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Ralph	  A.	  Wolff,	  President	  	  
Western	  Association	  of	  Schools	  and	  Colleges	  
985	  Atlantic	  Avenue,	  Suite	  100	  
Alameda,	  CA	  94501	  
	  
	  
Dear	  Ralph,	  	  
	  
Following	  five	  years	  of	  the	  self-‐study	  process	  that	  culminated	  in	  2010	  with	  the	  Western	  Association	  of	  Schools	  and	  
Colleges	  reaffirming	  the	  accreditation	  of	  California	  State	  University,	  Stanislaus,	  the	  University	  remained	  engaged	  in	  	  	  
self-‐reflection	  regarding	  the	  three	  areas	  for	  continued	  institutional	  attention:	  
	  

§ Assessment	  of	  Learning	  (CFRs	  2.2,	  4.4)	  
§ Program	  Review	  (CFRs	   2.7,	  4.4	  -‐4.8)	  
§ Leadership	  and	  Governance	  Issues	  (CFRs	   1.3,	  3.11,	  4.1,	  4.2,	  4.3,	  4.6.,	  4.8)	  

	  
The	  Commission	  acknowledged	  that	  the	  Educational	  Effectiveness	  Review	  was	  conducted	  at	  a	  particularly	  challenging	  
time	  for	  the	  institution,	  and	  that	  “the	  institution	  faced	  the	  impediments	  of	  state-‐wide	  budget	  cuts	  for	  the	  CSU	  system;	  it	  
joined	  system-‐wide	  expressions	  of	  concern	  regarding	  the	  budget;	  it	  dealt	  with	  recent	  high	  turnover	  of	  academic	  
leadership;	  and	  it	  needed	  to	  trim	  some	  student-‐related	  services”	  (WASC	  Commission	  Letter,	  July	  13,	  2010).	  	  Although	  CSU	  
Stanislaus,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  entire	  CSU	  system,	  continues	  to	  face	  many	  of	  the	  same	  impediments,	  the	  University	  remains	  
focused	  and	  committed	  to	  student	  success.	  	  	  	  
	  
As	  the	  report	  will	  evidence,	  CSU	  Stanislaus	  has	  made	  significant	  progress	  in	  the	  three	  areas	  noted	  above.	  	  Direct	  
Assessment	  methodologies	  across	  the	  various	  disciplines	  are	  being	  supported	  by	  TaskStream	  as	  a	  tool	  to	  organize	  
learning	  outcomes	  and	  to	  review	  results	  to	  make	  informed	  curricular	  decisions.	  	  Programs	  are	  bringing	  in	  external	  
reviewers	  to	  the	  program	  review	  process,	  and	  an	  improved	  system	  for	  monitoring	  implementation	  plans	  is	  being	  
developed.	  	  	  
	  
Finally,	  the	  administration	  as	  charged	  by	  the	  Commission,	  “to	  be	  primarily	  responsible	  for	  designing	  the	  initiative	  and	  
circumstances	  that	  will	  provide	  for	  a	  resolution”	  to	  the	  Leadership	  and	  Governance	  issues,	  initiated	  meaningful	  and	  
deliberate	  actions	  that	  have	  resulted	  in	  an	  improved	  climate	  of	  trust	  and	  has	  laid	  the	  foundation	  for	  progress	  in	  shared	  
governance.	  	  An	  appropriate	  level	  of	  discourse	  and	  discussion	  is	  healthy	  and	  ensures	  a	  rich	  mixture	  of	  ideas	  and	  
viewpoints	  that	  enhances	  decision	  making.	  	  The	  process	  the	  University	  engaged	  in	  over	  the	  past	  year	  has	  strengthened	  
necessary	  relationships,	  and	  developed	  the	  skills,	  processes,	  and	  policy	  needed	  for	  improved	  leadership	  and	  governance	  
that	  will	  allow	  the	  University	  to	  evolve,	  grow,	  and	  better	  serve	  the	  community.	  	  The	  University	  is	  committed	  to	  the	  
reconciliation	  of	  legitimate	  interests	  and	  fostering	  a	  culture	  of	  collaboration	  and	  shared	  governance.	  	  	  
	  
I	  submit	  on	  behalf	  of	  the	  campus	  community	  this	  report	  for	  the	  special	  visit.	  	  As	  we	  continue	  our	  self-‐reflection	  and	  build	  
on	  our	  realized	  successes,	  we	  are	  prepared	  to	  welcome	  the	  excellent	  review	  team	  led	  by	  Dr.	  Terry	  MacTaggart	  and	  
accompanied	  by	  our	  liaison,	  Dr.	  Richard	  Winn.	  
	  
Regards,	  	  
	  

 
Hamid	  Shirvani	  	  
President 
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The purpose of the California State University, Stanislaus Special Visit Report is to describe the progress 
made by our institution in addressing trust, leadership, and governance issues identified in the Western 
Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC) Commission Action Letter (July 13, 2010) and the major 
recommendations in the Report of the WASC Visiting Team EER Report (2010).   
 
The preparation of this Special Visit Report was a collaborative effort with contributions from 
administrators, faculty, and the Special Visit Research Team which included faculty and administrative 
representatives.  Specifically the “Response to Special Issues” section was prepared by, and documents 
the research conducted by, the Special Visit Research Team.  This Report is written to provide 
institutional context, institutional changes since the last WASC visit in March 2010, response to special 
issues identified including future actions, additional topics requiring attention, and a concluding 
statement.   

 

Institutional Context 

 
This section of the Special Visit Report provides the background and history of California State 
University, Stanislaus; its mission; geography and locations; programs, enrollment, and resources; 
accreditation; and rankings.   
 

Background and History 

The California State Legislature established what was known as Stanislaus State College in 1957.  The  
first classes opened in September of 1960 on the Stanislaus County Fairgrounds.  Stanislaus State College 
received its first WASC accreditation in 1964, and in 1965, the College moved to its permanent location.  
It was awarded university status and renamed California State University, Stanislaus in 1985 and is one 
of 23 campuses within the California State University system, a higher education system that serves more 
than 400,000 students as the largest, most diverse, and one of the most affordable university systems in 
the country.   

 

Mission 

In keeping with its mission, California State 
University, Stanislaus serves a highly diverse 
student population that consists of many first-
generation and adult reentry students.  
Approximately 32% of students are Hispanic, 
and CSU Stanislaus is proud to have been 
named a Hispanic-Serving Institution since 
2003.   

 

Geography and Locations 

The 228 acre campus is located in Turlock, the heart of the Central Valley of California.  The University’s 
service region, roughly the size of Vermont, encompasses six counties.  Historically rural, and 
increasingly urban, the area contains one of the fastest growing and most diverse populations in the 
country.  The University extends access to students in the Stockton area, 45 miles to the north of the main 
campus.  The Stockton Center, established in 1974, offers upper-division courses and selected degree 
programs to transfer and graduate students who reside primarily in San Joaquin County.  On average, 
about half of Stockton students enroll in courses only in Stockton, and half divide their class attendance 
between the Stockton and Turlock campuses.  

CSU Stanislaus Mission 
The faculty, staff, administrators, and students of California 
State University, Stanislaus are committed to creating a 
learning environment that encourages all members of the 
campus community to expand their intellectual, creative, and 
social horizons.  We challenge one another to realize our 
potential, to appreciate and contribute to the enrichment of 
our diverse community, and to develop a passion for lifelong 
learning.  To facilitate this mission, we promote academic 
excellence in the teaching and scholarly activities of our 
faculty, encourage personalized student learning, foster 
interactions and partnerships with our surrounding 
communities, and provide opportunities for the intellectual, 
cultural, and artistic enrichment of the region. 
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Programs, Enrollment, and Resources 

California State University (CSU) Stanislaus is a comprehensive bachelor’s, master’s, and doctoral degree 
granting institution.  The University offers 42 undergraduate degree programs, seven credential 
programs, 24 graduate degree programs, and since 2008, one doctorate degree program.  Additionally, 
seven certificate programs are offered.   
 
In Fall 2010, 8,305 students (6,727 FTES) attended CSU Stanislaus and were advised, instructed, and 
mentored by 443 faculty (FT and PT).  The student to faculty ratio of 22:1 affords excellent student access 
to faculty.  
 
The American Association of State Colleges and Universities (AASCU) recognizes CSU Stanislaus for its 
high student retention rate for first to second year students of more than 80%.  Among the CSU leaders on 
graduation rates, CSU Stanislaus developed a plan in 2005 that has been successful for a majority of 
students to meet their degree goals through a number of special first-year programs.  The CSU’s 
graduation initiative (2009) calls for all campuses to raise their six-year graduation rates 8% by 2016.   
As CSU Stanislaus’ six-year graduation rate is already in the top 25% of the CSU campuses, the University 
has committed to increasing its six-year graduation rate by an additional 6%.  

Accreditation 

Recent accreditation  
activities include the 
Capacity and 
Preparatory Review 
and Visit (2008), 
Educational 
Effectiveness Review 
and Visit (2010) with 
the next Capacity and 
Preparatory Review 
scheduled for Spring 
2019.  In addition to 
regional WASC 
accreditation since 
1964, CSU Stanislaus 
holds national 
accreditations for 11 degree programs: Art (1983), Business Administration (2003), Chemistry (1973), 
Education (1991), Genetic Counseling (2008), Music (1981), Nursing (1986), Psychology (2002),  
Public Administration (1982), Social Work (1996), and Theatre (1983).   

Rankings 

The University has received numerous honors and has been recognized by its inclusion in several lists of 
“best” in the nation.  The Princeton Review (2012) ranked CSU Stanislaus as one of the “Best 376 Colleges” 
in the United States, as well as awarding the University a high “Green Rating,” scoring a 93 out of a 
possible 99 points.  CSU Stanislaus has also received the distinction of being one of only two California 
State University campuses to receive recognition from U.S. News & World Report (2012) as one of the 
“Best in the West” for six-straight years.  U.S. News & World Report (2012) also ranked the university 16th 
among public universities in the Western region and 48th out of 84 public and private universities in the 
region.  Additionally, the U.S. Green Building Council awarded the University a “Silver Rating” for 
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) for its Naraghi Hall of Science, the first building 
in Stanislaus County to receive LEED certification.   
 
 

Capacity and 

Prepratory Review  
Educational 

Effectiveness 
Review 

Interim Report 

Special Visit 

(November) 

Capacity and 

Preparatory 
 Review 

Educational 

Effectiveness 
Review 

2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 2021

Figure 1.  WASC accreditation at CSU Stanislaus. 
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Institutional Changes since March 2010 

 
CSU Stanislaus was visited by the WASC Educational Effectiveness Review (EER) visiting team in March 
2010.  The following information provides details of institutional changes since the receipt of the WASC 
Commission Action Letter (July 13, 2010).  The changes that reflect our current situation include financial 
challenges, key personnel positions, and enrollment growth and targets.   

Financial Challenges 

Following the CSU Stanislaus Educational Effectiveness Review (EER) site visit, the Report of the WASC 
Visiting Team Educational Effectiveness Review to California State University, Stanislaus, March 1-3, 
2010, noted that “the current budget crisis has had a profound impact on CSU Stanislaus, and one of the 
most important observations made by the visiting team is that the University community—faculty, 
administrators, staff, and community leaders—has rallied to ensure that the educational effectiveness 
and academic quality of the University has not been compromised by budget reductions” (p. 29).  Since 
the EER site team visit and report, CSU Stanislaus and the entire CSU system have continued to grapple 
with an unfavorable and uncertain budget situation.   
 
Legislative passage in July 2011 of a final state budget included an additional cut in state funding to the 
CSU by $150 million for 2011-12, raising the total reduction amount to $650 million.  The CSU had 
already taken measures to address the initial $500 million of the cut, including reducing enrollment by 
approximately 10,000 students, applying an estimated $146 million from tuition increases already 
approved for Fall 2011, reducing campus budgets by a combined $281 million, and cutting the 
Chancellor’s Office budget by nearly $11 million.  An additional 12% tuition increase approved July 2011 
raises tuition by $294 per semester for full-time undergraduate students, $339 for credential program 
participants, and $360 for graduate students.  One-third of the revenue from the July 2011 tuition 
increase will be allocated for financial aid.  This provision, combined with other grants and fee waivers, 
will cover the cost increase for nearly half of all CSU undergraduates.  This tuition increase will help 
mitigate the latest budget cuts. 
 
In Fiscal Year (FY) 2010-11, the state funding allocation for CSU Stanislaus was reduced overall by 
$6,595,693 (10.5%) from $63,110,030 to $56,514,337.  The initial FY 2011-12 budget reduction of 
$7,567,000 was further decreased by $2,395,040 bringing the total reduction to $9,962,040. The 
additional cut brought state support down to the 1997-98 level, with the CSU System now serving 90,000 
more students than it did in 1997-98.   Overall, the amount of state support to CSU Stanislaus, in the past 
two years decreased by $16,557,733 (26%).   
 
A budgetary development that mitigates the budget cut is the decision to offer summer courses on a 
special sessions (self-support) basis through University Extended Education.  This approach began in 
Summer 2009, and relieves the state-side budget of the cost of summer courses.   Additionally, the 
summer programs generated contributions to the overhead amounts of $678,808 in Summer 2010 and 
approximately $900,000 in Summer 2011.  These surpluses are used to reimburse the stateside budget 
for direct and overhead costs associated with the summer program.  Also, academic programs are further 
supported by these funds.   
 
The WASC Visiting Team EER Report (2010) went on to recommend that CSU Stanislaus: 

 Commit to open, direct, and timely communication of essential information and data  
relevant to decision making to deans, chairs, and faculty leadership (CFR 3.8; p.36); and 

 Ensure fulfillment of educational effectiveness and institutional integrity by truthful 
representations of consequences of decision making to students and the public  
(CFRs 1.7, 1.8; p. 36).  

This commitment has been evidenced by continuous and regular campus communications and meetings 
that address the ongoing budget crisis.  The University Budget Advisory Committee (UBAC) held open 
campus meetings on Friday mornings, and made available agendas and meeting notes to the campus 
community during the Spring 2011 semester.  As a result of these open campus meetings, UBAC advised 
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the President on broad policy and priority issues related to the University’s budget resources.  This 
process was a result of ongoing discussions between faculty and administration, and was aimed at 
increasing the transparency and effectiveness of the committee along with the regular president’s budget 
forums.   

 
Despite the desperate budget situation for the State of California, “the commitment of the entire 
Stanislaus community—faculty, staff, and administrators—to maintaining educational effectiveness, 
program integrity, and overall academic excellence in the face of already significant budget reductions” 
(WASC Visiting Team EER Report, 2010, p. 30) remains a priority for CSU Stanislaus faculty, staff, and 
administration.   

Key Personnel Positions 

The WASC Visiting Team EER Report (2010) also recommended that the University: “Fill senior 
administrative positions as quickly and effectively as possible with qualified persons who share the 
University’s academic values through consultative processes appropriate to institutional integrity and 
educational effectiveness, with recognition of the delegated authority of defined roles, including but not 
limited to the provost” (CFRs 3.8, 3.10; p. 36). 

 
It was noted in the campus response to the Commission (April 29, 2010) that three senior administrative 
position searches occurred during Spring 2010: Dean of the College of Business Administration, Dean of 
the College of Human and Health Sciences (position is since vacated), and the Provost and Vice President 
for Academic Affairs.  These senior administrators have played a significant role in the administrative 
team that has collaboratively addressed the budget conditions while remaining dedicated to maintaining 
a high quality academic experience for the University’s students.  Two additional deans have been hired:   
Dean of the College of Education and Dean of Extended Education.  Searches are underway for Deans of 
the Colleges of Human and Health Sciences, Humanities and Social Sciences, and Natural Sciences.   

 
The Vice President for Business and Finance and the Vice President for University Advancement continue 
to serve CSU Stanislaus as they did in Spring 2010, and as a result of the retirement of the Vice Provost 
and Accreditation Liaison Officer, that position has been filled with an experienced administrator who 
now serves as the Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs and the Accreditation Liaison Officer.   

 
In an effort to consolidate some managerial functions for further efficiency, four areas of responsibility 
(four stand-alone positions) were merged into two areas of responsibility (two stand-alone positions).  
The former responsibilities held by the Associate Vice President for Faculty Affairs and the Associate Vice 
President for Human Resources, now rest with one Vice President for Faculty Affairs and Human 
Resources.  The second change in administrative personnel was to address the critical role enrollment 
management plays in projecting and meeting campus enrollment targets.   

Enrollment Growth and Targets 

The California State University Office of the Chancellor set the enrollment target for CSU Stanislaus for 
next academic year at 6,715 full time equivalent students (FTES), an increase from the previous year’s 
target of 6,665 FTES.  It is estimated that for the entire CSU system, funded student enrollment for AY 
2011-12 will drop by over 10,000 students.  The expectation is that CSU Stanislaus will not reduce 
enrollment even in the face of projected budget reductions.  Further, CSU Stanislaus must meet its target 
to ensure that it does not lose additional funding.  To address the increasing importance of enrollment 
growth and targets, the former responsibilities held by an Associate Vice President for Enrollment 
Management were elevated and folded into the Student Affairs Division under the repurposed position of 
the Vice President for Enrollment and Student Affairs.   
 
The financial challenges, changes in key personnel positions, and enrollment growth and targets are part 
of our “dynamic environment of the twenty-first century” (Tierney, 2004, xxvi).  The external pressures 
combine with internal constraints (MacTaggart, 1994) to provide challenges and opportunities for 
administration, faculty, and staff at CSU Stanislaus.   
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Special Visit Report Preparation 

 
The preparation of the Special Visit Report is described in this section including response planning, 
report preparation, and report review process. 

Response Planning 

Planning for the campus response for the Special Visit was embedded in previous preparations for WASC 
events.  The University embarked on its self-study five years prior to the WASC Educational Effectiveness 
Review (EER) visit; a thematic review was guided by the Standards and Criteria for review established by 
WASC.  Two themes, “Communities for Learning” and “Communities for Teaching and Scholarship” 
articulated the shared emphases of the entire University on those particular key areas.  The intent and 
goal for all members of the University during this process, including students, staff, faculty, and 
administration, was to think and act as a “learning-centered” university, where learning is valued in and 
of itself (Educational Effectiveness Review Report, 2009, p. 48).  The self-study included self-identified 
actions and recommendations.   
 
The University’s EER self-study noted that the actions and recommendations for further inquiry were  
not created as a “to-do” list, but were intended to identify “particular areas for further development” in 
academic performance; academic culture; faculty development and performance; and information 
management and assessment (2009, p. 49).  Even in the midst of the financial crisis that the State of 
California and the CSU system faced prior to 2010 and continues to face currently, the University’s 
administration began to plan for intended actions as a result of the campus self-study recommendations, 
while recognizing that the budget situation may delay full implementation of those actions.   
 
Areas cross-identified in the CSU Stanislaus EER Report (December 2009), the WASC Visiting Team  
EER Report (2010), and the WASC Commission Action Letter (July 13, 2010) became recommendations 
that developed into plans for continued action: a) program review, b) direct assessment, c) general 
education, and d) retention, promotion, and tenure.  Developments in the first three areas are described 
in the “Additional Topics Requiring Attention” section of this Special Visit Report.  Leadership and 
governance issues, including the fourth area of retention, promotion, and tenure, are described in 
“Response to Special Issues.”  Administrative actions were underway prior to the University’s receipt of 
the WASC Visiting Site Team EER Report (2010) and WASC Commission Action Letter (July 13, 2010).   
 
