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complex and difficult undertaking that fundamentally challenges the domi-
nant operating system of higher education. The shift has implications that are
broader than faculty research and scholarship; it has implications for how
knowledge is constructed and legitimated, how knowledge is organized in the
curriculum, how the curriculum is delivered through instruction, how knowl-
edge is created and shared, and the kind of institutional culture that supports
a change in all these educational dimensions. Because of this complexity, shift-
ing institutional identity so that community engagement is both deep and per-
vasive across the institution is a long and difficult process. It requires long-term
commitment, intentionality, and clear understanding of purpose and outcomes.

Evidence from the 2006 applications suggests that campuses intent on
encouraging community-engaged scholarship through institutional reward
policies should focus their attention in three areas:

» Clearly define the parameters of community-engaged scholarship as a pre-
cursor to creating clear and specific criteria for the kinds of evidence fac-
ulty need to provide to demonstrate community-engaged scholarship.

e Construct policies that reward community engagement across faculty
roles so that research activity will be integrated with teaching and service
as seamlessly connected scholarly activity.

» Operationalize the norms of reciprocity in criteria for evaluating com-
munity-engaged scholarship, reconceptualizing what is considered as a
“publication” and who constitutes a “peer” in the peer review process.

Campuses that incorporate these three dimensions in their institutional
reward policies have made a significant transition in transforming the insti-
tutional culture to reward community-engaged scholarship. This kind of
institutional transformation supports engaged faculty work that contributes
not only to the production of new knowledge but to providing a way for
American colleges and universities to more effectively fulfill their academic
and civic missions.
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