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System Goals, Campus Impacts:
Cornerstones Understood and Examined

8:15-9:00 Continental Breakfast

9:00 - 9:20 Welcome:
Robert C. Maxson, President of the University
David Hood, Chair, Academic Senate

9:20 - 9:40 Keynote Address:
Karl W. E. Anatol, Provost and Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs

9:40 - 10:40 Discussion:
Please read The Cornerstones Report. Refer to the list of Discussion Topics
and select a topic. Be prepared to exchange ideas with other from across the
campus.

Baccalaureate

Graduate Fee Differential
Faculty Development
Technology

Private Funding

Other

10:40 - 11:00 BREAK

11:00 - 12:15 Demonstrations on Use of Technology in Instruction:
Earth Science Instruction at CSULB: Technology & the Quest for Learning
Enhancements
-Beth Ambos, Biological Sciences
To Be Announced
-Dave Kumrow, Nursing
To Be Announced
-Julia Miller, Art

Teaching Philosophy of Art On-Line
-Julie Van Camp, Philosophy

12:15-1:30 ITALIAN LUNCH BUFFET :
Lunch table discussion: Let us dream. If we could shape our own destiny with
fewer restraints, how would we change campus or system or state rules,
policies, and procedures? How would these changes give us more flexibility?
What could and should we do that we cannot do now?

1:30 Sharing of Ideas
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Academic Computing Services
Forty-Niner Shops, Inc.




THIRTEENTH ANNUAL ACADEMIC RETREAT

System Goals, Campus Impacts:
Cornerstones Understood and Examined

DISCUSSION TOPICS

Please read The Cornerstones Report, select a topic, and be prepared to exchange ideas with others
from across the campus, keeping in mind the fundamental questions:

If we were to do this, how could we use it to contribute to better education of our students?

If we were to do this, how could we use it to help us accommodate additional enrolment
without substantial infusion of additional funding?

Baccalaureate:

p. 4, Principle I: “We will award the baccalaureate primarily on the basis of demonstrated learning. We
will state explicitly what a graduate of the CSU is expected to know. We will assure that our graduates
possess a certain breadth and depth of knowledge together with a certain level of skills and are exposed
to experiences that encourage the development of sound personal values.”

Graduate Fee Differential:

p. 10, #8c: “the CSU shall initiate new fee structures for graduate, professional, and post-baccalaureate
education, excepting programs in teacher education. These fees may be set flexibly, where differences
are warranted by program costs on the one hand and earnings potential on the other.”

Faculty Development:

p. 10, #8d: “...a “faculty renewal and reinvestment program, in which the CSU [uses savings from
replacing retiring faculty with lower paid new hires] to expand programs for faculty professional
development.”

Technology:

p. 10,#8f “The CSU should examine the prospects for increased productivity through the use of
pedagogies that effectively employ technology (such as in well designed distance education).”

Private Funding:

p. 9, #7B: “The public tax base must be supplemented by private revenues in order to assure continued
access and quality in the future. A policy framework that identifies how private revenues can be used to
supplement public funding is needed to allow this to occur.”

Other:

Topics you would like to discuss that are not covered elsewhere.
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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, LONG BEACH

OFFICE OF THE ACADEMIC SENATE
October 17, 1997

TO: Participants, Thirteenth Annual Academic Retreat

FROM: David Hood, Chair (Z’—f
Academic Senate

SUBJECT: Retreat Information

The California State University, Long Beach Academic Senate will host its thirteenth
Academic Retreat on Thursday, October 23, 1997. We are pleased that you will be able to join us.
The theme this year is “System Goals, Campus Impacts: Cornerstones Understood and
Examined.”

Please note that a Continental Breakfast will be served from 8:15 A.M. until 9:00 A.M.
The Retreat Program will begin at 9:00 A.M. and will conclude following the luncheon discussion
period at approximately 2:00 P.M. Your original invitation had indicated that the hours of the
Retreat were from 8:30 A M. until 4:00 P.M.

The Retreat will be held at the Long Beach Airport Marriott Hotel in Salons A, B, and C.
The Hotel is located at 4700 Airport Plaza Drive, Long Beach (map enclosed).

The following are enclosed:

Map
Retreat Agenda and Schedule
Discussion Topics
The Cornerstones Report
San Jose State Sense of the Senate Resolution on Cornerstones
List of Invitees

Please do not hesitate to contact the Academic Senate Office at extension 5-4149 if you
should have any questions. We look forward to seeing you on the 23,

DH:mm
Enclosures

1250 BELLFLOWER BOULEVARD - LONG BEACH. CALIFORNIA 90840-2005 - 310/985-4149
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Preface: Cornerstones: A Commitment to the Future

We began the Comerstones project with a sense of urgency and with a commitment to
honor our best traditions of imagination and creativity in determining our future. The urgency is
rooted in two fundamental developments which challenge all of higher education. First, we face a
crisis of funding and resources, especially in light of the projected demand for university education
in California. This crisis may be masked because it is developing slowly. Both university and
state leaders may imagine ways of “managing” it without changing much. We believe this view is
wrong. The sheer magnitude of the gap between likely resources and projected need is cause for

alarm.

Second, we are called to examine our ways of providing education in light of California’s
continuing social, demographic, and economic transformation. A new economy is emerging out of

California’s recovery from recession, and a new social order is shaped by the diverse communities
of our people. This is a remarkable opportunity for a healthy and energetic university to ask: How
best do we educate our students for this new world?

Cornerstones began with four fundamental commitments:

1. We must continue to provide educational excellence in a teaching-centered, collegiate
institution.

2. We must provide access for the growing and ever more diverse population of
Californians seeking higher education in the face of limited public resources.

3. We must demonstrate our effectiveness to the people of California and to their elected
leadership in crafting a new compact with the public we serve.

4. We must design a more responsive postbaccaluareate system to meet the demand in
California for “liberally educated professionals.”

In light of these commitments, the Cornerstones discussion -- involving our campuses as
well as the broad-based Cornerstones’ Task Forces -- identified four policy goals for the California
State University. In support of these goals we identified ten guiding principles and a variety of
specific recommendations which we believe should shape the policies of the university and
influence the programs and strategies of our campuses.

Immediately elaborated are the four policy goals, the ten guiding principles, and the
derivative recommendations. Following the body of the report is an Appendix which spells out in
detail the challenges we face as a university.

The Cornerstones Framework: Policy Goals

The California State University seeks to ensure:
A. Educational Results
B. Access to Higher Education
C. Financial Stability

D. University Accountability

Page 2
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A. Ensuring Educational Results

The California State University has a rich and secure tradition of providing educational
programs of great depth and value, and of regularly assessing and assuring the quality of those
programs. There is a great diversity among our campuses, and a deep respect for the judgments of
campus faculty empowered to define curricula in response to local purposes as well as national and
international standards. There is a variety of ways students demonstrate their learning in the CSU,
and faculty are involved in exploring both new methods of classroom work and a wide variety of

alternatives.

Much of our intellectual strength in undergraduate education comes from a balance between
the specific identities of individual programs and the broader goals of providing a comprehensive
general education to undergraduates. In recognition of this balance, the CSU system Academic
Senate, representing the community of campuses which defines the system, has undertaken a
thorough review of the broad purposes and specific intellectual elements of the baccalaureate
degree. At the same time, Cornerstones sought to clarify those educational results to which the
community of campuses might commit itself for all CSU graduates.

The California State University seeks to ensure that each graduate of the university meets
high expectations regarding what graduates should reasonably be expected to know and do. We
expect to be held accountable to achieve these expectations. At the same time we commit ourselves
to those things most difficult to “test”: the search for reasoned judgment, rich imagination, personal
integrity, and civic engagement.

While providing educational excellence, the California State University will respond to the
needs of Californians, including both the young and the wide range of older and working adults
returning to school. To this end, the CSU commits itself to innovation in the use of its facilities,
the methods of teaching and learning, the development of academic schedules, the nature and
duration of programs, the locations where education takes place, and the ease with which students

can get services.

Some of the changes proposed by Cornerstones are operational: one-stop student
services, including admissions, records review, and financial aid, for both state-
supported and fee-supported programs.

Some of the changes are organizational: the expanded use of our campuses throughout the
calendar year, more flexible course schedules and course meeting times, enhanced
community college-CSU transfer programs, and better integration of continuing and
extended learning programs into the academic planning of our campuses.

Some of the changes are programmatic: developing more programs in areas of special
relevance for California’s economic and social future -- including traditional fields like
nursing and teaching, and new areas like multimedia and biotechnology.

All of the proposals are rooted in a singular vision: that the university will strengthen its
long tradition of strong intellectual work and responsive programming. This vision depends on the
commitment and intelligence of the university’s central asset: its faculty. To continue CSU’s
powerful faculty record of scholarship, public service, and creative activity will require nurturing
and support. We are committed to a process of faculty support and renewal which will sustain the
university in the decades ahead.

Page 3 '
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Principle 1: We will award the baccalaureate primarily on the basis of
demonstrated learning. We will state explicitly what a graduate of the California
State University is expected to know. We will assure that our graduates possess a
certain breadth and depth of knowledge together with a certain level of skills and
are exposed to experiences that encourage the development of sound personal

values.
The specific recommendations supporting this principle are:

la. The commitment to require a comprehensive set of general educational
“outcomes” that is sufficiently specific to support a public declaration of educational
results, and sufficiently general to allow each campus to develop its own mission and
each college and department to develop its own educational outcomes.

1b. The commitment to develop - on each campus -- systems of learning
assessment that enable students to demonstrate learning in both courses and programs.
These assessment tools need to be developed with a broad consensus as to their proper
use and will vary substantially among the disciplines.

lc. The commitment to devote sufficient resources to faculty development and the
time required to develop appropriate assessment techniques, redesign programs, and to
shape definitions of “credit.”

1d. The commitment to develop systems of institutional accountability that
demonstrate the university’s delivery of the outcomes to which it is publicly committed.

While the specific parameters of the undergraduate curriculum are currently under review by the
Academic Senate of the CSU, the following provide an outline of those forms of knowledge and
ability expected from any graduate:

substantive in-depth command over one or more fields of study

the ability to integrate knowledge across discipline boundaries

the ability to communicate effectively, through a variety of means

the ability to read analytically and think critically at a high level

the ability to write clearly

the ability to locate, analyze, evaluate, and synthesize information

the ability to make both qualitative and quantitative assessments

the ability to participate effectively in a democratic society

the ability to work effectively in group settings with people different from oneself
the ability to speak, read, and write in a language other than English

the ability to appreciate and value cultures other than one’s own

the ability to value one’s own self and the communities of which one is a part, to make
moral and ethical decisions, and to act in a socially responsible manner.