In the midst of tensions permeating the campus climate in 2010, the severe budget situation only further 
increased anxiety on campus.  The faculty, administrators, and staff members of the University Budget 
Advisory Committee (UBAC) had been meeting regularly throughout Spring 2010 and held a campus-
wide open forum to provide an avenue for information to be delivered and discussed prior to sending 
recommendations to the President.  On May 19, 2010, planning scenarios from the university’s major 
divisions and the six colleges were presented with time allotted for questions and elaboration following 
each presentation.   UBAC agendas, meeting notes, and presentations were posted on the university 
budget website for all campus members to access and review.  An email link was available to anyone who 
wished to submit suggestions for improving operations and reducing costs.  
 
Retention, promotion, and tenure (RPT) was noted in the campus self-study team, the WASC site visit 
team, and the WASC Commission documents.  Research, Scholarship, and Creative Activity (RSCA) is an 
area closely aligned with and supportive of RPT and one that administration made attempts to improve 
early on.  Again, due to the forecast of the budget situation showing no signs of improvement, during 
Summer 2010 the administration began efforts to cultivate relationships with external community 
partners to provide financial resources for faculty RSCA for the upcoming AY 2010-11.  The addition of a 
one-time allocation of $53,000 was proposed to enhance the Chancellor’s Office allocation.  These funds 
were ultimately added to the RSCA budget.  The President added $200,000 from external funds to 
increase support for research and travel.  In addition, funds were made available for faculty online 
instructional development.  More details are provided in the Log of Activities as identified by 
Administrative Leaders (Table 1).  
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Also during Summer 2010, the President met with the Vice Presidents at a two-day retreat in July.  High on 
the agenda was the clear directive for all administration to continue to be respectful of and fully engaged 
in the shared governance process.  Planning developed over the next several months between 
administration and key faculty leaders in line with the President’s charge to his team.  The WASC 
Commission Action Letter (July 13, 2010) was received by the University in mid-July, and the President 
notified the campus via email of the accreditation decision and attached the Letter for review.  In a further 
effort to transition from the reaccreditation process to the Special Visit, the Provost met with the campus 
Self-Study Team and Inquiry Circle Chairs to garner their recommendations as how to proceed into the 
next phase in an inclusive, transparent, and collaborative way.   
 
In August 2010, the President and Provost attended and participated in the Academic Senate’s Fall 
General Faculty Meeting (August 20, 2010).  The recommendations in the WASC Commission Action 
Letter (July 13, 2010) were brought to the forefront, and that time was used to speak to the plan of 
meeting with campus stakeholder groups over the next two months.  In September 2010, the President 
spoke to the importance of collegial interactions between administration and faculty and charged the 
Provost, as Chief Academic Officer, “with the responsibility to work with all faculty stakeholders to forge 
a more trusting university community” (State of the University Address, September 8, 2010).  That same 
day, the President, the Provost, the Speaker of the Faculty, and the Speaker-Elect of the Faculty met for an 
initial joint discussion to plan for the continued transition from the campus reaccreditation actions to 
those more specific to the Special Visit.   
 
On October 26, 2010, the President and the Speaker of the Faculty jointly announced to the campus 
community, via email and at the Academic Senate meeting, that the Ad Hoc Trust Restoration Planning 
Committee (Ad Hoc TRPC) had been formed.  The Committee was formed as a step towards 
“rehabilitation and restoration of relationships between faculty and upper administration…by developing 
a proposal for actions to reduce the level of conflict.”  The members of the Ad Hoc TRPC include the 
Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs, the Vice President for Faculty Affairs and Human 
Resources, the Speaker of the Faculty, and the Speaker-Elect of the Faculty.  Twenty-eight weekly 
meetings followed whereby trust rebuilding efforts resulted in six specific recommendations to guide the 
continuing improvement of the University.   The Academic Senate passed a resolution on May 10, 2011, 
supporting the work of the Ad Hoc TRPC, and identified specific areas for further work and discussion.   
 
The events described above in chronological order are tangible actions that evidence the administration’s 
initial planning phase in order to respond to the recommendations from three sources: the University’s 
own Self-Study, the WASC Visiting Team’s EER Report, and the WASC Commission’s Action Letter.  The 
University spent several months transitioning from the self-study process to that of the Special Visit, 
allowing for the learning community to continue building momentum as it prepared for the Special Visit 
Report, the Special Visit itself, and beyond.   
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Report Preparation 

This report focuses on the year of engagement following the WASC EER site team visit, the commitment 
to upcoming years, and the efforts of the Special Visit Research Team who began meeting on May 10, 
2011.   

 
To prepare for the Special Visit, administrators initiated activities to address the trust, leadership, and 
governance issues noted in the WASC Commission Action Letter (July 13, 2010).  Table 1 was organized 
to document activities that were identified by administrative leaders as priorities including the 
University Budget and Advisory Committee (UBAC); meetings with the President, Provost, and all-college 
faculty; support for Research, Scholarship, and Creative Activity (RSCA); dinners hosted by the President; 
and the Provost's Brown Bag Lunches.   
 
Table 1   
 Log of Activities as identified by Administrative Leaders 

President 
Provost and Vice President 
for Academic Affairs 

 
*Meetings with President, Provost, and All-College Faculty 
*Support for Research, Scholarship, and Creative Activity  
   (RSCA) ($103,000) 
Additional support: 
  -  Scholarly research and  travel from external sources  
     ($200,000) 
  - Faculty Development for online instructional development      
     ($11,000) 
*Sabbaticals 
*Dinners Hosted by the President 
Meetings with the President, Provost, Speaker and  
   Speaker Elect 
Campus-wide Presentations 
Email Communications:  
   Campus-specific,  
   Campus Invitations, 
   CSU System-wide,  
   CSU Updates, and 
   Congratulatory 
Public Higher Education Advocacy 
Events with Students 
 

 
*Ad Hoc Trust Restoration Planning Committee 
*University Budget and Advisory Committee (UBAC) 
*Meetings with President, Provost, and All-College Faculty 
Provost's Advisory Council (formerly Deans Only) 
Council of Deans  
Academic Affairs Council 
American Association of University Professors (AAUP) Conference 
*Brown Bag Lunches 
Department Chair Meetings 
Meetings with the President, Provost, Speaker, and Speaker-Elect 
Meetings with Provost and Specific Faculty Groups 
Strategic Plan Working Group 
Recruitment of Full-time Tenure/Tenure Track Faculty AY 2010-11 
Email Communications:  
   Campus-specific, 
   Campus Invitations, 
   Specific College Faculty only, and 
   Congratulatory 
 

Vice President for 
Business and Finance 

Vice President for Faculty Affairs 
and Human Resources 

 
*University Budget and Advisory Committee (UBAC) 
Email Communications: Campus-specific 
 

 
*Ad Hoc Trust Restoration Planning Committee 

*University-wide priorities 
 Note: A list of completed actions and dates documented by senior administrators is found in the detailed Log of Substantive Actions. 
 

 
The preparation of the Special Visit Report engaged administration and faculty leaders.  An initiative 
designed to address the issues identified by the WASC Commission focused on the specific personnel to 
be involved in the task of designing the self-study process and writing of the research component of the 
Special Visit Report.  Discussions began in December 2010 and included members of the Senate Executive 
Committee (SEC) and members of the Provost’s Council of Deans.  The Ad Hoc Trust Restoration Planning 
Committee also contributed considerable time negotiating the parameters and details of the self-study 
process.  A proposal outlined the research study to be conducted by a team of six members:  three faculty 
and three administrative members. 
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The Special Visit Research Team (SVRT) includes a senior faculty member and Associate Vice President 
for Academic Affairs and Accreditation Liaison Officer serving as co-chairs; one faculty member from the 
Senate Executive Committee; one faculty member at-large; one administrator from the President’s senior 
staff; and one dean.  The SVRT was formed following a collaborative process between faculty leadership 
and the Provost.  The Academic Senate’s Committee on Committees and the SEC coordinated the 
recruitment and selection of the faculty members and consulted with the Provost before making the final 
appointments.  The Provost coordinated the selection of a dean and consulted with SEC before making 
the final appointment.  The SEC selected its representative and the President’s senior staff selected its 
representative.  In addition, the Office of Institutional Research and the Office of Accreditation provided 
support to the SVRT. 
 

Report Review Process 

This Special Visit Report was reviewed by administration representatives, including the President, Vice 
Presidents for Academic Affairs, Business and Finance, and Faculty Affairs and Human Resources.  The 
Report was also reviewed by the six members of the Special Visit Research Team, which included three 
faculty members who were affirmed by the Academic Senate as representatives of the faculty, and three 
administration members, who were also affirmed by Academic Senate as representatives of 
administration.  Specific sections relating to academic topics were co-written by faculty within their areas 
of competence in assessment of student learning, academic program review, and general education.  The 
report will continue to be reviewed by administrators and by the larger community of faculty throughout 
the coming months.  The results of this process will be available to the WASC Special Visit Team during 
their visit.  
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Response to Special Issues 

 
Planning for the campus response to addressing the trust, leadership, and governance issues identified in 
the WASC Commission Action Letter (July 13, 2010) began following the Educational Effectiveness 
Review Site Visit (March 2010).  This section of the self-study report provides the background, relevant 
literature, and methodology and data analysis of the research conducted by the Special Visit Research 
Team (SVRT).  This research contributed to the identification and description of key issues, the actions 
taken by the University to address the issues, an analysis of the effectiveness of the actions, and an 
assessment of the impact of these changes.   

Background (CFRs 1.3, 3.11, 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.6, 4.8) 

 Historical context. 
This description of the context for this WASC Special Visit begins with a historical perspective.  During 
Summer and Fall 2009, “long simmering tensions between faculty and the senior administration” (WASC 
Commission Action Letter, July 13, 2010, p. 2) reached a flash point that resulted in a faculty vote of no-
confidence in the President.  Faculty perceived a host of leadership concerns; for example, sustained 
attacks on faculty governance, failure to follow established policies, administrative turnover, and the 
President’s unpopular decision to eliminate the Winter Term 4-1-4 semester academic calendar, and 
changing to a traditional two-semester academic calendar which he believed was in the best interest of 
the University.  In addition, faculty perceived that their input was being disregarded in places where they 
believed they had propriety.  There was also an overarching faculty perception that recommendations 
from faculty to administration were made with a strong expectation that the administration should 
implement them.  Just as faculty perceived they were being treated unfairly by the administration, 
administration felt that it was sometimes being treated unfairly by the faculty.  As an example, faculty 
expressed concern over the President’s lack of support for Academic Senate’s resolutions, and the 
President believed that he had been supportive in his approval patterns of those same resolutions.  
 
At the same time, emerging budget reduction scenarios were inviting talk between faculty and 
administration.  As noted in the WASC Commission Action Letter (July 13, 2010), by the time of the WASC 
site visit in support of our Educational Effectiveness Review (2010), the faculty-administrative tensions 
had “risen to levels of potential disruption to academic operations,” and threatened “to distract the 
institution from its evident commitments to student success” (p. 2).   At issue was whether the institution 
would “acknowledge the current crisis,” take ownership of the problem, and identify “specific strategies” 
for addressing it effectively.  Lateral cuts to academic programs revealed competing agendas for limited 
resources and eclipsed reasonable discussion, thereby increasing the capacity for disruption.  
Simultaneously, turnover and interim replacements within senior administrative positions hampered 
efforts to form a stable and well-focused administrative leadership team.   
 
Senior administration had a different perspective on the causes for the “long simmering conflict between 
faculty and the senior administration.”  Senior administrators perceived that faculty leadership was 
resistant to allowing the University to evolve into a larger and more mature academic institution.  These 
perceptions included beliefs that faculty leadership was concerned more with elaborate processes and 
less with good decisions that fit the mission of the University and its needs during these very challenging 
economic and political times.  Additionally, senior administration’s perceptions were that there was a 
more significant issue than the lack of trust between senior administration and faculty leadership; the 
issue was a deep seated conflict over the locus of control over university decision making.  
Administrators perceived that faculty leadership had been placed in the hands of a small group of 
individuals who, over the years, developed a dominant level of control over processes and an attitude of 
complete ownership of all academic matters.  Overall, the climate was filled with intimations of distrust 
and conflict, breakdowns in consultation, and perceived affronts to policies, procedures, and the spirit of 
shared governance.   
 
 



10 CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY STANISLAUS   |  Special Visit Report 

 

The WASC Commission Action Letter (July 13, 2010) reflects a tipping point, where these conflicts in the 
“climate” of trust became an over-arching theme of attention requiring concerted efforts on all sides to 
recalibrate the shared priorities and work collectively to repair the practices essential to effective shared 
governance.  The breakdowns in consultation and trust made any response to this crisis a matter of delicate 
negotiation.  Not only did these issues surface during the Educational Effectiveness site visit, but they also 
affected the administrative hiring process.  Several new members of the current administrative team were 
selected within this atmosphere.  Senior administrators indicated that new appointments were made from 
an intention to resolve the crisis in leadership and governance by expanding the scope of consultation and 
trust through genuine conversation, respectful disagreements, collegial dialogue, and continual 
reinforcement of principles of transparency.   
 
Beginning in Summer 2010, senior administration initiated a series of actions, including establishment of 
a process for bringing the parties together that could be used to model and develop more effective 
communication and practices of shared governance.  The Ad Hoc Trust Restoration Planning Committee 
(Ad Hoc TRPC) was formed.  The four members of the Ad Hoc TRPC (Provost and Vice President for 
Academic Affairs, Vice President for Faculty Affairs and Human Resources, the Speaker of the Faculty, and 
Speaker-Elect of the Faculty) met regularly to identify stresses and concerns requiring collective 
attention and to hold productive discussions on points of disagreement and potential conflict.  Emphasis 
was placed on developing key relationships, increasing credibility, demonstrating substantial 
commitment to policy, supporting transparency in data-driven analysis, providing timely consultation 
and professional temperament.   
 
Based on the AY 2010-11 work of the Ad Hoc TRPC, the Academic Senate passed a resolution (May 10, 
2011) in support of six recommendations for campus implementation beginning in Fall 2011: 
 
Recommendation 1:  The TRPC should continue to meet to address issues of trust, leadership and 
governance.  The continuation and membership of this committee will be evaluated at least once a year.  
Specifically, TRPC will be charged to have regular, ongoing, face-to-face interaction at minimum, every 
other week; identify areas of conflict; discuss concerns regarding university issue; and continue to 
develop ways to address issues of trust, leadership, and governance. 
 
Recommendation 2:  Senate Executive Committee (SEC) and Committee on Committees (COC) will be 
responsible for recruiting faculty for all faculty appointments to university committees; will work with 
the administration to recruit and appoint faculty members to university related boards; and SEC will 
work with these faculty members to develop more consistent communication regarding the activities of 
the committees and boards.   
 
Recommendation 3:  Administration will work through the normal Academic Senate committee 
structure to develop University Extended Education policies regarding special programs, Summer 
session, and Winter intersession. 
 
Recommendation 4:  The President will share his proposal for Endowed Professorships with faculty 
governance and will submit it for review and revision.  Until a policy is developed, the administration will 
consult with deans, academic departments, and academic program reviews when endowed professorship 
opportunities arise.  Searches to fill endowed professorships will not begin or continue until a policy has 
been approved by the Academic Senate. 
 
Recommendation 5:  Committee on Committees will work with appropriate administrators and 
committees to examine the membership of some administration and faculty governance committees to 
increase communication between faculty and administration.  Any recommendations will go through the 
regular governance processes for review.  Committees to examine first should be the Provost’s Deans 
Council, President’s Senior Staff, University Budget Advisory Committee, Enrollment Planning Committee, 
and Leaves and Awards. 
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Recommendation 6:   The Speaker, University Retention Promotion Tenure Committee (URPTC), and 
Faculty Affairs Committee will work with administration to develop a process to gather information 
regarding Retention, Promotion, and Tenure (RPT) from the provost, deans, department RPT committees, 
department chairs, and candidates who are going through the review cycle or have just completed the 
review cycle.  The goal will be to gather information about the perceptions people have about the RPT 
policy and procedures.  This information will be used to examine our policies and procedures to 
determine if any steps can be taken to reduce the conflict that is created every year on this campus.  Any 
recommendations will go through the normal faculty governance evaluation process. 
 
 Special Visit Research Team. 
The Special Visit Research Team (SVRT) was given the charge to document and evaluate the 
administration’s substantive efforts to foster a climate of trust and to provide for a resolution to the 
leadership and governance issues.  Operating from the need to understand where we are as an institution 
and where we are going with respect to the trust, leadership, and governance issues, the SVRT set a 
process in motion to conduct research on, and reflective assessments of, the current state of shared 
governance, trust, and the ability of faculty and administration to work together in collective, collegial, 
and effective ways to address issues and challenges facing the University.  The existence, membership 
and charge of the SVRT resulted from consultation, negotiation, and collective commitment to improving 
the situation.   
 
The research study designed and conducted by the SVRT was conceived to document and set in motion 
an ongoing evaluation of substantive efforts, the central aim of which has been to take collective 
ownership of the problem and assist in reestablishing the trust and working relations essential to 
sustaining effective practices of shared governance.  The SVRT has elicited, analyzed, and reflected on 
substantial input provided by key administrators, along with evaluative feedback solicited from key 
faculty leaders regarding substantive efforts to achieve a basic standard of effective shared governance, 
the collective buy-in that influences the terms of engagement.  The task of the SVRT is to report on the 
progress achieved to date and to identify challenges that need to be addressed.   
 
 Research focus. 
The SVRT designed and conducted the research that informed the self-study process and the writing of 
the action research study of the Special Visit Report.  The specific task was to conduct research that 
would document and evaluate administration’s efforts to respond to the trust, leadership, and 
governance issues at the center of the Special Visit.  The SVRT was not included in any of the research 
respondent groups. 
 
The SVRT was charged to answer the following questions:  

 What substantive actions have occurred during the past year that impact trust, leadership, and 
governance?  

 What impact have these activities/actions had on trust, leadership, and governance?  
 What further issues remain to be addressed?  
 How will such issues be addressed, by whom, and what timetable?  
 How can the university continue to monitor trust, leadership, and governance?  

 
For the purposes of this Special Visit Report, and in consideration of the time available, the research 
study began by addressing the questions in the SVRT’s charge.  The first two questions were addressed 
and data were gathered as part of Phase 1A and 1B.  The relevant literature, methodology, data analysis 
and results for Phase 1A and 1B, as well as initial planning for continuing efforts in Phase 2 are described 
in the following sections.   
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Relevant Literature 

The SRVT based their research, in part, on the limited relevant literature.  Even though there was no 
literature found that focused solely and specifically on trust, leadership, and shared governance in higher 
education, the team was able to locate articles that touched on various aspects of the topics.  These 
articles are listed in the References section of this document. 
 
Although slightly different in focus from the SRVT’s charge, insights into the topic of faculty trust and 
participation in governance were found (Gardiner, 2006; Pope, 2004).  In addition, articles dealing with 
the emotional climate of organizations and trust in kindergarten to grade 12 education were also 
reviewed.   
 
Another avenue of relevant literature was found in reports by CSU Sacramento (2008) and the University 
of Hawai`i, Hilo (2009).  These documents provided insights into how other universities that had 
experienced frictions between faculty and the administration had completed research on their campuses.  
Although all campuses of higher education have different norms and cultures, these two documents 
provided insights into the process of collecting data for the purposes of resolving issues facing large 
organizations such as university campuses.  In addition, the Special Visit reports provided a basic 
roadmap of types of documents WASC has received from campuses who were attempting to address 
shared governance and other issues. 
 
