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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Following more than two years of investigation and analysis, IUP’s
self-study has found the university to be strong and well-prepared for
the challenges of the future. Fourteen subcommittees, broadly
representative of the university community, investigated each of the
standards required for reaffirmation of accreditation. The steering
committee, consisting of the chairs of these subcommittees as well as
other members, offers this final report and supporting documents as
evidence of the university’s success in meeting each standard. Four
key recommendations, based on the analyses and recommendations
contained in the executive summaries and of particular importance
to the steering committee, help to focus the ideas and perspectives of
this self-study.
First, the steering committee recommends that
the university’s mission statement be reexamined and revised. A mission statement that
is focused concisely on the university’s essential
values is necessary for IUP to define its purpose
as an institution of higher education and to
project an identity consistent with this purpose.
With a proper mission statement, the university
community will better understand the president’s
vision for IUP, and our aspirations for the
university will be grounded in a common
purpose. The university should take immediate
steps to revise the mission statement so that it
becomes the base upon which our strategic
planning processes can be built.
Second, to succeed in our mission, we must
manage the institution effectively, building on
the successful practices that have moved us
forward and eliminating those that have not. A
model of strategic management for continuous
improvement that supports the university’s
academic purpose will help to ensure that plans,
goals, resources, and assessments at all levels are
aligned with the mission and used as a basis for
continuous improvement and accountability.
The steering committee recommends that this
process will begin immediately and expects that

in five years, evidence will indicate that a
strategic management system for continuous
improvement is in place and assessed institutionwide for its effectiveness.
Third, commitment to our students’ academic
success is paramount. We must maintain a
strong learning environment and manage our
enrollment carefully. Our students’ academic
success depends on the quality of our
curriculum, including advising, and on our
knowing whether students learn what our
programs, colleges, and the university promise
them. To support these promises, we will gauge
the effectiveness of our curriculum by assessing
students’ learning relative to program, college,
and institutional goals and then use the results to
improve the curriculum and learning
environment. These goals are within reach for
the university so long as there is leadership,
cooperation, and resources to support them. The
steering committee expects that every academic
department will have a student outcomes
assessment plan in operation by the Spring of
2007. Academic success for all students depends
upon a commitment to educational excellence by
everyone who works for the university and the
State System.
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Fourth, in order to achieve our mission, operate
effectively with a strategic management process,
and achieve excellence in student learning, it is
crucial that an ethos of flexibility and innovation
prevail. Greater openness to change in
operational, financial, and academic areas should
be assessed on an ongoing basis, as evidenced by
stakeholders’ perceptions. Administrators,
faculty, and staff have made remarkable progress
in the past ten years, helping IUP to advance
new programs and facilities, technology, and
operations. The next ten years will require still
more progress, beginning with academics and
extending to all corners of the institution, guided
by the university’s mission, strategic plan, and
most important, its concern for students.

This self-study occurs at a propitious time for
the university as we begin the 2005-2006
academic year and seek ways to build on the
many accomplishments of the past ten years.
The self-study offers the president a
comprehensive and in-depth look at the
institution, one he can use to further develop a
vision for the university and advance strategic
planning processes that will fulfill this vision.
Moreover, it offers the entire university
community an opportunity to see the many parts
of the university and how each relates to the
whole. Guided by the knowledge of its recent
history and aware of both its strengths and
challenges, the university community can
continue to fulfill the hopes of IUP students who
depend on our collective strength and wisdom.
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INTRODUCTION
After more than two years of investigation and analysis, the IUP
Middle States Steering Committee finds the university strong and
ready for future challenges. Despite significant budget reductions and
changes in leadership, the university has continued to deliver a highquality education and now faces the future with committed
leadership. IUP remains dedicated to academic excellence even as
accountability, economies of scale, and competitive advantage lead us
to reconsider our mission statement, goals, and operations. As we do
so, the university’s long-time commitment to teaching excellence will
remain its core value. There is perhaps no better evidence of this
commitment than the accomplishments of the past ten years. The
self-study has illuminated the institution’s strengths and challenges
during this period of time, and in so doing, it has shown how we
might build on our accomplishments and meet our challenges in the
years ahead.
When IUP completed its last Middle States selfstudy in 1994, the findings that resulted from
close examination of five selected topics—
libraries and information technology, graduate
education, liberal studies, outcomes assessment,
and strategic planning—helped to focus the
university’s attention. The Middle States Visiting
Team made recommendations and the university
responded to them in its Periodic Review Report
of 2001. Since then, there has been progress on
a number of fronts. One of the topics, outcomes
assessment, stands out among the rest, both for
the accomplishments we have made thus far and
the work yet to be done. Findings from the
current self-study show that the university has
come a long way in the past ten years in its
orientation to assessment and that we are now
ready, under the leadership of a new president,
to pursue a more comprehensive and missionbased approach.
IUP is proud to be known as a university that
offers an excellent educational value. For

approximately half the tuition cost of
Pennsylvania’s largest state-related universities,
students here can enjoy the benefits of small
class sizes taught by regular faculty while
selecting from diverse curricular offerings in a
safe and rich environment for learning. To
sustain the value of a degree from IUP, members
of the university community have upheld the
institution’s academic integrity and used
resources wisely.
In the last ten-to-twelve years, IUP has seen real
accomplishments. In the academic sphere, the
university established the Robert E. Cook
Honors College, earned accreditation for its
College of Business from the prestigious
Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of
Business International, founded chapters of Phi
Kappa Phi and Mortar Board honorary societies,
and increased the number of doctoral programs.
In just the past five years, the IUP Libraries
changed from the Dewey to the Library of
Congress classification system. Every year, IUP
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students conduct research with their faculty
mentors, publish their work, and continue to
earn national and professional awards. IUP’s
dynamic faculty continues to lead the State
System in research and to expand the delivery of
instruction.
The university’s infrastructure has also grown.
The library’s new Instructional Design Center
has become a hub for innovations in teaching
and learning. Renovations to the Student Co-Op
building and a new Student Services Center are
now complete. There is a new parking garage.
Major renovations to IUP’s two regional
campuses and to the Cogswell music building on
main campus are underway. The university
acquired 137 acres of land adjacent to campus
and now has new athletic facilities and a
residence for the university president. The
aesthetics of the main campus have been
enhanced through new archway entrances,
outdoor lighting, and the arboretum project. A
long-range campus development plan and
master plan for student housing are now
complete, with design plans underway.
Other major accomplishments include the
creation of academic and service learning floors
in residence halls and new programs to enhance
retention for African American and other
students. IUP has won important grants and
contracts to support the federal agenda for
homeland security and achieved a modified
funding formula to support the doctoral mission.
Computer connectivity, network services,
multimedia classrooms, and distance education
have all grown dramatically. The university has
reached more than two-thirds of its goal in the
current capital campaign and continues to
generate funds for a new regional development
center, a complex that will transform the Indiana
community and contribute to economic growth
in the region.

Members of the university community have also
faced challenges in the last ten years, including
changes in the presidency, budget reductions,
tuition increases, and new requirements from
the State System. Yet IUP’s record of progress
during this time is remarkable. The university
continues to attract talented faculty and
students, enrollments remain strong, and
finances are sound. Most importantly, the
university’s new president is aware of the
challenges we have faced and brings a new vision
to the institution. This self-study offers a unique
opportunity to highlight our strengths and
challenges so that the entire university
community will be prepared to meet the
demands of the next ten to twenty years.
The data collection and analysis for the
investigative phase of this self-study ended two
months before Dr. Atwater became IUP’s
president in February of 2005. The data
collection occurred during a period of unusual
turnover in the president’s office, contentious
contract negotiations between the faculty and
the State System, and an impending strike. The
steering committee and 14 subcommittees were
broadly representative of the university
community, however, and they sought to
conduct their investigations in an impartial
manner, focusing on the broad outlines of the
university’s recent history and its many
strengths. This report’s emphasis on the past
ten years represents a period of the university’s
history that President Atwater had no hand in
creating but now accepts and seeks to address,
using this self-study as a starting point. The
steering committee is encouraged by his
perception of the self-study as a window on the
past and a lamp for the future that will guide us
all in meeting the challenges ahead. Armed with
the self-study, the president may now act swiftly
on priorities identified herein, knowing that
these recommendations have been carefully
studied and depend upon his vision for how best
to address them.
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PROCESS
The 2005 Comprehensive Self-Study for Indiana University of
Pennsylvania began two and a half years ago. During the spring and
summer of 2003, team liaisons were chosen, a 32-member steering
committee was formed, budget and clerical resources were set aside,
and 14 subcommittees were assembled, altogether involving more
than 200 faculty, staff, administrators, trustees, and students.
Between August 21, 2003, and April 25, 2005, the steering committee
met 13 times, open forums for the community were held five times,
and subcommittees and their related work groups each met an
average of 25 times.
This unprecedented level of effort and resources
for the self-study represents our collective belief
that the process for reaffirmation of
accreditation will make the university stronger
and more vital in the years to come. The
subcommittee reports for each standard are
thorough investigations based on data, analyzed
carefully and supported with documentation.
Individually, they are windows on the institution
and give a specific perspective on a particular
area. To ensure that those involved in the selfstudy process kept the overall picture in view, the
steering committee developed five themes that
cut across the 14 standards and are unique to the
institution. During the subcommittee
investigations and now for the final report, they
are like skylights, helping to illuminate the many
ways that different parts of the university are
related to one another. Seen through the lenses
of the five themes—Identity, Priorities, Niches,
Leadership and Governance, and Agility and
Responsiveness—the findings and conclusions of
the subcommittees provide an expansive view of
IUP, allowing us for the first time in many years
to contemplate a broad view of the university
and then to forge decisions grounded in this
vision.
This final report is organized in two parts. Part
One consists of a comprehensive narrative
focused on the five themes and spans the range
of all 14 subcommittee reports. After reading
and deliberating over the reports and executive

summaries, members of the steering committee
asked one committee member to draft a
narrative that draws together the ideas and
recommendations contained in the reports,
places them into meaningful contexts, and
presents a coherent voice for the steering
committee. The narrative culminates in four
overarching, key recommendations. Part Two
consists of the executive summaries of each
subcommittee report. The full reports have
been bound in a separate document after editing
for consistency. Both the reports and the
executive summaries were written by their
subcommittees, then discussed and accepted by
the steering committee. The executive
summaries in Part Two are vital for all who seek
to fully understand the specific data, analysis,
findings, and recommendations upon which the
narrative in Part One was based.
Furthermore, all of the 69 subcommittee
recommendations have been linked to the four
key recommendations and arrayed in a matrix
that shows the relationship between the
subcommittee recommendations, the four key
recommendations, and the 14 standards. The
reason for linking the recommendations and
standards in this way is to ensure that all
standards were examined and included in this
final report. While the many subcommittee
recommendations help to inform the key
recommendations and to suggest specific
actions, the steering committee intends them to

Indiana University of Pennsylvania

5

be advisory. The four key recommendations in
this report are the most important and
comprehensive, and they are the ones to which
we hold ourselves accountable.
Thus, this final report presents the wide-angle
vision of the steering committee as well as the
telescopic examinations of each subcommittee.
Altogether, they provide the most complete
understanding of what we learned about the
university with respect to the Middle States
standards.
The design proposal for this self-study was
approved by Dr. MaryAnn Baenninger, executive
associate director of the Middle States
Commission on Higher Education, upon her visit
to IUP in November 21, 2003. Dr. Baenninger
was particularly complimentary of the way in
which the five themes reflected IUP’s full
embrace of self-study from the outset. In August
of 2003, the steering committee met for the first
time and discussed questions the self-study
might address. Many questions and topics were
proposed and then organized around the five
themes. The themes encompass clusters of ideas
that are specific to the university at this time in
its history and help to make the self-study
unique to IUP. By October 2003, each of the
subcommittees had developed a set of questions
to guide its investigation and presented them to
the steering committee for approval.
The subcommittees collected both quantitative
and qualitative data. The steering committee
worked with subcommittee chairs to coordinate
data collection, assemble institutional data sets
and reports, and develop appropriate methods
and procedures. In preparation for the selfstudy, a task force collected 103 data reports

from various units of the university and made
them available to the 14 subcommittees. The 14
subcommittees also pooled their survey
questions into a single comprehensive
questionnaire that was administered to the entire
IUP community and is referred to in this report
as the IUP Middle States Survey. The
questionnaire consisted of 58 questions.
Responses were received from 223 faculty
members, 1,513 students, and 400 staff
members. The questionnaire and the process for
administering it were approved by the chair of
the university’s Institutional Review Board for
the Protection of Human Subjects. The IUP
Middle States Survey and the index of data
reports may be found in the appendices for
Subcommittee 1.
By January 20, 2005, all 14 subcommittee reports
were published on the Internet and in hard copy
for the university community to read and
respond to. Following a series of five open
forums, representatives from each subcommittee
listened to and read the responses of the IUP
community. An ad hoc group of steering
committee members conducted a content
analysis of the 69 subcommittee
recommendations. The steering committee held
three meetings to study responses from the open
forums, examine the content analysis, and
provide direction to the faculty writer for Part
One of this final report. Drafts of the report
were then revised by team liaisons and the
steering committee with additional input from
the IUP community during the fall semester of
2005.
This final report was voted on and approved by
the steering committee on November 14, 2005.
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SYNTHESIS
Another Pennsylvania Story
The story of Philadelphia Pharmacy in Philadelphia in the mid-’90s
may seem an unlikely place to begin, but it serves two purposes. It
helps to illustrate the five themes developed by the steering committee
to frame Part One of the final report—Identity, Priorities, Niches,
Leadership and Governance, and Agility and Responsiveness—and it
gives insight into qualities that are vital to the effectiveness of the
university, qualities that are sometimes hard to see for those who are
on the inside looking in.
Tired of the corporate treadmill, Richard Ost
quit his job with a national chain and used his
life savings to open a small drug store in an
economically distressed neighborhood on Lehigh
Avenue. One day in the early 1990s, he
happened to notice his assistant, Elizabeth Leon,
writing out a prescription label by hand for one
of her customers. Like most drug stores, Ost’s
used a computer to print prescription directions,
and so after the customer left, he asked his
assistant why she didn’t use the computer. She
explained that in this Hispanic neighborhood,
many customers had trouble reading their
prescriptions in English, and so whenever time
permitted, she translated them into Spanish for
her customers.
Ost was struck by insight. He and Leon soon
began translating all of the prescription
directions in the computer into Spanish. With a
simple command, the computer would generate
the label in English or Spanish. Before long,
residents of the blighted neighborhood were
coming to Philadelphia Pharmacy for
prescription labels written in Vietnamese and
other languages. Ost hired more people, secured
their loyalty with profit-sharing and health
benefits, and helped to transform the
neighborhood, doing four times more business
than the average chain pharmacy. He achieved
all this, according to Thomas Petzinger in The
New Pioneers, because he paid close attention to
his customers and his employees.

Richard Ost could not afford an elaborate
advertising campaign to pull in customers, nor
could he discount his prices enough to compete
with the big chains. Instead, Ost could rely only
on the assets he had—a solid building, a fair
location, dedicated employees, loyal clientele,
and a drive to succeed. When Ost observed his
assistant translating the prescription for a
Hispanic customer, he observed an act of agility
that occurs only in organizations that cultivate a
culture for it. Elizabeth Leon was not afraid to
work beyond her job description and did not
require a policy to sanction what she did. She
responded first as a human being. For his part,
Ost saw a niche and then seized it. The number
of potential niches for any organization is huge,
however, and so Ost had to examine his
priorities. Was the new labeling plan so much
better than other ideas and priorities? Was the
risk worth the cost? An even more fundamental
question was whether or not the labeling idea,
and all it would take to implement it properly,
was compatible with the identity and purpose of
his organization. If not, there was little point in
pursuing the idea even if it boosted revenue or
made him well known. Perhaps the most
important aspect of the story of Philadelphia
Pharmacy is the exercise of leadership. Clearly,
Ost had an insightful moment on the day he
watched Leon translate a prescription into
Spanish. To move the idea forward, however,
required a vision—and employees who were
motivated to make it a reality.
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IUP is not Philadelphia Pharmacy, but the
success of both rests on themes that run deep
through practically every organization. The goal
of this self-study has been to examine IUP’s
strengths, weaknesses, and opportunities,
particularly in the ten years prior to the arrival of
President Atwater, in order to inform the new
president about various dimensions of the
university as he leads IUP into the next ten years
and beyond.

IDENTITY
In 1965, Indiana State College became Indiana
University of Pennsylvania. Before the new
name could be approved, however, one
important condition had to be met. The
Pennsylvania legislature stipulated that the name
change would take effect “immediately upon
accreditation by the Middle States Association of
Colleges and Secondary Schools.” In the
afternoon of December 18, the Association
telegraphed notice of continued accreditation,
and at that moment ISC became IUP.
Fortunately, the institution’s accreditation was
never in doubt, the legislature was reassured, and
the new appellation signaled a revived sense of
purpose and mission for the university.
Now forty years later, IUP is again focused on
reaffirmation of accreditation by the Middle
States Commission on Higher Education. And
while the university has grown considerably
since the mid-1960s, its identity and mission are
linked once again to Middle States. This time,
however, the name itself is not at stake and the
parameters of identity and mission seem more
complex than they did four decades ago. The
comprehensive self-study of 2005 provides the
impetus to examine our identity and mission in
light of many changes that have taken place in
the past ten years.
In the 1870s, the mission seemed perfectly clear:
“The purpose for which this School is founded, is
preeminently the education and training of
Teachers,” the catalog proclaimed. The Indiana
School was a private, for-profit company, with
trustees holding many of the shares. Then as
now, there was a bright outlook for teacher
education. Its directors could not afford to think
too narrowly, though, because enrollment had to
increase for the corporation to remain solvent.
Mindful of the bottom line, the catalog also
stated that the school did “not necessarily stop”
with teacher education (Juliette & Landon,
Indiana University of Pennsylvania: Our Homage
and Our Love, p. 21) and left the door open to
students seeking an education in other fields of
study.

Today, the university’s identity and mission are
expansive. The subcommittee for Mission,
Goals, and Objectives examined IUP’s mission
statement in light of the steering committee’s
theme of identity. This theme refers to the
values and aspirations of the institution vis-à-vis
everyday realities.
The questions that grow out of this theme
helped those involved with the self-study to
contemplate IUP’s identity: Who are we? Who
determines our identity? Do those who work at
IUP understand our identity as an institution of
higher education? What limits on our identity
do we accept for now, and what challenges do we
confront now? How are the State System’s goals
aligned with our own goals?

EXAMINING THE MISSION
The self-study found that the current mission
statement is no longer adequate and that a new
mission statement is needed to better serve the
institution and its community.
The significance of Standard 1 cannot be
overestimated because virtually all other
standards take as their starting point the
university’s mission. Many of the final reports of
the various subcommittees note the need for a
clear mission to help in planning and setting
priorities. The findings and recommendations of
Subcommittee 1 are therefore of particular
interest.
With representation from the faculty,
administration, staff, and trustees, the
subcommittee for Standard 1 was broadly
representative. Its investigation included focus
group interviews, document analyses, individual
and team research, and surveys. The
subcommittee paid particular attention to the
connections between the mission statement and
planning, resources, the institution’s heritage,
and its current programs.
In its analysis of data, the subcommittee began
by focusing on a document intended to express
the university’s mission for strategic planning in
1996. The subcommittee decided to look at the
entire text, acknowledging that it was not clear
whether all or part of the text reflected the
mission statement proper. The subcommittee
surveyed students, faculty, and administrators
about their awareness of the statement, collected
copies of mission statements from divisions and
departments within the university, and
conducted focus group interviews with various
constituents on campus.
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The results of the survey indicated that students,
faculty, and administrators generally supported
what they read in the statement and felt that it
defined the institution’s purpose, character, and
values. Respondents also indicated they felt the
statement may be more a guide for academic
decisions than budgetary ones. While the
subcommittee noted that the survey data tended
to be positive, it concluded that they did not
address the larger context in which the mission
statement functions.
In other investigations, the subcommittee was
able to identify mission statements in one
college, two schools, and a number of academic
programs. Among those who had statements,
the subcommittee discerned no explicit
connection to IUP’s mission statement.
Moreover, the results of focus group interviews
the subcommittee conducted were in contrast
with the more positive feelings about the mission
reflected in the survey. Focus groups indicated
dissatisfaction with the mission statement.
In its conclusions, members of Subcommittee 1
concurred that IUP’s mission statement, written
by a committee nearly ten years ago for a time
that was quite different from the present, needs
to be rewritten. After thoroughly examining the
statement, related documents, and the results of
surveys and interviews, the subcommittee for
Standard 1 found that the current statement
lacks a clear format, is not familiar to members
of the IUP community, and tends to express
values and vision rather than goals, objectives, or
outcomes that can be evaluated.
Members of another subcommittee, Institutional
Resources, lend support to the findings of
Subcommittee 1. They found that it is important
for the mission statement to drive the planning
process (S3 ES) and to have the support of a
sound strategic plan. Members of this
subcommittee felt that the institution’s mission
and goals need to be consistent with the
population of the students we serve and that the
statement needs to be strong. In other words,
the mission should derive its strength by
committing IUP to broadly conceived goals.
Furthermore, it is important to define IUP’s
identity as a leader in the Pennsylvania State
System of Higher Education, the
Commonwealth, and beyond. Among the

qualities of the university that already seem to do
this, Subcommittee 1 believes, are the
university’s
• doctoral mission
• allegiance to students
• partnerships within the State System
• commitment to diversity and tolerance
• rich environment for learning
Subcommittee 1 expressed the hope that the
university’s revised mission statement will be
clearly written, brief, and widely disseminated.
The subcommittee report states,
The mission statement should make IUP’s
highest institutional priorities absolutely clear.
Institution-wide identity-defining goals such
as the doctoral mission, allegiance to
students, many of whom are regional firstgeneration college students and international
students, partnership within the system, a
commitment to diversity and tolerance, and
to the creation and sustenance of a rich
learning and teaching environment, must be
fully embraced, and division, college, and
departmental missions should reflect these
commanding values (S1 R)
The steering committee supports these values
for a revised mission statement. As the strategic
planning process focuses on these and other
recommendations, a clear sense of the
university’s mission, developed with input from
all constituents and articulated by the President,
will be critical to the progress we make.

IDENTITY AND INTEGRITY
The self-study found that while institutional
integrity is strong, the sense of engagement with
the university could be strengthened, especially in
terms of access to information about academic
and student life and involvement in policy
developments.
Allegiance to students and cultivating a rich
environment for teaching and learning are values
that have shaped IUP’s identity. Every day,
faculty, staff, and administrators take pride in
reaching out to students in a multitude of ways—
as mentors, sponsors, caretakers, coaches,
custodians, advisors, readers, librarians,
secretaries, tutors, confidants, counselors, clergy,
hosts, and friends. We expect them to promote
a climate of tolerance and diversity for races,
religions, ethnicities, and social classes that
extends well beyond the classroom, so that
students will grow as whole persons and model
the values of good citizens. In this way, the
mission and identity of the university are
unquestionably linked to its integrity.

Indiana University of Pennsylvania

9

Heraclitus said that character is destiny.
Members of the IUP community want to be part
of an institution that not only builds character
but upholds it—by keeping its promises,
honoring its commitments, and representing
itself truthfully. The subcommittee on Integrity
focused its investigation on several areas where
the qualities of character and integrity must be
evident—in university policies, diversity, ethical
treatment of others, and information access.
The subcommittee examined existing reports
and collected data from the IUP Middle States
survey as well as a separate survey administered
to faculty and staff. The subcommittee found
that in many ways the university community
behaves ethically and with integrity.
As evidence of this, their report notes that
survey results were generally positive about the
climate of respect and opportunity on campus,
fostered in part by the university’s civility
statement, for example, and by the various
pledges, policies, and practices that relate to
shared governance, equal opportunity, hiring,
and diversity. The report notes improvements in
communication and consensus building between
senior leaders and various campus groups. The
report also notes that a sense of belonging or
engagement with the larger community seems to
be missing for some people, perhaps because
they feel a loss as compared to earlier times
when the school was smaller and had fewer
obligations, or perhaps because there is a need
for more communication with them. In light of
this, the subcommittee suggests that institutional
integrity and engagement could be strengthened
by promoting greater access to information
about academic and student life and by involving
more people in policy developments.
The subcommittee noted a need to address
stereotyping in the workplace, build relationships
between groups, and provide better
opportunities for advancement. The
subcommittee also noted the demands placed on
reviewers of research that involves human
subjects and the need for faculty researchers to
become more informed about policies for the
ethical treatment of human subjects. They
called for improvements in the handling of
intellectual property issues and for greater
consistency in projecting the public face of the
university.
The steering committee believes IUP has the
potential to project a stronger identity than it has
in years past, one that emerges from the
university’s mission and rests on the cornerstone
of the president’s integrated marketing plan. It
will then be important for members of the IUP

community to lend their support to the
institution’s mission and identity and to be
guided by them. Knowing who we are and what
we are about is the first step in addressing the
university’s challenges, the steering committee
believes, as the campus community looks to new
leadership for a compelling vision of IUP’s future.

NICHES
The theme of niches refers to the steering
committee’s belief that IUP’s strength in the
future will depend in large measure on how well
the university’s degree programs—82 bachelor’s,
41 master’s, 8 doctoral, and 3 associate—and
related educational offerings can fill academic
niches for which there is a demand. Across the
nation, colleges and universities have developed
niches that set them apart from their
competitors and create good fits between the
institution’s resources and their students’
interests. In some ways, this has always been the
case for IUP, too. Over the course of its history,
programs that filled certain niches helped the
university earn a reputation for educational
excellence. Our goal is to preserve and enhance
this reputation for excellence. In the future,
identifying the niches we are compatible with
will be vital as we seek to discover the answers to
questions such as, What are IUP’s opportunities
for growth and stability in terms of new
programs and facilities versus long-established
ones? How can we become more flexible in our
academic offerings as we adhere to the
university’s values?
One reason to focus on the development of
academic niches is the need to maintain, and
perhaps grow, the university’s enrollment. This
self-study has investigated the challenge of
managing IUP’s enrollment. At the steering
committee’s meeting March 28, 2005, the
committee identified enrollment as the top
priority for this final report.

ENROLLMENT COMPETITION
The self-study found that IUP has been successful
in achieving its enrollment goals in the past. In
the next decade, the university will depend upon
the president’s leadership to help the university
achieve its enrollment goals.
Situated as we are in rural Appalachia with
relatively slow growth and low wages, dependent
on state money for more than a third of the
university’s educational and general budget (S3
R), and facing increasing competition from more
than thirty colleges and universities in the region
(S11 R), IUP cannot afford to take its enrollment
for granted. Fortunately, IUP is in a good
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position to anticipate enrollment trends and to
develop niches that will sustain the institution’s
vitality. The president has named enrollment
management as one of his four main goals, and
the university has embarked, for 2005-2006, on a
planning process for strategic enrollment
management.
While maintaining or raising average SAT scores
has been a challenge, IUP has done a good job of
attracting sufficient numbers of students to meet
enrollment goals. Most students come from
traditional marketing areas in the counties that
surround Indiana County in the southwest
region of the state. Compared with Indiana
County’s 88,000 residents, there are 1.2 million
people who live in Allegheny County (including
Pittsburgh) and 370,000 who live in
Westmoreland County, our two largest
neighbors. For this reason, Subcommittee 8,
Student Admissions, found these geographical
areas to have the most potential for aggressive
recruiting at the undergraduate and graduate
levels. These traditional markets, admissions
data show, are the places where IUP has the
highest success rate.
Subcommittee 11, Educational Offerings, notes
that part of the enrollment challenge includes
using the university’s planning process to create
and revise departmental course offerings in ways
that respond to niche opportunities (S11 R).
This includes helping departments to see where
they might develop an advantage with new or
existing programs and then helping each
department to market their programs to
prospective students on the web and with
printed materials that describe curriculum and
answer frequently asked questions. This finding
was also supported by Subcommittee 8. When
the president launches the universitywide
strategic plan in 2006-07, educational offerings
should be a key focus.
Subcommittee 8 further recognized that gains in
the admissions area depend on gauging the
success of students in their majors and
programs. The subcommittee observed that
more interaction was needed between the
admissions office and individual departments for
the purpose of aligning recruitment efforts with
department needs. The subcommittee found
that the Department of Nursing and the College
of Education and Educational Technology, both
of which have specific admission criteria for
entering students (S8 Appendix), enable the
admissions staff to provide prospective students
with focused advising. Coordination between all
departments and the Office of Admissions, the
subcommittee found, would help to target

enrollment goals to specific needs and create a
better fit between students’ interests and the
resources of the university (S8 ES).
In the past, admissions was hampered by the
lack of a marketing plan based on a coherent
institutional image, a problem identified by
former President Pettit’s round table in the
spring of 2002 (S8 Appendix). In March of 2004,
initial steps toward an integrated marketing plan
were taken (UPC, Admissions Update, 3/29/04),
and President Atwater has made the
development of this plan a top priority for 20052006. According to Subcommittee 8 (S8
Appendix), the plan involves specific objectives,
departmental actions steps, and collaboration
with the colleges, the Graduate School, and
regional campuses. The president and provost
have allocated $400,000 to the effort
(Performance Funding Initiatives, Three-Year
Plan, 2004-07).
Other factors affecting admissions include
vacancies in leadership in the admissions office
in recent years, insufficient scholarship money
especially for minority applicants, the size of the
admissions staff, and the design of the IUP
website. Subcommittee 8 (S8 App 7) observed
that prospects for admission are strengthened by
the high quality of financial aid information on
the IUP website, which contains detailed, up-todate information.

BEYOND 2008
The self-study found that IUP continues to
represent an excellent educational value for
students, parents, and the Commonwealth and
that the responsibility for communicating this
value extends well beyond the admissions staff.
Subcommittee 8, Student Admissions, looked at
a broad array of available data and found that all
indicators point to a steep decline, beginning in
2008, in the population of high school age
students living in geographical areas from which
IUP now draws many of its students. For its
investigation, the subcommittee focused on
demographics, access, policies, and response
using surveys, interviews, analyses of trend
reports, other data, and reviews of admissions
material (printed and online). They learned that
a significant percentage of IUP’s undergraduate
students come from surrounding counties.
While students from forty other states and many
countries are enrolled at IUP, 97 percent of
students reside in Pennsylvania. Attempts at
recruiting students from the eastern region of
the state, where there is population growth, may
be more challenging than recruiting from the
western half, but whether or not this is so is
unclear and should be investigated further.
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The enrollment outlook is further complicated
by the increasing cost of tuition. Undergraduate
tuition at IUP has increased 56 percent, climbing
from $3,000 to $4,800 in the past ten years and
making it harder for many families in the state to
attain higher education at this or any university
in the Commonwealth. On the positive side,
IUP, as a member of the State System, has always
been committed to making education affordable
for Pennsylvanians, and tuition rates here remain
about half those at the two largest schools IUP
competes with for students, the University of
Pittsburgh and Penn State University. In other
words, IUP offers students and parents an
exceptional value for their money. This is a
point of pride for everyone in the university
community and bears inclusion in the integrated
marketing plan.
The savings that accrue from an IUP education
suggest further niche opportunities. Middle
income students who have strong academic
potential can be attracted to the university with a
relatively modest financial aid package, as
Subcommittee 8 notes. The subcommittee also
suggests that the integrated marketing plan
enhance IUP’s image relative to other universities
in the region, give students a reason to choose
IUP, and strengthen our role in the doctoral
arena. Along with this, the subcommittee finds
clear evidence for needed changes to IUP’s
website, especially for prospective students and
their parents.
Enrollment is such a high priority, the steering
committee believes, that it cannot be the sole
responsibility of the admissions staff. The report
for Subcommittee 8 states, “The business of
recruiting the best, brightest, and most diverse
student population to IUP must become
everyone’s mission at the university” (S8 R).
Toward this end, the steering committee takes
seriously these and other findings of the
subcommittee on student admissions, including
the suggestion that departments become more
directly involved in recruiting students. This
suggestion is significant because the
subcommittee learned that, in general, students
and parents tend to choose a college largely on
the basis of campus visits, and when doing so,
they favor schools that offer what they seek and
convey to them the message that the university
wants them. This requires personal contact by
those who are close to the student’s areas of
interest.

Getting students through the door is only the
first step, however. Once here, they must remain
the university’s number one priority so that they
will remain and thrive. Faculty, administrators,
and staff must deliver on the institution’s
commitments so that students can fulfill their
expectations here—beginning with the
admissions process and continuing through
graduation and beyond.

POPULAR PROGRAMS OF STUDY
The self-study found that students are attracted
to IUP for its promise to provide an education
that is academically strong, affordable, and
career oriented.
The university’s undergraduate population
resides mostly within the state and tends to be
career oriented. Enrollment patterns at IUP tend
to correspond to labor market trends,
Subcommittee 11, Educational Offerings, found
(S11 ES). This suggests that enrollments are
likely to be strong in studies that hold promise
for growth in our region, including advanced
manufacturing, chemicals, financial and back
office services, information technology, and life
sciences. Subcommittee 11 learned that IUP has
programs consistent with these areas and has
created new courses and degrees in response to
them.
At the undergraduate level, the Robert E. Cook
Honors College is an example of IUP’s potential
to develop academic niches. Begun in 1996 and
with a current enrollment averaging 350
students, the college teaches four
interdisciplinary courses organized around a set
of six themes. The college has been praised for
its student-centeredness and high standards.
Benefits from the college have extended into
departments, where honors tracks have been
developed to meet the needs of talented students
who are not part of the Honors College.

For the past five years, IUP has been listed
among the Princeton Review’s “Best 361
Colleges,” due mainly to the uniqueness of
the Robert E. Cook Honors College. IUP is
the only school in the State System to be
listed in the Review’s 2006 edition.
By keeping class sizes small and tuition
affordable across the university, IUP has
developed a niche for academic quality and
accessibility. Affordability, for example, is the
main reason students choose the Honors
College, according to a college report. When
combined with aggressive recruitment efforts,
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factors like small classes and low costs help IUP
to define an academic niche. As Subcommittee
5, Administration, observed, “In spite of recent
marginal increases in class sizes, IUP’s core
strength and niche has been its ability to assure a
high-quality teaching and learning environment
with relatively small class sizes”
(S5 R).

