Lindsay:
It is the world’s one crime its babes grow dull,
Not that they starve, but starve so dreamlessly,
Not that they sow, but that they seldom reap,
Not that they serve, but have no gods to serve,
Not that they die, but that they die like sheep.
Boyer would continue saying: “The tragedy is not death. The tragedy is to die with commitments
undefined, convictions undeclared, and service unfulfilled.” 6

In Scholarship Reconsidered, Boyer’s profound conviction about service finds expression in
his support for the recognition and reward of the service activities of academics, within and
beyond institutional confines. He noted that “many academics are…drawn to the profession
3
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precisely because of their love for teaching or for service—even for making the world a
better place…” 7
Further, he maintained that it was “crucially important to the health of our communities,
the nation, and the academy for scholars to use the knowledge in their fields to benefit society
and that universities and their graduates must connect with the concerns and challenges faced
by the wider community.”8 Indeed, the failure of the academy to adequately engage with
contemporary society is a major concern in Scholarship Reconsidered. As he saw it, the
challenge facing the colleges and universities of America, as elsewhere, was whether they
could, “with all the richness of their resources, be of greater service to the nation and the
world?”9
The other feature informing Boyer’s approach is the idea of connectedness. Boyer’s
Carnegie colleague, Dale Coye, notes that Boyer’s 1987 report, College: The Undergraduate
Experience in America, was especially concerned with the disconnects in American higher
education:
There he traced the cause of many of higher education's problems to the fragmented nature of the college
experience…Boyer found there were often inadequate connections between what high school students
were taught and what colleges expected, between the academic and social lives of students, between the
campus and the outside world…Amid the atomized world of electives, distribution requirements, and
departments, there were few unifying experiences and little sense that the whole could be greater than the
sum of the parts.10

The 1987 report foreshadowed Boyer’s holistic approach in his 1990 report, Scholarship
Reconsidered: Priorities of the Professoriate, on the one hand, by developing a multifaceted
view of scholarship and, on the other, by seeking to better integrate scholarship with society.
Connectedness would underpin his discussion of issues such as: an equality of recognition
afforded to academic research, teaching and service; the scholarship of integration; and the
connection of academic knowledge with the needs of the community.

2. Scholarship Reconsidered
Scholarship Reconsidered is based on the findings of a 1989 Carnegie Foundation survey that
garnered over five thousand responses from academics in the USA,11 and in Boyer’s hands
this report became a manifesto to reinvigorate American higher education by providing “a
more creative view of the professoriate.”12 Its central theme, as stated by Boyer, is the issue
of “what it means to be a scholar.” “The time has come,” he declared,
…to step back and reflect on the variety of functions academics are expected to perform. It's time to ask
how priorities of the professoriate relate to the faculty reward system, as well as to the missions of
America's higher learning institutions. Such an inquiry into the work of faculty is essential if students are
to be well served, if the creativity of all faculty is to be fully tapped, and if the goals of every college and
university are to be appropriately defined.13

Scholarship Reconsidered commences by noting that historically, American higher
education had seen its mission in terms of social service, discharged variously: in the colonial
period by “preparing new generations for civic and religious leadership;”14 then in the midnineteenth century by developing practical nation-building skills, stimulated by the Land
Grant College Act of 1862; and then at the start of the twentieth century, by distinguishing
7
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service as a core mission of the university with the goal “not only to serve society, but
reshape it.”15
At the same time, in the wake of the Enlightenment, the natural sciences gradually gained
prominence in the academy, and engendered a growing emphasis on research and new
patterns of graduate education. This emphasis received enormous impetus in the 1940s, when
U.S. universities were enlisted in the national defense. With the establishment of the Office
of Scientific Research and Development, “Academics flocked to Washington to staff the new
agencies and federal research grants began to flow.”16 This circumstance, plus the optimism
of the post-war generation in the ability of ‘science’ to secure continued progress and
prosperity, gave to academic research a hitherto unimagined prestige and boundless funding.