Other literature that helped guide the research was the report by the Hannover Research Council (2007).  
This report is an extensive guide to faculty participation in decision areas at institutions across the 
country.  A sample of 20 institutions of higher education illustrated the breadth of commonalities and 
differences that exist across the United States.  Lastly, a document on governance, culture, and climate 
(Center on Collaborative Policy, CSU Sacramento, 2008), also helped inform the SRVT’s research.   
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Methodology and Data Analysis  

The Special Visit Research Team (SVRT) adopted a scientific 
approach.  The SVRT designed and conducted a research 
study in phases during a restricted time frame.  The first 
phase was accomplished in the time period prior to the 
arrival of the WASC Special Visit Team and was conducted 
in two parts, Phase 1A and Phase 1B.  Administration’s 
efforts (Phase 1A) to respond to trust, leadership, and 
governance issues were documented.  Faculty leaders were 
engaged in assessing administration’s efforts (Phase 1B).  
Analysis of responses in Phase 1B revealed that further issues 
remain to be addressed.  The planning for Phase 2 is described 
in that section.                          

 

Phase 1A. 
The description of Phase 1A begins with the statement of purpose.  The research design, sample, and data 
collection follow with a section describing the protection of human subjects.  Data analysis and results, 
and research findings conclude this section. 

 Statement of purpose. 
According to the WASC Commission Action Letter (July 13, 2010), the administration at CSU Stanislaus is 
“primarily responsible for fostering a climate of trust and for designing the initiatives and circumstances 
that will provide for a resolution” to the leadership and governance issues.  The purpose of Phase 1A of 
the study was to identify substantive actions that the CSU Stanislaus administration encouraged or 
implemented during AY 2010-11 to foster a climate of trust in regard to shared governance and to 
provide for a resolution to the issues highlighted by WASC.   
 
The guiding research question for this preliminary phase of the study was, “What substantive actions 
were designed during the past year to improve the issues of trust, leadership, and governance?” The 
research team specifically defined a “substantive action” as a planned administration led action following 
the WASC EER site visit that was designed specifically to improve trust, leadership, and governance, or 
some combination thereof. 
 
As WASC’s specific focus was that the administration should be “primarily responsible” for taking actions 
to improve the campus climate of trust, and due to time restrictions for this phase of the study, the SVRT 
determined that the most efficient and effective method for answering the research question was to begin 
with upper administration.  As key administrators were the participants in the study, the SVRT focused 
on their views of actions that they deemed to be substantive.  While each administrator might have 
believed that many individual actions or activities were employed to improve the campus situation, the 
SVRT was interested in the administrations’ collective views on those actions that they identified as most 
substantive to fostering a climate of trust and improving issues related to shared governance and 
leadership.  
  

Research design, sample, and data collection. 
In order to accomplish Phase 1A of the study, a two-pronged data collection strategy was used.  First, a 12 
item “Substantive Actions Inventory” was emailed to key administrative leaders (n = 6).  This Inventory 
contained an anchor question followed by 11 open-ended prompts.  The Inventory was designed to 
provide the administrative leader with an opportunity to both identify initiatives and describe pertinent 
details regarding the various actions that they used to begin to address the issues.  Each administrative 
leader received an electronic copy of the inventory and an informed consent statement.  Each participant 
was also contacted by a member of the SRVT to ensure that he/she received the electronic communiqué 

                 Figure 2.  Phases of action research study. 
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and to answer any specific questions regarding this phase of the research process.  The administrator 
was informed that he/she had one week to respond to the questions and to provide the SVRT with an 
electronic (PDF) document containing responses.  All six participants responded to the invitation to 
participate in the study.   
 
After submitting the inventory, each administrative leader was asked to participate in a follow-up 
interview.  The follow-up interview was used to ensure that the participant had identified substantive 
actions and that the SVRT understood the substantive actions that occurred in response to WASC.  These 
interviews were conducted in person by multiple members of the SVRT.  The specific interview questions 
were somewhat unique to each participant, focusing on clarification and ensuring that the participant’s 
views were fully captured.  Nevertheless, the interviews were anchored by focused questions that 
centered on discovering the participants’ views of the overarching strategy or common threads that 
connected the various actions, the participants’ views on the impact of the various actions (comparing 
and contrasting climate of trust issues before and after the implementation of the substantive actions), 
and the participants’ views of the administration’s overall ownership of the issues facing the University.   
 
 Protection of human subjects. 
All data captured from this portion of the study are presented in aggregate or de-identified form.  The 
intent of this portion of the study was not to ascribe responses to individual participants, but rather to 
document and describe the administrative response as a whole.  While the key administrators were 
informed that their participation in the study was voluntary, the SVRT believed that each participant 
would feel committed to participate, especially given the Special Visit in November, 2011, which is 
intended to ensure substantial progress related to the issues.  The Research Team believed that the risks 
associated with participation were minimal given the nature of the questions being posed and in light of 
the intended purpose of this portion of the study.   
 
Following the review of the participants’ Substantive Actions Inventories and the subsequent interviews, 
the SVRT found the detailed responses to be informative and meaningful.  The SVRT agreed to request 
participants to release their Inventories so that the richness of the data would be available to the campus 
community and Special Visit Visiting Team.  All participants agreed.  Materials collected from the 
interviews were destroyed following data analysis. 
 
 Data analysis and results of Phase 1A:  Articulation of substantive actions. 
This section includes a summary of responses by key administrative leaders to the Substantive Actions 
Inventory.  The Inventory contained 11 open-ended prompts to ensure that there would be comparability 
of responses across all participants and to ensure that all aspects of the action were captured for future 
analysis.  The 11 prompts (as noted in Table 2) were:  
 
1. What was the action? (Table 2:  Substantive Action) 
2. What was the point or purpose of the action in the context of WASC’s concerns? 
3. Describe how the action was implemented. 
4. Identify who was involved in implementing the action. 
5. For whom was the action intended? (Table 2:  Participating stakeholders) 
6. How was that person or group made aware of the action? 
7. When was the action implemented? (Table 2:  First activity; Last activity) 
8. Describe the current status of the action. 
9. What are the indicators of success of the action? 
10. Would you repeat this action? Why or why not? 
11. Is there anything else that is important for us to know about this action? 
 
Administrator participants responded to the prompts; in total, 22 detailed Substantive Actions were 
identified in the Inventories submitted by the six participants.  Table 2 details, in chronological order, the 
Substantive Actions described in the Inventories (Prompt 1) as well as the responses for Prompts 5 and 
7.  An analysis of Prompt 10, Would you repeat this action? Why or why not?, indicated that all responded 
“Yes.” 
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Table 2   
Phase 1A Substantive Actions Informing Phase 1B Survey in Chronological Order 

Substantive  
Action 

First  
activity 

Last 
activity 

Phase 1B Survey category  
(Survey Action Theme) 

Participating 
stakeholders 

Council of Deans meetings  
re: WASC report 

21-Jun-10 08-Jun-11 Transparent and consultative decision 
making  

Deans and senior 
administrators 

Email faculty regarding the 
rationale underlying 
decisions 

21-Jun-10 16-Jun-11 Transparent and consultative decision 
making  
(Transparency Action) 

All faculty 

Deans consulting with 
faculty regarding budget 
issues 

01-Jul-10 01-Jun-11 Transparent and consultative decision 
making  
(Transparency Action) 

Faculty 

Academic Affairs Council 
meetings re: WASC report 

28-Jul-10 25-May-11 Transparent and consultative decision 
making 

Deans, senior 
administrators, and 
Speaker 

Advocacy efforts with 
legislators 

04-Aug-10 24-May-11 Advocate for University and faculty 
needs 

Elected officials 

Meetings with President, 
Provost, Speaker of the 
Faculty, and Speaker-Elect of 
the Faculty  

08-Sep-10 22-Apr-11 Communicate with faculty leaders  
(Communication Action) 

Faculty leaders 

Meetings with department- 
faculty and college executive 
committees 

21-Sep-10 09-Jun-11 Faculty outreach  
(Outreach Actions) 

Faculty 

Meetings with  
department chairs 

24-Sep-10 06-May-11 Faculty outreach  
(Outreach Actions) 

Department chairs 

Open forums 06-Oct-10 04-Mar-11 Faculty outreach  
 

All faculty 

Strategic Plan Working  
Group meetings 

06-Oct-10 08-Mar-11 Transparent and consultative  
decision making 
 

Select 
administrators  
and faculty leaders 

Hosted dinners to  
meet with faculty 

14-Oct-10 04-Nov-10 Faculty outreach  
(Outreach Actions) 

All faculty 

Brown bag lunches 14-Oct-10 03-May-11 Faculty outreach  
(Outreach Actions) 

Faculty and staff 

Financial support for 
sabbaticals and faculty RSCA 
and travel activities 

15-Oct-10 30-Jun-11 Advocate for University and faculty 
needs  
(Advocacy Actions) 

All faculty 

Ad Hoc Trust Restoration 
Planning Committee* 

26-Oct-10 31-May-11 Communicate with faculty leaders 
(Communication Actions) 

Provost, VP Faculty 
Affairs/HR, Speaker 
and Speaker-Elect of 
the Faculty 

Provost's Advisory Council 
meetings re: WASC report 

03-Nov-10 14-Jun-11 Transparent and consultative decision 
making 

Deans and senior 
administrators 

Meetings with faculty in 
colleges 

05-Nov-10 08-Apr-11 Faculty outreach  
(Outreach Actions) 

All faculty 

AAUP Shared Governance 
Conference 

12-Nov-10 14-Nov-10 Communicate with faculty leaders  
(Communication Actions) 

Provost, VP Faculty 
Affairs/HR, Speaker 
and Speaker-Elect of 
the Faculty, two 
California Faculty 
Association 
members 

Financial support offered for 
faculty online instructional 
development 

10-Jan-11 07-Feb-11 Advocate for University and faculty 
needs 
 

All faculty 

University Budget and 
Advisory Committee open 
meetings* 

02-Feb-11 03-May-11 Transparent and consultative decision 
making  
(Transparency Actions) 

Faculty 

Editorials published in local 
news outlets 

23-Apr-11 02-Jun-11 Advocate for University and faculty 
needs  
(Advocacy Actions) 
 

General community 

* Substantive action reported twice.   
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An analysis of the 22 substantive actions and the qualitative data connected to the actions provided by 
the administrators allowed the Special Visit Research Team to organize the information provided into 
four themes as noted in Table 3.   

 
Table 3   
Four Action Themes with Substantive Actions Identified 

Action Theme Substantive Action Identified 

Outreach Actions   President’s dinners with faculty; 

 President’s meetings with Colleges; 

 Provost’s Brown Bags; 

 Provost’s meetings with Chairs and Deans; and 

 Provost’s meetings with department faculty. 
 

Transparency Actions  Reaffirming the commitment to follow established policy; 

 Making University Budget and Advisory Committee (UBAC) proceedings open; 

 Emailing faculty regarding the rationale underlying decisions; 

 Consulting with faculty in developing new policies; and 

 Deans consulting with faculty regarding budget issues. 
 

Communication Actions  Sending individuals to the AAUP Shared Governance Conference; 

 Holding regular meetings between the President, Provost, Speaker, and Speaker-Elect; and     

 Establishing the Ad Hoc Trust Restoration Planning Committee. 
 

Advocacy Actions  Meeting with external community members; 

 Submitting editorials regarding the University’s perspective on critical issues; and 

 Providing support for faculty research, scholarship, and creative activities an faculty               
                    development. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY STANISLAUS   |  Special Visit Report  17 

 

Research findings of Phase 1A. 
The purpose of Phase 1A was to identify substantive actions that the administration encouraged or 
implemented during the past year to foster a climate of trust in regard to shared governance and to 
provide for a resolution to the leadership and governance issue highlighted by WASC.  Holistically, 
analysis of the data collected from the Substantive Actions Inventories and the follow-up interviews with 
the administrators revealed three major findings:  
 
1. Each of the administrative leaders articulated a “plan of action” for addressing the concerns  

surrounding trust, governance, and leadership that was clear and consistent.  Each participant 
articulated various actions taken to address the concerns, and the participants collectively spoke 
of the substantive actions as being anchored by a unifying vision.  The senior administrators 
believed that their charge was clear and that they were all in agreement regarding how to begin 
building trust and improving leadership and governance:  a) the administration must engage in 
authentic dialogue with faculty; b) the administration must engage in actions and activities that 
foster positive relationships between administration and faculty; c) the administration must 
ensure that existing policies are followed and, where needed, must work with faculty to develop 
or amend policies that promote the long term well-being of the University; and d) the 
administration must take actions to promote transparency and the sharing of information.  
Collectively, the administrators spoke of the need to take ownership of the problem and to 
engage with faculty differently than in the past.    

 
2. While acknowledging that change will take time, the senior administrators were in agreement  

that positive progress has been made.  The administrators collectively believe that the 
substantive actions have resulted in positive engagement between administration and faculty 
and that the climate of trust has improved.   

 
3. The senior administration collectively believes that an administrative team has been assembled  

that is capable of leading the University and developing shared governance.  The detailed 
Substantive Actions Inventories provided by the key administrative leaders and the emerging 
themes were critical in developing Phase 1B.  The Special Visit Research Team (SVRT) used the 
themes to create an aggregate summation of actions encouraged or implemented by the 
administration to address the issues posed by WASC.  This composite response was used in the 
second component (Phase IB) of the research study, which focused on determining faculty 
leaders’ views regarding the effectiveness of the administration’s actions.  Faculty leaders were 
asked for their opinions on these various actions; both quantitative and qualitative data were 
collected to represent what faculty opinions were on the Substantive Action items.   

 
 Phase 1B. 
The description of Phase 1B begins with the statement of purpose.  The research design, sample, and data 
collection follow with a section describing the protection of human subjects.  Initial quantitative, follow-
up quantitative, qualitative, data analysis, results, and research findings conclude this section. 
 
 Statement of purpose.   
In this second phase of the research study, the SVRT was interested in collecting faculty leaders’ views of 
the impact of the substantive actions.  Specifically, this phase of the study was designed to answer the 
following research question: “From the view of faculty leadership, what impact have the administrative-
led substantive actions had on fostering a climate of trust and improving leadership and shared 
governance?”  
 
As the research was conducted during a time of year when not all faculty members are readily available, 
and due to time restrictions for this phase of the study, it was determined that the most prudent 
approach for assessing the actual impact of the administrative defined substantive actions was to offer 
faculty in key leadership positions the opportunity to provide insight regarding how the actions have 
impacted the campus community.  The assumption was that these key faculty leaders would be intimately 
connected to, or aware of, the administrative actions and thus able to offer an assessment of the impact of 
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the actions regarding trust, leadership, and governance.  In essence, this portion of the study provided 
key faculty leaders with an opportunity to assess administration’s substantive actions. 
 
 Research design, sample, and data collection. 
In order to accomplish Phase 1B of this action research study, a web-based survey was used to capture 
the data.  The “Substantive Actions Assessment Inventory” was e-mailed to key faculty leaders (n = 37).  
For the purpose of this portion of the study, a faculty leader was defined as someone who met one or 
more of the following criteria during AY 2010-11: a) was a member of the Senate Executive Committee, 
b) was a Department Chair, c) was the Chair of the Committee on Committees, or d) attended the 
American Association of University Professors conference on shared governance as a faculty 
representative.   
 
The research conducted during Phase 1A of this action research study identified four themes which 
emerged from the administration’s substantive actions to reach out to faculty: outreach, transparency, 
communication, and advocacy.  In all, 22 substantive actions were reported.  The first four sections of the 
Substantive Actions Assessment Inventory required faculty leaders to respond to the four major actions 
as noted in Table 3. 
 
The following sections of the Substantive Actions Assessment Inventory required faculty leaders to 
assess each substantive action with eight indicators that used a 5-point rating scale to determine the 
impact on specific trust, effective leadership, and shared governance.  Six of these indicators were 
modeled on Venable and Gardiner’s six characteristics of shared governance (as cited in Gardiner, 2006): 
sharing of information, respecting divergent views, meaningful participation (which we defined as 
“encouraging open discussion of important matters”), collaborating when making decisions, respecting 
the legitimacy of faculty leadership roles, and providing a climate of trust.  Two additional indicators that 
seemed particularly important for our campus were added: relationships between faculty and 
administrators, and the impact of the substantive actions on shared governance.  These eight forced-
choice items were ordered in logical sequence; the first characteristics were considered prerequisites to 
the establishment of later characteristics.  The eight items were supplemented with four open-ended 
questions designed to solicit information about other impacts of the actions, strengths, and areas for 
improvement, as well as general comments.  Additional forced-choice items sought input (using a 5-point 
rating scale) on whether or not each individual action should be continued. 
 
Each faculty leader received a web-based survey and an informed consent statement.  The tool and 
informed consent were e-mailed to the participant’s campus e-mail account (unless otherwise requested 
by the participant).  The faculty leader was informed that he/she had six days to submit answers to the 
web-based tool.  Participants received email reminders to complete the survey.  
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Protection of human subjects. 
The web-based survey was intended to produce anonymous data.  In the event that a faculty leader’s 
identity was revealed in one of the responses to the qualitative questions, the personal identifying 
information was redacted or not presented to the public.  Additionally, all quantitative data captured 
from this portion of the study are presented in aggregate form.  The intent of this portion of the study is 
not to ascribe responses to individual participants, but rather to document and describe faculty leaders’ 
responses as a whole.  The qualitative data are presented using verbatim quotes organized by themes.  In 
presenting the qualitative data, every attempt was made to ensure that the identity of the participant and 
his or her responses are not publicly linked.   
    
While the faculty leaders were informed that their participation in the study was voluntary, the SVRT 
believed that each participant would feel committed to participate, especially given the Special Visit in 
November, 2011, which is intended to ensure substantial progress related to the issues.  The SVRT 
believed the risks associated with participation were minimal given the nature of the questions being 
posed and in light of the intended purpose of this portion of the study.  Receipt of the faculty leader’s 
completed survey indicated that the participant read the informed consent statement and voluntarily 
agreed to participate.   
 

Quantitative data analysis and results of Phase 1B: Initial analysis. 
Of the 37 faculty who were invited to complete the Phase 1B survey, 28 (76%) responded.  It is not 
known why the remaining nine faculty did not respond.  Some or all may have failed to receive the survey 
in a timely manner; some or all may have chosen to skip the survey for many other reasons.  Overall, 76% 
is a very strong response rate, particularly in consideration of the relatively brief time of six days 
available for faculty to respond, the length of time needed to complete the survey (possibly an hour or 
longer), and the distribution of the survey during the summer, when many faculty are away from campus 
and may check their email only infrequently.  Thus, faculty appeared motivated to respond.   
 
Initial data analyses were multivariate in nature and focused on the eight indicators that were assessed for 
each of the four major action themes.  For these indicators, response options ranged from 1 (strongly 
disagree) through 5 (strongly agree).  A factor analysis revealed that the responses to all 32 of these items 
seemed to reflect a single, underlying construct (Cronbach’s alpha = .99).  Thus, faculty who gave a low 
rating to any one item tended to give low ratings to all 32 items, while faculty who provided a high rating 
for one item tended to give all items high ratings.  This enabled the responses for each participant to be 
validly summarized by a single score that averaged the ratings that a person gave to all 32 items.  A cluster 
analysis (Figure 3) determined that participants tended to fall into two groups: those whose average rating 
across all 32 items was less than 2.5 (n = 18), and those whose average rating across all 32 items was 
greater than 2.5 (n = 10).  These two groups will be referred as Group A and Group B, respectively.  
 
