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The Committee was formed by Provost McMillin in the fall of 2013 to conduct a 
comprehensive review of the following factors affecting faculty scholarship on 
Susquehanna’s campus: 
  

1) Expectations – “Faculty Handbook language that sets scholarship expectations 
for both tenure and promotion” 

2) Mentoring – “Mentoring for faculty around scholarship at both the pre-tenure 
and post-tenure stages” 

3) Resources – “Financial support for scholarship, including the ways internal 
resources are distributed and external resources are pursued” 

4) Recognition/celebration – “Celebration and visibility of faculty scholarship in 
both campus media and events” 

 
Membership on the Committee includes a chair, appointed by the Provost (Michele 
DeMary, Speaker of the Faculty) and five faculty representatives elected in September 
from the five divisions within the faculty.  The elected members of the Committee 
include:  Karen Gilmer, Karla Kelsey, ML Klotz, Matt Rousu, and Kathy Straub.   
 
The Committee’s goal for the fall was to gather input from the campus community.  To 
this end we held four open sessions (10/24, 10/25, 11/7, 11/15) to discuss these four 
items.  Forty-two different faculty attended these sessions, for a total attendance of 58 
faculty members.  (An additional session will be held to discuss these matters with 
Department Heads at the Academic Leadership Meeting on January 20, 2014.) 
 
Our meetings elicited lively and engaging conversations.  The focus of the meetings was 
on faculty concerns, however many possible solutions, both traditional and non-, were 
offered as well.  These will be considered as we move from data gathering to the next 
phase of our work, brainstorming recommendations.   
 
Some of the concerns that were raised pertained to specific situations.  While they are not 
necessarily represented in the summary below, notes have been kept on all points raised 
for the committee to consider as it continues its work. 
 
The following concerns were raised consistently throughout our meetings.  
 
Expectations  

• Lack of transparency; confusion over what is expected in terms of scholarship 
for both tenure and promotion, although greater concern was voiced re: tenure 

• Questions were raised regarding the importance of scholarship post-tenure; 
beyond promotion to full professor, what benefits are there to promote 
scholarship of senior faculty? 



• A divided opinion on how much specificity faculty want in regard to setting 
expectations for promotion and tenure 

• Recognizing that strong teaching will always be important, discussion 
centered on how to find balance between teaching, research and service?  
Problem is more challenging when we consider that this balance varies 
between individuals and even for one individual at different points in her 
career 

• Concern about “what counts” as scholarship – student collaboration?  Grant 
applications?  Only successful grant applications?  Scholarship on pedagogy?  
Variation by department? 

• Discussion about how to balance some sense of university-wide commitment 
to scholarship with the reality (preferred in some instances, but not all) that 
departments play a key role in setting expectations, and departments may 
differ 

• Discussions moved beyond concerns with the language of the Faculty 
Handbook (as discussed in the charge to the committee) to a broader 
discussion of university culture 
 

Mentoring 
• Sense that SU-arranged faculty mentors are not generally very helpful for 

mentoring on scholarship 
• Some rely on mentors outside SU for guidance 
• More mentoring needed from SU, especially tied back to questions regarding 

promotion and tenure 
• At best, the Department head plays this role by default but with limited 

training 
 
Resources 

• Almost every faculty member noted that the biggest resource challenge is a 
lack of time – not only does the teaching load create challenges but so does 
the difficulty in filling positions for sabbatical or research leave (for both 
financial and student recruitment reasons); variation across 
disciplines/departments regarding balancing time  

• General sense that most faculty feel a strong commitment to scholarship even 
with less than ideal resources 

• Some voiced concern that the commitment on the part of the administration is 
not strong; lip service is paid to importance of scholarship but this is not 
supported by resources or recognition 

• Some concern voiced on lack of transparency re: sources and available 
amount of funding 

• Discussion over how to prioritize with limited funds; broad agreement that the 
question is important but less agreement on the solution  

 
  



Recognition 
• Discussion of events to share scholarship --- sense that smaller, more frequent 

venues for sharing research with colleagues is more valuable than larger, less 
frequent events (like colloquia) 

• Need to do a better job of recognizing scholarly work on website and in print 
communications (both SU-related and external media) 

• Importance of recognizing faculty scholarship for the University (reputation, 
recruitment) needs to become a part of the culture 

 
The Committee’s work for the spring will be to meet with specific committees and 
individuals on campus whose work touches on questions of faculty scholarship to both 
gather data and to begin to develop proposals to address faculty concerns.  We will 
present another interim report in time for the April Faculty meeting, and the final report 
will be presented to the Faculty at the September Faculty meeting.   
 
Please feel free to contact any of the Committee members should you have thoughts, 
questions, or concerns on our work. 
 