ADVISING INTEGRITY
The self-study found that the quality of student
advising, while generally strong, requires
improvement in some areas and must be
examined further.
The proportion of undecided majors has
increased significantly in almost every college at
IUP, Subcommittee 11 found (S11 ES). For this
and other reasons, the quality of academic
advising at IUP is vitally important for the
integrity of the university’s relationship with
students. When they advise students, faculty
enact the basic human values of integrity by
helping students to realize the promise of a
university education. Advisors help students to
stay in school, obtain the courses they need, and
graduate in a reasonable amount of time.
Advising also gives every student the chance to
develop a personal relationship with faculty
members outside the classroom, something the
faculty values as well. Advising is thus a key
element of IUP’s educational niche.
Both Subcommittee 9, Student Support Services
(S9 R) and Subcommittee 10, Faculty, collected
data on the quality of academic advising and
found evidence of strengths and weaknesses. On
the one hand, the Academic Division, colleges,
and departments have done a great deal to
support faculty advisors. They have sponsored
special workshops, published advising
handbooks, and developed an informational
website to assist faculty advisors. When students
were asked in general terms about advising and
several other factors such as instruction,
registration, safety, and concern for individuality,
more than half of all those surveyed said they are
generally satisfied.
When Subcommittee 9 looked more closely at
the survey results, however, they discovered that
students expressed their lowest levels of
satisfaction with advising compared to other
areas, even as they considered it the most
important area. The subcommittee discovered
that many survey respondents perceived their
faculty advisors as being not approachable and
not concerned about their success and said they
do not help them to set goals and do not know
what the requirements are in their majors (S9 R).
On a related point, students indicated they are

satisfied with the process of registration but
dissatisfied with the availability of required
courses and with registration conflicts. Indeed,
many students encounter problems with the
availability of courses when they attempt to
register. The reasons for this are multiple. The
course they seek may be filled, or seats may be
held by the department for students who will
later be given permits to enroll, or students may
be unable to take an open section because of
conflicts with other classes or commitments. In
other words, students’ perceptions about
advising may be in part related to various
scheduling challenges.
As an institution that values integrity, these
results should be of concern to IUP faculty
because of the impact faculty advising has on the
quality of students’ experience at IUP.
Significantly, Subcommittee 9 found that the
levels of dissatisfaction expressed by IUP
students on these four points were higher than
the national average (S9 ES). With so many
options, requirements, and courses to choose
from, students expect guidance, and the
institution promises it to them when they enter
IUP. Students also expect to be able to enroll in
the courses they need and are understandably
frustrated when they cannot. Faculty and
administrators have devoted considerable
attention to advising and scheduling as problems
have become apparent, but the complexity of the
problem presents a challenge.

“On our campuses, we must create an
intellectual climate that encourages faculty
members and students to make
connections among seemingly disparate
disciplines, discoveries, events, and
trends—and to build bridges among them
that benefit the understanding of us all.”
—Vartan Gregorian, “Colleges Must
Reconstruct the Unity of Knowledge,”
Chronicle of Higher Education, June 4,
2004, B12.
Most advisors, instructors, department chairs,
and administrators work diligently to help
students build their schedules. They stretch
class limits, open new sections, and waive
prerequisites to facilitate scheduling. Still,
students’ needs are not always met. Perhaps, as
Subcommittee 11 noted, key units of the
university could better anticipate the number of
course sections students need and the
complement required to teach them (S11 ES).
The times when courses are offered,
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prerequisites, and other requirements may need
to be evaluated. At the same time, advisors must
be approachable to students, concerned about
their success, and knowledgeable about
requirements. It is their responsibility to help
students enroll in the courses our programs
demand of them. The problem is layered, and
the steering committee identifies faculty advising
and related concerns, as they have been
examined by the relevant subcommittees, as an
area in need of further attention in the
president’s strategic planning process for
enrollment management.

OPPORTUNITIES FOR GRADUATE
EDUCATION
The self-study found that IUP has developed a
successful niche in graduate education that
should be nurtured and enhanced.
When IUP received approval from the State
System to develop doctoral programs in the
1960’s, faculty and administrative leaders
recognized that the university would succeed in
this endeavor to the extent that it could offer
students a reason to choose IUP over other
schools with established programs and more
name recognition. Today, IUP’s doctoral
programs succeed in large part for this reason.
They attract professionals whose needs are not
easily met elsewhere. In some cases, students
are attracted to the curriculum because it
prepares them well for the job market, while in
other cases the appeal lies in courses offered in
the summer and flexible residency requirements
so that students can keep their current jobs.
Students also seek IUP’s programs on the
strength of recommendations from current
students and alumni, the reputations of faculty,
and targeted recruitment efforts by the
individual programs.
Part of the answer to the question of expanding
IUP’s niche opportunities was addressed by
Subcommittee 11, which found that from 20002005, bachelor’s degree enrollment declined by
1.2 percent while graduate enrollment increased
by 16.5 percent (S11 ES). Subcommittee 5,
Administration, learned that in the past two
decades the university has made a considerable
investment in graduate education by creating the
new Research Institute and elevating the
Graduate School dean to the level of vice
provost. Other investments include library
resources, including expanded databases and
cooperative borrowing arrangements with other
university libraries. A higher funding level for
library resources remains a priority, as it was in
the university’s last self-study in 1994. Support
for the library and for graduate studies generally
is key for IUP’s unique standing as the only

school in the State System authorized to grant
doctoral degrees. Subcommittee 5 concluded
that IUP’s niche in graduate education is worth
nurturing and enhancing.
IUP enrolled its first doctoral students in 1968.
All programs require a minimum of sixty
graduate semester credits beyond the bachelor’s
degree. They have earned national and even
international reputations. IUP offers the
following doctoral degrees:
• Doctor of Education in Administration and
Leadership Studies
• Doctor of Philosophy in Administration and
Leadership Studies
• Doctor of Psychology in Clinical Psychology
• Doctor of Philosophy in Criminology
• Doctor of Education in Curriculum and
Instruction
• Doctor of Philosophy in English (one program
in Composition and TESOL and another in
Literature and Criticism)
• Doctor of Education in School Psychology
The university is classified as a
Doctoral/Research University—Intensive by the
Carnegie Foundation. To support the doctoral
mission, IUP recently began to receive $2.4
million in additional funds from the State
System, thanks to a recent change in the funding
formula (S2 ES). This change in the formula was
identified as a goal in the university’s Middle
States Periodic Review Report of 2001, and the
provost was instrumental in building the case to
the State System for the unique needs of the
university in doctoral education.
This and other changes in the funding formula
for graduate education may drive other State
System schools to expand their graduate
programs and place competitive pressures on
IUP’s programs. Because of this, Subcommittee
5 noted that it was important for the university
to remain competitive by developing niches in
graduate education that will attract more
graduate students, encourage larger numbers of
faculty to engage in scholarship and grant
writing, and showcase the accomplishments of
faculty and students. This finding is consistent
with the findings of Subcommittee 11,
Educational Offerings. Subcommittee 5,
Administration, also found that there is support
for faculty scholarship in the form of University
Senate research grants, fellowship awards, and
funding for publications, incidental research, and
travel allowances to support extramural funding.
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Citing a faculty survey conducted in 2000,
Subcommittee 11 found that respondents felt
eligibility criteria for faculty who teach master’s
level courses are adequate, while the criteria for
those teaching doctoral courses should be raised
(S11 ES). Subcommittee 11 also learned from
the results of the survey in 2000 that the low
stipend amounts for graduate assistantships were
not in keeping with the university’s Carnegie
status nor were they competitive with peer
institutions, thus making it hard for IUP to
attract qualified doctoral students and to pay
them a fair stipend (S11 ES). The university’s
self-study in 1994 and Periodic Review Report in
2001 called for significantly increasing the
number of assistantships as well as the stipend
levels. Stipends for a full assistantship (20 hours
per week) currently range from $4,740 to $6,330
for two semesters and include a tuition waiver—
compensation that measures about half the
national average, according to reports cited in
the Chronicle of Higher Education (Oct. 15 and
22, 2004). Other forms of support for graduate
students include fellowships, scholarships,
campus employment, and a limited number of
teaching associateships.
Consistent with the findings of subcommittee
reports, the steering committee notes that the
initiatives IUP undertakes must serve its
academic mission and support its enrollment
goals. Two of President Atwater’s goals for the
university are appropriately focused on academic
excellence and enrollment. As the university
community looks ahead to the last half of this
decade, we are reassured that attracting students
to IUP and ensuring that they receive a first-rate
education, including appropriate advising, will
remain a high priority for the president and will
be addressed in initiatives currently underway
and being planned.

PRIORITIES
One aim of this self-study is to understand where
we are at this point in the university’s history,
where we wish to go, and how our priorities
must be set to get there. The historian Daniel
Boorstin said that planning for the future
without a sense of the past is like trying to plant
cut flowers. We do not wish to plant cut
flowers. For much of the past decade or more,
faculty, staff, and administrators have supported
a wide range of undertakings with limited
resources of labor and capital. Stretched thin,
programs and services have often struggled,
raising the question of what the university’s
priorities really are. In creating the theme of
Priorities, the steering committee focuses
attention on this very question. What is most
important for IUP?
Deciding what is most important for an
institution with a 130-year history, 14,000
students, and 1,600 employees cannot be
imposed from the outside or planted like cut
flowers. It must take hold from within in the
form of sound planning.
The origin of the word plan may be found in
Latin planum, a flat surface, and French plan, a
ground plan or map. The word also shares a
kinship with plain. This bit of etymology is
relevant because planning at IUP over the past
fifteen years or so, beginning with the Refocus
committees of the 1990s and including some
State System requirements, has seemed to occur
on a flat surface instead of a multidimensional
one. Often confined to the university’s top
leaders, planning has not infused all levels of the
organization, as Subcommittee 2, Planning,
Resource Allocation, and Institutional Renewal,
found (S2 ES), so that in a survey conducted for
this self-study, 85 percent of respondents
indicated they do not believe that planning and
resource allocations have been linked at IUP.
Lack of coordination across levels and
subsequent follow-through was compounded by
the lack of a universitywide strategic plan, the
subcommittee learned (S2 ES).
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PLANNING COUNCIL
The self-study found that the University Planning
Council enjoys broad support, has faced
challenging problems, has prioritized them, and
has made effective recommendations to the
president. The steering committee believes the
UPC should continue its work as an advisory
body to the president.
A key planning body, the University Planning
Council advises the president on matters of plans
and priorities for the university. Begun in 2002,
the UPC consists of 48 members who operate
under the principles of shared governance. As
many subcommittee reports testify, the UPC
strengthened the university’s ability to develop
plans and priorities in recent years leading up to
this self-study. Very capable students, faculty,
and administrators on the council have shown
how planning can occur at IUP in ways that are
multi-dimensional and integrated. With the
president’s announced launch of the universitywide strategic plan in 2006-2007, the outlook for
planning with input from the council is positive.
Accomplishments by the council demonstrate
that campus leaders from all ranks of the
university understand the importance of making
sound plans, setting achievable goals, involving
stakeholders, and ensuring follow-through.
Subcommittee reports showed a remarkable
consensus that the University Planning Council,
prior to the arrival of the current president,
played a pivotal role in helping the university to
identify priorities and pursue appropriate
planning efforts.
Interviews conducted by Subcommittee 3,
Institutional Resources, and Subcommittee 4,
Leadership and Governance, indicate that
members of the IUP community believe the
University Planning Council was effective in
promoting shared governance and more open
decision-making. Focus group participants
noted that the council helped to link IUP’s
priorities with the State System’s accountability
measures and strategic plan. They also felt
positive about opportunities for input to the
university’s master plan for new residence
housing and for the proposed regional
development center. Subcommittee 3
recommended that the work of the council
should continue and its activities shared with the
university community. The subcommittee also
recommended that more decisions pertaining to
budgets, staffing, technology, and facilities
should be more closely linked to the university’s
stated priorities, as outlined in a university
strategic plan, so that these decisions can be
understood by the university’s many
constituents.

The University Planning Council recently
recommended actions to improve IUP’s scores
on specific indicators for performance funding
from the Office of the Chancellor. How well
each of the 14 universities performs relative to
the chancellor’s key indicators is vital for
capturing resources in what is essentially a zerosum game. Subcommittee 7, Institutional
Assessment, learned that the University Planning
Council looked at a broad spectrum of data and
attended to areas where IUP was lagging relative
to its peers in the State System. It also
pinpointed areas where small changes in IUP’s
performance, up or down, would have significant
consequences for capturing performance
funding. The council singled out areas that need
immediate attention. With appropriate followup, the work of this council can better advise the
president in defining priorities as the university
pursues a strategic planning process in the 20062007 academic year.

SMALL CHANGES, BIG CONSEQUENCES
The self-study found that IUP’s scores on the
State System’s performance indicators will
continue to drive priorities for the foreseeable
future.
The University Planning Council’s strategic focus
on the relationship between small changes at
IUP and large consequences emanating from the
State System may be illustrated with two
examples. The council found that potentially
large gains in funding would accrue from small
increases in the percentage of minority faculty,
while a decrease in the percentage of minority
faculty would significantly reduce funding. With
IUP’s percentage of minority faculty at 11.5
percent (S10 ES), an increase in minority faculty
on campus would clearly benefit more than
funding. As Subcommittee 10, Faculty (S10 ES),
noted, greater numbers of minority faculty on
campus help the university to be more
responsive to students and create a richer, more
diverse culture. The president’s goals for IUP
now address this point. On another measure
based on the 2004-2005 academic year, the
committee found that IUP was only threehundredths of a percentage point away from a
trigger for losing funds based on the number of
faculty with terminal degrees. As retirements
and new hiring occur, it is not hard to foresee
that this outcome measure will continue to
fluctuate around the trigger point.
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Both of these examples demonstrate the need for
IUP to have a mechanism for forecasting
changes in key percentages such as these from
year to year. This will help to avoid funding
losses that might otherwise be mitigated. These
examples also indicate the need to distribute data
broadly so that those who are in the best
position to respond are aware of it and expected
to act. These are among the recommendations
reached by Subcommittee 3, Institutional
Resources (S3 ES), which suggested a more
transparent approach to sharing information
about the university’s processes for budget
allocations. In addition, the subcommittee
recommended that the university consider
adopting a calendar that would facilitate multiyear projections.
For example, the committee recommends that all
IUP faculty be informed about the importance of
reporting minority status and of helping to
recruit minority faculty and students. Since
faculty are responsible for most recruitment and
selection work, they need to be aware of the data
and their role in achieving the goal of greater
diversity. Subcommittee 10 (S10 ES) found that
achieving the goal of greater diversity among
faculty depends upon hiring practices that are
less traditional, more flexible, and more
innovative. Subcommittee 10 recommended
that such hiring practices could be explored by a
joint ad hoc committee of the University Senate
and the faculty union.
The steering committee believes the qualities
that make IUP unique and give it strength
deserve greater consideration in the application
of outcome measures developed by the State
System. While IUP is ultimately responsible for
its success, there is a need for greater
communication between the university and the
Chancellor’s Office on this and related matters
that are vital to both parties. The committee
expects that President Atwater will effectively
represent the interests of IUP at the System level
while also working with the chancellor to
respond to System goals for the university.

BROAD REPRESENTATION IN PLANNING
The self-study found that IUP’s most successful
planning processes are anchored in a vision of
what is best for the university as a whole.
Two things stand out about recent planning
efforts that are instructive for other units in the
university. First, the most constructive planning
work emanates from a body that is broadly
representative and whose members can see what
is at stake for individual units and the institution
as a whole. The University Planning Council
demonstrated that certain key functions of the
university do require coordination and
leadership, even with the decentralized model
begun in the 1990s. Some decisions about
meeting the State System’s performance
indicators, for instance, operate at the college
level but do not end there, as Subcommittee 10,
Faculty, recognized. Only when we look across
the institution, the steering committee notes, are
we able to sustain our highest priority—our
students. For example, students would be illserved by any plan that rewarded each college
according to its own retention and graduation
rates because such a plan would penalize a
college for advising a student to seek a major in
another college, even though the student might
be better off in that college. The university’s
success in factors like retention and graduation
requires a concerted effort.
Second, Subcommittee 10 recognized that
attending to the performance indicators is not a
once-a-year project but requires a systematic
assessment routine in which indicators are
reviewed regularly, data are analyzed, and the
results are shared broadly, again with
coordination and leadership at the college and
division levels under the direction of the
president.
One place where coordination begins is the
Office of Planning and Analysis, which was
created partly in response to the university’s
1994 self-study. It helps to bring together the
functions of strategic planning, budgeting, and
institutional research. The office has also linked
internal planning with State System-level
planning. Begun in 2000, the office reports to
the president and supports efforts to collect and
maintain vital data (S2 R). While the work of the
Planning and Analysis office may be the first step
in coordination, university leaders under the
direction of the president should take the next
step and translate these plans and analyses into
action.
These two points–focusing on the whole
university and becoming more systematic about
defining priorities–reflect the recommendations
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of at least four subcommittees: the
Subcommittee on Planning, Resource Allocation,
and Institutional Renewal (S2 R), the
Subcommittee on Governance and Leadership
(S4 R), the Subcommittee on Administration (S5
ES), and the Subcommittee on Institutional
Assessment (S7 R). For the steering committee,
the significance of their recommendations speaks
to the importance of enhanced coordination and
cooperation between units that contribute to
critical performance outcomes.

OBSTACLES AND ACHIEVEMENTS IN
PLANNING
The self-study found that IUP employees have
worked diligently to overcome obstacles to
planning and efficiency.
Subcommittee 2, Planning, Resource Allocation,
and Institutional Renewal, found that obstacles
to planning may involve the impact of
centralizing efforts by the State System that do
not always fit well with the needs of IUP. By
moving the operations of the 14 schools toward
greater uniformity, it is perhaps inevitable that
efforts by the State System impact institutions in
different ways. Examples of this may be seen in
the decision to adopt a common calendar for the
14 schools, to limit credit hours for graduation
to 120, and to implement a single administrative
software program for all universities. This new
computer program will have significant
implementation costs for the university,
replacing the Banner system IUP pioneered in
1999. On the other hand, some discounts have
been achieved through centralized purchasing.
The quality and availability of informational
databases in the universities’ libraries, for
example, have been improved, and students and
faculty have benefited from group licensing
agreements for computing. The steering
committee believes that IUP’s success with these
and other efforts depends upon the strength of
understanding between System and university
leaders. The IUP community will continue to
plan for and implement these and future
requirements while also advancing IUP’s own
institutional priorities.
Another obstacle to planning has been the effect
of $12.2 million in reductions in the university’s
annual expenditures since 2001-2002, leaving
IUP with a base funding allocation similar to the
1994-1995 level of $55 million (S3 R). Because
of the size of the reduction, preceded by
previous years of stagnant budgets, university
planners have had to attend more to reducing or
eliminating expenses than to rearranging
priorities or increasing revenues. As one faculty
member, an economist who attended the
steering committee’s open forums, noted, it is

hard to make plans to increase revenues when
there is a mandate to cut costs. To its credit,
IUP achieved the necessary reductions but at a
considerable cost. The university moved
forward on many fronts, attracting a record
amount of external funding, recruiting talented
new faculty, implementing new technologies,
and planning and restructuring. Yet from 20002005, while the number of students enrolling at
the university remained fairly level, the number
of full-time faculty members decreased by 11
percent and budgets decreased by 15 percent,
according to Subcommittee 11 (S11 ES).
Among the many examples where sound
planning has worked, Subcommittee 2 (S2 ES)
found, is the university’s $2.6 million
Performance Enhancement Program. The
program has established priorities and allocated
resources where they are needed most. It spans
the years 2004 to 2007 and links together State
System and university plans, goals, and
accountability measures. The steering
committee is encouraged by the cooperative
impetus for this program.

Data indicate that IUP’s achievements in
recent years have occurred with a
considerable degree of cost efficiency.
When measured against a comparison
group of 64 similar institutions in 2003,
IUP’s revenue from tuition and fees was
about the same as the average for the
comparison group, while revenue from
state appropriations was only 53 percent
as much as the comparison group received.
Meanwhile, IUP’s expenditures were
significantly lower in all expense categories
(instruction, academic support,
institutional support, student services, and
other), averaging 34 percent less than the
expenditures of the comparison group.
Source: National Postsecondary
Education Cooperative: IPEDS Data
Feedback Report for 2004.
The revitalization of the regional campuses, as
described in A New Vision for the Branch
Campuses (S2 R), is another example of
successful planning at the local level. The
Northpointe Campus, located 37 miles west of
Indiana, is dedicated to workforce and
professional development, with associate degree
programs in electro-optics, a degree completion
program in nursing, and graduate degrees in
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industrial and labor relations and education.
Funding for this $8.2 million project is provided
by IUP, a partnership with Armstrong County,
and external sources. The facility is housed in a
new building adjacent to the local development
authority and planning commission. Twentyseven miles to the north of Indiana, meanwhile,
the Punxsutawney campus is now focused on
providing first-year students with a small-college
residential environment. In the fall of 2004, the
first phase of an $18 million building project
began. This represents a remarkable turnaround for a campus that began in 1962 and not
long ago was beset by deteriorating facilities and
declining enrollments.
Other examples include the Long Range Campus
Development Plan, which began in 1996 and
involves the combined efforts of representatives
from academic and administrative divisions as
well as technology, enrollment, and finance. The
Research Institute, a nonprofit corporate affiliate
of IUP created in 2002, supports the growing
numbers of grants and contracts faculty and
administrators bring to the university. Its
mission helps to advance IUP’s teacher-scholar
model and supports State System policies for
external funding (S2 R). The institute’s funding
of $755,000 represents a sizeable investment and
reflects the high priority IUP assigns to
attracting grants and contracts. The need for the
institute was a finding and recommendation
from the university’s 1994 self-study.

STRENGTHS IN TECHNOLOGY
The self-study found that IUP’s advances in
technology in the past ten years began with wise
planning and prioritizing. Other areas in the
university can make similar advances by
establishing priorities, realigning resources, and
enhancing efficiency.
One of the most successful examples of
planning and prioritizing at IUP may be found in
the uses of technology. Faculty and
administrative leaders established priorities,
explored new technologies, realigned resources,
and dispelled inefficiencies. The
accomplishments here were managerial as well
as tactical, including the shift of personnel from
the administrative to the academic computing
network. When new funds became available
with the advent of the Systemwide Technology
Fee in 2002-2003, the foundation was in place.
While the availability of money was a significant
factor, this additional money would have
accomplished little without the hard work of
planning and prioritizing that occurred
beforehand. For example, a decision was made
to restrict users on the administrative network to
specific computing standards. This meant

helping offices to migrate to the new standards
and providing ample technical support. Once in
place, the uniformity paid off many times over in
productivity because software updates could
now be automated, hardware needs were
simplified, and technical support staff had fewer
software programs to troubleshoot.
Standardization had the added benefit of
enabling users to help each other instead of
always calling the helpline. Technology became
less an obstacle and more a tool to solve
problems and to innovate.
Establishing priorities and managing available
resources have been key to IUP’s
accomplishments in technology-related
innovations and efficiencies. Instead of heavily
investing in equipment first and looking for users
later, the university has relied on incremental
changes and early adopters to help chart the
course for future investments. Before the
university decided to adopt WebCT course
management software for online instruction, for
example, it encouraged several departments to
try the program. The faculty union also helped
to jump start the university’s foray into distance
education by streamlining the approval process
and pressing for a specific language in the
collective bargaining agreement. The
experiment grew, and soon faculty were asking
to teach courses online, requesting WebCT
workshops, and integrating online instruction
into new curriculum proposals. Faculty now
voluntarily attend numerous distance education
workshops that are offered each year by the
University Libraries and integrate methods for
online teaching and learning into their courses.
One advantage for technology planning has been
the presence of specific funding streams, some of
it generated by student fees, some allocated by
the university, and some earmarked by the State
System. For 2004-2005, for example, the
estimated revenue for each of the student fees
was as follows:
• Educational Services Fee, $2.1 million
(approximately $1 million used for
technology)
• Instructional Technology Fee, $1.4 million
(begun in 2003)
• Facilities Fee, $1.1 million (a portion used for
technology)
While these fees are used for various needs,
allocations for technology constitute a significant
share. Today, all of IUP’s academic buildings and
residence halls are linked to the fiber optic
network. The library and several academic
buildings have wireless capability. Every student
controls four computer accounts, including
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university records, the IUP network, IUP e-mail,
and WebCT. Students can register for classes,
view transcripts, submit homework, and conduct
most other business with the university using the
integrated computing system and the Internet.
Students are given server space to publish
individual websites and set up home directories
to store assignments and other documents. All
IUP students are eligible for free software for
computer virus protection, statistical analysis,
and writing research papers. They can visit, call,
or e-mail the student help desk for assistance
with any computer-related problem.
The lesson here, the steering committee finds, is
that deciding upon priorities is a balancing act
but one that must be done if the university is to
move forward. IUP’s success with technology is
clear evidence of this, and a guide for many
other future endeavors.

STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT FOR
CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT
The self-study found that the interrelated
qualities of planning, operations, and feedback
underlie areas where the university has been most
successful in determining priorities.
While each of the subcommittees cast its gaze
upon a different aspect of the institution, many
of their reports contained a common thread—
the interconnectedness of planning, operations,
and feedback. Strengths or weaknesses in any
particular area may inevitably be traced to a
larger context that involves all three qualities. A
shortcoming in the planning stage, for instance,
might be compensated for by a strong
relationship between operations and feedback.

Similarly, a carefully made plan might be
implemented smoothly and efficiently, but unless
there is feedback from those who run the
operation and those who are supposed to benefit
from it, there is no telling whether the effort is
even worthwhile.
As part of its charge to examine the university’s
administration, Subcommittee 5, Administration,
found awareness of the interconnectedness of
planning, operations, and feedback in various
areas. The members of this subcommittee found
that approaches to management that involved
continuous quality improvement had already
proven effective in such diverse areas as the
library’s circulation department, implementation
of the administrative computer system, custodial
services, and facility maintenance. In the
classroom, too, Subcommittee 10, Faculty, found
that a number of faculty routinely use formative
feedback to improve teaching and learning in
their courses, including short in-class writing
tasks, student-based quality circles, midterm
surveys, and student advisory boards (S10 ES).
Gathering feedback in this way is characteristic
of professors who plan their courses carefully
and whose classroom practices are effective, yet
who also know that the quality of teaching and
learning depends on all three. The steering
committee observed that the goal of continuous
improvement lay behind many of the strengths
identified in subcommittee reports. The steering
committee studied a basic model proposed by
Subcommittee 5 and recommends that the
president consider this model, or one similar to
it, for adoption across the university.

A Strategic Management Model for Assuring Continuous Improvement

Assessment
• Based specifically on objectives,
measures, and targets in the
planning phase
• Feedback to the responsible
body or division
• What initiatives worked? What
did not work?
• Why did they work? Why not?
• What did we learn?
• What to sustain and what to
improve?

Implementation
Action-oriented, make-it-happen
initiatives. Examples:
• Curriculum development
• Faculty development
• Enrollment management
• Organization structure
• Budgeting
• Leadership
• Policymaking
• Communication
• Information systems
• Culture-building, relationships
• Gaining commitment
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Planning
• Delineating clearly components
of the vision and mission
• Crafting strategies based on
SWOT analysis (strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities,
threats)
• Setting objectives, measures,
targets, and initiatives and then
identifying who is responsible
for each
• Objectives can reflect those of
the State System and those
unique to IUP.
• Includes academic, financial,
and infrastructure
• Relative importance of
objectives
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According to Subcommittee 5 (S5 ES), the figure
illustrates a general model of continuous
improvement that can be adapted for the entire
institution as well as units within it. The
subcommittee noted that plans for continuous
improvement are under development in
divisions, colleges, and departments, and it
suggested that steps be taken to raise the profile
of areas where improvement efforts are
underway. Doing so, the subcommittee
indicated, would expand the base of participation
and have a positive impact on morale far beyond
the area where it is happening.
To conclude this section of the self-study report,
the steering committee notes that the question of
what is most important for IUP must be central
to decision-making at all levels. Moreover, the
committee believes, the answer cannot be
imposed, like planting cut flowers, but must take
hold from within. The adoption of a model for
continuous improvement, combined with the
president’s planning efforts coordinated vertically
and horizontally, can help university employees
to solidify priorities and strengthen the
institution in the years to come.

GOVERNANCE AND
LEADERSHIP
An institution as large and diverse as IUP
depends upon leaders who can move the
university forward and a community that
recognizes their leadership. Leaders cannot
appear to be distant from the day-to-day realities
of the classroom or workplace, and those who
are under their leadership cannot be blind to the
bigger picture to which they belong. For this
part of the self-study, the steering committee
asked the fourteen subcommittees to consider
these questions:
• Who are IUP’s leaders?
• What do we expect of them?
• What is the right balance in governance
between the top tier of leadership and those
below it, and between the Chancellor’s Office
and IUP?
The organizational charts for various areas
appear in Exhibit A of the report of
Subcommittee 5. With an enrollment of nearly
14,000 students, IUP is the largest of the
fourteen universities of the Pennsylvania State
System of Higher Education, which was created
by the legislature in 1982 and is led by a 20member board of governors and a chancellor
appointed by the board. University presidents
are selected from a list of three finalists
recommended by university trustees. The

trustees evaluate the president, but final approval
of their work rests with the chancellor, so that
although the president serves as the institution’s
chief executive officer, he or she reports to the
chancellor. Local trustees work closely with
university presidents, but dialogue between the
councils of trustees and the Board of Governors
is limited, according to Subcommittee 4,
Leadership and Governance (S4 R).
At the time of this self-study, the president’s
cabinet included the executive deputy, executive
assistant, vice provost for Research and dean of
the Graduate School, vice provost for
Administration and Technology, budget director,
athletic director, and the four divisional vice
presidents. Subcommittee 5, Administration,
found that this organizational structure is clear,
effective, and without gaps or redundancies (S5
R). While Subcommittee 5 noted that the
university’s organizational structure is robust, it
is not well publicized (S5 R).

IUP Presidents Since 1993
President Tony Atwater, February 2005
to the present
Interim President Diane Reinhard,
February 2004 to January 2005
President Derek Hodgson, August 2003
to January 2004
President Lawrence K. Pettit, 1993-2003
IUP’s four divisions are headed by vice
presidents:
• Academic Division, headed by the Provost
and Vice President for Academic Affairs
• Division of Administration and Finance
• Division of Student Affairs
• Division of Institutional Advancement
IUP’s six colleges are headed by deans:
• Eberly College of Business and Information
Technology
• College of Education and Educational
Technology
• College of Fine Arts
• College of Health and Human Services
• College of Humanities and Social Sciences
• College of Natural Sciences and Mathematics
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IUP’s two regional campuses are headed by
deans:
• Northpointe
• Punxsutawney
IUP’s School of Graduate Studies and Research,
Libraries, and School of Continuing Education
are headed by deans.
Subcommittee reports indicate that IUP’s
organizational and reporting structure is clear
and appropriate for the university’s goals.
Furthermore, the roles and responsibilities that
undergird it are necessary and defined. Taking
into account the cost of living in Indiana,
employees generally receive fair compensation
and are treated well by their co-workers and
supervisors, in the view of the steering
committee. Administrators, faculty, and staff
enjoy productive working relationships, respect
each other, and get along well even under
stressful circumstances. Conflicts tend to be
professional, not personal, and are often worked
out through compromise. It is common to hear
employees at all levels say they like working at
IUP. These are strengths that cannot be
underestimated or taken for granted. The selfstudy reveals that much depends upon
preserving the positive working environment at
IUP.

ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES
The self-study found that the role and
responsibilities of the provost and vice president
for Academic Affairs requires clearer definition
with respect to other senior leaders.
Subcommittee 5, Administration, examined the
organizational structure, information systems,
performance, and perceptions of the university’s
administration. Using surveys, interviews, and
existing data, the subcommittee found the roles
and responsibilities of the university’s
administrators were generally clear, with the
exception of the role of the provost and vice
president for Academic Affairs, which both
Subcommittees Four and Five felt was not clearly
delineated as being the university’s second in
command and having clear authority to set
priorities. This delineation is necessary,
Subcommittee 5 determined, so that the
Academic Division could lead all divisions in
supporting the primary academic mission of the
institution (S5 ES).
Subcommittee 5 also found that the tools
administrators rely on for day-to-day
information management are good, although the
tools for operational and strategic planning are
fair and should be strengthened. While
Subcommittee 5 concluded that the university

needs to enhance the culture of research
consistent with its graduate mission,
Subcommittee 10, Faculty (S10 ES), found that
the basis for this culture is well established. IUP
faculty produce approximately one-half of all
faculty publications in the State System,
according to reports once collected by the Office
of the Chancellor and cited by former President
Pettit (S4 R). Colleges and departments find
different ways to support this productivity.
Some colleges, for example, use professional
development councils to support teacher
scholars in a variety of projects.
From its analysis of results from the IUP Middle
States Survey, Subcommittee 5, Administration,
found that staff and faculty respondents’
perceptions of administration, measured before
the arrival of the current president, were
generally unfavorable, due in part, the
subcommittee believed, to the climate on
campus when the survey was conducted. At the
time, the university experienced a change in the
presidency two times in less than a year, the
settling of an acrimonious contract negotiation
between the Pennsylvania State System of Higher
Education and the Association of Pennsylvania
State College and University Faculties, budget
reductions, and tuition increases.
The subcommittee pursued the question of
perceptions about university administration by
interviewing administrators. They noted that
administrators were considerably more favorable
in their responses to the questions (S5 R), citing
the creation of the University Planning Council,
the Research Institute, and the master plan for
housing, all of which gave evidence of
administrative leadership. Administrators also
cited two significant accomplishments that
directly benefit students. One is the newly
created Student Service Center in Clark Hall,
which brings together many services for students
under one roof such as billing, registration,
financial aid, and campus housing. The other is
the cultivation over many years of an excellent
environment for learning. As examples, they
pointed to the university’s acclaimed liberal
studies curriculum, the Robert E. Cook Honors
College, and the recent NCATE assessments of
learning (S5 R).
The steering committee believes that a clearer
definition of roles and responsibilities for the
university’s leaders will help the president to
govern more effectively and enhance the
accountability his leadership will depend upon.
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UNIVERSITY FACULTY
The self-study found that IUP must continue to
recruit faculty who hold terminal degrees and
who come from underrepresented groups.
IUP’s academic departments are chaired by
faculty who are elected by the department.
Faculty are represented in collective bargaining
by the Systemwide Association of Pennsylvania
State College and University Faculties (APSCUF)
and accorded shared governance by negotiated
agreement in specific areas, including
curriculum. The primary forum for approving
curricula and policies is the University Senate.
For thirty-eight years, IUP’s unique University
Senate has served as the common deliberative
and decision-making body for faculty, students,
staff, and administrators.
Except for a relatively small number of nonteaching faculty who receive 12-month
employment contracts, most faculty work under
9-month contracts with a standard 12-hour
teaching load (typically four classes). Additional
teaching is paid as overload during the academic
year and through individual contracts in the
summer.
Research conducted by Subcommittee 10,
Faculty, based mainly on the comprehensive selfstudy survey and existing documents, reported
this statistical profile of the faculty:
• Full time, 674; part time, 118
• Doctoral, first professional, or terminal
degrees, 75 percent
• Master’s degree, 25 percent
• Males, 55 percent; Females, 45 percent
• Minorities (as defined by U.S. Department of
Education), 11.5 percent
Given the specific performance indicator for
percentage of doctoral faculty, it is vital that IUP
hire faculty who hold terminal degrees to avoid
losing funding from the State System. This goal
also serves the institution’s standing in graduate
education.
At 11.5 percent of the total, the number of
minority faculty could be higher at IUP. One
difficulty hiring committees point to when
searching for a diverse pool of candidates is
Indiana’s rural setting. Measures to expand the
diversity of faculty and university leaders are
incorporated into every search. Subcommittee
10, Faculty, found that departments use various
strategies to recruit diverse pools of job
candidates, including networking with colleagues
and advertising in national publications geared
toward minorities. The subcommittee urged the
University Senate and APSCUF, the faculty

union, to join forces to expand diversity in hiring
(S10 ES). With roughly similar numbers of
faculty at the ranks of assistant, associate, and
professor, the university is in a good position to
recruit steadily over the next five to ten years
and to attract underrepresented groups.