=
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Principle 2: Students and their teaching and learning experience are the center of
the academic enterprise. We will shape the provision of our academic programs
and support services to meet better the diverse needs of our students and our
society.

The specific recommendations supporting this principle are:
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2a. The redesign of academic calendars to maximize the availability of
courses in a significantly wider range of time and delivery models, both with regard
to the weekly schedule of courses and the very concept of the academic “year.”

2b. The redesign of current standards and processes of facilities utilization,
so that the campuses can offer courses when appropriate throughout the year and
throughout the hours of every day of every week, according to student demand. This,
in turn, will require developing support for plant operation beyond the current
schedules.

2c. The development of a technological infrastructure to support alternative
“delivery” of pedagogical materials to a wide range of sites -- homes, community and
business locations — with proper academic supervision, and with attention to the
challenge of maintaining a “collegiate experience.”

2d. The development of adequate student services -- and all other elements of
the academic infrastructure, including increased staffing — to support students with
non-traditional schedules, giving particular attention to the needs of older and working

adults.

Principle 3: California State University students will be expected to be active
partners in the learning process, and the university will provide opportunities for
active learning throughout the curriculum.

The recommendations in support of this principle are:

3a. The requirement that each student be responsible for creating an academic plan,
one which will encourage students to take a more active role in their own learning,
including self-paced and self-directed study.

3b. The commitment to facilitate practices of active learning (such as
collaborative learning, problem solving, and the use of interactive technology), and to
develop systemwide and campus arrangements needed for students to engage in a
community service learning experience before graduation.

Principle 4: The California State University will reinvest in its faculty to
maintain its primary mission as a teaching-centered comprehensive university.

The recommendations in support of this principle direct the university to the
Sfollowing:

4a. A commitment to a systemwide faculty renewal and reinvestment plan,
including steps to define and address the faculty salary gap, investment in faculty renewal
and development, improvement of the faculty role in shared governance, strengthening the
diversity of the faculty, and strengthening the system of peer review for faculty, including
faculty determination of improved measures for recognizing a wider range of engaged
scholarship in addition to teaching, research, and creative activity. The Academic Senate,
the California Faculty Association, and the CSU administration must be appropriately
involved in developing this plan.
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4b. A commitment to develop a broad systemwide policy guiding decisions
on the replacement of retiring faculty, recognizing that not all campuses or programs
experience faculty turnover at comparable rates.

4c. A commitment to work with graduate schools (especially at the University of
California) to develop criteria that ensure prospective CSU faculty have sound training in
teaching and learning, particularly in modes of active learning.

B. Ensuring Access to Higher Education

“Access” has long been a fundamental principle of California’s Master Plan for Higher
Education. The very structure of public higher education is predicated on the idea that every
resident competent to benefit from instruction has some place to learn. Cormnerstones reaffirms in
the strongest possible terms the CSU role in meeting California’s commitment to its students.

The CSU role has multiple dimensions, however, and Cornerstones seeks to affirm more
than passive “availability” of a place for those eligible applicants who reach our campuses.

First, Cornerstones proposes strong outreach programs and retention efforts. Second,
Comnerstones proposes a continuation of the current Trustee policy in support of K-12 efforts to
prepare students better for college, and reaffirms CSU efforts to reach more students from
underserved communities. Third, Cornerstones seeks to strengthen the CSU relationship with the
California Community Colleges, which provide the majority of our undergraduates through
transfer programs.

Fourth, Cornerstones reaffirms the commitment of the CSU to provide education beyond
the baccalaureate, long a central element of our mission. This role has grown in importance,
especially in light of the dramatic transformation of the California and global economy in which our
graduates will work. Older industrial structures, modes of production, and long-established work
relationships are rapidly eroding. Even during the current economic recovery, the uncertainty of
working Californians regarding their future is rooted in a correct perception that work security will
depend less on seniority than on adaptability, and adaptability will depend on the ability to learn

new skills rapidly.

At the same time the need for highly skilled Californians has never been greater. In the
fastest growing sectors of the economy there are local labor shortages, with many high-growth
firms forced to recruit out of the state. The California State University is uniquely able to meet the
needs of Californians for the applied and professional skills most in demand, and thus meet the
needs of an expanding economy for talented employees. Many growth areas are in those fields
long understood to be our special responsibility. To the degree Californians can fill the emerging
jobs of a new economy, we serve the long-range health of our communities and state.

The commitment to serve California’s growing need for career-transition education and
lifelong learning defines a central element of the CSU mission. We propose a significant
expansion of our continuing and extended learning programs, better integration of these programs
into the overall academic planning of our campuses, and the provision of enhanced financial aid
and support services to meet the needs of lifelong learners.

Finally, Comerstones affirms our faculty’s commitment to link the formality of access to
the substantive success of students. This success is not measured in time-to-degree alone or in the
skills and competencies we can formally assess. It is found in the habits of mind and spirit which
sustain a hunger for lifelong learning among our graduates. With all our appropriate concern for
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the economic value of a collegiate education, we reaffirm the older values of a liberal education:
civility, reasoned judgment, sound personal values, and an ability to participate in a democratic
society. These values frame our undergraduate work. They are no less critical in post-

baccalaureate study.

Principle 5: We will meet the need for undergraduate education in California
through increasing outreach efforts and transfer, retention, and graduation rates,
and providing students a variety of pathways that may reduce the time needed to

complete degrees.
The recommendations in support of this principle are:

- 5a. A continuation of the current Trustee policy to strengthen the connection
between the CSU and K-12, joined to a new commitment to strengthen significantly
our relationship to the community colleges.

5b. A commitment to expand programs of mentoring, course and program
articulation, and counseling and assessment.

5c. A commitment to continue and expand programs to reach traditionally
underrepresented communities through increased efforts at outreach and retention.

5d. A commitment to review the current pathways to the degree(s), with a special
focus on developing more joint degree programs, reviewing the preparation of students for
the teaching credential, and eliminating unnecessary obstacles to the timely completion of
degrees.

5e. While acknowledging that the “price” of instruction will go up, a continued
commitment to maintain low student fees by any national standard, with sufficient
financial aid to ensure that access for qualifying students is maintained.

Principle 6: Graduate education and continuing education are essential
components of the mission of the California State University.

The recommendations in support of this principle are:

6a. The CSU will provide increased access to graduate and continuing
education, especially in those programs central to the lifelong opportunity of our
students, and to the continued health of California’s communities and economy: These
programs include traditional fields like teaching and nursing, and newer fields like
biotechnology and multimedia. This recommendation suggests a significant expansion of
programs in areas of high need, financed at least partly through program reductions in other
areas.

6b. The expansion of opportunities in graduate education and continuing
education will require a significant integration of programs in both the state-supported
and fee-supported modes. The specifics of a more integrated program need to be
developed, including the proper institutional and financial relationships, and piloted
on at least three CSU campuses.
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6¢c. The expansion of CSU post-baccalaureate programs will require a new system
of financing these programs, including differences in professional fees when justified by
costs and income potential.

6d. The expansion of opportunity in graduate education and continuing
education requires significant increases in financial aid for graduate, credential, and
continuing education students. This initiative will require both institutional aid and a
commitment to amend state and federal aid policies.

6e. The expansion of opportunity in these areas will require new partnerships
with community and business institutions to make education available off-site and to
increase the immediacy of education that is applied and professional.

6f. The CSU should explore the feasibility of a “California State University
Alumni Passport,” which would offer continuing education courses at reduced fees, and
other means of expanding access to lifelong learning for CSU graduates.

C. Ensuring Financial Stability

The goals of ensuring educational excellence and broad access to it are best met in an
environment where resources are stable enough that campuses can make plans, determine
priorities, and successfully implement them. Equally important, students should be able to plan
confidently for the completion of their education in an environment in which both their fees and
adequate aid are predictable. This requires a new financial policy framework for California higher
education.

The California State University is committed to developing a long-term financing policy
agreement between the state of California and the institutions of higher education. This new policy
must be grounded in the long-term economic, educational, and social value to the state derived
from higher education. California’s annual state budget decisions must support the enduring
policy commitments of the state’s Master Plan for Higher Education. Above all, the State must
align its resource allocation and reward policies with its highest priority social goals.

At the same time that the CSU leadership commits itself to develop a long-term policy
agreement with the State, Cornerstones reaffirms the most central principle of any such policy: that
the responsibility for maintaining excellence, diversity, and health of the CSU is shared by the
state, the CSU system, our many campuses, the faculty, and students. At its heart this principle of
shared responsibility expresses the very nature of a public university: that we are a precious public
resource, supported generously not only because we offer opportunity to each individual student
but because we are vital to the social, cultural, and economic health of the society at large.

Under these terms, the State of California will ensure adequate resources for new
enrollment growth, with reasonable base budget adjustment beyond inflationary increases, the
protection of access through significantly expanded student aid programs, and the resources
needed to bring faculty salaries to parity with comparable universities.

At the same time, the CSU must adopt policies and procedures through which the system
and the campuses increase our productivity in reaching, recruiting, supporting and teaching our
students. The relentless search for more state funding must be matched by our own efforts to
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produce excellence. “Financial stability” will only be achieved through a combination of increased

revenues and increased productivity and savings.

Principle 7: The State of California must develop a new policy framework for

higher education finance to assure that the goals of the Master Plan are met.
framework should be the basis for the subsequent development of periodic
“compacts” between the State and the institutions of higher education.

This

The elements of this framework include:

7a. The California State University is a public teaching-centered institution. The
State of California must maintain its basic commitment for public tax support of this
institution now and into the future. As a result, the CSU must acknowledge, ensure, and
document that it is fully accountable to the people of the State of California.

7b. The public tax base must be supplemented by private revenues in order to
assure continued access and quality in the future. A policy framework that identifies
how private revenues can be used to supplement public funding is needed to allow this to

occur.

7c. There are public and private benefits to investment in higher education, and
the system of finance should recognize both aspects.

7d. Students and their families bear responsibility for paying a portion of the costs
of their education because there are substantial returns specifically to the individual from
achievement in higher education. The State of California must adopt a more realistic and
stable long-term student fee and financial aid policy as part of a new state policy
framework.

7e. Because the individual economic benefits go up at higher levels of
educational attainment, and also because of the traditionally higher costs of graduate
education, the fees paid by students should increase as they move from undergraduate to
graduate and professional education. Professional fees for post-baccalaureate education
may reflect differences in program costs and income potential; such fees must be matched
by adequate financial aid for eligible students.