 

   
 
 

Figure 3. Cluster analysis for 32 items: Group A (n = 18) and Group B (n = 10) 
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Subsequent analyses were univariate in nature.  For each of the 32 survey items, measures of central 
tendency (the mean) and variation (the standard deviation) were examined.  Given the apparent 
differences between Group A and Group B, means and standard deviations were computed separately for 
each group.  Table 4 summarizes results.  Group A clearly had a more negative view of the administrative 
actions than did Group B.  In Group A, 31 of the 32 items yielded a mean score below 3 (the neutral 
response), while in Group B only 4 of the 32 means were below 3.  However, the open ended responses 
that accompanied the ratings revealed that even Group B held a generally negative view of the progress 
achieved to date.   
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Table 4  
Phase 1B Survey Item Responses by Group for Eight Indicators of Trust, Leadership, and Shared Governance 

 
Group A 
(n = 18) 

Group B 
(n = 10) 

Both groups 
combined 
(n = 28) 

Survey Item  Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Outreach actions 

Information sharing 3.11 1.18 4.00 0.82 3.43 1.14 

Open discussion 2.33 1.19 4.10 0.57 2.96 1.32 

Faculty/administration relationships 1.89 0.68 3.50 0.71 2.46 1.04 

Respecting divergent views 2.06 0.80 3.40 0.84 2.54 1.04 

Collaborative decision making 1.44 0.51 2.90 1.10 1.96 1.04 

Legitimacy of faculty leadership  1.56 0.70 3.50 0.85 2.25 1.21 

Shared governance 1.78 0.73 3.00 0.94 2.21 0.99 

Climate of trust 1.61 0.78 3.20 0.92 2.18 1.12 

Transparency actions 

Information sharing 2.39 1.24 4.10 0.88 3.00 1.39 

Open discussion 2.11 0.83 4.00 0.67 2.79 1.20 

Faculty/administration relationships 1.61 0.70 3.10 0.88 2.14 1.04 

Respecting divergent views 1.61 0.70 3.30 0.82 2.21 1.10 

Collaborative decision making 1.44 0.62 3.00 0.94 2.00 1.05 

Legitimacy of faculty leadership  1.11 0.32 3.30 0.82 1.89 1.20 

Shared governance 1.50 0.79 3.30 0.82 2.14 1.18 

Climate of trust 1.33 0.69 3.10 0.74 1.96 1.10 

Communication actions 

Information sharing 2.88 1.26 3.70 0.82 3.19 1.17 

Open discussion 2.76 1.25 3.80 0.79 3.15 1.20 

Faculty/administration relationships 1.69 0.79 3.20 0.63 2.27 1.04 

Respecting divergent views 1.69 0.79 3.30 0.67 2.31 1.09 

Collaborative decision making 1.63 0.89 3.40 0.70 2.31 1.19 

Legitimacy of faculty leadership  1.56 0.89 3.30 0.67 2.23 1.18 

Shared governance 1.53 0.74 3.40 0.70 2.28 1.17 

Climate of trust 1.50 0.63 3.20 0.63 2.15 1.05 

Advocacy actions 

Information sharing 2.06 0.87 3.20 0.42 2.46 0.92 

Open discussion 1.72 0.89 3.40 0.52 2.32 1.12 

Faculty/administration relationships 1.65 0.86 3.10 0.32 2.19 1.00 

Respecting divergent views 1.44 0.51 3.10 0.32 2.04 0.92 

Collaborative decision making 1.33 0.59 2.80 0.42 1.86 0.89 

Legitimacy of faculty leadership  1.17 0.38 2.80 0.42 1.75 0.89 

Shared governance 1.28 0.57 2.90 0.32 1.86 0.93 

Climate of trust 1.39 0.78 3.40 0.70 2.11 1.23 

Note: Response Options: 1 (strongly disagree) through 5 (strongly agree).  Some items were not answered by all participants in  
Group A.  Thus, the actual sample size for this group ranged from 15 to 18. 
 



22 CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY STANISLAUS   |  Special Visit Report 

 

The clustering procedure essentially guarantees that the mean rating across all 32 items in  
Group A (M = 1.77, SD = 0.50) will be lower than the mean rating across all 32 items in Group B  
(M = 3.34, SD = 0.50).  A more interesting comparison is to examine the response to the final survey item: 
“How would you describe the administration’s general strategy over the past year for improving the 
climate of trust between faculty and administration?” For this item, response options ranged from 1 
(ineffective) through 5 (effective).  Group B provided relatively strong, positive ratings (M = 3.80, SD = 
0.92), with only one rating below the neutral rating of 3 (see Figure 4).  By contrast, Group A provided 
strongly negative ratings for this item (M = 1.44, SD = 0.70), with no rating higher than the neutral rating 
of 3. 
 

   
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4.  Cluster analysis overall effectiveness item: Group A (n = 18) and Group B (n = 10) 
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The quantitative results indicate that a majority of the faculty leaders who responded to the Phase 1B 
survey remain highly concerned about the campus climate.  However, this does not signify that the 
administrative actions have been without merit.  Even in Group A, several faculty noted that some 
administrative actions seemed to have positive outcomes, while others had negative outcomes.  For 
example, one comment, “Some actions have been very effective, some have been damaging,” was echoed 
by several faculty in Group A.   
 
Perhaps an outcome even more revealing was that  faculty in both groups were generally supportive of 
the administration continuing most of the actions described in the Phase 1B survey (see Table 5).  Faculty 
indicated their support for continuing each administrative action with a rating that could range from 1 
(the action should definitely not continue) to 5 (the action should definitely continue).  Most actions 
received a mean rating higher than 3, indicating support for their continuance.  Interestingly, Group B 
gave less support to the continuation of most actions than did Group A.   

 
Table 5  
Phase 1B Survey Item Responses for Continuance of Actions 

 
Group A 
(n = 18) 

Group B 
(n = 10) 

Both groups 
combined 
(n = 28) 

Survey Item Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Continuance of Outreach actions   

President's dinners 3.50 1.35 1.89 0.90 2.46 1.32 

President’s meetings with Colleges 4.30 0.82 3.11 1.23 3.54 1.23 

Provost's Brown Bags 4.00 0.82 3.28 1.27 3.54 1.17 

Provost’s meetings with Chairs and Deans 4.50 0.97 3.94 0.94 4.14 0.97 

Provost’s meetings with department faculty 3.90 1.10 3.67 1.19 3.75 1.14 

Continuance of Transparency actions 

Reaffirming the commitment to follow established policy 4.40 1.26 4.78 0.55 4.64 0.87 

Hold open UBAC proceedings 4.60 0.70 4.89 0.32 4.79 0.50 

Email faculty regarding the rationale underlying decisions 4.70 0.67 4.39 0.98 4.50 0.88 

Consult with faculty in developing new policies 4.90 0.32 4.78 0.73 4.82 0.61 

Deans consult with faculty regarding budget issues 4.90 0.32 4.83 0.71 4.86 0.59 

Continuance of Communication actions 

Send individuals to the AAUP Shared Governance 
Conference 

3.60 1.17 3.44 1.10 3.50 1.11 

Hold meetings between President, Provost, Speaker, and 
Speaker-Elect 

4.30 0.82 3.56 1.15 3.82 1.09 

Continue the Ad Hoc Trust Restoration Planning 
Committee 

3.20 1.23 2.72 0.96 2.89 1.07 

Continuance of Advocacy actions 

Meet with external community members 4.20 0.79 3.53 0.94 3.78 0.93 

Submit editorials regarding the University's perspective 
on critical issues 

4.10 0.88 2.94 1.03 3.37 1.11 

Provide support for faculty research, scholarship and 
creative activities 

4.90 0.32 4.28 0.83 4.50 0.75 

Note: Response Options 1 (ineffective) through 5 (effective).  Two of the advocacy items were rated by only 17 participants in Group A. 
 

Figures 5-12 illustrate a summary of Tables 4 and 5.  Each action was responded to by the eight 
indicators of leadership, shared governance, and trust (Figures 5, 7, 9, and 11).  Similarly, for each action 
participants responded to the continuance of the action (Figures 6, 8, 10, and 12).  Responses are noted 
by Group A and Group B.  



 

24 CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY STANISLAUS   |  Special Visit Report 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.  Average rating for outreach actions, by group, for eight indicators of 
leadership, shared governance, and trust 

 

Figure 6.  Average rating for continuance of outreach actions, by group 

 

 

Figure 7.  Average rating for transparency actions, by group, for eight indicators of 
leadership, shared governance, and trust 

Figure 8.  Average rating for continuance of transparency actions, by group 
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Figure 9.  Average rating for communication actions, by group, for eight indicators 
of leadership, shared governance, and trust 

 
 
 

Figure 10.  Average rating for continuance of communication actions, by group 

 

 

Figure 11.  Average rating for advocacy actions, by group, for eight indicators of 
leadership, shared governance, and trust 

Figure 12.  Average rating for continuance of advocacy actions, by group 
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 Qualitative data analysis and results of Phase 1B. 
Phase 1B invited faculty leaders to submit their comments in response to each of the four substantive 
actions themes (outreach, transparency, communication, and advocacy).  These four action themes 
represented administrative initiatives intended to address campus climate of trust and issues of 
leadership and governance.  Faculty leaders were also invited to identify and offer comments regarding 
additional positive administrative contributions, as well as administrative actions that they felt had 
negatively impacted the campus climate.  The comments included participants’ summary remarks on the 
climate of trust and recommendations regarding focused actions and priorities to emphasize in the 
coming year.   
 
Qualitative data analysis revealed a dominant theme in faculty leaders’ responses.  The theme reflected 
concern for the appropriate degree of faculty propriety, control, ownership, purview, and authority in 
the following areas: 

 Strategic decisions influencing the University’s academic mission;  
 Importance of expectations and processes established by academic policies; 
 Personnel decisions pertaining to faculty hiring practices and retention, promotion, and tenure 

review;  
 Administrative decisions resulting from formal consultation with faculty leaders; 
 Degree of transparency prior to framing of administrative priorities and decisions; and 
 Role of faculty influence within the scope of “shared governance.” 

 
The SVRT reviewed all participants’ comments; a representative sample of the faculty leaders’ verbatim 
responses is presented below, void of personal identifiers.  While the distributions of positive and 
negative tones reflected in these comments mirror the distributions revealed in the quantitative data, 
the comments do not seem redundant to the Special Visit Research Team.  The Research Team believes 
the substantive character of what is expressed in these comments may contribute important depth to 
help clarify the attitudes, perspectives, expectations, and attunements reflected in the views expressed 
by the 28 faculty leaders who responded to the survey.  These participants constitute over 10% of the 
University’s 265 full-time faculty.  However, all Phase 1B participants served in leadership roles during 
the past year, and some were directly involved in the leadership and governance issues highlighted in 
the WASC Commission Action Letter (July 13, 2010).  Thus, while the high response rate (76%) indicates 
that the data obtained in Phase 1B provide a comprehensive indication of the views of faculty leaders, 
their comments do not necessarily express the views of the general faculty. 
  
 Outreach actions. 
Respondent comments are grouped by those offering critical perspectives, those commenting in 
supporting tones, and those providing suggestions for improvement.  In regard to the outreach actions, 
several faculty leaders shared the following critical perceptions: 

 Lack of respect for faculty input (failure to value faculty input) 
 Failure of the outreach actions to address shared governance issues 
 Disjunct between talk and action: “real listening and taking substantive action on suggestions 

and ideas did not take place.” 
 Outreach actions appeared to be “largely window dressing – i.e., ‘identifiable actions that could 

be enumerated in a report,’ rather than meaningful attempts to engage in serious efforts to 
address the trust and respect issues facing the campus.” Some comments were even less 
charitable: “these events included nothing that might be classified as genuine, two-way 
communication,” “chair feedback has been...  summarily ignored,” and “this administration has 
an agenda and does not need or want meaningful involvement of faculty.” 
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Other participants commented in more supporting tones: 
 “The administration is clearly making an effort to improve relations.” 
 One respondent perceives the new Provost to be “very open and honest in dealing with issues,” 

and another recognized that “the new Provost is willing to listen to faculty, and he actually 
considers their recommendations.” 

 The outreach efforts “reinforced the notion that we are all working towards a common goal, 
albeit with different vantage points and perspectives, and also helped maintain basic avenues of 
communication between administration and faculty and put a human face and voice on both 
sides of the discussion.” 

 One respondent pinpointed the “strength” of these outreach activities in “the willingness of 
administrators to try to develop new opportunities for interaction, and for faculty to participate 
in these activities.”  While “some were more effective than others,” another respondent clearly 
valued the opportunity to participate in “regular outreach opportunities, as opposed to 
‘reactionary’ meetings (e.g., budget, enrollment, reorganization).”  A third commented that “in 
those rare occasions where genuine, substantive discussion occurred, sessions (particularly 
meetings with chairs) provoked some honest reflection.” 

 Several commented on the positive value of the Provost’s “brown-bag meetings,” though “it 
wasn’t always clear that there were outcomes from the discussions,” making it difficult to “know 
if we’ve really been listened to with any hope for action (or perhaps he wants to act but is 
prevented from doing so).” 

 A particularly good outcome was “more direct communication” and the “chance to get voice and 
experience of others cross colleges.” 

 
Examples of suggestions for improving the outreach efforts include: 

 Greater “acknowledgement of the damage done to shared governance on this campus.” 
 The senior administration needs to “commit to working with the actual committees and 

structures of shared governance.” 
 “instead of...open forums with no agenda, let the faculty voices be heard through the faculty 

governance and committees.” 
 “...a good idea is to have the Provost, accompanied by the relevant Dean, meet directly with each 

department at least once an academic year for a serious, candid, and open-ended discussion on 
a range of issues.  This will directly help in building improved relationships, better 
communication, and deeper appreciation and understanding from both sides on where the 
other one is at and why, and also work at the same time to dispel or deal sooner rather than 
later with concerns faculty and administration may have.” 

 “It appears that some of the lack of trust stems from simple misunderstandings.  The upper 
administration came from other institutions and had no institutional knowledge of this campus.  
Small missteps (that subsequently grew large) were taken that could have been avoided had 
there been input from individuals with a history of the institution.  The interim Dean (now 
serving) with long experience at this campus has helped greatly in this process.  I would 
recommend that someone with long institutional knowledge continue to serve at the Dean’s 
level to facilitate understanding.” 

 Another respondent felt the outreach actions had “little if any impact on decision making,” and 
suggested it would help to emphasize “truly interactive, open meetings.” Outreach efforts 
remain “window dressing” when used “merely to communicate decisions or a pre-conceived 
agenda.” 

 Several participants commented on the “admirable outreach” and “refreshing first steps in the 
right direction.”  “Anything that allows both sides to directly hear, talk through, and interact 
with the other side in a friendly, non-combative environment is essential.  These lunches and 
periodic meetings are critical steps towards tamping down the distrust and ill-feelings.”  One 
respondent would encourage “more outreach to junior faculty” to increase involvement in 
shared governance,” given a “need [for] more diverse voices on both sides.” 

 One respondent went further, recommending senior administrators “seek consensus through 
collaborative consultation leadership actions.” 
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 Transparency actions. 
Transparency actions provided comments focused on similar themes of concern, good features, those 
providing suggestions for improvement, as well as calling for defining “information sharing” and 
“consultative actions”:  

 One respondent commented on “the high handed attitude and behavior of key administrators.” 
 Several participants commented about after-the-fact consultation: “On a number of occasions 

the ‘consultation’ with faculty occurred after actions or decisions took place,” and “In some 
cases the administration had to pull back on actions it had taken because [senior 
administrators] did not go to faculty governance first.”  And more specifically: “the Provost 
often cites policy when he takes actions, but ignores it when it suits him.  The SEC asked the 
Provost to stop the requirement that he meet with candidates invited to campus for faculty 
positions.  SEC cited policy, past practice, and provided specific examples to illustrate that his 
actions were eroding trust.  The Provost repeatedly ignored SEC and sent an explanation of why 
he ignored the request after the academic year was over.” 

 A similar concern was raised with respect to summertime efforts by the Provost “to push the 
current SEC to agree to some pretty significant changes in the RPT process without any 
opportunity for broad faculty input.”  A third example suggested a concern about a change 
proposed for the program review process: “Our policy states that an external reviewer is an 
option that will be supported by the administration financially.  This no longer seems to be 
optional, as the current administration seems to be making program reaffirmation conditional 
upon an outside visit and review.”  

 With regard to a primary focus of the administration’s substantive action involving 
transparency (reaffirming the commitment to follow established policy), one respondent was 
“really struck” by the statement, due in part to the impression that “when the administration 
does not like the policies, it pushes very hard to change the policies.”   

 One respondent sounded a more positive note: “In the past, many members of the faculty felt 
that meetings with the upper administration were held solely for information disclosure as 
opposed to true consultation.  The changes over the past year are somewhat ameliorating that 
problem.” 

 The underlying issue seems to revolve around the notion of “consultation.”  One respondent 
observed how “the term is being mixed with ‘information sharing’ or ‘telling & selling’ rather 
than collaborative exchange or consensus.” 

 
Yet several comments addressed “particularly good” features of the substantive actions addressed to 
transparency and consultation:  

 Participants valued both “the UBAC videos,” and “the open UBAC proceedings.”  There was 
appreciation for “the open sharing of budget information in a timely fashion.” One respondent 
was even more blunt: “the actual availability of information was an improvement.”  Commented 
another: “There has been an increase in the quality and quantity of consultative venues.” 

 One respondent noted a sentiment that could be said to run through some of these qualitative 
comments: “My sense is that some faculty will never be satisfied with the current 
administration, no matter what improvements are attempted.  I feel that the major 
improvements in relations between faculty and administration are due to the actions of the 
Provost with his calm and focused demeanor in group discussions, willingness to listen, and 
strong leadership.  I feel that the meetings of chairs and Deans with the Provost have been the 
most effective format for improving matters so far.”  Another respondent shared a similar 
assessment: “Deans consistently and frequently meeting with chairs over budgetary issues and 
the development of new policies was very good and effective – a critical manifestation of shared 
governance and an important recognition of and appreciation for the wisdom and insight of 
faculty input into serious matters confronting the university.” 

 Regarding contrary decisions, one respondent noted: “It was good to have rationales for 
rejected policies, and agreement that policies had been violated when it was brought to the 
administration’s attention, but it seemed that everything was reactionary and not the ‘early and 
consistent’ consultation named in our governance documents.” 
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Several important suggestions were offered for improving transparency.  The central concern was cast 
in the following way by one respondent: “The administration repeatedly says they want to consult, but 
then they take actions suggesting they did not really listen or consider the views of those with whom 
they were consulting.”  According to another respondent, to help deepen our collective conversation 
regarding shared governance: “I believe that both transparency and consultation should be more clearly 
defined and both administration and faculty should ‘agree to disagree’ on some controversial issues.  
These are tough budget times and it is not beneficial to the university to continue adversarial 
relationships.”  A similar theme suggests that it would help if administrators “could actually listen to 
faculty.  Go to faculty governance before announcing new initiatives.  Work out a plan with faculty 
leadership before making decisions or announcements.  When something goes wrong, stop it and start 
over the correct way.  If they are actually committed to existing policies, then they should not be pushing 
so hard to change them.”  
 
