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Task Force #3
Institutional Integrity, Performance and Accountability

Draft Report

Introduction

The California State University is committed to being fully accountable as a public
institution, both internally and externally for the quality and integrity of the
learning experience. Our dedication to accountability is driven  internally by the
desire to continue to provide an education that is both affordable and of the highest
quality. We believe that as an institution, we must focus our energy on constant
internal improvement. Our primary motivation for strengthening accountability is
the desire to know the extent to which the CSU is doing what it professes to do.

Measuring the contributions of an institution by how much and how well its
students are learning and how their educational  experience is affecting their values
and attitudes, speaks directly to the concerns of state government and the public at
large. This philosophy is part of the CSU mission. We are clearly committed to being
accountable for  the value added to our students’ lives as a result of their CSU
experience.

A variety of factors contribute to the increased interest in accountability and
assessment. The public now commonly “perceives” that diplomas and degrees from
American schools and colleges no longer guarantee basic literacy or numeracy.
Thoughtfully developed assessment programs demonstrate significant potential for
improving communication between faculty and students, for enhancing learning,
and for helping faculty and staff reach consensus on changes that will improve
program quality and performance. Governing boards have the right and
responsibility to receive timely, accurate and useful information about the
effectiveness of institutions.  Elected officials who are forced to make painful choices
want clear, comprehensible evidence of institutional effectiveness upon which to
base their decisions.

In this context, we examine the basis on which accountability has been defined in
the past and seek both clarification of and improvement in the means by which our
performance is evaluated. In particular, we focus on the linkage between internal
program assessment and external communication of that performance. The goals
are to discover information to help guide continuing internal improvement and to
demonstrate to external constituents the results of the  state’s investment. The
public also needs effective education as to the important role the CSU plays in the
economic and political future of both the state and nation. This report takes the
disparate CSU activities designed to ensure accountability and transforms them into
a comprehensive array of recommendations designed to improve performance of
the institution and to affirm to the public the CSU’s commitment to excellence and
accountability.
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Chapter One: Framework for Accountability

Accountability is the intersection of goals, policies, programs and performance. An
essential element of the Cornerstones effort is the integration of an effective system
of accountability into the fabric of institutional planning  and resource allocation .
To do that requires clearly articulated, measurable educational goals, which are the
subject of much of the work of Task Forces #1 and #4, and  a system of accountability
itself which has been reengineered to meet the needs of the future rather than
building on the systems of the past.

CSU is already "accountable" in a number of ways and to a range of constituents. But
this approach to accountability has been incremental rather than comprehensive,
with myriad reporting systems and controls being built successively on top of one
another.  There has been no systematic effort to link the internal systems of
assessment and improvement with effective external communication of
performance on goals. Finally there is a need for a fresh look at the whole regulatory
system within which the university operates, both from the perspective of the State
of California in relation to the CSU as a whole, and within the institution from the
campuses to the Chancellor's Office.  While CSU has come a long way from its
origins as a wholly state-controlled agency, with heavy central controls from
Sacramento and from the Chancellor's Office to the campuses, there is a need for an
explicit re-mapping of the accountability relations as they should exist in a
decentralized, deregulated environment.

For purposes of demonstrating accountability as a teaching and learning institution,
we believe it useful to focus on two dimensions of accountability, which we have
chosen to call performance accountability and regulatory accountability.
Performance accountability as we have defined it is the alignment of system goals
and purposes with overarching system performance. It is goal-oriented and
assessment-centered. To achieve performance accountability requires clarity about
goals and expectations, and sharp assessment of performance using a variety of
measures. Performance-centered accountability speaks to institutional achievement,
not control of the means by which goals are obtained.

Although performance accountability is clearly focused on  educational outcomes, it
also covers institutional culture and its effects on performance. For example,
campus climate with respect to racial, cultural, and gender diversity and
administrative style with respect to communication and shared governance are key
elements of institutional culture that can impact the performance of a university in
achieving its stated goals.