Subsequently, over the second half of the twentieth century, the view came to dominate that
“to be a scholar is to be a researcher—and publication is the primary yardstick by which
scholarly productivity is measured.”17
The upshot of this for the modern academy, was that as research gained in prominence
academic reward and recognition became increasingly linked to research performance and
outputs. At the same time teaching loads were steadily increasing. In the American context,
this was engendered first by the GI Bill, and then by the social aspirations of the Baby
Boomer generation, as also by the burgeoning of new technologies and fields of knowledge.
By the 1980s and 90s, the so-called massification of higher education, saw student numbers
in many parts of the world increase exponentially—a trend which continues to the present.
These factors conspired to exacerbate the imbalance between teaching and research. Boyer
found strong evidence not only that teaching was perceived by faculty to be undervalued, but
also “that many professors feel ambivalent about their roles. This conflict of academic
functions,” he observed, “demoralizes the professoriate, erodes the vitality of the institution,
and cannot help but have a negative impact on students.”18
Moreover, due in part to the factors just mentioned, the academy had largely disengaged
with society. There were research agenda and partnerships of sorts with industry and
government, but generally universities had ceased being leaders in social change, or in
exercising the levels of service that had once prevailed.19 At the same time, the social,
economic and environmental concerns had not abated, but instead in many instances had
become truly global. The academy, then, needed to discover an internal imperative to
reengage with society. “There is”, Boyer stated, “a deepening conviction that the role of higher
education, as well as the priorities of the professoriate, must be redefined to reflect new
realities.”20
15
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Boyer’s remedy was to offer the academy an expanded understanding of scholarship; one
that would holistically combine and reinforce research, teaching and service in the life of the
academy. They key to his approach, as Nicholls observes, was the thesis that “academics are
first, foremost, and perhaps exclusively, scholars,” and consequently to see “scholarship as
subsuming all the traditional roles of an academic.”21 Accordingly, Boyer proposed four
domains of scholarship: namely discovery, integration, application and teaching. These
domains “divide intellectual functions that are tied inseparably to each other”, while together
“they dynamically interact, formatting an independent whole.”22

3. The Four Scholarships
Before examining Boyer’s four scholarships, two observations are in order. First, Boyer
broke new ground by treating teaching as a type of scholarship. Whatever may be thought of
the validity of his categorization, it marked an enormous shift in perspective from the then
commonplace view, namely that teaching is a preliminary stage to ‘real’ scholarship,
meaning ‘research’, as it was a shift away from the redundant concept (though one still
sometimes voiced), that teaching is a self-contained vocation somehow splendidly isolated
from the general concerns of scholarship.23 With the identification of teaching as scholarship,
Boyer effectively paved the way for teaching to receive due institutional reward and
recognition and, equally as important, gave rise to the Scholarship of Teaching, or
Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL), as an integral developmental and critical
activity within universities worldwide.
Second, as Elton observes, the idea “that scholarship should underpin all the activities of
universities” owes as much if not more to Humboldt than to Boyer.”24 However, in
Humbolt’s thought, Wissensshaft denoted a fundamental dichotomy between the university
and the school, namely that the university “treats scholarship always ‘in terms of not yet
completely solved problems, whether in research or teaching, while school is concerned
essentially with agreed and accepted knowledge.’”25 The point to be noted, is that on the
Humboltian view, academic scholarship critically advances and extends knowledge through
‘problematization’. Boyer falls short of saying this in so many words. Thus, for instance,
wherever critical approaches are mentioned explicitly in Scholarship Reconsidered, criticism
is a function assumed rather than analyzed.26 But if Scholarship Reconsidered tends in its
21
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treatment of scholarship to more descriptive than analytical, there is no doubt that it resonated
deeply with the academy of the late twentieth century by furnishing a “vocabulary for
discussion of the intellectual life of academe.”27
While I am tempted at this point to launch into a discussion of the nature of scholarship,
and the intellectual, disciplinary, social and cultural difficulties and implications of
attempting to define the notion of scholarship,28 we must allow Boyer’s approach to hold
center-stage. So now let us consider briefly in turn the four domains of scholarship that he
propounded.