Another respondent stressed the importance of “keeping Deans as communicative and open as possible 
to their college faculty and vice versa about university goings-on, and having Deans talk directly and 
clearly to the Provost about the concerns, issues, and worries of faculty.”  Nevertheless, a frequently 
expressed sentiment sprinkled through these comments claims “the administration does not trust 
faculty, nor value their input into decision making processes.”  One respondent addressed this by 
encouraging administrators to “engage in genuine discussion with an overarching goal of reaching 
consensus rather than imposing one’s will on others.”  Another suggested the consultation “needs to be 
much more substantive – it must inform decisions.  It seems this transparency and consultation at its 
best on this campus is a place to share information, but does not influence decisions (which appear to be 
reached elsewhere); at its worst, it is cynical window dressing.”   
 
Several participants pointed to the need for agreement on what constitutes “information sharing” and 
what constitutes “consultative actions.”  The following comments spoke to the tension between faculty 
leaders and administration regarding consultation and shared governance: 

 “Every new administrator comes in and has to be made aware of the policies and procedures we 
have.  Often they are critical when the policies and procedures are different from what they had 
at their previous place of employment.  Instead of learning why the policies are as they are here, 
they try to bend ours so that they fit their own comfort zone.” 

 “Faculty and administration are tremendous sources of insight and expertise on myriad matters 
– both sides need to be respectfully (and truly) open to each other and appreciate what the 
other brings to resolving problems on campus.  Continuing the current efforts in terms of 
transparency and consultation are required, and the college Deans are the true lynchpin in 
maintaining a good and healthy relationship with faculty here.  Deans are the pivotal conduit of 
information and communication between faculty and administration — they obviously need to 
heed what the Provost lays out, but at the same time advocate for faculty and departments.  It is 
a juggling act, indeed, but an important one in light of shared governance, and I think this is an 
underappreciated element of shared governance.  A Dean effectively articulating faculty 
sentiments to the Provost is just as important as Academic Senate resolutions.  Having a truly 
engaged hard-working, motivated Dean who is sensitive to both sets of their respective 
constituents (i.e., Provost and faculty) will only help in maintaining and increasing transparency 
in campus decision making and will result in actually meaningful consultation.” 

 And finally: “The purpose of consultation needs to come from a place of really caring about 
faculty governance and believing that we are a stronger institution when we dialogue and listen 
to one another.  We must come to the table believing that each of us is important to the 
dialogue.” 
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  Communication actions. 
With respect to the substantive actions to increase the effectiveness of communication between faculty 
leaders and administration, the comments reflect several themes already noted in earlier contexts.  At 
the negative end of the spectrum, “Most of these efforts are provision of ‘lip service’.  [Administrators] 
continue to make decisions without transparency and with disregard for any input generated by these 
efforts.”  Indeed, comments another, “Their only interest is in marginalizing faculty leadership and 
invoking fear in any who might express dissent.”  Taking a slightly different angle, another respondent 
notes “there was open discussion, but not mutual respect or trust;” there is a perception that 
administrative “edicts and desires” have made it difficult to develop “respectful and trusting 
relationships and actions.”  One respondent suggests “the President should be able to share ideas with 
the Speaker before bringing them to the whole campus in order to get the ‘faculty input’ early.  This 
process could help the President recognize problems with an initiative that could be addressed before it 
went public.”  Another points to a perceived disjunction between administrative commitments and truly 
substantive actions: “administration DOES NOT follow extant policy, nor does it engage in genuine 
consultation with faculty, nor does administration respect either the faculty or governance leadership.  
So I guess, yes, administration should continue to commit to following extant policy, but it would be 
much more effective if administration would act on that commitment.”  
 
The challenge presented by these disparate sentiments is not lost on one respondent: “I do think it’s 
important for faculty to keep trying to address the problems we’re having; it’s just very difficult to know 
how to make any meaningful progress.”  One respondent identifies a crucial role for “face-to-face 
discussions conducted in a respectful, civil manner where each side can articulate its views and 
rationales.”  The respondent making this point suggests that the Ad Hoc Trust Restoration Committee is 
making an essential contribution to this practice “with its recognition, continuing focus, and work on 
these matters of following policy, consultation, and moving ahead.”  Another respondent suggests “the 
President needs to be able to work with people and use the ideas of others to make his own better.”  
Another adds: “The administration needs to act in trustful ways – in other words, they need to actually 
trust faculty to be effective and make meaningful decisions.”  The administration needs to “respect past 
practice” and be “willing to follow rules [and policies] unless there is genuine discussion and agreement 
as to change.”  Another offers the following suggestion to administration regarding how to improve 
communication actions: “Acknowledge that communication is a two-way process.  Replace the 
arrogance of administration with an acknowledgement that we work with some extremely bright and 
capable people.”  
 
A lingering frustration shared by several participants is captured by the following comment: “There 
does not seem to be a way to convey the concerns of faculty to this administration in a way they will 
understand, respect and appreciate.” Comments another: “It would be very helpful if faculty could FEEL 
and FIND EVIDENCE that administration cares about their department’s future.” 
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 Advocacy actions. 
The responses to advocacy actions were more direct:  

 “Much of these were top-down initiatives.  There was little consultation.” 
 “I am not aware of any significant action taken by the administration that show they truly value 

faculty.” 
 “Expanding RSCA funding is a positive and important message to faculty that they, and their 

scholarly endeavors, are valued and appreciated by the administration.” 
 “Before the President or Provost can effectively advocate for the university’s ‘positions’ they 

must comprehend that the university’s ‘positions’ are an amalgam of the ‘positions’ of the 
university community, not simply a reiteration of their own ‘positions’.” 

 “Look at the strategic plan and academic program reviews and college missions to determine 
where needs are and how to inform advocacy efforts.” 

 “Take time to develop university consensus on issues and only then assert those positions as 
reflective of university values.  Stop trying to make community members into partisans in 
administrative battles with faculty.” 

 “I think it would be better to spend more time and energy with internal rather than external 
advocacy.” 

 
 Additional actions. 
Participants were provided with the opportunity to provide information about additional actions not 
listed in the survey; these actions were not subjected to a quantitative analysis because each respondent 
was rating a different action.  In describing additional actions that had a positive impact on trust, 
leadership, and governance, one respondent noted “the administration seemed to appropriately use the 
Committee on Committees,” and “did a better job following policy regarding appointments to 
administrative committees.”  This is said to have “reversed the way the President had previously treated 
and used COC.”  But concerns linger regarding the process for making “faculty appointments to the 
Foundation,” and lack of evidence of sufficient respect for “department autonomy” in regard to faculty 
workloads and enrollment management practices within programs.  Finally, one respondent “perceived 
that individual group interactions were more supportive and respectful whereas larger groups and 
forum interactions were more defensive and hostile.”  Another stated that “more effective facilitation is 
needed to engage in genuine consultative actions and behaviors.  For example, it’s not about having 
meetings...it’s about what occurs during and following the meetings that demonstrate effective listening 
and accountability by both sides.  It is these actions that will help in creating and sustaining a climate of 
trust and respect.  Consistency of supportive actions over time is the key to moving forward.” 
  
When turning to descriptions of actions that “may have had a negative impact on the climate of trust 
between faculty and administration,” there are a number of comments reflecting concern with 
something that might be called administrative hubris.  Several examples are identified in the following 
comments:   

 “Even after repeated actions to follow the faculty governance structure, the administration 
continues to create its own committees and procedures with no consultation.” 

 There are perceptions of “disregard for policy and past practice and the primacy of faculty 
expertise in the RPT process,” and “attempts to subvert faculty input and expertise on search 
committees for faculty appointments.”  Several comments share a similar concern with 
administrative judgments “imposing unarticulated standards for RPT review, and [applying] 
new criteria for decisions violates the administration’s vow to follow the existing RPT policies 
on campus,” and with the “continuing pattern of undermining faculty authority in retention, 
promotion, and tenure decisions.”  There are perceptions that administration has challenged the 
“academic integrity” in RPT policies and practices. 

 Another respondent commented on “constant attempts to control the composition of 
committees...” 
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 Several participants commented on the senior administration “establishing and then hiring an 
endowed professor without meaningful consultation from the affected departments...” and 
“without acknowledging the importance of faculty input, went on to override the considered 
opinions of the search committee, and overrode the department’s strong opinions on tenure 
recommendation.” 

 “There is little trust that this process will show the real problems that are occurring here, but 
instead will show that ‘x’ number of activities occurred without a good sense of the 
impacts/outcomes of the efforts....  We honestly don’t trust that the process will really allow 
true concerns to be raised.” 

 
These comments illustrate significant concern regarding faculty perceptions of administration’s lack of 
trust in faculty judgments, lack of faculty influence over contrary administrative judgments, and 
administrative disregard for established academic policies.  One respondent commented on how the 
Provost “disregarded departmental elaborations as ‘not operationalizable’ and imposed his own criteria, 
actions said to “strike at the heart of academic policy on our campus, and ...  a blatant attempt to remove 
faculty from any meaningful role in the RPT process.”  This issue looms as a major test of our 
commitment to engage in good-faith efforts to build trust and promote effective working relations 
between faculty and administration in the coming years.   
 
  Summary.   
At the conclusion of the Substantive Actions Assessment Inventory, faculty leaders who participated in 
the survey were asked for a summary description of the administration’s strategy over the past year to 
improve the climate of trust between faculty and administration.  The results were mixed, reflecting the 
differences between Groups A and B.  The quotes below include the group identifiers (Group A and 
Group B) to illustrate the differences in view about the substantive action and how that was expressed: 

 “For all the talk of improving relations with faculty the administration is still dictating not 
leading.” (Group A) 

 “There have been attempts to foster better trust but...  really no changes in how policies are 
formulated and how they are implemented, which is at the heart of the lack of trust by faculty in 
this administration.  Until there is clear evidence that policies will be followed, there will not be 
trust in the administration.” (Group A) 

 “I have read a number of statements by administrators across the nation in response to votes of 
no confidence.  Many of the statements that seem to be successful in creating a tone for 
constructive dialogue take ownership of the administrator’s role in creating the problems.” 
(Group A) 

 “Rebuilding trust will be a long-term process.  Attitudes need to be changed to establish a 
climate of trust.  I still see actions that suggest the administration’s attitudes toward the faculty 
still need to change before a major improvement in the climate of trust can be seen.” (Group B) 

 “I have felt the atmosphere on campus is being changed gradually in a positive manner.”  
(Group B) 

 “Overt and serial efforts by the administration to engage faculty directly in several different 
types of venues – open communication with true back-and-forth give-and-take are essential for 
dispelling the aura of distrust, and this is what I have observed on campus this last year.”   
(Group B) 

 “The administration continues to act in ways that make clear that they have very little trust or 
respect for faculty.” (Group A) 

 “They think they must make the final decision and are rarely convinced to change their minds.” 
(Group A) 

 “Some actions have been very effective, some have been damaging.  If one could select two 
buttons, it would show this.  Recommendations: pick the most important battles, [and] consult 
before changes [are] submitted to committees to help reduce chafe.” (Group A) 
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 “The changes, if integrated into real decision making transformation, have the potential to 
improve the climate of trust.  However ...  I see little substantive change to either the decision 
making process or decision outcomes ...  [which] come across as ...  not [showing] substantive 
engagement with faculty in decision making, respect for long-standing (or newly enacted) 
policy, or even a basic respect for an academic culture that clearly works (as evidenced by 
graduation rates, student successes, faculty accomplishments, [and] commendations in the 
WASC report).” (Group A) 

 “While it is clear that some steps have been taken, the entire pattern of activity seems 
specifically designed to produce...a pattern of activity.  That is to say, WASC wants evidence of 
improvement in an unreasonable time frame during a budget atmosphere absolutely designed 
to inhibit trust.  So we do things designed to show something that someday might be 
evidentiary.  The entire thing suggests the screen behind which Oz hides.  On the other hand, 
given the general atmosphere of distrust, given the horrid budgetary situation, and given the 
time pressure to ‘produce evidence,’ a situation almost designed to make bad things happen, we 
managed to keep the doors open, students managed to learn and to graduate, and faculty 
managed to teach and to conduct their own work (though less of it, to be sure).  So by that scale, 
a success.” (Group B) 

 
The discrepant responses quoted above help to illustrate the differences between Group A and Group B.  
Some faculty leaders feel that improvements have been made, while others clearly disagree.  These 
conflicting views are perhaps best summarized by two faculty leaders, who were classified in Group A, 
but who recognized both the positive changes that have occurred to date and the need for further 
progress: 

 Your forced choice here is a problem.  .  .  .  I wanted to choose both “somewhat ineffective” and 
“somewhat effective.” I think some actions were one and some were the other.   
(Group A) 

 Some actions have been very effective, some have been damaging.  If one could select two 
buttons, it would show this.  (Group A)   

 
 Quantitative data analysis and results of Phase 1B: Follow-up analysis. 

Even though two different patterns of responses among faculty leaders in Phase 1B emerged from 
substantive actions identified by senior administrators in Phase 1A, qualitative responses revealed 
commonalities.  The differences evident between Group A and Group B faculty tend to obscure 
commonalities in their perceptions.  To uncover these commonalities, we sought to calculate the mean 
and standard deviation for each participant’s responses to the 32 questions that asked about the effects 
of the substantive actions on leadership, shared governance, and trust.  The responses made by each 
participant were then standardized (converted into z-scores) by subtracting the participant’s mean from 
his or her response to each question, and dividing the result by the participant’s standard deviation.  The 
resulting values indicate how much the response to each of the 32 questions differs (in standard 
deviation units) from that participant’s average response.  A similar approach was used to convert into 
z-scores the responses that each participant made when asked whether each action should be 
continued.  For these latter conversions, the means and standard deviations used to standardize the 
scores were based only upon the 16 continuation questions.  Tables 6 and 7 illustrate the standardized 
scores for Phase 1B survey items.  
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Table 6 
Standardized Scores for Phase 1B Survey Item Responses for Eight Indicators of  
Trust, Leadership, and Shared Governance 

Survey Item 

Mean of 
Standardized 

Scores 
(n = 28) 

Standard 
Deviation of 
Standardized 

Scores 

Outreach actions 

Information sharing 1.39 1.12 

Open discussion 0.91 1.18 

Faculty/administration relationships 0.32 0.89 

Respecting divergent views 0.26 1.14 

Collaborative decision making -0.54 0.74 

Legitimacy of faculty leadership  -0.06 0.93 

Shared governance -0.22 0.80 

Climate of trust -0.19 0.87 

Transparency actions 

Information sharing 0.83 1.16 

Open discussion 0.80 1.29 

Faculty/administration relationships -0.30 0.60 

Respecting divergent views -0.21 0.58 

Collaborative decision making -0.43 0.72 

Legitimacy of faculty leadership  -0.52 0.70 

Shared governance -0.23 0.70 

Climate of trust -0.51 0.57 

Communication actions 

Information sharing 1.11 1.03 

Open discussion 1.01 1.00 

Faculty/administration relationships -0.12 0.51 

Respecting divergent views -0.07 0.55 

Collaborative decision making -0.07 0.65 

Legitimacy of faculty leadership  -0.20 0.63 

Shared governance -0.16 0.62 

Climate of trust -0.27 0.44 

Advocacy actions 

Information sharing 0.16 0.81 

Open discussion 0.01 0.90 

Faculty/administration relationships -0.20 0.88 

Respecting divergent views -0.37 0.68 

Collaborative decision making -0.58 0.75 

Legitimacy of faculty leadership  -0.74 0.54 

Shared governance -0.59 0.60 

Climate of trust -0.18 1.08 
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Table 7 
Standardized Scores for Phase 1B Survey Continuance of Actions 

Survey Item 

Mean of 
Standardized 

Scores 
(n = 28) 

Standard 
Deviation of 
Standardized 

Scores 

Continuance of Outreach actions 

President's dinners -1.31 0.90 

President’s meetings with Colleges -0.31 0.80 

Provost's Brown Bags -0.34 0.73 

Provost’s meetings with Chairs and Deans 0.26 0.67 

Provost’s meetings with department faculty -0.15 0.71 

Continuance of Transparency actions 

Reaffirming the commitment to follow established 
policy 

0.58 0.90 

Hold open UBAC proceedings 0.73 0.63 

Email faculty regarding the rationale underlying 
decisions 

0.48 0.69 

Consult with faculty in developing new policies 0.81 0.41 

Deans consult with faculty regarding budget issues 0.85 0.39 

Continuance of Communication actions 

Send individuals to the AAUP Shared Governance 
Conference 

-0.41 0.89 

Hold meetings between President, Provost, 
Speaker, and Speaker-Elect 

-0.09 0.67 

Continue the Ad Hoc Trust Restoration Planning 
Committee 

-0.94 0.73 

Continuance of Advocacy actions 

Meet with external community members -0.10 0.62 

Submit editorials regarding the University's 
perspective on critical issues 

-0.61 1.05 

Provide support for faculty research, scholarship 
and creative activities 

0.53 0.57 

 
 
Tables 6 and 7 informed the results as illustrated in Figures 13 through 20.  It is important to note that a 
fundamental difference exists between the means depicted in Figures 13 through 20 (z-score figures) and 
those depicted in Figures 5 through 12 (raw score figures).  Figures 5 through 12 can be interpreted 
directly in terms of the response scale that participants used.  Thus, a rating of 3, located at the “neutral” 
point of the graph, indicates that the participant is “not sure” whether the actions in question had an 
effect on trust, leadership, and shared governance, or whether the action in question should be continued.  
Bars that extend to the right of the neutral point indicate that the participant believes the actions had a 
positive impact on trust, leadership, and shared governance, or should be continued, while bars that 
extend to the left signify the opposite belief.  By contrast, the bars in Figures 13 through 20 all signify how 
each action is rated relative to all the other ratings made by that participant.  In these figures, a rating of 0 
(the neutral point) indicates the participant believes that the action was no more and no less effective 
than other actions in impacting trust, leadership, and shared governance, or that continuation of the 
action is recommended no more and no less than for the other actions.  Bars extend to the right of the 
neutral point (into the shaded regions of Figures 13 through 20) when actions are perceived to have been 
more effective than the other actions at impacting trust, leadership, and shared governance, or when 
continuation of the actions is recommended more strongly than other actions.  Conversely, bars that 
extend to the left signify a perception that the actions are less effective than average in impacting trust, 
leadership, and shared governance, or are recommended for continuation less strongly than other 
actions. 
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Interpretation of the results in Figures 13, 15, 17, and 19 is facilitated by noting that the eight indicators 
of trust, leadership, and shared governance, depicted in each panel form a developmental continuum, 
each indicator appears below the indicators that are prerequisites to their establishment.  Information 
sharing, which is the first indicator required to establish a climate of trust, was regarded as the primary 
benefactor of the administration’s substantive actions, although this effect was more attenuated for 
advocacy than for the three other action themes.  Open discussion, the second indicator required to 
establish a climate of trust, was also regarded as benefitting from the administration’s substantive 
actions, although this benefit was entirely absent for advocacy actions.  Faculty leaders perceived less 
improvement for the remaining elements required to establish a climate of trust.  Outreach actions were 
perceived as having mild, positive effects on relationships between faculty and administration, and on 
contributing to respect for divergent views.  However, these positive findings were not seen for the three 
other action themes, and none of the other six elements required to establish a climate of trust was 
viewed positively for any of the action themes. 
 
