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Abstract

This research involved the conduct of a conceptual review of 28
refereed journal articles and a survey of campus centers for com-
munity engagement staff to identify salient features and trends of
existing faculty development programming designed to advance
service-learning and community engagement in higher educa-
tion. Results of this investigation are presented and discussed.
The article begins with an overview of theoretical frameworks
and competency-based approaches for faculty development. The
narrative concludes with additional questions and suggestions
for future research and practice.
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Introduction

n a recent study of centers at campuses with the Carnegie
[ Classification for Community Engagement, approximately

70% of the respondents reported that they provide faculty
development programming, and 90% reported offering one-on-
one consultation, technical assistance, and resource materials to
support faculty in developing and implementing various forms of
engaged teaching and scholarship (Welch & Saltmarsh, 2013). From
the 2015 survey of its members, Campus Compact reported that
just over 75% of the respondents indicated that they provide (a)
faculty development workshops/fellowships, (b) materials to assist
faculty with reflection and assessment, and (c) curriculum models
and sample syllabi. These reports, however, do not provide detailed
descriptions of faculty development programs designed to advance
community engagement in terms of content, format, duration, or
impact assessment. This suggests a need for further exploration to
understand what is currently being done to advance community
engagement as well as to identify what is not taking place in this
important work. As community engagement continues to expand
and evolve, directors of campus centers for community engage-
ment and their staff are expected to provide professional develop-
ment and technical support to faculty (Chamberlin ¢& Phelps-Hillen,
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2015; Welch, 2016). Consequently, there is an emerging pedagogical
and ethical incentive to identify and implement continued pro-
fessional education to faculty that effectively serves not only the
instructors and scholars using engaged pedagogy in the courses,
but students, community partners, and those they serve as indirect
beneficiaries as well.

Over 15 years ago, Van Note Chism and Szabo (1998) conducted
a comprehensive study to identify evaluation procedures and mea-
sures of faculty development and reported the dominant methods
incorporated in surveys and interviews of participants. The inves-
tigation described in the present article was designed to build upon
and update those efforts by identifying salient features and trends
of existing faculty development programming designed to advance
service-learning and community engagement in higher education.
The results can be used to inform community engagement profes-
sionals as they design, deliver, and assess professional development
programs. For the purpose of this investigation, faculty develop-
ment is broadly defined as educational activities designed to help
faculty grow in their professional practice (McKee & Tew, 2013).

The purpose and structure of this study is twofold. First, we
conducted a conceptual review of articles in refereed journals to
identify salient features of existing faculty development program-
ming in the field of service-learning and community engagement
in higher education. Kennedy (2007) characterized a conceptual
review under the broader umbrella term “systematic literature
review” as “an approach [that shares] an interest in gaining new
insights into an issue” (p. 139). She provided useful examples to
illustrate the purpose and utility of conceptual reviews in which
researchers “did not ask what we know, empirically, about the
problem but asked instead why we don't know more, how people
have thought about the problem in the past, and what other issues
are intertwined with this one” (p. 139). Second, we conducted a
survey to obtain information on current practice and formats of
faculty development designed to advance community engagement
within higher education. Given the exponential growth of the
community engagement movement and the emerging demand for
community engagement professionals to provide technical support
to faculty through faculty development, the survey was designed to
identify how and which (if any) competencies, knowledge, and skill
sets are currently disseminated through professional development.

This article continues with an overview of theoretical frame-
works for adult learning through faculty development on commu-
nity engagement in higher education. Using a competency-based
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approach, the narrative also enumerates proposed skill sets and
content knowledge relevant to advancing engaged teaching and
scholarship embedded within community engagement. The theo-
retical framework and proposed knowledge and skill sets formed
the basis of this investigation’s research questions and the structure
of the content analysis coding of the articles as well as the survey
questions. The article continues by presenting the results of a con-
ceptual review of the professional literature coupled with survey
responses provided by directors of campus centers for community
engagement. Procedures for both of the research methodologies
are described for replication purposes. The review process and
format is based on a model of previous studies in other related
educational fields (Sheridan, Welch, & Orme, 1996; Welch, Brownell, ¢»
Sheridan, 1999). The article concludes by presenting implications
for the results coupled with recommendations for future practice
and research.

Theoretical Frameworks of Faculty Development
in Community Engagement

Theory is a set of analytical principles or statements designed
to structure the observation, understanding, and explanation of
a phenomenon. A theoretical framework serves as a structure or
plan consisting of concepts, constructs, or variables and the rela-
tions between them that explain a phenomenon and that can be
used to translate research into practice through process models
consisting of implementation steps (Nilsen, 2015). Academia incor-
porates theory and theoretical frameworks to guide research,
scholarship, and practice. Therefore, one aspect of this investiga-
tion was to determine to what extent (if any) theory and theoretical
frameworks or models inform adult learning that occurs during
faculty development to advance community engagement in higher
education.

Van Note Chism, Palmer, and Price (2013) provided a theo-
retical overview of faculty development in the context of service-
learning. They noted that theoretical foundations for faculty
development tend to be developmental in nature, focusing on how
faculty change and grow. These researchers also observed theories
of individual learning, such as the developmental model of Lewin
(1947) and experiential learning described by Dewey (1933) and
Kolb (1984), as the most common theoretical models incorporated.
Reflective practice described by Schon (1983) and Eraut (1994) is
also utilized to a degree. Van Note Chism et al. (2013) also synthe-
sized five developmental components common to all theoretical
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foundations for faculty professional development, regardless of the
topical focus.

1. An entry point based on need. Faculty enter into
continued professional education due to an exterior
trigger such as an organizational mandate or an inte-
rior motivation based on personal experience.

2. Formulating a plan to change practice. Participants
explicitly or implicitly contemplate how to revise their
professional practice based on new information.

3. Active experimentation. Faculty will incorporate new
knowledge or skills on a trial basis rather than entirely
adopt and assimilate them on a permanent basis.

4. Observation of impact. Faculty will observe the impact
of the experimental implementation of new knowl-
edge or skills.

5. Reflection and implications. Based on the observation,
a faculty member reflects on the impact of the trial
application and determines whether to adopt or reject
the new knowledge or skill.

These five developmental stages represent a chronology of tech-
nical and professional support before, during, and after applying
new knowledge and skills. Hoyt (2011) refined this approach of
developmental sequencing even further by incorporating a theory
of systemic chronological adoption from thought to action into five
stages: (1) pseudo-engagement, (2) tentative engagement, (3) stable
engagement, (4) authentic engagement, and (5) sustained engage-
ment. These stages manifest themselves at the individual faculty
level as well as the institutional level.