Regulatory accountability is quite different. Regulatory accountability is control of
the means by which the institution uses resources, to ensure that they are fully
accounted for and used legally. Regulatory accountability covers topics such as
personnel transactions and  fiscal accounting, where there is a need to show to
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government or other regulators that the transactions are legal and appropriate and
meet the minimum standards of conformity to the law.

The CSU needs to be and is accountable in both the performance and regulatory
dimensions of accountability.  One goal of a realigned accountability policy is a better
match between the goals  of any set of activities and the means by which
performance is assured. The problems we find with our current systems of
accountability and strategies for improvement are detailed below.

Purpose and improvement: A fundamental driving force for our fresh approach to
accountability is a dedication to providing the highest quality and highest value
education.  CSU is prepared to ask itself some simple but very probing questions
about the extent to which we are doing what we profess to do, and to use the
answers  to identify where and how to do better. The purpose and mission of the
CSU, and the hallmarks of excellence in our teaching and learning environments,
have not been as crisply stated and precisely communicated in the past as they need
to be in the future.  We believe that the quality of the teaching and learning
experience in the state university is as good or better than that in many institutions
with whom we compete for resources and for students.  An effective system of
performance accountability, which links goals and performance, will define the
terms of excellence for  which the CSU will be accountable.

Reducing the bureaucracy:  Higher education in general, and CSU in particular, has
suffered from a tendency towards too much regulatory accountability and too little
performance accountability. The result is an institution which too often seeks to
influence not just that things get done, but how they get done. Examples of these
types of regulations range from classroom space standards, to the calculation of
student credit units as a proxy for student learning, to restrictions on use of tuition
revenues.  Regulations emanate not only from the state and federal governments,
but from within the CSU, which is itself a major source of internal regulation.  By
its nature, regulation promotes compliance with minimum standards rather than
imagination in the service of excellence.  While regulatory accountability may be
useful in ensuring legal use of resources, it has a profound and largely negative
effect on the culture of an institution, and on means of communication, decision-
making, and the core element of trust and mutual respect that is integral to shared
governance. As a result, we believe that regulation -- whether by government or
within the CSU -- should be an accountability tool of last, and not first, resort. There
are other creative and more flexible means by which performance and accountability
can be demonstrated which, in combination with selective regulation of resource
use, can ensure accountability. Issues of the relative balance between central control
and campus autonomy are an essential element of this within the CSU.  As the
institution achieves greater differentiation among the campuses, for accountability
to be maintained the system will need to continually monitor each campus for how
it is achieving statewide goals of access, equity and quality.  Recognizing that each
campus will meet these missions in more sharply differentiated ways, depending on
its mix of students, programs and community needs, the public mission of the
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institution demands that there be systemwide net accountability among and
between them on behalf of the entire state.

Achievements and not inputs: Measures of performance and achievement in
higher education have generally been oriented to inputs - particularly entering
student enrollment data and the quality of prior student preparation - and not to
achievements.  The CSU as a teaching and learning institution must find
evidentiary ways of documenting its achievement in  multiple dimensions,
including learning outcomes among other measures of performance.

Multiple dimensions of success: It is important for CSU to take the initiative in
defining the terms under which it believes it should be held accountable. A passive
approach to accountability invites others - particularly government - to set out those
terms instead, with a tendency to define  success as a simple function of graduation
rates.  CSU's commitment to quality, access and success means that preparation,
enrollment, retention, and graduation all need to be monitored over time.
Disparities between the campuses on these key measures need to be monitored, to
ensure that differences do not lead to inequalities.

Effective competition for resources:  Declining public resources at both the state and
federal level mean that higher education must compete for funding  with other
social priorities.  We believe that the evidence is available to show that investment
in higher education in the CSU is a very effective use of tax dollars. We must be
prepared to bring this evidence together and to use it effectively in the political
environment.

Distinguish between assessment and accountability: CSU has been an early
proponent of collegiate assessment, and has been a national leader in developing
complex measures such as the Student Needs and Priorities Survey (SNAPS).
Assessment systems by their nature serve internal audiences, not external ones, and
increased effective accountability to external audiences is one of our needs and
priorities. In our view, assessment and accountability are complementary, and can
be mutually reinforcing, but one is not a substitute for the other.