Overall, the picture that emerges is one in which some progress has been made in restoring the climate 
of trust.  However, this progress has been limited almost entirely to the earliest stages of the trust 
restoration process: facilitating information sharing and encouraging open discussion.  Furthermore, 
outreach actions seem more effective than transparency and communication actions, while advocacy 
actions seem to have little or no positive impact.  While outreach actions were perceived to have been 
more successful in moving towards the restoration of trust than were actions in other areas, Phase 1B 
participants were not particularly supportive of continuing outreach actions.  Communication and 
advocacy actions also garnered little support for continuation.  Instead, participants were far more 
supportive of continuing the transparency actions, all of which received comparable, positive ratings for 
continuation.  By contrast, support for continuation of each action was more variable in the three other 
action themes, and was especially lacking for the President’s dinners (in the outreach area), the Ad Hoc 
Trust Restoration Planning Committee (in the communication area), and the submission of editorials to 
media outlets (in the advocacy area).  While these responses can be difficult to interpret, the concerns 
voiced by these faculty leaders may suggest more issues with the focus or intent behind the activity than 
with the activity itself.  For example, as an effort to improve communication, the objective of the Ad Hoc 
Trust Restoration Planning Committee meetings may be better served by a broader dissemination of 
meeting notes.  Similarly, perceptions that future substantive actions could show greater respect for the 
legitimacy of faculty leadership suggests an opportunity for administration to reconfigure some of these 
actions to increase the faculty’s sense of due consideration for their views and priorities, especially in 
matters of academic policy and decision making.



 

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY STANISLAUS   |  Special Visit Report  37 

 

 

 

Figure 13.  Average standardized score for outreach actions, for eight indicators of 
leadership, shared governance, and trust 
 

Figure 14.  Average standardized score for continuance of outreach actions 

 

 

Figure 15.  Average standardized score for transparency actions, for eight indicators 
of leadership, shared governance, and trust 

Figure 16.  Average standardized score for continuance of transparency actions 
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Figure 17.  Average standardized score for communication actions, for eight 
indicators of leadership, shared governance, and trust 

 

Figure 18.  Average standardized score for continuance of communication actions 

 

 

Figure 19.  Average standardized score for advocacy actions, for eight indicators of 
leadership, shared governance, and trust 

Figure 20.  Average standardized score for continuance of advocacy actions 
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Research findings of Phase 1B. 
Phase 1B was designed to answer the following research question: “From the view of faculty leadership, 
what impact have the administrative-led substantive actions had on fostering a climate of trust and 
improving leadership and shared governance?”  
 
The survey input from faculty leaders indicated several significant themes, including a spectrum of 
attitudes and remaining concerns to be addressed in regard to shared governance.  Faculty leadership 
responses seemed to fall into two general groupings: Group A feels more negative about the 
administrative efforts taken thus far, and remain concerned about the status and operational 
characteristics of shared governance on our campus; Group B senses progress has been made toward re-
germinating a climate of trust between faculty and administration, and in the process of cultivating more 
effective working relations in matters of shared governance.  Both groups support continuation of the 
substantive actions, but each expressed concerns about their implementation.  Group A was concerned 
that the substantive actions did not reflect authentic efforts to rebuild trust and constituted more of a 
“window dressing” of behavior than a substantive effort to address issues concretely; they perceived a 
disconnect between administration’s rhetoric and action, and that the administration has not bought into 
the necessary adjustments.  Trust is still an issue for these faculty leaders.  Group B faculty leaders appear 
more willing to believe the administration is making an honest effort to adjust its practices to address 
concerns of trust, but at the same time they expressed that the next wave of actions should be more 
substantive.  They emphasized a need to make commitments more operationally articulated in the 
substantive actions taken thus far.  In general, both groups acknowledge sensitivities that need to 
influence faculty/administrative interactions, and the importance of making these sensitivities more 
operational.  The actual content of these sensitivities could be extracted in more detail in Phase 2. 

Some actions were considered by faculty to be more credible and important to addressing shared 
governance issues and others were deemed less compelling.  Outreach actions were generally seen as 
yielding the most benefits to date, by facilitating information sharing, encouraging open discussion, and 
to a lesser extent, improving faculty/administration relationships, and contributing to respect for 
divergent views.  Transparency and communication actions were also perceived as helping to achieve 
progress in the areas of information sharing and open discussion.  Faculty saw particular value in 
continuing the transparency actions, while there was little support for continuing the President’s dinners, 
the Ad Hoc Trust Restoration Planning Committee, or the submission of editorials to local media as 
mechanisms for restoring the climate of trust.  Some faculty leaders were explicit about the need to move 
beyond stated intentions and commitments by making the values and priorities of the trust restoration 
initiative more directly operational.  Suggestions included determining faculty roles in shared governance 
and suitable propriety in matters of policy germane to the academic mission of the university.   

There are general differences in belief and attitude among the two groups of faculty leaders.  There is 
cautious optimism and strong concern among the faculty leadership surveyed in this phase of the 
research. 

Phase 2:  Future actions.   
The Special Visit Research Team (SVRT), faculty, and administration will collaborate to establish how 
continuing efforts will be monitored to ensure corrective efforts are the norm when disputes over 
priorities and decision making challenge the professional composure of the University’s academic 
community.  Phase 2 of the research study will occur during AY 2011-12.  Phase 1A and Phase 1B 
provided the data for initial analysis to inform the continuing research for Phase 2.   
 
The purpose of Phase 2 is to respond to the remaining questions in the SVRT’s charge:   

 What further issues remain to be addressed?  
 How will such issues be addressed, by whom, and what timetable?  
 How can the university continue to monitor trust, leadership, and governance?  
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Phase 2 will have multiple components.  Several actions for consideration can be drawn from the 
research findings.  SVRT recommends the following: 

 Engage the campus community in regard to the outcome of research findings of Phase 1A and 
Phase 1B and recommendations discussed in this report.  SVRT will explain the approach used to 
identify the administration’s substantive actions in Phase 1A, the utilization of this information 
to construct the survey for Phase 1B and respond to any concerns that might be expressed 
regarding the study’s methodology.  This engagement should enable and respond to broader 
faculty and administrative input into the conversation and provide a forum for discussions about 
shared governance and a context within which to identify and practice, and make operational, 
the values and commitments in regard to actual matters of policy and functional decision making 
in serving the academic mission of the University. 

 Seek commitments from faculty and administration to continue to gather, analyze, and use data 
to inform decision making and operationalize more effective practices of shared governance. 

 Continue monitoring progress and slippage on the issues raised in this research.  The SVRT, 
faculty leadership, and administration will need to seek actively suggestions from the campus 
community for continuing to improve and monitor the climate of trust and for resolving shared 
governance and leadership issues. 

 Bring faculty leaders and administrators together in a continuing dialogue on how to 
operationalize concretely substantive actions to address shared governance and to promote 
increasingly effective working relations between faculty and administration. 

Overall, Phase 2 may serve three purposes: a) providing feedback to constituents on the efficacy of any 
actions that are already in place or that may be introduced to improve shared governance, b) providing 
the data to begin a meaningful dialog based on a foundation of empirical evidence of developing future 
actions, and c) maintaining visibility of the issues.   
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Additional Topics Requiring Attention 

 
The WASC Visiting Team EER Report (2010) identified five areas for the University’s attention:  
Assessment of Learning; Academic Program Review; General Education; Leadership and Governance; and 
Retention, Promotion, and Tenure.  Leadership and Governance, and Retention, Promotion, and Tenure 
were the focus of the previous section, Response to Special Issues.  The Associate Vice President for 
Academic Affairs has taken the lead to work with campus constituents to honor the past 
accomplishments and to collaborate for continuous improvement.  This section will address the first 
three areas identified as requiring campus attention.  Specific examples in each of the three areas will be 
described through actions taken, analysis of impact, and continued actions.   

Assessment of Learning (CFRs 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 4.4) 

The WASC Commission Action Letter (July 13, 2010, Item 1) recommended that the University continue 
to use and broadly deploy direct assessment methods across various academic disciplines and co-
curricular units.  The WASC Visiting Team EER Report (2010) also highlighted this item noting the 
“…need to model and encourage the development of direct measures that provide evidence that the 
students have, in fact, learned what the courses and programs intended them to learn” (p. 34). 
 
CSU Stanislaus has continued to display a strong commitment to the increased use of direct assessment 
methods across curricular and co-curricular units despite this period of budgetary restrictions.  As noted 
by the American Association for Higher Education (1991), “Assessment is most effective when it reflects 
an understanding of learning as multidimensional, integrated, and revealed in performance over time”  
(p. 1).  Future opportunities are being designed so that the campus will continue to build on past and 
current experiences and successes while moving assessment and the improvement of student learning 
forward.  The campus has developed a proposed five-year plan, Advancing Educational Effectiveness.  The 
plan builds upon the assessment foundation established by the Faculty Coordinator for the Assessment of 
Student Learning and the Program Assessment Coordinators and moves the campus forward to achieve 
future assessment goals.   
 
The plan includes reorganization of how the release units of three existing faculty positions (Faculty 
Director of General Education, Faculty Coordinator for the Assessment of Student Learning, and Director 
of the Faculty Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning) will be distributed.  The proposed plan 
includes the appointment of assessment facilitators who will support college programs in the 
implementation of their Academic Program Reviews and serve collectively as the Assessment Council.  As 
the Assessment Council, the facilitators will meet monthly with the Director of the Faculty Center for 
Excellence in Teaching and Learning, the Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs, and the 
Assessment Specialist.  The Assessment Council will also review and provide feedback to programs on 
their annual assessment updates. 
 
The following section highlights additional components of the five-year plan (CFR 2.2) including direct 
assessment, program/unit assessment, graduate assessment, and co-curricular assessment. 
 
 Direct assessment. 
 Actions taken. 
Strategies for advancing educational effectiveness have been discussed with various key curricular and 
co-curricular committees throughout AY 2010-11 and will continue throughout Fall 2011.  As outlined in 
the Advancing Educational Effectiveness Plan, CSU Stanislaus has purchased an electronic accountability 
management system (TaskStream AMS) as part of an effort to streamline and support the assessment and 
program review processes.  A pilot will begin with both curricular and co-curricular programs in Fall 
2011.  This accountability management system will allow for further integration of assessment and 
program review processes.  Using this system, program faculty will more easily collect, archive, analyze, 
discuss, and report on direct assessment findings as well as have access to useful tools (e.g., rubrics, 
forms, and faculty credentialing). 
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CSU Stanislaus, through the Office of Assessment and Quality Assurance, has continued to support faculty 
assessment activities through the allocation of grant funds to complete direct assessment activities.  In AY 
2010-11, grants were awarded to facilitate external reviews, to purchase qualitative research software 
for use in program assessment, and to support assessment-related travel (CFR 4.4).  Additionally, the 
Faculty Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning, in collaboration with the Faculty Coordinator for 
the Assessment of Student Learning, offered faculty development sessions related to rubric development, 
linking scholarship and assessment, assessing integrative learning, and ways in which Institutional 
Research can assist with assessment. 
 
To recognize and celebrate CSU Stanislaus’ many assessment achievements over the past year, the First 
Annual Assessment Spotlight was sponsored by the Faculty Center for Excellence in Teaching and 
Learning, the Office of Assessment for Student Learning, and the Office of Assessment and Quality 
Assurance.  This learning event allowed for the sharing of assessment activities across both curricular 
and co-curricular units.  Highlights of the Assessment Spotlight included presentations from the 
departments of Biological Sciences, English, Geography, and Teacher Education; the Offices of Service 
Learning and Institutional Research; and the University Library.   
 
In addition to the programs that were recognized at the Assessment Spotlight, the College of Education’s 
School Administration Program developed a process to further the assessment activities at the University 
and developed a process to more accurately determine levels of student learning.  At several meetings 
this year, full-time and adjunct faculty identified a signature assignment for each course, achieved 
consensus, and mapped those assignments to the program learning outcomes (Maki, 2004).  They are 
currently implementing the assessment of student learning outcomes through the use of a common 
rubric.   
 
 Analysis of impact. 
Feedback received from the First Annual Assessment Spotlight indicates a strong desire to both continue 
and expand this event in the future.  Responses reveal that participants found the event to be interesting, 
informative, and pragmatic.  It is evident from the participants and attendees’ responses that the purpose 
of the First Annual Assessment Spotlight was accomplished.  Assessment evidence was provided, 
including ways in which the evidence was and will be used to improve student learning and the quality of 
our service.  Members of the University community supported the Spotlight by presenting and attending.  
Connections were made between curricular and co-curricular units while listening to presentations.   
 
 Continued actions. 
The TaskStream AMS pilot will begin in Fall 2011, followed by incorporating additional programs as 
noted in the five-year plan, Advancing Educational Effectiveness.  Eleven undergraduate and graduate 
programs have a well-developed assessment process as part of external accreditation requirements.  
There will be continued opportunities to learn from accreditation experiences, develop review, feedback, 
and implementation processes as well as recognition and sharing of assessment practices across the 
campus.  Additional efforts will include the coordination and support of “regular” assessment activities by 
adding at least one assessment facilitator to each college.  The role of this person will be to work with 
college faculty, the Director of the Faculty Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning, and Associate 
Vice President for Academic Affairs on the implementation of the program assessment plan and on 
dissemination of data.   
 
The Director of the Faculty Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning will continue to sponsor 
workshops on the development and use of direct assessment methods. 
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Program/unit assessment. 
 Actions taken.   
The Program Assessment Coordinators (PACs) and Faculty Coordinator of Assessment for Student 
Learning (FCASL) continued to meet as the Assessment Council and discuss strategies to improve the 
assessment plan and reporting process and respond to WASC’s call to establish a feedback and 
improvement loop.  As a result of these discussions, a set of criteria was developed for use in peer review 
of assessment plans and reports.  Additionally, the Assessment Council met throughout the year to 
discuss the unique challenges that PACs face, including those faced by interdisciplinary programs such as 
Social Sciences.   
 
The Office of Institutional Research also worked to increase their communication and to provide 
assistance to programs.  The Director of Institutional Research met several times with the Assessment 
Council in AY 2010-11, and worked closely with programs to provide needed data and assist in the 
development of direct assessment methods for both academic programs and non-academic units.  
 
Program assessment activities were highlighted at the First Annual Assessment Spotlight in May, 2011.  
Presentations displayed the emphasis on the direct assessment of student learning at the program level 
and highlighted collaborations with Institutional Research and student involvement in the assessment 
process.   
 
 Analysis of impact. 
As recognized by the WASC EER Visiting Team, CSU Stanislaus has made significant progress toward 
meaningful, systematic assessment of student learning at the program level.  The FACSL and PACs 
facilitated the development of widespread awareness of assessment across the university and greater 
acknowledgement that program assessment is necessary.  The PAC model has also been very successful 
in developing assessment expertise in the programs and creating a network of assessment facilitators 
through the work of the Assessment Council.   
 
Initially, PACs were allocated replacement costs for three units of release time every year of the program 
review process, and then in 2009, release time was provided in years 2, 4, 6, and 7 of their program 
review cycle.  However, plans are to redistribute the PAC funding so that all programs, upon completion 
of an annual assessment update, are eligible to receive funding for each year of the APR cycle.  In addition, 
for year 7, funds would be made available to programs to complete their Academic Program Review self-
study and to invite an External Consultant as part of the review process.   
 
With the established success in building assessment awareness on campus, faculty have acknowledged 
that the PAC structure may now be at a place where it needs to evolve to meet the University’s changing 
assessment needs.  Conversations among key campus constituents including the Faculty Coordinator for 
the Assessment of Student Learning, department chairs, the Associate Vice President for Academic 
Affairs, the Assessment Council, the Assessment for Student Learning Subcommittee, and the Director of 
the Faculty Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning have occurred to discuss the evolving PAC 
model and to consider whether the University’s organization for assessment is still optimal.   
 
Conversations over the past year have revealed a need to shift the focus of assessment development; this 
has involved moving away from a model that covered assessment basics (PAC monthly meetings) to a 
design that provided targeted meetings/workshops of interest throughout the year.  Additionally, 
conversations with department chairs have revealed a desire for greater flexibility in how the programs 
are allocated and use assessment resources.  As a result of these discussions, recommendations for 
reorganization and a plan for assessment actions, aligned with CSU Stanislaus and WASC 
recommendations have been developed.  Conversations and collaboration on the ideal structure for 
assessment will continue through Fall 2011.  As noted previously, these recommendations evidence a 
continued commitment to improving the assessment of student learning by both administration and 
program faculty. 
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Continued actions. 
CSU Stanislaus administration will continue to support the assessment of student learning through the 
allocation of assessment resources to programs and work to reorganize release time in a manner that 
moves assessment forward.  Faculty development workshops will continue to be offered through the 
Faculty Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning with an emphasis on the development of direct 
assessment methods including rubric creation and use of technology (e.g., TaskStream, Qualtrics).   

 
As noted, CSU Stanislaus will continue to work towards the simplification and continued integration of 
the Annual Reporting and Academic Program Review processes.  This process will include clearly 
defining the roles and responsibilities for all stakeholders as well as facilitating data-informed decision 
making and “closing the loop” on assessment activities.  The TaskStream AMS pilot that will begin in Fall 
2011 will assist in this process.   

 
 Graduate assessment (CFR  2.2b). 
 Actions taken.   
In Fall 2010, CSU Stanislaus was awarded a Title V Part B grant to promote post-baccalaureate 
opportunities for Hispanic Americans (PPOHA).  As part of this U.S. Department of Education grant’s 
overarching effort to improve persistence and graduation rates of Hispanic and underserved students, a 
Graduate Education Assessment Consortium (GEAC) was formed.  This Consortium is steered by the 
Coordinator of Graduate Student Learning Assessment (CGSLA – a position funded through the Title V 
PPOHA Grant Project), in consultation with the Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs.  The charge 
of the GEAC in its first year was to serve as a “think tank” and make recommendations for improvement 
of the University-wide Graduate Education Assessment Plan to the Graduate Council.  Based on a review 
of the Graduate Assessment Plan (2009) and findings from an assessment of student achievement of the 
Graduate Student Learning Goals (2009), the GEAC determined that focus groups would be formed to 
conduct studies on identified topics including Graduate Student Learning Outcomes, Curriculum Maps 
and Rubrics, Reporting Process and Format/Data Review Process, Stakeholder Roles and 
Responsibilities, and Technology.  
 
 Analysis of impact. 
The GEAC fulfilled its charge to develop a set of recommendations for Graduate School consideration.  
Recommendations made from the group with regard to revised Graduate Student Learning Outcomes and 
other focus group topics will be forwarded to the Graduate Council for consideration in  
AY 2011-12. 
 
 Continued actions. 
The CGSLA will continue to work with graduate faculty to evaluate and revise the Graduate Assessment 
Plan throughout AY 2011-12.  The focus of the committee’s work in AY 2011-2012 will be the continued 
evaluation and revision of the Graduate Education Assessment Plan.  Several graduate programs have a 
well-developed assessment process as part of external accreditation requirements.  The Title V PPOHA 
Grant Project adds resources to existing graduate assessment activities.  Additional efforts will include 
the coordination and support of “regular” graduate assessment activities by adding a graduate 
assessment facilitator to each college that has a graduate program (positions funded through the Title V 
PPOHA Grant Project).  The role of this person will be to work with college faculty, the Director of the 
Faculty Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning, and Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs 
on the implementation of the program assessment plan and on dissemination of data.   
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Co-curricular assessment (CFRs 2.11, 4.6). 
 Actions taken.   
The Office of Service Learning and Service Learning faculty provide an example of co-curricular 
assessment.  The Office and faculty are committed to the collaborative development of innovative 
assessment strategies.  The Office of Service Learning has continued to implement the Service Learning 
Assessment Plan through both indirect and direct assessment methods since the WASC Educational 
Effectiveness site visit in March 2010.   
 
