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ABSTRACT  
Reporting on scholarly activity can be problematic for those 
working in higher education and can feel almost impossible for 
creative arts academics and administrators. Few current studies 
explore scholarly activity from a creative arts perspective. This 
paper sets out to support creative arts educators through the 
development of a new framework underpinned by Boyer’s four 
scholarships model. It is the first step in a research design-based 
methodology project. The practice-based disciplines have long 
been using an application-based model of Boyer scholarship. We 
took their research; our collective professional experiences 
informed by theory and research; and the extant Boyer literature 
as applied to the underpinnings of university life and clarified the 
domains of scholarship that includes the creative arts, removing 
current barriers for educators to express their scholarly 
contributions to the academic community. This new framework 
may not just assist in better rewarding and recognising 
academics in the creative disciplines, but all academics of higher 
education. This is timely given Australia’s regulatory climate and 
the need for higher education providers to utilise frameworks 
that are transparent and meaningful to staff.
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Introduction

Reporting on scholarly activity can be problematic for those working in higher education 
and can feel almost impossible for creative arts academics and administrators. Few 
current studies explore scholarly activity from a creative arts perspective. Despite 
examples of arts-based approaches to explore scholarship (Renwick et al., 2020), there 
are limited extant scholarship frameworks that guide creative arts academics to compre-
hensively address their professional practice. This paper aims to support creative arts 
educators through the development of a new framework underpinned by Boyer’s four 
scholarships model. Boyer’s seminal work Scholarship reconsidered: Priorities of the 
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professoriate (1990), while challenged by some and/or extended by others, has long been 
considered the bedrock of scholarly work. The term scholarship arises from Boyer’s 
explanation that academic work ought to be founded on the engagement in original 
research and that such work benefits students in the way curriculum is designed for 
social good and for learning and teaching research (Boyer, 1990, 1996a).

In Australia, the regulatory authority Tertiary Education Quality and Standards 
Agency (TEQSA) uses a risk framework whereby higher education institutions must 
meet the Higher Education Standards Framework (HESF) (TEQSA, 2021) which 
includes evidence of academic scholarship. Scholarship is described as ‘those activities 
concerned with gaining new or improved understanding, or appreciation and insights 
into a field of knowledge, or engaging with and keeping up to date with advances in 
the field’ (TEQSA, 2022, p. 1). Speaking to the breadth of scholarship, TEQSA further 
states that ‘a key component is that scholarship: 

. advances knowledge or professional practice in a field, or

. transmits advances through contemporary approaches to teaching and learning, or 
research and training’. (2022, p. 1)

TEQSA included the Boyer model of scholarship in their Guidance Note: Scholarship 
(2018) to assist institutions to define and report on scholarly activity. For practice-based 
disciplines like the creative arts (we mean, music, dance, visual arts, dramatic arts, and 
media), categorising and documenting scholarly activity can be problematic for aca-
demics and administrators. For example, Neumann (1993) found that Australian 
higher education administrators had difficulties defining such activity as research. 
Nilsen (2015) found it would be useful for a higher education provider to demonstrate 
how creative work such as musical composition meets the criteria for scholarship in a 
systematic manner. That is, it is useful to conceptualise creative work as a framework, 
a structure, overview, outline, or plan with various descriptive categories. We recognise 
Boyer’s model is not the only model of scholarship, but it is the one that resonates with 
TEQSA in the Australian context given that TEQSA legitimised the Boyer model (1990, 
1996a) by using it to explain the concept of scholarship. It is also logical with reference to 
the socialised work functions of academics globally. Given its familiarity, and that Boyer’s 
model is also used ‘as a guide to name and subdivide the knowledge functions of aca-
demics’ (Godbold et al., 2024, p. 94), we selected Boyer’s model as an appropriate starting 
point to advance a more nuanced understanding of scholarship for the creative arts.

More specifically, a scholarship Discussion Paper (TEQSA, 2020) linked creative arts to 
peer reviewed presentations; novel work; engaging in latest ideas that contribute to 
course development and teaching pedagogies; and active involvement in scholarly aca-
demic societies. The resultant and current Guidance Note (TEQSA, 2022) refers creative 
scholars to: ‘[a]dvances in a creative field of endeavour (such as new insights, challenges 
to orthodoxy or innovative approaches to creative outputs)’ (p. 2); ‘creative community’; 
and ‘creative practice’ (p. 5).

A scan of the literature found that others have been thinking about framing creative 
arts research practice (Candy & Edmonds, 2018; Wilson, 2011). Despite this, there 
appeared to be little progress in the way that brings together Boyer’s model of scholarship 
and the creative arts beyond Renwick et al. (2020), which utilised an arts-based approach 
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to explore scholarship for educators. However, by extending the review to include prac-
tice-based literature, an interesting pattern was identified. In nursing internationally, 
there has been steady guidance on the practical application of scholarship, particularly 
in the domain of application and integration including the use of Boyer’s model of scho-
larship to address matters such as evaluation of nurse educators and nurse professional 
development (see Allen & Field, 2005; Pape, 2000).

Accordingly, this paper presents an integrative review of the ‘Boyerdian scholarship’; 
firstly, literature that uses Boyer’s model of scholarship as a frame of reference, and sec-
ondly, current practice-based disciplines and the application of the Boyer model of scho-
larship literature. Capturing the good work of those that came before us, practice wisdom 
(the collective professional experiences of the authors informed by theory and research) 
(Bamber & Stefani, 2016) is then applied, followed by the role of reflection in informing 
creative arts practice (Candy & Edmonds, 2018; Schön, 1987). Accordingly, the reflec-
tions on theory, research and practice combine to design a new framework which 
includes creative arts scholarship.