7f. Student fees should not be a barrier to higher education for academically
qualified but financially disadvantaged students. Economic access can be maintained
despite increases in fees through appropriate financial aid programs, which should be
maintained as a public priority.

-7g. The tradition of not charging differential fees within baccalaureate programs
to reflect cost differences is well-founded, both because of the essential breadth of the
curriculum and the potential for such differentials to serve as barriers to student
exploration and choice of alternative courses of study.

7h. The goals of educational quality and institutional efficiency can be
complementary. Effective management, including attention to institutional goals and
outcomes, must be achieved as a shared responsibility between the faculty and the
administration. The public must believe that costs being charged are reasonable and that
quality is being maintained, through evidence provided in an accountability system that
includes public reports.
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Principle 8: The responsibility for maintaining educational excellence, access,
diversity, and financial stability shall be shared by the State, the California State
University system, the campuses, our faculty, and students.

The options presented in support of this principle fall into two categories, those
providing revenues and those increasing savings through productivity.

Revenue Options

8a. The CSU must continue relentlessly to pursue state general funding to meet
the core needs of the institution. Base funding for the institution must be provided for
enrollment growth, quality, and capacity.

8b. Steps need to be taken to develop a stable long-term student fee and
financial aid policy as part of a long-term funding compact with the State of California.
Student fee increases should occur as part of a planned and managed financial
compact among the institution, the State, and the students. Students should know when
they first enroll in the CSU what their fees will be when they graduate. In keeping with
current Trustee policy, one-third of all revenues from fee increases should be reserved
for institutional financial aid.

8c. The CSU shall initiate new fee structures for graduate, professional, and post-
baccalaureate education, excepting programs in teacher education. These fees may be set
flexibly, where differences are warranted by program costs on the one hand and eamnings
potential on the other. Any increases in these fees must have offsetting financial aid for
eligible students.

Productivity and Reinvestment Options

8d. Cornerstones proposes a "faculty renewal and reinvestment” program, in
which the CSU projects potentially significant savings over the next decade. If retirements
occur as planned, and faculty are rehired into tenure or tenure-track positions at more junior
levels, greater productivity can be achieved through maintained investment in our faculty at
reduced cost. Policies to guide how reinvestment and renewal occurs must be developed as
part of the university’s long-range institutional planning.

A central element of the renewal and reinvestment strategy is the commitment
to use a substantial portion of the savings generated by the normal retirement of senior
faculty and their replacement by junior faculty to expand programs for faculty
professional development, recognizing that not all campuses experience faculty
retirements at the same rate.

8e. Other options include reductions in remedial education costs, increased
administrative efficiencies, and the improved time-to-degree afforded through better
counseling and course scheduling.

8f. The CSU should examine the prospects for increased productivity through the
use of pedagogues that effectively employ technology (such as in well designed distance
education).
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D. Ensuring University Accountability

The California State University has moved from a regulation-driven, heavily centralized
and bureaucratized *“system” to a community of distinct and diverse campuses. Each campus
serves broad statewide purposes through a quite distinct mix of programs and fields of study.
Each campus shares the fundamental commitment to teaching excellence, community service, and
advanced scholarship, but does so with an attentive eye to distinct local and regional needs.

Cornerstones affirms this movement towards decentralization and the differentiation of
campus identities in a context of shared goals and broad commitments to the people of California.
We do not pretend this balance between broad statewide commitments and local campus autonomy
is easy or formulaic. It is created in a context of mutual accountability, increased clarity about

goals, and better communication about results.

Cornerstones itself expresses the delicate complexity of drafting broad policy goals for a
community of different campuses. We believe that the CSU can be more than the sum of its parts,
that it can stand for more than the particular identities of its individual campuses, that it can make
common commitments to California. At the same time, we believe in greater flexibility and
autonomy in how campuses implement those commitments.

In the development of a comprehensive system of mutual accountability, the CSU should
affirm two principles. First, we will account for our performance as a community in honoring the
educational commitments we make to the people of California. We are confident in reporting to the
people of the State our achievements.

Second, we will insist on the greatest possible autonomy for campuses to reach our
statewide goals, and we will honor the quite diverse nature of our campuses and the students who
attend them. Any system of annual reports, for example, should focus on the substantive
educational value added for students of quite different backgrounds and appreciate the success of
students who manage to acquire an education in the midst of raising families and working.

Principle 9: The California State University will account for its performance in
facilitating the development of its students, in serving the communities in which
we reside, and in the continued contribution to the California economy and
society, through regular assessment of the learning outcomes of its students and
through periodic reports to the public regarding our broader performance.

The recommendations in support of this principle provide:

9a. The CSU will expand and/or develop mechanisms for assessing
institutional performance in the areas of student achievement, student satisfaction, the
quality of teaching and support services, the provision of service to the community and
to the State’s economy and society, alumni satisfaction, employer satisfaction, and
faculty and staff satisfaction.

9b. The CSU will develop a variety of annual reports, appropriately
formatted to reach different audiences, which will serve to inform the public regarding

our performance.
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Principle 10: The California State University campuses shall have significant
autonomy in developing their own missions, identities, and programs, with
institutional flexibility in meeting clearly defined system policy goals.

The recommendations supporting this principle are:

10a. CSU campuses will have greater opportunity and incentive to create more
flexible hiring, professional growth opportunities, and remuneration practices for faculty
and staff, within the parameters of collective bargaining.

10b. CSU campuses will have greater options to develop community/industry
partnerships and expand the use of off-campus facilities.

10c. The CSU will streamline the system process governing program
development and program approval, minimizing standardization and maximizing
institutional flexibility. All of this will balance against greater system accountability
for learning outcomes; thus, campuses will meet agreed upon performance standards
while having greater flexibility regarding program design standards. The CSU shall pilot
this process initially on three campuses.

10d. The CSU will work cooperatively with external agencies (WASC, CPEC,
etc.), to facilitate appropriate approvals of new and experimental programs, and
develop appropriate accountability frameworks.

10e. The CSU will provide system funding for “start-up” and innovation
programs, joined to significant reduction in program approval processes.

10f. The CSU will develop a comprehensive internal system of performance
assessment and accountability -- focused on administrators, faculty, and staff -- as a
companion piece to the generation of a student learning outcomes assessment system.

10g. The CSU system will review current Title V and university code
requirements so as to eliminate regulatory constraints where possible.

Conclusion: Shared Responsibility

Cormnerstones is animated by the conviction that a fundamentally healthy university is in the
best possible position to examine itself, propose new directions, and shape a future which will
better serve the people of California. The Cornerstones Policy Goals and Principles have one
continuing theme: we all share responsibility for a great public resource. The California State
University enjoys the strong support of the State, the loyalty of California’s people, the
professional commitments of a talented faculty and strong leadership, and the daily engagement of
an intelligent and imaginative student body. Indeed, California’s economic and social health is tied
increasingly to CSU’s expertise and performance.

Cornerstones depends on each member of the CSU community to play a role in
determining the university’s future. We will maintain both educational excellence and access
through a program of shared responsibility. This shared responsibility will work only if the CSU,
the students, and the State each does its part.
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A. What the University faculty and administration will do to maintain their public
responsibilities:

* Provide access to the growing population seeking higher education.

* Increase productivity as part of a long-term plan to maintain quality and access,
through a variety of financing and accountability strategies, designed to share
responsibility for the future among the members of the university community.

* Increase learning productivity through reduced time-to-degree, more efficient use

of campuses, and greater student access to program services.

* Eliminate redundant and/or low enrollment programs serving little public interest

through consolidation, cross-campus program sharing, or attrition.
* Reduce need for remediation.
* Reduce administrative costs.

* Reinvest significantly in faculty, through a faculty renewal and reinvestment
program that protects the core resources and ensures additional resources for

faculty development and learning.

* Increase investment in educational technology to enhance teaching and learning

as well as prospects for distance education.

* Increase scheduling and programming flexibility, course availability, and

continuing education opportunities.

* Focus on continuous quality improvement through a system of performance

accountability that sharpens focus on goals and performance.

* Demonstrate public accountability for results through a series of "annual reports”

and a streamlined regulatory system.

B. What the University will ask from students:

* Support for long-term stable financing of educational quality, including

predictable fee increases, accompanied by adequate financial aid.
* Development of an individual learning plan for each student.
* More use of student counseling and advising services.
* Better pre-collegiate preparation.

C. What the University will ask from the State:
Funding for enrollment growth.

Resources for faculty renewal and development.
Funding for competitive increases in faculty and staff salaries.

* H O* ¥ K

and capital funds for technology.
Support for plant maintenance and improvement.

*

* Reform of state financial aid programs to provide increased funding for

Reasonable and predictable base budget increases beyond inflation rates.

Reform of the capital outlay budget to remove distinctions between operating

programs serving the financially disadvantaged, and for post-baccalaureate

study.
* Support for a streamlined system of public accountability-and reduced

bureaucratic controls.
* Support for capital investment, both infrastructure and technology.

D. What the State of California will achieve within this framework:

* Protect future access to high quality, teaching-centered collegiate education.

* Maintain and strengthen the core faculty for the future.
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Clear standards of demonstrated learning.

Protect comprehensive curricula.

Maintain access through affordable fees and available aid.

Flexible, student-centered learning environment.

No traditional new campuses, but greater access through cross-campus consortia
and distance education.

Graduate education and continuing education programs attuned to changing
professional and economic needs of Californians.

* Strengthened public communication about university performance.

* Greater public accountability for institutional effectiveness, including student
learning outcomes, as well as contributions to the economy, the culture and civic

life.

* ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥

*

We began with four commitments and four policy goals in support of those commitments.
The ten Comnerstones Principles and the specific recommendations that follow them should be the

basis for the programs and projects of a university seeking to shape its future.

This framework provides both an internal guide and an external statement of our priorities.
It proposes, finally, a partnership with California’s people. This is a partnership rooted in the
most fundamental fact about this great public resource: we are supported by a people who both
need and respect us. This is support we earn the old-fashioned way: we work for it.

Cornerstones is a plan, then, about how we work in support of our students, our State, and
a future we share. It calls for both continuity and creativity. We must continue doing what we do
superbly well-in the classrooms and laboratories and libraries--and push ourselves beyond the
most comfortable parts of our traditions. The best parts of those traditions are, after all, the
moments of change and innovation and the unsettled search for new answers.
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Appendix: The University in Context: the Economic, Demographic, Political, and
Financing Challenges ahead.

The California State University is the nation’s largest university system, with over 350,000
students at 22 campuses. It is a remarkable California treasure. Over many decades hundreds of
thousands have earned CSU degrees, and contributed vitally to our society and economy.

