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Although the scholarship of teaching and learning (SoTL) has been described as the signature pedagogy of educa-
tional development (a professional field focused on support for teaching and learning in higher education), there

is little systematic evidence of the scale and scope of the SoTL support practices that centers for teaching and

learning (CTLs) are currently using, how they are using them, and how these practices connect across the ecosys-
tem of higher education. To understand the evolving intersection between educational development and SoTL, we
used web scraping/content analysis to explore the current state of SoTL support at U.S.-based CTLs (as reflected

in their websites), with the aim of mapping the current landscape of the signature pedagogy, nearly thirty years
after Boyer first challenged us to rethink the relationships between scholarship, teaching, and learning.

In a2 2018 essay in To Improve the Academy, Peter Felten and Nancy
Chick proposed that the scholarship of teaching and learning
(SoTL) be identified as a “signature pedagogy” of educational
development (2018). For those not familiar with the term
signature pedagogy, it is used extensively to describe pedagog-
ical practices, implicit structures, and deep, often epistemolog-
ical, structures, which are both inherent and distinctive to the
teaching and learning that is conducted across a particular disci-
pline or, in some cases, super-discipline, e.g., STEM, humanities
(Benmayor, 2008, Gurung et al, 2009, Reisner & Stewart, 2020).
Although most would not describe educational development as
an academic discipline, Chick and Felten argue that it, too, can
identify distinctive approaches to what, how, and why members
of the field embrace SoTL, whether as an evidence-base for prac-
tice, the focus of specific programs (e.g., institutes and fellowships),
and/or a significant part of efforts to foster a broader institutional
culture of teaching and learning (Felten et al, 2007).

In the current climate of U.S. higher education, this latter
function, community building, has become an issue of renewed
significance, with a sense of belonging (to that community) emerg-
ing as a critical factor not just in the flourishing of individual faculty,
staff, and students, but for the university as a whole (Cruz & Atter-
holt, 2024; Gopalan & Brady, 2020). A sense of belonging is not
the only outcome that such communities may engender. Rather,
a growing body of research suggests that the transformation of
teaching and learning practice; an aspiration shared by the SoTL
movement, the field of educational development,and the leaders
of higher education institutions, rests on the meaningful personal
relationships, whether between and/or among faculty, staff, and
students, that arise through a broader sense of shared goals, prac-
tices, and values (Felten & Lambert, 2020; Gayles, 2023).

THE INTERSECTIONS BETWEEN SOTL
AND EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT:
AN HISTORICAL OVERVIEW

It is perhaps telling that Felten and Chick phrased the title of
their essay in the form of a question (e.g.“Is SoTL the signa-
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ture pedagogy of educational development?”). Their approach is
exploratory, asking (rather than answering) questions about what
forms a signature pedagogy might take in a field of practice that
is inherently multi, perhaps even trans-, disciplinary in orientation.
Indeed, their conceptualization of SoTL as a signature pedagogy
is the product of the historical intersection between educational
development as a field, CTLs as organizational units,and SoTL as
a movement.

Phase 1: The Rise of SoTL and

Educational Development

In the United States, the SoTL movement and the field of educa-
tional development emerged roughly contemporaneously, with
the first CTLs just beginning to appear in the 1970s and SoTL
taking off following the publication of Ernest Boyer’s groundbreak-
ing work, Scholarship Reconsidered, in 1990. In that work, Boyer
emphasized the recognition of effective teaching (and later learn-
ing) as scholarly work and suggested that when such work is
assessed and shared, it should be recognized as a credible form
of scholarship (1990).

Both initiatives were responses to the growing body of
research on teaching and learning coming out of educational
psychology, one response institutional (CTLs) and the other
super-institutional (SoTL), under the leadership of a leading
non-profit organization, the Carnegie Foundation for the Advance-
ment of Teaching (CASTL) (Lewis, 1996; McKinney, 2010). The
relationship between the two could be seen as reciprocal, with
SoTL feeding the burgeoning foundation of evidence-based prac-
tice upon which faculty development was, and continues to be,
built. In its most recent strategic plan, the Professional and Orga-
nizational Development (POD) Network, the leading professional
organization for educational development in the United States,
identifies evidence-based practice as one of three principle values
of both the organization and the field (as it is practiced in the
United States) (2019).