Strengthen the quality of stakeholder  information: A powerful non-regulatory
means of accountability is effectiveness in the competitive environment in higher
education, by contributing to a better system of stakeholder information to students,
families and employers.   Without robust stakeholder  information informing
choice in the competitive environment , decisions will be made on the basis of
reputation, rumor, or price without regard to quality. And without complex
measures of excellence, including effectiveness of the teaching and learning
environment, the single model of institutional prestige that tends to perpetuate
itself is the elite research university model. We think there is a need to improve the
effectiveness of the competitive environment in higher education, by contributing
to a better system of stakeholder information to students, families and employers. A
more mission-oriented, teaching and learning outcomes basis for measuring
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institutional effectiveness will improve the quality of information students have to
make decisions about where to enroll.

Dimensions of accountability

What does it mean in practical terms for CSU to initiate a fresh approach to
accountability? The following chapters of our report describe the essential elements
of a comprehensive accountability system.  The specific dimensions of accountability
-- including both "performance accountability" and "regulatory accountability" --
that we suggest should be in place in a comprehensive system. These elements
include the following:

• Clear expectations for student achievement
• Appropriate balance between systemwide net accountability and campus

differentiation
• Report card indicators of performance, both for internal and external audiences

and purposes
• Student outcomes assessment
• Employee (faculty, administrative and staff) performance evaluation
• Accreditation and program review
• Appropriate and narrowed use of State and federal regulations, including a re-

evaluation of the linkage between accountability and resources through the
budget process.

• Improved public and stakeholder information
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Chapter Two: Report Cards: An Approach to Public Accountability

The first recommendation from the Task Force is that CSU embrace a variety of
"report cards" to integrate the disparate pieces of an accountability system.

The term "report card" is generic rather than specific, as it has been used in other
settings to embrace a wide variety of different types of reporting formats. What all
report cards have in common is linking goals with performance on a subset of
indicators. They can be data-driven but need not be data-centered, meaning that a
successful "report card" for  a general public audience might look more like a
brochure than like a corporate report.

Improved communication about expectations and performance within the CSU is
an important element of institutional accountability, and report cards can be a
helpful device for facilitating that communication. They thus can be oriented to
internal as well as external audiences.  Regardless of format or audience, CSU will
use report cards to forge the linkage between goals, performance and
communication which is the essential synthesis needed for accountability to occur.

Functions of Report Cards

We recommend a variety of different report cards, appropriately formatted to reach
different audiences, which can serve a variety of functions:

⇒ a vehicle for internal analysis of how well CSU is achieving clearly defined goals.
⇒ to facilitate internal system communication of goals, objectives and

accomplishments.
⇒ to communicate  CSU's goals and performance to multiple external

constituencies: public policy makers, prospective and current students, alumni,
employers, parents and the public at large.

⇒ to customize goals and measurements by  institutional leaders at all levels
(system, campus, college, department) for performance based on academic and
institutional priorities and missions .

The Pyramid of Report Cards

We imagine a pyramid of different types of report cards that should be developed
which are customized for different audiences and reflecting different purposes (see
Attachment 1).

Principles for Report Cards

The crafting of detailed recommendations about what types of report cards should be
developed and the benchmarks for performance that should be included in them,
goes beyond the charge to  this task force. A high priority for continued work that
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should precede any Trustee action on these policies is the elaboration of specific
recommendations for concrete system policies on report cards.

To guide that work, however, we suggest some general principles that should be
used in the development of CSU report cards:
• Customized:  Report cards should be customized for each constituency, both to

recognize different information needs and to respect decentralization and
diversity of purposes.

• System aggregation for public governmental purposes: Information for either the
state or federal government can  be aggregated to the system level. Successive
layers of disaggregation can and should occur for internal report card purposes.

• Goal and performance orientation: Report cards should be grounded
 in performance objectives and goals.
• Clarity and simplicity: Report cards should be as simple and clear as possible.