Literature review

We conducted an integrative literature review examining the application of the Boyer 
scholarship model to practice-based disciplines. This was further underpinned by a 
scoping review on a key practice-based discipline which was identified through literature 
searches on Scopus, Web of Science and Google Scholar.

Boyer’s model of scholarship as a frame of reference

In 1990, Boyer promulgated a widely adopted idea that scholarship involves four inter-
dependent types of domains: 

. Discovery: the discovery of new discipline knowledge

. Integration: synthesising and making connections across disciplines or multidisciplin-
ary research

. Application: using the knowledge discovered/synthesised be applied to consequential 
problems

. Teaching and learning: engagement in teaching pedagogy, communities of practice, 
research into teaching.

These four domains of scholarship have continued to be developed and refined by 
scholars (Glassick, 2000; Rice, 2002). Glassick (2000) extended scholarship to include a 
fifth domain of engagement. Glassick also provided criteria to assess scholarship includ-
ing clarity of goals, preparation, methods, results and findings, presentation, and critical 
reflection. Rice (2002) clarified how Glassick’s model worked in practice. Garnett and 
Ecclesfield (2011) argued that Boyer’s model had three flaws; an artificial division 
between researchers and educators, it was linear, and that teaching was viewed as 
mostly instructional, requiring a revision to Boyer’s model. They created a new model, 
which included a new domain of ‘co-creating’. In addition, they provided a description 
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of the purpose of the types of scholarship and defined what might be expected of aca-
demics as performance measures in each of the domains.

Others have taken up the call to use research for community benefit in what has 
become known as the scholarship of community engagement (Barker, 2004) or commu-
nity engaged scholarship (Saltmarsh et al., 2009). Boyer (1996a, 1996b) saw it as the duty 
of universities to apply their learnings to solve the social, civic, and ethical problems of 
their communities. Scholarship of (community) engagement was added as a domain by 
Hart et al. (2023). The framework of the University of the Western Cape described the 
partnerships that supported the social, economic, and cultural needs of the community.

The domain that is and continues to be problematic to define, and is often poorly 
understood by academics, is the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL) 
(Godbold et al., 2024; Hoon & Martennsson, 2020). This category has unsurprisingly 
been the focus of much debate given the form of research is only 30 years old with mul-
tiple definitions (Poole & Chick, 2022). In working to offer a clearer framework, Trig-
well’s (2013) contribution has been key, arguing that for work to be determined as 
scholarly activity, evidence of teaching practice is required, supported by literature, 
and underpinned by teaching and learning models. Further, the activity had to encourage 
critical inquiry and reflection and be subject to peer review. Kern et al. (2015) offered 
further clarification in the form of the Dimensions of Activity Related to Teaching 
(DART) model, organising teaching activities into public and private. These were 
further separated into formal and informal.

Creative arts scholarship

In the literature search, few studies were identified on defining and evidencing scholarly 
activity in the creative arts. Renwick et al. (2020) investigated how community engage-
ment in the discipline of education, using an arts-based approach to represent the 
voices in the community, fitted with Boyer’s scholarship model. The researchers 
(Renwick et al., 2020, p. 1243) found ‘connection and two way learning’, leading them 
to propose that the model of four domains of scholarship was ‘useful in helping aca-
demics to contextualise and build a cohesive approach to their work’ (p. 1244). The 
work of Ling and Ling (2020) and Renwick et al. (2020) identified the broadening 
scope of Boyer’s model to its use by institutions for staff reviews (appraisals) and pro-
motions. We, as indicated in the literature above, are interested in outlining scholarly 
activities.

Application of practice-based scholarship

Having exhausted the creative arts literature, we decided to conduct an integrative review 
(1990–2024) of ‘practice-based’ scholarship frameworks underpinned by Boyer’s model to 
examine how scholarly activity is applied in practice-based disciplines in higher education. 
The aim of the review was to consider key findings and recommendations to assist in pro-
ducing a framework that includes the creative arts. The review found that nursing scholars 
are the primary practice-based discipline pushing the boundaries as they explore ways to 
adopt, then adapt, Boyer’s scholarship model to evidence their practice. It showed the 
entwined nature of the domains of scholarship; sometimes the literature defined the 
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activities within the domain as unique, sometimes they were duplicated. There was infor-
mation on what scholarly activity looks like in a practical and theoretical setting, providing 
definitions across all the scholarship domains. Studies showed that application and engage-
ment are seen as key areas for nursing scholarship due to the practical application of theory 
and practice and engagement with the wider community. Scholars have detailed examples 
of what this looks like in practice. A broader view of Boyerdian scholarship was applied to 
activities examining practice-based applications. Presentations of practice innovations at 
public forums such as grand rounds or what Thoun (2009) terms ‘professional scholarship’ 
was identified as evidence. Scholarship also includes conferences, public advocacy, and 
Wilkes et al. (2013) noted sharing practice and knowledge with peers. Zlotnick et al. 
(2024, p. 6) refer to the 1996(b) document about practice by Boyer (Boyer, p. 5). What 
we have taken from this, is Boyer’s later observation – ‘I have this feeling that we are begin-
ning to find a common language’ (1996b, p. 6).

Application and engagement are seen as key methods to share knowledge across prac-
tice-based disciplines such as the creative arts to promote connection and help society. 
Engaged scholarship, in particular community engaged scholarship was evident. By 
maintaining their engagement with all the facets of scholarship nurse educators see 
how their practice can benefit and inform their teaching and learning from activities 
such as engaging with community service (Seibert & Harper, 2020), developing collabor-
ation and partnerships (Beaulieu et al., 2018; Malinsky et al., 2010), providing pro-
fessional expertise and working in multidisciplinary, dynamic, flexible partnerships 
(Duke & Moss, 2009).

