
General Faculty Meeting 
October 22, 2014 

 
A General Meeting of the Faculty was held on October 22, 2014 in the Dolan Science 
Center Auditorium and began at 2:04 pm.  The following members of Faculty Council 
(FC) were in attendance: Roy Day (Chair), Barbara D’Ambrosia (Vice-Chair), Gerry 
Guest (Secretary), Ryan Allen, Scott Allen, Jeff Dyck, Kristen Ehrhardt, Tina Facca, 
Simon Fitzpatrick, Dwight Hahn, Simran Kahai, Dan Kilbride, Linda Koch, Gloria Liu, 
Annie Moses, Mike Nichols, David Shutkin, Elizabeth Stiles, Sheri Young, and Tom 
Zlatoper. Cindy Lenox is on leave.  The following members of FC were absent:  Jean 
Feerick, Marc Kirschenbaum, Sheila McGinn, and Alissa Nutting. 
 
The exact attendance of the meeting was not taken but clearly exceeded a necessary 
quorum (40). 
 

Minutes 
 
I. Chair’s Announcements 
 

A. Minutes of the General Faculty Meeting, September 24, 2014.   
No corrections were offered, and the minutes were taken as approved. 

 
B.  Please complete the University Strategic Planning Group Survey before it closes 

on October 23.   
 
C. Next Faculty Council meeting: Wednesday, November 5. 
 
D. Next General Faculty meeting: Wednesday, November 19. 
 
E.  Community Forums 

 
i. Strategic Planning: Wednesday, October 29 at 2:00 pm 
 
ii. Financial/Enrollment: Wednesday, November 12 at 2:00 pm 
 

F. Nominations for the CAS Dean Search Committee will close tomorrow (October 
23). The election will run from Friday, October 24 to Friday, October 31.  No 
nominations were made from the floor. 

 
II. Proposed Handbook Amendment 
 
[NB: the proposed amendment can be found here:  
http://facultymedia.jcu.edu.s3.amazonaws.com/facultycouncil/files/2014/09/14Amendme
nt-to-Faculty-Handbook-Practitioner-in-Residence.pdf]  
 

A.  Motion to limit discussion (including presentations) to forty minutes.   

http://facultymedia.jcu.edu.s3.amazonaws.com/facultycouncil/files/2014/09/14Amendment-to-Faculty-Handbook-Practitioner-in-Residence.pdf
http://facultymedia.jcu.edu.s3.amazonaws.com/facultycouncil/files/2014/09/14Amendment-to-Faculty-Handbook-Practitioner-in-Residence.pdf


Jim Lissemore made a motion to close discussion of this issue at 2:45 pm 
(seconded by Dan Kilbride).  The motion passed by a 2/3 majority. 

 
B.  Presentation of amendment by Bob Kolesar, Chair of the Handbook Committee.   

The proposal in question was received in May 2014 and discussed by the Faculty 
Handbook Committee this semester.  If passed, the proposal would create a non-
tenurable faculty rank called Practitioner in Residence (PIR).  The proposal was 
presented by the department of Economics & Finance. 
 
The amendment would revise the Faculty Handbook at two points.  Part One, 
section B would be revised to add the non-tenurable PIR category as a faculty 
rank.  Part Two of the Handbook would be revised to include the PIR category as 
a non-tenurable rank with a description. 
 

C. Presentation in support of the amendment by Frank Navratil, EC/FN (10 minute 
limit).   
Navratil argued that there were several reasons that favor passing the 
amendment.  It would enhance the quality of a JCU education and maximize the 
level of engagement of faculty bringing professional competencies to the 
institution.  It would add individuals to the faculty having significant practical 
experience that traditional faculty cannot provide.  PIRs would be able to 
participate more fully than current visiting faculty in issues relating to curricular 
development, faculty governance, and advising.  The change would be cost 
effective and would foster long-term commitments among non-tenured faculty, 
more so than we are able to do now with visiting faculty.  It would show a 
commitment to such colleagues and is therefore a justice issue. 
 

D. Recommendation of the Handbook Committee, presented by Bob Kolesar (10 
minute limit).   
 
NB:  See the Appendix below for the written report of the Handbook Committee. 
 
After receiving the proposal, the Faculty Handbook Committee consulted with the 
Academic Deans and the Provost. They held open hearings and received 
comments from faculty members. 
 
Kolesar went through the arguments voiced in favor of the amendment as well as 
those voiced against it (see the Appendix).   
 
Weighing all of these issues, the Handbook Committee has concluded that the 
arguments against the proposal outweigh those in favor of it.  Amendments to the 
Faculty Handbook should not be vague and should be consistent with the text 
and underlying purposes of the Handbook.  This amendment would make the 
Handbook inconsistent.  The Committee is open to working on a PIR proposal 
that would address these concerns. 
  



E. Open discussion. 
 

Jim Lissemore asked Kolesar to assess the positive aspects of the proposal and 
asked Navratil to assess the negative aspects of the proposal.  Kolesar noted 
that valuable people would be hired and they would contribute to the university. 
Navratil noted that a department could be filled with a large number of PIRs but 
that this is not the intent of the amendment. 
 