The nomenclature of “signature pedagogy” serves several
purposes in this context. It reflects the close relationship that the



two movements have long enjoyed in research and practice, but
it also re-frames the purpose of SoTL within the context of the
work that educational developers do to support it.As a form of
scholarship, the primary purpose of SoTL is to produce research
artifacts which, by extension, contribute to faculty advancement
and a shared body of knowledge. As a pedagogy, on the other hand,
SoTL serves as a process by which faculty engage in that scholar-
ship, whether as readers or producers,and, in turn, use the insight
gleaned in that process to transform their teaching (Geertsma,
2009; McKinney, 2012;Trigwell,2013). As a signature pedagogy, then,
engagement in SoTL reflects the shared values and beliefs about
teaching and learning that characterize both movements.

Phase 2: SoTL and Centers for Teaching

and Learning (CTLS)

The distinction between SoTL-as-scholarship and SoTL-as-peda-
gogy is an important one.The former refers to SoTL as a body of
research, the latter refers to the myriad of ways in which SoTL
can be used to foster effective teaching, which may or may not
include publication. Indeed, institutionally-embedded CTLs are
often less concerned with increasing research productivity per se,
but rather ensuring that instructors from a wide range of disci-
plines, backgrounds, roles, and interests have equitable access to
the benefits of engaging SoTL, whether as learners (reading about
pedagogy), classroom instructors, or scholars (or all three) (Felten
& Chick, 2018). In other words, by situating SoTL as a signa-
ture pedagogy, the emphasis not only shifts from what instruc-
tors produce in terms of published studies, but what they learn
through the process of thoughtfully collecting evidence on their
teaching, whether or not they conduct that process themselves.
This means that there are multiple levels at which instructors,
and by extension CTLs, may choose to engage with the body of
SoTL work. This shift in emphasis allows for greater access and
inclusion under the SoTL umbrella, a value shared by CTLs and
the SoTL movement as a whole.

If SOTL is treated primarily as a gateway to pedagogical devel-
opment, however, that does introduce a few apparent contradic-
tions into how and why CTLs support it. As Johan Geertsema
points out, “if the purpose of SoTL is to improve learning and
teaching, and hence academic practice on the ground, then it
makes sense to orient SoTL inquiry towards the complex web
of micro-cultures that make up the meso level of our institutions
(Martensson & Roxa, 2016) rather than aiming to disseminate it
on a more public, global level” (2016, p. 121). In Geertsema’s
conception, SoTL-as-scholarship (i.e. the mega level) is less the
domain of local CTLs, which can more effectively and appropri-
ately focus on SoTL-as-pedagogy. This signature pedagogy includes
activities such as scholarly teaching, sharing ideas about teach-
ing, and bridging insights from the pedagogical literature (Kern
et al, 2015). In other words, as Geertsma describes it, CTLs
typically focus their work primarily on the micro (e.g. individual
faculty) and meso (e.g. department) levels. SoTL advocates, on
the other hand, often look for larger, integrated levers of change
that may start at the micro, but ultimately extend out to include
the meso, macro (institution) and even mega (super-institutional)
levels (Fanghanel et al, 2016, Frake-Mistak et al, 2023; Poole, 2007,
Rehrey et al, 2014, Roxa et al, 2007, Simmons, 2016, Starr-Glass,
2012,Wuetherick et al, 2016).

SoTL advocates operate at these higher levels for a number
of reasons, but one primary factor is the need to establish an
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institutional culture that is conducive to the kinds of experiments
with teaching practice that SoTL is intended to foster. Research
on the dissemination of SoTL has identified factors such as disci-
plinary standards of research, tenure and promotion policies, and
administrative buy-in as significant obstacles to the dissemina-
tion of SoTL as research, and these barriers are not likely to
be resolved by strictly local action (Goodburn & Savory, 2009,
Marcketti & Freeman, 2016, McConnell, 2012, Myett et al, 2018,
Thomas & Ribera, 201 1).

Because SoTL is often characterized as supra- or trans- disci-
plinary in nature, too, it lacks a clear toehold in the conventional
sociology of academia. For a period of time, it seemed as if CTLs
might serve as a sort of “home base” for SoTL within institutions
(Toni & Cindy-Leigh, 2014), but that alternative turned out to be
too limiting. As the end of the reign of centralized leadership
under the Carnegie Foundation drew near in 201 |, leading advo-
cates instead chose a network model which they believed would
ensure both sustainability for SoTL across multiple levels while
encompassing the broadest range of institutions (including those
that lack CTLs) (Gurung & Schwartz, 2010, Hubball et al, 2010,
Hubball et al, 2013, Williams et al, 2013). While there remained
considerable overlap between the SoTL movement, educational
developers, and their organizational units, these threads were
becoming more, rather than less, tangled up with one another
as they expanded.