Other examples provide guidelines for promotion (Honig et al., 2013; Limoges et al., 
2015).

Honig et al. (2013) listed reputation as a clinical scholar, innovations, mentoring, new 
practice, consultant, and award as criteria to make the path to reward and recognition 
less ambiguous. Reflective practice within practice-based scholarship is discussed by 
Thoun (2009), and Aday and Quill (2000). One paper was found that specifically delt 
with integration, curriculum development, implementation, and evaluation (Storch & 
Gamroth, 2002).

Methodology

The development of the framework utilised a design-based research (DBR) approach. 
This methodology was deemed suitable to guide the development of the framework as 
design-based research has similarities to action research in that it takes place in an 
applied educational setting and involves problem identification, assessment, and analysis 
(Ford et al., 2017). McKenney (2016, p. 156) describes it as ‘a family of approaches that 
strive towards the dual goals of developing theoretical understanding and also designing 
and implementing interventions in practice’. The methodology is also flexible, allowing 
for collaboration amongst researchers and educators in a functioning workplace leading 
to context-sensitive design principles and theories (Wang & Hannafin, 2005). More 
specific to our context, 

[i]dentifying problems amenable to DBR involves finding real-world challenges that are 
worthy of investigation and capable of being solved through the DBR process. Specific 
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problems may be identified by practitioners, by researchers, or through the study of litera-
ture. (McKenney & Reeves, 2020, p. 83)

Successive proponents have expanded on the design principles to introduce iterations, or 
phases, of the intervention, with evaluation stages after each one (McKenney & Reeves, 
2019). We have combined the study of literature with ‘practice wisdom’. Practice wisdom 
is a concept from a framework created by Bamber and Stefani (2016) proposed by 
drawing on work published from a special edition of Staff and Educational Development 
Association (SEDA) on Evidencing the Value of Educational Development (Bamber, 
2013). ‘It is the knowledge, often tacit, which we draw on when we make professional 
decisions’ (Bamber & Stefani, 2016, p. 248). This wisdom is acquired through our 
relationships and the ensuing results such as changes to practices, policy, and projects. 
The expertise of the authors is underpinned by our collective professional experiences 
which is in turn informed by theory and research. As part of the cyclical nature of 
DBR, this paper is a report on phase one of the research design study process.

Findings and discussion

Currently, there are limited extant scholarship frameworks that guide creative arts aca-
demics to comprehensively address their professional practice. An examination of the 
key literature on Boyer scholarship had similarly failed to find a conclusive solution. For-
tunately, an integrative review of literature covering the last two decades featuring prac-
tice-based scholarship informed by the Boyer model was generative. It found that nursing 
as a discipline has led the way in articulating clear and current guidelines for evidencing 
research, theory, and practice in frameworks. Adapting some of the findings from the 
frameworks described in the papers helped to create, in combination with our own prac-
tice knowledge, a new creative arts scholarship theoretical framework. There are three 
principles that underpin the creation of this new framework to support academics to 
articulate their practice-based work. It is beyond the scope of the paper to address 
them here, but they are in keeping with the purpose of creating the framework – to 
provide all academics with a tool that enhances their practice; one that recognises 
their lived experience and provides them with a vehicle for reward. The principles will 
not be surprising given the growing literature around the negative impact of manageri-
alism on academic work and wellbeing (see, for example, Lee et al., 2022). The first is 
trust (Connell, 2022). The second is agency (Connell, 2022). At the heart of all this lay 
the need for kindness and compassion (Waddington & Bonaparte, 2004).

There are five domains in this new framework. The additional domain, the Scholar-
ship of Reflective Learning and Teaching Practice, is influenced by the work of Glassick 
(2000) and Thoun (2009) to evidence scholarly practice and acknowledge a key feature of 
creative arts practice – reflection (Candy & Edmonds, 2018). It is also the result of the 
decision to attempt to reduce the challenges faced by the SoTL which remains its own 
domain. The domains are explained in more detail below.

Sitting under each domain is a description of the scholarly work. Beneath this is a list of 
indicators. This list arises from a synthesis of the literature, the findings of the literature 
review, and practice wisdom. We argue that the indicators’ list brings together the under-
pinnings of university life. The indicators describe what practice looks like for academics. 
The framework has therefore been created to assist academics to identify ways in which they 
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can demonstrate activities and achievements they attain. The activities and achievements 
identified in the framework are not exhaustive, nor should they be used as a checklist.

The framework was created to enable academics to easily articulate their scholarship 
activities and so, where possible, there is minimal overlap between the domains. 
However, for the Scholarship of Reflective Learning and Teaching Practice, and the Scho-
larship of Synthesis and Interdisciplinary Collaboration and Contexts, while there are 
some activities that overlap, the scholarship from which they arise is different and can 
be evidenced as such. For example, for curriculum design, the former relies on the 
result of a reflection on multiple (ideally) sources of evidence from students, peers, 
and self about the current curriculum to make enhancing changes to it. The latter asks 
the academic to design/revise curriculum by engaging with contemporary scholarly 
sources. Both types of curriculum design/redesign to improve student outcomes that 
transform learning and teaching are a product of engaging in a robust practice (Boyer, 
1996a, 1996b). Ideally, innovation occurs in all domains.