Competency-Based Approach

A competency-based approach to faculty development has
overt expectations (if not explicit requirements) that participants
will assimilate and apply new information and skills, often in a devel-
opmental and chronological scaffold over time. Many programs
that use this approach will include assessment methods to verify
assimilation and implementation by participants. Competency-
based medical education (CBME) involves continuous, ongoing
criterion-based developmental assessment methods that incor-
porate both quantitative and qualitative measures in multiple set-
tings or contexts, as well as the collective wisdom of supervisors in
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determining the progress of health practitioners (Holmboe, 2015). A
similar approach can be applied to faculty development programs
designed to assist faculty in developing and implementing service-
learning or other forms of engaged scholarship.

Blanchard et al. (2009) developed a comprehensive scope and
sequence of 14 competencies that define an engaged scholar. They
categorized each competency across three levels of experience and
expertise ranging from novice to intermediate to advanced. These
competencies include understanding and applying the concepts,
principles, theory, and practice of community-engaged scholar-
ship; transferring skills to working with partners; disseminating
new knowledge gained from community-engaged scholarship
through publications and presentations; balancing and integrating
community-engaged scholarship within the trilogy of academic
missions (teaching, research, and service); and preparation for and
successful reward of promotion and tenure.

More recently, Axtell (2012) developed another in-house com-
petency-based framework for faculty development at the University
of Minnesota consisting of two broad domains, each incorporating
five categories or competencies. The faculty development domain
consists of (1) skills, (2) career development, (3) critical reflec-
tion, (4) building and sustaining relationships, and (5) navigating
and changing the institutional system. The domain of community
engaged scholarship includes (1) teaching, (2) research, (3) prac-
tice, (4) outreach, and (5) administration.

The investigation described in this article was conducted to
identify which, if any, of these theoretical frameworks and compe-
tency-based skill sets and knowledge were evident in the literature
and practice of faculty development designed to advance engaged
teaching and scholarship through community engagement (see
Appendix for articles referenced).

Methodology

This investigation incorporated a qualitative research method
described by Berg (1998) consisting of a chronology of elements
that begins with an idea followed by a review of the literature that
leads to a design to collect and organize data into findings that
are analyzed and disseminated. The scholarly idea of this study
was focused on identifying current topics, formats, and skill sets
related to faculty development to promote community engage-
ment. To formulate this idea, a conceptual review (Kennedy, 2007)
of the literature was conducted and coupled with a survey to collect



136 Journal of Higher Education Outreach and Engagement

information that was analyzed and disseminated for use by com-
munity engagement professionals. Patton (1990) noted that “there
are trade-offs, advantages, and disadvantages related to when to
review the literature: before, during, or after the field-work or on a
continual basis throughout the study” (p. 163). For the chronology
of this descriptive study, the authors chose to first conduct the
conceptual review of the literature to help inform the nature and
content of the survey instrument. The researchers incorporated
descriptive statistics to answer the following research questions:

1. To what extent do current faculty development pro-
grams designed to advance community engagement
through engaged teaching and scholarship in higher
education incorporate theoretical frameworks for
adult learning?

2. What types of information regarding faculty develop-
ment designed to advance community engagement
through engaged teaching and scholarship in higher
education exist in the professional literature?

3. What are the current formats, topics, and practice of
faculty development designed to advance community
engagement through engaged teaching and scholar-
ship in higher education provided by campus centers
for service-learning and community engagement?
What topical skills and/or sets of competencies are
included in faculty development designed to advance
community engagement through engaged teaching
and scholarship in higher education?

4. What new directions should the field pursue to sup-
port and enhance faculty development designed to
advance service-learning and community engagement
within higher education?

Conceptual Review

Each of the authors conducted an independent review of the
literature using the ERIC database. The search was limited to peer-
reviewed journal articles published between the years 2000 and
2015 using the following descriptors to identify possible sources:
“faculty development,” “faculty training,” “professional develop-
ment,” “service-learning,” “community engagement,” “higher edu-
cation,” “college,” or “university”” A total of 50 articles were initially

identified. Each investigator independently reviewed each article
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abstract to determine whether it met the search criteria related to
faculty development. Articles describing K-12 teacher preparation
programs or other related topics such as faculty motivation were
not included in this review. Therefore, of the initial pool of articles,
the investigators agreed that 20 did not meet the topical criteria.
These 20 articles were omitted from the literature review for a total
of 30 articles. However, two articles were unobtainable, resulting in
a total of 28 articles for this review (see Table 1; also see Appendix
for complete reference listing).

Initial, cursory review of these articles revealed an emerging
cluster of characteristics that were noted and incorporated into
codes for use on a data summary sheet as described by Drew,
Hardman, and Hart (1996) to be used in the conceptual review
analysis. The authors then individually reviewed each article using
a summary worksheet designed to identify and list specific com-
ponents related to article type, design, outcome measures, and
theoretical framework. Subsequently, the investigators exchanged
their worksheet summaries to obtain interrater reliability and con-
sensus of interpretation (Patton, 1990). By following the decision
logic in reverse, researchers can come to an understanding of how
and why discrepant conclusions were drawn and reconcile coding
differences that naturally occur (Drew, Hardman, ¢ Hart, 1996). The
authors reviewed their initial worksheet results and achieved 59%
interrater reliability. The preliminary discrepancies were generally
minor, usually involving only one interpretive disagreement in
review of several worksheet items. Each investigator independently
revisited the articles in question to reassess their interpretations.
The authors reconvened for a second review process and achieved
100% agreement for interrater reliability.

Article type. Each article was categorized by type: (1) program
description (DP), (2) empirical research (ER), and (3) technical
guide/method (TG).

Design or method. Some of the articles explicitly stated the
design or methodology they incorporated. The investigators cat-
egorized the type of design or method based on their interpreta-
tion of the narrative for those articles that did not overtly discuss
design. Design or method was generally not applicable for classi-
fying position papers, technical guides, and theoretical narratives.
Design or method classifications included (1) case study (CS), (2)
correlational or factor analysis (COR), (3) descriptive data (DD),
(4) quasi-experimental (QE), (5) qualitative (Q), or (6) none.
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Outcome measures. A total of 14 outcome measures derived
from the literature or suggestions during the field testing were
listed on the investigators” review worksheet: (1) anecdotal report
(AR), (2) pre/post measures (P/P), (3) participant evaluation or