Phase 3: Expanding the Scope of

Educational Development
Recently, however, the field of educational development has
become increasingly interested in expanding the scope of its
endeavors beyond the micro and the meso, with a particular
emphasis on organizational development, i.e. the macro. This shift
towards “coming in from the margins” (Schroder, 2012) sprang
from a number of sources, including the increasing recognition
of the degree to which the institutional environment influences
teaching and learning practice, as well as growing professional-
ization within the field itself (Cruz, 2018; Green & Little, 2014).
This former impetus also contributed to the development
of a new form of scholarly inquiry, the scholarship of educational
development (SoED), that blends elements of SoTL, higher educa-
tion studies, and practitioner research (Cruz et al.,, 2021). While
it may resemble SoTL in some aspects, SOoED has a very different
positionality within the field, as its primary purpose is not peda-
gogical, but rather to strengthen the legitimacy of educational
development and deepen insight into effective change practices
(Little, 2014).

An Integrated Model

What had emerged from these overlapping jurisdictions was a
great deal of attention to the local on the part of CTLs, and the
big picture on the part of SoTL and higher education scholars,
but considerably less emphasis on the connections across these
levels and perspectives. In the post-pandemic context, it would
appear that these positions had started to reverse themselves, as
educational developers started to think bigger at the same time
that SoTL scholars began to think more locally, particularly in
connecting their work to community contexts and students as
partners, all on their own campuses (Fedoruk & Lindstrom, 2022;
Shank & Cruz, 2023;Tan et al, 2022). This convergence provides
an auspicious opportunity for advancing our understanding of



SoTL as pedagogy across multiple levels, from the more familiar
micro and meso levels, to the macro and beyond (Cruz et al, 2019;
Frake-Mistak et al,2023).

To date, studies from the scholarship of educational devel-
opment have tended to treat the long-standing relationship
between SoTL and educational development work as self-ev-
ident, a part of the standard toolbox. Indeed, this study rests
on a similar assumption, i.e., that SoTL is, in fact, the basis of
a signature pedagogy, whether implicitly or explicitly. There is
evidence in the research literature to support this claim.The
second edition of the stalwart Guide to Faculty Development, for
example, mentions either “SoTL” or the “scholarship of teaching
and learning” over sixty times across multiple chapters (Gilles-
pie et al, 2010).A 2015 study of CTL mission statements identi-
fies the integration of SoTL as a common denominator across
multiple institutional types and levels (Schroeder, 2015), as does
Mary Wright’s recent comprehensive study of CTLs in the United
States (2023). Similarly, numerous studies of educational devel-
oper competencies identify attributes such as knowledge of the
SoTL literature, and critical literacy skills (i.e., identifying appropri-
ate sources of evidence-based teaching and learning practice), in
addition to (often optional) skills in research and research devel-
opment (Baker; 2018; Dawson et al, 2010; McDonald et al, 2016).

Outside of the research literature, there is also evidence,
perhaps less systematic in nature, of its prevalence in prac-
tice. There are sessions at every POD conference related to
SoTL-as-pedagogy, the latter including a large and active special
interest group (SIG) created in 2017. The same is true for Inter-
national Consortium of Educational Development (ICED) and
there are numerous regional networks that include both SoTL
and educational development, such as the teaching and learning
in higher education (TelEd) network based in Bergen, Norway,
and SoTL in the South coming out of South Africa. In the United
States, a group of educational developers from multiple institu-
tions in Virginia recently formed the SoTL Collaboratory, which
has produced numerous research artifacts and resources related
to how CTLs support SoTL, including a comprehensive taxon-
omy of practices and a strategic planning guide (Lukes et al,2023).

Despite considerable interest and activities, to date, most
studies of SoTL support have largely focused on the effective-
ness of individual programs, initiatives, or modalities (e.g., faculty
learning communities, academies, grants) with a focus on providing
insight into the degree to which they foster teaching transforma-
tion on our respective campuses (Fanghanel, 2014, Happel & Song,
2020; Hoessler et al, 2010; Stuart et al, 2023). Because of this
primarily local orientation, we know comparatively little about
SoTL as pedagogy on a broader, more mega, level. In other words,
there is scant empirical literature about the scale and scope of
the SoTL support practices that CTLs (and related units) are
currently using, how they are using them, and how these practices
connect across the ecosystem of higher education.