Each domain clearly articulates evidence of ‘what it might look like when working 
with students’ (i.e., impact students). To assist academics begin their scholarly pursuits, 
the framework also has listed how best the practice might be facilitated. For example, 
SoTL is facilitated by collaborating with students and disseminating learning and teach-
ing innovations. The year 2014 firmly established the pedagogical practice of educators 
and students working together for better student outcomes with the release of Engaging 
Students as Partners in Learning and Teaching: A Guide for Faculty (Cook-Sather et al., 
2014). The guide included a definition still used today: 

collaborative, reciprocal process through which all participants have the opportunity to con-
tribute equally, although not necessarily in the same ways, to curricular or pedagogical con-
ceptualization, decision making, implementation, investigation, or analysis. (pp. 6–7)

Supporting students and academics are the nine wrap around values: authenticity, 
honesty, inclusivity, reciprocity, empowerment, trust, courage, plurality, and responsibil-
ity (Healey & Healey, 2019).

The new framework is presented in Figure 1 (see below). Each domain, and how it was 
arrived at is unpacked below. Where research/theory has been used to underpin a 
decision, the authors are cited in text. If no literature is listed, then practice wisdom 
has been used.

Scholarship of discipline research

In Scholarship Reconsidered, Boyer (1990) identified that the Scholarship of Discovery is 
essential to being a scholar. Boyer argued, however, that this knowledge must be inte-
grated; failure to do so results in ‘pedantry’ (1990, p. 131). Despite this, academics 
often use the term ‘traditional research’ (Macfarlane & Yeung, 2023). The privilege 
given to ‘traditional’ research is so well socialised that teaching focused academics 
have reported feeling isolated and devalued in their institutions. This is made worse 
by performance policies and ‘mandates that differ for SoTL activities to those of disciplin-
ary research’ (Godbold et al., 2024, p. 97). We have proposed Scholarship of Discipline 
research instead of the broader term Discovery, as the latter more clearly identifies that 
SoTL is its own area of research. Further, given that scholars think that Discovery is their 
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core business, then it makes sense to weaken its hold on their imagination by renaming 
this domain. We also hope that by doing so, it highlights and brings to the conscience of 
academics other valuable attributes of their work and makes the distinction between 
research related to their discipline and that related to their teaching.

Indicators of this domain
Scholarship is a form of research in one’s discipline that involves ‘the creation of new 
knowledge and/or the use of existing knowledge in a new and creative way so as to gen-
erate new concepts, methodologies, inventions and understandings’ (Australian Research 
Council, 2015). Research can be carried out in and between all fields and may involve a 
range of tools and media: 

. Innovating and creating new ways of doing things (Honig et al., 2013)

. Creating new knowledge/insights, new methodologies, applications or innovative 
approaches and challenging orthodoxy (Boyer, 1990; 1996a; Wilkes et al., 2013).

What it may look like for creative arts/educators 

. Peer reviewed publications, presentations, roundtables (Thoun, 2009)

. Grant applications, research projects (Thoun, 2009)

. Innovation in creative practice (Honig et al., 2013).

Scholarship of synthesis and interdisciplinary collaboration and contexts

Boyer (1996a) posited that once scholars discover knowledge, for it to be meaningful, ‘con-
nections must be made’ (p. 3), i.e., the Integration domain. In his model, Boyer named this 
the Scholarship of Integration: synthesising and making connections across the disciplines 
or multidisciplinary research. It is our experience that the label is too broad and amor-
phous, so we sought to give it boundaries. This is especially the experience of the first 
author who has been teaching a formally accredited course on the introduction to SoTL 
to faculty for ten years. Staff failed to find ‘Integration’ meaningful to their everyday experi-
ence, and making connections, hard to ‘pin down’. From the practice-based literature 
review, Scholarship of Integration described the interdisciplinary approach as ‘collabor-
ation’ (Duke & Moss, 2009). Given it is an integral feature of creative arts practice, the 
domain was renamed ‘synthesis and interdisciplinary collaboration and contexts’.

Indicators of this domain
Engaging in integrating curriculum using material from different evidence-based 
sources, including across disciplines, to improve curriculum design and delivery, assess-
ment or re-definitions of learning outcomes to reflect cross discipline contemporary evi-
dence-based ideas. 

. Improving course content, design, methods of participation/delivery, assessment or 
re-definitions of learning outcomes to reflect cross discipline contemporary evi-
dence-based ideas (Boyer, 1990)
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. Influencing how the discipline is taught and learned

. Contextualising new knowledge for staff and students.

What it may look like for creative arts/educators 

. Curriculum design (Storch & Gamroth, 2002)

. Collaborative performance.

Scholarship of knowledge in service to society, community and professions

The idea of engagement as a scholarly area has been well documented (Glassick, 
2000). Boyer named this domain Application: applying the knowledge discovered/syn-
thesised to consequential problems. Engagement was an area that was strongly ident-
ified in the practice-based literature on Boyer, particularly engagement with the 
community (Beaulieu et al., 2018; Bosold & Darnell, 2012; Malinsky et al., 2010) 
and often includes engaged research (Beaulieu et al., 2018). Accordingly, we 
renamed the domain to reflect how creative arts academics develop and share 
works and knowledge in a community setting, in a wider field beyond the educational 
setting. An example from the literature, Honig et al. (2013) lists reputation, inno-
vations, and mentoring, as key areas to promote and develop expertise in their prac-
tice. Other types of evidence include engagement with community and industry 
through committees and expert forums. It is also worth singling out Work Integrated 
Learning (WIL) as an important opportunity to engage students in scholarship given 
its significance in Australia with a new government blueprint heralding its role in 
reducing the predicted gap in national workforce skills (The Australian 
Universities Accord, 2024). Well-designed WIL for, and not for credit, gives students 
the opportunity to apply their learning in the community setting (Zegwaard et al., 
2023).

Indicators of this domain
Engaging with local, national, and international community and service projects; volun-
teering; knowledge and exchange projects. 