They should also rely on existing data or review systems.  Report cards should
not - and cannot - substitute for the myriad of existing reporting requirements of
financial, employee and student information. But they can provide a vehicle for
synthesizing information from these data.

• Time-sequenced:  Measures of effectiveness -- particularly for internal
accountability purposes -- are most meaningful if evaluated over a period of
time.

• Client-tested.  The relevant target audience should be involved both in the
development of reporting standards, and in periodic evaluations of their
effectiveness.

• Where possible, supplant not supplement, existing reporting practices:  We are
concerned about the cost and volume of activity that might be required within
CSU to move to a report card vehicle for ensuring accountability. We are
convinced that the focus of the effort and increasing institutional attention to the
essential linkage between goals and performance means that this is worthwhile.
However, we suggest that report cards should be a replacement for existing
reporting practices, both to the Trustees, the legislature and the federal
government. As the research is completed to determine what kinds of report
cards should be developed within the CSU, we suggest that attention be given to
where and how report cards can replace existing reporting practices to best reduce
overall costs.
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Chapter Three: Assessment of the Institutional Learning Environment

The fundamental objective of the task force work on assessment is to build on
current activities, practices, and policies in the CSU system for three critical yet very
different reasons:

• to better integrate student outcomes assessment into the overall framework of
accountability;

• to improve institutional performance, while highlighting distinction and
defining excellence in new ways for both the system and its twenty-three
campuses;

• to lay a foundation for developing new approaches to learning which fall outside
the current practices. This effort might include redefining what is meant by
"classroom" or rethinking seat time and credit hours, among other non-
traditional possibilities.

Assessment is an on-going process designed to measure the quality and efficacy of an
educational experience to see if its predetermined objectives are being achieved
because of the program. In other words, student achievement is measured in order
to evaluate the impact, content, and pedagogy of academic and non-academic
programs and activities. Assessment is an attempt by the designers and purveyors of
a given educational experience to answer the question, "To what extent are we
doing what we said we would do?"

To achieve the goal of institutional improvement based on the assessment of
student learning outcomes, CSU first will have to agree on the components and
objectives of the baccalaureate and postbaccalaureate degrees (Task Force #1 and #4).
Then, using the agreed-upon objectives, campuses will be expected to measure
student achievement and develop aggregate summaries. While such assessment
will be undertaken first at the department and program level, measuring the
institution's overall success will be an ultimate goal.

While assessment can act as a valuable tool for improving the institution’s
effectiveness in delivering certain learning objectives, it cannot and should not
capture the full breadth of a student’s education. The process of learning,
development and maturation that a student undergoes while at the university must
not be limited to that which is easily tested, or to a finite set of goals and objectives.
Assessment is a tool which can assist the university in determining if its’ programs
help students reach a certain level of high standards, but students must always be
encouraged to reach beyond the standards we set for them.

In addition to providing data for the purpose of institutional improvement,
outcomes assessment can and should be used in public accountability, that is, to
document student performance in order to show external constituencies how well
the university is fulfilling its educational mission. Together, the need for both
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institutional improvement and public accountability call for the creation of
university-wide evidence about the effects of the teaching and learning process. No
longer is it sufficient for a university to affirm and assert its successes; instead it will
collect the data to demonstrate them.

As noted above, the third reason for assessment is as a base from which to begin
examining traditional forms of learning and the accumulation of credit toward a
degree. Some of the newest ideas about learning look at the form of delivery, such as
the virtual classroom. Other ideas look at how units are calculated, possibly
detaching seat-time from credit hours or encouraging students to learn at their own
pace. Still other ideas might require faculty to evaluate individual students' prior
learning, life experience and mastery as contributing to degree attainment. All of
these approaches have implications for faculty roles as non-traditional teaching and
learning require non-traditional ways of assigning units, potentially dictating
changes in CSU policies and resource allocation.