Table |. Summary of Literature Review

Author & Year Type Method Measure Theory
Becket, Refaei, & Skutar (2012) DP None PR None
Blanchard et al. (2009) TG None None None
Blanchard, Strauss, & Webb (2012) DpP None P/P, GA, O None
Bowen & Kiser (2009) DP CS,Q PE,SR,1,O None
Bradshaw (2013) DP None PE, PR, CD None
Bringle et al. (2000) DP None AR,CD,O Yes
Browne & Roll (2015) DpP None AR Yes
Butler (2002) DP None AR, CD, GA None
Carracelas-Juncal et al. (2009) DP None CD,PR None
Delugan, Roussos, & Skram (2014)  DP None AR Yes
Dorfman & Murty (2005) DP None CDh, 0 Yes
Furco & Moely (2012) ER COR P/P, PE Yes
Gelmon et al. (2012) ER DD,QE,Q P/RCD,O Yes
Hamel-Lambert et al. (2012) DpP None PE,CD, O Yes
Hansen (2012) TG None None None
Harwood et al. (2005) ER DD, Q AR, PE,FG,PR  None
Hughes, Huston & Stein (2011) TG None AR, PE Yes
Jaeger, Jameson & Clayton (2012) DpP CS CD,PR,1,0 Yes
Jameson et al. (2012) ER QEQ P/P, PE, PR Yes
Jordan et al. (2012) ER DD,QE,Q P/RPE,CD,PR, Yes
1,O

Leh (2005) DP None PE, PD, | Yes
Litzky et al. (2010) TG None AR, GA None
Ryan (2000) DP None PR None
Seifer et al. (2012) DP None AR,PEFG,CD None
Welch (2002) DP None PE,CD,PD,O None
Welch (2010) TG None None None
Whitley & Walsh (2014) TG None None Yes
Zlotkowski (2001) TG None None None

Note. Article type: DP = Program Description, ER = Empirical Research, TG = Technical Guide
Design or Method: COR = Correlational Factor Analysis; CS = Case Study; DD = Descriptive
Data; Q = Qualitative; QE = Quasi-experimental Design

Outcome Measure:AR = Anecdotal Report; CD = Course Development; FG = Focus Group/
Debriefing; GA= Goal Attainment for Community Partner; | = Interview; O = Other; PD =



Faculty Development for Advancing Community Engagement in Higher Education 139

Product Development; PE = Participant Evaluation or Survey; PIP = Pre/Post Measure; PR =
Personal Reflection; SR = Syllabus Review or Analysis

survey (PE), (4) syllabus review/analysis (SR), (5) focus group/
debriefing (FG), (6) course development (CD), (7) personal reflec-
tion (PR), (8) product development (PD), (9) community partner
goal achievement (GA), (10) interview (I), (11) none or not appli-
cable (None), and (12) other (O).

Theoretical framework. The coding process utilized a dichot-
omous Yes/No code to indicate whether articles specifically artic-
ulated a theory of adult learning used to inform and frame the
professional development program. The investigators then noted
which theoretical model (if any) was incorporated and report them
in the Theoretical Framework subsection below.

Survey

The survey was intended to ascertain current trends, formats,
and topics used in faculty development to advance community
engagement. The authors considered and followed recommenda-
tions for effective survey development and administration provided
by Drew, Hardman, and Hart (1996). This included limiting the
length and number of survey items for efficiency and to increase
potential response rates, piloting the prototype, and administering
a follow-up to improve the response rate. The survey consisted of
22 items organized into six sections: (1) Who, (2) What, (3) Where,
(4) When, (5) Impact outcomes, or how is faculty development
assessed, and (6) Institutional information.

Who. This section of the survey consisted of seven items
designed to determine who conducts and attends faculty devel-
opment as well as how many participants typically attend faculty
development activities, coupled with identifying the structural for-
mats of the events.

What. Five questions were designed to identify the topics and
structures of the faculty development programs.

Where. Only one survey item focused on location of faculty
development by asking respondents to rank the frequency with
which they use space on or off campus.

When. Two questions asked the duration of faculty develop-
ment formats and when the activities are conducted over the course
of one year.

Impact outcomes. The survey question in this section pro-
vided a list of measures of outcomes derived from the review of
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the literature and input obtained during the field testing of the
instrument.

Institutional information. This section of the survey asked
respondents to characterize the type of their institution as well as
whether it had received the Carnegie Classification for Community
Engagement. Three remaining items asked if respondents’ insti-
tution has a center or office that supports service-learning/com-
munity engagement, as well as the number of full-time staft at the
center and where the center is located in the institutional structure
(e.g., academic affairs, student affairs).

A prototype of the survey was developed by the investigators
and field-tested by three colleagues who oversee campus centers
for community engagement, each at a different type of institution:
faith-based, private liberal arts, and public research university.
Each colleague critiqued the prototype with one of the investigators
via Skype. Revisions were made utilizing the feedback to create the
final survey instrument on Survey Monkey. Based on the field test
process, we estimated that respondents would spend approximately
10 to 15 minutes completing the survey. In alignment with mul-
tiple studies on electronic survey response rates (Galesic ¢ Bosnjak,
2009; Marcus, Bosnjak, Lindner, Pilischenko, & Schiitz, 2007; Trouteaud,
2004), the investigators kept the estimated survey response time
to 10-15 minutes and notified recipients that it would require a
minimal amount of time to complete. This measure was an attempt
to increase the response rate.

The survey instrument and the methodology of this investiga-
tion were reviewed and approved by the Institutional Review Board
of one of the authors’ institutions. The survey was distributed by
e-mail using the electronic database housed at the New England
Resource Center for Higher Education (NERCHE) that was used in
a previous study (Welch ¢ Saltmarsh, 2013). Research has shown that
surveys distributed by e-mail result in higher quality of responses
in terms of thoroughness and candidness than do mail or phone
surveys (Sheehan, 2001). The survey was distributed to an array of
types and sizes of institutions across the United States. A total of
609 surveys were sent, resulting in 75 undeliverable mailings for a
total of 534 delivered surveys. Respondents were invited to com-
plete and return the survey within 18 days, and an e-mail reminder
was sent approximately midpoint of the response window. The
investigators counted on the high issue salience of the survey topic
(faculty development) for community engagement professionals
to generate a strong response rate, as described by Sheehan (2001)
and Marcus et al. (2007).
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A total of 89 (16.6% rate) responses were received, of which
83 surveys (15.5%) were usable. The low response rate is analyzed
in the Limitations section below. The authors originally hoped to
compare and contrast responses by type of institution and between
institutions with the Carnegie Classification for Community
Engagement and those without it. The small return rate and ano-
nymity of institutional types built into the response platform did
not allow for this type of comparison.

Results

Conceptual Review of the Literature

Article type. Of the 28 articles reviewed, 16 (57%) were descrip-
tions of faculty development programs, whereas seven (25%) were
categorized as technical guides on strategies or specific methods to
assist faculty in developing service-learning courses. It should be
noted that despite using a keyword search that included a variety
of related terms within community engagement, the majority of
the articles identified specifically used the term service-learning in
their narrative—a term that has been contested or questioned by
some critical theorists and practitioners. In essence, the authors of
these articles employed “storytelling” to communicate how the fac-
ulty development was implemented and what was accomplished.
Two articles provided descriptive data regarding participants and/
or outcomes. The program descriptions, however, often lacked
detail and specificity for replication purposes. Only five (17.8%)
employed any type of empirical research methodology to answer
research questions.