SHARED GOVERNANCE
The self-study found that the principles and
processes of shared governance that help to
sustain productivity within the university might
be used to enhance communication between IUP
and State System leaders.
Subcommittee 4, Leadership and Governance,
surveyed faculty, staff, and students, and
conducted interviews with 25 individuals,
including State System leaders (S4 R). They
found shared governance to be an important and
long-standing value at IUP. Indeed, the
subcommittee suggests that IUP leaders become
proactive in developing positive working
relationships with the Chancellor’s Office and
with other university presidents (S4 R), while
State System leaders are asked to support the
unique qualities of member schools, especially in
terms of size and complexity. The Chancellor’s
Office and IUP faculty, staff, and students need
to find more opportunities for direct
communication, the subcommittee found. For
her part, the chancellor told the subcommittee
that she supports opening lines of
communication with faculty and prefers to do so
in a more informal way outside the union
framework as well as through statewide meetand-discuss (S4 R App A).
Subcommittee 4, Leadership and Governance,
found that shared governance operates at many
levels within the university. It has been a
cornerstone of the collective bargaining
agreement since 1971. Faculty and
administrators share in such important decisions
as promotion and tenure, faculty appointments,
the awarding of sabbaticals, and the approval of
curriculum changes. Subcommittee 4 found the
University Planning Council to be a good
example of shared governance and an effective
means for recommending direction for the
university (S4 R). Shared governance means a
great deal to faculty, and many seek greater
involvement and recognition for their service, as
Subcommittee 10 concluded (S10 ES). Faculty
are involved in decisions about academic
technology on a variety of committees.
Students, meanwhile, participate as board
members of the Council of Trustees and the
Student Cooperative Association. They also
serve on a number of standing committees. IUP
is fortunate at this time also to have a student
member of the State System’s Board of
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Governors. Many university senates do not
include students, but at IUP students, faculty,
and staff share voting rights and deliberate issues
that are important to them and the university.
The subcommittee found that graduate students
are not represented as well as undergraduate
students.
According to Subcommittee 4, a majority of
faculty believed at the time of the survey that
IUP’s mission and priorities are at odds with
those of the State System, as reflected in funding
and management (S4 R). In its survey,
Subcommittee 5, Administration, also noted the
perception by stakeholders that planning by
quantitative performance measures may go
against the university’s core values. While
scholarly productivity is essential to IUP’s
graduate mission, for example, it is not a key
indicator, and resources the university gives to
support scholarly activity accrue as potential
liabilities to the extent that they might be
directed at other performance indicators.
Subcommittee 4 also found that the State
System’s 60 performance funding indicators are
sometimes at odds with other key measures. To
improve performance, for example, IUP is
expected to increase class size. Increased class
sizes, however, adversely affect the school’s
student-faculty ratios, which are used in national
ratings like US News, Peterson’s, and the
Princeton Review and thus affect the university’s
reputation for academic quality and prospects
for recruitment.
Subcommittee 4, Leadership and Governance,
noted, “We applaud the efforts being made by
the chancellor to encourage each of the
universities to build on its strengths and
uniqueness to achieve positive outcomes” (S4
ES). The subcommittee expressed hope that
these efforts would lead the State System to take
into account feedback from IUP on the effect of
potential policies, particularly given IUP’s size
and its graduate mission. Consistent with one of
the recommendations of this subcommittee, the
steering committee believes that by creating
opportunities and procedures for
communication between the State System and
faculty, staff, students, administration, and
trustees, the Chancellor’s Office will enable IUP
to become an even more productive member of
the team of universities that compose the
Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education.
In the view of the steering committee, an
important conclusion follows from this section
of the report: While it is vital for the university
to follow the State System’s leadership, there is
the need for a more robust dialogue with the
Chancellor’s Office about the best ways for IUP

to respond to State System priorities and
directives. The Chancellor’s offer of more open
lines of communication with IUP faculty is a
welcome and positive development that should
be promptly acted upon.

COLLEGE ASSESSMENTS
The self-study found assessments of student
learning to be in various stages of development in
each college and the Division of Student Affairs.
The subcommittee charged with investigating
assessment of student learning, Subcommittee
14, surveyed department chairs, distributed an
open-ended questionnaire, and interviewed the
provost and vice president for Academic Affairs
and the executive deputy to the president.
The subcommittee saw much activity. With
much of the academic leadership decentralized
to the college level, the subcommittee looked at
all program accreditations and reviews that
include student outcome data in each of the six
colleges and for the Division of Student Affairs.
It found that assessments of student learning
exist in various stages of development:
• The College of Education and Educational
Technology has an established framework and
set of procedures for assessment. The
college’s framework combines its own set of
core beliefs about teacher preparation with
current educational theory and the
competencies set forth by the Pennsylvania
Department of Education, accrediting bodies,
and professional standards. Goals for
learning in each course are based upon these
beliefs and competencies. They include
teaching students what exemplary teachers
know and do, using a common language to
discuss excellence in teaching, guiding efforts
for improvement, and communicating with
constituents. The college uses standardized
tests, field observations, student electronic
portfolios, surveys of graduates and
employers, and aggregated data from
students’ performance in courses at both the
undergraduate and graduate levels. The
results of these assessment efforts are used to
gauge success in meeting the college’s
objectives, improve curriculum, and refine
admission standards and recruiting efforts.
• In the College of Health and Human Services,
a strategic planning committee has revised
the college’s statement of its mission and core
values, developed six learning outcomes to be
used in each department, and then aggregated
and included these outcomes in an annual
report (S14 R)
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• The Eberly College of Business and
Information Technology administered a direct
assessment of learning with a standardized
test in the senior capstone course in the
Spring of 2004. It assessed the extent to
which students mastered concepts and
principles they are expected to know when
they graduate. The college then used the
results for comparison with peers at the
national level. In addition, the college has
mapped the relationship between specific
learning objectives and college- and programlevel goals. They appear in Appendix B of the
report of Subcommittee 14.
• The College of Fine Arts has defined program
goals to be consistent with the college’s
mission statement. Assessment efforts
throughout the college occur mainly at the
level of departments and programs and
include auditions, juried performances,
grades, theses, portfolio reviews, and alumni
surveys.
• The College of Humanities and Social
Sciences revised its mission in 2004, following
the appointment of a new dean. Some
departments have had mission statements and
student outcomes since the mid 1990s. In
2004 the college formed a student outcomes
assessment committee that is working on a
statement of learning goals; once adopted, it
will be used to guide departments to revise
their own goals as part of departmental fiveyear review processes.
• The College of Natural Sciences and
Mathematics does not yet have a process for
establishing a mission or goals at the college
level. Assessment is conducted at the level of
departments and programs.
• The Robert E. Cook Honors College assesses
student learning and progress using students’
journals, written reflections, grades, feedback
from faculty, honors and awards, and
admissions to graduate schools. The college
also conducts an exit interview with seniors
and shares the results with faculty.
• The Division of Student Affairs uses an
assessment process with all units that is
focused on meeting the needs of students.
This process uses demographic profiles of
student characteristics, satisfaction surveys,
professional standards, and usage data. The
results are incorporated into a continuous
improvement model and used to revise
programs, make strategic plans, and update
policies. All departments submit an annual
report that includes an assessment of learning

outcomes derived from classroom
evaluations, student grade point averages,
retention, and student self-reports.
To the extent that their courses enroll education
majors, departments and programs in each of
these colleges also participate in the assessment
system of the College of Education and
Educational Technology.

DEVELOPING UNIVERSITYWIDE
ASSESSMENT OF STUDENT LEARNING
When our faculty stand before students, what do
we teach them, what do they learn, and how do
we know? It is hard to imagine questions more
fundamental to the university’s governance and
leadership than these. Because they are so
important, the ways in which they are asked and
answered must begin from within the institution
but not end there. For this reason, the steering
committee places assessment of student learning
under the theme of Governance and Leadership
for purposes of this self-study report.
From its roots as a normal school, the university
has stood for the idea that success in teaching
and learning is something we all work to
promote. Faculty begin at IUP as experts in their
fields and work to enhance their credentials
through ongoing professional development,
licensure, and scholarship.
The culture of teaching at IUP places students at
the center of many decisions. Anecdotal
evidence indicates that, when compared with the
University of Pittsburgh and Penn State
University, class sizes at the undergraduate level
tend to be smaller, and students are more likely
to be taught by tenure-track faculty than by
adjuncts or graduate assistants. In addition,
curriculum changes originating in departments
are subject to rigorous reviews by the colleges
and the University Senate. To receive Senate
approval, a syllabus of record that lists goals,
topics, readings, and methods of evaluation must
be submitted by the sponsoring department and
college, and faculty members are expected to
follow the general outlines of the syllabi of record
and keep them up to date.
Faculty teach courses in a variety of modalities,
increasingly using online delivery systems such
as WebCT. In 2004, the university offered 106
sections of distance-learning classes for 2,786
students, according to Subcommittee 13, Related
Educational Activities (S13 ES). Lectures,
discussions, demonstrations, labs, seminars, field
work, and collaborations describe most of the
ways faculty promote learning in their courses.
IUP’s Center for Teaching Excellence has been a
focal point for the university’s dedication to
teaching, and it has been a sponsor for activities
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that promote interactive teaching styles. The
center leads new faculty through an orientation
each fall, and it encourages all faculty to
participate in reflective practice through teaching
circles, discussion groups, and workshops
throughout the year. Faculty are recognized for
teaching excellence by the center and by the
University Senate at commencement ceremonies
(S10 R).

WHAT DO STUDENTS LEARN,
AND HOW DO WE KNOW?
The self-study found that assessment of learning
occurs on many levels—by one count, 75 percent
of departments in the Academic and Student
Affairs divisions assess students’ learning. They
do so, however, each in their own ways and
perhaps without the degree of coordination that
uses assessment results as the impetus for
rearranging priorities.
To gauge how well students learn what they are
taught, IUP faculty are like most of their peers.
They rely on such measures as tests, quizzes,
papers, and assignments. In the past few years,
however, the question of what students learn in
their fields of study is being posed in ways that
these measures alone cannot answer. Every
semester, hundreds of courses are taught in
multiple sections by a variety of instructors.
And even though each course originates with an
official syllabus approved by the University
Senate, students’ experiences from one section to
another in the same course can vary
considerably, unless instructors coordinate the
goals, texts, overall pedagogical approaches, and
methods of evaluation for multi-section courses.
Every instructor is different, naturally, and
students and instructors benefit from the
freedom faculty have to choose texts, topics,
assignments, and evaluation methods as they see
fit. Still, the question of student learning needs
to be posed broadly: What have students
learned in their major or program of study? Is
the program or major reaching its goals? What
are students expected to know after taking a
prerequisite course? What evidence is there that
IUP students receive the high-quality education
the institution promises them? On any measure
of teaching and learning, what direction are we
going in—improving, backsliding, or staying the
same? Across IUP, efforts are underway to
address these questions primarily through
learning outcomes assessment.
Faculty have long collected feedback on their
teaching. And while the question of teaching
effectiveness is not coterminous with student
learning, feedback on teaching effectiveness is
essential. Mostly, faculty use a standard
evaluation instrument that asks students to rate

their instructor’s effectiveness at organizing
materials, increasing students’ knowledge and
skills, following policies, and grading. For the five
years leading up to tenure, faculty are required to
administer the standard evaluation for each
course section they teach, and they must include
them in applications for tenure and promotion.
Once tenured, faculty are required to administer
this evaluation every five years and submit the
results as part of their five-year evaluation.

ASSESSING ACADEMIC PROGRAMS
The self-study found that the Liberal Studies
program has developed a detailed plan that links
learning and university goals, directly measures
learning outcomes, and calls for translating
outcome data into curriculum reforms. To
achieve these reforms, departments will need to
ensure that their course syllabi, instructional
approaches, and learning outcome assessments
are aligned with Liberal Studies goals.
One team of faculty members that aims to make
assessment an integral part of curriculum
revision is the Liberal Studies Revision Steering
Committee. Begun in 1989, IUP’s Liberal Studies
program has been a mark of distinction for the
university. Over the years, assessment efforts by
the Liberal Studies program have relied on
indirect evidence from courses and satisfaction
surveys. The subcommittee investigating the
Liberal Studies program, General Education,
found this to be insufficient (S12 ES), but it also
learned that a new plan for assessment is taking
shape as part of a three-year plan to revise the
entire program. The new assessment plan shows
how the university’s mission may be linked to
program goals and will include direct measures,
as identified in a document that has guided the
Liberal Studies Committee, Project Partners with
Accreditors on Assessment and Student
Achievement (American Association of Colleges
and Universities, 2001) (S14 R; S12 R). The
revised Liberal Studies program seeks to include
these principles for assessment:
• Liberal Studies program goals that correspond
to university goals
• Formative and summative evaluations
• Cumulative and longitudinal learning
outcomes for each student
• Assessments that are based on actual student
learning
• Responsibility for assessment that rests with
faculty
• Links between the findings and
recommendations of assessment to the
university’s planning and budgeting decisions.
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These points are also reflected in the
recommendations of Subcommittee 12. The
steering committee supports this new direction
for the centerpiece of IUP’s undergraduate
curriculum and observes that these six principles
could serve as a guide for curriculum revision
and assessment beyond the Liberal Studies
Program.

substantive changes in teaching, and the
subcommittee concluded that faculty members,
with the support of their college deans, need to
use a greater variety of formative evaluation
strategies to assess their teaching, advising,
supervising, and mentoring (S10 R). This
conclusion is consistent with current theory and
research on assessment.

At the level of individual programs, departments,
and colleges, there is much interest and a great
deal of assessment activity focused on student
learning outcomes. In many cases these are
guided by professional or accreditation standards
and are tailored to local needs. Nonetheless,
progress varies in the development of goals and
assessments for student learning. Some units
have achieved or are close to full
implementation, some are steadily advancing,
and others are in the early stages.

Evidence of teaching effectiveness is essential to
faculty promotion and tenure at IUP. It is also
important for five-year renewals after tenure has
been awarded, but less so.

At the institutional level, however, goals and
assessments for undergraduate student learning
outcomes do not exist, Subcommittee 14 found.
At the graduate level, goals for student outcomes
appear in the Graduate Catalog. The university
does not have an overarching set of learning
goals for programs, departments, and colleges,
nor does the institution assess student learning
in a comprehensive fashion across all programs,
departments, and colleges, except as required for
the NCATE accreditation.
The assessment of student learning in a
comprehensive fashion across programs,
departments, colleges, and the university
provides important evidence for what students
gain from their classroom and related academic
experiences at IUP and for how well the mission
and goals at all levels of the institution are being
met. For this reason, the steering committee
recommends steps be taken toward assessment
in a more comprehensive fashion.

IMPORTANCE OF FORMATIVE
ASSESSMENTS
The self-study found that the university is making
good progress on assessing student learning and
that much work remains to be done. Specifically,
assessments need to be integrated with the
curriculum, goal-driven, coordinated with plans
for improvement, given adequate resources—and
used foremost for the purpose of improving the
quality of students’ education.
Subcommittee 10, Faculty, surveyed faculty on
the types of evaluations they use and found that
faculty at all ranks tend to rely on the university’s
standard evaluation form when they evaluate
their courses. Subcommittee 10 observed that
this type of summative evaluation does not
provide the kind of feedback that leads to

With regard to assessments of student learning,
the most direct and systematic assessment of
student learning is to be found in the College of
Education and Educational Technology.
Prompted by requirements for NCATE
accreditation, the college has implemented a plan
to collect data from every course taken by
education majors, and this plan has involved
every college and most departments in the
university for the past two years. Assessments
were developed by faculty within each
department offering the courses, and the results
have been aggregated so they can be used to
create a layered view of the progress, year to
year, in preparing future teachers.
The NCATE-based assessment now being used
is significant in several ways. Faculty who teach
the courses devise their own assessment
questions, record their results using an online
interface, and can view aggregated results to
make decisions about improving the quality of
instruction for students. The university plans to
offer the online system developed for NCATE to
all areas that want to use it.
In the view of the steering committee, university
leaders are moving in the right direction on the
matter of assessing student learning, but much
remains to be done. Leaders at the highest
levels, including the State System, need to focus
on assessments of learning that are studentcentered and meaningful for the contexts where
they apply. Moreover, educators realize that
assessment is a necessary but not sufficient
component of instruction. Assessments need to
be integrated with the curriculum, goal-driven,
coordinated with plans for improvement, given
adequate resources—and used foremost for the
purpose of improving the quality of students’
education. Subcommittee 14 offers a plan to
achieve these aims that is worthy of further
consideration. It shows how goals may be linked
with assessments at all levels—program and
department, academic division, and university—
and reviewed on a regular cycle.
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AGILITY AND
RESPONSIVENESS
The theme of agility and responsiveness invites
the question, How can IUP become optimally
agile and responsive to changing environments
and emerging opportunities? In the view of the
steering committee, defining the university’s
values and holding them fast is essential to the
identity, stability, and credibility of IUP. As one
respondent at the open forum for this report
observed, the need for a more agile and
responsive orientation to our work cannot
compromise the values of honesty, integrity, and
accountability. At the same time, changes are
upon us and coming from all sides. Both
preserving values and expanding flexibility can
be mutually compatible goals.
Much depends on the will, knowledge, and
resources that all 1,630 university employees can
marshal to enhance the agility and
responsiveness of the university. IUP’s position
as a leader in the State System, its attractiveness
to students and faculty, and even its physical
plant will prosper if all those who work for the
university are less encumbered by red tape and
show greater flexibility in responding to students’
needs.
The steering committee asked the 14
subcommittees to conduct their investigations
with the theme of agility and responsiveness in
mind. By agility, we mean the capacity of
individuals and the units in which they work to
adapt to changing environments and to be
flexible in setting their priorities and procedures.
By responsiveness, we mean the extent to which
individuals and units try to respond to and meet
the needs of the constituents who depend on
them.
With IUP’s values rooted in academic quality,
agility and responsiveness are concerns not only
for the business or operations side of the
university, though they are important there.
They concern the Academic Division above all,
where IUP’s most important product, its
curriculum, aligns with its most valuable
constituents, students, in an environment of
teaching and learning that resembles a living
organism as it grows, changes, and moves
through time and minds. Academics at IUP and
in higher education generally is nothing if it is
not agile and responsive with respect to the
community of its members and the larger world.

UNDERSTANDING
IUP’S STUDENT PROFILES
The self-study found that students are generally
satisfied with the student support services they
receive at IUP. The university community should
take pride in this fact, and at the same time try
to improve services where student satisfaction is
lacking.
Subcommittee 9, Student Support Services,
began its work by examining characteristics of
IUP’s student body and how well the university
responds to these characteristics. For its
investigation, the subcommittee used results
from the IUP Middle States Survey and other
specialized surveys. The subcommittee found
that students are generally satisfied with the
services they receive, especially from technology
support and areas like the counseling center and
residence life (S9 ES). Subcommittee 9 found
three exceptions to this general conclusion.
Students of color felt there were not enough
courses and activities geared toward cultural
awareness and retention of minorities. Graduate
students expressed concerns about library
materials and services (S9 ES), and they felt the
culture of graduate study on campus was lacking,
a conclusion also reached by Subcommittee 5 (S5
ES). When compared to main and Armstrong
campus students, students enrolled at the
Punxsutawney regional campus expressed
dissatisfaction with academic and athletic
student support services, a result that may be
attributed in part to the transformations
underway at these regional campuses.
From the research conducted for their report,
Subcommittee 9 found that today’s college
students tend to rely more on technology, have a
stronger consumer mentality, and depend more
on others, including institutions and specific
services, when compared to previous generations
of students. Having paid their tuition and fees,
they come to college expecting their needs to be
known and met. Members of this generation are
also more involved in activities and causes, and
they tend to be more respectful of social
conventions. They are more dependent on their
parents and appear to struggle with family
separation and homesickness more than students
in the previous decade. They may also require
more health and wellness services. While
statistics concerning the number of students who
struggle with mental health problems are not
collected nationally or at IUP, student mental
health is always a concern. The number of
students seeking help at the university’s
counseling center has remained relatively stable
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at 350 to 400 each year. The number of IUP
students with identified disabilities is
approximately 400 or nearly 3 percent of the
entire student body, according to a report from
the Disabled Student Services office (S9 R).

As of Fall 2004, IUP’s undergraduate
students were 79.7 percent Caucasian, 5.9
percent African American, .9 percent
Hispanic, .9 percent Asian American, .2
percent Native American, .8 percent multiracial, 2.5 percent international, and 9.2
percent not reported. The average SAT
score for students admitted to the Indiana
campus was 1048, for those admitted
through the Learning Enhancement Center,
922, and for the Punxsutawney Campus,
822. Meanwhile graduate students
numbered 13 percent of the student body.
Racial background was not reported by
21.9 percent of the responders; 59.3
percent identified themselves as
Caucasian, 3.8 percent African American,
1 percent Hispanic, .8 percent Asian
American, .3 percent multi-racial, and
12.8 percent international (S9 R).
The self-study has shown that the availability of
courses and activities that promote cultural
awareness and the retention of minorities should
be examined. Concerns expressed by graduate
students about library materials and services and
the need for a more distinct culture of graduate
study should also be addressed. Finally, as the
Punxsutawney regional campus completes its
construction of new living and learning centers,
student satisfaction with support services should
remain a priority. All of these concerns bear
directly on the quality of students’ academic
experiences and deserve serious attention. But
first, they must be more thoroughly understood
so that the appropriate steps will be taken to
address them.

MAJORS AND PROGRAMS
The self-study found that enrollment at IUP
tends to follow career-oriented programs. The
university’s strength in developing such programs
presents opportunities for growth.
The subcommittee charged with investigating
IUP’s educational offerings, Standard 11,
examined curriculum, degree plans, and cocurricular activities. Using surveys, comparisons
with peer institutions, trend data, and analyses of
policies, the committee was able to describe the

size and scope of IUP’s main educational
offerings.
Many of the programs where IUP has seen the
strongest growth in enrollment correspond to
trends in the labor market or have an applied
focus (S11 R). These programs are likely to
remain attractive to students and suggest that
other programs and majors could be made more
attractive to current and prospective students.
Programs that involve internships, for example,
provide real-world experience that students and
employers value. Such programs tend to infuse
their courses with a career focus that gives
students goals to strive for and an advantage in
the job market. Subcommittee 11 found that
approximately 3,400 students, or almost 28
percent of all undergraduates, have internships
each year, a remarkable number for an
institution of this size, and a point of pride for
the university (S11 R).
In recent years, the university has made it easier
for students to transfer to IUP from other
schools by guaranteeing admission to
community college graduates in Pennsylvania
who have an associate’s degree and to any
student in good standing from any of the 13
other universities in the State System. While
prerequisites and unique courses can become
stumbling blocks when awarding transfer credits,
Subcommittee 11 found that the university’s
Transfer Services office has developed policies to
ensure that students’ credits are evaluated
accurately and fairly when they transfer to IUP.

IUP offers three general categories of
admission. Students may be admitted
through
• The Admissions Office
• The Learning Enhancement Center
• The Robert E Cook Honors College
• Punxsutawney Campus
• Northpointe Campus
• The School of Continuing Education
• Center for Preparation of Career and
Technical Personnel
• The School of Graduate Studies and
Research
Approximately two-thirds of incoming first-year
students are considered regular admits,
Subcommittee 11 found. All entering students
take placement tests for math, reading, and
writing, though courses to prepare students for
the standard curriculum in these subjects are not
available for all students who earn low test
scores.
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Through the Learning Enhancement Center, the
university provides peer tutoring for
undergraduates enrolled in courses with a heavy
content load and a high percentage of low
grades. Help is available on a walk-in basis in the
form of group and individual sessions for most
Liberal Studies courses and many introductory
courses. Workshops designed to help students
plan their careers and to study more effectively
are also offered. The IUP Writing Center in the
College of Humanities and Social Sciences
provides one-on-one help with writing
assignments, scholarship and graduate school
applications, résumés, and cover letters. Firstyear students, students in writing-intensive
courses across the university, and non-native
speakers of English are among the most frequent
visitors to the Writing Center.

TECHNOLOGIES FOR INSTRUCTION
While it has been addressed earlier in the report,
IUP’s strength in using technology to improve
instruction and operational efficiency is worth
mentioning again because it is evidence of the
university’s capacity for agility in aligning
resources that respond to instructional needs.
As computing needs have grown, IUP has
provided students with up-to-date equipment
and software. Students can visit any of the
university’s four public computer labs, all
managed with local area networks connected to
the campus fiber optic backbone and the
Internet. The library and some academic
buildings also have wireless capability. Lab
computers are outfitted with the software
applications students use most for their courses.
In addition to the four public labs, seven
residential computing centers and 44 specialized
labs are housed within colleges and departments,
including some, like the facilities in the Student
Union building, the Writing Center, and
elsewhere, which are open to all students year
round. There are 41 classroom computer labs
and 120 multimedia classrooms, with an
additional 60 multimedia rooms to be completed
in the next two years. IUP has made excellent
use of technologies for instruction and other
services throughout residential, academic, and
staff buildings.
Equally important, the university has made
educational technologies available to students via
the Internet. This includes our online course
management system, college-specific
instructional websites, and a wide range of
online databases and services through the IUP
Libraries.

INSTITUTIONAL ASSESSMENT
The self-study found a desire for a less
bureaucratic and more nimble institution.
Assessments must identify obstacles to flexibility
so that employees at the university may be
accountable for their agility and responsiveness.
Subcommittee 7, Institutional Assessment, began
with these key questions:
• Does the university have a defined
methodology for assessment?
• Is the assessment process used an effective
one?
• Is the assessment process being used?
• How does the university instill an assessment
orientation?
To avoid overlap with other subcommittees also
investigating assessment, the steering committee
asked this subcommittee to focus on the
business operations of the university, including
offices centrally involved in finances, facilities,
human resources, purchasing, registration,
scheduling, and technology. As with the other
subcommittees, the intent was not to evaluate
units but to determine the extent to which they
assessed their own performance. Members of
the subcommittee met with and interviewed
representatives of each office and examined
relevant documents. To analyze their data, the
subcommittee studied each office in terms of the
following:
• The metrics used for assessment
• Techniques used to gather information
• Whether assessment has become part of a
routine
The following sketch of the areas this
subcommittee reviewed gives a sense of the size
and scope of the areas that need to become part
of the university’s institution-wide assessment.
Budget Planning and Fiscal Affairs are the main
offices in the university’s financial area.
• For fiscal year 2003-2004, the university’s
budget totaled $195.1 million, with $151
million of this devoted to educational and
general funds.
• For this same period, IUP generated $83.6
million in tuition and student fees and
received $55.9 million in state appropriations.
• In addition to the university, IUP consists of
three 501c-3 organizations, the Student Cooperative Association, the Foundation for IUP,
and the Research Institute.
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The Facilities Management area is responsible
for 75 buildings in Indiana, Northpointe, and
Punxsutawney and includes campus planning,
master planning, and capital budgeting. The
university runs its own electric cogeneration
plant, built in the 1980s and used to generate
income as well as supply virtually all of the
electrical power on the main campus.
The Technology Services Center and Academic
Technology Services serve the administrative and
academic areas, respectively.
• Approximately 16,000 computer users are
served by these units.
• All buildings on the main campus are
connected to the university’s fiber network.
A wide area network serves the Monroeville
Center and the Northpointe and
Punxsutawney regional campuses.
• IUP’s computing network consists of 7,200
data ports, 110 servers, and 4,500 computers.
The Registration and Scheduling office handles
academic records, the university catalog, course
schedules, and commencement activities.
Human Resources and Payroll Services serve all
university employees, including 3,000 student
workers. Purchasing and Central Stores are
responsible for external buying, contracting,
bidding, licensing, shipping, and inventory.
Subcommittee 7 found a commitment to
improvement in the areas investigated, driven by
goals or the need for compliance with policies
and procedures. They found the most evidence
for improvement in the area of technology,
where separate managerial staff serve the
academic and administrative divisions.

Twenty accrediting organizations recognize
IUP’s academic programs, including the
Middle States Commission on Higher
Education, the National Council for
Accreditation of Teacher Education, the
Association to Advance Collegiate Schools
of Business International. Three new
accreditations have been received since
2003: the National Association of Schools
of Art and Design for the departments of
Art and Interior Design; the National
Health Science and Protection Accrediting
Council for the Environmental Health
Science program; and the National
Association for Sport and Physical
Education for the Health and Physical
Education program.

The primary measure of improvement in the
offices studied by Subcommittee 7 is client
satisfaction focused on the resolution of
problems. To the extent that they are involved in
ensuring compliance of various kinds, many
areas dealing with matters of privacy, legal issues,
collective bargaining agreements, or state and
federal regulations tend to focus less on client
satisfaction than on adhering to policies and
procedures. The offices most likely to conduct
assessments routinely are those in which
adhering to policies is the main factor in client
satisfaction. At the same time, the
subcommittee found that while much progress
has been made, assessment in the business
operations of the university tends to be ad hoc,
internally focused, and more reactive than
systemic, mission-driven, and solution-oriented.
The university uses the Hay Management
Review form to assess the effectiveness of
managerial staff. It is based on setting goals at
the beginning of the year, reviewing them at
midyear, and evaluating them at the end of the
year. Merit pay for managers is based on this
review system. Subcommittee 7 found that while
the Hay review is an important first step, it is not
sufficient by itself and needs to be backed up
with additional assessment procedures and a
sharing of lessons learned. Employees in the
seven bargaining units, including faculty, are
evaluated in other ways, depending mainly on
their collective bargaining agreements.
As a state-owned university, IUP is part of the
network of government of the fifth largest state
in the nation. Many advantages accrue to IUP as
a result of this status, not least among them the
opportunity to share in state revenues that help
to put higher education within reach for many
Pennsylvania families who could not otherwise
afford it. There are disadvantages as well,
including labyrinthine policies, red tape, and
protracted approval processes, much of which
can be attributed to the culture of state
bureaucracy.
The steering committee recognizes a clear
sentiment on campus for a less bureaucratic and
more nimble institution. Subcommittee 5
expressed the sentiment in its report: “The
senior administrators at IUP must aggressively
and continuously strive to remove all
organizational barriers to IUP’s being proactive,
responsive, and agile.” (S5 ES). The
subcommittee offered specific
recommendations, based on its investigations,
and recommended that all employees be held
accountable for their agility and responsiveness
(S5 ES). With the caveat that our values,
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honesty, and integrity cannot be compromised,
the steering committee urges IUP employees to
strive for a less bureaucratic and more flexible
work place.

RESPONDING TO AN EMERGING NEED
The self-study found examples of agility and
responsiveness that connect IUP to trends outside
the university. They provide valuable lessons for
other areas.
Examples of IUP’s capacity for agility and
responsiveness can be found in every division
and in every college. One example may be found
in the Safety Sciences Department, which
prepares students for careers in the public and
private sector. The department was well
positioned to respond to the need for expertise
in homeland security before the attacks of
September 11, and it has continued to respond
to this need. As Subcommittee 13, Related
Educational Offerings, learned, the Graduate
Certificate of Recognition in Safety Sciences
illustrates one way the university has adapted to
changing environments to meet the needs of
labor and industry.
As the subcommittee found (S13 R), Safety
Sciences faculty became aware that while many
small employers could not afford to hire fulltime safety directors, they were able to pay for
entry-level safety training for current employees
in their human resources area. Faculty in the
department developed the certificate program to
meet this need. They also decided to deliver the
course online to make it accessible and
affordable to employees and their companies. At
the same time, faculty wanted to protect the
quality of their courses by making sure they met
the needs of their students, and so they agreed to
administer student evaluations each time the
course was offered.
Other majors and programs in each college
might also stand as examples of agility and
responsiveness. The point to be made here is
that while every course and program need not
have a career focus, the curriculum in every
major and program should be current,
connected to the world beyond campus, and
articulated with respect to other courses and
requirements that help to create the totality of
students’ experiences at the university.

Students age 25 years or older compose 8
percent of IUP’s undergraduate
population, compared with 11.4 percent
across the State System (S11 ES).
OFF-CAMPUS TRANSFORMATIONS
The self-study found that the university’s regional
campuses, off-campus programs, and
partnerships are robust.
IUP maintains three off-campus locations that
offer courses for degree programs. Each is an
example, according to Subcommittee 13, Related
Educational Offerings, of the way in which IUP
has tried to serve this region of the
Commonwealth by meeting the needs of those
who live here. The Punxsutawney regional
campus opened in 1962, followed a year later by
the Armstrong campus in Kittanning. The
mission of the Punxsutawney campus has
undergone several changes over the years, but
the transformation currently underway is likely
to endure. Its mission is to provide a first-year,
small-college experience for a diverse group of
students from rural and urban areas. The idea is
to create for students a strong sense of
community with faculty and one another in a
supportive learning environment. A new
residence hall has opened, and a new academic
and commons building is under construction.
Local Punxsutawney and main campus leaders
have been pivotal in the rebirth of the
Punxsutawney campus.
Responding to the need for workforce
development in a region that is still recovering
from the collapse of the coal mining, steel, and
other manufacturing, the university and local
leaders changed the mission of IUP’s Armstrong
campus in Kittanning to focus on training
students for the new electro-optics industry that
has moved into the area. During the summer of
2005, the campus moved from the downtown
area to the Northpointe technology park in the
nearby town of Freeport. The campus continues
to offer liberal studies courses in which students
can begin a major from over 100 fields of study
offered by IUP; it also offers associate’s degree,
degree-completion, and graduate degree
programs.
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In 1996, the university opened the Monroeville
Graduate and Professional Center, offering
degree programs to adults in the Pittsburgh
metropolitan area in business and education.
Since its opening, these programs have been
offered at the site:
• M.A. in Adult and Community Education
• M.A. in Community Counseling
• M.A. in Criminology
• M.Ed. in Education for current teachers
• M.Ed. in School Counseling Certification
• M.S. in Nursing (Administration)
• M.S. in Nursing (Education track, new for Fall
2005)
• M.B.A. (Executive track)
• M.A. in Industrial and Labor Relations
• M.Ed. in Elementary Education (new for Fall
2005)
• D.Ed. in Curriculum and Instruction (new for
Fall 2005)
In addition to the two regional campuses and the
Monroeville Center, Subcommittee 8 found that
IUP is involved in a network of outreach
initiatives with national universities abroad,
private colleges, community colleges, police
training facilities, high schools, the Dixon
University Center, the State System office, State
System universities, and an aerospace
company—in places such as Maryland, India,
England, France, Mexico, Spain, and Costa Rica.
Not all of these are credit-bearing, but as
Subcommittee 13 (S13 R) noted, all of IUP’s
academic programs maintain accreditation,
wherever they are offered.
The university has responded to the call by state
and community leaders to expand educational
opportunities through partnerships with
community colleges, and President Atwater has
made expanded partnerships one his four main
goals for the university. IUP’s agreement with
the Community College of Allegheny County
makes it possible for students to earn a
bachelor’s degree from IUP in Elementary
Education while taking all courses at the
community college. What makes this program
distinctive is the nature of the partnership. IUP
and community college faculty are on an equal
footing so that students are not disadvantaged
and both institutions benefit. Benefits accrue to
the Commonwealth as well, because the program
graduates teachers who are familiar with urban
life and who are prepared to fill Pennsylvania’s
need for more teachers in urban settings like
Pittsburgh and Philadelphia (S13 R).