The task force has organized its recommendations into three sets: The first two sets
deal with evaluating the institution through assessing both student learning and
the institutional environment. The third set of recommendations relates to the
overall interaction of assessment to improved internal and external
communication.
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Recommendations on Program Improvement Through Student Learning
Outcomes Assessment:

• Student learning outcomes assessment as an element of institutional assessment
should be designed to provide evidence of how the program is helping students
progress toward meeting pre-defined educational goals. This assessment would
be applied at several levels of matriculation, such as at the conclusion of basic
skills, at the conclusion of general education, at the conclusion of major
requirements, and overall assessment prior to graduation. These activities
should build upon our current policies and practices around student learning
outcomes assessment.  Sampling techniques should be employed as appropriate.

• Meaningful outcomes assessment should be multivariate. The assessment tool
chosen must be appropriate to both the outcomes being measured and the
educational experience being evaluated. For example, to assess the G. E. package,
a sampling of students who have completed General Education might be
administered an assessment, such as those already developed by ETS or ACT for
this purpose. However, assessment at the completion of the major or at the time
of graduation would require other sets of appropriate and informative
measurement tools, such as a capstone course, a senior portfolio or thesis, or a
comprehensive exam.

• Options to the accumulation of courses as the only way to complete
requirements that lead to earning a degree should be developed. Students should
be able to engage in a variety of learning experiences that best meet their
educational needs. Students should have the opportunity to move toward degree
completion by demonstrating specific competencies or attainment of levels of
learning in place of taking courses. These changes would require a review of state
and institutional regulations that currently base the awarding of the
baccalaureate solely on the accumulation of credit hours.

• The CSU should widen the basis of its’ admissions policy as to include
competency-based admissions, one not based on GPA or class rank, but on level
of preparation. The CSU should be prepared to evaluate the admission eligibility
of students graduating from high schools which have competency-based
graduation requirements. When competencies are used for admission, they
should go beyond measuring basic skills to include evidence of knowledge and
skills in areas such as science, government, history and foreign language.

Recommendations on Assessment of the Institutional Learning Environment:

• Campuses should have mechanisms in place for taking periodic "snapshots" of
institutional performance in the areas of student achievement, student
satisfaction, alumni satisfaction, employer satisfaction, and faculty and staff
satisfaction.
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• Assessment of the institution should not be limited to "in the classroom"
educational experiences. A full student outcomes assessment program will take
into consideration aspects of the learning environment not captured through
assessment of individual students or the academic program. For example, in
order to evaluate advisement, transcripts could be sampled to see if students are
moving along in their programs as advised. In addition, CSU policy should
reflect the important contributions of non-cognitive, social and affective
elements to the development of students.

Recommendations Related to Improved Communication:

• A flow of assessment information back to the program being assessed is necessary
to ensure that they are satisfying goals and learning objectives. Departments and
programs should be responsible for judging their own program outcomes;
assessment information should not be used to judge individual faculty
members.

• Information about student outcomes at the institutional level (e.g., perception of
satisfaction with the amount of leadership development) must be
communicated to appropriate campus units.

• Outcomes statements should be developed for each program in two forms: a
short version that can be printed in the catalog, and a more complete version
that can be used in any academic program review process on campus and by
WASC.
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Chapter Four: Employee Performance Measures

The purpose of this examination of our policies and practices is to improve
employee performance at every level. The expectation is that the Cornerstones
recommendations will serve as the conceptual basis for this review process.

The relationships of current policy and practice concerning evaluation of employees
to the broader issue of institutional improvement is the focus of this chapter. Task
Force #3 examined four groups concerning the issue of employee performance
measures and evaluation: campus presidents, Management Personnel Plan
employees, tenured faculty, and staff. After reviewing Retention, Tenure, and
Promotion policies from several campuses, the Task Force concluded that
substantial change in this area is not necessary at this time.