Design or method. As reported above, the majority of articles
did not employ specific research methodology to answer research
questions. One study (Furco ¢ Moely, 2012) conducted a factor anal-
ysis as well as pre/post measures to assess impact of faculty devel-
opment. Of the remaining six articles, three incorporated quasi-
experimental designs utilizing pre/post measures. At least two of
these also included personal reflections by participants. Another
study (Harwood et al., 2005) used a qualitative method that included
focus group debriefing and personal reflection coupled with anec-
dotal reports and participant evaluations. Another used mixed
methods combining personal interviews, participant evaluation
surveys, and review of documents (Bowen & Kiser, 2009).

Outcome measures. The most commonly used method for
assessing outcomes and impact of faculty development was course
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development and participant evaluation surveys (39%). Anecdotal
reports in the form of testimonials were the third most common
approach (28%) intended to document the outcome and impact
of faculty development. Only five articles (17%) employed a pre/
post measure to assess increase of participants’ knowledge and
understanding, and four articles (14%) reported using interviews
to assess impact. One article reported that faculty and students
attained goals that served as objectives for the course, met com-
munity partner needs, and facilitated faculty efforts to earn promo-
tion and tenure (Blanchard, Strauss, & Webb, 2012). Likewise, only one
article reviewed course syllabi as a way of assessing the extent to
which faculty development participants effectively applied newly
assimilated knowledge regarding course design (Bowen ¢ Kiser,
2009). Three articles incorporated and reported a method to assess
community partner satisfaction or goal attainment (Blanchard, et al,
2012; Butler, 2002; Litzky, Godshalk, & Walton-Bongers, 2010).

Theoretical framework. Most of the articles lacked any inclu-
sion or description of a theoretical framework to guide the adult
learning process. Only thirteen (47%) explicitly articulated a
theoretical framework used to guide the adult learning process,
not the pedagogical process embedded within engaged teaching
such as service-learning. Kolb’s (1984) experiential learning model,
Mezirow’s (1991, 2000) transformative learning model, and Rogers’s
(2003) diffusion of innovations model were described in two arti-
cles. An array of models was articulated in the few articles that
explicitly noted incorporating theoretical frameworks: Cooks,
Scharrer, and Castaneda Paredes’s (2004) social approach model;
Cox’s (2004) faculty learning communities; Eccles et al’s (2005)
transformative change model; Swidler’s (1986) social and system
change model; and Wenger, McDermott, and Snyder’s (2002) com-
munity of practice model.

Two articles described using a charrette method (Lindsey, Todd,
Hayter, & Ellis, 2009) as an instructional approach to promote adult
learning and professional development. These articles indicated
that this approach was a key feature of a grant project specifically
designed to promote engaged teaching and learning for faculty.
A number of the articles incorporated Blanchard et al’s (2009)
competency-based approach, which is specifically designed for
advancing engaged teaching and scholarship. Although this par-
ticular model did not address or influence adult learning per se, the
investigators regarded this as a potentially viable and theoretically
grounded approach to frame professional development through
acquisition of skills at various levels of competency. Similarly, one
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article by Jordan et al. (2012) built upon the work of Blanchard et al.
(2009) to construct a similar competency-based program for faculty
development.

Survey

A total of 89 responses out of 534 electronically distributed
surveys were received, but only 83 responses were usable, resulting
in a 15.5% response rate. An analysis of possible reasons for the
low response rate is included in the section on limitations below.
Note that the number of responses varies because some respon-
dents chose not to answer all questions. The adjusted sample size
for particular data sets has been noted where appropriate.

Characteristics of responding institutions. Five questions
in the survey provide a general profile of respondent institutions.
Public colleges and universities represented 40% of responses; 37%
of returned surveys were from private liberal arts institutions; faith-
based institutions provided 20% of the responses. Only two com-
munity colleges and one HBCU were represented in the survey
data.

Approximately 76% of respondents represent institutions
with the Carnegie Community Engagement Classification, 23%
are from institutions that do not hold the classification, and one
respondent did not know their institution’s status. The vast majority
of respondents (89%) were from institutions that have a center or
office dedicated to supporting service-learning and community
engagement, and just over two thirds of those centers/offices are
located in academic affairs. The investigators originally expected
to receive responses that were more equitably distributed, and
planned to do a comparative analysis of institutions with Carnegie
Classification and without, as well as a comparison of institutions
with community engagement centers located in either academic
affairs or student affairs. However, the actual results apparently
show that Carnegie classified institutions, and those with a com-
munity engagement center located in academic affairs, are more
likely to respond to this type of survey. Perhaps this is due to
greater funding, staffing, and resources for community engagement
and service-learning at institutions that qualify for the Carnegie
Classification and the expectation for staft at centers that report
through academic affairs to contribute to scholarship in the field.

Faculty development formats. Survey questions attempted
to reveal formats used for faculty support, including how training
time is structured, where and when such training occurs, and
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the amount of time faculty engage in development for service-
learning and community engagement. According to the survey
results (see Table 2), faculty development most commonly takes
the form of one-on-one consultations and workshops. Responses
to another survey question indicate that the most common work-
shop format is a series of 1-2 hour workshops, which is utilized
by 78% of responding institutions. One-time half-day workshops
are second most popular (41%), and full-day workshops are third
(31%). Referring back to the data in Table 2, the next most utilized
faculty development practices include inviting community partner
guest speakers and connecting with colleague mentors. It’s impor-
tant to note that the most common faculty development formats
all require minimal time commitments and, in the case of consul-
tations and mentors, can be organized around individual faculty
schedules fairly easily. The fifth most popular intervention, imple-
mented by about half of respondent institutions, is faculty learning
communities, which consist of a group of faculty who meet on a
regular basis and play a role in setting the learning agenda and
contributing resources for collective improvement of community-
engaged scholarly practice. It's possible that this particular format
is used because research shows positive outcomes (Cox, 2004; Furco
& Moely, 2012) and the responsibility for developing the curriculum
is shared by participants, instead of resting solely with community
engagement staff who have competing priorities for their time.
Seventeen respondents indicated “other” formats for faculty devel-
opment, with webinars, regional symposia, and conferences men-
tioned in multiple comments.

