Sociology Program MOU, Spring 2023

The Sociology Program has carefully reviewed and considered the assessment and recommendations of the External Reviewers and
the Dean. The Program appreciates the recognition of the many strengths of the program. Using the template provided, the table below
summarizes, in the first two columns, the recommendations and rationale that were submitted by the reviewers. The next four columns
are the Program’s responses. The Program has added the color coding to the template. The color coding in the first column indicates
whether the Program will create steps to address the recommendations (green), the Program is unsure of either the capacity or
willingness to address the recommendations (orange), the work is already ongoing (blue), or the decision of the Program not to
proceed with the recommendation (red). In the case of the latter, the third column explains the rationale behind our decision not to
pursue the recommendation. It is important to emphasize that the efforts to address the recommendations depend upon all faculty
participating (at least TTF, with NTTF most welcome to do so if they choose) and upon the support from external parties as indicated.
These conditions have not been present in recent years and may interfere with the completion of the below recommendations.

A final and critical point to address is the climate culture challenge. The Sociology faculty was among the most active and productive
for many years working together to serve its students. That led to significant achievements, but also led to a range of dissatisfactions
with program dynamics. Efforts to identify underlying issues (primarily by the Ombuds Office) were unsuccessful, and arguably
exacerbated program divisions. There are a range of different issues at play. One issue is the baseline unsustainability of workload.
Another issue is faculty who have decided to step away from program service on their own account. Another issue is that some faculty
felt there was undue influence of other faculty several years ago and wanted more leadership roles. Those faculty who had worked
hard in those leadership roles have understandably decided to step back and let others take the lead. This kind of complexity is why
the “program culture” issue is so difficult to address. Therefore, the program remains in a suspended state in which members have
heightened reticence to step into leadership roles, and the ability of faculty to work together has been greatly eroded. Issues of
workload equity, professional priorities, respect for past investments in program development, concerns about institutional directions,
and more, all prevent productive program engagement — at a time when all of that is essential to the future of the program. As the
reviewers pointed out (section I, row 4), an imbalance of workload and some faculty opting out is not sustainable. To accomplish the
steps the reviewers recommend, the Program will do best with the need for everyone’s contributions valued and all back on board,
although getting to that point will be a significant challenge in itself.
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