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2016-17 Exit Interview Report 

College of Arts and Sciences Ombudscommittee 

The Ombudscommittee is charged with conducting exit interviews with faculty leaving the 

College and with making recommendations based on those interviews. The Ombudscommittee 

conducted interviews with twelve COAS faculty who left the College during or after the 2016-17 

academic year; eight of these were retiring faculty, one was not reappointed, and three left for 

other reasons. An additional five faculty members who left the university chose not to complete 

the interview. This report highlights issues that emerged in these interviews and provides the 

Committee’s recommendations for addressing them.  

1. Research

 Inadequate or inexistent mentoring— A prominent theme in the interviews was that most

faculty did not receive research mentoring from anyone in the department or the campus.

Occasionally, faculty sought mentorship outside of the university.

 Value of scholarly activity—Most faculty felt that research was valued by the department;

however, there was divergence in opinion on whether research was valued by the college

or university.

 Time for research— Numerous faculty cited limited time for research. This comment

also came from continuing lecturers, who wanted to pursue scholarly activities but had a

greater teaching load than tenure track faculty.

 Funding opportunities—Several faculty members noted that they utilized internal grants

(e.g., summer grants) and found these helpful in conducting research. Additionally, a few

faculty noted improvements in grant opportunities and support for scholarly activity over

time. However, faculty also noted difficulty in working with OSP in their grant writing.

Suggestions made in this area by respondent(s): 

 Several faculty members noted that more resources (e.g., release time and financial

support for conducting and presenting research) would be helpful to advance the

university’s research mission.

2. Teaching

 Teaching schedule flexibility—Chairs and colleagues were flexible with their schedule,

accommodating schedule and course preferences. This allowed most faculty to teach a

range of classes that they wanted at times that were desirable.

 Teaching valued—Most faculty noted that teaching was valued, especially by the

department.

 Mentoring—Many of the retirees did not receive mentoring; however, they acknowledged

that there were much better structures in place now (e.g., CELT and formal mentorship

programs) to help with teaching. Some of the newer faculty received structured
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mentorship, but others had to find their own mentors outside of the department and also 

cited CELT as a teaching resource. Several faculty mentioned that chairs would also 

benefit from mentoring in this area so that they can be better resources for their faculty. 

 Teaching schedule/faculty replacement issues— Some faculty cited that they had to teach 

overloads due to short-staffing, and a few faculty stated that scheduling is becoming 

problematic in their departments when tenure-track line faculty are not replaced. 

 Student learning—Some faculty noted that there was a lack of focus on student learning 

at IPFW; others noted that the students did not seem motivated or interested in learning. 

 

Suggestions made in this area by respondent(s): 

 CELT would benefit from having a full-time director, not a faculty member with release 

time. CELT should continue to provide teaching workshops and conferences and support 

scholarly teaching (and the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning, SoTL). Departments 

without formal mentoring structures should adopt these so that faculty are not without 

mentorship. More support should be provided for faculty members who are teaching for 

the first time, especially in new areas, and this mentorship should start at the beginning of 

their appointment. COAS should continue with its Fall colloquium.  

 

3. Service 

 

 Enjoyment—Most faculty enjoyed their committee work and were able to do varied 

service activities. 

 Value—They felt their work was valued by colleagues and administrators. 

 Opportunity—Several faculty noted that they would have liked the opportunity to do 

more or different types of service. 

 Disconnection with administrative decisions—Some faculty felt that the service work 

they did had little impact on administrative decisions. 

 

Suggestions made in this area by respondent(s): 

 It is necessary to make sure that those in service roles are competent and motivated. Also, 

it is problematic that service is not included as part of faculty workload. Other 

universities have models where research, teaching, and service are all considered part of 

faculty load, with flexibility on effort, up to 100%. 

 

4.   Relationships with Colleagues 

 

 Positive relationships with colleagues—Relationships with colleagues, administrators, 

and staff were mostly positive. Some people described these as “family-like” and the 

aspect of the job that they will miss most.  

 Inside/outside departmental colleagues—Some faculty cited colleagues inside the 

department as the strongest collegial relationships; others cited colleagues outside of the 

department.  

 Changes over time—Several faculty noted that relationships with colleagues were 
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stronger in the past, when there were regular informal and formal group meetings (e.g., 

lunch-time gatherings) that faculty could attend to get to know each other. Currently, 

faculty are in their own silos and communicate mainly via email.  

 

Suggestions made in this area by respondent(s): 

 The current climate is damaging to morale—improvement in campus climate would help 

with collegial relationships. Numerous faculty also suggested more university-wide, 

college, or even small-group interdisciplinary initiatives to bring faculty together (at 

times that are convenient for most faculty). 

 

5.  Promotion and Tenure 

 

 Relationships—Some faculty noted considerable support from departmental colleagues and 

chairs in the P&T process. However, others suggested that strained relationships with chairs 

or not enough guidance from chairs prohibited their P&T progress. 

 Documentation—Some faculty noted that there was too much paperwork and that 

inconsistent formatting across documents (e.g., P&T and annual report) made documentation 

even more onerous.  

 Confusion about process—Several faculty noted that there was confusion about the P&T 

requirements, especially at the level of full professor, and this affected their decision(s) about 

when to (if ever) submit their case. 

 Structures—Faculty noted that there were several helpful structures currently in place (e.g., 

P&T workshops and department feedback) that helped them greatly in the P&T process. 

 

Suggestions made in this area by respondent(s): 

 Need for training for chairs so that they are able to mentor junior faculty in research, 

teaching, and service. It might also be helpful for chairs to be involved in P&T process 

beyond just the department so that they can provide better guidance to faculty. 

 

6. Other Issues 

 IPFW is running too much of a business model with too much emphasis on branding and 

metrics. 

 There is not enough transparency across the campus. Clearer communication from the 

chancellor, especially about the realignment, would have been very helpful for faculty to 

understand upcoming changes. 

 Clearer, more explicit processes need to be in place for faculty who resign or are not 

reappointed. 

 Raises in salaries are needed to retain and attract quality faculty. 

 Current and planned cuts to budgets and programs by administration are creating a strain 

on campus, resulting in an environment that is not conducive to academic growth. 

 Efforts should be made to create an inclusive and welcoming environment for faculty and 

students.  
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 Bring back the Philosophy department—this will increase student opportunity.  

 USAP/LSA process was incredibly damaging to campus morale. 

 IPFW is no longer the place it was. The “golden age of academia” is gone. This is greatly 

disheartening. 

 

 

 

Recommendations 

 

Based on themes that emerged from this year’s interviews, the Ombudscommittee makes 

the following recommendations: 

 

 Departments across the college should consider implementing structured teaching 

mentorship programs for their junior faculty that begin at the start of the faculty 

member’s appointment. In this area, departments differ widely. Some faculty are 

clearly disadvantaged in terms of department mentorship, and difficulties in 

developing effective teaching practices were cited as significant roadblocks to 

functioning well in this role. 

 

 More transparency at the institution-level, which could be communicated through 

the college, might help to improve morale across campus. Most faculty 

acknowledged that the university is undergoing significant changes. More 

information about these changes and more transparency about the motivations for 

initiatives may help to dispel fear and worry.  

 

 Informal, small-group (interdisciplinary) luncheons or other events may help to 

improve collegial connections both within and outside the department. Events 

such as these, especially at a time when the university is facing so many changes, 

may help faculty members retain connections to one of their most valuable 

sources of support. 
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