Several issues were addressed regarding the adequacy of employee evaluations for
all four constituencies:

• Consistency of processes and implementation across departments, programs,
units and campuses

• Frequency or infrequency of implementation
• Diversity or sameness of individual portfolios
• Degree of planning that is part of the evaluation process; the development of

goals, outcomes and objectives
• Degree of linkage between individual evaluation and unit goals, objectives and

planning (department, program, college, campus)
• Relationship of the time, energy and cost of evaluation processes to the

effectiveness and efficiency of review
• Degree of openness of process, representation and feedback

The issue of how performance specifically related to compensation and other
rewards has not been addressed in this phase of the analysis.

General Recommendations for Improvement

A. Processes for evaluation of all groups of employees should be well understood,
representative of responsibilities and more open to all involved or affected.

B. The evaluation process should include a significant planning component,
focusing the process towards the development and attainment of agreed upon
outcomes.

C. Processes should include timely and ongoing feedback.

Specific Recommendations for Improvement

     Review of Presidents
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The Chancellor has agreed to work with the presidents and Board of Trustees to
strengthen the review process in the following areas:

• Strengthen the Major Achievements Criterion1

• Make some goals more quantitative than at present

• Develop a clearer link between performance and outcomes, goals and objectives
by improving campus feedback on stated goals and follow up

 
      Management Personnel Plan Evaluations

• Professional consultation should be utilized to assist in developing a model MPP
evaluation process that will help the campuses develop policies of their own.
Campus MPP processes need serious improvements in several parameters:
openness, linkage of performance to objectives, reward structure, consistency of
implementation and feedback to the unit and individual.

Two research projects have already been established in an attempt to improve the
MPP evaluation process. First, the Corporate Leadership Council will provide a
range of specific “best practice” evaluation instruments. The work by the Council is
to be completed by January 1997. Second, a group headed by Dr. Fred Evans, Dean of
the School of Business, CSU Fresno will take the Council’s suggested “best practices”
and use them as the basis for an MPP performance evaluation model. This work
will be completed during the summer 1997.

Task Force #3 also urges for the MPP evaluation policy:

• The development of an approach which increases the emphasis on unit
outcomes contribution (more system thinking) while retaining the necessary
individual skill considerations

• A strong goal and outcomes orientation

• A more open process for both inputs and outputs

    Faculty Roles and Evaluation
The use of workload measures that truly reflect the nature and scope of faculty work
has been a consistent problem in the CSU. Currently, the CSU and CFA are working
on this issue. The task force recommends the following:

                                                
1 Major Achievements of the campus and the President vary by campus. Those reported may include a
successful regional accreditation, accreditation of a discipline, construction of new facilities, significantly
improved town and gown relations, extraordinary increase in voluntary giving, creation of new office that
support faculty (e.g., a teaching and learning program, office of sponsored research), recognition of outstanding
teaching, installation of new technology (e.g., fiber optic cable).
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• Changes in the way student learning is assessed will have consequences for
faculty roles and evaluation. The appropriate support and reward structures
must accompany the development of new systems.

• Working with the Academic Senate CSU and the California Faculty Association,
the CSU should develop policies, measurements, and rewards that better reflect
the diversification of faculty roles in a changing environment.

• Review of Tenured Faculty (Post Tenure Review) policies and processes, which
already exist for most departments and programs, should be evaluated in terms
of  consistency of implementation. Other relevant issues include frequency of
review, their time consuming nature and the development of unique and
individual portfolios. In general terms, there is a need to establish and enhance
the link between outcomes and rewards.

    Staff
The Task Force encourages the current range of activities underway on the
campuses to update evaluation and development processes for staff. The expectation
is that the Cornerstones outputs will serve as the conceptual basis for the review
process. In this regard a recent workshop sponsored by the office of the Chancellor
and conducted by Mercer, Inc. emphasized performance planning, interim progress
reports and a year end performance review. These concepts are congruent with the
General Recommendations listed earlier.