Also in 2010, a Service Learning Assessment Group (SLAG) was formed to refine and advise on the 
implementation of the Assessment Plan.  As part of the revised plan, a community partner survey was 
developed and administered in Spring 2011.  This group also worked to increase the use of direct 
assessment methods by revising the Service Learning rubric and using this tool to assess the Office of 
Service Learning Student Learning Outcome (SLO) 1:   Interdisciplinary and Critical Thinking Skills.  For 
the assessment of SLO 1, students were asked to write an essay responding to a prompt dealing with why 
and how the service component in the Service Learning course were helpful in learning about the subject 
matter of the course, and how the activity changed their perspective pertaining to the course material.  
Student work was collected and assessed using a rubric in June 2011.   
 
In Fall 2010, the CSU Stanislaus was awarded a Title V Part B grant for graduate education from the U.S.  
Department of Education to improve persistence and graduation rates of Hispanic and underserved 
graduate students.  Funding from this grant was used to develop assessment strategies to support 
assessment efforts in graduate-level Service Learning and community-based research projects.   
 

Analysis of impact. 
In AY 2010-11, assessment strategies were developed for both undergraduate and graduate courses.  As  
part of the Title V Part B grant, four faculty teams, “Faculty Achieving Community Engagement for 
Students” (FACES), worked on assessment strategies that will guide the development of graduate-level, 
community-based curriculum.   
 
For the assessment of Service Learning SLO 1, student work was collected from 81 students in four 
Service Learning courses at the end of the spring semester.  The SLAG met in June to assess student work 
and discuss AY 2011-12 assessment activities.  A summary report will be developed and distributed in 
Fall 2011. 
 
In May 2011, the SLAG presented their current assessment activities and revised Assessment Plan to the 
campus community at the First Annual Assessment Spotlight.  Feedback from the Assessment Spotlight 
event revealed an increased awareness and interest in the work of Service Learning on campus. 
 
 Continued actions. 
The Office of Service Learning will continue to implement assessment-related objectives as established in 
the Title V Part B grant.  The FACES faculty groups will develop assessment tools and work in multi-
disciplinary groups to create a culture of assessment in graduate education. 
 
The Office of Service Learning will continue to work with SLAG to develop rubrics for SLO 2, Self-
Reflection, and SLO 3, Culture, Diversity, and Social Justice in Fall 2011.  Faculty teaching Service 
Learning courses in AY 2011-12 will be invited to participate in the collection and assessment of these 
two student learning outcomes.  Collected student work will be assessed by SLAG members in 2012 using 
the established rubric. 
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Academic Program Review (CFRs 2.7, 4.4 - 4.8) 

The WASC Visiting Team Educational Effectiveness Review (EER) Report (2010, Item 3) suggested  
“…that as the institution gains experience in administering program reviews that it also pay attention to 
best practices, incorporating periodic and systematic monitoring of implementation plans, using external 
evidence and benchmarks, and engaging external reviewers (drawing on remote, electronic participation 
when necessary to reduce costs)” (p. 34).  The WASC Commission Action Letter (July 13, 2010, Item 2) 
recommended that the University “take additional steps of regularly finding external benchmarks for key 
achievement data, bringing external reviewers into the program review process, and monitoring 
implementation of follow-up actions plans” (p. 2). 
 
Additionally, the WASC Commission Action Letter (July 13, 2010, Item 1) recommended that the 
University continue to use and broadly deploy direct assessment methods across campus.  The WASC 
Visiting Team EER Report (2010) also highlighted this item noting the “…need to model and encourage 
the development of direct measures that provide evidence that the students have, in fact, learned what 
the courses and programs intended them to learn” (p. 34). 
 
The CSU Stanislaus Academic Program Review’s primary purpose is to enhance the quality of academic 
programs.  To achieve this purpose, academic program review procedures encourage self-study and 
planning within programs and strengthens connections among the strategic plans of the program, the 
college, and the University.  In addition, the essential element of the academic program review is the 
identification and evaluation of student learning outcomes and the assessment data from those learning 
outcomes as a key indicator of program effectiveness.  Further, academic program reviews provide 
information for curricular and budgetary planning decisions at each administrative level.  (CFRs 4.1- 4.4) 
 
Program reviews and assessment are a regular topic at faculty meetings and faculty development 
workshops.  Faculty review syllabi, course learning outcomes, assessment strategies, data, and discuss 
implications for program improvement. 
  

Actions taken.   
Details on the progress to address the three identified areas follow. 
 
1. Regularly find external benchmarks for key achievement data.   

The University has taken steps to find external benchmarks for key achievement data.  In Fall 
2010, the Office of Assessment and Quality Assurance began conversations with program faculty 
to determine external benchmarks, including the use of external reviewers (mentioned below) of 
non-nationally accredited programs.  CSU Stanislaus has eleven nationally accredited programs 
in multiple colleges that will act as role models for establishing external benchmarks and 
identifying comparison institutions. 

 
2. Bringing external reviewers into the program review process.   

As noted above, CSU Stanislaus has also acted to increase the use of external reviewers in the 
Academic Program Review process.   

 
During the self-study phase, for non-accredited programs, the use of an external reviewer as part 
of the self-study has been strongly encouraged for both baccalaureate and graduate programs.  
External reviewers are identified by institutions in several ways (Baker, 2005).  These reviewers 
assist faculty by providing a comparative and broader perspective on the program and student 
learning as the criteria for their selection includes strong academic and administrative 
credentials, experience in curriculum development, assessment, and conducting academic 
program reviews.  An Assessment Spotlight presentation in May 2011 relayed lessons learned 
from an external reviewer who contributed in a meaningful way to the APR process.  Using an 
external reviewer was a positive, non-threatening process providing the department with new 
ideas and greater insights.   
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The use of an external reviewer as part of the Academic Program Review process is strongly 
encouraged.  Program faculty identify potential reviewers and nominations are submitted by the 
department chair to the college dean who makes the final selection and invites the reviewer to 
the campus.  The college dean and department chair coordinate the travel arrangements with the 
external consultant, in accordance with university travel policy.  Funds are provided by the 
college dean and supported from the university-wide assessment account. 

 
In AY 2010-11, there was a review of current Academic Program Review (APR) guidelines for 
external reviewers.  The intention was to recognize that “assessment makes a difference when it 
begins with issues of use and illuminates questions that people really care about: (American 
Association for Higher Education, 1991).  Therefore, this review included roundtable 
discussions, where faculty who experienced reviews shared advice with those nearing the 
review stage in the APR process.  At faculty sessions, a request resulted in the exchange of the 
term “external reviewer” with “external consultant” as a way of emphasizing the collegial 
component of the self-study.  This suggestion and materials shared to support the process will be 
discussed and reviewed at the University Educational Policies Committee meetings Fall 2011.  
The Office of Accreditation has also made a commitment of funds to support the external 
consultant’s stipend and travel expenses.  Colleges also have funding to support their national 
accreditation processes. 

 
3. Monitoring implementation of follow-up action plans.   

CSU Stanislaus has also taken steps to “close the loop” in Academic Program Review (APR).   
The APR process requires each program to complete an implementation plan that identifies the 
actions intended to occur during the seven subsequent years of the APR cycle.  The Office of 
Accreditation has collaborated with the college deans to identify accurately where each of the  
52 programs are in the APR cycle and is actively scheduling meetings with the faculty, the college 
dean, and Provost to agree upon actions for the next APR cycle.  Simultaneously, the Offices of 
Accreditation and Assessment and Quality Assurance are designing a template for launch in Fall 
2011 of an accountability management system to ease the faculty reporting of annual reports as 
well as streamlining the submission and review of APR self-study reports. 

 
Analysis of impact. 

Discussions with key constituents during AY 2010-11 revealed a desire to simplify the APR process, 
validating both internal and external recommendations regarding the Academic Program Review (APR) 
process.  As a result of campus discussions, a plan has been developed for further streamlining the annual 
assessment report and Academic Program Review processes through the clarification of roles and 
responsibilities and the use of technology. 
 
With regard to external review, shared faculty experiences have provided encouragement and resulted in 
expanded guidelines that include suggestions for ways to locate and select reviewers, identify specific 
program needs for the reviewer to provide consultative advice, and schedule a campus visit. 
 
 Continued actions. 
Collaboration with key individuals and faculty governance to ensure a more equitable distribution of the 
workload for Academic Program Review will continue in Fall 2011.   
 
As noted above, CSU Stanislaus will continue to work towards the simplification and continued 
integration of the annual reporting and Academic Program Review processes.  This progression will 
include clearly defining the roles and responsibilities for all stakeholders as well as ensuring data-driven 
decision making and “closing the loop” on assessment activities.  As noted above, the TaskStream AMS 
pilot that will begin in Fall 2011 will aid in this process.  
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General Education (CFR 2.2a) 

In AY 2010-11, the Office of General Education continued to implement the Academic Program Review 
recommendations, correspondingly responding to many of the recommendations made during the EER 
self-study, in the WASC Visiting Team EER Report (2010), and in the WASC Commission Action Letter 
(July 13, 2010).  The Office of General Education and Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs have 
developed a plan through reorganization of General Education duties in AY 2011-12 to continue to move 
forward in General Education (see General Education AY 2011-12 timeline).  Based on a review of the 
recommendations noted above, General Education topics to be addressed have been categorized into the 
following areas: Curriculum, Assessment, and Organization and Structure. 
 
 General education curriculum.   
 Actions taken. 
The WASC Visiting Team EER Report (2010) recommended that “programs such as the Summit and  
First-Year Experiences have been recognized for their contribution to the quality of general education.  
As the campus sets priorities in light of the current fiscal crisis, the team recommends that the University 
consider how these positive pedagogies and practices of these exemplary programs might be maintained 
or sustained through creative exploration of alternative approaches, reconfigurations or combinations of 
existing programs, activities and resources” (p. 35).  The report also recommended “… a process with 
appropriate criteria should be established for the periodic recertification of General Education courses to 
ensure that learning outcomes are embedded and reviewed in the general education curriculum” (p. 35). 
 
The General Education Academic Program Review included a similar recommendation, to institute a 
universal First-Year Experience Program with a service learning component.  Despite strained fiscal 
resources, CSU Stanislaus has been able to implement this goal through a Title V Part A grant for 
Hispanic-Serving Institutions.  During AY 2010-11, CSU Stanislaus developed a revised First-Year 
Experience curriculum and developed a plan to assess student achievement through the use of 
ePortfolios.   
 
 Analysis of impact. 
The First-Year Experience Program has been reinvigorated through the development of a revised 
curriculum under the Title V Part A grant.  The first cohort begins Fall 2011 with five classes; a plan has 
been developed to institutionalize the program over the next five years.  Discussions will continue on 
how to integrate and implement best practices from the Summit Program and the First-Year Experience 
Program throughout the General Education curriculum. 
 
 Continued actions. 
In AY 2011-12, CSU Stanislaus will address the APR recommendation and continue to discuss theme-
based clusters at the upper-division level thereby utilizing the best practices established by the Summit 
Program.  A plan to form a new area of General Education at the upper-division level which would consist 
of interdisciplinary or integrative courses (some that have already been approved and are being taught as 
F2 or F3 courses) has been under discussion.  Development and further discussion of this option and 
others will continue. 
 
The University will also address the recommendation to formalize campus course certification and 
recertification of courses.  Discussions on the recertification process will occur in General Education 
Subcommittee in AY 2011-12. 
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General education assessment. 
 Actions taken. 
The WASC Visiting Team EER Report (2010) recommended that the University “document that there is 
substantial progress in its direct assessment of student work, which ensures that each graduate has met 
the objectives of both the departmental program and the General Education program…” (p. 35).  The 
report also recommended that the University “communicate systematically and comprehensively to all 
students (and to faculty advisors and other key staff) the expectations of General Education for both 
transfer and first year students” (p. 35).   
 
CSU Stanislaus has made significant strides in the direct assessment of General Education over the last 
year.  In accordance with the General Education Academic Program Review recommendations, the 
University took steps to revise the General Education Goals to align with the Chancellor’s Office Executive 
Order 1033 requirements (AAC&U LEAP outcomes).  A General Education taskforce met over summer 
2010 to draft measurable General Education Learning Goals and Outcomes.  The draft revised goals have 
made their way through faculty governance (General Education Subcommittee and University Education 
Policies Committee) and have had two discussion readings at Academic Senate.   
 
Additionally, CSU Stanislaus continued implementation of the General Education Assessment Timeline as 
outlined in the General Education Academic Program Review.  In accordance with the timeline, the 
Integrative General Education Learning Goal was assessed in AY 2010-11.  With the assistance of a grant 
from the Office of the Chancellor, CSU Stanislaus established a Faculty Learning Community on 
Integrative Learning, composed of faculty teaching upper-division General Education courses identified 
as integrative, to develop a rubric for assessment of student work.  A pilot of the rubric was conducted in 
Spring 2011 and the rubric will continue to be refined in Fall 2011.   
 
General Education sessions are now presented at the New Student Orientation for incoming freshmen 
students by the Advising Resource Center.  University Outreach also provides GE presentations to 
transfer students.  In AY 2010-11, the University began use of the “Degree Audit” portion of Common 
Management Systems (CMS) for transfer students; this program tracks students as they take and fulfill 
requirements.   
 
 Analysis of impact. 
The University has made considerable progress in addressing WASC recommendations regarding the 
assessment of General Education.  Measurable learning goals and student learning outcomes have been 
developed in accordance with the Office of the Chancellor’s requirements and the General Education 
Assessment Timeline has been implemented.  Interdisciplinary collaboration on the assessment of faculty 
learning communities, such as the Integrative Learning Community, have proven to be very successful 
and will continue to be used as a model for developing assessment activities for General Education. 
 
 Continued actions. 
In Fall 2011 the Academic Senate will be presented with the draft learning goals and student learning 
outcomes in resolution form.  Upon approval, discussions will continue on best practices for collecting 
student work and assessing student achievement of the General Education Learning Goals.  Additionally, 
the experiences of the Faculty Learning Community on Integrative Learning will contribute to developing 
a rubric for Information Literacy for AY 2011-12, to support the continued development of direct 
assessment methods for General Education.   
 
The Advising Resource Center will also continue work with individual faculty and academic departments 
to conduct General Education workshops, both as they are requested and at planned intervals during the 
academic year.  The Director of the Faculty Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning will also hold 
workshops to assist faculty in developing General Education course proposals and communicating 
General Education learning goals via the course syllabus. 
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General education organization and structure. 
The WASC Visiting Team EER Report (2010) recommended that the University “ensure that General 
Education is a vital and central part of CSU Stanislaus’ mission” (CFRs 1.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6, 2.7, and 2.12; 
p. 35) 
 
 Actions taken. 
The Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs and the Faculty Director for General Education have 
developed a document outlining imperative General Education tasks.  As recommended in the General 
Education Academic Program Review, the University is working to distinguish roles and responsibilities 
among those parties who create policies and procedures and those who have administrative oversight of 
General Education.  Discussion continues on ways to restructure General Education duties and to 
incorporate General Education implementation plan recommendations.  These recommendations include 
adding more members with longer terms to the General Education Subcommittee to provide institutional 
memory, ensuring continuation of implementation efforts, and continuing direct faculty oversight of the 
General Education program.  
 
CSU Stanislaus is also committed to supporting continued Faculty Development activities for General 
Education faculty and recognizing excellence in General Education at the RPT level.  Steps have already 
been taken to establish a faculty recognition award for outstanding service to General Education.  In 
addition, a General Education forum was held in Spring 2011 to discuss future directions for General 
Education.   
 
 Analysis of impact. 
Campus-wide discussions and actions on the part of General Education leadership and the involvement of 
campus constituents have demonstrated the commitment to General Education at CSU Stanislaus.  
Through the implementation of the Academic Program Review recommendations, the University has 
continued efforts to ensure the centrality of General Education at CSU Stanislaus. 
 
 Continued actions. 
Campus discussion will continue regarding the organization and structure of General Education.  These 
discussions will focus on the need to redefine roles and responsibilities for General Education. 
 
The University will continue to support faculty development for instructors of General Education courses, 
and to recognize innovations and excellence in General Education at the Retention, Promotion, and 
Tenure level. 
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 Summary 

 
This California State University, Stanislaus Special Visit Report described the progress made to address 
the issues identified in the Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC) Commission Action 
Letter (July 13, 2010) and the major recommendations in the Report of the WASC Visiting Team EER 
Report (2010).  These external observations and recommendations also provided the urgency to act on 
some of the same recommendations identified in the campus self-study (March 2010).   
 
The purpose of this Special Visit Report is to assist the Fall 2011 WASC Special Visit Team members to: 

 assess efforts to address issues;  
 review progress and plans for continuance of efforts to build productive engagement in the areas 

of trust, leadership, and governance; and  
 review progress in assessment and efforts to advance educational effectiveness.   

 
The underlying assumption of this report is to present, as factually as possible, both faculty and 
administrative perspectives.  This Report reflects the initial stages of a process that demonstrates actions 
initiated to address long standing issues.  There were several forces that permeated through and 
influenced behaviors as noted in “Institutional Changes since March 2010” including financial challenges, 
key personnel positions, enrollment growth and targets.  Tensions also resulted from the elimination of 
the Winter Term and concerns regarding the Retention, Promotion, and Tenure Review process.  And, for 
each issue, administrative and faculty perspectives emerged.  The formation of the Ad Hoc Trust 
Restoration Planning Committee (Ad Hoc TRPC) is an example of administration and faculty addressing 
differing perspectives and restoring relationships.  The Academic Senate passed a resolution of the six 
recommendations that the Ad Hoc TRPC identified as areas for further work and discussion to occur 
during the coming year. 

Special Visit Report Research Focus 

The Special Visit Research Team (SVRT) was formed resulting from consultations with members of the 
Senate Executive Committee and members of the Provost’s Council of Deans.  The composition of the 
team was intentional and designed with representation from both faculty and administration, each 
selecting representatives with mutual consultation and affirmation.  The SVRT was charged to conduct 
the research for this self-study. 
 
The Special Visit Research Team was charged to answer the following questions:  

 What substantive actions have occurred during the past year that impact trust, leadership, and 
governance? (Phase 1A) 

 What impact have these activities/actions had on trust, leadership, and governance?  
 (Phase 1B) 
 What further issues remain to be addressed? (Phase 1B and Phase 2) 
 How will such issues be addressed, by whom, and what timetable? (Phase 2)  
 How can the University continue to monitor trust, leadership, and governance? (Phase 2) 

 
The Special Visit Research Team (SVRT) designed an action research study and to date, research Phases 
1A and 1B have been completed in response to the first two questions.  The purpose of Phase 1A was to 
identify substantive actions that the administration encouraged or implemented during the past year to 
foster a climate of trust in regard to shared governance and to provide for a resolution to the leadership 
and governance issues cited in the WASC Commission Action Letter (July 13, 2010; CFRs 1.3, 3.11, 4.1, 
4.2, 4.3, 4.6, 4.8).  The purpose for Phase 1B was to determine, from the perspectives of faculty leaders, 
the impact of the substantive actions identified by administration.  The response to the remaining 
questions, including developing plans from the analysis of data collected in Phase 1B, will be the focus of 
Phase 2.  
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Research findings of Phase 1A. 
The research conducted during Phase 1A of this action research study identified four themes that 
emerged from the administration’s substantive actions to reach out to faculty: outreach, transparency, 
communication, and advocacy actions (Table 3).  In all, 22 substantive actions were reported by key 
administrative leaders.  The actions encouraged or implemented by senior administrators throughout AY 
2010-11 were documented using the Substantive Actions Inventory.  Administrative leaders were 
interviewed by SVRT and spoke of engaging faculty in a process with expectations and recognition that 
progress would take a few years, acknowledging that forces of change and building relationships require 
time.   
 