Just over a third of survey respondents indicated that they use a
faculty cohort model (also referred to as a faculty fellows seminar).
The cohort (or fellows seminar) is distinct from the faculty learning
community in that an instructor, usually a community engagement
center staff member or distinguished faculty member, designs the
curriculum and facilitates the learning process. Of the respondents
who reported using a cohort model, 25% require 5-10 hours of
faculty participation, 32% require 11-15 hours, 18% require 1620
hours, and 25% require over 20 hours. In comparison, just over
half (54%) of the institutions that do not use a cohort model report
that faculty participate in 1-3 hours of development for service-
learning and community engagement each year, and 33% report
4-6 hours per faculty member. Thus, it is clear that a cohort model
provides significantly more time for faculty to acquire the knowl-
edge, skills, and competencies needed for community-engaged
scholarship than sporadic faculty development program offerings.
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Table 2. Structures and Formats of Faculty Development

Survey Question:What are the structures and formats used in faculty development?
(Mark all appropriate.)

Structure/Format Responses (n = 83) Percent
One-on-one consultation 75 90.36%
Workshops 71 85.54%
Community partner guest speakers 48 57.83%
Colleague mentors 44 53.01%
Learning community 42 50.60%
Faulty fellows seminar(s) 32 38.55%
Community tours 30 36.14%
Book club/readings 22 26.51%
Training videos 9 10.84%
Writing retreats 10 12.05%
Other (please specify) 17 20.48%

In general, 90% of respondents conduct faculty development
during the semester or quarter, versus intersession or summer. The
most common place to conduct faculty development is in a class-
room or conference room on campus (74%), with campus service-
learning centers and off-site locations being used much less at 16%
and 10% respectively. For accumulative calculation purposes, all
N/A responses were ignored, resulting in 74 usable responses.
The authors surmise that these choices about when and where to
conduct faculty development are guided primarily by the desire
to reduce barriers to participation. Faculty may be more likely to
attend programming when they are already on campus to teach,
and when the location of the event is conveniently close to their
offices and classrooms.

Who is involved in faculty development. Four questions in
the survey gathered information about who facilitates faculty devel-
opment and who participates. The majority of respondents (55%)
named service-learning/community engagement center direc-
tors as the primary persons responsible for implementing faculty
development for service-learning and community engagement.
However, faculty development is clearly a collaborative effort. In a
follow-up question, 59% of respondent institutions indicated that
multiple community engagement center staff members contribute
to programming. One third of respondents consistently reported
four additional groups as co-facilitators of faculty development:
staff from campus centers for teaching/learning, outside speakers
and consultants, faculty fellows, and community partners.
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Two survey questions asked respondents to indicate the
number and type of participants in service-learning faculty devel-
opment training each year. For those institutions that use a cohort
model (see Table 3), the majority indicated that their cohorts con-
sisted of 1-5 full-time tenure-track faculty, 1-5 full-time adjunct
faculty, and 1-5 part-time adjunct faculty. Surprisingly, over half
of respondents said that 1-5 community partners participate in
faculty development cohorts. Most institutions do not include staff
or undergraduate, master’s, or doctoral students in faculty develop-
ment cohorts. This is likely because the target audience is faculty
members who are currently teaching, or plan to teach, community-
engaged courses. A noteworthy anomaly is the institution that indi-
cated that more than 16 doctoral students participate in a faculty
development cohort each year. Perhaps this institution is

Table 3. Number and Type of Participants in a Faculty Cohort Model

Survey Question: If you use a faculty cohort model, indicate/estimate the number of
individuals in each category who participate in the cohort each year. Please mark N/A
for each item if you do not use a cohort model.

Category of Number of participants from each category Total
cohort participant institutional
responses

0 -5 610 I1-I5 16+

FT tenure-track | 15 10 2 0 28

faculty

FT adjunct or 8 13 2 0 0 23

clinical faculty

PT adjunct or 7 15 0 0 0 22

clinical faculty

Staff 10 9 0 0 0 19

Undergraduate 13 2 0 0 0 15

students

Master’s students 13 2 0 0 0 15

Doctoral students I 5 0 0 | 17

Community 7 9 | 0 0 17

partners

Note. N/A responses were not included. Numbers in each column represent the number of institu-
tions that indicated how many of each type of participant participates in the faculty development
cohort. For example, one institution indicated that zero full-time tenure-track faculty members
participated in their cohort.

mobilizing around O’Meara’s (2008) chapter “Graduate Education
and Community Engagement,” in which she describes a model for
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socializing and preparing future faculty for community engage-
ment by building in relevant coursework at the doctoral level.

A similar question was asked about the total number and types
of individuals that participate in all forms of faculty development
for service-learning and community engagement annually (see
Table 4). One promising finding is that almost one third of institu-
tions reported that over 16 tenure-track faculty participate in fac-
ulty development offerings annually. Their participation indicates

Table 4. Number and Type of Participants in All Forms of Faculty
Development

Survey Question: Indicate/estimate the TOTAL number of individuals in each category
who participate in all faculty development events each year. If you use a faculty cohort
model, please include cohort participants in this response.

Category of faculty =~ Number of participants from each category Total

development institutional

participant responses
0 I-5  6-10 1I1-I5 16+

FT tenure-track 3 23 19 8 22 75

faculty

FT adjunct or 9 26 12 7 9 63

clinical faculty

PT adjunct or 10 36 6 4 7 63

clinical faculty

Staff 9 36 13 3 4 65

Undergraduate 28 12 2 2 3 47

students

Master’s students 29 13 2 | 2 47

Doctoral students 27 I 5 2 | 46

Community 10 36 6 6 3 6l

partners

Note. N/A responses were not included. Numbers in each column represent the number of
institutions that indicated how many of each type of participant engages in all types of faculty
development offerings. For example, three institutions indicated that zero full-time tenure-track
faculty members participated in their faculty development offerings each year.

these faculty members’ commitment to improving community-
engaged practice even as they balance the responsibilities of
research, teaching, and service. In general, 1-5 full-time and part-
time adjunct faculty participate in annual faculty development
training activities at the majority of institutions. These low numbers
may be related to barriers and disincentives specific to adjunct fac-
ulty, such as teaching commitments at multiple institutions, lack of
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pay for professional development, and inability to create and teach
community-engaged courses without department chair approval.
Approximately 59% of respondents include 1-5 community part-
ners in development offerings, an indication that institutions are
making an effort to develop community partners as co-educators.
Again, the great majority of institutions do not include undergrad-
uate, master’s, or doctoral students in annual faculty development
trainings for service-learning and community engagement.