To better understand the evolving intersection of educational
development, CTLs,and SoTL, we must first see the full picture of
what this phenomenon looks like in practice. To accomplish this
goal, we chose to explore the current state of SoTL integration at
U.S.-based CTLs, with the aim of mapping the current landscape
of one of its signature pedagogies, nearly thirty years after Boyer
first challenged us to rethink the relationships between scholar-
ship, teaching, and learning.
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THE STUDY

This study describes an environmental scan of SoTL integration in
POD-affiliated CTLs associated with institutions of higher educa-
tion in the United States. As mentioned previously, the major-
ity of prior empirical studies of SoTL integration have focused
on specific people, programs, or institutions. This may be due,
at least in part, to systemic challenges with the availability and
commensurability of gathering data and/or evidence about SoTL
across multiple U.S. higher education institutions (HEIs), including
issues of content validity (e.g., the definition of SoTL is known to
differ across institutions); representativeness (e.g., low response
rates for survey-based research) and potential sampling biases
towards subjects with existing SoTL integration. To mitigate these
issues, our focus on CTL websites is intended to provide a clear,
consistent, and inclusive capture point to facilitate cross-institu-
tional insights, an approach which is in keeping with best practices
for environmental scans (Gordon & Glenn, 2009). The approach
further mirrors recent higher education studies that system-
atically (and manually) analyze website content as evidence of
implicit representation across multiple institutions (e.g., Davis et
al, 2019; Ford & Cate, 2020; Salinas & Lozano, 2019).

Making use of the comprehensive list of CTL websites
offered by POD in its membership directory, and assuming that
the websites accurately represented existing SoTL support, we
embarked on an extensive website scraping process to uncover
the extent and nature of SoTL programming offered by POD-af-
filiated CTLs. In popular parlance, web scraping often refers to
processes conducted by bots, or other forms of artificial intelli-
gence, in scanning internet content at scale. That said, the process
can also be performed manually as the basis for content analy-
sis of websites, which is the approach used here. Adopting the
perspective of a new faculty member joining an institution (i.e.,
not allowing our personal knowledge of our colleague’s institu-
tions to influence our data collection), we used qualitative web
scraping to uncover the breadth of SoTL integration represented
by these websites.

First, we used the POD directory to compile a list of POD-af-
filiated CTLs (N=988 after accounting for duplicate, non-existent
or unavailable data).We then assigned codes adapted from the
Carnegie Classifications for institutional size and type (Carnegie
Classification of Institutions of Higher Education, n.d.) for each
institution in our list. Size classification was based on the institu-
tions’ respective 2017 full-time equivalent (FTE) student enroll-
ment and included the categories of: very small (<1000 students),
small (1,000-2,999 students), medium (3,000-9,999 students), and
large (>9,999 students). We then used the broad Carnegie Clas-
sifications (Doctoral Universities, Master’s Colleges and Univer-
sities, Baccalaureate Colleges, Baccalaureate-Associate’s Colleges,
Associate’s Colleges, and Special Focus Institutions) to categorize
institutions by type. No schools designated by Carnegie as Tribal
Colleges appeared on our list, so that category was omitted.

Next, we visited each institution’s CTL website in the direc-
tory. After a quick inspection for obvious references to SoTL
programming, we conducted a search via the institution’s search
engine for the terms “SoTL” and “Scholarship of Teaching and
Learning,” collecting all relevant information about how the unit(s)
supported or integrated SoTL into a file. For most sites, this
information included support and programming related to SoTL
as well as the integration of SoTL into the CTLs mission and
vision statements. If the site also mentioned alternative names



for pedagogical research, such as discipline-based educational
research (DBER) or Teaching as Research (TAR), this was noted.
When the link provided by the POD directory was broken, we
attempted to find the institution’s CTL ourselves, notating the
broken link. Ours was not intended to be an historical study, so
we chose 2015 as the earliest cutoff date for both practical and
philosophical reasons. The year 2015 not only marked the 25%
anniversary of Boyer’s book, but the five-year span (2015-2020)
allowed for representation from institutions that may lack regular
support for website updates.