Based on a review of some of the current plans on the campuses any future work
should consider greater emphasis on linking unit and/or systems contributions to
individualized performance characteristics.
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Chapter Five: Accreditation

Accreditation performs a dual role of assuring minimum institutional standards
and helping established institutions to improve themselves.  The latter role of
institutional quality improvement and change, rather than conformity to
minimum standards, becomes the more important focus in the future of the CSU.
There are two issues within the broader scope of accreditation review that are
addressed in this chapter:

1. The policy of the Board of Trustees concerning the accreditation of CSU academic
programs by specialized accreditation groups;

 
2. The role of the CSU in the regional accreditation agency, Western Association of

Schools and Colleges;

Current Board policy on specialized accreditation in the CSU was approved in 1968
and encourages all campuses to seek specialized accreditation for its programs.

The task force has concluded that the current Board policy requires changes for
several reasons. First, the 1968 policy is obsolete including language requiring at
least three specialized professional accreditations in order to carry the "university"
identifier. Other changes in the overall circumstances of higher education and in
the accreditation arena necessitate a review of this policy.

Second, and most importantly, we challenge the underlying assumption of the 1968
policy that specialized accreditation is always a positive undertaking with good
outcomes. While we recognize that some specialized accreditations are necessary for
licensure to work in a professional area in a state, not all specialized accreditations
have this established link. In addition, the current policy is silent on the link
between regional (institutional) accreditation and the specialized program
accreditations.

The recommendations around regional accreditation are oriented towards change in
the way CSU interacts with the Western Association of Schools and Colleges
(WASC).

Currently, WASC is examining the standards it employs in its accreditation
procedures to stress institutional improvement for established institutions, and to
encourage the use of a variety of types of evidence to evaluate quality. The changes
in WASC practices provide the CSU an opportunity to use accreditation in creative
ways, particularly in linking a variety of assessment tools and in relation  to
planning and program review.

Accreditation in its most useful form should be a non-bureaucratic, collegial
endeavor. It provides an opportunity for colleges and universities to improve based
on recommendations from their peers. The changing environment in California
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demands greater public accountability. A stronger public role for accreditation in
accountability is preferable to an expanded governmental regulatory role, which by
its nature is control-oriented and can lead to excessive standardization.

Recommendations for Improvement

    Specialized accreditation    

• Decisions about specialized accreditations should be made at the campus level on
a case-by-case basis.

• Decisions about and reviews of specialized accreditations should be part of the
overall academic planning and review process on a campus.

• When possible, specialized accreditation should be coordinated with the regional
accreditation processes.

     Regional Accreditation    

• Encourage and support WASC in moving towards a quality assurance model
process that includes focused reviews2 and academic audits3.

• Greater CSU system involvement in setting the standards and criteria for WASC
accreditation and the nature of public communication of WASC reports.

• Broader communication of WASC reports and recommendations to inform the
public at large about the CSU.

• Stronger linkages between internal CSU assessment and accountability measures
and external accreditation standards.

• Work in partnership with WASC to have standards for accreditation recognize
alternatives to traditional notions of seat time, student credit hour definitions,
clock time and other traditional measures of student learning.

• Request that WASC certify the CSU as an institution that can offer
technologically mediated instruction without individual approval of all
technologically mediated courses based on our internal quality control
procedures.

                                                
2 Focused reviews include an examination of quality of one portion of a campus or program.
3 Academic audit is an external peer review of campus quality assurance and assessment systems. The audit
does not evaluate quality, instead, it assures that quality control mechanisms are in place.
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Chapter Six: Program Review

The formal requirement for a qualitative review of existing academic programs has
been in place in the California State University since 1971, when the Board of
Trustees directed that each campus review each academic degree program on a
periodic basis.

While the requirement to review all degree and general education programs is
systemwide policy, criteria and procedures for conducting the review are unique to
the respective campuses. The summaries of the results are presented to the Board
along with the Academic Master Plan.

The task force engaged in long, comprehensive discussions about program review.
The cumbersome and time consuming nature of the current process was
resoundingly criticized. Also criticized was the lack of “systems focus” in the process.
It does not appear to encourage departments or programs under review to plan and
evaluate in the context of the overall academic program. The third major criticism
was an apparent lack of outcome or consequence (positive or negative) from the
process.  Finally, the program review process was criticized for its focus on
compliance rather than performance or planning.