. Sustainable ways of practice that provide better solutions to existing challenges

. Interdisciplinary collaboration (Duke & Moss, 2009)

. Innovations and creation of new ways of doing things (Honig et al., 2013).

What it may look like for creative arts/educators 

. Community/industry/professional/collaboration (Beaulieu et al., 2018; Seibert & 
Harper, 2020)

. Executive membership on committee boards.

SoTL in higher education

We used the boundaries of HE as we found that made it clearer for those working in 
teacher education (birth to year 12). Next, it is underpinned by Trigwell’s model 
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(2013) where, to improve student learning, a scholar investigates the learning of their 
students and their teaching by knowing and relating the literature on teaching and 
learning to discipline-specific literature and knowledge. They also collect and commu-
nicate the results and make these available for peer review. Importantly, it was recog-
nised that for some, like academic developers, SoTL is their discipline (Wilson & 
Popovic, 2024). However, it was decided that it was more important to raise the 
profile of SoTL across institutions in the first iteration of the framework rather than 
focus on the power imbalance of ‘discipline’ and ‘SoTL’ research (Godbold et al., 
2024). This first step is in keeping with the idea of Simmons et al. (2013, p. 15): 
‘SoTL becomes a second home that allows us to maintain a sense of self-worth where 
otherwise we might have faced criticism’. To not take this action will leave many crea-
tive arts practitioners facing these very criticisms.

Indicators of this domain
Engaging in the scholarship of teaching and learning in higher education to understand 
your teaching and maximise learning and disseminating the findings (Trigwell, 2013).

What it may look like for creative arts/educators 

. Research-based changes to learning and teaching practices and programmes and 
course designs and/or curriculum

. Publications in learning and teaching journals.

Scholarship of reflective learning and teaching practice

Drawing on the work of Kern et al. (2015), we argue that reflection can be either private 
or public. Reflection has many definitions. One that comes well recommended is: 

a deliberate and conscientious process that employs a person’s cognitive, emotional and 
somatic capacities to mindfully contemplate past, present or future actions in order to 
learn, and to better understand and potentially improve their actions. (Harvey et al., 
2016, p. 19)

A creative sees the world through a creative lens (Barone & Eisner, 2012) and to do 
this, they need to reflect critically on their practice. Being able to critically reflect on 
their creative expression, and teaching and learning, forms a key part of their identity 
as a creative practitioner. Creative arts educators often utilise the reflection on action 
and reflection in the action model of Schön (1987). Further, a critical part of their skill 
development is to reflect on their creative and their teaching practice. Schön’s model pro-
vides a scaffold for after the performance, lesson and more critically during the perform-
ance or lesson where being able to assess, modify and evaluate is a continuous cycle in live 
performance or creative arts lessons. An experiential learning cycle (Kolb, 1984) com-
bined with Schön’s reflective practice can provide structure for creative artists to increase 
and develop their knowledge and skill development to further their artistry.

Indicators of this domain
Engaging in transforming knowledge through evidence-based reflective and reflexive 
practice and peer review. 
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. Improving course content, design, methods of participation/delivery, assessment or 
re-definitions of learning outcomes (Kern et al., 2015)

. Innovating and creating new ways of doing things.

What it may look like for creative arts/educators 

. Peer review and feedback from internal reviewers (Thoun, 2009)

. Attend continuing professional learning and teaching in higher education with 
demonstrable outcomes

. Reflecting on creative arts practice informed by theoretical and practical application 
(Barone & Eisner, 2012; Candy & Edmonds, 2018).

The framework has been designed and underpinned through the theoretical con-
siderations of the literature and the practical expertise of the authors who are 
working in the scholarship space to guide educators (colleagues) about scholarship. 
The framework is designed to support creative arts educators, but it in practice is 
not limited in scope.

Conclusion

In Australia, TEQSA (2020) has welcomed tailored scholarship frameworks where insti-
tutions and their academics can systematically demonstrate that they meet national stan-
dards in relation to scholarship. Despite this, currently there is limited opportunity for 
academics working in the discipline of creative arts to demonstrate their scholarly 
achievement. Complicating this is the absence of substantive literature which explores 
scholarly activity from a creative arts perspective. TEQSA (2020) offers the Boyer 
model of scholarship (1990, 1996a) as a starting place. It was this that led us to reconcep-
tualise Boyer’s work and to propose a new theoretical framework to include the creative 
arts. In this respect, we are continuing the vision of Boyer (1996b) to find a common 
language to represent scholarship in all its diversity.

There are several goals of the framework. The first is to support both the institution 
and the individual academic. The second is to ensure that scholarship advances knowl-
edge and professional practice and that scholarship transmits advances through contem-
porary approaches to teaching and learning, research, and training. The third is to make 
sure that we could bring together the underpinnings of university life listed in the items 
above and have them speak to the academic community. In this, it may be a solution to 
the fission felt by teaching academics ‘and confusion around boundaries between 
research and SoTL’ (Godbold et al., 2024, p. 93).

Academics now have a way to assist them to identify ways in which they can demon-
strate activities and achievements they attain. In this way, the framework is part of 
embedded practice. To achieve this, the framework identifies strategies that support: aca-
demics to develop their individual scholarship; collaboration with colleagues; and oppor-
tunities to work in partnership with students. The examples are of accepted practices and 
should not be used as a checklist. This is the first iteration of the framework. We are cur-
rently in design phases two and three, determining the experience of implementing the 
framework at an institutional level.
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The theoretical considerations of this paper provides further discussion about scholar-
ship broadly and for the first time includes the creative arts. In reconceptualising the 
Boyer scholarship domains for the creative arts, we seek to provide further clarity to evi-
dence and report on creative arts scholarly activity as an underrepresented area in the 
literature.