Two members of the research team then used a pragmatic
thematic analysis approach (Braun & Clarke, 2006) to develop
codes to analyze the SoTL programming data collected from the
websites. First, we familiarized ourselves with the data and gener-
ated initial codes.About halfway through data collection we met
to discuss emerging themes and establish a coding system, which
was further refined as we proceeded through the data, describing
the quantity and breadth of SoTL programs offered as well as their
qualities (i.e., whether the programming was sustained, embed-
ded in the mission of the CTL, aligned with institutional initiatives,
etc.). These initial codes were termed “none,” “low,” “medium,”
and “high” to denote the quantity and qualities of SoTL program
offerings. After noticing specific patterns in the low and medium
categories, these categories were further refined to produce the
codes described in Table .

Table 1. Classification of SoTL Programming on CTL Websites

Code Description

None No evidence of SoTL programming on website
Low Website only includes a list of SoTL resources
Website includes more extensive SoTL resources
Low-Medium A | such as a web guide or blog, but programming is not
evident
Website includes evidence of programming (e.g.,
Low-Medium B | workshops) but programming does not appear to be
sustained
I Mission statement includes a reference to SoTL, but
Low-Medium C L .
programming is not evident
. Website includes at least one example of sustained
Medium . Afrfic]
SoTL programming, SoTL initiative, or SoTL award
Website includes multiple examples of sustained SoTL
High programming, initiatives, or awards, and/or there are
strategic ties to and integration of SoTL to important
institutional initiatives
Note: These classifications were developed by the researchers during
thematic analysis of the website content.

As data collection progressed, we continued to keep separate
notes about the themes that emerged, meeting once per week
for discussion. All initial discrepancies in coding were eventually
resolved through a structured, reciprocal process of peer inter-
viewing conducted between the two researchers, who hold simi-
lar positions at different, roughly comparable institutions. Seeking
further information about the institutions that offered program-
ming of some type, we returned to the data after finishing the
initial collection to review the specific types of programming
(e.g., communities of practice, consultations, travel grants) that
appeared in the various categories and finalize the qualitative
validation process.
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LIMITATIONS

Our website analysis has some limitations to how it addresses the
ubiquity of SoTL programming in the United States. First, because
we chose to rely on the POD CTL directory, only U.S. institutions
whose CTLs appeared in the directory were included in our study.
We did not investigate CTLs outside of the U.S., where there may
be considerable SoTL support, as evidenced by recent increases in
non-U.S. participation and leadership in the International Society
for the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (ISSOTL). Addition-
ally, there are likely many institutions that provide programming
through centers not affiliated with POD.This may be especially
true at community colleges, which are underrepresented in POD
membership, and at institutions whose CTLs are integrated
with centers for educational technology, which also may not be
adequately represented in the POD directory list. Also, larger
institutions with multiple CTLs may list only one CTL in the
POD directory, so SoTL programming at additional institutional
centers may have been overlooked. As flawed as it may be, the
POD directory is currently the only publicly available list of CTLs
in the United States.

Second, our data is time-delimited in that it was gathered
with two visits to each site in Spring of 2021, with additional clar-
ification and confirmation taking place in early 2022. While data
collection took place after most institutions had moved away
from the remote learning modalities necessitated by the global
pandemic, it should be recognized that this remained a largely
unprecedented time period for many of us who work in higher
education. To address this potential concern, we conducted a
second scan of those institutions that we initially coded in the
highest categories, in March of 2024. This post hoc analysis
affirmed the initial categorizations, with no discrepancies noted.

Finally, we were only able to record SoTL programming
that was represented on the websites, thus, if the website did
not accurately reflect institutional offerings, the data may not be
fully representative of practice.We further recognize that this
discrepancy between practice and web representation may be
compounded for under-resourced institutions that have limited
access to on-going support for web design. From the perspective
of a new faculty member joining an institution, however, a visit to
the CTL website is likely how one would discover what types of
SoTL programming are available.

FINDINGS

Our study sought to illuminate the intersection of educational
development and SoTL by painting a picture of the SoTL land-
scape as practices by CTLs at POD-affiliated US institutions.
By approaching each CTL website as if we were a new faculty
member searching for programs related to SoTL, we sought to
uncover the implicit and explicit support offered to instructors
who wished to find SoTL-related opportunities for learning, fund-
ing, or leadership. By aggregating the data and investigating the
intersection of institutional size, type, and scope of programming,
we hoped to gain a better understanding of the scale and nature
of this signature pedagogy at institutions across the U.S.