This is the nation’s premier teaching university, with a faculty whose intellectual and
creative talents have always been brought directly into the classroom. The CSU is known best and
appreciated most by the tens of thousands of Californians who have been our students, and then
our loyal alumni, and by their employers. We are the gateway institutions for the great majority of
students seeking a baccalaureate education in California, and for those who seek professional
training as teachers, nurses, social workers, and engineers. We take special pride in our record of
service to working families, immigrants, and minority communities--all who seek to enter the

world of higher education.

We are a driving forceful engine for the California dream, and we are proud of it. Walk on
any CSU campus and you will see the thousand faces of the new California: our students are
young and old, they work and raise families, and they come from every ethnic, racial, and
religious community. The health and vitality of our state’s social future depends on these students’
imagination and intelligence, and on our ability to provide them every opportunity for learning.
There is a direct link between the particular intimacies of university work--the classroom magic, the
quiet times of reflection, the serendipitous discovery of new things--and California’s long-term
social and economic health.

But, just as we affect the State’s future, the dramatic transformation of the State’s
economy, society, and politics frames our own future.

The new economy: California's economy has undergone a profound transformation in
the last two decades. The major economic growth areas which have emerged to bring the State out
of its recent recession are high-tech and high-tech based, service related industries, that will best
employ those who are well-educated and able to move easily among careers and employers.
Californians who lack adequate education coupled with skills and competencies useful across
career lines, especially those who have not received at least a college degree, will find less
opportunity, less advancement, and less earning capacity.

The numbers are compelling. They are reflected in both national and international trends.

* In every industrialized nation, employment in those productive sectors demanding
higher education has grown greatly -- between three times (in the United States) and 30
times (in Italy and France) the average of those demanding less education.

* The gap in annual wages between those with and without college degrees widens every
year. Currently, those who have a college degree earn roughly twice what high school
graduates earn. The annual wages of workers without college education have actually
declined (when adjusted for inflation) over the last twenty-five years.

* Unemployment is dramatically higher for those without a college education. In the
United States, even during the height of the recession, unemployment for those with a
college degree did not exceed 3.5%, while it averaged over 8% for high school
graduates and 13% for those lacking a high school diploma.
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The new_demography: In an economy in which the well-educated will thrive, and those
lacking education will fare poorly, the California State University has a special responsibility. We
have a long history of providing opportunity for those Californians who may be the first in their
family to attend college. Especially through our partnership with California's community colleges,
we provide education and access to the economy for millions of Californians. As the employment
profile of the new economy continues to shift towards the service and value-added industries, the

demand for collegiate education will soar.

The sheer magnitude of the numbers bears reminding. By the year 2005, CSU annual
enrollment will grow by 69,000 full-time-equivalent students. We face an increase of 100,000
full-time-equivalent students by 2010. This will not happen all at once, of course, and each year
may show dramatic variation according to changes in the economy and unemployment. Two out
of every three new students will come through the community colleges, whose numbers may also
increase as more students seek less expensive ways of going to college.

The aggregate numbers tell half of our funding dilemma, to which we turn in a moment.
Far more interesting is the dramatic demographic transformation of the student body, which in the
CSU’s case increasingly reflects the racial and ethnic diversity of California. By 2005, close to
half of the entering class of students will likely come from dual-language families. On almost all of
our campuses there will be no single racial “majority” group, as the numbers of Latino and Asian
students will increase significantly over the next decade.

This change ought to require only that which California has always offered its people:
adequate resources to meet the demand for college education, and a commitment to excellence
shared by both faculty and students. It is especially galling to minority communities to see
dwindling resources emerge as a crisis precisely when minority students achieve majority standing.
The CSU is deeply committed to active programs of recruitment and academic preparation for
communities historically underrepresented in higher education, and believes that all our students
deserve the highest quality service and instruction. The CSU will make every effort to secure
adequate state resources for all Californians who desire a college education.

Within the university the questions of diversity are more complex and compelling than
brute resources alone. How does the faculty, increasingly diverse itself, thoughtfully account for
differences in learning styles and family demands among different students? What services make
“access” an active rather than passive word, where the university actively seeks the best conditions
for success of all its diverse students? What education is required for full participation in a diverse
society committed to democratic values?

Many of these questions prompt further and appropriate concern for resources, as do other
dimensions of the demographic change. More and more students will be working full-time and
raising families. More and more students will be part-time, and more working Californians will
seek short-term education for career or advancement purposes. And each new student will
Jegitimately want attentive student service professionals and available faculty advisors.

The new_politics: The political consensus about the role of higher education is more
fragile now than at any time in the last three decades. This is a national issue, although the
framework for the conversation and some of the specifics are unique to our State. What higher
education is for, and who should have access to it, are being seriously debated in government and
by the media. We are accused by many of having weak standards, being too expensive, and
perpetuating our institutional interests rather than serving the educational needs of students or of
society. This is a profound and serious political fact to which the CSU must pay attention. We
operate within an external policy environment that often does not understand us or our values and

goals.
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The challenges facing public higher education in California are particularly sharp. The State
fiscal situation and the public policy environment make it imperative that we attempt to shape the
future rather than allow current trajectories to continue. Study after study done by us and others
confirm the basic framework of demand growing faster than public resources. Absent some
explicit interventions to reverse those trends, through effective justification for increased public
revenues and sharper attention to internal resource management, the inevitable route is either the

denial of access, or maintaining access at the expense of quality. Both are unacceptable.

We have seen a generation of state legislative leadership leave because of term limits, and
the arrival of new leadership that is energetic and capable, but that has not absorbed the educational
policy lessons in California of the last half century. Many of our legislators are new, they are
impatient because they need to make their mark in a short period of time, and they want solutions.
We know what questions they will ask: how will we meet our mission to provide access and -
affordability; how will we ensure quality through maximum attention to the teaching and learning
process; and what is the evidence for our results?

Within the CSU, we need to engage a new process if we are to find solutions to our
challenges and preserve the most important ingredients of shared governance. We must maintain
our momentumn of moving toward a decentralized system, with greater support for individual
campuses to serve different communities with different needs. At the same time, we must maintain
our capacity to serve the needs of the State as a system.

There are transformative educational needs facing the institution, which must be addressed
whatever the levels of State funding. To do this, the institution must pay much greater attention
than before to achieving change through reinvestment and renewal of our core resources. The
strategies of reinvestment and renewal are particularly important as they affect the most valuable
resource of the University, its teaching faculty, many of whom will retire in the next decade. The
protection and regeneration of that faculty must be a priority in the years ahead. Achieving this in
an environment of greater decentralization and shared governance is a challenge, but one we
believe is achievable.

The finance crisis: Over the past twenty years, through a series of constitutional
initiatives that have limited legislative control over spending, California has evolved a state budget
structure with a permanent imbalance-between general fund revenue availability and structural
demands for new program spending. Higher education spending -- specifically spending for the
University of California, the California State University and student aid — has become a "leftover,”
drawn from a general revenue base increasingly restricted by constitutional and statutory
provisions. These provisions limit the Legislature and Governor's ability to decide where scarce

resources can be spent.

The net result is that elected officials have incrementally lost both the resources and the
decision capacity to govern, with particularly bad effect on higher education The percentage of
state spending on higher education has dropped enormously: from $12.01 for each $1000 of
personal income in 1975, to $7.22 in 1996. While the end of the eurrent recession has meant more
state funding for higher education over the past two years, the long-term outlook is that higher
education expenditures as a percentage of the total state spending will decline.

The “Gap”: We fully intend to do everything possible to increase state funding for the
CSU, and we do not believe the people of California will abandon support for the CSU if our case
is made persuasively. Through intensive public advocacy on behalf of the institution, and
appealing to the current broad-based bipartisan support for higher education, we believe that the
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CSU can maintain and increase State support. Indeed, during this decade’s worst economic
environment in California’s history, the respect and relative-support for our university has grown
meaningfully. Yet we do not imagine that even the most effective efforts will result in sufficient
funding for all of our legitimate needs. Developing a sense of the range of most likely resource
needs, and identifying steps to meet them, is one of the goals for this process. The starting place
for this aspect of our work has been an assessment of the size of the resource/quality/funding
"gap" that CSU and the State must fill if the institution is to meet future enrollment demand without

a loss of quality.

CSU anticipates four types of resource "gaps" between legitimate need and probable future
revenues: the operating "growth" gap, resulting from insufficient revenues to meet the enrollments
of the next decade; the "quality" gap, accumulating from current unmet needs such as the eroding
CSU faculty salary base, as well as for new investments for priorities such as faculty renewal and
new technology; the "capital" gap, for resources for physical plant needs both for deferred
maintenance and repair on the existing plant and for new space to accommodate the new
enrollments; and the "access/aid" gap, resulting from unfunded financial need for CSU students.
The details of these estimates are provided in the report of Task Force II, and are just briefly

reiterated here:

The "growth" gap: Under the most optimistic scenario of possible future state appropriation
growth (between 5.0% and 6.5% annually through 2005), the CSU will have a $58 million
"deficit" in 2005 if enrollment demands are met. Under a pessimistic scenario, with
appropriations growing at 4.5% through 2005 and then dropping to 3.5% thereafter, the
"deficit" is $240 million in 2005, and grows to $520 million in 2010. The mid-range estimate
is for a deficit of $240 million in 2005, growing to $365 in 2010.

The "quality" gap: CSU has unfunded needs which constitute a serious gap between resources
needed to sustain quality even without new enroliment related funding needs. We estimate
these deficits now would cost nearly $900 million to close, largely for faculty salaries, new
technology, equipment replacement, libraries, and maintenance. The institution estimates a
need for $450 million for intra-campus technology infrastructure for all CSU campuses; this
does not include the cost of training in new technology to enable faculty and staff to make the
best use of the new technology. An additional $115 million is needed to replace obsolete
instructional equipment, particularly vital to maintain the quality of the teaching laboratories.
There is a deficit of $53 million in library acquisitions; another $51 million in funding for
mandatory price increases; and $13 million in maintenance and utilities costs for new space.

The “capital” gap: CSU has new capital needs both to accommodate enrollment growth, and for
deferred maintenance, renovation and remodeling. Accommodating the enrollment growth will
require additional space to accommodate the roughly 26% overall increase in students. If all
available existing physical plant space on.all the CSU campuses were used to maximum
capacity (and making this estimate requires aggregating space availability, meaning a leap in
imagination to use space without regard to where it is), CSU would still be short of space
needed to accommodate 25,000 students in 2005, and 58,000 in 2010.