(1) Discovery
The scholarship of discovery, “comes closest to what is meant when academics speak of
‘research’”. It speaks of “the commitment to knowledge for its own sake, to freedom of
inquiry and to following, in a disciplined fashion, an investigation wherever it may lead.”
Generally, discovery “contributes not only to the stock of human knowledge but also to the
intellectual climate of a college or university.”29 On this analysis, discovery is predicated
upon the intrinsic value of all knowledge. It is disciplined in its methods of inquiry. It is
communal, inasmuch as it contributes to, and draws upon, the expertise and experience of a
learned community. Motivated by the intrinsic worth of acquiring knowledge for its own
sake, discovery is highly engaged: “Not just the outcomes, but the process, and especially the
passion, give meaning to the effort.”30
(2) Integration
The scholarship of integration gives “meaning to isolated facts”. Discovery necessitates a
further step in scholarship, namely that of making connections by putting facts “into
perspective”, in ways that illuminate and reveal their significance.31 This activity can be
described variously as contextualization, organization, or synthesis. Through integration
knowledge grows by making new connections and these connections in turn open doors to
hitherto unconsidered fields of inquiry. Integration includes interpretation, which Boyer
describes as the analytical task of “fitting one’s own research—or the research of others—
into larger intellectual patterns” Whereas discovery asks, “’What is to be known, what is yet
to be found?’”, integration asks, “’What do the findings mean?’”32 And Boyer adds, questions
such as these “have a legitimacy of their own and if carefully pursued can lead the scholar
from information to knowledge and even, perhaps, to wisdom.”33
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Here Boyer argued the necessity for multi-disciplinary perspectives and cross-disciplinary
investigations. He believed that “Such work is, in fact, increasingly important,” as on the one
hand, “traditional disciplinary categories prove confining, forcing new topologies of
knowledge,” while on the other, “specialization, without broader perspective, risks
pedantry.”34
Underlying Boyer’s scholarship of integration, we can discern his conviction that
“connectedness was a fundamental fact of life;” a condition that “applied to reality in general
and to human existence in particular.”35 Jacobsen relates that Boyer’s favorite comment on
connectedness was that ‘The connectedness of things is what the educator contemplates to the
limit of his [or her] capacity.’”36 Therefore, it comes as no surprise that in articulating the
scholarship of integration he explains it not simply as a way to expand and appropriate
knowledge, but as an avenue to wisdom.
(3) Application
The scholarship of application is concerned with making academic scholarship relevant to
the wider social context then the knowledge of the academy requires to be applied
responsibly to consequential problems. This scholarship naturally embraces areas such as the
applied sciences and vocational training, but extends to embrace the entire intellectual
enterprise of the academy. Accordingly, Boyer connects the scholarship of application to
academic service, but with the qualification that service activities are considered scholarship
when “tied directly to one’s special field of knowledge and relate to, and flow directly out of,
this professional activity.”37
Boyer remarked that “the term itself may be misleading if it suggests that knowledge is
first ‘discovered’ and then ‘applied.’ The process we have in mind is far more dynamic.”38
What he had in mind is the intersection between the interests of scholarship and those of
society, and an application of knowledge stimulated by both. Indeed, Boyer envisaged the
academy not only responding to social problems, but also allowing those problems to define
an agenda for engaged scholarship.39
If the scholarship of integration reflects Boyer’s concern with connectedness, then the
scholarship of application manifestly draws on his fundamental belief in the virtues of
service. Yet notwithstanding that “New intellectual understandings can arise out of the very
act of application”, or that that a scholarship which “both applies and contributes to human
knowledge is particularly needed in a world in which huge, almost intractable problems call
for the skills and insights only the academy can provide,”40 it must be recognized that the
application which Boyer advocates is not without potential risk to the intellectual program
and independence of the academy.41
(4) Teaching
Notwithstanding the profound impact of Boyer’s classification of a scholarship of teaching, it
remains that in Scholarship Reconsidered he sketched only a faint outline of what the concept
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means and its implications.42 He believes teaching can be defined as scholarship because
“teaching both educates and entices future scholars” (p. 23), and because teachers bring the
depth of their disciplinary knowledge (p. 20) to the task of transforming and extending
knowledge, in ways that encourage “students to be critical, creative thinkers, with the
capacity to go on learning...” (p. 24). Each of these statements is problematic. Teaching may
educate and entice future scholars, but only a minority of students go on to be scholars, and
teaching is actually concerned with the totality of knowledge acquisition and student learning
in its most expansive sense. In any case, the intellectual appeal that may attract someone to
become a scholar is not the same thing as scholarship itself. Allowing that each discipline has
its own slant on the meaning of scholarship and distinctive approaches to teaching and
learning, it hardly follows that disciplinary scholarship creates a discrete scholarship of
teaching. Again, encouraging students to be critical, creative thinkers and lifelong learners
are fundamental goals of the academy, but do not, in and of themselves, establish teaching as
a scholarship. In short, the language is inadequate, leading some to doubt whether
Scholarship of Teaching proponents even understand scholarship (Andresen), as also to the
subsequent fragmentation of the concept.