As described above and in Table [, we initially coded institu-
tions into five broad categories based on the presence of SoTL
support programming represented on their websites. A break-
down of percentages of institutions in each category is shown
in Figure I.



Figure I. Levels of SoTL Programming in U.S.

POD-Affiliated Institutions

Note: This figure represents a total of 988 institutions compiled from
the POD membership directory. Institutions that had merged with an-
other institution, did not have a website, or otherwise had missing data
were removed from this data set. Programming codes are described in
Table I.

Given the long-standing association between SoTL, CTLs,
and educational development described in the literature review
above, the most astonishing finding (from our perspective) of
our study was the scarcity of SoTL programming represented on
the CTL websites.We were unable to find any evidence of SoTL
programming on 601 of the websites, about 61% of the total. This
was especially true in the smaller institutions and those that did
not offer a high percentage of doctoral or master’s degrees (see
Figures 2 and 3).

About 33% of the institutions overall displayed a low to
medium level of programming on their websites. When further
broken down into the seven categories described in Table | above,
72 websites—about 7%—offered nothing but a list of resources
(coded as “low”), often simply containing links to other institu-
tions’ SoTL resources, such asVanderbilt University’s comprehen-
sive SoTL guide. An additional 3% offered more extensive web
resources (coded as low-medium A), and 5% offered non-sus-
tained programming (low-medium B).Thirteen percent were
coded as offering medium levels of programming, including at
least one sustained program, initiative, or award. About 6%, or
60 CTL websites, showed a high level of SoTL program offerings.
Although high levels of SoTL programming was more common
in larger rather than smaller institutions (see Figure 2),and in
Doctoral or Master’s institutions versus other category types (see
Figure 3), the difference in proportion was not large.

As noted above, we returned to the categories that had some
sort of programming beyond web resources (i.e., low-medium B,
medium, and high) to determine what types of programming most
often appeared in these categories (see Figure 4).

In examining this more closely, we found that group-based
programs such as faculty learning communities or communities
of practice were the most common sustained program, with 34%
of institutions offering any type of programming choosing to offer
this type. It appears likely that if an institution is limited in what
they can offer, communities are a favored choice.We also noticed
that 18% percent of institutions offered intensive faculty fellows
programs related to SoTL, yet many of these offered nothing
else beyond this single program, which seems to indicate deep,
but not broad, support of instructors as scholars. Additionally,
we observed that in the low-medium and medium groups where
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programming was limited, there seemed to be two sub-groups
that emerged: institutions that had financially supportive programs
such as awards or grants, and institutions that had research devel-
opment programs such as consultations and communities of prac-
tice.

As a signature pedagogy within educational development, we
might expect to see SoTL featured prominently in the mission
statements of many CTLs. However, this was not the case. Of the
988 institutions, less than 3% percent included SoTL (or related
phrases) explicitly in their mission statements.A variety of institu-
tions were represented in this subset, including universities at vari-
ous Carnegie levels, and with high, medium, and low amounts of
programming. Some institutions—about 4% of the total—included
SoTL in their mission statements yet did not have any evidence
at all of SoTL programming on their websites, a notable discon-
nect that invites more questions about the changing relationship
between SoTL and educational development, discussed below.

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

Our findings demonstrate that, for a signature pedagogy, SoTL
seemed to be curiously and conspicuously under-represented in
the majority of CTL websites, and the majority of those that did
boast visible SoTL support did so at relatively low levels, such as
a single web page with a static list of resources. This startling
insight regarding relative under-representation begs the question
of why. Though we cannot answer this question definitively, our
broader exploration of the CTL websites suggests possible clues
to the evolving nature of the relationship between educational
development, CTLs, and SoTL.

Nearly every website we visited made reference to evidence-
based practice, in some cases overtly, such as the form of book
clubs that focus on reading works in which this evidence is expli-
cated, or in many cases more implicitly, to inform the teaching and
learning practices espoused by center staff. In this sense, SoTL
functions as a vehicle of legitimation or validation for the work of
educational development. As Mary Wright (and others) describe
it, SoTL directly supports the temple function of a CTL, which

“establishes teaching as an ongoing scholarly endeavor, worthy of
professional development” (2018;2023). In this perspective, the
insights gained through SoTL research may have been absorbed
into the roots of evidence-based practice, part of the deeper, but
perhaps less evident, structures of this signature pedagogy. This
hypothesis could be tested through future qualitative studies of
how educational developers (and similar roles) integrate SoTL
into their work.