Faculty development curriculum. Respondents were asked to
identify topics covered in their faculty development (see Table 5).
Six content areas emerged as most commonly integrated into curri-
cula (in order of frequency): reflection, course development, princi-
ples of community engagement, syllabus development, assessment,
and establishing/maintaining community partnerships. These topic
areas represent the basic practical building blocks for designing and
teaching a community-engaged course, which seems to be the pur-
pose of most faculty development programs offered by centers for
engagement. The second most common cluster of topics includes
teaching about community-based research and critical pedagogical
models, signaling a focus on developing more advanced commu-
nity-engaged knowledge, competencies, and practices in alignment
with Blanchard et al’s (2009) competency model. Content areas
integrated by less than half of the respondents include (in order
of frequency) social justice or faith tenets related to engagement,
cultural competency, risk management, publishing/dissemination
of research, international service experiences, theories of learning,
promotion and tenure, domestic immersion experiences, Title IX,
and student travel procedures. It's possible that these topics are less
popular because they are (a) specific to a certain type of commu-
nity-engaged course (e.g., international experience), (b) outside the
purview of the community engagement center (e.g., student travel
procedures), (c) outside the expertise of the community engage-
ment center staff, or (d) not on community engagement staff radar
as important aspects of community-engaged scholarship. Some
topics listed in the “other” section are worth naming, including
scholarship of teaching, self-reflection on identity as a community-
engaged scholar, and teaching with technology.

Approximately half of respondent institutions (49%) create
or develop their own faculty training curricula and materials by
drawing upon resources and information from the professional and
scholarly literature. Another 45% of respondents use a combination
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Table 5. Content and Topics of Faculty Development

Survey Question:What content/topics are included in faculty development? (Mark all
appropriate.)

Content Responses Percent
(n=83)

Reflection 75 90.36%
Course development 74 89.16%
Principles of community engagement 71 85.54%
Syllabus development 68 81.93%
Assessment 67 80.72%
Establishing/maintaining partnerships 66 79.52%
Community-based research 52 62.65%
Logistical coordination 50 60.24%
Critical pedagogy 48 57.83%
Social justice or faith tenets related to engagement 40 48.19%
Cultural competency 37 44.58%
Risk management 34 40.96%
Publishing/dissemination 33 39.76%
International service 29 34.94%
Theory of learning 26 31.33%
Prep for P&T review 25 30.12%
Domestic immersions 25 30.12%
Community organizing 17 20.48%
Student travel procedures 16 19.28%
Title IX 12 14.46%
Other 8 9.64%

of existing curricula from the broader field and materials developed
at their own institutions, whereas 6% rely exclusively on existing
curricula and training program models previously developed in
the field. When asked to identify specific curriculum resources,
16 respondents replied to the open-ended question. Eight respon-
dents referenced Campus Compact’s various publications and tool-
kits, three referenced the Michigan Journal of Community Service
Learning, and two referenced American Association of Colleges
and Universities publications. Six also listed specific community
engagement scholars and/or their publications.

Theoretical framework for faculty development. One survey
question asked respondents whether they use a theoretical frame-
work for adult learning to inform faculty development processes
and practices. Surprisingly, 61% do not use a theoretical frame-
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work, in contrast to 19% who do and approximately 20% who
were unsure. Respondents were invited to name the theoretical
frameworks they use. Of the 13 responses, three referenced Kolb’s
(1984) experiential learning model and two cited Mezirow’s (1991,
2000) transformative learning. Individual respondents also iden-
tified Schon’s (1983) reflective practitioner model, Lawler’s (2003)
community of adult learners, Freires (1970) critical learning praxis,
and the framework of communities of practice described by Lave
(1982) and Wenger, McDermott, and Snyder (2002). Situated cog-
nition, self-directed learning, critical pedagogy, and “feminist
and culturally responsive teaching and learning” were also men-
tioned without specific citations. It was noted that the survey asked
respondents to indicate whether they used a theory of learning to
guide or frame the cognitive process of faculty development, yet
some responses listed theoretical frameworks for student learning
in engaged teaching and learning.

Incentives for participation in faculty development.
Respondents were asked to identify all incentives used to encourage
faculty participation in development activities (see Table 6). Most
commonly used incentives are food and the intrinsic benefit of
participating in a professional learning community. These incen-
tives demonstrate the power of a desire for community, which
can be formed when individuals share meals and when people
come together around a common interest. Access to additional
resources and minigrants for course development were identified
by just under half of respondents as additional incentives. These
institutions, or at least the community engagement centers, appear
to use incentives to address the challenge of community-engaged
teaching as a labor- and time-intensive act. However, only around
7% of institutions are able to offer course releases, which effec-
tively allow faculty to reallocate their teaching and/or research
time toward community-engaged teaching and research, instead
of doing this work as an “add-on” to their full workload.

Over one third of institutions provide a stipend, which varies
according to the type of faculty development activity. Based on
32 responses to the open-ended question about stipend amount,
it appears that participation in faculty fellows cohort programs is
incentivized by stipends ranging from $500 to $3,500. Many institu-
tions described stipend rates for other types of faculty development
ranging from $75 for a half day to $200 for participation in a mul-
tiday seminar to $250 per day for training that falls outside contract
hours. Meanwhile, almost a quarter of respondents claimed that
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their institutions provide no incentives for faculty development in
the area of service-learning and community engagement.

Table 6. Incentives for Participation

Survey Question:What are the incentives for participation? (Mark all appropriate.)

Incentive Responses (n = 83) Percent
Food 55 66.27%
Being part of a professional learning 47 56.63%
community

Minigrants for course development 39 46.99%
Access to additional resources 39 46.99%
Stipend 32 38.55%
Letter/documentation for P & T portfolio 31 37.35%
Conference attendance (e.g.,travel and 23 27.71%
registration)

None 18 21.69%
Student assistants 13 15.66%
Course release time 6 7.23%

Assessing outcomes of faculty development. Respondents
were asked to select from a list of 12 items (including “none” and
“other”) generated from the literature review and field testing of
the survey to indicate all examples of assessment practices that
they employ in their faculty development programs (see Table 7).
The most common assessment practice is conducting a participant
survey or evaluation of the training, which yields faculty members’
self-reports of their learning and satisfaction with the program.
This finding aligns with more general studies of faculty develop-
ment program evaluation (Ebert-May et al., 2011; Kucsera & Svinicki,
2010), all of which call for more robust and direct assessment of
faculty learning.

All other assessment activities listed in the survey are used by
less than half of respondent institutions. Direct assessment prac-
tices like syllabus review and analysis, course development and
approval, and analysis of faculty participants’ personal reflections
would generate more useful data on the extent to which faculty
are meeting intended learning outcomes for development offer-
ings. Further, rigorous research practices like conducting focus
groups or individual interviews, administering pre/post measures
of participants’ knowledge, and reviewing course evaluations could
produce generalizable findings about faculty development format
and content.
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Again, the results suggest accountability to community partners
as an area in need of attention. Only 10% of respondents reported
using product delivery or goal achievement for community part-
ners as an assessment outcome. This lack of systematic assessment
of community impact mirrors what the investigators found in the
conceptual literature review: a dearth of literature in the field that
connects faculty development to community outcomes.