Subcommittee 13 found that students in the
program are 21 percent minority and somewhat
older than traditional-age college students.

AGILITY, RESPONSIVENESS,
AND RESOURCES
The self-study found that some of the realities of
budgeting will likely continue to impede agility
and responsiveness. These problems need to be
widely acknowledged.
Subcommittee 3, Institutional Resources,
focused on rationales underlying the budget
process, use of benchmarks, the impact of State
System policies on resource management, the
university’s master plan, and affiliate
organizations. As noted previously, IUP’s base
allocation from the state of $55 million is now
similar to what it was in 1994-1995 (S3 R).
Meanwhile, most operating budgets have not
increased since 1990 (S3 R). College operating
budgets have declined by 9.6 percent from 2000
to 2004, Subcommittee 11 (Educational
Offerings) found (S11 ES). Among other things,
this has made it difficult for units to be efficient
in preparing for new resources such as computer
technology. Where money (such as the
Technology Fee) is made available to purchase
computers and software, for instance, policies do
not allow it to be used to operate or secure them.
Three student fees, Technology, Educational
Services, and Facilities, illustrate the
predicament. These fees have helped to create
computer labs for students, purchase some of the
pianos needed for music majors, buy kilns for
ceramics majors, and provide computers for
faculty. Restrictions placed on technology
expenses, however, make it necessary to find
other funds to fully implement many of the
needed technology purchases. Expenses for
training, upgrading electrical power and
ventilation systems, and securing rooms that
house new equipment are incurred when the
university receives earmarked funds. To the
extent that dwindling operating budgets must
cover the related expenses, academic priorities in
other areas are affected.

Student fees for 2004-2005 included the
following: Educational Services and
Facilities, $241; Activity, $231.50; Health
Services, $85; Technology, $50;
Registration, $50 (S3 R).
Timing is perhaps the most important factor in
any organization’s agility and responsiveness,
and it can mitigate IUP’s capacity for planning
and flexibility, even as premiums are placed on
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better planning and flexibility. As Subcommittee
3 reported, for example, for the past two years
tuition rates have been approved by the Board of
Governors after the start of the fiscal year, and
performance funding from the State System has
not been awarded until October.
The university’s budget process is closely bound
with the policies and procedures of the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, from which
IUP derives 37 percent of the revenue for the
Education and General Budget. Tuition accounts
for 55 percent. Each of the university’s four
divisions has a different budget process. In the
Academic Affairs Division, funds are disbursed
to the deans depending upon the number of
credit hours generated in each college. For every
600 credit hours generated per semester, one
full-time equivalent faculty position is granted to
the college. To compensate for courses whose
enrollment is limited, like studios, laboratories,
clinics, and so forth, weights are assigned to the
distribution. Each dean then uses a
disbursement process for each department.
Department needs naturally fluctuate from year
to year depending upon the number of courses
taught, sabbaticals, conference travel,
accreditation reviews, program improvement,
and so on. The university’s financial affairs are
monitored by the Council of Trustees through an
annual audit.
Subcommittee 3, Institutional Resources,
collected data using the IUP Middle States
Survey and conducted focus groups with faculty,
staff, administrators, and students. For areas
underrepresented in the focus groups, members
of the subcommittee conducted one-on-one
interviews. The subcommittee found a link
between the lack of clarity in IUP’s mission and
goals and uncertainty about allocating resources.
Respondents also believed that many allocation
decisions are driven by the state. Participants in
the focus groups generally did not have a good
understanding of the budget process or how
resources are allocated. They were aware of the
University Planning Council, however, and of its
efforts to define priorities for the institution.
The steering committee believes that a number
of the concerns raised here can be addressed
through clearer and more direct communication
between various units and by clearer
expectations for accountability from all those
who support the educational mission of the
university. As President Atwater draws upon the
findings of this self-study for the universitywide
strategic plan, the steering committee looks
forward to these challenges being addressed.

ACCOUNTABILITY TO THE STATE SYSTEM
The self-study found that IUP has diligently
attempted to address the State System’s
performance measures. State System and
university leaders together should examine how
the university can enhance its agility and
responsiveness within the framework of
performance measures.
Performance accountability measures from the
State System that affect funding include factors
such as retention, graduation rates, faculty
productivity, employee and student diversity,
cost of education, and endowment value. These
outcomes have now become part of the
university’s strategic planning process. The
Academic Affairs Division has responded to the
new measures and begun to use State System
formulas to determine where faculty lines are
needed and to base these decisions on factors
such as program cost and credit hour
production. Generally speaking, however, formal
assessments and benchmarks have not been
widely used for making decisions about budgets
and resources, according to Subcommittee 3, and
many employees have reported that
communication about the budgets governing
their areas was lacking (S3 R).
Increased communication with the State System
officials about specific performance indicators
can promote changes that may be warranted in
serving the unique needs of IUP and its capacity
to be agile and responsive with respect to
student needs. According to Subcommittee 4,
the chancellor has acknowledged that better
mechanisms are needed for input to the System
from the university on matters of academic
policies (S4 ES).
Optimal agility and responsiveness are vital to
the academic culture of the university. Findings
of the subcommittees show that the university’s
nonacademic areas must understand this.
Moreover, the university’s leaders are in the best
position to promote agility and responsiveness in
all units of the institution. Greater flexibility in
the curriculum as well, including expanded
partnerships with organizations outside the
university—a goal President Atwater has
embraced—depend on overcoming obstacles to
agility and responsiveness.
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KEY RECOMMENDATIONS
Each of the 14 executive summaries in Part Two of this report
contains specific analyses and recommendations that provide the
basis for the preceding narrative. The following key recommendations
grow out of these executive summaries and help to bring into focus
many of the ideas and perspectives of this self-study.
First, the steering committee recommends that
the university’s mission statement be reexamined and revised. A mission statement that
is focused concisely on the university’s essential
values is necessary for IUP to define its purpose
as an institution of higher education and to
project an identity consistent with this purpose.
With a proper mission statement, the university
community will better understand the president’s
vision for IUP, and our aspirations for the
university will be grounded in a common
purpose. The university should take immediate
steps to revise the mission statement so that it
becomes the base upon which our strategic
planning processes can be built.
Second, to succeed in our mission, we must
manage the institution effectively, building on
the successful practices that have moved us
forward and eliminating those that have not. A
model of strategic management for continuous
improvement that supports the university’s
academic purpose will help to ensure that plans,
goals, resources, and assessments at all levels are
aligned with the mission and used as a basis for
continuous improvement and accountability.
The steering committee recommends that this
process begin immediately and expects that in
five years, evidence will indicate that a strategic
management system for continuous
improvement is in place and assessed institutionwide for its effectiveness.

Third, commitment to our students’ academic
success is paramount. We must maintain a
strong learning environment and manage our
enrollment carefully. Our students’ academic
success depends on the quality of our
curriculum, including advising, and on our
knowing whether students learn what our
programs, colleges, and the university promise
them. To support these promises, we will gauge
the effectiveness of our curriculum by assessing
students’ learning relative to program, college,
and institutional goals and then use the results to
improve the curriculum and learning
environment. These goals are within reach for
the university so long as there is leadership,
cooperation, and resources to support them. The
steering committee expects that every academic
department will have a student outcomes
assessment plan in operation by the Spring of
2007. Academic success for all students depends
upon a commitment to educational excellence by
everyone who works for the university and the
State System.
Fourth, in order to achieve our mission, operate
effectively with a strategic management process,
and achieve excellence in student learning, it is
crucial that an ethos of flexibility and innovation
prevail. Greater openness to change in
operational, financial, and academic areas should
be assessed on an ongoing basis, as evidenced by
stakeholders’ perceptions. Administrators,
faculty, and staff have made remarkable progress
in the past ten years, helping IUP to advance
new programs and facilities, technology, and
operations. The next ten years will require still
more progress, beginning with academics and
extending to all corners of the institution, guided
by the university’s mission, strategic plan, and
most important, its concern for students.
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Ten and even twenty years from now, when the
university seeks reaffirmation of accreditation
through another comprehensive self-study, many
will remember this time as being full of potential.
IUP’s president today will be instrumental in
helping the university to realize this potential,
but let us all be remembered as the stewards of
the university who used our potential to its
fullest. During the past ten to twenty years, IUP

has proven that it can accomplish a great deal
when the challenge is clear. The challenge now
is to formulate our identity so that we are in a
better position to define our highest priorities, to
develop niches that meet the needs of our
students, and to exercise the kinds of leadership
and agility we hope future generations will
remember us by.
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Relationship Between Recommendations and Standards
SUBCOMMITTEE SUGGESTED ACTIONS

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS (ABBREVIATED)
#1 The
university’s
mission
statement shall
be re-examined
and revised.

#2 A process of
strategic
management for
continuous
improvement
shall begin
immediately.

#3 IUP shall
maintain a
strong learning
environment
and manage our
enrollment
carefully.

#4 An ethos
of flexibility and
innovation shall
prevail.

STANDARD 1: MISSION, GOALS, OBJECTIVES
1. At the direction of the president, and subject to presidential and trustee
approval, the University Planning Council should be given the task of
revising and updating our mission, striking a balance between individuating
IUP, i.e., recognizing and building its unique identity, and yet placing it
squarely within the State System as a leading institution and partner
institution with its fellow system universities.

●

2. The mission statement itself should be brief, clear, and readable. It should
be published in as many appropriate venues as possible so as to make it
readily available to all who seek it. Goals and objectives in support of the
mission should flow upward from divisions and departments in response to
the broader purpose contained in the mission itself, and college, division,
and departmental mission statements should thus be understood as part of
the IUP mission statement. More importantly, departmental, college, and
division mission statements—supporting and supported by the guiding
universitywide statement—need to be encouraged as the foundation upon
which planning, prioritization, and institutional growth are laid.

●

3. The mission statement should make IUP’s highest institutional priorities
absolutely clear. IUP’s institutionwide, identity-defining goals such as its
doctoral mission, its allegiance to students, many of whom are regional
first-generation college students and international students, its partnership
within the System, and its commitment to diversity, tolerance, and the
creation and sustenance of a rich learning and teaching environment must
be fully embraced. Division, college, and departmental missions should
reflect these “commanding” values.

●

SUBCOMMITTEE SUGGESTED ACTIONS

●

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS (ABBREVIATED)
#1 The
university’s
mission
statement shall
be re-examined
and revised.

#2 A process of
strategic
management for
continuous
improvement
shall begin
immediately.

#3 IUP shall
maintain a
strong learning
environment
and manage our
enrollment
carefully.

#4 An ethos
of flexibility and
innovation shall
prevail.

STANDARD 2: PLANNING, RESOURCE ALLOCATION, AND INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH
1. Proceed with the development of a new Strategic Plan for the campus that
is led by the university president.

●

2. Develop an Integrated Planning Process and an Associated Planning
Calendar.

●

3. Create a Communication Structure for Planning with horizontal and
vertical participation in decision making and reciprocal communication
and information sharing.

●

4. Develop a Campuswide Assessment Program that supports planning,
resource allocation, and institutional renewal.

●
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SUBCOMMITTEE SUGGESTED ACTIONS

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS (ABBREVIATED)
#1 The
university’s
mission
statement shall
be re-examined
and revised.

#2 A process of
strategic
management for
continuous
improvement
shall begin
immediately.

●

●

#3 IUP shall
maintain a
strong learning
environment
and manage our
enrollment
carefully.

#4 An ethos
of flexibility and
innovation shall
prevail.

STANDARD 3: INSTITUTIONAL RESOURCES
1. Charge the University Planning Council with the task of revising and
updating the university mission statement and strategic plan. The mission
statement must be a clear and concise and recognizing both the priorities
of the State System and the unique qualities of IUP. The university mission
must drive the planning process. Efforts by the UPC and related bodies
must continue to ensure that planning efforts are systematically linked to
the university’s mission, goals, and priorities and that university goals are
measurable and evaluated.
1. Increase efforts to communicate the university’s mission, goals, and
priorities. The work of the UPC should be continued and reports about the
activities should be widely communicated to the university community.
Communication must occur on a regular, on-going basis, incorporating
defined managerial standards to promote effective, consistent
communication across all divisions at all levels.

●

3. Conduct formal analysis and evaluation of unit and individual performance
outcomes. Require goals to be measurable in order to demonstrate
accountability.

●

4. Incorporate the university mission, priorities, goals, and plans when making
budget, staffing, technology, and facility resource allocation decisions.

●

5. Monitor State System appropriation and budgeting processes and
encourage the establishment of timelines for multi-year planning activities
on both the university and State System levels.

●

6. Define and establish processes which assess all resource allocations –
including the use of appropriate benchmarks. Assessments should be
completed via cross-functional teams that include human resource, finance,
technology, and facility subject matter experts and must be linked to a
long-term planning process where assessment results impact resource
allocation decisions.

●

7. Planning involves risk. The university needs to become more open to
assume risk for new ventures.
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SUBCOMMITTEE SUGGESTED ACTIONS

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS (ABBREVIATED)
#1 The
university’s
mission
statement shall
be re-examined
and revised.

#2 A process of
strategic
management for
continuous
improvement
shall begin
immediately.

#3 IUP shall
maintain a
strong learning
environment
and manage our
enrollment
carefully.

#4 An ethos
of flexibility and
innovation shall
prevail.

1. IUP Proactivity: IUP leaders should encourage positive, collegial working
relationships with the State System, including other presidents, chancellor,
and chancellor’s staff.

●

●

2. Uniqueness: State System policies and procedures should acknowledge and
support the differences among the universities, in terms of size and
uniqueness.

●

●

3. Statewide Shared Governance: State System leaders should provide
opportunities and procedures for communication with the faculty, staff,
administration, Council of Trustees, and students at the universities.

●

STANDARD 4: LEADERSHIP AND GOVERNANCE

4. Quality of Governance Structure: The provost should establish a task force
consisting of representatives from the Council of Deans, Council of Chairs,
University Senate, UPC, and Academic Council to consider the role of the
various councils in the organizational structure of the university and
develop a proposal for the provost regarding lines of communication and
authority.

●

5. Need for Visionary Presidential Leadership: The president should work
with the university community to determine the goals of the university and
then lead the institution toward meeting those goals.

●

6. Academic Provost Model: In assembling his leadership team, the president
should designate the provost as the senior vice-president of Academic
Affairs, giving the office a superior position to the other VPs.

●

7. Role of Deans: Acknowledge the role of deans as key leaders in the
university. Study how other universities with unionized faculties have
addressed the issue of tenure for deans and the question of allowing deans
and other administrators to teach if desired.

●

8. Shared Governance: Create a universitywide understanding or definition of
shared governance.

●

9. Communication: Establish more effective means of communication up,
down, and across the university. Such efforts should involve the president,
provost, vice-presidents, deans, chairs, and faculty, staff, and students.

●

10. Communication: Foster universitywide dialogue and increased
understanding regarding the role of representatives serving on committees.

●
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SUBCOMMITTEE SUGGESTED ACTIONS

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS (ABBREVIATED)
#1 The
university’s
mission
statement shall
be re-examined
and revised.

#2 A process of
strategic
management for
continuous
improvement
shall begin
immediately.

#3 IUP shall
maintain a
strong learning
environment
and manage our
enrollment
carefully.

#4 An ethos
of flexibility and
innovation shall
prevail.

STANDARD 5: ADMINISTRATION

●

1. The president and his Cabinet must assume a leadership role in developing
an effective communication strategy for the entire university.
2. The President’s Cabinet, with the assistance and leadership of the dean of
the Graduate School and the other college deans, must utilize the
structures that are in place to enhance the research culture and profile of
the university without compromising the university’s reputation for
providing a strong learning environment for undergraduate education.

●
●

3. As directed by the president, the Provost’s Office must further strengthen
universitywide information systems at the operational and strategic levels.
4. The senior administrators at IUP must aggressively and continuously strive
to remove all organizational barriers to IUP being proactive, responsive,
and agile.
5. The president, with the help of the university’s major stakeholders, must
clearly establish IUP’s vision, mission, strategy, and niches which will help
IUP maintain its unique identity while being part of the 14-university
system.

SUBCOMMITTEE SUGGESTED ACTIONS

●
●
KEY RECOMMENDATIONS (ABBREVIATED)
#1 The
university’s
mission
statement shall
be re-examined
and revised.

#2 A process of
strategic
management for
continuous
improvement
shall begin
immediately.

#3 IUP shall
maintain a
strong learning
environment
and manage our
enrollment
carefully.

#4 An ethos
of flexibility and
innovation shall
prevail.

STANDARD 6: INTEGRITY
1. Improve effectiveness of university academic and student life policies by
providing greater access to information, expanding opportunities for
involvement and investment in policy revision and implementation, and
increasing communications with all segments of the university community.

●

2. Improve workplace conditions to reduce stereotyping, build better
relationships between groups, and provide fairer opportunities for
advancement.

●

3. Research by faculty, staff, and students should be adequately supported to
emphasize the fair and ethical treatment of researchers and research
participants.

●

4. Improve campus procedures for implementing the faculty intellectual
property policy and devise a policy for staff and students who create
intellectual property.
5. Ensure that the public presentation of the university is honest and accurate.
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SUBCOMMITTEE SUGGESTED ACTIONS

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS (ABBREVIATED)
#1 The
university’s
mission
statement shall
be re-examined
and revised.

#2 A process of
strategic
management for
continuous
improvement
shall begin
immediately.

#3 IUP shall
maintain a
strong learning
environment
and manage our
enrollment
carefully.

#4 An ethos
of flexibility and
innovation shall
prevail.

STANDARD 7: INSTITUTIONAL ASSESSMENT
1. While it is recognized that all areas cannot use the same form of
assessment, be it qualitative or quantitative, it is recommended that greater
systemization in the assessment process be implemented universitywide to
assure a long-term institutional perspective is included in the process,
effective collaboration among units is fostered, and feedback on viable
strategies is provided.

●

2. It is imperative to the success of the university that each area has a better
understanding of the goals, mission, and vision of the university and other
university areas. Each unit’s goals, mission, and vision as well as its
assessment procedures, must be aligned to support those of the university.

●

3. The assessment process must be integrated more fully into university
operations and have a significant presence and identity. There must be a
universitywide responsibility for assessment.

●

SUBCOMMITTEE SUGGESTED ACTIONS

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS (ABBREVIATED)
#1 The
university’s
mission
statement shall
be re-examined
and revised.

#2 A process of
strategic
management for
continuous
improvement
shall begin
immediately.

#3 IUP shall
maintain a
strong learning
environment
and manage our
enrollment
carefully.

STANDARD 8: STUDENT ADMISSIONS
1. IUP must aggressively recruit at both the undergraduate and graduate
levels.

●

2. IUP must develop and implement an integrated institutional marketing
plan.

●

3. IUP must redesign its websites to make them more user friendly and
aesthetically pleasing to prospective students and their parents.

●

4. IUP needs to substantially increase the number of scholarships it makes
available to students.

●
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#4 An ethos
of flexibility and
innovation shall
prevail.
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SUBCOMMITTEE SUGGESTED ACTIONS

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS (ABBREVIATED)
#1 The
university’s
mission
statement shall
be re-examined
and revised.

#2 A process of
strategic
management for
continuous
improvement
shall begin
immediately.

#3 IUP shall
maintain a
strong learning
environment
and manage our
enrollment
carefully.

#4 An ethos
of flexibility and
innovation shall
prevail.

STANDARD 9: STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES
1. Improve curricular and non-curricular programs and allocate resources to
respond to students’ perceived needs based on results of continual
assessments of graduate students, students of color, and branch campus
student.

●
●

2. Explore improvements in undergraduate advising.
3. Develop a more effective and agile course-building system which not only
predicts and allocates necessary resources, but also supports efficient
academic progress.

●

4. Thoroughly assess graduate needs, resource allocations, and services to
improve programs in support of graduate education.

●

5. Provide more effective and systematic means of communication as policy
and service delivery changes are made.

●

SUBCOMMITTEE SUGGESTED ACTIONS

●
●

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS (ABBREVIATED)
#1 The
university’s
mission
statement shall
be re-examined
and revised.

#2 A process of
strategic
management for
continuous
improvement
shall begin
immediately.

#3 IUP shall
maintain a
strong learning
environment
and manage our
enrollment
carefully.

#4 An ethos
of flexibility and
innovation shall
prevail.

STANDARD 10: FACULTY
1. Ask the University Senate and APSCUF to form a joint ad hoc committee
which will make suggestions regarding less traditional and more innovative
and flexible ways to recruit diverse faculty to IUP.

●

2. Ask the provost, vice–presidents, and deans to create more inclusive and
substantive ways to recognize and reward faculty for governance and
service work to the university.

●

3. Ask the president and the provost and vice president of Academic Affairs
to increase the amount of permanent support provided to the Center for
Teaching Excellence, the Faculty Professional Development Committee, and
the Office of the Assistant Dean for Research. The provost should also
commit to defining and creating additional ways to support, recognize, and
reward the scholarly endeavors of the faculty.

●

4. Encourage deans to support their faculty’s use of formative self-assessment
in addition to the required summative student evaluations.

●
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SUBCOMMITTEE SUGGESTED ACTIONS

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS (ABBREVIATED)
#1 The
university’s
mission
statement shall
be re-examined
and revised.

#2 A process of
strategic
management for
continuous
improvement
shall begin
immediately.

#3 IUP shall
maintain a
strong learning
environment
and manage our
enrollment
carefully.

●

●

STANDARD 11: EDUCATIONAL OFFERINGS
1. Coordinate long-term enrollment and new program planning at the
universitywide level.

●

2. Address the impact of faculty complement changes on educational offerings
at both the undergraduate and graduate levels.
3. Examine the impact of budgetary changes, particularly college-level
operating budgets, on educational offerings at both the undergraduate and
graduate levels.

●

4. The Graduate Committee should assess the role of the research component
of graduation education.

●

5. Target more support to specific student subpopulations such as: a) making
developmental courses available to all students with an identified academic
need, b) coordinate advising of undecided majors, c) provide scheduling
preference for nontraditional students if needed, and d) encourage and
support the further development of departmental honors courses.

●
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#4 An ethos
of flexibility and
innovation shall
prevail.
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SUBCOMMITTEE SUGGESTED ACTIONS

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS (ABBREVIATED)
#1 The
university’s
mission
statement shall
be re-examined
and revised.

#2 A process of
strategic
management for
continuous
improvement
shall begin
immediately.

#3 IUP shall
maintain a
strong learning
environment
and manage our
enrollment
carefully.

STANDARD 12: GENERAL EDUCATION
1. The Liberal Studies Revision Steering Committee should continue its work
to facilitate the development and formal adoption of a revised general
education curriculum that includes the following components:
• measurable University Student Learning Outcomes across the
curriculum
• explicit connectedness between liberal and specialized study
• a design that is coherent, purposeful, engaging, and rigorous
• a plan for assessing student learning outcomes that provides a process
for using findings for program improvement and university strategic
planning and budgeting
• resources sufficient to develop, implement, staff, market, and maintain
the curriculum.

●

2. The Liberal Studies Revision Steering Committee should facilitate the
development and formal adoption of an assessment plan as a component of
the revised curriculum that:
• includes a process for using findings for program improvement
• is systematic, continuous, multidimensional, and based on the
approved student learning outcomes.
3. IUP administration should provide the resources sufficient to develop,
implement, staff, market, and maintain a revised general education
curriculum.
4. The Liberal Studies Committee should improve formative and summative
assessment of the current Liberal Studies program by:
• Selecting more direct measures of student learning outcomes
• Exploring feasible models for sharing assessment findings across the
curriculum.
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●
●
●

#4 An ethos
of flexibility and
innovation shall
prevail.
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SUBCOMMITTEE SUGGESTED ACTIONS

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS (ABBREVIATED)
#1 The
university’s
mission
statement shall
be re-examined
and revised.

#2 A process of
strategic
management for
continuous
improvement
shall begin
immediately.

#3 IUP shall
maintain a
strong learning
environment
and manage our
enrollment
carefully.

#4 An ethos
of flexibility and
innovation shall
prevail.

1. The provost should appoint a committee to evaluate all nontraditional
programming, both credit and noncredit, and to develop a plan to
incorporate nontraditional learning into the overall enrollment
management goals of the university.

●

●

2. The provost should appoint a task force to define the role of distance
learning in IUP’s mission, recommend a standardized student evaluation
form that may be used for both face-to-face teaching and distance learning,
and conduct a student-satisfaction survey in order to recommend
improvements in IUP’s current distance learning program.

●

STANDARD 13: RELATED EDUCATIONAL ACTIVITIES

3. The president, provost, and deans should make a concerted effort to engage
faculty in the early stages of strategic planning in order to assist the
administration in determining the university’s outreach goals and defining
the relationship of those goals to those of academic departments and
colleges.

●

4. Working with deans and program managers, the president and vice
president of Finance should establish appropriate funding models that are
characterized by flexibility and that would support the outreach and
enrollment management goals of the university.

●

●

5. The president should appoint a task force and charge the members to
define IUP’s commitment to economic and workforce development,
establish goals for economic and workforce development, and make
recommendations concerning the most effective administration of the
economic and workforce development initiative.

SUBCOMMITTEE SUGGESTED ACTIONS

●
●

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS (ABBREVIATED)
#1 The
university’s
mission
statement shall
be re-examined
and revised.

#2 A process of
strategic
management for
continuous
improvement
shall begin
immediately.

#3 IUP shall
maintain a
strong learning
environment
and manage our
enrollment
carefully.

STANDARD 14: ASSESSMENT OF STUDENT LEARNING

●

1. A set of student outcomes goals must be developed at the institutional level
and linked to the university’s mission.
2. Program, college, and institutional reviews should result in changes that are
supported through permanent resource allocations.

●

3. Continuous student learning assessment procedures should be in place at
all levels and contribute meaningfully to program, college, and institutional
reviews.
4. The university’s president and provost and vice president for Academic
Affairs, as well as the University’s Planning Council, should ensure a
systematic and coordinated process for student outcomes assessment
across the university.
5. While coordination of assessment efforts should receive institutional
support and leadership, faculty must be recognized as the key decisionmakers regarding assessment outcomes, approaches, and data collection.
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●
●

#4 An ethos
of flexibility and
innovation shall
prevail.
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1

STANDARD

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Mission, Goals, and Objectives: The institution’s mission clearly
defines its purpose within the context of higher education and
explains whom the institution serves and what it intends to
accomplish. The institution’s stated goals and objectives, consistent
with the aspirations and expectations of higher education, clearly
specify how the institution will fulfill its mission. The mission, goals,
and objectives are developed and recognized by the institution with its
members and its governing body and are utilized to develop and
shape its programs and practices and to evaluate its effectiveness.
This subcommittee was
charged with determining the
current state of Indiana
University of Pennsylvania’s
mission statement in terms of
its functioning and
effectiveness. To that end the
subcommittee was asked the
following questions:
• How is IUP’s mission
statement disseminated to
our internal and external
constituencies?
• Do our stated goals and
objectives specify how IUP
will fulfill its mission?
• How well does IUP’s
mission statement enable
institutional priorities?
• Are the values stated in
IUP’s mission statement
shared by trustees,
administrators, faculty, staff,
students? Do these values
affect priorities for these
constituents?

• Are our mission statement
goals and objectives
consistent with our mission?
Are they compatible with
the mission of the State
System? Are these goals and
objectives outcomes based?
Are they responsive to
review, reassessment, and
revision? Are they
appropriately flexible in the
face of change? Do they
guide fiscal planning?
• How are our stated goals
and objectives reflected in
divisional, collegial,
departmental, and program
missions and operations?
• Do the mission, goals, and
objectives support
scholarship and creative
activities?
• How do such activities
promote IUP’s mission?
• Do the mission, goals, and
objectives focus on student
learning?
• Do these reflect a
commitment to institutional
improvement?
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THE SUBCOMMITTEE’S
FOCUS
Following dissemination,
return, and analysis of a
campuswide survey, the
subcommittee used the
following questions with focus
groups:
1. What is most compelling in
the mission statement?
2. Does the mission statement
reflect a realistic
understanding of our
institutional capabilities and
aspirations?
3. Are you confident that our
planning mechanisms align
with and are responsive to
our mission statement?
4. Are you confident that our
resource allocations
mechanisms are responsive
to our mission statement?
5. Our mission statement
mentions IUP’s heritage. Do
our goals and objectives
reflect that heritage?
6. Does the mission statement
reflect IUP’s role as a
regional institution?

47

7. Our mission statement
mentions collaborative goals
and objectives. Has the
university seized
opportunities for
collaboration?
8. Are the university’s core
values, as expressed in the
mission statement,
represented in its programs
and activities?
The Middle States Review is an
opportunity for IUP to examine
and evaluate how its mission
statement serves this
institution. Our charge asks
this subcommittee to examine
the mission statement’s effect
on our institutional identity
and the relationship between
our aspirations and our current
realities, policies, and practices.
Our charge is thus the
opportunity to reenergize the
institution through renewed
commitment to the mission
statement’s articulations, or in
the case of a problematic
mission statement, provide
recommendations for effecting
changes in it to better serve the
institution and its community.
While IUP has a strong
tradition as a teaching
institution and a developing
reputation for research
scholarship across a
comprehensive range of degree
programs, we must be certain
that our mission, goals, and
objectives are consistent with
our shared sense of identity,
coalesce with those of the
statewide system in which we
exist, and ultimately and most
importantly serve the students
we teach. We must be sure that
IUP’s mission statement not
only enables our highest goals
and objectives but also better
defines IUP’s leadership role in
the State System, in the
commonwealth, and in the
nation.

Strength of Current Mission,
Goals and Objectives: The
last concerted effort to develop
IUP’s mission statement took
place in the early to mid-1990s
and ultimately resulted in our
current mission statement,
instituted in 1996. It is clear
that the process of developing
the mission was a model of
inclusiveness and collaboration.
Various segments and elements
that provided input in
developing our mission
statement included: (1) the two
universitywide “Refocus
Committees” that sequentially
existed between 1992 and 1994
and whose charge was to help
the university maximize its
efficiency and become flexible
by reallocating resources in the
face of changing economic
reality, demographics, and
student needs; (2) past
practices, especially IUP’s
historic role in preparing
excellent teachers; (3) the
Mission Statement of the State
System of Higher Education;
and (4) all stakeholders willing
to provide any input.
Committee discussions were
attentive to making the mission
statement brief yet
comprehensive. A statement
that allowed flexibility and a
“large tent” under which to
place the university seemed the
consensus goal. At the same
time, the committee
recognized IUP’s need to
become a comprehensive
institution if it were to serve
the changing needs and desires
of new generations of students.
Upon completion of this
committee’s work, a Strategic
Planning Committee formed
and, using the drafted mission
statement from the Refocus II
committee, developed what
became codified in 1996 and
guides us to this day. Again,
what stands out is the
process—consensus-building
and broad-based
representations of all
stakeholders were the
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hallmarks. However, the
product—the mission
statement itself—did not
establish clear priorities or
identity for IUP. It was clearly
a product of the committee’s
attempt to make the mission
statement “all things to all
people.”
Self Study: In order to carry
out the charge, this
subcommittee strategized a
broad-based survey of focus
group interviews, document
analyses, individual and team
research, and group discussions
as its method of investigation.
The subcommittee researched
the history of IUP’s mission
statement text, developed eight
further questions generated
from discussions of the results
from the IUP Middle States
Questionnaire, collected
mission statements from
departments and divisions as
well as survey data relevant to
the mission from the
Subcommittee for Standard 14,
Assessment of Student
Learning, and conducted focus
group interviews with
university vice-presidents,
college deans, representative
staff, faculty, and students. It is
worth noting that the
discussion questions for the
focus group discussions grew
out of the analysis of the survey
data that indicated significant
distinction between the
responses of students, faculty,
and administration
participants. A member of the
Council of Trustees also
provided comments for the
study. Data gathered through
these efforts—detailed in the
full report with appendices—
were analyzed, and a set of
recommendations was
developed.
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RECOMMENDATIONS AND
JUSTIFICATIONS
Before discussing the
recommendations and their
justification, there are two
observations that are worth
noting: (1) Students, who
perhaps are least familiar with
IUP’s mission statement, were
the most positive in their
responses, while faculty, who
are somewhat more familiar
with IUP’s mission statement,
were the least positive; and (2)
In general, responses to the
survey questionnaire were
more positive than the
responses gathered during
various focus group sessions.
During almost all focus group
sessions, the participants were
very forthcoming in providing
criticism and in providing
direction as to where we need
to go. The recommendations
made by our subcommittee
and respective justifications are
discussed next.
Recommendation #1: At the
direction of the president, and
subject to presidential and
trustee approval, the University
Planning Council (UPC)
should be given the task of
revising and updating our
mission, striking a balance
between individuating IUP, for
example, recognizing and
building its unique identity, and
yet placing it squarely within
the State System as a leading
institution and partner
institution with its fellow
System universities.
Justification: Repeatedly,
throughout our focus group
sessions with various
constituents, the sentiment was
expressed that “a ten-year old
mission statement is ten years
out of date.” In the face of
rapid changes—technological
developments such as the
Internet, demographic shifts,
changing fiscal realities, the
introduction of performance-

based funding and the attempts
at homogenization within the
Pennsylvania State System of
Higher Education—IUP must
reevaluate its systemic position,
its mission, and its purpose of
existence. In addition, IUP
must establish itself as a leader
within the State System. In an
era when fiscal responsibility is
paramount, IUP is actively
exploring possible ways to
partner with sister institutions
within the System to offer
cooperative programs,
minimizing duplications of
effort and the waste of
resources within the System;
these realities must be reflected
in our mission statement.
It is also critical that the
process used for updating our
mission statement include all
affected constituencies, as was
the case ten years ago when we
developed our existing mission
statement. Time and again
during focus group interviews,
participants identified the
University Planning Council to
shepherd the revision and
updating of the mission
statement. In the past several
years, the UPC—in response to
a period of turbulence fueled
by feelings of disenfranchisement, particularly among the
faculty—has shown itself to be
a capable and trusted agent of
change and a particularly
valuable tool for planning; the
UPC represents all affected
constituencies, and it has
successfully presented the
administration with farreaching proposals that have
incorporated consensual
collective local wisdom. In the
past year the UPC has seen
such proposals acted upon
with great effect.
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Recommendation #2: The
mission statement itself should
be brief, clear, and readable. It
should be published in as many
appropriate venues as possible
so as to make it readily
available to all who seek it.
Goals and objectives in support
of the mission should flow
upward from divisions and
departments in response to the
broader purpose contained in
the mission itself, and college,
division, and departmental
mission statements should thus
be understood as part of the
IUP mission statement. More
importantly, departmental,
college, and division mission
statements—supporting and
supported by the guiding
universitywide statement—
need to be encouraged as the
foundation upon which
planning, prioritization, and
institutional growth are laid.
Justification: During several of
the focus group sessions, it
became clear that there was a
great deal of confusion and
disagreement about exactly
what IUP’s mission statement
was—was it just the preamble
paragraph before the bulleted
list or the whole text including
the bulleted list. Additionally,
the current mission statement
moves between generic
language appropriate to any
university in the country and
particularities that identify
what IUP actually does. The
unique identity of IUP remains
ill-defined.
Currently, the paragraph-long
mission statement proper is
followed by six bulleted
statements. Although these
bulleted statements can be read
as the Goals and Objectives
mandated by Standard 1—
which, incidentally, is debatable
since several deans who served
on the committee that
developed the mission
statement recollect those
bullets to be part of the
mission statement—they are
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not labeled as such and are
easily mistaken for wordy
extensions of the Mission. A
lack of distinction between
Goals and Objectives may also
be problematic if IUP is to
respond to Standard 1’s
mandate that Objectives, as
distinct from Goals, be
“outcomes-based and capable
of being evaluated.” IUP has
taken the option in Standard 1
to have its Mission, Goals, and
Objectives “accompanied by
related statements, such as a
statement of institutional
philosophy or institutional
vision.” The headings for these
two sections—“We Value” and
“We Envision”—are also
ambiguous and allow for
confusion of these sections
with either Goals or
Objectives. Hence, it is
strongly recommended that
“the mission statement itself
should be brief, clear, and
readable” with a clear and
distinctly labeled section on
Goals and Objectives.
Further, a careful review of the
mission statements as
submitted by most
departments demonstrated that
there is a great deal of
confusion among the
constituents. First, the
interpretation of the meaning
of a mission statement and/or a
vision statement varies
dramatically from one
department to another.
Second, among those
constituents who submitted a
“mission statement,” there is no
consistent style or format.
Third, almost none of the
constituents make reference—
or clearly connect their own
goals—to IUP’s mission
statement, stated goals, and
objectives. An overarching
University Mission must be
seen as driving the
development of those
constituent missions.