At that local institutional level, our findings suggest that the
practices of supporting SoTL have remained fairly constant, with
an established repertoire of educational development modali-
ties, i.e. grants, fellowships, workshops/webinars, sharing events,
and consultations, characterizing the majority of CTLs with SoTL
related programming covered by this study. It seems possible that
CTLs have been able to focus on this rather stable set of prac-
tices at the local level because the work of SoTL-as-scholarship had
been displaced, shifting from central spaces (like CTLs) to more
specialized, often disciplinary-specific places. In their prescient
description of the process of institutionalization, Hutchings, Huber,
and Ciccone (201 1) suggested that SoTL can be adopted across
two continua: depth (shallow/deep) and breadth (wide/narrow),
with the desired end goal focusing on a culture that is both deep
and widespread. Our review of SoTL-as-pedagogy indicated that
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Figure 2. Levels of SoTL Programming by Size

Note: This figure represents a total of 979 institutions and excludes those in our data set that had missing FTE data. Size is based
on the Carnegie classification system and includes the categories: very small (<1000 students), small (1,000-2,999 students), medium
(3,000-9,999 students), and large (>9,999 students).

Figure 3. Levels of SoTL Programming by Carnegie Classification Type

Note:This figure represents a total of 979 institutions and excludes those in our data set that had missing Carnegie classification data.
Type is based on the broad categories in the Carnegie classification system and includes Doctoral Universities, Master’s Colleges and
Universities, Baccalaureate Colleges, Baccalaureate-Associate’s Colleges, Associate’s Colleges, and Special Focus Institutions.
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many CTLs were choosing depth over breadth, as indicated by
the prominence of intensive programs, such as fellowships or
grants. This finding suggests that future endeavors may benefit
from a more nuanced framework to measure degrees of SoTL
integration, or SoTL culture, at the institutional level.

Indeed, there are distinct limits to the scalability of support
for SoTL.With more disciplines implementing robust educa-
tional research agendas, a shift that has documented extensively
by others (Dolan et al, 2018; National Research Council, 2012),
it may be increasingly challenging for educational developers
(and other SoTL supporters) to keep up with diverging ques-
tions, methods, and standards across multiple disciplines in higher
education. This shift towards more disciplinary-centered lines
of pedagogical inquiry suggests a divergence not just in practice,
but also in the implicit beliefs about the nature and purpose of
research on teaching. In a number of cases, disciplinary practi-
tioners have chosen to provide different names for various forms
of teaching and learning scholarship that are closely related to
SoTL. The reasons for changes in nomenclature are various, from
a desire to create distance from a body of literature that, at
least in its early years, battled with credibility (Billot et al, 2017,
Boshier, 2009, Pan, 2009), to a more constructive desire to inte-
grate the tools and approaches of disciplinary-based research
into the study of teaching and learning (Miller-Young et al, 2016).
While the shared practice remains “the systematic study of teach-
ing and learning” in higher education, other genres of scholarship,
including discipline-based educational research (DBER), teaching
as research (TAR), pedagogical research, educational improvement
science, or any of a number of similar terms, (Huber, 2006, Huber
& Morreale, 2002, Lindblom-Ylanne et al, 2006, Spronken-Smith
& Walker, 2010), reflect diverging values and beliefs that underlie
that shared practice. This divergence suggests the possibility of
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signature pedagogies (plural) and opens up new questions about
whose signature pedagogies these are, or should be.

One unintended consequence of diverging nomenclature,
however, is that it becomes increasingly difficult to identify, locate,
and connect related practices, which Healey & Healey character-
ize as an emerging literacy challenge (2023). At one of our SoTL
super-centers, Carnegie Mellon University, for example, the terms

“SoTL” or “scholarship of teaching and learning” do not appear
once across their extensive web pages, but TAR is an integral part
of the majority of their faculty development programs, an empha-
sis these researchers could easily have missed with standardized
search terms. These alternative terms were not used extensively
across the CTL websites we visited, appearing in only a hand-
ful of cases, but many scholars and practitioners have predicted
that the divergence will continue.As more disciplinary-oriented
practices emerge, directors of CTLs will likely be faced with the
dilemma of how many of the growing number of signature pedago-
gies they can reasonably support and to what extent generalized
SoTL support remains a viable practice. Rather than seeing the
divergence as a problem to be solved, however, it could perhaps
be seen as an opportunity to think creatively and consider new
and innovative modalities for SoTL-as-pedagogy, moving beyond
the standard canon affirmed through our study.