Tables 1 and 2 display the first year of substantive actions identified by key administrative leaders.  
Senior administrators were entrusted by the President (Phase 1A interviews) with the intention to 
embrace an architecture committed to productive consultation, broad transparency, respect for policy, 
and inclusive practices.  Data analysis of the Substantive Actions Inventories and the follow-up interviews 
with the administrative leaders (Phase 1A) revealed three major findings.  Administrative leaders stated 
that they had:  

 Taken ownership of the problem and a “plan of action” in AY 2010-11 existed for addressing the 
concerns surrounding trust, leadership, and governance;  

 Agreed positive progress was made; and  
 Believed that the administrative team is capable of developing shared governance.   

 
 Research findings of Phase 1B. 
In addition to the documented actions from Phase 1A, the research conducted in Phase 1B collected 
faculty leaders’ reflective responses to the impact of the administration’s substantive actions, as well as 
comments and suggestions that provide a foundation for future growth and development.  The Special 
Visit Research Team’s research study contributed to the identification of faculty leaders’ perception of 
the level of success of the substantive actions.  Faculty leaders’ perceptions ranged from levels of strong 
concern to cautious optimism (Figure 4 to Figure 12).  However, despite these individual differences, 
commonalities emerged regarding the efforts and actions and whether they should continue (Figure 13 
to Figure 20).  Collectively, research findings from Phase 1A and Phase 1B revealed administrative and 
key faculty leaders’ perceptions of the campus environment.  The combination of administrative leaders’ 
perceptions that there is now a foundation for an improved campus environment with the range of 
faculty perceptions provides the basis for recommending future actions.   
 
 Future actions. 
Data analysis from Phase 1A revealed that administrative leaders plan to continue their substantive 
actions.  The research findings from Phase 1A and Phase 1B provide the basis for recommending these 
actions:   

 Engage the campus community to discuss the outcomes of the research findings in this Special 
Visit Report;  

 Continue to gather, analyze, and use data to inform decision making and operationalize more 
effective practices of shared governance;  

 Continue to monitor progress and slippage on the issues raised in this research; and  
 Continue to dialogue with faculty leaders and administrators on how to operationalize 

concretely substantive actions to address shared governance and to promote increasingly 
effective working relations between faculty and administration. 

Special Visit Report Assessment Focus 

CSU Stanislaus is committed to developing a culture of assessment and advancing educational 
effectiveness as evidenced in the areas of Assessment of Learning, Academic Program Review, and 
General Education.  Progress will continue with planned initiatives in Fall 2011.  Support for faculty in 
assessment activities includes building assessment awareness through faculty development, and 
reorganizing the Academic Review Process to encourage and strengthen connections between course and 
program assessment.   
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Concluding Statement 

 
The administration, as charged by the WASC Commission, was “to be primarily responsible for designing 
the initiative and circumstances that will provide for a resolution” to the trust, leadership, and 
governance issues.  This Special Visit Report captures the effort by administration towards creating both 
substantive actions and processes over the past academic year, and progress to address issues, as well as 
commitment to grow and develop in areas of assessment.  Data from the action research study 
determined that the administration believed that there was a concerted effort on the part of the 
administration to intentionally plan a series of meaningful actions and to be attentive to the issues of 
outreach, transparency, communication, and advocacy, and purposefully creating an environment that 
fosters these conditions (Phase 1A).  Administrators expressed commitment to continue to lead 
substantive actions and seek ways to engage faculty to also provide leadership to work on the resolution 
of current and future issues.   
 
The research study identified two groups of faculty among faculty leaders who responded in Phase 1B.  
One group continues to perceive problems with the climate and is not content with the degree of 
progress.  This group also indicated cautious optimism reflected in their support for the continuation of 
actions.  The other group appears to have observed the efforts to improve the climate of trust, openness, 
and communication, and see the opportunity for continued improvement and cautious optimism as 
reflected in support for the continuation of those efforts (Phase 1B).  While these different patterns of 
responses highlight the diversity of opinions, additional analysis revealed commonalities in faculty 
leaders’ perceptions that may suggest more issues with the focus or intent behind the activity than with 
the activity itself.    
 
Administration and faculty face many complex issues.  These issues have been identified by both WASC 
and members of our University community, and include addressing long standing issues such as 
Retention, Promotion, and Tenure standards, and following established policies in decision making.  The 
Ad Hoc Trust Restoration Planning Committee was designed to improve relations between faculty, the 
Academic Senate, and senior administration.  The process of governance restructuring calls for “skilled 
leadership at all levels” (MacTaggart, 1996, p. 230).  Skilled leadership, including commitment to 
continue to work on issues through the Ad Hoc TRPC, may evolve into additional efforts to address future 
issues committing to a long term focus of building collaborative relationships.  A transformation is 
underway to transition from the externally motivated reason to change, driven by the WASC Special Visit, 
to an internally motivated one that is driven by administration and faculty priorities.  This 
transformation bodes well for the sustainability of efforts.  
  
Differing perspectives continue to exist; an appropriate level of discourse and discussion is healthy and 
ensures a rich mixture of ideas and viewpoints that enhances decision making.  The process the 
University engaged in over the past year has made progress by strengthening necessary relationships, 
and developing the skills, processes, and policy needed for improved trust, leadership, and governance 
that will allow the University to evolve and grow to better serve the community.  The research study 
examined the issue from an empirical perspective.  The data provide a vantage point indicating many 
avenues to explore and provide direction for future activities and relationships.  The research identified 
issues, provided insight for next steps, and also indicated cautious optimism reflected in support for the 
continuation of previous efforts.   
 
The Special Visit Research Team’s action research provides rich resources for analysis, future planning, 
and undertakings.  Administration has acknowledged a commitment to reviewing progress annually by 
documenting actions and determining impacts.  Research will contribute to ongoing identification of 
issues.  Based on the AY 2010-11 work of the Ad Hoc TRPC, the Academic Senate (May 10, 2011) passed a 
resolution in support of six recommendations for campus implementation beginning in Fall 2011.  The 
implementation of these combined actions will contribute to a multi-year commitment to address issues 
which we will document in our update report due to WASC in 2015.  Progress towards change will be an 
ongoing commitment.    



 

 



 

References 

 
American Association for Higher Education (1991).  Nine principles of good practice for assessing student 

learning.   
Awakuni, G.  (2008).  WASC special visit report: September 2, 2008.  Retrieved from the University of  – 

Hawai`I, West Oahu WASC accreditation website: 
http://westoahu.hawaii.edu/pdfs/wasc/WASC_Special_Visit_Report_090208.pdf 

Baker, M.  J.  (2005).  Assessment and review of graduate programs: A policy statement.   
Washington, DC: Council of Graduate Schools. 

Center for Collaborative Policy.  (2008).  Assessment report: Governance, culture, and climate of California 
State University, Sacramento.  Retrieved from the California State University, Sacramento, Center 
for Collaborative Policy website: http://www.csus.edu/ccp/assessment/ 

Del Favero, M.  (2003).  Faculty-administrator relationships as integral to high-performing governance 
systems: New frameworks for study.  American Behavioral Scientist, 46, 902-922.  
doi:10.1177/0002764202250119  

Deutsch, M., & Coleman, P. T. (2000). The handbook of conflict resolution: theory and practice.  
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass 

Gardiner, J.  J.  (2006).  Transactional, transformational, and transcendent leadership: Metaphors 
mapping the evolution of the theory and practice of governance.  Leadership Review, 6,  
62-76.  Retrieved from http://www.leadershipreview.org/ 

Hanover Research Council.  (2007).  Internal governance structure in higher education – with a focus on 
faculty participation.  Washington, DC: Hanover Research. 

Leach, W.  D.  (2008).  Shared governance in higher education: Structural and cultural responses to a 
changing national climate.  Retrieved from the California State University, Sacramento, Center for 
Collaborative Policy website: http://www.csus.edu/ccp/ 

MacTaggart, T. J. (1994, March).  Improving system-campus relationships:  Seven principles.  Paper 
presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Association for Higher Education, Chicago.   

MacTaggart, T.  J.  (1996).  Restructuring higher education: What works and what doesn’t in reorganizing 
governing systems.  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers.   

Maki, P.L. (2004).  Assessing for learning:  Building a sustainable commitment across the institution.  
Sterling, VA:  Stylus Publishing. 

Pope, M.  L.  (2004).  A conceptual framework of faculty trust and participation in governance.   
New Directions for Higher Education, 127, 75-84.  doi:10.1002/he.157  

Quinn, R.  E.  (1996).  Deep change: Discovering the leader within.  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers. 
Scazzola, A.  K.  (2009).  Special visit report.  Retrieved from the University of Hawai`i at Hilo website: 

http://hilo.hawaii.edu/uhh/accreditation/documents/Special_Visit_Report_Aug_12_final.pdf 
Tan, H.  H., & Tan, C.  S.  F.  (2000).  Toward the differentiation of trust in supervisor and trust in 

organization.  Genetic, Social and General Psychology Monographs, 126, 241-260.  Retrieved from 
PsycINFO database 

Tierney, W. G. (2004).  A perfect storm:  Turbulence in higher education.  In W. G. Tierney (Ed.),   
Competing conceptions of academic governance: Negotiating the perfect storm (pp. xv-xxxi).  
Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins University Press.   

Yurtsever, G., & De Rivera, J.  (2010).  Measuring the emotional climate of an organization.  Perceptual and 
Motor Skills, 110, 501-516.  doi:10.2466/pms.110.2.501-516  

 

 

 

 



 



(As of 06/29/2011)

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY STANISLAUS
ORGANIZATION CHART

CSU Board of Trustees

CSU Chancellor

PRESIDENT

Hamid Shirvani

Provost & Vice President Academic Affairs

James T. Strong

Dean

College of the Arts
3 Departments

Dean

College of Business
Administration
3 Departments

Dean

College of Education
4 Departments

Dean

College of Human &
Health Sciences
3 Departments

Dean

College of Humanities &
Social Sciences

11 Departments

Dean

College of Natural Sciences
5 Departments

Dean

Library Services

Dean

University Extended
Education

Associate Vice President
Academic Affairs/ALO

• Academic Programs
• Accreditation
• Assessment
• General Education
• MA/MS Interdisciplinary
Studies Program
• Service Learning
• Writing Proficiency
Screening Test

Director

Institutional Research

Director of Athletics

Associate Vice President
Academic Affairs

• Research & Sponsored
Programs
• International Education
• Stockton Center
• Graduate Studies
• Budget

Vice President Enrollment & Student Affairs

Suzanne Espinoza

Associate Vice President &
Dean of Students

• Psychological Services
• Disability Resource Services
• Student Leadership &
Development
• Housing & Residential Life
• Associated Students/
University Student Union

Executive Director
Retention Services

• EOP & Advising Resource
Center
• Student Support Services
• Tutoring

Registrar

Director
Admissions & Recruitment

Director
Pace/Title V

Director
Financial Aid

Vice President University Advancement

Susana Gajic-Bruyea

Associate Vice President
Communications & Public

Affairs

• Communications
• Marketing
• Advertising
• Public Relations
• Media Relations
• Legislative Relations
• Community Relations
• Corporate & Foundation
Relations
• Creative Services

Director
Alumni Affairs & Annual

Giving

Directors of Development

Advancement Services

• Prospect Research
• Gift Administration
• Scholarship
• Stewardship

Special Events

Vice President Business & Finance

Russell Giambelluca

Associate Vice President
Facilities Services

Associate Vice President
Financial Services

Associate Vice President
Auxiliary & Business Services
& Director of the Foundation

Associate Vice President
Information Technology

• Learning Services
• Technology Services
• Client Services
• Information Services

Chief of Police & Director of
Public Safety

Director
Student Health Center

Director
Student Recreation Center

Vice President Faculty Affairs & Human Resources

Dennis Shimek (Interim)

Faculty Affairs

Human Resources

Compliance



 

 



 

 

WASC/ACSCU SUMMARY DATA FORM for ACCREDITED INSTITUTIONS                                                         

Page 1 of 3 
Revised May 2011 

 
 

Institution: California State University, Stanislaus 

 

Finances:  (as of 6/30/10) 

1. Total Annual Operating Budget:        $93,070,337 

2. Percentage from tuition and fees:       36 % 

3. Endowment:    $8,873,009 

 

Governing Board:  A. Size: 25  B. Meetings a year:  7 

    

 

 

FOR UNDERGRADUATE PROGRAMS: 

 

Data for Most Recent Fall Enrollment by Ethnicity and Gender.  

Use IPEDS definitions for students. IPEDS data reported as of (date) September 20, 2010. 

  

 

Table 1: Total Enrollments 
 

  Use total headcount for these categories 

 

Enrollment by 

Category 

Total 

FTE of 

Students 

Total 

Students 

Non-

Resident 

Alien 

Race and 

Ethnicity 

Unknown 

Hispanic of 

any race 

For Non-Hispanics Only 

American 

Indian or 

Alaska 

Native Asian 

Black or 

African 

American 

Native 

Hawaiian or 

Other 

Pacific 

Islander White 

Two or 

More 

Races 

Total 

Male 

Total 

Female 

Undergraduate 6,022.3 6,965 112 598 2,550 40 740 212 41 2,456 216 2,481 4,484 

Non-degree 7 7 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 4 

Total 6,029.3 6,972 112 600 2,552 40 740 212 41 2,459 216 2,484 4,488 

Enter percentage of total 

student headcount for each 

category 

100% 1.6% 8.6% 36.6% 0.6% 10.6% 3.0% 0.6% 35.3% 3.1% 35.6% 64.4% 

Table 1 fall 2010 census date enrollment by ethnicity and gender slightly differs from IPEDS 2010/11 Fall Enrollment Survey due to enrollment file corrections made after data reported to IPEDS.  
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IPEDS Data for 6-Year Cohort Graduation Rate for Baccalaureate Programs, Last 3 Years, by Ethnicity and Gender 

NOTE: If the institution also collects data on 8-year graduation rates, an additional table using these or similar categories may be provided. 

Please indicate if the data provided in tables below is for:  freshmen and transfer students combined (use both Tables 2 and 3) 

 

Table 2: 6-Yr Cohort Graduation Rate 

  Use total headcount for these categories. Enter percentage of students in category graduating within six years of enrollment 

 

Freshman 

Cohort Year 

(Entering Fall)* 

Overall 6-year 

Graduation 

Percentages 

Non-

Resident 

Alien 

Race and 

Ethnicity 

Unknown 

Hispanic of 

any race 

For Non-Hispanics Only 

American 

Indian or 

Alaska 

Native 

Asian/ 

Pacific 

Islander 

Black or 

African 

American 

Native 

Hawaiian or 

Other 

Pacific 

Islander White 

Two or 

More 

Races 

Total 

Male 

Total 

Female 

2002 52.7 12.5 63.3 50.4 42.9 50.7 25.0 See Asian  55.6 N/A 46.8 55.8 

2003 49.5 25.0 58.7 46.8 57.1 50.7 50.0 See Asian  49.1 N/A 47.3 50.7 

2004 50.2 66.7 57.8 51.3 25.0 42.4 36.1 See Asian  52.4 N/A 49.7 50.4 

3-Year 

Averages: 

50.8 26.7 60.4 49.6 44.4 47.5 38.2 See Asian  52.4 N/A 50.0 52.2 

Percentage of 6-

year graduates, 

each category 

100% 0.9% 12.7% 26.7% 0.9% 11.7% 2.9% See Asian 44.2% N/A 30.9% 69.1% 

If the institution tracks freshman and transfer graduation rates separately, please provide last 3 years data for 6-Year cohort transfer graduation rate by ethnicity and gender. 

 
Table 3: 6-Yr Cohort Transfer Graduation Rate 

  Use total headcount for these categories. Enter percentage of students in category graduating within six years of enrollment 

 

Transfer 

Cohort Year 

(Entering Fall)* 

Overall 6-year 

Graduation 

Percentages 

Non-

Resident 

Alien 

Race and 

Ethnicity 

Unknown 

Hispanic of 

any race 

For Non-Hispanics Only 

American 

Indian or 

Alaska 

Native 

Asian/ 

Pacific 

Islander 

Black or 

African 

American 

Native 

Hawaiian or 

Other 

Pacific 

Islander White 

Two or 

More 

Races 

Total 

Male 

Total 

Female 

2002 77.3 80.0 77.6 71.6 0.0 75.0 63.6 See Asian 82.1 N/A 73.8 79.4 

2003 81.6 85.7 84.6 80.8 100.0 86.7 72.7 See Asian 80.0 N/A 76.0 84.9 

2004 78.3 66.7 80.0 82.0 80.0 82.2 53.8 See Asian 76.8 N/A 74.7 81.3 

3-Year 

Averages: 

79.1 80.0 80.8 78.4 75.0 81.1 62.9 See Asian 79.6 N/A 74.8 81.9 

Percentage of 6-

year graduates, 

each category 

100% 1.4% 15.1% 22.6% 1.1% 10.8% 2.6% See Asian 46.3% N/A 37.7% 62.3% 
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FOR GRADUATE PROGRAMS: 
 

Last Reported IPEDS Data for Enrollment in each program level by Ethnicity and Gender.  

Use IPEDS definitions for students. IPEDS data reported as of (date) September 20, 2010. 

 

Table 4: IPEDS by Program Level 

  Use total headcount for these categories 

 

Enrollment by 

Category 

Total 

FTE of 

Students* 

Total 

Students 

Non-

Resident 

Alien 

Race and 

Ethnicity 

Unknown 

Hispanic of 

any race 

For Non-Hispanics Only 

American 

Indian or 

Alaska 

Native Asian 

Black or 

African 

American 

Native 

Hawaiian or 

Other 

Pacific 

Islander White 

Two or 

More 

Races 

Total 

Male 

Total 

Female 

Masters 476.3 807 20 142 197 7 67 28 6 320 20 227 580 

Research 

Doctorate 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Professional 

Doctorate 

17.7 53 0 16 7 0 3 4 0 23 0 15 38 

Post-baccalaureate 365.7 473 1 130 126 2 28 7 1 170 8 106 367 

Total 859.7 1333 21 288 330 9 98 39 7 513 28 348 985 

Enter percentage of total  

headcount for each category 
100% 1.6% 21.6% 24.8% 0.7% 7.3% 2.9% 0.5% 38.5% 2.1% 26.1% 73.9% 

Note: A post-baccalaureate student holds an acceptable baccalaureate or its equivalent and has not been admitted to a graduate program. Post-baccalaureate students include those seeking a basic teaching credential 

(single subject, multiple subject, or special education) and all other post-baccalaureate students. 

 
Table 5: Current Faculty 

 

Faculty by 

Categories 

Non-

Resident 

Alien 

Race and 

Ethnicity 

Unknown 

Hispanic of 

any race 

For Non-Hispanics Only 

American 

Indian or 

Alaska Native Asian 

Black or 

African 

American 

Native 

Hawaiian 

or Other 

Pacific 

Islander White 

Two or 

More 

Races Male Female 

Full-time 8 15 23 2 26 9 0 181 1 143 122 

Part-time as 

FTE* 

0.7 3.7 4.0 0.0 3.3 1.0 0.7 45.3 0.7 29.3 30.0 

Total Faculty 

FTE 

8.7 18.7 27 2 29.3 10 0.7 226.3 1.7 172.3 152 

Note: The IPEDS formula for Full-Time Equivalent is, “The full-time-equivalent (FTE) of staff is calculated by summing the total number of full-time staff from the Employees by  

Assigned Position (EAP) component and adding one-third of the total number of part-time staff.” If institution calculates FTE using a different formula, please describe briefly here: 
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