Recommendation #3: The
mission statement should make
IUP’s highest institutional
priorities absolutely clear. IUP’s
institutionwide identitydefining goals such as its
doctoral mission, its allegiance
to students, many of whom are
regional first-generation college
students and international
students, its partnership within
the System, its commitment to
diversity, tolerance, and the
creation and sustenance of a
rich learning and teaching
environment must be fully
embraced. Division, college,
and departmental missions
should reflect these
“commanding” values.
Justification: While there is a
general accord with the values
contained in the mission
statement, focus group
interviews have suggested that
in the years since the adoption
of the mission statement, IUP
has been engaged in a shift in
perceived role that for some
has eroded IUP’s traditional
regional baccalaureate and
teacher education identity
while placing emphasis on
specialized programs and
initiatives connected with an
identity that is more
entrepreneurial,
comprehensive, and/or
research-oriented. The
mission statement is not the
cause for this change, nor is the
change necessarily a bad one.
The problem is that IUP’s
constituencies have not truly
been brought to a place of
shared value. Leadership has
not been able to effectively
define and share its vision with
faculty, staff, and students.
Conversely, there has not been
a successful communication of
faculty/staff aspirations that
might have been adopted by
management and shared across
the entire institution. The
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mission statement, which
might have helped define a
sense of common value (or
more properly might have
reflected an understanding of
such value), instead takes each
constituency to that value that
is unique to its need. That is,
everything is apparently valued
equally and as a consequence
the statement cannot help set
priorities, provide a foundation
for planning, or, finally, define
identity.
Revising the mission statement
must mean paying particular
attention to all of the
institution’s constituencies,
each of which at varying times
and to varying degrees, but in
relatively more or less “natural,”
indirect, and “inexplicit” ways,
contributes to the institution’s
identity: State System, the
Council of Trustees,
accrediting agencies, faculty
and the faculty union, students,
parents, taxpayers, and local
and regional economic,
corporate, cultural, and
political leaders.
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STANDARD

2

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Planning, Resource Allocation, and Institutional Renewal:
An institution conducts ongoing planning and resource allocation
based on its mission and utilizes the results of its assessment activities
for institutional renewal. Implementation and subsequent evaluation
of the success of the strategic plan and resource allocation support the
development and change necessary to improve and maintain
institutional quality.
The focus of the charge for this
subcommittee includes the
following: how the priorities
and goal planning reflect
institutional mission; how
assessment processes impact
resource allocation decisions;
and how linkages, assessment,
and levels of planning work,
including factors that enable
effective planning such as
leadership, communication,
decision-making, ability to
work within the governance
structure, and conflict
resolution. Strategic planning
processes should reflect both
the vision and values of the
academic community. The
impact of external forces,
including membership in the
Pennsylvania State System of
Higher Education, must also be
examined.

PROCESS
In order to assess the
institution’s status in relation to
Standard 2, the committee
used a variety of data collection
strategies, including IUP
Middle States survey results,
focus group sessions, review of
major planning and resource
allocation documents, review
of State System plans and
directives, and interviews with
campus leadership.

STRENGTHS IDENTIFIED
University Commitment to
Planning: There is a strong
commitment by university
leadership to strengthen
planning, resource allocation,
and institutional renewal as
highlighted below.
The Office of Planning and
Analysis: In 2000, the
president created the Office of
Planning and Analysis to better
integrate the functions of
Strategic Planning, Budgeting,
and Institutional Research and
to link internal planning with
System-level planning. This
office reports directly to the
president and provides
planning and budgetary
support to university
leadership.
The University Planning
Council: In 2002, the
president created a 48-votingmember University Planning
Council (UPC), consisting of
broad representation from
across the campus. The UPC
has been actively involved in
establishing priorities for the
campus, generating 26
recommendations that have
been used as a basis for the
President’s Annual Goals for
2004-2005, which integrated
IUP planning with State System
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priorities (Interviews of
Administrators, 2004). The
UPC will provide leadership in
developing a new Strategic Plan
for the campus.
Operational and Facilities
Planning: Planning
documents and interview
results pointed to numerous
examples where priorities have
been established as a result of
extensive planning, resources
have been allocated or
reallocated in order to meet
objectives, collaboration
among various units has taken
place, and institutional renewal
achieved. Examples include
the extensive accomplishments
associated with the Long Range
Campus Development Plan, the
creation of the IUP Research
Institute, the revitalization of
the Armstrong and
Punxsutawney branch
campuses, planning for and
implementation of technology
initiatives, and the Student
Affairs Program Review of
2002-2003.
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Pennsylvania State System of
Higher Education Planning
and Allocation: The System
has a new five-year Strategic
Plan, has created nearly 60
performance targets for
institutions related to the
strategic core areas, and has
completely revised its Funding
Formula used in distribution of
state appropriations to the 14
campuses (including a
significant change that brought
IUP an additional $2.4 million
in annual funding due to the
recognition of the higher costs
of doctoral programming).
System efforts to link planning
and resource allocation have
created a framework for local
planning and budgeting
activities and have provided an
opportunity for institutional
planning to better align with
System planning.
IUP Performance
Enhancement Program that
Aligns Planning and
Resource Allocation: For
fiscal years 2004-2005 through
2006-2007, IUP developed a
$2.6 million Performance
Enhancement Program.
Funding has been allocated
across the campus to support
the System Strategic Plan, the
System Accountability Matrix,
UPC recommendations, and
the IUP 2004-2005 Goals.
Assessment Achievements:
Campus constituents indicated
that assessment activities were
taking place across the
university. Assessment efforts
are quite extensive and are
primarily tied to program
review, accreditation, and other
forms of divisional or
departmental evaluation (Focus
group analysis; IUP Middle
States Survey). The IUP Goals
for 2004-2005 clearly
emphasize the university’s
commitment toward improved
assessment efforts.

CHALLENGES IDENTIFIED
Lack of an Active Strategic
Plan: Unfortunately, IUP does
not have a current Strategic
Plan. It is not surprising that 40
percent of survey respondents
were unaware of a Strategic
Plan (Survey, 2004). Rapidly
changing system priorities,
changing university leadership,
severe budget reductions
($12.2 million removed from
the annual budget), ongoing
labor negotiations and
economic/demographic
challenges have all impeded
campus planning efforts.
Lack of a Planning Process:
Focus group participants
indicated that the planning
initiatives of the past several
years seem to be centered upon
top-level university planning.
Campus constituents indicated
that there is no strategic
planning process, planning is
uneven, there is a lack of
horizontal and vertical
coordination among planning
groups, planning is not
specifically tied back to
university priorities and
mission, few directors lead
their staffs in strategic planning
activities, some aspects of
planning have declined over
the past decade, input is not
gathered from all levels of the
university, and there is no staff
development on how to
conduct and organize planning
(Focus group analysis). When
planning is selective, not
broad-based or systematic, the
university’s leadership risks
overlooking critical and
relevant needs. Parts of the
institution, even basic ones,
may be left behind. Priorities
and resource allocations set
under these conditions may not
accurately match our needs or
best interests.

Indiana University of Pennsylvania

Lack of a Resource Allocation
Process Linked to Planning:
Eighty-five percent of campus
survey respondents indicated
that they did not believe that
there was any linkage between
planning and resource
allocation. Feedback indicates
that the budget process is topdown and departments give
little input on decisions, there
is no explanation of resource
allocation decisions, there is a
lack of goal clarity which makes
linkage to resources difficult,
faculty have a difficult time
understanding or accepting
resource allocation decisions,
the budget situation rather
than programmatic need
appears to dictate personnel
decisions, and resource
allocation information is not
readily available (Focus group
analysis; Survey, 2004). The
university budget model is not
shared with or explained to
campus constituents on a
regular basis, and it does not
clearly demonstrate linkages to
planning efforts.
Lack of Effective
Communication: Campus
constituents were generally
dissatisfied with
communications regarding
planning, resource allocation,
and assessment activities. This
is not surprising, for so far the
creation of a planning process
has concentrated on the upper
leadership of the university.
Constituents felt that not all
administrators communicate or
explain planning and resource
allocation decisions to unit
personnel; the UPC does not
consistently communicate its
actions to departmental
chairpersons and staff
members; electronic
communication should not be
the exclusive means of
distributing planning
information; employees do not
always understand the
relevance of planning efforts to
their individual units; most
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unit directors do not engage in
strategic planning; and
reciprocal communication
needs to be improved (Focus
group analysis). It is evident
that personnel cannot be very
engaged in the strategic
planning process, and that
communication, including
engagement, requires
improvement.
Lack of Assessment Linked to
Strategic Planning: Since the
campus Strategic Plan is
inactive, assessment of
progress toward that plan does
not occur. Campus
constituents indicated that an
assessment process should be
formalized and integrated with
the strategic planning process
at all levels of the university;
assessment appears to be
lacking in some departments;
there is an unwillingness to reevaluate existing programs;
assessment efforts are uneven;
assessment efforts at
departmental and program
levels are not taken into
account at higher levels;
quantitative assessment is
overemphasized with plans
being implemented at the
lowest possible cost; and the
campus is often rushed by the
State System or a funding
source to respond quickly in
lieu of utilizing an effective
assessment, communication,
and coordination process
(Focus group analysis).

The timing of System directives
is often more problematic than
the initiatives themselves campuses find it necessary to
respond hastily to frequent
changes in measures, targets,
and priorities. This does not
provide sufficient time for true
strategic planning, genuine
input and communication,
data-driven assessment, or the
development of buy-in.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Recommendation #1:
Proceed with the development
of a new strategic plan for the
campus that is led by the
university president: Since the
lack of an active strategic plan
is a major impediment to the
planning process, university
leaders should develop a new
plan as soon as possible. The
plan should clarify institutional
direction to all stakeholders;
contain strategic priorities for
the achievement of the stated
direction; reflect the linkage
between planning, resource
allocation, and institutional
renewal; integrate with State
System planning priorities;
utilize Middle States Self-Study
recommendations; prepare the
campus to meet the challenges
that higher education is facing;
position the campus to take
advantage of market niche
opportunities; and act as a
living document that is flexible
and adaptive to internal and
external changes.

State System Planning and
Allocation: While System
planning has provided a
framework for campus
activities, its shifting priorities
have made it difficult to
maintain a consistent direction
in planning. A performance
funding program that initially
consisted of 12 funded
performance indicators has
increased to 60 indicators. The
complexity of the System Plan
makes it difficult to implement.
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Recommendation #2:
Develop an integrated planning
process and an associated
planning calendar. University
leaders should lead and
support an integrated planning
process that: encompasses all
levels of the university; clearly
links planning, resource
allocation, and assessment;
works toward identification,
prioritization, and achievement
of institutional strategies;
promotes collaboration and
engages participation; is
integrated into every level of
institutional planning; provides
flexibility in responding to
opportunities even if they arise
at a time that is not convenient
for the IUP process; provides
for greater delegation of both
authority and responsibility to
the strategically appropriate
level; takes into account the
existing workload of employees
as they serve constituents;
takes into account the
necessary relationships
between employer-employees;
and provides adequate time for
consideration and response
while adhering to the agreedupon timetable.
A planning calendar should be
developed and aligned with the
budget calendar to provide
sufficient opportunity for
planning priorities to inform
operational decisions. The
planning calendar should
consider the academic calendar
and related availability of
participants.

53

Recommendation #3: Create
a communication structure for
planning with horizontal and
vertical participation in
decision making and reciprocal
communication and
information sharing.
Communication about
planning was almost
universally cited as inadequate
and overly centralized. In light
of the scarcity of resources and
strategic uncertainty of recent
years, the centralization of
authority and the top-down
flow of information are
predictable but are ineffective
in promoting commitment or
continuity in a university
setting (Dill, D.D. (1995).
Academic Planning and
Organization Design: Lessons
from Leading American
Universities. In M. Peterson, L.
Mets, A. Trice, and D. Dill,
ASHE Reader on Planning and
Institutional Research. Pearson
Custom Publishing). In an
institution the size of IUP,
reliance on hierarchical
communication or
communication from any one
group is not sufficient.

Recommendation #4:
Develop a campuswide
assessment program that
supports planning, resource
allocation, and institutional
renewal. An assessment
program should be developed
that is linked to the planning
process. It should advise
decision makers on the
condition of the campus in
relationship to established
priorities; identify
opportunities for
enhancement; inform
constituents of campus
achievements; and incorporate
assessment processes/
information already conducted
at some departmental and
programmatic levels. Costs
associated with assessment
should be taken into account in
the planning and resource
allocation process.

A communication plan is
needed to provide
communication to all
constituents, place greater
reliance on direct
communication, clarify
individual roles and
responsibilities, solicit more
input, provide more feedback
and assessment data, include
training for campus
constituents, and include
regular communication
regarding the institution’s
budget.
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STANDARD

3

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Institutional Resources: The human, financial, technical, physical,
facilities, and other resources necessary to achieve an institution’s
mission and goals are available and accessible. In the context of the
institution’s mission, the effective and efficient uses of the institution’s
resources are analyzed as part of ongoing outcomes assessment.
Institutional resources,
whether human, financial,
technical or physical, are all
dependent upon available
institutional funding. The
Pennsylvania State System of
Higher Education over the past
several years has had
significant budget reductions in
the state budget allocation.
Base appropriations allocated
by the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania to the State
System were held at 0 percent
in 2001-2002 and cut by 3
percent in 2002-2003 and 5
percent in 2003-2004. These
reductions resulted in a
decrease in base appropriation
to Indiana University of
Pennsylvania of 0 percent,
5.884 percent and 4.63 percent
respectively. IUP is now at a
base funding allocation that
dates back to 1994-1995 of
$55M. In 2003-2004, tuition
accounted for 55 percent of the
total revenue for the
Educational and General
budget, while the state
appropriation is just 37
percent. IUP has been
fortunate to maintain and
increase enrollment slightly
over the past several years with
small increases in tuition and
fees. In this time of declining
funding from the System
appropriation and the critical
need to maintain enrollment, it
is crucial that the resources

that are available be used in the
most efficient and effective
manner.

STRENGTHS,
OPPORTUNITIES, AND
CHALLENGES

While the implementation of
the new allocation formula
does recognize the need for
doctoral and high-cost
programs, the base amount
distributed through the
formula has decreased over the
past three years as a result of
increased performance funding
from $2 million to $21.7
milllion.

One of the most significant
strengths in regard to
institutional resources has been
the ability to successfully
reduce the overall general fund
budget by $12.2M over the past
three years. This has been a
coordinated effort at all
university levels. The
decentralized personnel policy
significantly helped in
determining these reductions.
The challenge for IUP in the
upcoming years will be
developing guidelines for
growth or decline within the
budget for both personnel and
operating. IUP must become
more proactive in funding
initiatives rather than reactive.

The Pennsylvania state budget
is signed by the governor in
June of each year, making it
difficult for institutions to
know appropriations before
mid-July. Tuition for the past
two fiscal years has not been
approved by the board until
after the beginning of the fiscal
year. Performance funding
dollars are approved at the
October Board of Governors
meeting. The timing of this
critical information makes for a
difficult task in planning
efforts.
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A significant strength also lies
within the University Planning
Council (UPC).
Communication from the focus
groups in regard to the UPC
was positive. This group,
established by the president as
an advisory group, has
recommended specific
initiatives in areas of
importance to the university.
Through the support of the
president, several of these
initiatives have been funded.
Performance dollars have been
set aside and designated to
support other initiatives related
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to the performance measures
and university goals. A threeyear plan, which includes
measurable outcomes, has
been funded through these
dollars.
The university has established
an effective base of technology
services for faculty, staff, and
students. This base includes an
effective governance structure
of technology committees that
guides plans and priorities for
campus technology support
organizations.
The Research Institute (RI),
established in 2004, serves as
an affiliate organization to IUP.
Although many are in support
of the efforts of the RI, focus
groups indicated that it is
premature in determining the
benefits associated with this
project.
The university’s facilities
master plan serves as the basis
for the extensive list of capital
and deferred maintenance
projects. Internally, many felt
positive that there were
numerous opportunities to be
involved in the process for the
Regional Development Center
study and the residence hall
master plan.
Assessments and benchmarks
are recognized as a need for
effective resource management.
There are very limited formal
assessment and benchmarking
activities on campus. The
university goals for 04/05 and
the funding from performance
dollars have been tied to
measurable outcomes
assessment. As we continue to
fund initiatives, and strive
towards the System’s
aspirational goals, we must
continue efforts to evaluate and
assess outcomes.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Recommendation #1: Charge
the University Planning
Council with the task of
revising and updating the
university mission statement
and strategic plan. The
mission statement must be a
clear and concise and
recognizing both the priorities
of the State System and the
unique qualities of IUP. The
university mission must drive
the planning process. Efforts
by the UPC and related bodies
must continue to ensure that
planning efforts are
systematically linked to the
university’s mission, goals, and
priorities, and that university
goals are measurable and
evaluated. (Themes: Identity
and Prioritization)
Recommendation #2:
Increase efforts to
communicate the university’s
mission, goals, and priorities.
The work of the UPC should
be continued, and reports
about the activities should be
widely communicated to the
university community.
Communication must occur on
a regular, on-going basis,
incorporating defined
managerial standards to
promote effective, consistent
communication across all
divisions at all levels. (Themes:
Governance and Leadership)
Recommendation #3:
Perform formal analysis and
evaluation of unit and
individual performance
outcomes. Require goals to be
measurable and to demonstrate
accountability. (Themes:
Governance and Leadership)
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Recommendation #4:
Incorporate the university
mission, priorities, goals, and
plans when making budget,
staffing, technology, and facility
resource allocation decisions.
Resource allocation processes
must be documented and
communicated and efforts
increased to ensure
understanding of these
processes among all key
constituents. (Themes:
Governance and Leadership)
Recommendation #5:
Monitor State System
appropriation and budgeting
processes and encourage the
establishment of timelines for
multi-year planning activities
on both the university and
State System levels. (Themes:
Agility and Responsiveness)
Recommendation #6: Define
and establish processes which
assess all resource allocations –
including the use of
appropriate benchmarks.
Assessments should be
completed via cross-functional
teams that include human
resource, finance, technology,
and facility subject matter
experts and must be linked to a
long term planning process
where assessment results
impact resource allocation
decisions. (Themes: Agility
and Responsiveness)
Recommendation #7:
Planning involves risk. The
university needs to become
more open to assume risk for
new ventures. Therefore, the
resource allocation process
needs to include provisions to
establish funding sources to
support new activities to help
advance the mission of the
university. (Themes: Agility
and Responsiveness)

56

STANDARD

4

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Leadership and Governance: The institution’s system of governance
clearly defines the roles of institutional constituencies in policy
development and decision-making. The governance structure includes
an active governing body with sufficient autonomy to assure
institutional integrity and to fulfill its responsibilities of policy and
resources development, consistent with the mission of the institution.
Since this is the first time this
standard is being addressed in
a self-study at IUP and in the
Pennsylvania State System of
Higher Education, the
committee decided to focus on
IUP’s governance history and
structure, including its
relationship to the State
System, as well as the issues of
leadership and shared
governance at IUP. To
triangulate our findings with
multiple perspectives, data
from the survey of faculty, staff,
and students were augmented
by interviews with 23 leaders at
IUP and the State System. The
inquiry was focused by the
following questions that
formed the charge to the
committee:
1. How does the statutory
relationship between Board
of Governors and Council
of Trustees, as stated in Act
188, manifest itself in
practice? What are the
domains of responsibility?
2. How does the governance
structure of the State
System and IUP affect IUP’s
ability to fulfill its mission,
goals, and objectives in an
efficient and effective
manner?

3. How are decisions made at
the Board of Governors,
chancellor, Council of
Trustees, and president’s
levels?
4. To what degree and in what
ways does shared
governance occur between
IUP and the State System
among the Board of
Governors, chancellor,
Council of Trustees,
university president, faculty,
staff, and students?
5. To what degree and in what
ways does shared
governance occur at IUP
among the Council of
Trustees, president, faculty,
staff, and students?
6. To what degree and in what
ways does the practice of
leadership at IUP at all
levels reflect and respond to
constituents’ values and the
public interest?
7. What periodic assessment
processes are in place to
evaluate the effectiveness of
institutional leadership and
governance?
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OVERVIEW OF IUP’S
HISTORY AND
GOVERNANCE
STRUCTURE
(see full report for greater
detail)
The important historical
relationship between IUP and
the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania began in 1814
with the founding of the
Indiana Academy, a private
nonprofit organization, which
became Indiana Normal School
in 1875. Ownership of the
Indiana State Normal School
passed to the Commonwealth
of Pennsylvania in 1920 and in
1929 the normal schools
became State Teachers
Colleges. In 1959 the
legislature approved dropping
the word “Teachers” from the
name and the institution
became Indiana State College;
in 1965 the legislature
authorized creation of Indiana
University of Pennsylvania. The
University Senate was
established in 1967, and the
first doctoral students enrolled
in 1968. In 1970, Pennsylvania
Department of Education
(PDE) became the governing
authority for IUP and the 13
state colleges. University
governance moved from PDE
in 1982 with passage of Act
188, which created the State
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System of Higher Education of
the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania. A 20-member
Board of Governors was
empowered by the legislation
to govern Indiana University of
Pennsylvania and the thirteen
state colleges, now designated
as universities.
The Board of Governors
appoints the chancellor, the
chief executive officer of the
State System, who is charged to
advise the board on the
formulation of policies and to
recommend overall budget
allocations. Act 188 provides
that the universities have a
Council of Trustees which has
limited governance
responsibilities, including the
search for and evaluation of the
university president (for
recommendation to the
chancellor and the Board),
reviewing and approving
recommendations of the
president in Act 188-stipulated
areas, conducting an annual
physical inspection of facilities
and making maintenance and
construction recommendations
to the board, and assisting the
president with alumni and
community relations.
The president, who is the chief
executive officer of the
university, essentially works for
the chancellor in that the
Board of Governors establishes
policy and the chancellor
administers that policy. The
chancellor convenes a Council
of Presidents, which plays a
policy advisory role to the
chancellor and Board of
Governors. The recent history
of leadership at IUP is
characterized by an unusual
pattern of having had four
university presidents in rapid
succession, coinciding with
major conflicts that had a
profound impact on university
operations, e.g., vote of no
confidence in the president and
provost and tense faculty
contract negotiations. This

volatility must be understood
when examining this standard,
yet we must also acknowledge
that despite these profound
changes, the daily operations of
the university managed to
continue relatively smoothly in
large part due to the collective
commitment of the university
community.

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE
CHARGE
IUP’s new president should
benefit from this Self-Study
process in that a new leader
can benefit greatly from a
recently conducted
organizational analysis. This
review should also be valuable
to the State System as well as
the other 13 universities, as it
provides an analysis of the
statewide leadership and
governance system, as
perceived at one university.

3. Presidency and Senior
Leadership
Strengths: (1) Good time
for new leader, strong
internal morale
Challenges: (1) Volatility
and instability (2) Roles of
vice presidents
4. Shared Governance
Strengths: (1) Widely
valued; well integrated in
Academic Division
Challenges: (1) Lack of
shared definitions (2) Need
for clarity of roles
5. Communication
Strengths: (1) IUP is wired;
websites, web surveys, and
email
Challenges: (1)
Communication needed
between governance units
(2) E-Networks not used as
effectively as possible.

ANALYSIS OF STRENGTHS
AND CHALLENGES

RECOMMENDATIONS

The areas of IUP’s key
Leadership and Governance
issues have strengths as well as
challenges:

GOVERNANCE
STRUCTURE: STATE SYSTEM
OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1. Governance Structure—
Pennsylvania State System
of Higher Education
Strengths: (1) Assurance of
state funding (2) Influence
with legislature for
allocation and bond funding
(3) Joint purchasing
Challenges: (1)
Homogenization (2)
Centralization and business
model
2. Governance Structure—IUP
Strengths: (1) Wellintegrated structures
involving academic leaders
at various levels (2) UPC
better integrates planning
and budgeting functions
Challenges: (1) Need for
clarity of role of UPC and
its relationship with other
governance bodies.
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Recommendation #1: IUP
Proactivity. IUP leaders should
encourage positive, collegial
working relationships with the
State System, including other
presidents, chancellor, and
chancellor’s staff.
Justification: Relations
between IUP and State System
leaders have often been
strained, due in part to
perceived effects of past efforts
to homogenize the 14
universities and current efforts
to centralize many policies and
practices, such as adoption of
common calendars, 120 hours
for graduation, and centralized
computing systems. At the
same time, the reality of IUP’s
governance structure calls for
collaboration with State System
and the other universities as
the best strategy for achieving
positive outcomes for IUP
students.
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Recommendation #2:
Uniqueness of Universities.
State System policies and
procedures should
acknowledge and support the
differences among the
universities, in terms of size
and uniqueness.
Justification: We applaud the
efforts being made by the
chancellor to encourage each of
the universities to build on its
strengths and uniqueness to
achieve positive outcomes.
Given this acknowledgment
that homogenization is not the
best direction for State System
universities, we encourage
System officials to implement
processes that recognize and
validate the complexities of the
larger universities such as IUP.
For example, the State System
should request feedback on
potential effects when policies
are being considered that may
have differential consequences
given the size of faculty and
extent of graduate programs
and research.
Recommendation #3:
Statewide Shared Governance.
State System leaders should
provide opportunities and
procedures for communication
with the faculty, staff,
administration, Council of
Trustees, and students at the
universities.

GOVERNANCE
STRUCTURE: IUP

PRESIDENCY AND SENIOR
LEADERSHIP

Recommendation #4: Clarity
of Governance Structure. The
provost should establish a task
force consisting of
representatives from the
Council of Deans, Council of
Chairs, University Senate,
UPC, and Academic Council to
consider the role of the various
councils in the organizational
structure of the university and
develop a proposal for the
provost regarding lines of
communication and authority.

Recommendation #5: Need
for Visionary Presidential
Leadership. The president
should work with the
university community to
determine the goals of the
university and then lead the
institution toward meeting
those goals.

Justification: The creation of
the University Planning
Council (UPC) is recognized as
a positive step in linking
planning and budget given
State System performance
measures and allocation
formulas, yet there are
concerns about the role of the
UPC in university governance.
Many faculty and staff do not
know what actions or decisions
emanate from the UPC, and
there is a need for clarity
regarding the UPC’s
relationship with the Senate,
Academic Council, Deans, and
the Council of Chairs.

Justification: While there is
representation of students on
Councils of Trustees and the
Board of Governors, there is no
direct representation of faculty
or staff. Given the increased
centralization of policy
development at the state level,
mechanisms for shared
governance related to academic
affairs are particularly needed.
Currently the faculty union
represents the faculty related to
workforce issues, but, as the
chancellor recognizes, other
opportunities for input by
faculty are needed to provide
input for System academic
policies.
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Justification: Transformational
leadership involves both
empowerment of those in the
organization and charismatic
representation of the direction
of the organization in a way
that others can support. IUP
faculty and staff work hard but
often without knowing how
their contributions affect the
organization’s mission and
goals. Communicating an
inspiring vision is the role of
the president. Recent volatility
and instability of top leadership
makes this even more
important at this time.
Recommendation #6:
Academic Provost Model. In
assembling his leadership team,
the president should designate
the provost as the senior vice
president of Academic Affairs,
giving the office a superior
position to the other vicepresidents.
Justification: Given the need
in the current budgetary
environment for the president
to be highly involved in donor
development and fundraising,
it is time to move to a true
Provost Model. Because the
primary goals of IUP center on
teaching, research, and service
under the auspices of the
provost, it is important to
symbolically and officially
declare the academic mission
of the university as primary.
The heart of the institution is
academic, and the line
authority, all the way from the
colleges through to the
president, should be occupied
by academicians who have had
administrative experience in
Academic Affairs.
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Recommendation #7: Role of
Deans. Acknowledge the role
of deans as key leaders in the
university. Study how other
universities with unionized
faculties have addressed the
issue of tenure for deans, and
the question of allowing deans
and other administrators to
teach if desired.
Justification: Deans should be
individuals with strong
scholarly credentials who are
understood to be important
leaders. Recruiting is difficult
when tenure and teaching
opportunities are not possible.

SHARED GOVERNANCE
Recommendation#8: Create a
universitywide understanding
or definition of shared
governance.
Justification: While shared
governance appears to be
widely valued throughout the
university and is well
integrated procedurally in the
Academic Division, there is less
clarity about the role of staff
(State College and University
Professional Association
[SCUPA] and American
Federation of State, County,
and Municipal Employees
[AFSCME] members) and
graduate students in shared
governance. This relates as well
to the issue noted below
regarding role of
representatives on university
committees.

COMMUNICATION

REFERENCES

Recommendation #9:
Establish more effective means
of communication up, down,
and across the university. Such
efforts should involve the
president, provost, vicepresidents, deans, chairs, and
faculty, staff, and students.

Act 188 of 1982, as amended.
Enabling Legislation for the
State System of Higher
Education of the
Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania (2003, October).
Harrisburg, PA.

Justification: Universitywide
communications networks are
often not actively and
strategically used in order to
help key stakeholders
understand university direction
as well as to solicit input. Some
university committees such as
the University Planning
Committee communicate by
posting items on their website,
yet faculty and staff may not
know of a website’s existence or
be aware of when to check it.
Also, even excellent use of
technology is not sufficient;
representatives on committees
must be aware of their personal
role as communicators, as
noted below.
Recommendation #10: Foster
universitywide dialogue and
increased understanding
regarding the role of
representatives serving on
committees.
Justification: Individuals who
serve on committees
representing distinct units
often speak only for themselves
and do not communicate up or
down on behalf of others in
their units. For example,
colleges, departments, and
divisions should establish
agendas that include routine
reports from individuals who
sit on university committees. A
universitywide dialogue on this
topic can lead to an increase in
consciousness regarding what
it means to represent one’s
department or unit and thus
enhance campuswide
communication.
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Merryman, J. E. (1975). The
Indiana Story 1875-1975:
Pennsylvania’s First State
University. Indiana, PA.
Interviews with 23 IUP and
State System leaders were
conducted in Fall, 2004. Full
transcripts and notes are
available in the Exhibits box for
this subcommittee, along with
other documents used as
background data.
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STANDARD

5

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Administration: The institution’s administrative structure and
services facilitate learning and research/scholarship, foster the
improvement of quality, and support the institution’s organization
and governance.
Senior management needs to
be comprised of individuals
who have the appropriate
credentials, abilities, and
experience to manage a
university of IUP’s size and
scope. The administrative
structure and services need to
be clearly defined and must be
comprehensible to the
university community. The top
management must assume a
leadership role in continuous
quality improvement while
making the university system
agile and proactive.
This standard of the self-study
focused on the following four
specific aspects pertaining to
administrative structure and
services of IUP:
1. Analyzing the
organizational structure of
the administration.
2. Examining the expectations,
recruitment process,
credentials, and
performance evaluation
procedures for senior
administrators that assure
the presence of appropriate
processes and talent at the
executive level of the
organization.
3. Evaluating the information
systems that are available
for executive decisionmaking.
4. Assessing the performance
of the administration from
the perspectives of students,
faculty, and staff relative to

key areas such as
responsiveness, quality
improvement, being
proactive, etc.
The methodology used in the
study included: a) anonymous
surveys of students, faculty,
staff, and top administrators, b)
personal interviews of select
administrators, and c) synthesis
of secondary information,
mainly from several human
resources-related sources.
It is important to recognize
some aspects of the
organizational climate during
the time of the self-study: (a)
change in presidency two times
in less than one year and the
presence of an interim
president, (b) recent
completion of bitter contract
negotiations with faculty and
staff separately, (c) budget cuts
and uncertainties, and (d)
tuition hikes.
The results of this section of
the self-study are especially
relevant to IUP’s
administration and to the
university’s strategic plan. Also,
by the time this report
becomes public, IUP will have
a new president. The president
will be able to refer to this
report to understand the key
strengths on which he can
build and the key
challenges/issues that he faces
which need to be
addressed/resolved.
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KEY FINDINGS
1. Organizational Structure:
There is good clarity in the
organization’s stated
structure. (Themes:
Governance and
Leadership)
However, the established
structure is not adequately
publicized and is not easily
accessible to the university
constituents. It is important
that there be widespread
knowledge of the
organizational structure
among faculty, staff, and
students, not only to assure
the proper utilization of the
services but also to promote
widespread participation in
the governance of the
university.
Learning Facilitation: IUP
has comprehensive services
to facilitate a healthy
learning environment.
(Themes: Governance and
Leadership, Identity)
IUP must continue to focus
on its niche as an institution
providing a high-quality
learning environment at an
affordable price while
maintaining and building
the administrative structure
and services that assure a
strong learning
environment.
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Scholarship: IUP has
opportunities to build upon
its strong administrative
structure and to broaden
the services it provides to
the university community to
assure continuous scholarly
growth among a broader
base of faculty. (Themes:
Leadership and Governance,
Niches, Prioritization)
Specifically, IUP must
develop structures and
services that: (a) broaden
the faculty base that engages
in scholarship at various
levels, (b) encourage more
faculty to seek opportunities
for research funding, (c)
prioritize resource
allocation to enhance
scholarship without
diminishing its primary
mission of providing a
strong teaching/learning
environment, (d) develop
more niches in scholarship
that will enhance its ability
to attract a larger number of
high-quality students to its
graduate programs, and (e)
find more ways to
communicate scholarly
activities of faculty to the
university community to
enhance pride and
participation.
Continuous Quality
Improvement: The
administrative structure is
adequate to assure
continuous quality
improvement. (Governance
and Leadership)
Steps may be taken to
enhance the visibility of
continuous improvement
efforts to ensure broadbased participation. In
addition, the results of
continuous improvement
efforts also need to be
better publicized to counter
the perception that the
administration is not serious
about efforts pertaining to
continuous improvement

and the perception that
these efforts are of little
value.