Financial aid/access gap: Student aid remains a critical element in the CSU efforts to provide
access to California’s students. In 1996-97, close to 45% of CSU students had financial
"need" as measured by the standard methods for determining need. Because of the growing
inability of the financial aid system to fund all need, we estimate a financial aid "gap" for our
current students of $312 million. The number of needy students is projected to increase
gradually over the next decade, to 59% of total enrollments in 2005 and 68% in 2010. These
estimates assume no increases in tuition beyond annual inflationary adjustments. Even at that
level of tuition growth, we project the need for aid to grow to $774 million in 2005, and to top
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$1 billion in 2010. Cornerstones will affirm that all fee increases must be matched by adequate
financial aid for needy students.

The historic level of public resources committed to higher education is absolutely
unmatched by any other state in this nation. Yet the current reality of public finance in California is
that public resources are no longer available to fund all of higher education’s legitimate priorities at
the same levels as in the past. No State financial policy framework for higher education has been
developed in this new environment, and the institutions and the State are left with no analytical
basis for determining where increasingly scarce general fund resources should be invested to meet
public priorities. Three years ago a preliminary compact between CSU, UC and the State began to
mould a long term stable planning context. What is needed is a new State policy framework for
higher education finance that is animated by the goals of the Master Plan, and which can be used as
a policy guide to determine what resources can be found to meet our priorities. That policy
framework should shape a series of new compacts with the State, Compact II and beyond.
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BARRY MUNITZ
CHANCELLOR
June 14, 1996
To: Members, Comerstones

From: Barry Munitz, Chancell
Re: Our Goals and Purpoéés

In anticipation of our meeting on June 24 and 25, [ am writing to offer my own view
On our purposes in convening the Cornerstones group. I want to elaborate our
collective "charge," and indicate the particular importance of the four topical areas
in which we will work.

First, my deep appreciation for your willingness to participate in what promises to
be a thoroughly engaging and obviously time-consuming process. I cannot imagine
a more important task than to clarify the paths we must take if we are to honor the
fundamental commitments of the CSU.

As I suggested in my remarks to the Trustees in May, I was initally attracted to this
planning initiative because it offered an opportunity to engage diverse members of
our extended CSU family in developing concrete action plans with which we might
address the most serious structural and institutional dilemmas we face. I was
especially drawn to a process which could bring together representatives of the )
Trustees and the faculty to work together in developing action proposals for the

system.

At the same time, I became interested in how we might engage the broader CSU
family - including both on and off-campus communities - in discussing candidly the
options we have in addressing our basic dilemmas. I am aware that most planning
efforts remain private, in effect, and so [ was most concerned that the Comerstones
project be open to a broader discussion.

So the Cornerstones project has these two dimensions: the serious work of a
relatively small group of men and women, and then later the broader involvement
of wider constituencies as we refine and develop our proposals.

What do we hope to accomplish? And why now?

It is my hope that the Cornerstone group can bring back to the system actual policy
and action proposals in each of the topical areas we have announced for the
initiative. I am not imagining a year of vague talk, but the hard work of developing
strategic initiatives in each area.

This 1nitiative and opportunity comes at a particularly auspicious time for the CSU,

a moment where we have some breathing room in which we can plan ahead, and-

ironically - virtually no latitude to avoid the fundamental contradictions we face...
.

\_
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What do I mean? First, we are now in the second year of a four-year pact with the
current administration in Sacramento, to stabilize our funding and minimize the
disruptions caused by either fee increases or dramatic general fund decreases. We are in
a momentary lull in what we anticipate as the first push of Tidal Wave II. We enjoy
strong support in Sacramento and across the state. Our internal house is in order, our
ifacullty contract is in place, we have strong leadership at both the campus and system
evel.

So, we are at a moment when we can really focus on the future and not be overwhelmed
by the immediacy of crisis after.costs. But, taking a breath does not mean we can relax,
or that the fundamental predicament we face is going away. Indeed, I am more struck
than ever I have been by the enormity of what we face. We face a crisis created both
because of inadequate resources in the face of our exploding growth, as well as the need

to reframe what we do and how we do it to meet the needs of the future.

The question is: how can we continue to serve the people we are sworn to serve without
the level of resources we have long enjoyed from the state? No momentary respite - or
four-year deal - gets us out of the challenge of the next decade: tens of thousands of
students heading our way, and less resources available to serve them.

This is, in many ways the defining issue for this institution, and you have heard me speak
of it in many venues. The full dimensions of the "Gap" between expected expenditures
and expected revenues are explored most coherently in the enclosed analysis prepared by
Executive Vice Chancellor Broad for our meeting on the 24th. The particulars do matter,
as small changes in the numbers can affect our real options; but the fundamental issue
dwarfs the particulars under any reasonable scenario, the state will not fully fund our
expected enrollment demand.

At the most extreme case, all the available discretionary state resources will move from
higher education to corrections towards the end of the next decade. Even discounting
from the most extreme model, we will find ourselves trapped nonetheless between the
rock of increased demand and the hard place of scarce state resources.

Many of you have heard me make this argument. What's the point for us today? The
point is this: I want to have it both ways, and a couple of new ways to boot. Put simply: I
want us to find concrete ways to meet our obligations to the next generation of students
without fantasizing a solution to the fiscal crisis. I want us to acknowledge the limits on
what the state will likely give us - and still plan to expand our services and even define
new roles in the face of California's changing economy and society.

Why put the challenge this way, and how does this lead me to the topics with which I
believe our new planning initiative must deal?

[ have been here now five years. [ have seen the depth of commitment and seriousness
with which our faculty and staff meet the needs of the students they teach and the
communities they come from. There are certain things which I believe are non-
negotiable in the CSU. First, it is non-negotiable to offer the finest quality undergraduate
and graduate education our faculty can organize and deliver. Second, it is non-negotiable
that we meet the demand for higher education in Califomia. This faculty and this
administration does not want to turn away qualified men and women who seek an
education which will empower them to be productive citizens.
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Third, it is non-negotiable that we see ourselves as answerable to the people, as
accountable for our performance. We will put our graduates up against any; we are proud
of a history of institutional integrity, of the prudent use of scarce - really scarce - state
resources, and we are proud of the many ways we serve our communities.

Fourth, there is a non-negotiable commitment to being fully responsive to the changing
needs of the state. At campus after campus there are faculty seeking ways of meeting an
entirely new set of educational demands beyond undergraduate education. I'm not talking
obliquely about some new doctorate here, but of the need for entirely new forms of
continuing and professional education beyond the baccalaureate, delivered in new ways
in untraditional forms according to new kinds of schedules.

['am certain there are other elements of our institutional character which many would
regard as equally fundamental, but I want to start with these four. I want to challenge this
system to use the next year to discuss and debate and then prepare to move to decisions
about how we are going to meet the challenges which are implicit in these four areas.

Let me be much more specific. I have asked the Cornerstones planning group to form
four planning task forces, each centered on one essential element of our collective future.
I'am asking those task forces to take one year, and at the end of that year bring back
concrete proposals for action in each of four areas.

[ have alluded to the four areas. Again, let me be quite specific.

First, we have an obligation to assure the people of California that we will provide the
finest and most relevant education for all Californians who come to us. We affirm our
commitment - indeed our identity - as a primarily teaching and learning-centered
institution, and we seek the clearest possible public statement of what we want our
students to learn and know in the face of the changing century.

This system has just spent months debating issues of student preparation, and has
affirmed in the strongest possible way our commitment to be a partner with the public
schools in ensuring the best preparation for those who come to us. Now we need to
define clearly what the public can expect from our graduates, and how we define the
meaning of our degrees as we enter the next century.

It is important to clarify our expectations for a baccalaureate degree from the CSU. We
need to look seriously at the issue of educational outcomes, as this could be an important
part of assessing real productivity and the efficient use of our resources. These are topics
long under scrutiny in the CSU - among the faculty, the leadership of the Academic
Senate and the chancellor’s office of Academic Affairs division. Indeed, the Senate is
currently reviewing the baccalaureate degree; I anticipate great reciprocity between their
effort and the Cornerstones initiative.

In the end, I am asking the first of our four task forces to return in one year with
proposals regarding what outcomes we expect when we educate. What knowledge and
values will we most value; what range of and habits of mind will we build into our new
programs and reinforce our traditional strengths? I am not asking some super committee
to design the general education program; indeed, one of our values is the diversity
between our campuses in the ways they craft their different programs and curricula. But
we must have learning goals for our CSU students. What are they? No less important,
how will we know whether those goals are met?
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Second, and more practically difficult than stating what we want our students to know:
how will we meet the enrollment challenge of the next decade? I hold it to be non-
negotiable that we meet the enrollment demands of the future. lam asking for the
planning initiative to bring back in one year a concrete plan, with options and
alternatives, for how we will meet that demand. I expect that funding for higher
education will remain a state priority, and you know we will be as tireless and insistent as
we have always been that we get our share. But I am not romantic about our prospects.
We must work as partners with-the State to prepare a realistic plan for financing the CSU
in the next decade. That plan has to have four elements: a) what we believe we need -
and can realistically expect from the State of California; b) the role that we believe
student tuition revenue must play; ¢) our goals and plans for student financial aid; d)
specific plans for what we must be able to achieve through productivity increases and
Cost containment.

Third, we have to address the means and methods by which we will hold ourselves
accountable. How do we balance "system” accountability and campus autonomy? We
must continue to be accountable to the State of California for meetin g our public
purposes as a system, and also be as unbureaucratic and decentralized within that system
as possible. We must address our internal regulatory procedures, to get rid of those that
no longer meet our purposes and which may actually get in the way of changing how we
do our work. This should help us become more efficient at what we do, and allow us to
Save money now spent on excessive bureaucracy. We must find ways of enhancing and
encouraging maximum campus innovation and distinctiveness, including more program
innovation and privatization within and among the campuses, while continuing to meet
our commitment to the State of California as a system. Alon g with a re-evaluation of our
internal procedures for doing business, we must re-evaluate the basis on which we should
be held accountable to the State of California, including expanded use of performance-
based measures of accountability. -

Fourth, we have to re-think what CSU does with post-baccalaureate education. I am
convinced that the state's long-term economic future will depend in part on our capacity
to provide sophisticated, innovative educational programs to professionals who already
have their baccalaureate education and who need new education to keep up with the rapid
pace of change in the world. These aren't conventional academic graduate programs, and
the usual vocabulary of mast@% or "professional," or "doctoral" may not work for us
here. Technological change, changes in the structure of government, changes in the
cconomy, new partners overseas - California needs to have citizens who stay smart about
the world, and who are well educated to participate effectively in it. We need to think
about what education is needed, and about how we can provide it in the most efficient
and cost effective way possible.

