
Report of the Faculty Handbook Committee 

on the Proposed Amendment to Establish 

a Non-Tenurable Rank of Practitioner in Residence 

 

Having studied as completely as possible all matters concerning the proposed amendment, the 

Faculty Handbook Committee submits its findings to the Faculty in this report. 

 

Background 
 

In May of 2014, the chairperson of the Faculty Handbook Committee received a proposal for an 

amendment to establish a non-tenurable rank of practitioner in residence (hereafter PIR), 

submitted by the Department of Economics and Finance following their motion passed (8-0-0) 

on September 6, 2013. It was officially presented to the Faculty Handbook Committee (hereafter 

FHC) at its first meeting on September 12, 2014.  The FHC is presenting it to the Faculty at this 

October 22 Faculty Meeting, the first meeting scheduled 30 days or more after receipt of the 

proposal. 

In fulfillment of its charge, the Faculty Handbook Committee studied this proposal, consulted 

with the Academic Deans and the Academic Vice President/Provost, and held open hearings for 

the Faculty on September 22, 24, 25, 30 and October 3.  The FHC thanks the academic Deans 

and the Academic Vice President/Provost for meeting with us, and also thanks the members of 

the Faculty who attended the open hearings and Faculty who submitted written comments or who 

otherwise made their opinions known. 

 

The FHC heard comments for and against the amendment, concerns about the amendment, and 

questions that need to be answered.  What follows is a summary of issues raised and the 

recommendation of the FHC. 

 

Arguments heard in favor of the amendment: 

 The category of PIR brings to the University needed expertise and practical experience 

not possessed by current tenure-track faculty 

 The PIR would enhance curricular offerings and student learning. 

 The PIR would facilitate new programs by:   

 Bringing new perspectives and concrete examples, 

 Affording tenure-track faculty time to work on program development. 

 The PIR has important connections with the community and can assist students in 

obtaining internships and make available other professional opportunities. 

 The PIR can focus on teaching application, i.e. provide real-world experience, rather than 

emphasizing theory. 

 Using PIR would reduce dependence on part-timers. 

 The PIR would participate in service and advising activities. 

 The PIR would teach a 4/4 load, thereby affording academically qualified faculty more 

time to concentrate on their research. 

 The University already employs people in this capacity.  The PIR category would 

institutionalize this practice and offer them formal recognition; it is a matter of justice. 



 Some version of a PIR is common practice at many universities; moreover, many really 

good universities have institutionalized a PIR category. 

 While no one wants to force this category on anyone else, it would be really useful in the 

Boler School of Business.  The BSOB feels "hamstrung" without it. 

 The typical PIR candidate does not want tenure. 

 

Arguments heard in opposition to the amendment: 

 

 A number of faculty support some version of the PIR but are concerned about the 

vagueness of the proposal: 

 What is meant by "a limited number of qualified individuals"?  Who decides? 

 What is meant by "are expected to participate in professional development 

activities designed to maintain currency"?  Who will pay for that development, 

and will it come from faculty development funds for tenured and tenure-track 

faculty? 

 The amendment does not specify when the PIR position might be used.  Would 

the decision to use it be made by departments, or would it be imposed upon them? 

 The Faculty Handbook, following the lead of institutions such as the Association of 

American Colleges and Universities and the American Association of University 

Professors, links the guarantee of academic freedom to tenure.  Without tenure, the PIR 

has no such guarantee.  

 These sorts of appointments could lead to an erosion of tenure: 

 Implementation of this new category of PIR leads to a slippery slope and has the 

potential to replace tenure-track positions with PIR depending upon the 

Administration. 

 It creates a two-tiered and hence potentially divided faculty. 

 We should work towards developing tenurable versions of these positions using as a 

guide the Boyer model of scholarship and developing a different set of tenure guidelines 

reflecting different contributions and responsibilities. 

 The PIR is not consistent with the responsibility of a faculty member to be a teacher-

scholar. 

 Faculty governance might be compromised because PIRs, while allowed to participate in 

governance, are not protected by tenure.  They may not be willing to speak freely. 

 PIRs may not be fully invested in the institution because the institution has not committed 

itself to them.  They appear to be "at will" employees. 

 Why should a PIR have the right to vote and potentially make decisions about curriculum 

and new programs if they have no investment in the future of the University?   

 Insufficient detail has been supplied concerning evaluation and continuation.  

 Perhaps the PIR is not the only way to accomplish the goals of enhancing student 

learning and curricular offerings.  Should other options have been investigated? 

 No data other than anecdotal was provided to support the claim that student learning is 

enhanced by the PIR. 

 We need to clarify for which disciplines these appointments are relevant and restrict them 

to those. 



 The "faculty collaborator" category, especially if we raise salaries, can be re-imagined 

and re-structured to achieve the same goals as the PIR.  

 We should form a committee of representatives of all interested departments to draft a 

proposal that could work for all of them and yet protect academic freedom. 

 Making such an extreme change to such a fundamental document as the Faculty 

Handbook should only be done in cases of urgency and emergency. 

 

Recommendation 

 

The Faculty Handbook Committee concludes that the arguments heard against the amendment 

outweigh the arguments in its favor.  Faculty sentiment expressed at the hearings supports the 

premises that an amendment should not be vague and should be consistent with the text and 

underlying purposes of the Faculty Handbook, the major one of which is the protection of 

academic freedom.  The proposed amendment fails in this regard and, in fact, would make the 

Faculty Handbook inconsistent.  For these reasons, the Faculty Handbook Committee strongly 

recommends against the passage of this amendment.  

 

The Faculty Handbook Committee repeats its recommendation of February, 2009, to work with 

any interested parties to write an amendment that would add the position of Practitioner-in-

Residence to the Faculty with defining parameters that address the concerns of all sides and is 

consistent with the Faculty Handbook.   

 

 

 

 

October 22, 2014 