However, a closer examination of Scholarship Reconsidered will assist to better unpack
what Boyer meant by classifying teaching as scholarship. As one goes through the work it is
apparent Boyer believed that academic teaching required adopting and developing scholarly
methods and approaches to achieve its goals. Thus he speaks of the requirement that teachers
engage in critical reflection, are adequately prepared, and gather and analyze evidence of
student learning. He rejects transference theories of teaching, and advocates the collaborative
dynamic of teacher and student both as learners; this being the significance of his oft cited
quotation from Aristotle: “Teaching is the highest form of understanding” (p. 23). Further, he
discusses approaches to the engagement of students as active learners, and he recognizes the
inculcation of critical approaches and attitudes as a function of learning in higher education.
Taken together, these concepts may provide the basis for constructing a scholarship of
teaching, or at least for the admission that teaching is a scholarly activity.
Further, it must be remembered that in Boyer’s view teaching—i.e. the act of teaching—
comprises a scholarship that is integrated with the scholarships of discovery, integration and
application. Hence when Boyer says that “inspired teaching keeps the flame of scholarship
alive,” we may understand him to mean that the knowledge and passion which the teacher
brings to facilitating the learning of a subject is an initial step towards the discovery of
knowledge. Teaching and learning not only promotes and enables, but is a part of the
scholarship of discovery. Accordingly, teaching is an incredible privilege, for teachers deal in
the wonder of knowledge and its discovery. But with the wonder come real intellectual
challenges, as authentic teaching acts to take students from the state of not knowing to
actively learning and to going on learning. This development requires a pedagogical content
knowledge, a scholarship, which has the capacity “to represent a subject in ways that
transcend the split between intellectual substance and teaching process” (Nicholls: 32).
Teaching connects with the scholarship of integration by facilitating the transformation
and extension of knowledge, through preparing students to become critical thinkers who are
able to connect and synthesize knowledge in its multifarious forms. Teaching brings to the
integration of knowledge a distinctive synoptic character through its ability to draw strands
together. Moreover, the scholarship of teaching is equipped to develop cross-disciplinary
approaches and new paradigms of multi-disciplinarity. This was an urgent desideratum Boyer
believed, because “even as the categories of human knowledge have become more and more
discreet, the need for interdisciplinary insight” and broader perspectives, “has increased.” In
42
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this respect he was particularly influenced by an earlier champion of academic teaching,
Cardinal John Newman, who in his seminal work, The Idea of a University, “argued that
professional study should be located in a university precisely because such a setting would, in
fact, work against narrowness of vision. It is in the university, Newman said, where students
can take ‘a survey of all knowledge,’ and acquire ‘a special illumination and largeness of
mind.’