Also discussed was the absence of a link between program planning and planning
for individual faculty within a department. The planning and evaluation processes
are entirely separate and quite disjointed.

     Recommendations for Improvement   

• The program review process should be redesigned to be more useful and
effective  in assuring quality and delivering learning outcomes.

• The program review process should include an analysis of the program’s quality
and effectiveness, viability, productivity, and centrality to the institutional
mission.

• Technology presents special challenges in review and planning of program
delivery. The greater range of educational delivery mechanisms should be
considered as part of the evaluation and redesign of the program review process.

• Learning outcomes should become a large part of the program review process.
The assessment information should inform these reviews on where
improvements in the teaching and learning environments are necessary.

• Program review may not need to occur every five years for every program on
campus. In the redesign of the process, a more selective or strategic policy should
be considered.
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Chapter Seven: State and Federal Regulations

The work on this issue included an analysis of the regulatory environment within
which the CSU operates, and recommendations about ways to strengthen the role of
regulation as one element of accountability. The analysis notes that there are three
primary sources of regulation for the CSU - the federal government, the state of
California, and the Trustees.

For the purposes of the Cornerstones work on accountability, an initial focus on
those regulations which distinctively and uniquely apply to educational institutions
was agreed on. That means that regulations from OSHA and EPA are not are
primary targets for this review.

The effect of this focus would be to begin with three primary targets for a fresh look
at regulation and accountability: 1) Title IV of the Higher Education Act, 2)
California Education Code and 3) Title 5 of the California Code of Regulations. The
upcoming reauthorization of the federal higher education act provides an
opportunity for headway on the federal side.

Recommendations for Improvement

• Develop recommendations on strategies to recast the role of regulation in
achieving accountability, by re-casting qualitative performance and program
measures in a more effective performance context, and focusing regulations on
fiscal and administrative indicators and controls.

• Develop a heightened sense of the role of regulations in framing accountability
for the CSU, both with regard to performance accountability and regulatory
accountability.

• Identify the elements of the regulatory framework which most seem to affect
performance accountability as we have defined it.

• Initiate an internal review of the regulatory relationship between the system and
the campuses.

• CSU needs to make deregulation of obsolete and ineffective constraints a piece of
its strategy to strengthen its accountability system. It should  inform federal and
state officials about aspects of regulations that are impeding strengthened
performance or accountability in the CSU. This recommendation is to target a de-
regulation initiative, aimed at those specific recommendations that affect
Cornerstones priorities, as a first item of business in the Cornerstones
implementation process.

• Begin a Trustee-initiated review of Title 5,  the California Education Code and
the State University Administrative Manual.
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Chapter Eight: Stakeholder  Information

The task force challenges the assumptions of what has been designated as the
resources and reputation model in higher education. In an effort to provide an
alternative to prospective students and other constituents to basing decisions about
the CSU on this tautology, the task force explored the issues of stakeholder and
public information.

Some types of public and stakeholder information are required by law. It is the
responsibility of the CSU to develop the most effective mechanisms for
communication of the information required by law and other information needed
by constituents.

The ability of the CSU to better articulate its mission and how well it is doing in
achieving that mission is indirectly related to accountability.  Stakeholders need
clear, concise and honest information about the CSU.

The public relations aspect of this issue cannot be overlooked either. The only way
for the CSU to overcome its “image” problem is to counteract the stereotypes with
concrete, factual information.

Recommendations for Improvement

• Use systemwide report cards as one means to communicate to the different
audiences of the CSU

• Improve the link between the information currently collected and its use in
identifying benchmarks for program and institutional review

• Improve the means by which information is collected and disseminated

• Engage in a process involving internal and external constituents to identify the
type of information most desired by the audiences of the CSU and the most
appropriate way of communicating that information.

• Encourage and support the evolution of the CSU Ambassadors for Higher
Education program

• Bring recognition to the significant contributions of the CSU to California’s
economy.

• Highlight both the public service activities of CSU campuses and the community
service participation of CSU students.