The Cornerstones planning group has prepared the accompanying materials which detail
the organization through which we propose to address these four topical areas. Much of
our work on the 24th and 25th will be the elaborating of how we go about our work, and
redefining the very questions with which we begin.

We are blessed in this effort with fine leadership. I do not believe we could have begun
this initiative without the help and guidance of my friend Tom Ehrlich, and once again
we are calling on Chuck Lindahl to lend his considerable talent to organizing one more
system initiative. We are in good hands, and I look forward to beginning,
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At its meeting on October 6, 1997, the Academic Senate approved the following Sense-of-the-Senate Resolution presented by
Senator Carmen Sigler for the Executive Committee.

Whereas,

Whereas,

Whereas,

Resolved,
Resolved,
Resolved,

Resolved,

Resolved,

Resolved,

Resolved,

Resolved,

i{csolvcd.
Resolved,

SENSE OF THE SENATE RESOLUTION
ON THE “CORNERSTONES” PROJECT

San Jose State University has been asked to provide feedback regarding the “Cornerstones” Project; and

San Jose State University has devoted detailed and serious discussion to the “Comerstones™ project: through
the participation of an expert delegation to the Monterey Conference on Comerstones, through discussions
within the President’s Roundtable, through meetings and retreats in each of the University’s colleges, and
finally through a retreat of the Academic Senate of SJSU: and

The Academic Senate has fully reviewed and considered the most recent draft of the “Cornerstones” report,
dated August 1997, and prepared its response accordingly; now, therefore, be it

That the Academic Senate of SJISU thank the Trustees and the Cornerstones team for providing an
opportunity for substantial campus consultation on this project; be it further

That Cornerstones is to be commended for raising our awareness of the possible threat of insufficient public
resources to support increasing enrollments in future years; be it further

That there are a number of educational reforms suggested in Cornerstones that are worthy of further study
and possible implementation; be it further

That the Cornerstones report skews its emphasis toward the impending problems of access when it ought to
devote greater attention to the full purpose and nature of higher education in the CSU, and especially the
existing problems of maintaining quality in all of our undertakings; be it further

That the Comerstones report underestimates the extent to which faculty and administration have already
undertaken many of the suggested reforms; be it further

That Cornerstones fails to adequately address the contradiction between the requirements of the expensive
educational reforms that it advocates and its stated need to extract significant productivity and savings from
the system; be it further

That Cornerstones is a systemwide effort that would be better redirected to a campus by campus level; we
therefore enthusiastically endorse Comerstones Principle 10, that “campuses shall have significant

autonomy in developing their own missions, identities, and programs, with institutional flexibility...” and
believe we should start with each campus laying its own “Comnerstones:” be it further

That Comnerstones inexplicably ignores the need to better support scholarly research as a means to maintain
and improve the quality of education delivered by our teacher-scholars; be it further

That the Academic Senate of SJSU endorse the attached report “Response to Cornerstones;” be it further

That copies of this resolution be distributed to the AS CSU and to all those working on the Cornerstones
initiative.



Response to Cornerstones

Academic Senate of San Jose State University
October 6, 1997

Based upon campus input and a Retreat of the Academic Senate held
September 12, 1997

SJSU Background:

The Academic Senate of San Jose State University is pleased to respond to the invitation to provide
feedback on the August “Cormnerstones” draft report. SJSU has positioned itself to offer a thoughtful
critique of this system-wide effort by participating fully in Cornerstones at every available opportunity.
SISU sent a full delegation to the Monterey Conference on Cornerstones. Our delegation was chosen
through a competitive application process which revealed much greater interest than could be
accommodated. SISU also held a Presidential Roundtable discussion on Cornerstones on May 1, which
included a wide cross section of representatives from the entire University community. Individual colleges
have studied the proposals, held retreats and forums, and communicated their views to their Academic
Senators. Following these college meetings, the full Academic Senate held an all-day retreat on September
12, 1997, to specifically respond to the August draft of Cornerstones. This report is the culmination of all

of these activities.

Overall Assessment:

In general, we believe that the Cornerstones effort should be commended for raising our awareness
of certain important issues, and are especially heartened by the degree of consultation and collegiality
shown by the expansion of the Monterey Conference and the extension of time lines to allow for detailed
campus consultation. There are also a number of specific proposals and ideas which we found thought-
provoking and which may well prove, upon further study, to be useful educational reforms.

However, the latest draft of Comerstones continues to suffer from several fundamental problems
that prevent us from positively endorsing this document. While we understand that this document is,
among other things, an effort to deal realistically with the Legislature, the private sector, and the state as a
whole, we feel strongly that the assumptions and language of such a fundamental document should better
reflect the values of academia. Many criticisms raised at our retreat were connected to the underlying way
Cornerstones regards education as a commodity rather than as an intellectual experience.
For example, this is reflected in the notion that education is an "outcome" (1d) rather than a process, that
it is something that can be "explicitly” defined (1), that the language of the corporation and/or the assembly
line can be usefully applied to the labor-intensive craftsmanship of higher education (e.g., the nature of
the discussion of productivity.) At the same time, missing from any Comerstones principle are the core
values that might explain why higher education in the United States has become the envy of the entire
world, and is thus, in the international context, comparatively more successful as an institution than even
American corporate enterprise. In short, the language of Cornerstones reflects a fundamental shift in
values away from the academic, which we believe is unjustified and ultimately counterproductive.

We continue to be concerned that Comnerstones underestimates the extent to which campuses in the
CSU are already undertaking many of the suggested reforms. These oversights give the report a
somewhat punitive tone--as if it were a lecture on how faculty in particular are to change--rather than a tone
of positive support for those efforts that are already underway. The report’s lack of awareness of campus
initiatives is no doubt due to the centralized perspective of the report--no individual or group of individuals
could possibly know of all the initiatives taking place at campus levels to achieve much of what



Cornerstones proposes. Many of the individual principles could be strengthened simply by indicating that
they are as much an endorsement of existing initiatives and efforts as they are mandates for new efforts.

A very serious overall problem with the Teport continues to be the massive contradiction between
the need for new resources to implement worthwhile educational reforms, and the presumption that there
are significant productivity gains and savings to be extracted from the system. We are pleased that the

to produce greater productivity, not on strategies to communicate our desperate financial plight to the
 public. While we must do the best job we can with whatever resources the public is willing to provide, it
may be more realistic to admit that no amount of reform can create miracles, and that the expected
increasing demand for higher education, upon which the future of the California €conomy rests, cannot be
adequately funded except by a shift in public priorities. Cornerstones might well succeed in improving the
quality of education we provide. With a few specific exceptions, however, it will not enable us to handle
significantly more students without the depreciation of educational quality. Cornerstones could therefore
create the false hope that we can handle the coming demographic bulge on our own, and thus weaken the
CSU in its efforts to persuade the public to adequately support us.

We find that Cornerstones is a system-wide effort when only campus-specific efforts will be truly
realistic and effective. The 10" Principle that there should be greater institutional flexibility at the campus
level is paradoxically at odds with most of the rest of Cornerstones. Cornerstones is prefaced with a
System-wide crisis in impending enrollments, but this crisis does not apply equally to all campuses. Even
beyond the statement of the problem, the statement of possible solutions is even less universally applicable
across all campuses. Cornerstones can either say nothing of substance or it can rajse substantive reforms
that will be inappropriate for some campuses. Our view is that earlier drafts of Cornerstones erred more
on the side of inappropriately universal solutions, and in an effort to correct this problem the latest draft
now is less substantive. A better strategy would be to insist that each campus produce its own solutions of

substance.

At our retreat strong concern was expressed about the Jack of specific referencing information in
the text of the August draft, which limits our ability to critique the document and its assumptions. In the
effort to shorten the document from earlier drafts it was rendered less intelligible to those who have not
followed its evolution.

Finally, we are surprised by the lack of attention to scholarly research in Cornerstones. While the
primary mission of the CSU is teaching, and we have no desire to change that mission, scholarly research
is important for a wide variety of reasons. For example, it is an important tool in keeping our faculty
current, vital, and active--and thereby improving the quality of our teaching and the range of opportunities
we can provide our students. The omission of a Plan to protect or improve scholarship in the CSU seems
to us to indicate that Cornerstones is not serious about balancing the twin goals of access and quality, but
is willing to relinquish quality in a pinch. Scholarship, understood broadly in its various forms
(discovery, application, interpretation, pedagogy, etc.), is a necessary component of quality teaching, and
therefore vital to our mission. It must be supported and nurtured, along with other elements of the CSU
mission.

Response to “Achieving Educational Results”:

Cornerstones makes some assumptions about active and passive learning which we find
questionable. For example, our retreat agreed that the first principle (“We will award the baccalaureate
primarily on the basis of demonstrated learning....” ) may betray a misunderstanding of the present
system. In our view, the baccalaureate degree is currently awarded on the basis of demonstrated
learning. We find a similar problem with the third principle (“...students wil] be expected to be active
partners in the learning process, and the university will provide opportunities for active learning
throughout the curriculum....”), which incorrectly assumes that students are currently not active learners,



and that the traditional classroom experience is by definition passive. This is not the case. Students who
earn credit units in university courses are not mere passive time servers. They must read, take notes,
reflect, discuss, pass exams, write essays, and complete projects. In all these ways, they demonstrate
learning; and we believe the well-designed university course remains the best way to convey, and to
measure, that learning. Assessment tools like portfolios, that might measure a student's progress over
several semesters, are promising. But such tools are cumbersome and very expensive and, in any event,
are promising as additional assessment devices, not as replacements for a course of study.

We remain concerned about earlier drafts of Cornerstones that explicitly advocated the awarding of
‘credit for experiences outside the University, and caution that principles lc and 2c should not be used to
support such a proposal. No one objects to giving credit to students who demonstrate the same mastery
of a subject --for many requirements we have long had in place procedures for challenge exams by which
such mastery can be demonstrated. But we are hard pressed to think of many instances where
“experiential” knowledge would be equivalent to the university study of a subject, and we could think of
none where mere "experience” would itself constitute a demonstration of mastery in lieu of any kind of

examination.

Cormerstone’s efforts to think creatively about differing ways to award “credit” and differing ways
to measure it than “units” run into the problem of establishing a common currency. Despite its several
shortcomings, the current system of credit units has one supreme advantage: it gives students unparalleled
freedom in developing their academic careers across university boundaries. By utilizing a common
currency that is widely recognized by other universities as well as by graduate and professional programs,
our students are assured that they will be given the credit they deserve for their academic achievements as
they move beyond their starting campus. Without this common currency students would likely face
barriers in transferring out as undergraduates, applying to graduate and professional programs, in
transferring in from universities that remain on the old standard, etc. Even if the technical difficulties
could be overcome, other institutions might believe that our “currency” had been devalued.