Table 7. Impact and Outcome Measures

Survey Question:Which (if any) of the following are used to assess the impact/out-
comes of faculty development? (Mark all appropriate.)

Assessment activity Responses Percent
(n=8l)
Participant evaluation/survey 51 62.96%
Debrief with individual participants 37 45.68%
Syllabus analysis/review 31 38.27%
Course development and approval 29 35.80%
Community partner survey/feedback 27 33.33%
Personal reflection (written or oral) 26 32.10%
Focus group/debrief discussion with group 24 29.63%
Pre/post measure of participants’ knowledge 19 23.46%
Course evaluations 17 20.99%
Product/goal achievement of community partner 8 9.88%
None 7 8.64%

Other (please specify) 6 7.41%
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Discussion

The following is a discussion of the results of the conceptual
review and survey in the context of the research questions posed
above.

Theoretical Frameworks

The results of both the conceptual review of literature and the
survey revealed that most faculty development programs did not
employ theoretical frameworks or models. It is unclear whether
theoretical constructs were intuitively, implicitly, or unconsciously
embedded into the programs or whether incorporating them was
simply not considered. Furthermore, it does not appear that a
developmental scope and sequence approach as described by Hoyt
(2011) or Van Note Chism et al. (2013) is generally incorporated.
Instead, these results from both the literature review and survey
suggest that a vast majority of faculty development sessions are
“static” one-time presentations on a given topic rather than a series
of scaffolded workshop sessions. However, the results of the lit-
erature review suggest a trend toward the development and use of
competency-based models that inform the assimilation of knowl-
edge and skills, reflecting process models of theory characterized
by Nilsen (2015). These competency-based models appear to incor-
porate a developmental scope and sequence as described by Hoyt
(2011) and Van Note Chism et al. (2013). This approach seems to
provide a robust and comprehensive chronological framework for
assimilating specific knowledge and skills that build upon each
other.

Professional Literature

Most of the recent articles in refereed journals are descrip-
tions of professional development programs rather than empirical
studies on their efficacy or impact. The descriptive articles either
do not report any measures of impact or outcomes or are limited
to participant satisfaction evaluations of the training sessions or
course development as a product. Even more apparent is the lack
of community partner input or assessment of the engaged teaching
and scholarship that was the basis of the faculty development activ-
ities. For example, to what extent do community partners assess
faculty’s cultural competency and/or critical consciousness when
working with diverse populations in authentic settings off campus—
assuming that these topics were included over the course of faculty
development. The results of the literature review and survey also
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suggest there is limited empirical evidence regarding the impact
or outcomes of faculty development designed to advance com-
munity engagement. Thus, we do not have an adequate sense that
faculty development is, in fact, effective or whether the knowledge
and skill sets are actually implemented or done so effectively. An
analogy may be in order in which we consider the fact that novice
drivers may successfully complete drivers’ education courses, but
the extent to which they effectively apply and follow the rules of the
road are assumed and generally unknown until actuaries of insur-
ance companies collect and analyze data.

These results lead to two key and related recommendations.
First, the professional literature is in need of articles that go
beyond description of faculty development to articulate how these
programs were assessed in terms of outcomes and impact. This
includes not only assessing the extent to which faculty success-
tully assimilated and applied knowledge and skills in developing a
course proposal or syllabus, but assessing the impact these efforts
had on students and community partners as discussed in more
detail below. Second, continued research employing qualitative and
quantitative methods is needed to provide empirical evidence on
the efficacy of faculty development programs.

Formats of Faculty Development

The conceptual review of the literature and the survey results
reveal that faculty development generally includes tenure-track
instructors but is also accessible to adjunct/clinical faculty.
Therefore, faculty development staff must be cognizant of, and
address, the tensions and demands confronting various faculty
groups. This includes adjunct instructors’ agency to create and
teach community-engaged courses and the expectations of tenure-
track faculty to publish and present and to prepare for promotion/
tenure review.

Most of the articles reviewed did not provide specific details
in terms of duration and length of development sessions or work-
shops. The survey indicated that the most widely used faculty
development interventions are one-on-one consultations and
workshops, with the most common workshop format being a series
of 1-2 hour sessions. Additionally, slightly over one third of insti-
tutions implement more robust faculty development cohort or fel-
lows models, though the duration of these programs ranged from
5 hours to over 20 hours. Faculty development programming is
happening in a variety of forms, but notably most institutions that
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responded to the survey neither integrate a theoretical framework
for adult learning nor utilize direct assessment strategies to mea-
sure the impact of faculty development interventions.

Knowledge and Skill Sets

This study was also designed to determine the types of infor-
mation included in faculty development designed to advance
community engagement through engaged teaching and scholar-
ship in higher education that exist in the professional literature.
Six core topics and skill sets consistently emerged in the literature
and survey results: reflection, course development, principles of
community engagement, syllabus development, assessing student
learning/impact, and establishing/maintaining community part-
nerships. This cluster of topics appears to reflect approximately half
of the topical areas and skill sets articulated by Axtell (2012) and
only three of 14 proposed by Blanchard et al. (2009). The topics and
skill sets evident in the results of this investigation appear to be at
an introductory level and focused on basic development of courses
and logistics. But as the conceptual review and theoretical frame-
works suggest, professional development (as the term implies) is,
indeed, a developmental scope and sequence cognitive process in
which the professional progresses from assimilating entry-level
knowledge and skills to sustained and advanced areas of practice.
As reported above, the works by Axtell (2012), Blanchard et al.
(2009), and Jordan et al. (2012) identified in the conceptual review
of the literature provide a developmental hierarchy of competen-
cies that faculty move through that can serve as a framework for
designing, implementing, and assessing faculty development.

The literature and survey results also reveal what is generally
missing in terms of knowledge and skill sets. It would appear that
faculty development programs must also include other important
topical areas, such as promotion and tenure preparation, dissemi-
nation of research related to engaged teaching and scholarship,
enhancing community capacity, grant writing, and understanding
cultural and systemic dynamics, as well as cultural competency
and critical consciousness that impact communities. Finally,
approaches described by Blanchard et al. (2012) serve as exem-
plars by incorporating a competency-based model coupled with
a professional learning community that integrates comprehensive
assessment strategies.
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Limitations

There are several limitations to this investigation. Kennedy
(2007) acknowledges the challenges and anomalies of literature
reviews noting, “Each reviewer must decide which specific studies
to include or exclude from a review and why” (p. 139). Only one
database search engine was employed, and the use of additional
databases might have revealed additional articles or, conversely,
might have revealed redundant sources. The choice of using ERIC
as the single database was based on the prior use and experience
of both authors with that particular tool. The literature review was
limited to articles in peer-reviewed journals and did not include
conference presentations, doctoral dissertations, books, or book
chapters. The rationale for this decision was twofold: to provide
a consistent source and format of information, and for efficiency.
Similarly, the review was limited to critiquing articles from the past
15 years with the intent of identifying relatively recent sources.
Finally, other keyword descriptors might have been more effective
in identifying relevant articles.