Teaching facilitates the scholarship of application. As Boyer notes, “future scholars should
be asked to think about the usefulness of knowledge, to reflect on the social consequences of
their work, and in so doing gain understanding of how their own study relates to the world
beyond the campus.” To this we may add that the Scholarship of Teaching has established
that adults learn better by doing: and applied approaches such as problem-based, practicebased and service learning strategies are now familiar features of the teaching and learning
framework in numerous universities. Such approaches not only enable students to better
synthesize knowledge for themselves, but better prepare them for the practical demands of
the workplace, and in the case of service learning create an ethical basis for learning.43
Had Boyer lived longer he may have better synthesized his thought on the Scholarship of
Teaching. As it was, a great service was done by his Carnegie colleagues who in the 1997
follow-up work, Scholarship Assessed, supplied a lacuna in Boyer’s discussion, by
identifying a set of standards by which scholarship in general and the scholarship of teaching
in particular might be validated. The standards identified are: clear goals, adequate
preparation, appropriate methods, significant results, effective presentation, and reflective
critique. The Scholarship of Teaching evolved, and today there are competing interpretations:
does the term properly refer to research about teaching, to bringing scholarly perspectives
(disciplinary and pedagogic) to teaching, or as Boyer originally propounded, the act of
teaching itself?
Whatever the debates, there is no question that Boyer set in train a movement that has
enhanced the status, reward and recognition of teaching, that has reinvigorated thinking about
the role of the modern university, that has provided an evidentiary base for university
teaching and learning, and most importantly that has developed methods and approaches
which have markedly improved the student experience and learning outcomes. Boyer would,
I think, be gratified, especially by the knowledge that through his devotion to the ideals of
scholarship, connectedness, and the service of others, the academy now ought to have a much
better grasp of its humane mission.
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Questions for Audience – arising from SOTL
1. Academic development (developing university teachers in T&L)
“If teaching is as important as research, and research into teaching is as important as research
in the disciplines, then we should demand a preparation for SoTL equivalent but not
necessarily equal to the kind of preparation required for disciplinary research." (Elton 2009:
250).
"The traditional view, although not always expressed so blatantly, was that one improved in
teaching through imitation of role models – one taught, as one had been taught by academics
that taught, as they had been taught, by
. . . , an apostolic succession, going back to the middle ages.” (Elton 2009: 256 -257)
Strategies: Induction (means scaffolding with clear T&L framework, assessment policies,
Graduate Qualities) – ongoing developmental activities (PBL approaches very fruitful),
institutional support (time, people, money, culture of SOTL), awards, grants, grad certs.
2. Teaching- Research nexus
“Arguably the most regrettable feature of the dichotomy between research and teaching is
that it has led to a skewed value system of by now long standing, with research being
considered significantly more prestigious than teaching. In contrast, SoTL aims to achieve –
in the service of scholarship – not only a unity between the practice of teaching and learning
and research into teaching and learning, but an overall unity of teaching and research, i.e.
disciplinary as well as generic teaching and learning, together with disciplinary research and
research into teaching and learning: all in the service of scholarship (Wissenschaft). It is this
originally Humboldtian approach to the work of universities which is – or should be –
fundamental to SoTL” (Elton 2009: 248).
The nexus raises question of what is “research”? E.g. "An interesting example arose in the
discussion of artistic areas, such as architecture and music. In these fields the issue of what is
'research' can give rise to considerable debate within and beyond the discipline. For example,
although a wide range of fields in the arts and sciences may contribute to 'research' in such
areas, a major feature of 'research' in such disciplines involves artistic creation.” (Neumann
1993:102)
“There are many ways in which the University of Melbourne’s research activity and research
culture permeate teaching and learning. According to particular contexts, academic staff build
the teaching research nexus through approaches that include:
§ drawing on personal research in designing and teaching courses;
§ placing the latest research in the field within its historical context in classroom teaching;
§ designing learning activities around contemporary research issues;
§ teaching research methods, techniques and skills explicitly within subjects;
§ building small-scale research activities into undergraduate assignments;
§ involving students in departmental research projects;
10

§ encouraging students to feel part of the research culture of departments;
§ infusing teaching with the values of researchers; and
§ conducting and drawing on research into student learning to make evidence-based decisions
about teaching.
Each of these approaches is discussed in some detail on the following pages. In the main part,
the discussion examines how research informs teaching and does not consider how teaching
might inform research — which it can in many disciplines. For example, academics have
been known to report that being asked to teach a subject in a new area has opened up
unexpected lines of inquiry that have led to fruitful new research agendas.” (Baldwin 2005:
4).
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