Acknowledgements

Thank you to Professors Carole Steketee and Lauren Stephenson, Emeritus Professor Denise Chal-
mers and Dr David Baxter and the two anonymous reviewers whose feedback on the manuscript 
was invaluable.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

ORCID

K. Ardzejewska http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2508-6758
D. G. Eden http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1369-2563
A. G. Shannon http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0116-0666

References

Aday, L. A., & Quill, B. E. (2000). A framework for assessing practice-oriented scholarship in 
schools of public health. Journal of Public Health Management and Practice, 6(1), 38–46. 
https://doi.org/10.1097/00124784-200006010-00007

Allen, M. N., & Field, P. A. (2005). Scholarly teaching and scholarship of teaching: Noting the 
difference. International Journal of Nursing Education Scholarship, 2(1), 5–23. https://doi.org/ 
10.2202/1548-923X.1094

Australia Government. (2024). Australian Universities Accord. https://www.education.gov.au/ 
australian-universities-accord

Australian Research Council. (2015). State of Australian University Research 2015-2016. https:// 
www.arc.gov.au/sites/default/files/minisite/static/4551/ERA2015/intro-3_define-research. 
html#:~:text = For%20the%20purposes%20of%20ERA,%2C%20methodologies%2C% 
20inventions%20and%20understandings

Bamber, V. (2013). Evidencing the value of educational development. SEDA Special, 34, 19–22.
Bamber, V., & Stefani, L. (2016). Taking up the challenge of evidencing value in educational devel-

opment: From theory to practice. International Journal for Academic Development, 21(3), 242– 
254. https://doi.org/10.1080/1360144X.2015.1100112

Barker, D. (2004). The scholarship of engagement: A taxonomy of five emerging practices. Journal 
of Higher Education Outreach and Engagement, 9(2), 123–137.

Barone, T., & Eisner, E. (2012). Arts based research. SAGE Publications, Inc. https://doi.org/10. 
4135/9781452230627

Beaulieu, M., Breton, M., & Brousselle, A. (2018). Conceptualizing 20 years of engaged scholarship: 
A scoping review. PLoS One, 13(2), e0193201. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0193201

Bosold, C., & Darnell, M. (2012). Faculty practice: Is it scholarly activity? Journal of Professional 
Nursing, 28(2), 90–95. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.profnurs.2011.11.003

Boyer, E. L. (1990). Scholarship reconsidered: Priorities of the professoriate. Carnegie Foundation for 
the Advancement of Teaching Special Report. Josey-Bass.

HIGHER EDUCATION RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT 13

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2508-6758
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1369-2563
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0116-0666
https://doi.org/10.1097/00124784-200006010-00007
https://doi.org/10.2202/1548-923X.1094
https://doi.org/10.2202/1548-923X.1094
https://www.education.gov.au/australian-universities-accord
https://www.education.gov.au/australian-universities-accord
https://www.arc.gov.au/sites/default/files/minisite/static/4551/ERA2015/intro-3_define-research.html#:~:text=For%20the%20purposes%20of%20ERA,%2C%20methodologies%2C%20inventions%20and%20understandings
https://www.arc.gov.au/sites/default/files/minisite/static/4551/ERA2015/intro-3_define-research.html#:~:text=For%20the%20purposes%20of%20ERA,%2C%20methodologies%2C%20inventions%20and%20understandings
https://www.arc.gov.au/sites/default/files/minisite/static/4551/ERA2015/intro-3_define-research.html#:~:text=For%20the%20purposes%20of%20ERA,%2C%20methodologies%2C%20inventions%20and%20understandings
https://www.arc.gov.au/sites/default/files/minisite/static/4551/ERA2015/intro-3_define-research.html#:~:text=For%20the%20purposes%20of%20ERA,%2C%20methodologies%2C%20inventions%20and%20understandings
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360144X.2015.1100112
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452230627
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452230627
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0193201
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.profnurs.2011.11.003


Boyer, E. L. (1996a). From scholarship reconsidered to scholarship assessed. Quest (Grand Rapids, 
Mich ), 48(2), 129–139. https://doi.org/10.1080/00336297.1996.10484184

Boyer, E. L. (1996b). Clinical practice as scholarship. Holistic Nursing Practice, 10(3), 1–6. https:// 
doi.org/10.1097/00004650-199604000-00003

Candy, L., & Edmonds, E. A. (2018). Practice-based research in the creative arts: Foundations and 
futures from the front line. Leonardo, 51(1), 63–69. https://doi.org/10.1162/LEON_a_01471

Connell, R. (2022). The good university. What universities actually do and why it’s time for radical 
change. Bloomsbury Publishing.

Cook-Sather, A., Bovill, C., & Felton, P. (2014). Engaging students as partners in learning and 
teaching: A guide for faculty. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Duke, J., & Moss, C. (2009). Re-visiting scholarly community engagement in the contemporary 
research assessment environments of Australasian universities. Contemporary Nurse, 32(1–2), 
30–41. https://doi.org/10.5172/conu.32.1-2.30

Ford, C., McNally, D., & Ford, K. (2017). Using design-based research in higher education inno-
vation. Online Learning, 21(3), 50–67. https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v21i3.1232

Garnett, F., & Ecclesfield, N. (2011). Towards a framework for co-creating Open Scholarship. 
Research in Learning Technology, 19(1), 5–17. https://doi.org/10.3402/rlt.v19s1/7795

Glassick, C. E. (2000). Boyer’s expanded definitions of scholarship, the standards for assessing 
scholarship, and the elusiveness of the scholarship of teaching. Academic Medicine, 75(9), 
877–880. https://doi.org/10.1097/00001888-200009000-00007

Godbold, N., Matthews, K. E. E., & Gannaway, D. (2024). Theorising new possibilities for scholar-
ship of teaching and learning and teaching focused academics. Higher Education Research & 
Development, 43(1), 92–103. https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2023.2218809

Hart, C., Daniels, P., & September-Brown, P. (2023, March). A model for scholarship of engage-
ment institutionalization and operationalization. South African Journal of Higher Education, 
37(1), 224–241. https://doi.org/10.20853/37-1-5677

Harvey, M., Coulson, D., & McMaugh, A. (2016). Towards a theory of the ecology of reflection: 
Reflective practice for experiential learning in higher education. Journal of University 
Teaching and Learning Practice, 13(2), 1–20.