Jen Ziemke spoke in favor of the amendment noting that we already have 
colleagues here who could fill this rank.  Mindy Peden asked if the proposal is 
intended for people already teaching here or if it was for outside people with 
business experience.  Navratil suggested the latter. 
 
David Shutkin asked about academic freedom.  How can PIRs teach freely being 
outside the tenure system?  Navratil noted that many schools have such a rank 
including other Jesuit schools. 
 
Earl Spurgin noted that the previous proposal concerning this rank had a clause 
limiting the number of such faculty in each department but that this new proposal 
had eliminated that clause.  Karen Schuele replied that multi-discipline 
departments might need to be beyond any stated limit.  Brendan Foreman replied 
that the phrase “limited number” in the proposal is too general to be meaningful.  
It seems seems dangerous to put it in the handbook. 
 
Julia Karolle-Berg noted that she would be amenable to a proposal that deals 
better with the objections raised by faculty.  Would departments have autonomy 
in deciding how many PIRs to hire?  Navratil argued that the amendment implies 
that decision making begins at the departmental level, although it is not said so 
explicitly in the proposal.  Kolesar argued that faculty should decide who gets to 
be faculty. 
 
Malia McAndrew asked if searches for PIRs would proceed similarly to or 
differently from tenure-track searches.  Navratil replied that candidates could be 
targeted.  Paul Lauritzen noted that since searches would be different, we might 
not get a diverse PIR group. 
 
Kolesar noted that this amendment, if passed, would be a contractual change for 
faculty.  Vagueness and the potential for misinterpretation need to be avoided.  
Academic freedom and its ties to tenure need to be kept in mind. 
 
Day ended the discussion at 2:49 pm.  Voting on this issue will begin October 24 
and continue for a week.  Kolesar noted that the vote need not be opened 
immediately but has to take place within 30 days.  Jim Lissemore moved that the 
vote begin on Friday (seconded by Dan Kilbride).  The motion passed.  
 

III. Accreditation and the Higher Learning Commission – open discussion. 



 
A.  Assessment.   

i.  What is the faculty’s role in the institutional assessment structure?  Should the 
faculty participate in the collection and evaluation of academic assessment 
reports?  Do we need a University Assessment Committee?  

ii.  What can the faculty do to ensure that the results of academic assessment 
flow into the university planning process to inform the strategic plan and budget 
decisions?  

Day opened the discussion by noting that Planning and Budget need to be informed 
by assessment. 
 
Jim Lissemore argued that we need faculty development in order to do assessment 
correctly.  Day added that we need to focus on institutional structure. 
 
Brendan Foreman noted that faculty need to take an active role rather than have it 
imposed on us. 
 
Kathleen Lis Dean argued that assessment is not about data collection.  It’s about 
using the collected evidence for improvement in practices and student learning.  It 
has to be faculty driven.  It has to be broad based. 
 
Jeff Johansen observed that we’ve talked about generating data but not about what 
to do with it.  Day replied that the data is supposed to inform program evolution, but 
that it also has to inform larger prioritizing.  How are we going to be part of the 
process?   
 
Dan Kilbride recommended looking at the Marquette assessment page.  He argued 
that we need reasonable goals when it comes to assessment.  We need to be 
focused and systematic.  We shouldn’t be analyzing a mountain of data. 
 
Rebecca Drenovsky argued that we don’t have a culture of data-driven decision 
making. 
 
Jeanne Colleran thanked the academic departments for their work on assessment 
as she prepared the report to the Higher Learning Commission that is due on 
November 5.  She suggested that we need a permanent office of academic 
assessment interacting with the office in charge of institutional effectiveness.  
Planning in the future will be more aspirational and more data driven. 
 
B.  Governance. 

 

i.  What initiatives can the faculty take to improve shared governance? 

ii.  What can the administration do to improve shared governance?  



 
Day began the discussion by asking how can we improve shared governance. 
 
Jim Lissemore asked whether the Faculty Council model is effective.  Day 
responded FC is not a decision-making body; decisions are made by the faculty.  
There are some inherent weaknesses in this model.   
 
Dwight Hahn spoke in favor of the FC model.  He cited the Compensation 
Committee as an example of effective governance.  Our current structure allows 
stakeholders to have a say, but we need to put more pressure on the larger 
university governance.  Day spoke in favor with the way business gets handled, but 
noted that faculty feel that service on university committees is a waste of time 
because administrators don’t always understand the role of faculty on these 
committees.  There are some 25 university committees.  How is information 
transmitted back to the faculty?  How do we contribute to the decision making?  It’s 
not happening well. 
 
Earl Spurgin expressed frustration with the model and the debate at General Faculty 
Meetings over whether or not to send proposals out for a full faculty vote.  Paul 
Shick argued that we should be able to vote on substantive issues at General 
Faculty Meetings using written ballots. 
 

IV. New Business – none  
 
V. Adjourn  - 3:19 pm  
 

 
Appendix 

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.   

 