With regard to the survey, results are based on respondents’
self-reports, and so the authors were unable to authenticate
responses. The response rate was disappointing, despite follow-up
efforts, but it aligns with Sheehan’s (2001) findings that response
rates for electronically distributed surveys have trended downward
over the years. Sheehan speculates that this decline may reflect a
general feeling of survey fatigue due to higher volumes of elec-
tronic surveys being disseminated to individuals for research and
marketing purposes. Further, Drew et al. (1996) acknowledge the
challenge and frustration regarding survey returns, observing that
there are no set guidelines or wide consensus among researchers
as to what constitutes an acceptable response rate. In hindsight,
a longer response window might have been warranted, along
with more follow-up e-mails prompting recipients to complete
the survey. Indeed, Sheehan (2001) found that multiple follow-
up emails were more effective than one at increasing the number
of responses. Given the survey limitations, it is not scientifically
accurate to generalize these responses to the broader field, but the
results do provide a brushstroke of practice that serves as a starting
point for continued research and implementation.

Future Direction

Perhaps most importantly, the final research question of this
investigation asked, what new directions should the field pursue
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to support and enhance faculty development that advances ser-
vice-learning and community engagement within higher educa-
tion? These results raise a number of questions that can serve as
the basis for future research and guided practice. Why are robust
approaches such as faculty learning communities and cohorts not
utilized more? Is it due to limited time and resources? Are faculty
development staff unaware of these approaches? Or are faculty
challenged to make the necessary significant time commitments
to this type of professional development? Why is assessment lim-
ited to participant satisfaction surveys and interviews? Do faculty
development staft have the knowledge, skills, time, and resources
to conduct comprehensive and multifaceted assessment? How can
impact be assessed more directly and robustly to include students
and community partners?

Clearly, there are theoretical frames and competency-based
approaches to advancing community engagement that appear to
be promising, but the results of this investigation suggest they
are underutilized. It is unclear why this is the case. The investi-
gators surmise that staff at campus community engagement cen-
ters are generally unaware of and unfamiliar with these frames
and approaches. If this is the case, it appears that the field should
prioritize professional development for “professional developers,”
which appears to be a growing role and responsibility for commu-
nity engagement professionals and center staff. Efforts are currently
under way through Campus Compact to develop and disseminate
competency-based skill sets through curriculum and professional
development institutes that may address this issue.

A competency-based approach also seems promising, as it pro-
vides a structured scope and sequence of knowledge and skill sets
that go beyond basic entry-level content. Similarly, this approach
may be useful in extending the duration of these learning oppor-
tunities beyond the apparent trend of workshops limited to 1-2
hours, which may not be sufficient time to assimilate new knowl-
edge and skill sets. This method tends to incorporate specific
demonstrable objectives that can be used to assess the impact of
professional development. Infusing these types of benchmarks
affords both a measure of assimilation and a form of ethical and
professional accountability in practice. This is readily applicable to
assessing direct impact of the professional development on indi-
vidual participating faculty members.

In response to the challenges revealed in this study, the investi-
gators propose that a broader, comprehensive perspective is in order
by including a meta-model incorporating a scope and sequence
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framework of specific competencies that include assessing impact
of faculty development on students and community partners (Welch
& Plaxton-Moore, in press). Such a framework would incorporate a
“train the trainer” model that entails community engagement
professionals providing professional education to faculty through
direct and indirect means across a complex web of interrelated
domains for an array of stakeholders (e.g., students, community
partners) in a variety of settings (e.g., classroom, community set-
tings) and contexts (e.g., academic, civic, professional, career). This
includes creating educational impact within subcontexts for faculty
composed of their own professional and scholarly trajectory, dis-
cipline, and their home institution as described by Axtell (2012).
Professional development has the potential to indirectly serve stu-
dents by empowering faculty and community partners to create,
implement, and assess robust engaged teaching and learning expe-
riences going beyond traditional course-based academic objec-
tives to include broader outcomes for professional development
(Schnaubelt, Welch, Lobo, & Robinson, 2015), civic responsibility (Adler
& Goggin, 2005), critical consciousness (Pitner ¢ Sakamoto, 2005),
cultural competency (Ross, 2010), and even spiritual development
(Astin, Astin, & Lindholm, 2011). Community engagement extends
beyond the four walls of the classroom to various settings and
constituencies.

A holistic framework for professional educational develop-
ment for faculty and/or community engagement professionals
must explicitly name the elements and contexts that should sus-
tain the intended changes, so that interventions can be built to
effectively stimulate these desired changes. This would manifest
itself by helping faculty learn how to work with community part-
ners to identify their goals and objectives for service-learning,
community-based research, and other forms of engaged scholar-
ship that can be measured and observed as an indirect assessment
of faculty development impact. Such an approach would address
a critical element of community partner involvement and impact
that appears to be missing in both the literature and survey.

Conclusion

Faculty development continues to be a common and viable
approach to empowering faculty to develop, implement, and assess
engaged teaching, learning, and scholarship to advance commu-
nity engagement in higher education. This conceptual review and
survey presented current trends and promising practice. These
results can, hopefully, provide community engagement profes-
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sionals ideas and information that can be used to develop and
implement faculty development programs on their own campus.
This investigation also provided descriptive data that addressed the
research questions.

Generally speaking, theoretical frameworks are not typically
incorporated into the design and delivery of faculty development.
Programs appear to typically consist of short, 1-2 hour static,
standalone on-campus “workshops” on specific topics, attended
by five to 10 instructors, most often tenure-track faculty. A cluster
of topics and skills common for initial entry into engaged teaching
and scholarship include the “nuts and bolts” of course and syllabus
development, reflection, and establishing community partnerships.
However, sustained and continued professional education for more
complex and advanced practice does not appear to be included in
the examples of professional development programs reviewed in
this investigation. Consequently, a scope and sequence of other
important topics and skills need to be included in ongoing faculty
development. Assessing impact of faculty development continues
to be an area of needed growth and focus. This study also suggests
that limited empirical research has been conducted to study the
impact and outcomes of current faculty development programs.
One-on-one technical support coupled with a series of 1-2 hour
workshops is the most prominent form of faculty development but
appears to be limited in scope. Competency-based approaches and
faculty cohort models are emerging as promising practice. At the
same time, there is much more that can be done and learned, and
one area in need of attention is empowering community engage-
ment professionals with these models and methods.
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