Healey, M., & Healey, R. (2019). Students as partners guide: Student engagement through partner-
ship: A guide and update to the advance HE framework. HE Academy.

Honig, J., Smolowitz, J., & Larson, E. (2013). Building framework for nursing scholarship: 
Guidelines for appointment and promotion. Journal of Professional Nursing, 29(6), 359–369.

Hoon, C. H., & Martennsson, K. (2020). Leading change from difference shores: The challenges of 
contextualizing SoTL in three geographical locations. Teaching & Learning Inquiry, 8(1), 24–41. 
https://doi.org/10.20343/teachlearninqu.8.1.3

Kern, B., Mettetal, G., Dixon, D. M., & Morgan, K. R. (2015). The role of SoTL in the academy: 
Upon the 25th Anniversary of Boyer’s Scholarship reconsidered. Journal of the Scholarship of 
Teaching and Learning, 15(3), 1–14. https://doi.org/10.14434/josotl.v15i3.13623

Kolb, D. A. (1984). Experiential Learning: Experience as the source of learning and development. 
Prentice Hall.

Lee, M., Coutts, R., Fielden, J., Hutchinson, M., Lakeman, J., Mathisen, B., Nasrawi, D., & Phillips, 
N. (2022). Occupational stress in University academics in Australia and New Zealand. Journal of 
Higher Education Policy and Management, 44(1), 57–71. https://doi.org/10.1080/1360080X. 
2021.1934246

Limoges, J., Acorn, S., & Osborn, M. (2015). The scholarship of application: Recognizing and pro-
moting nurses’ contribution to knowledge development. The Journal of Continuing Education in 
Nursing, 46(2), 77–82. https://doi.org/10.3928/00220124-20151217-02

Ling, L., & Ling, P. (Eds.). (2020). Emerging methods and paradigms in scholarship and education 
research. Pennsylvania: IGI Global.

Macfarlane, B., & Yeung, J. (2023). The (re)invention of tradition in higher education research: 
1976–2021. Studies in Higher Education. 49(2), 382–393 https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079. 
2023.2237691

14 K. ARDZEJEWSKA ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1080/00336297.1996.10484184
https://doi.org/10.1097/00004650-199604000-00003
https://doi.org/10.1097/00004650-199604000-00003
https://doi.org/10.1162/LEON_a_01471
https://doi.org/10.5172/conu.32.1-2.30
https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v21i3.1232
https://doi.org/10.3402/rlt.v19s1/7795
https://doi.org/10.1097/00001888-200009000-00007
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2023.2218809
https://doi.org/10.20853/37-1-5677
https://doi.org/10.20343/teachlearninqu.8.1.3
https://doi.org/10.14434/josotl.v15i3.13623
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360080X.2021.1934246
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360080X.2021.1934246
https://doi.org/10.3928/00220124-20151217-02
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2023.2237691
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2023.2237691


Malinsky, L., DuBois, R., & Jacquest, D. (2010). Building scholarship capacity and transforming 
nurse educators’ practice through institutional ethnography. International Journal of Nursing 
Education Scholarship, 7(1), 1–12. https://doi.org/10.2202/1548-923X.1948

McKenney, S. (2016). Researcher-practitioner collaboration in educational design research: 
Processes, roles, values and expectations. In M. A. Evans, M. J. Packer, & K. Sawyer (Eds.), 
Reflections on the learning sciences (pp. 155–188). Cambridge University Press.

McKenney, S., & Reeves, T. C. (2019). Conducting educational design research. (2nd ed.). 
Routledge.

McKenney, S., & Reeves, T. C. (2020). Educational research design: Portraying, conducting, and 
enhancing productive scholarship. Medical Education, 55(1), 82–92. https://doi.org/10.1111/ 
medu.14280

Neumann, R. (1993). Research and scholarship: Perceptions of senior academic administrators. 
Higher Education, 25(2), 97–110. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01384743

Nilsen, P. (2015). Making sense of implementation theories, models and frameworks. 
Implementation Science, 10(1), 53. https://doi.org/10.1186/s13012-015-0242-0

Pape, T. (2000). Boyer’s model of scholarly nursing applied to professional development. AORN 
Journal, 71(5), 995–1003. 1001. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0001-2092(06)61549-4

Poole, G., & Chick, N. (2022). Great introspections: How and why SoTL looks inward. Teaching & 
Learning Inquiry, 10 (June), 1–12. https://doi.org/10.20343/teachlearninqu

Renwick, K., Selkrig, M., Manathunga, C., & Keamy, R. K. (2020). Community engagement is … : 
Revisiting Boyer’s model of scholarship. Higher Education Research & Development, 39(6), 
1232–1246. https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2020.1712680

Rice, R. E. (2002). Beyond scholarship reconsidered: Toward an enlarged vision of the scholarly 
work of faculty members. New Directions for Teaching and Learning, (90), 7–18. https://doi. 
org/10.1002/tl.51