We have mixed views with regard to the specific competencies listed on page four of the August
draft. Everyone was willing to endorse the first seven, which are quite general and traditional academic
competencies. Among the remaining five, some participants felt that we should not require all graduates
to show an ability to speak, read, and write a language other than English, noting that this was not a
necessary skill in all fields and adding that it was in any event a skill best acquired before college, or even
before high school. Other participants thought it an important requirement for the college-educated person,
regardless of that person's special field, and they argued that the existence of a university requirement
could only increase the study of languages at early levels of education. A similar division appeared over
the remaining items: participating in democratic society, valuing other peoples and cultures, acting in an
ethical, moral, and socially responsible manner. While all discussants agreed these were highly desirable
traits, and traits which a good university education will serve to strengthen, some thought it would be
unwise to label them as things we could claim directly to teach or accurately measure. Others, citing the
“decline of civic culture,” argued that these should be included as specific goals.

As for items that should be added to the list, it was reported that the Humanities and Arts Chairs
had entered a strong plea that creative arts be included, noting that teaching the creative arts is part of the
charge to the CSU. And in a similar vein, there was much agreement among the participants that our
General Education program should be structured to provide each student “a broad and challenging liberal
arts” education requiring “‘engagement with great ideas, great literature, and great art.”

When seeking changes in the baccalaureate our participants agreed that the present baccalaureate
with its balance between broad, general education and in-depth study of a major field represents the ideal
of a university education. We were particularly apprehensive about creating a “lesser” vocational,
technical, or short-cut degree that might seem initially attractive to unsophisticated students who will later
discover they had been short-changed. More to the point, lesser degrees will be necessarily less able to
provide students with those forms of knowledge and ability expected from any graduate which make up



that impressive list on page 4 of the Cornerstones report. It is one of the several inconsistencies and
contradictions within the Cornerstones report that such ambitious goals for learning should be coupled
with proposals to shorten the time for learning.

With regard to principle 2, which calls for the revision of academic calendars and greater flexibility
in facilities utilization to accommodate students, we agree that every effort should be made to provide
courses, when appropriate, at hours convenient to students. We suspect what is really meant, though, is
providing courses at all hours, convenient or not, to meet the anticipated demand without building more
buildings or more campuses. Either way, participants saw no serious objections to expanded evening,
weekend, or summer offerings. (We assume that the document assumes state-supported summer

Principle 2 also suffers from a fundamental confusion about productivity. It suggests reforms that
are directed to maximize the utilization of our physical resources but may actually utilize our human
resources less efficiently. Our expert schedulers can attest that--even at this commuter campus--there is a
law of diminishing returns for classes scheduled in “off-peak” hours. Depending upon the discipline,
night classes, weekend classes, summer classes, intersession classes, and even late afternoon classes have
significant but limited demand. It is simply not the case that students would flock to these time slots if
only faculty would be willing to teach at “inconvenient” hours. Many departments prove that just the
opposite is the case--they offer classes at off hours out of a sense of obligation to meet the needs of nop-
traditional students, but find that these classes are seldom full and thus constitute a net drain on their
productivity. While we might attract more students to the CSU by offering more classes in “off-peak”
hours, we could do so only by hiring more faculty and allowing them to teach smaller classes.  The
inefficiencies of this utilization of faculty might well offset any gains created by extending the use of the

physical plant.

There was general agreement that service learning should be encouraged and that it is best
assessed when conducted as an integral part of a course of study. In short, we do not envision extra units
for community service but rather requirements for service learning as part of a number of courses where

and citing as well questions about possible legal liabilities and administrative costs, these participants
would not want to require every student to enroll in a course with a service learning component.

Participants were uncertain about the intent of “academic plans” (principle 3a.) Of course students
should take an active role in their own learning -- they won't learn very much if they don't. If the intent js

all students try to invent a special, individual major, participants felt that, on the whole, they should not.
A student may decide if he or she wishes to major in, say, physics. But it is the responsibility of the
physics faculty to decide what courses a physics major must take. Our answer, then, is that students
should be responsible for seeking competent academic advice early and often, and the university should

Part of principle 3a refers to self-paced and self-directed instruction. Since the reforms of the
1960s we have allowed and routinely practiced similar instruction through directed reading and



independent study courses. Our experiences indicate that such instruction can be highly valuable in certain
situations, but that it is invariably more time consuming for faculty to direct. Furthermore, there is a
considerable body of scholarly literature on PSI/SPI (Self Paced Instruction) beginning in the 1960s which
generally concludes that these methods slow time to completion for most students, and most particularly
for students with demography similar to that found in the CSU (first generation to attend college, working
numerous hours outside of school, etc.) By all means, let us use these methods where appropriate, but by
no means should it be suggested that such methods are currently unavailable or that they will speed time to

degree.

Response to “Ensuring Access to Higher Education”:

For many years, California higher education regarded the twin goals of *“access” and “quality” with
equal regard. While Cornerstones mentions the “quality gap” in its appendix (p. 18), it appears to skew
most of its discussion toward an anticipated crisis in access. We believe that the CSU already lacks
sufficient support to provide quality education to its existing students, and our current crisis in quality
deserves as much attention as the anticipated crisis in access. Faculty are paid less than they should be,
libraries are sinking below mediocrity, the physical plant is decaying, student support services are
inadequate, there are too few academic support staff, and technology is only now emerging from XT/AT
levels. While Cornerstones has done us all a service by pointing out the problems that will be associated
with an increasing number of students, it may be missing the point: “Ensuring access to higher education”
assumes that anyone will desire the quality of education we will be able to provide. If present trends
continue, we will solve our “access” problem by making the CSU an undesirable place to attempt to seek

education.

Staying within the rubric of the Cornerstones Principle 5, however, we are concerned that the
goals of increased outreach and increased retention of students may come into conflict — to the extent that
the university is successful in its attempt to enroll students from disadvantaged backgrounds, it may enroll
students who are less prepared to succeed in college, thus reducing retention and graduation rates. The
group felt that a regional effort, bringing together SJSU, local high schools and community colleges,
would be more productive than something mandated by the CSU. While the general goal of access is
laudable, we would emphasize that each campus should retain maximum autonomy in interpreting and

achieving these goals.

It is revealing that at our retreat, almost every group managed to find a way of working the issue of
remedial education into their assignments. It may also be revealing that our several groups reached
fundamentally different conclusions on the subject. One point upon which nearly all agreed: remedial
education should not be the primary duty of the CSU system. The best solution, of course, would be to
reduce the need for remediation by adequately supporting the K-14 sector. Unfortunately, we see no
evidence that our state leaders are making a serious effort to improve public education in California. Even
the governor's program to decrease class size in grades K-3 is poorly thought out. As a result, students
in the future will probably enter SJISU even less prepared than they are now, and the need for remedial
education will go up rather than down.

We are also concerned that the term “remediation” is imprecise and prone to misunderstanding.
Just what is remedial and what is not? Our efforts to assist the physically disabled or the learning disabled
are considered remediation efforts by some. Are these efforts to be reduced so that we can achieve greater
“productivity,” as per principle 8¢? We doubt that this was the intent of Cornerstones. But what
percentage of students in conventional remediation classes are learning disabled? Is the point of
Cornerstones that there are “good” and “bad” versions of remediation, that students who have learning
disabilities should be given remedial help, but those who simply had lousy academic preparation are less
deserving of help? We suspect that such distinctions are artificial and insupportable, but they point out
the difficulties in coming to grips with this nomenclature.



If the need for remediation stays constant or increases, how should the CSU respond?
Cornerstones optimistically mentions (in principle 8e) the reduction of remediation as a means to greater
productivity. Some of our faculty pointed out that the reduction of remediation could actually lower
productivity, if this means that unprepared students will simply be left to flounder in mainstream classes.
They will be apt to fail while consuming important resources, and faculty who have no expertise in
remediation will struggle to cope with them. As “unproductive” as remediation seems, in some
circumstances the lack of it can be even more “unproductive.”

A different solution to remediation, and possibly to the entire dilemma of access, is simply to raise
entrance barriers and thereby decrease the numbers of students admitted to the CSU. Cornerstones, of
course, flatly rejects this option (p. 17). Some of our faculty are willing to embrace this solution,
particularly since they perceive the quality of their academic programs to be closely related to the quality of
their students. Others stand philosophically opposed to this remedy on the grounds that it would betray
our egalitarian mission to provide opportunity for a broad cross section of California students. However,
even those philosophically in support of broad access can see the political necessity of drawing a line
beyond which further declines in quality will not be tolerated. Such a line shifts the decision over how
elitist our institution will be to the legislature, which must decide how many additional students they are

willing to support.

For now, however, both of these philosophical standpoints are rendered moot by our budgeting
process. Campus budgets, college budgets, and department budgets are all based upon the numbers of
students that they serve. If entrance barriers are to be employed, there would have to be a radical
restructuring of the budgeting process from top to bottom, or else those departments, colleges, and
campuses that currently serve the less academically prepared students would be subjected to crippling cuts.
The very high rate of failure throughout the CSU for students taking the English Placement Test (EPT)
and the Entry Level Mathematics Test (ELM) heighten our concern about the poor level of preparation
these students have attained prior to the beginning of their collegiate years, but they also make us worry
that entrance barriers could cause massive and undeserved budget cuts. The cruel irony is that these cuts
would fall most heavily on those campuses and programs that have done the best jobs of student outreach.

We are also concerned that Cornerstones fails to define “access” broadly enough. One important
meaning of the term should be making a campus a place that is more conducive to learning and that treats
students and faculty with respect--what SJSU has termed the “campus climate.” Campus climate, or the
perceived “accessibility” of the university, suffers when students come into contact with a decaying
infrastructure; they find it difficult to learn when they cannot find parking, when their classrooms are too
hot/cold, when their desks are falling apart, when the library is rarely open, when there are no quiet places
to study or hold intellectual conversations with their classmates, etc. Campus climate also suffers when
there are insufficient funds to provide sufficient numbers of staff in academic support and student
services, leading to long lines for students and burnout for staff. SJSU has attempted to address these
issues with a major campus climate program, two diversity initiatives by our Senate, and the creation of a
student resource center. Nonetheless, in order to make substantial progress throughout the system, new
and unprecedented levels of investment in faculty and staff development, student services, and
infrastructure will all be necessary.