4. Stakeholder Perceptions of
IUP Administrative
Structure and Services

2. Administration—
Recruitment/Selection,
Credentials and
Performance Evaluation
Expectations:
Recruitment/selection,
qualities, and performance
evaluation of the University
President, members of the
President’s Cabinet, other
senior staff members, and
deans are very clearly
delineated at IUP, which
should ensure the hiring
and retention of highquality administrative staff
at senior levels. (Themes:
Governance and
Leadership)

The following commendations
are dominant themes from the
surveys:

3. Information Systems for
Decision Making: Current
state of IUP’s Information
Systems. The state of the
systems that IUP uses to
manage its day to day
academic and administrative
activities (transactional
systems) are considered
“good;” those systems that
IUP uses for its medium
and long-term planning and
decision making needs
(operational and strategic
systems) are considered
“fair” and “in a state of flux”
respectively. (Themes:
Prioritization, Agility and
Responsiveness)
IUP must utilize its strength
in the area of technology
services to further bolster
the information systems
that will enable it to become
more agile and proactive in
decision-making.
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1. The creation of both the
University Planning Council
and the Academic Council
in the recent past is
noteworthy. Subsequently,
the work that the councils
have completed has been
valuable.
2. The creation of the
Research Institute and the
elevation of the dean of
Graduate School and
Research to the level of vice
provost and the addition of
that position to the
President’s Cabinet has
elevated the status and
importance of graduate
programs and the research
component of the
university.
3. The “one-stop” student
service center in Clark Hall
has clearly enhanced the
student service aspect of
IUP.
4. The housing master plan is
strong and can be an
important feature in student
recruitment.
5. The strong liberal studies
curriculum, honors college,
NCATE, etc., demonstrate
continuous quality
improvement in
teaching/learning.
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Opportunities for
improvement:
1. The administration at IUP is
understaffed, and there are
many positions filled by
individuals serving in an
interim capacity.
2. The administration is more
reactive than proactive,
possibly because of
understaffing.
3. There is lack of agility in the
administrative structure.
4. There is uneven
communication across
divisions and levels.
Although there is
information available, there
is a lack of systematic
communication channels
and frequency.
5. The focus is mainly on State
System-mandated
quantitative performance
measures, which may
sometimes be achieved only
at the expense of IUP’s core
values of quality teaching,
learning, scholarship, and
service.
6. There is unevenness in the
process of periodic
assessment. More
importantly, there is limited
discussion and follow-up
action.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Recommendation #1: The
president and his cabinet must
assume leadership roles in
developing an effective
communication strategy for the
entire university.
Although there are a number
of positive activities going on at
IUP (e.g., the University
Planning Council), there seems
to be a lack of broad-based
knowledge of them, possibly
due to information overload.
Also, some stakeholders feel
that there is insufficient
opportunity to communicate
with top administration. It may
be advisable to seek the
assistance of a professional

consultant to develop a
decisive two-way
communication strategy. A
clear communication strategy
is critical for IUP to develop
priorities and subsequently to
allocate resources fairly and
equitably at different levels—
university, division, unit,
college, and department.
Recommendation #2: The
President’s Cabinet, with the
assistance and leadership of the
dean of the Graduate School
and the other college deans,
must utilize the structures that
are in place to enhance the
research culture and profile of
the university without
compromising the university’s
reputation for providing a
strong learning environment
for undergraduate education.
IUP possesses the niche of
providing an excellent learning
environment at affordable
costs. It also has the distinction
of being the only State System
institute to offer doctoral
degrees, and it also boasts of
numerous master’s programs.
However, IUP does not possess
a strong image for scholarly
activities—IUP has several
healthy master’s and doctoral
programs; however, very few of
them are premier choices for
students based on faculty
research in those areas. It is
therefore important for IUP to
identify graduate programming
niches (existing and/or new) to
bolster resources for scholarly
activities so that they can
become programs of
preference for graduate
students around the country.
The RI and other
administrative services can be
utilized to enhance scholarship
pertaining to grants,
publications, and other forms
of research among a broader
cross-section of university
faculty. This is especially
important, since IUP has a
stronger potential to enhance
enrollment as well as tuition
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revenues at the graduate level
than at the undergraduate level.
But, this growth and expansion
must be accomplished without
compromising the primary
niche of strong undergraduate
education at affordable costs.
Recommendation #3: As
directed by the president, the
Provost’s Office must further
strengthen universitywide
information systems at the
operational and strategic levels.
This is especially important to
assure agility and
responsiveness and to be able
to set proper organizational,
divisional, and unit-level
priorities. As deans take on
more responsibilities as part of
IUP’s decentralization efforts, it
is important to have the
information systems needed to
provide administrators with
adequate and timely
operational data. IUP must also
respond to changing reporting
requirements at the strategic
level so that senior
administrators cannot only
report the required data to the
State System but also assess
how well colleges/units are
being managed.
Recommendation #4: The
senior administrators at IUP
must aggressively and
continuously strive to remove
all organizational barriers to
IUP’s being proactive,
responsive, and agile. Some
specific recommendations
emanating from the survey and
interview findings:
a. Clarify the role of the
provost as the second-incommand in the university
organization so that the
Academic Division takes the
leadership role in setting the
university’s priorities that
can then be supported by
other divisions and
functions.
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b. Continue to use the inputs
of the UPC and the
Academic Council in setting
organizational priorities,
identifying niches, and
developing strategies to
remain agile, proactive, and
responsible.
c. Detect any staffing gaps at
administrative levels and
provide resources that can
support appropriate
leadership and governance
at all levels of the
organization. Conduct a
thorough review of the
staffing requirements,
identify potential holes and
needs, reallocate resources
where necessary, and fill
open positions quickly and
decisively.
d. Treat periodic assessment of
administrators and
administrative structures as
high priority. Utilize factors
such as agility and
responsiveness as primary
criteria of performance
evaluation.
e. Aggressively and
continuously eliminate any
bureaucratic structures (e.g.,
unnecessary reports,
approvals, meetings,
measures, and policies) that
thwart agility and
responsiveness.

Recommendation #5: The
president, with the help of the
university’s major stakeholders,
(represented by such groups as
the University Planning
Council, University Senate,
Academic Planning Council,
etc.) must clearly establish the
vision, mission, strategy, and
niches which will help IUP
maintain its unique identity
while being part of the 14university system.
In spite of the reality of State
System-mandated performance
measures and IUP’s need to
excel in them, it is important
for the administration to
develop the university’s vision,
mission, strategy, and niche
based on the inputs obtained
from the various organizational
stakeholders. These
performance measures should
not be ends in themselves but
should be means to an end—
achieving the vision and
mission of IUP. In addition,
there should be a clear
prioritization of the
performance measures in
which IUP wants to excel. IUP
may choose not to pursue all of
the measures, since some of
them may not be in harmony
with the university’s vision and
mission.

f. Institute recruitment,
training, and performance
evaluation systems that
assure a workforce that
operates effectively in a fastchanging academic world
where flexibility, agility, and
assuring customer “delight”
are of critical importance. It
may also be necessary to
provide administrators with
management training (and
incentives) to help them
become change agents and
to work synergistically with
other stakeholders such as
the State System, the
unions, etc.
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STANDARD

6

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Integrity: In the conduct of its programs and activities involving the
public and the constituencies it serves, the institution demonstrates
adherence to ethical standards and its own stated policies, providing
support to academic and intellectual freedom.
Integrity is a broad, farreaching concept that affects
and describes all dimensions of
the university. While integrity
is difficult to measure, the
importance of integrity to the
life and people of an academic
institution cannot be
overstated. Characteristics
such as honesty, ethical
behavior, respect, and
forthrightness of those within
the university define the nature
of the institution; shape the
experiences of all those who
teach, study, and work here;
and affect the quality of
interactions between the
campus and its stakeholders.
The subcommittee focused its
efforts on three areas:
university policies, respect for
diversity and ethical treatment
of individuals, and information
access. To that end, the
subcommittee developed ten
key questions to guide the
inquiry:
1. Which university policies
address the Integrity
standard? Are they:
a. clearly stated and readily
available
b. effectively developed
with community input
before and after
implementation
c. adequately supported by
institutional resources
d. periodically reviewed

2. What measures are taken to
determine whether policies
are followed? What
processes for investigating
complaints and for appeal
are in place?
3. Are there policies that do
not currently exist and
should be developed?
4. What does the institution
do to foster a climate of
respect among students,
faculty, staff, and
administration from a range
of backgrounds, ideas, and
perspectives?
5. What steps are taken to
make sure that recruitment,
hiring, retention, evaluation,
promotion, tenure (where
applicable), and dismissal of
faculty, staff, and managers
are approached in an ethical
way and in a manner that
encourages diversity?
6. How are intellectual
property rights defined and
protected? What strengths
or limitations apply to
intellectual property rights?
7. In a time of scarce
resources, what measures
are taken to ensure that
budget reductions are taken
in a fair and ethical manner?
8. How do we ensure that
research policies provide for
fair and ethical treatment of
researchers and research
participants?
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9. To what extent do faculty
and staff have requisite
access to information? How
does the university
communicate with
employees who do not have
access to technology? Is
there adequate training and
support available to faculty
and staff in order to access
and use electronic
resources?
10. How do we monitor
brochures, publications,
press releases, and other
policies at IUP to ensure
that our presentation of
information about the
university is truthful and
up-to-date?
Existing data and reports were
used as the first stage of data
collection. The first round of
new data collection occurred in
the spring of 2004 with the
inclusion of questions in the
universitywide survey done by
the Middle States Steering
Committee. The
subcommittee also conducted
its own survey of all university
faculty and staff to further
probe issues of integrity.
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KEY STRENGTHS AND
PROBLEMS
In many ways, members of the
university community exhibit
attitudes and behaviors that are
ethical and are related to
integrity. The university has a
published Statement on
Civility; has issued statements
that pledge equal opportunity
and fair treatment; has policies
and practices that concern
integrity in many forms;
espouses diversity, equity, and
fairness; embraces the
philosophy of shared
governance; and convenes
committees to provide
leadership and carry out
programs in an appropriate
manner. Better
communication between
campus groups and senior
leadership has been
emphasized in recent years,
and several new groups have
been created to engage
individuals in consensus
building and planning.
However, not all groups on
campus feel a sense of
engagement or belonging to
the larger community, and a
concern was raised about a loss
of community when compared
to earlier years. The university
has not focused specifically on
issues related to Integrity, has
not held campus discussions
about Integrity, and does not
have a published statement
about Integrity. Concerns
related to Integrity have arisen
during times of institutional
stress, precipitated partly by
recent budget-cutting measures
and demands for increased
accountability from the State
System.

RECOMMENDATIONS
The initial Integrity report was
organized according to three
key areas, which listed 29
recommendations. A synthesis
of recommendations and
findings has resulted in the
following five
recommendations:
Recommendation #1: Improve
effectiveness of university
academic and student life
policies by providing greater
access to information,
expanding opportunities for
involvement and investment in
policy revision and
implementation, and increasing
communications with all
segments of the university
community. (Responsible
parties: university president,
Senate Academic Committee,
provost and vice president for
Academic Affairs, vice
president for Student Affairs,
vice president for
Administration and Finance)
The subcommittee’s review of
university policies assessed the
extent to which faculty and
staff are aware of academic and
student affairs policies and
appeal processes, their
perceptions of whether policies
are fairly implemented, and
their knowledge of how to
access policy information.
Faculty members appear to be
aware of the academic policies
of the university; however, they
seem to question or do not
know whether policies are
strictly followed. On the
whole, faculty members are not
aware of student life policies.
IUP staff awareness of student
life policies varies greatly
depending on the specific
policy, and staff without
computer access indicate
substantially lower awareness
of student life policies.
Notably, staff and
administrators express lack of
knowledge or disbelief that
policies are followed, which
raises the subcommittee
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members’ concern about policy
effectiveness.
The subcommittee reviewed
existing methods of
communication with
employees and found that
while electronic
communication is
overwhelmingly utilized,
computer technology is not
available or necessary for some
employees. For those staff who
do not have access to computer
technology, supervisors are
responsible for communicating
information. Only half of the
staff with technology access
said that training and support
for electronic resources was
adequate. A short survey of
union leaders revealed that the
majority of them believe they
do not have access to relevant
information on university
policies and procedures.
However, most union
representatives believe they
receive other important
information in a timely
manner. With respect to
information regarding
emergencies, power outages, or
university closings or delays,
the majority of the respondents
indicated that they were
notified of such occurrences.
This recommendation should
include the following
objectives:
a) Return to publishing an
administrative manual
containing all university
policies for use by faculty,
staff, and administrators.
The manual should be
published on-line, with hard
copies distributed to those
staff without computer
access.
b) Create an open forum for all
university constituents to
have input on policy
matters, such as an
interactive website where
proposed policy revisions
are available for comments.
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c) Conduct orientation
sessions about university
policies and procedures for
faculty in each college at the
beginning of each academic
semester.
d) Emphasize academic
integrity for students,
faculty, and staff, consider
developing and
implementing a student
honor code, and continue to
review academic policies
within the Senate Academic
Affairs Committee every
five years.
e) Where possible, improve
and expand access to
electronic technology,
specifically e-mail.
f ) Schedule training sessions
for staff members at various
times of the day and
evening so that it is possible
for the maximum number
of employees to participate.
g) Encourage supervisors to
share all information with
their staff through a variety
of techniques.
Recommendation #2:
Improve workplace conditions
to reduce stereotyping, build
better relationships between
groups, and provide fairer
opportunities for advancement.
(Responsible parties: university
president, provost and vice
president for Academic Affairs,
associate vice president for
Human Resources/assistant to
the president for Social Equity,
Office of Human Resources,
Promotion and Tenure
committees)
The overall survey results were
positive in terms of fostering a
climate of respect, opportunity,
and knowledge of policies. The
least positive responses raised
concerns about a lack of
appreciation for expertise and
years of experience and
stereotypes about the nature of
their work (noted by both staff
and faculty). A significant
concern was voiced by staff

and managers who did not
believe that there are fair
opportunities for advancement.
Survey responses generally
indicate, with a significant
exception of staff in custodial
and maintenance positions, the
perception that recruitment
and hiring policies encourage
diversity. In terms of
recruitment and hiring, 60
percent of faculty thought the
procedures were applied
consistently and fairly, but the
majority of staff and managers
did not believe these
procedures are applied fairly.
Staff with computer access
were much more aware of how
to access information regarding
classification than those
without computer access. A
majority of staff and managers
indicated they did not believe
promotion/reclassification
procedures are applied
consistently and fairly.
A strong majority of faculty are
familiar with expectations
regarding tenure and
promotion. However, while
71.7 percent of faculty
respondents believe criteria are
applied fairly and consistently
at the departmental level, only
43.9 percent believe this is true
at the universitywide level.
The general pattern is that
those with more long-term
experience with the tenure and
promotion processes perceive
them as being applied less
consistently. Male faculty were
much more likely to perceive
consistency at the university
level than were female faculty.
Employees with collective
bargaining agreements have the
most clearly specified
procedures for complaints,
with access to a formal
grievance process and
arbitration procedures.
Bargaining-unit employees also
have access to union support
and to contractually specified
Meet and Discuss procedures,
which makes it possible to
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solve many issues at earlier
stages.
This recommendation should
include the following
objectives:
a) Provide fair opportunities
for advancement to
employees who improve
their skills and earn college
degrees, given that they are
capable of highly desirable
skills and should be
respected for their
accomplishments and
aspirations.
b) Emphasize improved
communication between
groups to build greater
respect, discourage
stereotypes, and show
respect for multicultural
values.
c) Explore the reasons why
staff and managers believe
that recruitment and hiring
procedures are not applied
consistently and fairly. If
perceptions are accurate,
take corrective measures. If
these perceptions are
inaccurate, make efforts to
improve understanding of
how these procedures work.
d) Determine the accuracy of
the perception among staff
and managers that
evaluation and advancement
policies are not followed
fairly. Take corrective
actions if the perceptions
are accurate, or if they are
not, take measures to
correct the misperceptions.
e) Make information on
evaluation and advancement
available, and make special
efforts to ensure convenient
access to information to all
categories of employees.
f ) Determine the basis of the
perception that tenure and
promotion criteria are not
applied fairly at different
levels. If this review shows
that the criteria are not
applied fairly, then take
corrective measures.
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Recommendation #3:
Research by faculty, staff, and
students should be adequately
supported to emphasize the
fair and ethical treatment of
researchers and research
participants. (Responsible
parties: university president,
provost and vice president for
Academic Affairs, School of
Graduate Studies and Research,
Institutional Review Board for
the Protection of Human
Subjects, faculty serving as
research mentors)
A sample of faculty, staff, and
students involved with research
were surveyed or interviewed
about this topic. There was
concern voiced by members of
the Institutional Review Board
that faculty who serve as
researchers and advisors to
student researchers were
sometimes uninformed or
misinformed about the federal
research regulations.
Additionally, the IRB expressed
concern about the heavy
responsibility and everincreasing workload expected
from their group. They also
pointed out that IRB
committees at other,
comparable institutions
typically have a budget,
training support, staff, and
release time for the members.
Graduate coordinators
expressed general confidence in
IUP’s approach to attending to
ethical issues in a systematic
way, and Graduate Student
Assembly members concurred
that IUP’s research policies and
practices are rigorous and
appropriate. However, there
was uncertainty raised about
disciplinary connections
between their field and IUP
requirements. There was
strong agreement that
coordinators knew which
policy documents to consult,

which administrators to
contact when ethical issues
arise, that research policies and
procedures at IUP are
adequate, and that IUP keeps
graduate coordinators
informed about policies and
practices to protect the rights
of human subjects.
Graduate students noted that
they generally thought faculty
take a great concern in
maintaining ethics and
following IUP policies.
Graduate students were
concerned about
overregulation, and policies
and procedures that prevented
them from acquiring the
research training experiences
they needed. Graduate
coordinators noted criticisms
that the IRB was less accepting
of qualitative research, needed
to change its composition more
often, was not receptive to
international research, and
needed to require
Departmental Review Boards.
Of those surveyed, department
chairpersons were the most
critical of research at IUP,
though a 34.6 percent return
rate may not be representative
of the population. Those who
did respond had a much higher
percentage of responses in the
undecided, disagree, and
strongly disagree categories,
and most of their written
comments indicated that they
did not know if policies existed,
where to locate them, who to
contact, or whether ethical
standards were being enforced.
This may be attributable to the
demanding administrative
duties of chairpersons that
sometimes result in a decline in
direct participation in research.
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This recommendation should
include the following
objectives:
a) Increase awareness and
knowledge of aspects of
integrity in research at IUP
by connecting IUP’s
research policies and
practices to ethical
standards of particular
disciplines.
b) Provide succinct, readily
accessible information about
IUP’s policies and practices
that promote integrity in
research to department
chairpersons.
c) Provide more support for
collaborative initiatives set
in motion by the IRB. In
recognition that their role is
evolving into a more
consultative one, the group
needs resources to promote
integrity in research and
better prepare researchers.
d) Provide support for training
and educational materials to
better inform researchers
about Responsible Conduct
of Research and IRB review.
e) Examine the possibility of
establishing Departmental
Review Boards (DRBs), by
reviewing the feasibility,
resources, and potential for
improvements in the
research culture.
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Recommendation #4:
Improve campus procedures
for implementing the faculty
intellectual property policy and
devise a policy for staff and
students who create intellectual
property. (Responsible parties:
university president, provost
and vice president for
Academic Affairs, faculty
members, student
representatives, staff
representatives)
Protecting the intellectual
property of academic
researchers provides a
fundamental incentive for the
continual development of
theoretical, pedagogical, and
creative works. It is essential
to have a policy of this nature
in place to encourage such
activity and to protect the
rights of those who generate
valuable intellectual property as
well as protect significant
investments from the
university in supporting
creative works. While
intellectual property rights are
defined and protected for
university faculty under Article
39 of the faculty union
collective bargaining
agreement, there are no clear
procedural guidelines for
implementation of this policy
at IUP. Furthermore, there are
no policies governing
intellectual property for staff,
students, or administrators. It
is reasonable to expect that
administrators, especially those
who continue to play active
roles in research centers,
students, and staff may all
generate creative work that is
not currently governed by any
intellectual property policy.

This recommendation should
include the following
objectives:
a) The current policy for
faculty is excellent and
should remain in place
without alteration.
b) Nearly half of the faculty do
not understand the policy,
and nearly 40 percent aren’t
even aware that one exists.
Several years pass before
many faculty learn about
the policy. Make
information about the
policy repeatedly available
to faculty in a variety of
formats.
c) There is no policy in place
for students, staff, or
administrators. Create a
policy to provide similar
protections to students,
staff, and administrators.
Recommendation #5: Ensure
that the public presentation of
the university is honest and
accurate. (Responsible parties:
university president, vice
president for Institutional
Advancement,
Communications Group)
Presenting the university both
internally and externally
through a clear, thoughtful,
honest, and accurate voice is
essential to the continued
success of the institution.
Pennsylvania law also requires
that the university make
available public records
through a “Right-To-Know”
representative. While all
official university materials are
handled by the IUP
Communications Group,
publishing is not completely
centralized at the university.
Academic units and individuals
are strongly encouraged to
either funnel publications
through the group or consult
with the group prior to
publication of materials
intended for mass distribution.
Many publications are not
handled by the central group,
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however, including alumni
newsletters and other
incidental publications. The
university’s World Wide Web
structure is also decentralized.
This recommendation should
include the following
objectives:
a) Examine avenues to
guarantee accuracy in all
university publications.
Review similar institutions
and their approaches to
accuracy in university
publications.
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STANDARD

7

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Institutional Assessment: The institution has developed and
implemented an assessment plan and process that evaluates its
overall effectiveness in: achieving its mission and goals; implementing
planning, resource allocation, and institutional renewal processes;
using institutional resources efficiently; providing leadership and
governance; providing administrative structures and services;
demonstrating institutional integrity; and assuring that institutional
processes and resources support appropriate learning and other
outcomes for its students and graduates.
This subcommittee focused on
the following key questions:
1. Does the university have a
defined methodology? Do
areas have their own
assessment mechanisms?
Are these consistent with
the institutional approach?
How are these integrated
into a larger institutional
assessment? (Themes:
Governance and Leadership,
Agility and Responsiveness)
2. Is the assessment process
used an effective one? An
effective model should
address such questions as:
• Do employees
understand and embrace
the university’s mission,
goals, and vision?
Themes Addressed: Do
employees understand
the overall identity of the
university and the special
niches served?
• Are the goals and culture
of a unit supportive of
the university’s vision
and of assessment as a
whole?
Themes Addressed: Are

the goals and culture
consistent with the
overall identity of the
university and the special
niches served? How
does assessment fit in
their prioritization
scheme?
• Are the unit’s
procedures, culture, and
resources aligned to
support this vision?
Themes Addressed:
Does prioritization of
action occur? Does the
unit encourage
responsiveness in its
behavior? Are authority
and responsibility
patterns seen that
provide effective
governance and
leadership?
• How are the operations
and outcomes of the unit
reviewed and evaluated?
Themes Addressed:
What priority does such
review have in the
university’s operations?
Does it support the
governance and
leadership structures?
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• Are the results of the
review used as feedback
to improve operations
and help the university
gauge overall
effectiveness?
Themes Addressed: Is
the need to adapt and
the need for agility and
responsiveness
emphasized? Do
governance and
leadership structures and
individuals encourage
and reward continual
adaptability?
3. Is the assessment process
being used? How well is it
being used? Does the
university’s organization,
procedures, and culture
encourage, support, and
value assessment? What
elements facilitate or hinder
effective assessment?
(Themes: Governance and
Leadership, Agility and
Responsiveness)
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4. How does the university
instill an assessment
orientation? What changes
in vision, goals, and
procedures are needed to
support effective
assessment? (Themes:
Governance, Leadership,
Agility, Responsiveness,
Prioritization)
The Middle States
Accreditation Process is a
chance for the university to
investigate and appraise the
effectiveness of assessment
practices taking place on
campus. The charge to
Subcommittee 7 was not to
assess how well a particular
office was functioning but to
determine if an assessment of
performance was occurring
and how systematically it was
done. As the starting point for
its examinations, the
subcommittee’s work focused
on four core questions in
relation to the themes set forth
by the Middle States
Commission. While
customization or additional
questions were required to
address the special
considerations of each
particular office, these core
questions can be found in the
subcommittee’s full report.

OVERVIEW OF ANALYSIS
The Institutional Assessment
subcommittee was to
concentrate on the primary
“business operations” of the
university and examine their
assessment procedures. The
analysis focused on the
primary operational areas of
the university, including
financial, facilities, human
resources, purchasing,
registration and scheduling,
and technology. To gather its
information, the directors in
these areas were invited to
meet with the subcommittee to
discuss the set of questions.
Several directors brought staff

members along and some also
provided written answers to
the questions or other
handouts.
The two key financial offices
are Budget Planning and Fiscal
Affairs. Within Fiscal Affairs
are the offices of the Controller,
Bursar, Travel, and Grants and
Special Accounting. These
areas are responsible for all
aspects of the institution’s
finances—budget development,
financial management, and
attendant audit and reporting.
Charged with overseeing IUP’s
capital planning, major
renovations, and the 75
buildings at Indiana as well as
the Kittanning (now
Northpointe) and
Punxsutawney branches, the
facilities area includes
Engineering and Construction,
maintenance shops, service
shops (custodial, recycling, and
postal services), and utilities.
The Offices of Human
Resources and Payroll Services
support the 1,600 university
and 3,000 student employees
with the full range of employee
services (payroll, benefits,
search, and hiring), position
classification, affirmative
action, and labor relations.
Purchasing and Central Stores
handles external purchasing,
including contracting, bidding,
and licensing functions;
maintains an internal store, and
completes shipping and
receiving and inventory
control. In a typical year they
process some 6,800 external
orders and 4,800 orders
through central stores. The
Office of the Registrar handles
academic records, course
catalog, schedule building,
commencement activities, and
FERPA and residency
requirements. Technology
services are provided to the
main campus at Indiana via a
campuswide fiber optic
backbone; a wide area network
provides connectivity to the
Kittanning (now Northpointe)
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and Punxsutawney branches
and the Monroeville Center. In
total, the network contains
some 7,200 data ports, 110
servers, and 4,500 computers
and provides directory, e-mail,
and web and Internet
connectivity to some 16,000
users.

CONCLUSIONS AND
GENERAL FINDINGS
Conclusion #1: There is a
significant level of assessment
occurring in the business
operations offices of the
university.
The subcommittee found a
strong commitment to quality
service and ongoing
improvement in every area.
This commitment is one that
was echoed in the mission
statements of many of the
offices reviewed and, most
importantly, seen in their
actions. One example of this
effort is the operational
changes and approaches that
emerged from the
implementation of SCT
Banner, a new administrative
computing system that
required collaboration from all
areas of the university to
implement and led to the
creation of the Administrative
Computing Oversight
Committee (ACOC).
Academic computing soon
followed with the development
of a vision statement for
academic technology and the
creation of the Academic
Computing Policy Advisory
Committee (ACPAC) and
Academic Operations Group
(AOG). The Common Cost
Accounting Report (CCAR) is
another example where
representatives from finance,
human resources, registration,
and administration work
together to address data
collection, completeness,
internal utility, and time
needed to complete the report.
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Conclusion #2: Offices use
multiple metrics in assessing
their performance.
An office’s mission and
operations shape the metrics
used in assessing performance.
From its analysis, the
subcommittee saw four key
clusters for these metrics—
client satisfaction, procedural
compliance, performance
metrics, and goal based
metrics. Client satisfaction is
by far the most widely used
metric within the
administrative areas of the
university (e.g., frontline
personnel feedback, call
response cards, and periodic
follow-up surveys). Procedural
compliance is necessary in
most offices because legal and
professional standards require
not only an acceptable
outcome but demand
appropriate procedures and
safeguards (e.g., FERPA,
HIPAA, GLB, Commonwealth
and State System policies, etc.).
Performance metrics are used
to compare past performance
and cost effectiveness (e.g.,
maintenance ticket analysis,
classroom utilization studies,
help desk call tracking, etc.).
Evaluating progress toward
defined goals is the purest of all
forms of assessment and is
used for yearly manager and
staff evaluations as well as
annual audits. At the
institutional level, the System
Accountability Plan and the
Performance Indicators
combine elements of
performance metrics and goals.
In turn, these shape the work
and assessment activities of
these offices.
Conclusion #3: Offices use
multiple techniques to gather
input and information for their
assessment efforts.
These techniques include client
input, staff input, coordinating
and oversight committees, and
compliance issues. Client

input is used as a measure of
client satisfaction, and all
investigated areas included
some form of client input (e.g.,
Clark Hall surveys, facilities
and technology project followups, surveys of student
technology use, HR surveys on
benefits and classification
processes, etc.). Staff input is
quite important. As frontline
staff interacts directly with
clients, they observe problems
and bottlenecks that are
occurring and developing
solutions (mostly through
scheduled and ad hoc staff
meetings in all areas).
Coordinating and oversight
committees are a part of shared
governance and significantly
contribute to the assessment
process. The University Senate
subcommittees provide input
to fiscal affairs, budget,
facilities, purchasing, capital
planning, technology, and
academics. The University
Planning Council examines
budget, enrollment, planning,
marketing, and academic
culture and makes necessary
recommendations on the
current performance and
future direction of operational
offices. The technology area
has the most developed
committee structure, including
the Senate Library and
Educational Services
Committee, Technology
Utilities Committee, ACPAC,
AOG, and ACOC with its
resource and student
operations groups. All areas
have some form of legal,
professional, or procedural
standards that must be met.
These include commonwealth
and State System policies,
procedures and regulations,
FERPA, HIPAA, and GLB
requirements, as well as annual
audits.
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Conclusion #4: While many
assessment elements are done
on an ad hoc basis, others have
been incorporated into the
regular operations and routines
of the offices.
Routine assessments are
frequently incorporated where
legal or professional
requirements demanded
procedural standards or doing
appropriate reviews (e.g.,
FERPA, GLB, information
security). Other activities
respond to perceived needs or
identified problems on an ad
hoc basis (e.g., HR benefits and
classification surveys, student
technology surveys, purchasing
and technology follow-up calls,
ad hoc meetings, etc.).

RECOMMENDATIONS
These offices are devoting a
significant amount of effort to
improving their service and
responding to clients. As
operational offices, there is a
natural focus on the business at
hand. This means considerable
attention is devoted to client
satisfaction, problem-solving,
and compliance with
regulations and standards. It
also means that a variety of
metrics and techniques are
being used in the assessment
process. Equally encouraging
is the web of cooperation
emerging across various
clusters of these offices. It was
the recommendation of the
committee that the policy for
the recommended actions be
created by central
administration but the actual
implementation of the
recommendation is to be
carried out universitywide.
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Recommendation #1: While
it is recognized that all areas
cannot use the same form of
assessment, be it qualitative or
quantitative, it is
recommended that greater
systemization in the
assessment process be
implemented universitywide to
assure that a long-term
institutional perspective is
included in the process,
effective collaboration among
units is fostered, and feedback
on viable strategies is provided.
While major progress has been
made and there is growing
cooperation across offices,
more remains to be done.
Frequently, office assessment is
ad hoc and internally focused.
It tends to be reactive and
oriented to solving immediate
problems resulting in “band
aids,” rather than solutions.
Solutions designed for internal
needs may have unintended
consequences for other areas.
Valuable strategies developed
in one area may not be readily
known in other offices. The
systemization of assessment is
important to allow the sharing
of findings and to assure it is
being carried out consistently.

Recommendation #2: It is
imperative to the success of the
university that each area has a
better understanding of the
goals, mission, and vision of
the university and other
university areas. Each unit’s
goals, mission, and vision as
well as assessment procedures
must be aligned to support
those of the university.
A broader institutional
perspective is needed to
provide a context and priorities
for assessment. Given the high
degree of interaction among
these offices, ambiguity in the
university mission and goals is
problematic. When clarity is
lacking, offices tend to rely on
internal needs and perspective.
While there is a definite role
for the office perspective, it
may result in offices’ pursuing
legitimate but conflicting
strategies or create inaction. A
clearer understanding of
university mission, goals, and
priorities is needed. Offices
must have a clearer sense of
where the institution is headed
to better support its objectives.
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Recommendation #3: The
assessment process must be
integrated more fully into
university operations and have
a significant presence and
identity. There must be a
universitywide responsibility
for assessment.
For assessment to be
successful, it must become an
integral part of university
operations, and an institutional
emphasis and identity must be
formed. The Hay Management
Review is an important step
but insufficient on its own.
There must be methods and
procedures established to
assure assessment is occurring
and the lessons learned are
shared. Options discussed
include the creation of an
Office of Assessment with
specific responsibility for
helping to develop metrics and
training, monitoring to be
certain appropriate assessment
is occurring, and sharing the
results. An alternative would
be assigning this function to an
office that already has a broad
university “reach.” Recognizing
that resources are limited, the
subcommittee discussed other
viable options, including a
technology-based mechanism
to collect and categorize
assessment activity, similar to
the system developed for
NCATE, or expanding the
annual budget hearing process
to provide a more
comprehensive focus on both
planning and assessment.

73

STANDARD

8

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Student Admissions: The institution seeks to admit students whose
interests, goals, and abilities are congruent with its mission.
Standard 8 of the Middle States
Accreditation focuses on
student admissions and the
process IUP follows in the
recruitment of students at both
the undergraduate and
graduate level. The questions
posed by the subcommittee
and approved by the Middle
States Steering Committee fall
under four very broad
categories: Access, Policies,
Demographics, and Response.
The subcommittee took a very
careful look at each of these
four areas both in respect to
current conditions at IUP and,
more importantly, to what the
future might hold. Our goal in
this executive summary is not
to fully address each of these
areas again but rather to
summarize our findings and,
more importantly, make some
key recommendations that
have flowed from our selfevaluation. Our committee
focused on both the
undergraduate and graduate
mission of this university.

DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS
In order to fully grasp the area
of admissions, it is important
to look at a number of critical
aspects. One of the most
pressing issues facing IUP is a
downward trend in the number
of high school graduates in
areas from which IUP now
draws its students. All
available indicators suggest that
the number of high school
students from this region will
begin a rather sharp decline

beginning in 2008. In looking
at the current trends by county
within the state of
Pennsylvania, we gain a better
understanding of this trend.
Such efforts will also allow us
to better concentrate our
recruitment and admissions
efforts. IUP needs to maintain
our success at attracting
students geographically close
to IUP, but we must also
increase the emphasis on
recruiting where the
demographics indicate
potential students are located.
Efforts to attract students from
further distances are often less
successful, and IUP must make
a concerted effort if our goal is
to make IUP more attractive to
students in these distant
regions.
While students from 40 or
more states and many other
countries are enrolled at IUP,
the non-Pennsylvania-resident
student population remains
relatively small. Assuming that
the predicted demographic
changes in high school
graduates are correct, greater
efforts at recruiting students
from more distant areas will be
necessary. IUP must also
become more aggressive in
these potential markets, and
additional efforts among all
employees and admissions staff
will be needed to attract
students, both undergraduate
and graduate, from out of state
and internationally.
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It was also noted that
recruitment and admission
efforts currently are not
undertaken at the department
or major level. Rather the
university recruits students for
the university. No one, to our
knowledge, has approached
individual departments for
feedback for a desired number
of, for example, incoming
freshmen. Recruitment efforts
could be modeled at the
department level, eliciting
involvement from each
department or major in the
recruitment process for their
respective department.
Regional efforts to this end
could also attract students who
might not otherwise attend
IUP. Departments should be
actively involved in this
recruitment process.
While trend data is available
for graduating high school
seniors and is useful in making
projections about our incoming
classes at the undergraduate
level, no such data are readily
available for graduate
programs. We do note a great
potential for growth in the
graduate realm. The potential
growth in the areas of graduate
education should be explored
as IUP continues an aggressive
recruitment effort of
undergraduate students. IUP
must also continue its efforts to
build courses and programs
that utilize alternative delivery
mechanisms. Distance
learning offers IUP a real
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opportunity to expand its
market and attract a new,
diverse population of students.
IUP faces some significant
admissions and recruiting
challenges in the future. Part
of this results from the fact that
there have been and will be
fewer students graduating from
high schools in Western
Pennsylvania, the area from
which IUP draws most of its
students. While the university
appears committed to
maintaining access while
raising the overall quality of
students admitted to the
university, one of the biggest
challenges that we face in the
coming years is to make up for
this downward trend. We must
face this challenge head on and
look for ways of attracting a
more diverse student
population from a larger and
more diverse region.

DIVERSITY
Of obvious importance to IUP
is the recruitment of students
of color. Practically every
college in the United States is
looking for the best and
brightest minority students.
IUP’s location is sometimes an
issue, because many minority
students live in Eastern
Pennsylvania, and it’s often
difficult to convince them to
pass up the other State System
schools that lie between
Philadelphia and Indiana. As a
university, we need to find a
rationale that would make a
particular student want to
come all the way to IUP.
Having more scholarship
money would be very helpful in
recruiting the more
academically talented minority
students. Many other colleges
in the region are giving
significantly more scholarship
money, which makes it hard to
compete. Our efforts in this
area are important and should
be continued to attract a more
diverse student body.

ACCESS

SUMMARY

Our committee addressed a
number of factors associated
with access. One important
area of concern was the factors
that prospective students
utilize when making decisions
about whether to attend IUP.
In other words, what factors
were instrumental in the minds
of students when they made
that all-important final
decision? A number of options
jumped out, but the most
important was the number of
contacts we had made with a
prospective student and our
ability to get that student on
campus. This became a key
factor in attracting
matriculating students. In fact,
it seems that our website,
mailing, advertising, and high
school visits, while important,
serve the role of getting
students to campus. Their
experience at their visit seems
to be the key decision making
point. Efforts to get a
departmental representative
and personnel from the
financial aid office to meet with
students at such events seems
critical in our efforts to attract
these students to our campus
as well.

Indiana University of
Pennsylvania’s efforts, with
respect to admissions, were
best described as a “bear finally
waking from ten years of
hibernation.” This process, or
wake-up call, began a little over
a year ago and was precipitated
by a number of factors,
including a realization that
demographic trends in
Western Pennsylvania were
showing a profound decrease
in the number of graduating
high school students beginning
around 2007-2008, personnel
changes at the university,
including a number of new or
interim presidents, and our
preparation for the Middle
States Self-Study. These factors
have had the beneficial effect of
forcing IUP to look very
carefully at a number of
important issues and
challenges that it will face in
the future.

It is also important to note that
prospective students and their
parents are increasingly
utilizing the web for
information about colleges and
universities. Not only does
IUP have to insure the
attractiveness and usability of
our site for such individuals,
but we must also carefully look
at our competition to insure
that we stay ahead of the curve.
The content of the admission
page should flow in a concise
and consistent fashion. We
must market our university
through these web pages.
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It is important to note that a
university is judged by the
quality of its students, both
undergraduate and graduate.
There are many important
factors that contribute to the
success of a university, and we
do not want to undervalue any
of them. IUP is judged by how
well we educate our students
and the contributions they
make to society once they have
graduated from our university.
Much of this depends on the
quality of those who work at
IUP and the caliber of the
programs that are available to
students. Nonetheless, we
cannot overstate the important
fact that much of this also
depends on our ability to
attract a diverse and talented
pool of new students both at
the undergraduate and
graduate levels each year. In
fact, our ability to attract high-
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quality faculty is often
dependent on the quality of our
students, and both are
dependent on the quality of our
reputation. The vicious cycle
becomes somewhat obvious.
We must also be acutely aware
of the competition as new
programs, universities, and online programs become
available. Today there are
more colleges and universities
competing for the same or
smaller pool of potential
students. Our efforts should
be to continue to attract the
best and the brightest students
with an acute understanding of
the competition and the
demographic trends of this
region.
While great challenges exist at
the undergraduate level as
fewer and fewer high school
students graduate from our
traditional recruiting markets,
we note a great potential for
growth in the graduate realm.
The potential growth in the
areas of graduate education
should be explored as IUP
continues an aggressive
recruitment effort of
undergraduate students. We
must also continue our efforts
to increase the diversity of our
student population at all levels
while carefully assessing
student success.

RECOMMENDATIONS
The goal of any self-study must
be to bring about needed
change. There are many good
things happening at IUP, but
there are also areas in which
change is needed. Our
subcommittee has developed
four interrelated
recommendations. It is
important to note that these
four recommendations are in
no particular order but rather
represent what we feel are
some immediate issues that
should be dealt with at IUP.
Recommendation #1: IUP
must aggressively recruit at
both the undergraduate and
graduate levels. This effort
should not be limited to the
admissions office but rather
should become a priority for all
employees of the university.
Rationale: We have made
great strides in this area in the
last year, having finally
awakened from our “ten year
hibernation.” We must set a
goal of increasing our yield
(percent of students graduating
from high schools who attend
IUP) of students matriculating
to IUP from our traditional
market areas. We must
confront the demographic
challenges that face us head on.
Our goal should be to attract a
higher percentage of students
who are graduating from high
schools in this region. We
should also aggressively expand
our markets, with a secondary
goal of expanding the diversity
of our student population. No
single approach will fulfill this
goal, but rather a multifaceted
approach is needed. The
business of recruiting the best,
brightest, and most diverse
student population to IUP
must become everyone’s
mission at the university. We
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need to ask each department to
provide admissions with an
ideal number of entering
students. These numbers can
become targets or goals for all
admissions personnel to reach.
We must set ambitious goals
for the quality and diversity of
our student population. Then
we must push ourselves to
reach these goals. We must
also aggressively explore
alternative methods of
delivering instruction. We
must reach beyond our
traditional boundaries and
attract students to new and
vibrant programs.
Recommendation #2: IUP
must develop and implement
an integrated institutional
marketing plan. The effort
should be undertaken at the
direction of the president of
the university.
Rationale: We have begun the
process of developing and
implementing an integrated
marketing plan, but we need to
more fully implement it. These
efforts should not be limited to
just advertising, but should
establish a “brand” or image for
IUP that is carried across
regional boundaries. “IUP as
an Exceptional Value” is one
such effort but one that needs
to be expanded. Our goal
should be to enhance our
image among regional
universities and further
strengthen our role as a
doctoral granting institution.
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Recommendation #3: IUP
must redesign its websites to
make them more user friendly
and aesthetically pleasing to
prospective students and their
parents. This critical area of
marketing should be
undertaken under the direction
of the president.
Rationale: Because more and
more students rely on the Web
as a primary source of
information, it is critical that
the IUP website be made more
user friendly. The current
website is not inviting to
prospective students and seems
more oriented toward current
faculty and staff use. This
effort should be tied to the
above two recommendations,
incorporating our new “brand”
or image into their design. In
fact, this effort should be fully
integrated into the marketing
strategies listed above. We
must also incorporate in the
design of these web pages our
aggressive recruitment efforts
by fully redesigning the
admissions website. This
important page should be
easily accessible from IUP’s
main web page.

Recommendation #4: IUP
needs to substantially increase
the number of scholarships it
makes available to students.
The president of the university
should lead this effort both
locally and at the system level.
Rationale: While IUP is seen
as a great educational value, we
have to be conscious of the fact
that often people will pay more
if they feel they are sought after
by an educational institution.
One has to look no further
than our department stores
that mark up items just so they
can turn around and put them
on sale. Consumers want to
feel like they are getting a
value. In this case, students are
looking for scholarships and
often give more consideration
to those universities that offer
them scholarships, even if the
overall cost is higher. Our
recruitment efforts must
include an incentive to the
student, demonstrating our
desire to have them join our
academic community. They
have to feel that we want them
at this university, and we must
be willing to offer a scholarship
to attract them.
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STANDARD

9

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Student Support Services: The institution provides student support
services reasonably necessary to enable each student to achieve the
institution's goals for students.
Today’s college students often
arrive on campuses expecting
higher levels of service than in
the past. In many cases, these
learners seek information from
and interactions with qualified
university personnel who are
readily available to respond to
the many challenges that
regularly confront them.
Students expect each member
of the university community
(faculty, administrators, fellow
students, or traditional student
affairs staff ) to be responsible
for providing high-quality
student support services.
The focus of this study was to
investigate the degree to which
IUP meets the needs of
contemporary students in its
delivery of student support
services. Specifically, the study
examined the characteristics of
IUP’s current student body and
the university’s effectiveness in
responding to those needs.
The following qualifiers were
used in determining IUP’s
effectiveness in student
support services: Niches,
Identity, Prioritization, Agility,
Responsiveness, Governance,
and Leadership.
IUP recognizes the valuable
and significant role each
member of its community has
in providing quality support
services to students. And,
based on the data obtained for
this self-study, students are
generally satisfied with IUP’s
delivery of services. One
example is in the area of
technology, in which the

university has excelled.
Another is the belief among
IUP students that university
staff who work in the helping
professions (i.e., counseling and
residence life) care about them
as individuals. Despite these
positive results, there are
several areas where graduate
and undergraduate students
indicated that IUP must
improve its student-centered
learning and service
environments to better
respond to a number of issues.
The investigation was
conducted primarily through
evaluations of survey data from
the following instruments:
Middle States Steering
Committee Survey of Students,
Faculty and Administrators;
Middle States Subcommittee 9
Departmental Survey of
Student Support Services;
Noel-Levitz Student
Satisfaction Inventory; Middle
States Subcommittee 9 and 12
Survey of General Education
and Student Learning
Outcomes; and Academic
Computing Policy Advisory
Committee's (ACPAC)
Technology Survey. Data from
the following instruments were
also reviewed: LibQual; Survey
of Interest and Participation in
Sports (Varsity and
Intramural); System Surveys of
Educational Climate:
Ethnic/Racial Students and
Students with Disabilities; and
the 2001 National College
Health Assessment. An
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analysis of the data generated
five concrete recommendations
for consideration by university
leaders to improve student
services at IUP.

KEY STRENGTHS &
PROBLEMS
Niches and Identity:
Universities foster a unique
culture or identity with which
students may or may not
associate. This is true not just
in the sense of school spirit but
also in how services are
delivered and how that delivery
helps students to “fit in” or feel
comfortable on campus. IUP
leaders must be aware of the
university’s culture for graduate
and undergraduate students
and intentionally work to make
all university members feel
comfortable, satisfied, and
supported.
In a general sense, IUP
students tended to be satisfied
with the delivery of student
services, according to the
assessments conducted for this
review. However, as the
process of assessment
unfolded, there appeared to be
at least two identifiable student
groups who expressed some
level of displeasure with the
university’s responsiveness to
their needs. Specifically,
students of color and the
graduate population tended to
view IUP as less than
satisfactory in meeting the
needs of their respective
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groups. With regard to
students of color, this finding is
of particular significance, given
IUP’s intentional goal to
broaden its diversity initiatives
and the State System’s charge
to significantly improve
recruitment and retention
efforts among these learners.
Data from the System Survey
of Education Climate –
Ethnic/Racial Students indicate
that respondents believed that
the university does not do
enough to meet their needs
and that there are an
inadequate number of courses
and activities designed to
explain and promote cultural
awareness. Moreover,
respondents felt that there are
too few services designed to
assist in the retention of
students of color. Careful
ongoing review and analysis is
imperative to “flush out” any
latent or overlooked
dissatisfaction within this
population, as the university
seeks ways to improve the
environment and services for
all the students it serves.
Graduate students expressed
dissatisfaction with a number
of aspects of the university’s
service delivery. Given IUP’s
status as the only doctoralgranting institution in the
Pennsylvania State System of
Higher Education, the
university must bring into
focus this identity, thus
enhancing its competitiveness
and effectiveness in meeting
the needs of IUP graduate
students.
Branch campus student
responses to the Noel-Levitz
Student Satisfaction Inventory
suggest that some of IUP’s
student services may not be
consistently effective.
Specifically, students on the
Punxsutawney campus rated
the importance of support
services (academic and
athletic) during their first year
of college higher than their

undergraduate counterparts on
both the Indiana and
Armstrong campuses, and they
reported having a lower level of
satisfaction with these services
than their Indiana campus
peers. This is an area where
the university must focus
additional efforts.
Prioritization, Agility, and
Responsiveness: In order to
provide effective service,
universities must be able to
change with the times. Due to
their often mammoth
infrastructures, universities
tend to make changes slowly if
at all. Thus, changes can be
difficult to realize and
implement. It is imperative
that IUP identify the often
subtle changes which must
occur as students and
programs develop and
effectively communicate those
changes in a timely and
efficient manner.
Advising is a cornerstone in
servicing students through the
process of higher education.
Survey data indicated that IUP
is not faring well in the area of
academic advising. Of
particular concern was
information contained in the
Noel-Levitz Student
Satisfaction Survey (SSI), which
demonstrated that students
perceived that (1) academic
advisors are not approachable;
(2) academic advisors are not
concerned about students’
success as individuals; (3)
academic advisors do not help
students set goals; and (4)
academic advisors are not
knowledgeable about major
requirements. For each of
these questions, IUP students
expressed levels of
dissatisfaction which were
higher than the national group
satisfaction data (statistically
significant differences) and
with gaps between importance
and satisfaction ranging from
1.34 to 1.60. It is worth noting
that academic advising was the

Indiana University of Pennsylvania

area that IUP students
identified as most important
but with which they were least
satisfied.
Because of the human
component involved in
advising, care must be taken to
ensure that appropriate
training and professional
development opportunities are
afforded to everyone involved
in the process. This will ensure
a measure of consistency and
provide a benchmark from
which the process can be
evaluated over time.
Data from the SSI suggested
that while IUP undergraduate
students are generally satisfied
with the process of course
scheduling, they indicate
dissatisfaction with the
availability of required classes
and ability to register for them
without encountering a
conflict. Though the nature of
the registration conflict was
not identified through the
survey, there is a clear
indication that this is an area
that needs improvement.
Recent curricular changes
which were mandated by the
State System and the lack of
adequate faculty resources have
exacerbated course availability
challenges; these data confirm
what has been known
anecdotally for some time.
Improvements in this area of
student services are essential.
Graduate education is an
essential part of the mission of
IUP. Specifically, the library
was identified as an area that
needs much improvement for
these learners. Data from
LibQual clearly demonstrated
the graduate population’s
displeasure with library
resources and personnel. To
clarify, LibQual is an
instrument that covers three
broad areas related to the
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library: library service, library
information control, and
library facilities. According to
the data, graduate students
indicated, among the 22
questions posed, a positive
relationship between a factor
and its adequacy in only three
cases. For all other questions
graduate students rated library
attributes as “less than desired.”
Graduate student respondents
were particularly critical of
three aspects within the
infrastructure of the IUP
library systems: printed library
materials, print and electronic
journal collections, and library
employees who interact in a
caring fashion. Continuous
assessment is essential as IUP
continually seeks to discover
ways to enhance its unique
doctoral mission.
Governance and Leadership:
One of the cornerstones of
higher education is the concept
of shared governance. This
includes gathering the
perspectives of all members of
the institution (faculty,
administration, staff, and
students) as key institutional
directives and practices are
developed. University leaders
ought not to make decisions
without the perspectives of
members of the affected
community. One of IUP’s
values is this key foundational
issue; leaders must model
behaviors that reflect the value
of shared governance.

When asked in the Middle
States Steering Committee
survey, students expressed
negative opinions about their
opportunities to influence
change at IUP, with graduate
students expressing
considerably less satisfaction
than their undergraduate
counterparts. Almost half of
both graduate and
undergraduate students
believed that their opinions do
not make a difference to
university decision-makers and
that there are not adequate
opportunities to provide input
to the decision-making
process. Faculty (34%) and
staff (26%) also expressed
concern about the university’s
responsiveness to students.
This information is crucial,
given the intention of this
university to provide an
environment of shared
governance. University
administrators must identify
ways to make all members feel
included in decision-making,
and in so doing, continually
assess the university’s
effectiveness in modeling the
values of shared governance.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
Recommendation #1:
Improve curricular and noncurricular programs and
allocate resources to respond
to students’ perceived needs
based on results of continual
assessments of graduate
students, students of color, and
branch campus students.
Recommendation #2: Make
improvements in
undergraduate advising.
Recommendation #3: Develop
a more effective and agile
course-building system which
not only predicts and allocates
necessary resources but also
supports efficient academic
progress.
Recommendation #4:
Thoroughly assess graduate
needs, resource allocations,
and services to improve
programs in support of
graduate education.
Recommendation #5: Provide
more effective and systematic
means of communication as
policy and service delivery
changes are made.
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STANDARD

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Faculty: The institution’s instructional, research, and service
programs are devised, developed, monitored, and supported by
qualified professionals.
Standard 10 of Middle States
Accreditation focuses on
faculty. The questions posed
as models by Middles States
and then adapted and adopted
by Indiana University of
Pennsylvania’s (IUP) Standard
10 subcommittee look at
faculty from a global
perspective. From recruiting
strategies to faculty teaching,
scholarship, and service and
from developing curriculum to
utilizing reflective practices,
the committee examined
faculty participation and status.
A university cannot exist
without a qualified faculty.
IUP’s 792 full- and part-time
faculty members include nonteaching faculty such as those
working in the Library systems
or Student Affairs (See Exhibit
A-2003 Trendbook). Of these
faculty members, 27 percent
are ranked full Professor, 24
percent are ranked Associate
professor, 31 percent are
ranked Assistant professor and
approximately 17 percent are
ranked as instructors (B.
Marlin email, December 17,
2004). The faculty is almost
evenly split male/female (54.6%
-45.4%), and 11.5% define
themselves as a minority as
defined by the U.S. Department

of Education. Nearly seventyfive percent (74.8%) of the
highly qualified faculty consists
of individuals who have an
earned doctorate, first
professional, or other terminal
degree. The remaining 25
percent have master’s degrees
(See Exhibit B-Institutional
Research Common Data Set
2003-2004).
The subcommittee also
examined the faculty data with
respect to the five themes
identified by the IUP Middle
States Steering Committee:
Prioritization, Governance and
Leadership, Niches, Identity,
and Agility and
Responsiveness.
To acquire the necessary data,
a survey was designed by the
subcommittee, approved by
IRB, and sent out via email to
all IUP faculty (See Appendix
A of full document). Faculty
were able to respond in one of
two ways: by downloading the
survey, responding to each
item, and then emailing it back
to the subcommittee chair, Dr.
Diane Klein, or by downloading
and printing the survey,
responding, and then returning
the hardcopy survey through

campus mail to Dr. Klein.
Surveys were submitted to a
single individual to facilitate
confidentiality; those returned
via email were immediately
printed and the email message
was deleted.
The charge of this committee is
of utmost significance because
the results of the data
collection and analysis provide
the support that demonstrates
the highly qualified status of
IUP faculty. It will provide
specific information that both
supports our status as a
superior faculty and provides
the feedback necessary to
facilitate the ongoing growth
and professional development
opportunities that will enable
IUP’s faculty to remain second
to none.

SURVEY DEMOGRAPHICS
Over one-third (N=235) of all
eligible IUP faculty responded
to the survey. Of the
respondents, the faculty was
represented at all levels.
Instructor, a category in which
many are part-time, was the
only ranking that was not
relatively proportional in
percentage to the full faculty
count.

TABLE 1: FACULTY RANK
Rank

Frequency

Percent

Professor

76

32.3

Associate Professor

68

28.9

Assistant Professor

80

34

Instructor

11

4.7
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Respondents were primarily
full-time (91.9%) and tenure
track or tenured (64.3%). Of
the respondents who
completed the question, 29.8
percent were female and 32.8
percent were male. It should be
noted that when asked about
tenure status, 32.8 percent of
respondents chose not to
answer; when asked to identify
gender, 37.4 percent chose not
to answer. The largest single
percent of respondents (31.9%)
were junior faculty with 0 – 5
years of experience, which
closely agrees with the number
of faculty ranked as Assistant
Professor.

KEY STRENGTHS AND
NEEDS OF THE IUP
FACULTY
Of the five Themes identified
for the Middle States self-study,
three were the most prevalent
in the Standard 10 data;
Niches, Identity, and Agility
and Responsiveness. IUP’s
strengths and needs are
summarized from these
perspectives for each of the
committee’s charges.
Charge #1: What are the
recruiting strategies used in
faculty searches to encourage
diversity?
Charge #2: What are the
strategies used to ensure that
high-quality candidates are
acquired?
Several of IUP’s programs meet
the needs of Niche markets
(e.g., Education of Deaf and
Hard of Hearing Persons,
Electro-optics, Safety Sciences).
In addition, IUP is also
identified as a university of
excellence based upon a
number of its larger programs
and colleges (e.g., Criminology,
Professional Studies in
Education, Culinary Arts,
Nursing, Business) . Each
department at IUP makes every
effort to recruit a diverse

faculty and to hire those
individuals who are the most
highly qualified in the pool of
applicants by standardizing
search procedures, advertising
in national publications, and
including diverse faculty
members on search
committees. There is no
question about the quality of
the IUP faculty as
demonstrated by the data
acquired for charges 3 – 6. The
diversity of the faculty is
another issue. With over seven
hundred faculty, IUP has only
11.5 percent or approximately
91 faculty who identify
themselves as a minority. It
would be in the university’s
best interest to make continued
efforts to increase the number
of minority candidates
recruited to and ultimately
hired at IUP. This is important
to further enhance our abilities
to be more Agile and
Responsive to our students as
well as increasing the position
of IUP as a university wellsuited to fill the Niche markets
with programs that have an
excellent Identity and fully
represent our country’s
diversity.
Despite the relatively low
percentage of faculty diversity,
IUP has been successful in
filling the needs of the various
Niche markets and our highly
qualified faculty have helped to
establish an Identity for IUP
that is well regarded across the
nation.
Charge #3: What percentage
of faculty members participate
in governance, leadership, and
other service activities? What
is the process by which
participation is achieved? What
are the rewards garnered for
participation in
governance/leadership and
service activities?
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Charge #4: To what extent do
faculty members engage in
scholarship and professional
development activities? How
are the products of scholarship
and scholarship shared with
the institutional community?
How are professional
development activities directed
toward twenty-first-century
learning skills and needs? What
are the rewards or support
systems available to encourage
the scholarship of teaching,
research, and professional
development activities? To
what extent do faculty
members whose primary
responsibility is not in the
classroom participate in these
activities?
Charge #5: To what extent is
the faculty involved in
developing new curriculum
and modifying existing
curriculum? What are faculty
roles for establishing
procedures for the process of
curriculum modification and
additions? What are the
rewards or support systems
available to encourage
curriculum development?
Charge #6: How do faculty
members collect student
feedback to inform and change
their instruction, supervision,
mentoring, advising, or other
faculty responsibilities?
The IUP faculty’s Agility and
Responsiveness is evident
throughout the data collected
for charges 3-6. Faculty
members participate in many
forms of governance activities.
From membership on the
University Senate to serving as
chairperson of a department, a
large percentage of faculty is
actively engaged in governance
and related university service
activities. Universitywide
governance/service was
reported by 80 percent of
respondents, College-level
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service by 76 percent,
Department-level service by 97
percent, and other forms of
service outside of the university
were reported by up to 93
percent of the respondents.

arduous one, but faculty still
choose to participate in these
endeavors. Nearly 69 percent
of respondents reported
serving on a curriculum
committee in some capacity.

The faculty across campus is
highly engaged in a variety of
scholarly and professional
development activities. There
are a number of avenues for
faculty professional
development at IUP. The
Center for Teaching Excellence
provides a central location for
materials and resources that
support teaching and learning.
The Faculty Professional
Development Committee
(FPDC) focuses on a variety of
other areas important to the
growth of new skills. Each
college also has its own FPDC,
the members of which focus on
the needs of the faculty
disciplines housed within that
college. The School of
Graduate Studies and Research
has a well-respected leadership
team that provides a variety of
supports for research activities.
IUP’s new Research Institute
now provides assistance in
faculty research efforts from
start to finish. Respondents
report that nearly 98 percent
participate in some form of
faculty professional
development activity, and 97
percent participate in a number
of scholarly activities.

Faculty at IUP recognize that
one essential element of good
teaching/supervision,
advising/mentoring is
feedback. The survey found
that the vast majority of faculty
use the official summative
student evaluation for much of
their feedback. However, a
growing number of faculty are
beginning to use a variety of
other feedback strategies to
obtain formative information
about their teaching and
student learning. From the use
of “minute papers” to studentbased quality circles, student
midterm surveys to student
advisory boards, faculty are
initiating the use of strategies
that are more reflective and
can result in improved teaching
and learning.

Curriculum development is
viewed at IUP as both a
scholarly activity and a service
activity. All faculty are
ultimately responsible for the
curriculum taught by their
respective programs and are
therefore continually updating
course syllabi to reflect the new
knowledge in their respective
fields. All curriculum changes
must be approved by the
University Senate. The
curriculum approval process at
IUP is a long and sometimes

Although IUP evidences
strength in these areas, there
are some noted needs that
must be addressed. First, there
are a relatively small number of
faculty recognition awards for
scholarship and service;
therefore, there is little reward
for the vast majority of faculty
for their service efforts or
recognition for scholarly
endeavors. A university could
not function without the hard
service-oriented work of its
faculty. It is essential that these
efforts are recognized and
rewarded in substantive ways.
Second, although the university
has a Center for Teaching
Excellence (CTE) and a
universitywide Faculty
Professional Development
Committee, there is a
significant need for their
services to be increased.
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Faculty are expected to actively
engage in scholarly endeavors
and to enhance their
professional skills, largely at
their own expense. The largest
percentage of faculty is junior
faculty, and they seek the most
information and request the
most assistance. Clearly all
faculty should have the benefit
of and support for professional
development. The CTE
currently operates on a small
budget and with a single parttime director. The nature and
amount of service available at
the CTE requires either a fulltime faculty director or two
part-time faculty co-directors.
The FPDC has no budget. A
university’s reputation is often
based on the strength of its
faculty. It is critical for IUP to
provide professional
development opportunities and
support for scholarly activities
to continue its Identity and
recognition as a “public ivy.”
Last, faculty at IUP are valued
for their abilities as teachers
and researchers; one can
always improve in those skills.
For teachers to thrive as
instructors supervisors,
advisors, and mentors and to
grow in Agility and
Responsiveness, faculty need to
become more reflective of their
teaching and their students’
learning. Be it a large lecturetype course, a fully
collaborative/cooperative
course, or an online course,
faculty need to find more
formative ways to evaluate
their teaching and their
students’ learning.
IUP faculty demonstrate great
Agility and Responsiveness in
their work and perform to the
best of their abilities with the
time and resources available.
This responsiveness can be
enhanced by attention to these
needs.
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Charge #7: How are all faculty
members informed of
personnel and procedural rules
and regulations? How do
teaching and nonteaching
faculty members participate in
the development of these rules
and regulations?
Through New Faculty
Orientation, faculty learn of the
university’s major personnel
and procedural rules and
regulations. Handbooks are
provided as well as a wealth of
resource materials. All faculty
have access to this information
through the various university
websites (e.g., Human
Resources, Academic Affairs,
APSCUF). When new rules
and regulations are proposed,
faculty are actively recruited to
become a part of the team
developing the document. All
faculty have the opportunity to
provide input in the process
through open forums and town
meetings. In this way, all
faculty have the opportunity to
participate in this aspect of
university Governance and
Leadership.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Recommendation #1: Ask the
University Senate and APSCUF
to form a joint ad hoc
committee which will make
suggestions regarding less
traditional and more innovative
and flexible ways to recruit
diverse faculty to IUP.
Recommendation #2: Ask the
provosts, vice-presidents, and
deans to create more inclusive
and substantive ways to
recognize and reward faculty
for governance and service
work to the university.
Recommendation #3: Ask the
president and the provost and
vice president of Academic
Affairs to increase the amount
of permanent support provided
to the Center for Teaching
Excellence, the Faculty
Professional Development
Committee, and the Office of
the Assistant Dean for
Research. In addition, since
attendance and participation in
professional meetings is of
critical importance to both
faculty and the university’s
prestige, the provost should
also commit to defining and
creating additional ways to
support, recognize, and reward
the vast variety of scholarly
endeavors in which the faculty
engage.
Recommendation #4:
Encourage deans to support
their faculty’s use of formative
self-assessment in addition to
the required summative
student evaluations.
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STANDARD

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Educational Offerings: The institution’s educational offerings
display academic content, rigor, and coherence that are appropriate
to its higher education mission. The institution identifies student
learning goals and objectives, including knowledge and skills, for its
educational offerings.
Teaching and learning, along
with creating new knowledge,
are the primary purposes of
IUP. Key elements in judging
the success of the educational
offerings at all levels are the
breadth and depth of study and
the ability of students to
integrate knowledge. To judge
our effectiveness we have
sought to assess our
curriculum across departments
and degree plans along with
cocurricular opportunities
afforded to students by using
all of the initial questions that
were developed for the plan of
study. Educational offerings
should reflect appropriate
course and degree plans for
both undergraduate and
graduate students in an
atmosphere that focuses on the
student. Delivery of
curriculum content should
reflect opportunities and
services for development of
highly motivated and talented
students, as well as at-risk
students. At stake is the
continued relevancy of IUP as
an institution of higher
learning.

QUESTION ONE
Consistent with IUP’s
classification as a doctoral
granting university, IUP offers a
wide range of programs in
more than 100 undergraduate
majors and more than 40
master’s and doctoral graduate

degree programs.
Undergraduate and master’s
degree programs range from
fine arts, humanities and social
sciences, education, health and
human services, to natural
sciences and business. In
comparison with 16 peer
institutions and two local
universities (Appendix A), IUP
offers undergraduate and
master’s degree programs in
many major fields and has
specific strengths in a number
of applied programs. Doctoral
programs reflect IUP’s
strengths in education,
criminology, English,
psychology, and leadership
studies.
IUP draws most students from
Pennsylvania, and upon
graduating, many desire to
remain in the state. Labor
trends show a difficult job
landscape in Pennsylvania for
graduates due to slow growth
and low wages across much of
the state. The Pittsburgh
Regional Alliance states that
advanced manufacturing,
chemicals, financial and back
office services, information
technology, and life sciences
are important sectors for future
growth. IUP has in place
programs consistent with these
regional labor market traits.
Trends in IUP enrollment
(Appendix B) reflect a
correspondence with labor
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market trends. New courses
and degrees have been created
to respond to changes in
disciplinary studies and labor
market growth areas.

QUESTION TWO
Despite the university’s
maintaining the same number
of students between 2000 and
2005, budgets decreased 15
percent, and there was an 11
percent decrease in the
number of full-time faculty
members. During the same
time frame, bachelor degree
student enrollment declined by
only 1.2 percent, while the total
number of graduate students
increased by 16.5 percent
(Appendixes D-E).

QUESTION THREE
In addition to credit-bearing
offerings, IUP has 220
recognized organizations on
campus and 19 recognized
programs under the
administration of the Center
for Student Life. Many other
academic organizations exist
within the various
departments. Approximately
3,400 students have internships
each year. In addition, there
are many cooperative study
and study abroad options.
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QUESTION FOUR
Computer resources have
improved dramatically in the
past ten years as acknowledged
by The Princeton Review, which
has named IUP as one of “The
Top 25 Most Connected
Campuses.” Information
technologies that are available
for all students and faculty
include hardware, software,
network, communication,
storage, support staffs, and
universitywide committees that
oversee all of the facilities.
Hardware is available in public,
college, departmental,
residential, and special purpose
computer labs. Classrooms are
gradually being equipped with
a multimedia podium that has
a networked computer, sound
system, video player, document
imaging, and projection unit.
Frequently used software is
available in all public computer
labs; special purpose labs have
their own specialized software.
For distance education, IUP
employs WebCT software that
is housed on a server managed
by the Instructional Design
Center. The University
provides Academic Technology
Services that coordinates help
services for students’ and
faculty information
technologies needs, each
individual college has
technology support staff, and
student help desks are in most
of the computer labs. There
are some problems, however,
staffing these labs during
summer school or other off
times.
The Information Literacy Task
Force (ILTF) developed a plan
to access the information
literacy (IL) skills of IUP
students, submitted
information literacy standards
to the Senate for its
endorsement and support, and
administered a round of grants
for departmental curriculum
and assessment projects. In

June, 2005, ILTF was scheduled
to transfer the responsibility for
oversight of IL, and the Senate
approved IL standards to the
Liberal Studies Committee.

QUESTION FIVE
Educational offerings were
traditionally not impacted by
transfer and articulation
policies because they were
developed and implemented at
the university; however, the
recently mandated State
System Academic Passport has
had a significant impact on the
process. The Academic
Passport policies deal with
grades and the number of
courses that can be transferred;
the content and quality of the
transferred courses, however,
are not specifically addressed,
which raises some concern.
Transfer policy implementation
is the responsibility of IUP’s
Transfer Services coordinator;
the only problem he noted is
matching courses from other
schools to specific IUP Liberal
Studies core requirements.

QUESTION SIX
At IUP there are approximately
8 percent of undergraduate
students age 25 or over; this is
slightly below the Pennsylvania
State System average of 11.4
percent. For registration, these
students are treated the same
as others. There are a number
of evening classes available,
including many required
Liberal Studies courses. Fulltime students who may be
working and/or raising a family
receive no special help in
getting classes at the times they
can attend.
Students who are identified as
being under prepared upon
application based on a formula
that includes SAT scores and
high school rank are admitted
through the Learning
Enhancement Center (LEC), as
a General Studies Admission to
be advised by the LEC, or to
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the Punxsutawney Campus. In
the LEC, first-year students
receive a comprehensive
program of academic courses,
developmental advising, and
academic support designed to
assist them with their academic
success. Approximately twothirds of freshmen are regular
admission students who are
considered ready to succeed at
the college level and who work
directly with an advisor in their
major field. All entering
students take math, reading,
and English placements tests.
Even if these regular admit
students place into
developmental math or
reading, they are not able to
take the existing Learning
Enhancement Center classes.
Students who enter IUP with a
documented learning disability
can register with Advising and
Testing for assistance with
needed adaptations to their
learning environment and
testing situations. There are
also several options available
for students who need
additional support either to be
in academic good standing or
to excel. These include the
Tutorial Center and
Supplemental Instruction, the
Writing Center administered
by the English Department,
and tutoring offered by
individual departments. The
use of these services has
grown, and this has led to a
strain on resources (Appendix
G). Once a student has fallen
below academic good standing,
GPA average below 2.0, he/she
receives one-on-one
intervention that includes
meeting with his/her assistant
dean and completing an
individual Academic Probation
Plan.
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QUESTION SEVEN
As part of the curriculum
review process there are
several points at which
reviewers have the opportunity
to address rigor and content.
The extent of the review can at
times be inconsistent, but the
multiple review levels attempt
to provide a quality
curriculum. Resource
adequacy is primarily
addressed by the provost, who
depends upon the assessment
of the deans.