The increasing division of SoTL labor has also had other
implications, including the growth of segmented publishing
markets, specialized roles (e.g. STEM education researchers, digi-
tal humanities scholars), and rising professional standards. While
this latter may sound like a welcome development, it functions in
many ways as a double-edged sword, as it can take this scholar-
ship beyond the reach of amateurs in the SoTL operating room
(Pace, 2004). Ten years ago, a standard “what works” SoTL study
might consist of the evaluation of a simple set of pre- and post-
assessments following the integration of a new teaching inter-

Figure 4. Specific Types of SoTL Programs Represented on Websites (n=478)

Note: This figure includes institutions whose websites indicated some level of programming beyond web resources (N=283). It is pro-
vided to give readers an idea of the range of specific programs offered; given the limitations of our data discussed in the paper, these
proportions should not be construed as providing a numerically accurate count of SoTL programs in the U.S.
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vention. These days, in many fields, such a design would have a
strong chance of being considered too simplistic, the validation
of the assessments would be carefully scrutinized, the statistical
analyses held to high standards of rigor, and the preferred number
of participants would need to be a minimum of 100. As SoTL as
scholarship becomes an increasingly professionalized field, this
means that providing a “compass and a map” (O’Brien, 2008) is
no longer sufficient to bring scholars in the field,and more of the
work of SoTL-as-pedagogy will need to be conducted by formally
trained (not informally developed) professionals. In other words,
as SoTL-as-scholarship rises, so might SoTL-as-pedagogy recede,
moving away from production (publishing SoTL) largely towards
consumption (reading and applying), and CTLs may choose, in
fact, may already be choosing, to shift their programming accord-
ingly. It could prove to be quite interesting to see the differences
between our findings and a similar scan conducted five, or even
ten, years later.

The dynamics of rising and receding, however, are implied
and not explicit in the results of our study, which is essentially a
static snapshot of the state of SoTL support in U.S.-based CTLs.
Our study is predicated on the assumption that SoTL was, and
remains, one of the signature pedagogies of the field. Like signa-
ture pedagogies in other fields, this designation does not presume
that every center (or developer) will adopt it fully and uncriti-
cally or that all centers have the capacity to do so. It is even
possible that our findings could be used to problematize the
presumed designation of SoTL as a signature pedagogy. Similarly,
our secondary assumption, i.e., that prior levels of SoTL support
may have been higher is a supposition based largely on impres-
sionistic evidence. In other words, it may be possible that we have
framed these phenomena as a glass half empty, when it could just
as easily be half full.

Even if our presumption of what we have called “signature
moves” is largely correct, there may be at least one other possi-
ble alternative explanation for the apparent absence that actually
reflects growth in both fields. As the field of educational develop-
ment comes to embrace their role as change agents, rather than
merely providers of services (noted in phase 3, above), then it
would stand to reason that their support for SoTL might not be
as readily evident on CTL websites. It could certainly be possi-
ble that the CTLs covered in this study are working as levers of
change, as bridgers of practice, as builders of networks, and influ-
encers of culture around SoTL (Addy & Frederick, 2023; Hutch-
ings et al, 2013,Verwoord & Poole, 2016), all of which take place in
the largely invisible “back stage” of teaching, and which are more
likely to manifest themselves in the form of broader changes of
teaching culture (Roxa & Martensson, 2009), and not as blurbs
on websites.

This point brings the discussion back to embracing the shared
goal of both SoTL and educational development: teaching trans-
formation. While the two fields have experienced historical peri-
ods of both convergence and divergence, as described above, it is
interesting to speculate how their relationship might continue to
evolve in the future. In their recent book, Going Public Reconsid-
ered (a play on Boyer’s iconic title), Nancy Chick and Jennifer Frib-
erg proposed that scholars and practitioners alike might consider
expanding the audience for sharing the message of teaching trans-
formation, not to different levels of organizational culture within
higher education, but beyond the hallowed halls of academia and
outwards towards the general public and aimed at broader social
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change (Huber & Robinson, 2016, Chick & Friberg, 2022, VWade
etal,2019). Just how this kind of public SoTL will work with the
often locally-bound orientation of CTLs has yet to be determined,
but, as this study attests, its status as a signature move within
educational development has proven to be remarkably resilient.
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