Saltmarsh, J., Giles, D. E., Ward, E., & Buglione, S. M. (2009). Rewarding community-engaged 
scholarship. New Directions for Higher Education, 2009(147), 25–35. https://doi.org/10.1002/ 
he.355

Schön, D. A. (1987). Educating the reflective practitioner. Jossey-Bass.
Seibert, S. A., & Harper, K. J. (2020). The scholarship of application: Opportunities within the 

NOBC. Teaching and Learning in Nursing, 15(2), 152–154. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.teln.2020. 
01.005

Simmons, N., Abrahamson, E., Deshler, J., Kensington-Miller, B., Manarin, K., Morón García, S., 
Oliver, C., & Renc-Roe, J. (2013). Conflicts and configurations in a liminal space: SoTL scholars’ 
identity development. Teaching & Learning Inquiry The ISSOTL Journal, 1(2), 9–21. https://doi. 
org/10.20343/teachlearninqu.1.2.9

Storch, J., & Gamroth, L. (2002). Scholarship revisited: A collaborative nursing education pro-
gram’s journey. Journal of Nursing Education, 41(12), 524–530. https://doi.org/10.3928/0148- 
4834-20021201-05

TEQSA. (2018). Scholarship Guidance Note Version 2.5.
TEQSA. (2020). Discussion paper: Making and assessing claims of scholarship and scholarly activity.
TEQSA. (2022). Scholarship: Guidance note. https://www.teqsa.gov.au/latest-news/publications/ 

guidance-note-scholarship
Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency. (2021). Higher education standards framework. 

https://www.teqsa.gov.au/how-we-regulate/higher-education-standards-framework-2021
Thoun, D. S. (2009). Toward an appreciation of nursing scholarship: Recognizing our traditions, 

contributions, and presence. Journal of Nursing Education, 48(10), 552–556. https://doi.org/10. 
3928/01484834-20090716-01

Trigwell, K. (2013). Evidence of the impact of scholarship of teaching and learning purposes. 
Teaching & Learning Inquiry The ISSOTL Journal, 1(1), 95–105. https://doi.org/10.20343/ 
teachlearninqu.1.1.95

Waddington, K., & Bonaparte, B. (2004). Developing pedagogies of compassion in higher education: 
A practice first approach. Springer.

HIGHER EDUCATION RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT 15

https://doi.org/10.2202/1548-923X.1948
https://doi.org/10.1111/medu.14280
https://doi.org/10.1111/medu.14280
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01384743
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13012-015-0242-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0001-2092(06)61549-4
https://doi.org/10.20343/teachlearninqu
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2020.1712680
https://doi.org/10.1002/tl.51
https://doi.org/10.1002/tl.51
https://doi.org/10.1002/he.355
https://doi.org/10.1002/he.355
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.teln.2020.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.teln.2020.01.005
https://doi.org/10.20343/teachlearninqu.1.2.9
https://doi.org/10.20343/teachlearninqu.1.2.9
https://doi.org/10.3928/0148-4834-20021201-05
https://doi.org/10.3928/0148-4834-20021201-05
https://www.teqsa.gov.au/latest-news/publications/guidance-note-scholarship
https://www.teqsa.gov.au/latest-news/publications/guidance-note-scholarship
https://www.teqsa.gov.au/how-we-regulate/higher-education-standards-framework-2021
https://doi.org/10.3928/01484834-20090716-01
https://doi.org/10.3928/01484834-20090716-01
https://doi.org/10.20343/teachlearninqu.1.1.95
https://doi.org/10.20343/teachlearninqu.1.1.95


Wang, F., & Hannafin, M. J. (2005). Design-based research and technology-enhanced learning 
environments. Educational Technology Research and Development, 53(4), 5–23. https://doi. 
org/10.1007/BF02504682

Wilkes, L., Mannix, J., & Jackson, D. (2013). Practicing nurses perspectives of clinical scholarship: 
A qualitative study. BMC Nursing, 12(1), 1–7. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6955-12-21

Wilson, J. (2011). Creative arts research: A long path to acceptance. Australian Universities’ Review 
The, 53(2), 68–76.

Wilson, M., & Popovic, C. (2024). Academic development, trust, and the state of the profession. 
International Journal for Academic Development, 30(1), 14–26. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
1360144X.2024.2429074

Zegwaard, K. E., Ferns, S. J., & Rowe, A. D. (2023). Contemporary insights into the practice of 
work-integrated learning in Australian. In S. J. Ferns, A. D. Rowe, & K. E. Zegwaard (Eds.), 
Advances in research, theory and practice in work-integrated learning: Enhancing employability 
for a sustainable future (pp. 1–14). Taylor & Francis Group.

Zlotnick, C., Acorn, M., Agazio, J., Brousseau, S., Horton-Deutsch, S., & Leahy-Warren, P. (2024). 
An international panel perspective: Exploring nursing scholarship in academia. Journal of 
Professional Nursing, 51, 16–26. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.profnurs.2023.11.005

16 K. ARDZEJEWSKA ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02504682
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02504682
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6955-12-21
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360144X.2024.2429074
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360144X.2024.2429074
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.profnurs.2023.11.005

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Literature review
	Boyer’s model of scholarship as a frame of reference
	Creative arts scholarship
	Application of practice-based scholarship

	Methodology
	Findings and discussion
	Scholarship of discipline research
	Indicators of this domain

	Scholarship of synthesis and interdisciplinary collaboration and contexts
	Indicators of this domain

	Scholarship of knowledge in service to society, community and professions
	Indicators of this domain

	SoTL in higher education
	Indicators of this domain

	Scholarship of reflective learning and teaching practice
	Indicators of this domain


	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	Disclosure statement
	ORCID
	References