We take issue with principle 6a--that the university should focus more on those programs which
are of “high need” to the state of California. We are worried that “high need,” particularly as it is
described in the principle, is defined solely in economic terms. California has other extremely high needs
which principle 6a overlooks. Its population exhibits great ignorance of the creative arts, shows some of
the lowest levels of participatory citizenship of any industrialized democracy, contains pockets of serious
poverty, etc. As a public university concerned with the public good, these needs should have an equal or
higher claim to our resources than emerging trends in the private sector. Furthermore, this principle’s
charge to internally reallocate resources fails to credit us for having done just that on our own initiative--
SJSU is now completing a major academic priorities effort (described elsewhere).



The Comnerstones mandates to increase mentoring, counseling, assessment (5a) as well as
innovation in the classroom, use of technology, etc. will all demand huge amounts of faculty development.
Students are coming to SJSU with more problems (problems at home or work, medical problems, mental
problems, etc.) than they once did, and this problem will increase as “access" increases. Ph.D. programs
do not generally prepare faculty to handle these things, so to the extent faculty engage in these activities,
the CSU must be prepared to make a substantial investment in educating them. Furthermore, the RTP
process should change to give faculty credit for the time-consuming new responsibilities that they might be
forced to assume in the push to “increase access”.

Response to “Ensuring Financial Stability”:

We emphatically agree with principle 82, “The CSU must continue relentlessly to pursue state
general funding to meet the core needs of the institution....” Beside this goal all others pale in
comparison. We certainly should undertake any and all reforms that extend our existing resources without
diminishing the quality of the education we provide, but a realist must admit that such reforms will provide
only a tiny fraction of what will be needed for the expected demographic bulge. As a public university
expected to meet a dramatic surge in public demand, any solution to our shortfall in resources must involve
a public answer. The public must be prepared to allocate more resources, or it must be prepared to suffer
economically when access to the CSU dramatically diminishes.

Taken in this context, the extensive debates over internal reforms which will at best produce minor
improvements to our “financial stability” appear trivial. Their one useful function might be to prove to the
public that we have indeed considered every alternative in the effort to stretch our resources, and thus we
are deserving of adequate public support. Unfortunately, we conclude that while there appear to be a
variety of good ideas in Cornerstones, they are unlikely to increase productivity, if by increased
productivity we mean the ability to educate more students at the same level of quality. In most cases
reforms that seem to have been initially included because of their ostensible ability to increase productivity
may actually increase costs. These reforms, such as the incorporation of contemporary technologies into
our modes of instruction, may be worthwhile, but they are not magic bullets.

For example, we do not share the optimism of principle 8f that technology can be used to
significantly increase productivity in the classroom, and believe that such a claim misunderstands
technology’s function and may actually set back its incorporation into instruction. Well designed distance
learning and technologically mediated instruction (TMI) should actually increase faculty/student
interaction. This may increase course quality, but it also creates greater faculty workload, as the best
practitioners of TMI attest. To use TMI to increase the faculty/student ratio and thus increase
“productivity” would sacrifice course quality, and would therefore be prohibited at SISU (S97-6).
Technology--whether it be the technology of books, of chalk, of CD-ROM, or of two-way compressed
video--can facilitate but never replace the time faculty must spend giving individualized attention to their

students.

While technology offers few prospects for greater productivity in instruction, we are more
optimistic about its prospects in administration and advising (8¢). For example, the hardware and
software to support a sophisticated degree audit system could dramatically improve advising. Both
transfer students and ongoing students could accurately know which requirements in their program remain
to be filled and which courses could fill those requirements. Currently, many students make mistakes in
determining how to fulfill requirements. Preventing these mistakes could often shorten time to graduation.

The differential fee system is one that philosophically divides us, although our Academic Senate is
on record as opposing graduate fee differentials (SS-S95-1). We considered whether we have a greater
obligation in the CSU towards undergraduate rather than graduate programs; whether it was really true that
graduates can afford to pay more than undergraduates; whether under a system of higher graduate fees
there should be lower fees or forgivable loans to encourage students to enter into graduate fields in the
public interest but not particularly lucrative (e.g., social work, teaching). In general, we did agree that if
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graduate fee differentials were created precautions should be taken to prevent graduate programs from
becoming financially inaccessible to our working class students. What those measure might be we

debated.

A major conceptual point that was raised was the uncertainty principle: namely, in a cost analysis,
if one increases the uncertainty of a specific event, then there is a corresponding decrease in productivity.
For example, if 30 different GE courses exist to fulfill a given requirement, and if they are not coordinated
with each other or with other requirements, “productivity” declines. We would anticipate that self-paced
instruction (principle 3a), the fulfillment of requirements through individualized “learning outcomes
assessment,” and credit by examination for experiential learning all would greatly increase uncertainty in
the ability of the institution to predict enrollment patterns and in the lives of our students, and could well
contribute to a slowdown in the time to degree.

We agree that savings that accrue from the expected replacement of large numbers of retiring
faculty should be retained to augment faculty development, but wish to point out that faculty development
should be an ongoing investment that is not dependent upon the vagaries of mass retirements. Given the
expected boon, however, we were divided as to how best to distribute the savings: on a campus or a
system-wide basis. There is considerable appeal to retaining these funds on the campus which generates
them--this assures that the resources are immediately available to help cushion the blow when a campus
loses its most experienced faculty. On the other hand, various campuses are considerably ahead of the rest
of the system in retirements, and it would be unfair if, merely on account of their earlier bulge of
retirements, they receive few benefits. In fact, through the “golden handshakes” of several years back
these campuses were denuded of senior faculty and then made to pay for a large chunk of the handshake
with their meager discretionary funds To now tell these same campuses that the next retirement bulge will
actually generate funds but they will not share in these revenues would be quite inequitable.

Fundraising from private sources must be carefully handled to avoid creating inequities between
campuses and between academic units. We all understand the great benefits to supplementing our state
support with private donations. However, the system should take account of the differences between the
various regions served by different campuses. It may well be that some campuses can be expected to raise
more private donations and others less. In no case, however, should we tolerate the development of “rich”
and “poor” campuses on the basis of who has the more lucrative fundraising territory. The same should
be true within campuses. Inflexible fundraising quotas, for example, are generally inappropriate because
certain disciplines have extensive access to private money and others do not. Finally, the system should
make a special effort to distinguish between kinds of money raised. Funds that are raised to directly
support the academic mission of the university are rare and extremely valuable--such funds should be
valued far more highly than funds that are raised for embellishments, athletics, etc.

Response to “Ensuring University Accountability”:

We are very concerned that Cornerstones seems to disregard the very extensive system of
accountability that is already in place. Students are assessed and held accountable for their work hundreds
of times over the course of their academic careers. Faculty undergo RTP reviews by multiple levels of
administrators and multiple levels of peer review--a system that is certainly far more elaborate, detailed,
and extensive than any in the private sector. Tenured faculty undergo periodic post-tenure reviews. All
faculty are regularly evaluated for their teaching effectiveness. Curricula are constantly reviewed,
departments and programs are accredited, budgets are scrutinized at multiple levels. At San Jose State
University we just completed the most exhaustive review of our academic programs in our history--
reducing our total number of programs from 280 to about 180. This task consumed thousands of person-
hours at the department, college, and university levels, and involved the collaboration of the entire

University community.

With so much assessment and review already in place, we are distressed that Principle 9 “The
California State University will account for its performance...through regular assessment of the learning
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outcomes of its students and through periodic reports to the public” seems to assume that we are not
currently conducting assessment nor accounting for our performance. = While there may well be
improvements to be made in the our assessment techniques, and while we may need to do a better job
informing the public of the results of our assessment, we do not believe the problem demands more
assessment. In fact, there may well be an inverse relationship between the amount of assessment and the
productivity of faculty. Faculty already spend enormous periods of time complying with the wide variety
of mandates for assessment, and this necessarily detracts from the time they have available to teach,
advise, conduct research, and participate in service activities.

Principle 9 appears to us to confuse ‘“‘accountability” and the need for better reporting and public
relations. Ample evidence already exists that enables us to account for our performance. We would
agree, however, that this evidence has been poorly presented to the public. The CSU needs to do a
better job of explaining the link between our system and the quality of life in California as a whole, both in
terms of our huge impact upon the economy of California as well as upon culture, the arts, public service,
etc. While we are eager and willing to help improve our public image, this is one of the rare instances
where system administration needs to take the lead. In fact, it seems to us that this is the major reason for
having a system administration, and its previous lack of success in telling our story and acquiring
resources is a primary reason that many faculty view it with suspicion and distrust. One way to reduce the
tension would be to incorporate into Cornerstones a detailed and coherent strategy for marketing our
existing strengths and achievements. Such a strategy warrants as much energy and detail as has been
devoted to any of the four “cornerstones.”

New system-wide accountability schemes could negatively distort campus behavior. For
example, a system-wide accountability program focused on “learning outcomes™ rather than simply on
“learning” will reward those campuses that admit students with high levels of achievement and penalize
campuses that practice extensive outreach to disadvantaged groups. Because the starting level of its
students differs from other campuses, an “outreach” oriented campus may do a superior job of education
but still produce graduates with a lower absolute level of achievement than an “advantaged” campus that
deals only with students who are well prepared for college. The hunt for good publicity, contributions,
and state funds might well hang in the balance, and it would not be long before campuses began to
compete for ways to jettison those students who depress the measures of “learning outcomes.”

If the system mandates new kinds of “learning outcomes assessments,” then it must be prepared to
provide sufficient resources to implement these assessments in a responsible manner. Unfortunately, to
implement such assessments in any manner other than by standardized tests would be prohibitively
expensive. But standardized tests are defective on two counts: first, they are not suitable for measuring
many kinds of learning, and second, they often distort and narrow learning by encouraging teachers to

“teach to the test.”

Far superior to system-wide accountability comparisons would be campus-based measurements.
When a campus is competing with itself it has incentives to be honest and to critically view its own
shortcomings. When a campus is competing with other campuses it has incentives to present itself in the
best possible light, and efforts will be made to manipulate and distort data and/or practices to fit the
measurement device. For this reason campuses should develop their own systems of accountability that
are not geared to comparison with other campuses. One suggestion that was made at our retreat is to
institute mandatory exit interviews for all students, faculty, and staff who depart the university for any
reason, positive (graduate, retire) or negative (drop out, transfer, accept a higher paying position, etc.).
Such a practice, while costly, would help us pinpoint our strengths and weaknesses by utilizing the
evaluations of our strongest and most knowledgeable critics.
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