QUESTION EIGHT
As part of IUP’s mission as a
doctoral institution training
new scholars, all of the
graduate degree programs
require at least one research
course. Graduate programs
also weave the element of
inquiry throughout each
program. As the university
seeks ways to grow and
inculcate flexibility and rigor
into graduate offerings,
considering the role of research
in graduate programs is vital to
determine how the vision of
IUP is shared with prospective
and matriculated students, how
to use research as a tool to
strengthen skills, and how to
provide opportunities to use
existing and emerging research
skills.
Faculty Criteria for Teaching
Graduate Courses at IUP
reflect the faculty evaluation
standards outlined in the
Collective Bargaining
Agreement: teaching
effectiveness, research, and the
fulfillment of professional
responsibilities (service). The
goal of the criteria and
associated application/review
process is to create and
maintain a graduate culture on
the IUP campus that
encourages and supports
faculty research, enhances the
rigor and academic quality of
graduate teaching, and

provides fertile ground for
collaboration between faculty
and graduate students.
A faculty survey in 2000
focused on the adequacy of the
eligibility criteria and
associated application/review
process. The survey showed
that faculty generally
considered the criteria to be
extremely valuable and a
necessary component of IUP’s
graduate mission. Most faculty
found the criteria sufficiently
rigorous at the master’s level.
There was, however, a widespread belief that the
research/publication demands
for doctoral eligibility should
be increased and that the
stipends associated with
graduate assistantships were
neither consistent with the
university’s Doctoral I status
nor competitive with peer
institutions. Such inadequacies
inhibit IUP’s ability to attract
and recruit highly qualified
graduate students.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Our examinations result in the
following set of
recommendations:
Recommendation #1:
Coordinate long-term
enrollment and new program
planning at the universitywide
level. Currently the University
Planning Council, admissions,
and academic departments do
not coordinate to anticipate the
number of course sections and
new program offerings. When
new resources are available, the
identification of new or revised
possible directions in
educational offerings would be
a way of addressing agility and
responsiveness as well as
prioritization.
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Recommendation #2:
Address the impact of faculty
complement changes on
educational offerings at both
the undergraduate and
graduate levels. Between the
2000 and 2004 academic years,
regular full-time faculty
positions have declined by 11.1
percent and temporary faculty
positions have declined by 19.2
percent. Over this same time
period, undergraduate
enrollments have declined by
only 1.2 percent, while
graduate student enrollments
have increased by 16.5 percent.
Thus class sizes have increased,
faculty are being assigned more
course overload sections, and
fewer total classes are being
offered. Each of these is
problematic for the
teaching/learning environment
for both students and faculty.
Thus, we recommend the
university address the impact
of faculty complement changes
on educational offerings at
both the undergraduate and
graduate levels.
Recommendation #3:
Examine the impact of
budgetary changes, particularly
college-level operating budgets,
on educational offerings at
both the undergraduate and
graduate levels. With a 9.6
percent decrease in the
combined operating budgets
across the six colleges between
the 2000 and 2004 academic
years, the university needs to
address the impact of
budgetary changes, particularly
college-level operating budgets,
on educational offerings at
both the undergraduate and
graduate levels. Again, when
considering the 1.2 percent
decrease in undergraduate
enrollments and the 16.5
percent increase in graduate
student enrollments, it is clear
that college resources are being
stretched more tightly to the
potential detriment of the
number and quality of
educational offerings.
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Recommendation #4: The
Graduate Committee should
assess the role of the research
component of graduate
education. With the current
level of significant scholarly
research activity among
graduate students, little
conversation has ensued as to
how these data link to our
collective identity as a
university. We suggest that the
Graduate School and the
University Planning Council
need to assess whether the
research requirement needs to
be further strengthened in
graduate education and
whether all graduate degree
programs should be
encouraged to focus on student
participation in scholarly
presentations and writing.

Recommendation #5: Target
more support to specific
student subpopulations such
as: (a) making developmental
courses available to all students
with an identified academic
need; (b) coordinate advising of
undecided majors; (c) provide
scheduling preference for
nontraditional students if
needed; and (d) encourage and
support the further
development of departmental
honors courses. Regular admit
students whose placement
scores are low are not currently
allowed to register for
developmental math or
reading. This results in
students’ doing poorly in their
freshman courses, increasing
their chance of failure and
hurting our retention rates.
Undecided majors have
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increased by significant
percentages in every college
but Education, but current
advising efforts vary by college.
We recommend that the
university establish a coherent,
centralized, coordinated, and
systematic means of guiding
undecided students in their
course selection and career
preparation. Another
population that needs
assistance with registration and
course selection is
nontraditional students who,
unlike other special needs
students, are not given
preference during registration.
Such assistance might be
especially helpful for mothers
with young children, for
example, who can only take
classes at certain times.
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12

STANDARD

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

General Education: The institution’s curricula are designed so that
students acquire and demonstrate college-level proficiency in general
education and essential skills, including oral and written
communication, scientific and quantitative reasoning, critical analysis
and reasoning, technological competency, and information literacy.
The committee generated the
following questions to guide
the self-study process:
1. To what extent are the
Pennsylvania State System
of Higher Education
Strategic Plan, IUP mission
statement, and goals of the
Liberal Studies program
congruent?

7. What evidence is there that,
upon degree completion,
students have achieved the
established Liberal Studies
goals?
8. To what extent is IUP’s
commitment to the Liberal
Studies program sufficient
to achieve the goals of a
liberal education?

2. What is the structure of
IUP’s Liberal Studies
program?

CONGRUENCY STRATEGIC
PLAN, MISSION, AND
LIBERAL STUDIES GOALS

3. What is the institutional
process for assessment of
Liberal Studies outcomes
within the overall plan of
assessing student learning?
How are assessment
findings used?

Upon examination, the Liberal
Studies goals were found to be
congruent with those identified
in the Pennsylvania State
System of Higher Education
Strategic Plan and the IUP
Mission Statement (Figure 12.1
full report and Exhibit 12.1,
12.2)

4. To what extent is the Liberal
Studies program purposeful,
engaging, coherent, and
rigorous?
5. How does the Liberal
Studies program
incorporate the study of
values, ethics, diverse
perspectives, and global
citizenship?
6. How does IUP assure that,
upon degree completion,
students are proficient with
oral and written
communication skills,
information literacy skills,
and appropriate
technological capabilities?

ADMINISTRATIVE
STRUCTURE, PROGRAM
REQUIREMENTS, AND
GOALS
The program is administered
by a faculty director (Appendix
A), who is appointed by the
provost in consultation with
appropriate university groups.
The Liberal Studies Committee
consists of the director, six
other faculty members, two
academic deans, and three
students. The committee
reviews and takes action on
Liberal Studies proposals and
reviews program assessment
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data. Curriculum proposals are
approved by the committee,
then advance to the
universitywide undergraduate
curriculum committee for
approval and then to the
University Senate for action
(Appendix B).
The current Liberal Studies
program was fully
implemented in Fall 1989
(Exhibit 12.6). Coursework is
divided into three areas:
learning skills, knowledge
areas, and synthesis, and
requires a minimum of 48
credits. Program requirements
include an interdisciplinary
senior synthesis course, twowriting intensive courses
beyond the seven-credit
English composition sequence,
and a non-Western culture
course (Appendices C and D).
The credit requirements and
concepts imbedded across the
curriculum are displayed in
Figure 12.2 in the full report.
All Liberal Studies course
proposals are required to
address how they contribute to
relevant areas of student
learning (Exhibit 12.3, 12.4).
Three distinct goals frame the
curriculum: 1) acquire
intellectual skills related to
critical thinking, literacy,
understanding numerical data,
historical consciousness,
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scientific inquiry, ethical
perception, and aesthetic
sensitivity; 2) acquire a body of
knowledge or understanding
essential to an educated
person; and 3) understand the
physical as well as the
intellectual nature of human
beings.

OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT
Since the implementation of
the Liberal Studies program,
assessment has been an ongoing activity. Figure 12.3 in
the full report displays the
overall plan for assessing the
effectiveness of the Liberal
Studies program, and the
instruments used to gather
assessment data are located in
Appendix 12 G. Efforts to
assess the program rely heavily
on indirect evidence from
synthesis and writing-intensive
sections and on program
satisfaction surveys; the
current plan is regarded as
insufficient. A number of
departments evaluate the
effectiveness of the Liberal
Studies courses they offer and
use the findings to make
improvements. In addition, in
some colleges, the departments
that offer Liberal Studies
courses are expected to include
in their five-year review
reports the relevant assessment
data on Liberal Studies courses
and any related action plans
that are based on such findings
(Appendix R). Hence,
evaluations of student
achievement of Liberal Studies
goals are conducted primarily
at the course level, but there is
no formal process for reporting
findings and recommendations
to the Liberal Studies
Committee.

ASSESSING PROGRAM
QUALITY
Four aspects of program
quality were evaluated on the
basis of a survey conducted to
gauge the perceptions of

students, faculty, and
administrators: purpose,
engagement of students,
coherence, and rigor (Assessing
General Education
Questionnaire, Exhibit 12.11).
A majority of respondents
representing the three groups
indicated that the program’s
quality is high and that its
purpose is explicit, clear, and
reflective of institutional
commitment. By contrast, a
majority of respondents from
all three groups uniformly
characterized the Liberal
Studies goals as a mere catalog
of courses rather than a
coherent set of objectives that
aim at student learning and
development. Similarly, the
survey respondents were
skeptical that the program was
coherent. On the question of
how well coursework engages
the learner, the general
sentiment was that it
marginally connects classroom
work to the students’ own lives
and that it offers little
opportunity for integration
with other disciplines. How
rigorous is the Liberal Studies
program? This issue was
addressed through purposeful
reviews of sample syllabi to
determine the number of
assignments, class size, and the
distribution of grades. Class
size in Liberal Studies courses
ranges from 30 to 100, with an
average of 42, and indicates
that the Liberal Studies courses
are offered in classes small
enough to allow for a
somewhat rigorous
examination of issues and
perspectives (Appendix H).
Similarly, using the National
Center for Supplemental
Instruction criteria (which
designate a course as being
“historically difficult” if it
registers at least a 30 percent
D/F/W rate), one quarter of
the Liberal Studies courses,
especially those in math and
sciences, can be classified as
rigorous (Exhibits 12.12 and
12.13).
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The degree to which students
are exposed to values, ethics,
diverse perspectives, and global
citizenship in Liberal Studies
coursework is addressed on the
basis of survey responses to
questions obtained from the
Assessing General Education
Questionnaire. Survey
responses indicate a wide
agreement among students,
faculty, and administrators that
Liberal Studies coursework
includes a focus on global
perspectives. There was also
some agreement that the
coursework adequately
addresses issues of diversity.
Further evidence of the extent
to which values, ethics, diverse
perspectives, and global
citizenship are incorporated in
Liberal Studies courses is
offered by a review of sample
syllabi (n=25), which revealed
that 96 percent of Liberal
Studies courses address values,
70 percent address ethics, and
92 percent include diverse
perspectives, while only 52
percent address global
citizenship (Appendix 12.16).
Additional evidence about
students’ exposure to diverse
perspectives can be gleaned
from student responses to
surveys from Senior Synthesis
sections. Whereas 80 percent
of the survey respondents
revealed that the class offered
them new and multiple
perspectives on their topic, and
69 percent felt that the course
was a mind-opener, fewer than
50 percent felt that the course
encouraged them to continue
learning, increased their
appreciation of other fields,
increased understanding of self,
or helped them apply
information to personal areas.
In addition, a majority of the
students found the active
learning activities in the course
to be very valuable (Appendix
12.18).
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PROFICIENCY IN WRITTEN
AND ORAL
COMMUNICATION,
INFORMATION LITERACY,
AND TECHNOLOGY
Opportunities for the
development of student writing
proficiency are carefully
structured into the Liberal
Studies curriculum and into
many programs for majors.
Many majors at IUP explicitly
require oral proficiency, and
most faculty integrate and
evaluate this goal using course
assignments (Appendix M).
Undergraduates develop
reading, writing, and speaking
skills in College Writing.
Research Writing challenges
students to write an average of
47 pages of graded writing: two
research essays and various
writings that develop
understanding and control of
research resources, citation,
and bibliographic form
(Appendices I, J, K). In
addition, two writing-intensive
courses, typically at the 200
and 300 level, are required,
thereby ensuring that an
emphasis on student writing
skills is extended across the
curriculum. IUP’s Writing
Center offers tutoring services
to all students and workshops
on specific topics (Appendix 12
L).
Following an assessment of
Information Literacy skills
using a cross section of
freshman and senior students
(Appendix 12.21), an active
Information Literacy Task
Force researched and
developed standards for
information literacy at IUP
(Exhibit 12.22). These
standards received Senate
endorsement in April 2004.
Library faculty are now
available to conduct disciplinespecific workshops for faculty
who request them, and the
demand for this service has
increased 154 percent over the
last three years (Appendix N).

To advance Information
Literacy skills across campus,
cooperative projects between
librarians and the Instructional
Design Center have been
initiated to produce an
Information Literacy tutorial
from the library’s web page. In
addition, a new two-credit
course entitled Information
Access in the Digital Age has
been approved and is now
offered as a Liberal Studies
elective; the Information
Literacy course, Introduction
to Library Resources, remains a
popular offering.

assessment plans that include
goals that are consistent with
those of the Liberal Studies
program. Similarly,
departments identified multiple
and varied forms of assessment
used to measure student
achievement within majors
courses that are consistent with
the Liberal Studies goals
(Appendix R). These data are
housed in the departments and
are reported in annual or fiveyear program reviews and
accreditation folios.

IUP also develops resources for
computer technology learning.
Within the Liberal Studies
curriculum, two computer
courses are offered as Liberal
Studies electives: Microbased
Computer Literacy is offered
by three cooperating
departments, and Internet and
Multimedia is offered by four
departments. For Education
majors, IUP offers a Digital
Instructional Technology
course. Many departments
require, or at least recommend,
one of these courses; many
majors courses introduce
students to discipline-specific
software (Appendices O, P, Q).

All Education students must
demonstrate proficiency in
reading, writing, and math
skills for admission into the
Teacher Certification Program.
Accordingly, Education majors
in all academic disciplines must
pass the Praxis I exam,
demonstrating proficiency in
reading, writing, and math
skills. Assessment results are
reported by the department
and can be accessed from the
College of Education and
Educational Technology
website. Although this measure
represents direct assessment of
student achievement, it applies
only to students in Education
programs. Another collegelevel assessment is conducted
by the Robert E. Cook Honors
College, where exit interviews
are conducted for all
graduating students. The
results are shared among
faculty and used for curriculum
and program improvements.

ASSESSING STUDENT
ACHIEVEMENT OF LIBERAL
STUDIES GOALS
DEPARTMENT LEVEL
Student achievement of Liberal
Studies goals is directly
assessed in specific Liberal
Studies courses. A sampling of
departments identified a
variety of strategies used to
measure student achievement
of Liberal Studies goals in
courses taught in their
departments; these are
summarized in Appendix R
and are typically used by the
instructor to determine student
grades and to revise and
improve course pedagogy. A
number of departments have
developed outcomes
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COLLEGE AND
UNIVERSITY LEVELS

Assessments of writingintensive courses and senior
synthesis courses are
conducted annually by the
Liberal Studies office using
convenience samples. These
data, recognized as perception
data, are reviewed by the
Liberal Studies Committee and
used to identify problem areas
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with these courses. Aggregate
findings have been posted on
the Liberal Studies website in
an effort to share this
information with faculty.
Efforts to directly assess
student writing across the
curriculum are being
undertaken during the 04-05
AY with a small longitudinal
project designed to analyze a
sample of freshmen and senior
writing assignments authored
by the same students.
Assessment of student
achievement of Liberal Studies
goals takes many forms, and
findings are used for distinct
purposes, but the need for a
systematic universitywide
process for measuring all the
Liberal Studies goals is selfevident.

RESOURCE COMMITMENT
A university commitment to
the liberal education of
students can be demonstrated
in part by the allocation of
resources to operate the
program. To that end, financial
support for the Liberal Studies
program, resource
commitment, and the funding
of general education at other
institutions were examined.
The level of funding for the
Liberal Studies program, as
summarized in Figure 12.4 in
the full report, places IUP in a
healthy position. In comparing
IUP to seven peer institutions,
one can conclude that IUP is
committed to maintaining and
supporting the operations of
the Liberal Studies office with a
budget and resources that are
adequate (Appendix S).
Enrollment data from Fall 2000
to Fall 2004 for every course in
the knowledge area of the
Liberal Studies program were
reviewed. In the fine arts,
natural science, and
mathematics categories, seats
offered have typically been
adequate to meet the demand.

This is not the case in the
humanities category,
specifically for English,
Philosophy, and History
courses (Exhibit 12.24). For at
least two Liberal Studies
requirements, Health and
Wellness and History of the
Modern Era, the offerings are
inadequate to meet the
demand. When enrollment
shortages are identified for
department-specific offerings,
additional seats may be added
to existing sections; if faculty
complement is available, an
additional section of the course
may be added to the schedule.
In response to the demand for
History 195, the department
proposed a pilot project to
offer an experimental course,
The World in the 20th Century,
as an approved option for the
history requirement. Designed
for an enrollment of 450, it was
team taught with three faculty.
After three consecutive
offerings, the History
department faculty determined
that increasing class size
significantly helped to meet the
demand but did not serve to
enhance the student learning
outcomes related to historical
consciousness and writing
skills and therefore resolved to
explore other solutions to the
increasing demand for seats. In
response to the demand for
seats in Health and Wellness
courses, a new course option in
Nursing, Healthy People, has
been approved for meeting the
requirement.
IUP faculty members have
shown extensive involvement
in teaching Liberal Studies
courses. At least 373 of the
680 faculty (55%) employed at
IUP in Fall 2004 were involved
in teaching Liberal Studies
courses. Faculty are actively
involved in continuing
education sponsored by the
Liberal Studies office and
course development for the
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program (Appendices T, U, V).
In total, 94 Liberal Studies
course proposals from 30
departments have been
approved. Of the 45 academic
departments at IUP whose
missions include
undergraduate education, 35
departments offer at least one
Liberal Studies course.
Appendix W shows the
breakdown of total student
credits generated by
departments teaching Liberal
Studies courses for academic
years 2001-02, 2002-03, and
2003-04.

REVISION INITIATIVE
While the current curriculum
is well conceptualized and has
served as a model for other
System schools, the assessment
evidence gathered over a threeyear period and addressed in
this report suggests that
although the Liberal Studies
curriculum was designed with
creative thought and
innovation and has been
effective for 15 years, it is now
dated and in need of a
comprehensive revision. To
that end, IUP has embarked on
a major revision of the
curriculum (Appendix E). A
Liberal Studies Revision
Steering Committee has been
formed to facilitate the revision
process (Appendix F). As part
of this initiative, a University
Student Learning Outcomes
work group was formed in Fall
2004 and charged with
articulating a new set of
expected student learning
outcomes for the IUP graduate.
The recommended outcomes
will be disseminated for
campuswide dialogue and
revision, with final approval of
the student learning outcomes
anticipated at the January 2006
University Senate meeting.
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Other work groups will be
appointed to design a
curriculum plan that facilitates
student achievement of the
desired outcomes. Many
opportunities for faculty input,
dialogue, and revision will
occur as the revised
curriculum takes shape. The
anticipated completion date is
Fall 2008. Desired features
recommended for the future LS
program are provided in
Exhibit 12.5.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Recommendations #1: The
Liberal Studies Revision
Steering Committee should
continue its work to facilitate
the development and formal
adoption of a revised general
education curriculum that
includes the following
components:
• measurable University
Student Learning Outcomes
across the curriculum
• explicit connectedness
between liberal and
specialized study
• a design that is coherent,
purposeful, engaging, and
rigorous

Recommendation #2: The
Liberal Studies Revision
Steering Committee should
facilitate the development and
formal adoption of an
assessment plan as a
component of the revised
curriculum that:
• includes a process for using
findings for program
improvement
• is systematic, continuous,
multidimensional, and
based on the approved
student learning outcomes
• is linked to university
strategic planning and
budgeting processes
Recommendation #3: IUP
administration should provide
the resources sufficient to
develop, implement, staff,
market, and maintain a revised
general education curriculum
Recommendation #4: The
Liberal Studies Committee
should improve formative and
summative assessment of the
current Liberal Studies
program by:
• selecting more direct
measures of student
learning outcomes
• exploring feasible models
for sharing assessment
findings across the
curriculum.
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13

STANDARD

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Related Educational Activities: Institutional programs or activities
that are characterized by particular content, focus, location, mode of
delivery, or sponsorship meet appropriate standards.
An institution must be
responsible for all activities
under its sponsorship to
maintain its credibility. As a
doctoral-granting institution,
Indiana University of
Pennsylvania offers a variety of
programs that contain both
credit and noncredit courses,
at multiple sites through
various delivery systems. The
integrity of these programs
must meet the same standards
as the programs offered at the
Indiana Campus.

KEY QUESTIONS AND
THEMES FOR SELF-STUDY
• How does IUP ensure the
academic quality of creditbearing certificate
programs?
• What processes are available
to award college credits that
recognize appropriate
college-level experiential
learning?
• How are noncredit offerings
designed, approved,
administered, and
periodically evaluated under
established institutional
procedures?
• How does IUP maintain the
same high quality of
instruction and academic
rigor at branch campuses
and additional locations as
it has at main campus?

• How does IUP maintain the
same high quality of
instruction and academic
rigor through distance
learning as it has through
traditional face-to-face
instruction?
• What affiliate relationships
are maintained by IUP?
How does IUP ensure the
quality of the educational
experience?
The committee decided that
three themes directly applied
to the six Key Questions,
Niches, Agility, and
Responsiveness, and decided to
focus its attention on these
specific areas.

DESCRIPTION OF AREA
UNDER REVIEW
CONTEXT
IUP’s outreach initiatives are
quite extensive. A partial
listing includes:
• IUP Monroeville Graduate
and Professional Center
• Honeywell Aerospace
Services, Lanham, Md.
• IUP Armstrong Campus at
Northpointe (formerly
Kittanning)
• IUP Punxsutawney Campus
• Community College of
Allegheny County, Boyce
Campus, Pittsburgh
• Dixon University Center,
Harrisburg, Pa.
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• East Stroudsburg University
• Community College of
Allegheny County,
Allegheny Campus,
Pittsburgh
IUP established its first branch
campus in September 1962 in
Punxsutawney, Pa., and in the
following year, in September
1963, the Armstrong Campus
opened in Kittanning, Pa.
These locations provided
students with one to two years
of college work (generally
liberal studies courses) that
were transferable (if
satisfactory) to main campus or
other accredited colleges. The
branch campuses were
designed as feeder campuses
for the Indiana Campus and
were not conceived as
independent institutions with
fiscal and administrative
autonomy (although IUP has
designated two of its
instructional locations as
“branch campuses,” they are
technically designated as
Additional Location at
Armstrong, and Other
Instructional Site at
Punxsutawney, according to
the Statement of Accreditation
Status).
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In January 1996, IUP
established the IUP
Monroeville Graduate and
Professional Center in
Monroeville, Pa. The focus is
to provide high-quality degree
programs and support services
to adults in the Pittsburgh
region seeking to improve their
professional competencies.
IUP also maintains
accreditation for the center and
its academic courses and
programs.
All of these locations were
established to meet the
demand for education in their
respective areas, and they are
still in operation even though
their missions may have
changed.
Today, the mission for
Punxsutawney Campus is to
offer a first-year experience
educational opportunity for
students from rural school
districts in Pennsylvania, in
addition to recruiting a
population of students from
urban communities to create a
living and learning community
with a diverse group of
students. In October 2004,
ground was broken for the
residence halls, and in fall 2005,
construction was due to begin
on the new academic building
and commons facility.
The Armstrong Campus closed
its residence halls in 2001 and
became a commuter campus,
focusing on workforce
education for Armstrong
County and the surrounding
region by providing access to
credit and noncredit
programming that fosters
economic, professional, and
workforce development.
Concentrating on training
students for the Electro-Optics
industry, which has recently
moved into the region as part
of the county’s focus on
economic development, the
campus offers two associate

degrees in Electro-Optics,
designed to produce trained
and skilled workers who will be
competent to move into senior
technician slots in the ElectroOptics industry. The move to
the Northpointe Technology
Park in Freeport, Pa, in the
summer of 2005 will help the
campus move in this new
direction.
The IUP Monroeville Graduate
and Professional Center,
established in 1996, provides
high-quality degree programs
to professionals in the area.
The center will continue this
mission but expand its services.
Other locations and sites are
used by IUP to provide
programs where there is a
demonstrated need.

FOCUS
IUP maintains accreditation for
all academic programs, no
matter where they are offered.
Therefore, the process for
establishing academic quality
for all programming already
exists at the university.
Consequently, the committee
focused its attention on
existing academic policies that
address the issue of quality for
each of the key questions and
reviewed them in light of the
three themes. The committee
addressed quality issues
associated with noncredit and
training offerings, the awarding
of college credit for experiential
learning, distance education
(focusing on instructional
delivery), and affiliate
relationships that include
partnerships with other
institutions, as these initiatives
appeared to be outside of the
realm of IUP’s traditional
programming.
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INVESTIGATION AND
FINDINGS
Certificates, Off-Campus
Programs, and Branch
Campuses: All new creditbearing programs must receive
approval from the following
committees and governing
bodies prior to
implementation: departmental
committee, college committee,
universitywide graduate or
undergraduate committee,
University Senate, Council of
Trustees, and the Board of
Governors. Program
proposals must include the
intended location of the creditbearing program, which is
reviewed by these committees.
Additionally, academic
departments seeking to deliver
graduate (not undergraduate)
programs offered at IUP’s
Indiana campus at an off-site
location must submit a
Variability of Delivery Proposal
to be reviewed and acted upon
by the above committees.
(Graduate programs delivered
at branch campuses approved
by the Board of Governors of
the State System prior to July 1,
1990, are exempt from the
Variability of Delivery process.)
Regular IUP faculty members
or temporary faculty approved
by the department teach at offsite locations. This extensive
approval process establishes
the integrity of credit-bearing
programs at all locations.
Once new programs are
approved, the Pennsylvania
State System of Higher
Education requires a program
review every five years to
ensure ongoing academic
quality. In addition to
receiving approval from
internal committees and the
Board of Governors, IUP
programs are assessed by
discipline-specific accreditation
agencies. The subcommittee
concluded that these policies
maintain credibility for all
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credit-bearing programs
regardless of where or how
they are delivered.
The Vocational Instructional
Teacher Preparation Program
is a field-based delivery system
as mandated by the
Pennsylvania Department of
Education–Bureau of Career
and Technical Education (PDEBCTE). IUP faculty members
in the IUP Center for Career
and Technical Personnel
Preparation provide
individualized instruction to
students enrolled in fifteen
credits of VOED 100 and
VOED 400. These courses
have been held to the same
high standard of approval and
documentation as all courses
on campus. The PDE-BCTE
also monitors and evaluates the
Vocational Instructional
Teacher Preparation Program
through an on-site annual
basis.
Noncredit and Workforce
Training Initiatives:
Noncredit and training courses
measure quality through
customer satisfaction surveys
developed by the
administration and by outside
agencies. These forms are read
carefully by the administrator
in charge and shared with the
faculty member. The
information gleaned from them
is used to adjust and improve
the course. Also, all noncredit
programming is reviewed by a
faculty committee that serves
as a liaison with the University
Senate. If there are questions
concerning the quality or
appropriateness of noncredit
offerings, they are to be
addressed by the University
Senate.

Experiential Learning: IUP’s
programs that award credit for
experiential learning have
specific guidelines. In Portfolio
Assessment, administered
through the School of
Continuing Education, a
student identifies a course or
courses from the IUP catalog
and demonstrates mastery of
the material. The student is
then responsible for compiling
the portfolio under the
direction of an assigned faculty
member, who makes a
recommendation to award or
not to award credit. A second
review and recommendation is
made by the department
chairperson, and the final
decision to award credit is
made by the dean of the
college. Credits awarded for
the Occupational Competency
Assessment (OCA)
administered through the IUP
Center for Career and
Technical Personnel
Preparation (CCTPP)
recognize discipline-specific
experiential learning for
Pennsylvania-certified
vocational teachers seeking the
B.S. degree in Vocational
Education. As one of three
assessment centers in
Pennsylvania, the PDE-BCTE
annually monitors and
evaluates the IUP CCTPP.
Distance Learning: IUP
began offering distance
education courses in 1999, with
44 students enrolled. In 2004,
IUP offered 106 sections of
distance-learning classes with
an enrollment of 2,786
students. For this
subcommittee report, a faculty
member on the subcommittee
interviewed faculty members
who teach their courses
through distance education and
asked them to share their
thoughts on the quality of
distance education and IUP’s
ability to monitor such
instruction. The majority of
faculty responded that there is
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a more rigorous process in
gaining approval of distance
learning classes. Existing
courses targeted to be taught
through distance learning must
comply with the
Graduate/Undergraduate
Committee policies on distance
learning. Evaluating the
delivery of distance learning
courses versus face-to-face
courses was more difficult.
One method used to obtain
information was an
examination of student
evaluation forms collected near
the end of the semester. This
method was problematic
because it could not be
compared with student
evaluations from face-to-face
courses because the questions
were similar, but yet different.
For a direct comparison of
distance learning and face-toface delivery systems, the
questions in the instrument
would need to be the same.
Although there seems to be a
claim that there is no
significant difference between
the traditional face-to-face
delivery system and distance
learning, there is still much
research that needs to be
undertaken.
Affiliated Relationships:
Students in the Community
College of Allegheny County
(CCAC) and IUP Collaborative
Program in Elementary
Education, established in 1994
and offered at the Allegheny
Campus, must complete the
same Three-Step Process for
Teacher Education as regular
IUP students, assuring that
they meet the same criteria.
The IUP/East Stroudsburg
Administration and Leadership
Studies Program in Education
is offered at East Stroudsburg
by that university’s faculty who
receive IUP approval. The
program was approved by the
University Wide Graduate
Committee. Quality is
maintained by an IUP faculty
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member who serves as the
graduate coordinator of the
program as well as IUP faculty
members who serve as cochairs over all of the
dissertations. In addition, the
UWGC conducts an annual
review of the memorandum to
monitor the equivalency issue.
In addition, the Doctor of
Philosophy in Administration
and Leadership is offered at the
Dixon University Center in
Harrisburg, Pa. The System
requested the program be
offered in the Harrisburg area
and provided IUP with a startup grant to facilitate this
initiative. This is a unique
program because faculty from
other State System universities
teach courses in the program
in addition to IUP faculty. In
order to teach graduate classes,
faculty from other institutions
have to meet IUP standards
and must be approved by the
School of Graduate Studies and
Research. The program has a
graduate coordinator and an
on-site full-time secretary who
insure that IUP services are
provided to the students in the
program.

ANALYSIS OF STRENGTHS
AND WEAKNESSES
It is possible to demonstrate
that the policies and
procedures that set the
standards for programs offered
at the Indiana Campus also
ensure the integrity of
programs offered at multiple
sites through various delivery
systems. It also is possible to
demonstrate that off-campus
programs address market
niches, are somewhat agile, and
are responsive to the needs of
the community in which they
serve. However, when the
committee examined the
university’s ability to address
these trends more closely, it
was concluded that these same
policies and procedures, which
focus on research and
scholarship, limit IUP’s ability
to be flexible. This dual
dilemma inhibits IUP’s ability
to fully capitalize on outreach
endeavors that are outside of
the traditional format. Because
the university is likely to
experience a decrease in
traditional student enrollments
due to a shift in demographics,
it may want to adopt a plan to
attract more nontraditional and
graduate students.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Recommendation #1: The
provost should appoint a
committee to evaluate all
nontraditional programming,
both credit and noncredit, and
to develop a plan to
incorporate nontraditional
learning into the overall
enrollment management goals
of the university.
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Recommendation #2: The
provost should appoint a task
force to define the role of
distance learning in IUP’s
mission, recommend a
standardized student
evaluation form that may be
used for both face-to-face
teaching and distance learning,
and conduct a studentsatisfaction survey in order to
recommend improvements to
IUP’s current distance learning
program.
Recommendation #3: The
president, provost, and deans
should make a concerted effort
to engage faculty in the early
stages of strategic planning in
order to assist the
administration in determining
the university’s outreach goals
and defining the relationship of
those goals to those of
academic departments and
colleges.
Recommendation #4:
Working with deans and
program managers, the
president and vice president of
Finance should establish
appropriate funding models
that are characterized by
flexibility and that would
support the outreach and
enrollment management goals
of the university.
Recommendation #5: The
president should appoint a task
force and charge the members
to define IUP’s commitment to
economic and workforce
development, establish goals
for economic and workforce
development, and make
recommendations concerning
the most effective
administration of the economic
and workforce development
initiative.
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14

STANDARD

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Assessment of Student Learning: Assessment of student learning
demonstrates that the institution’s students have the knowledge, skills,
and competencies consistent with institutional goals and that
students at graduation have achieved appropriate higher education
goals.
After reflection and discussion
on the standard, including a
review of the Middle States
publication Assessment of
Student Learning: Options and
Resources, the committee
generated the following
questions to guide our review
of the assessment of student
learning at IUP:
1. What is the current state of
assessment of student
learning at IUP?
2. Is there evidence of
intentional connection
between learning goals at all
levels (e.g., course, program,
and institution)?
3. How does the institution
deal with disconnection
between learning goals and
assessment of student
learning across levels?
4. What data are collected by
the institution regarding
student learning goals and
expectations?
5. What does the institution
do with the information
gathered from its various
forms of student
assessment?
6. How do stakeholders
become aware of student
learning goals?

7. How is the assessment of
student learning used to
improve learning and
instruction?
8. How is the assessment of
student learning used as
part of institutional
assessment?
The committee discussed these
eight questions in light of the
five themes identified by IUP’s
Middle States Self-Study
Design Proposal. Two themes
appeared dominant relative to
our questions and topic: (1)
Governance and Leadership
and (2) Prioritization. We felt
that many of our questions
related to governance and
leadership because decisions
about student outcomes and
the assessment of student
learning affect the immediate
classroom experience of
students and intimately involve
the learning process. Effective
leadership is necessary to
coordinate communication and
build connections concerning
student learning outcomes
across and between levels of
governance (program,
department, college, division).
As was noted in the self-study
proposal, the university’s
leaders are sometimes
distanced from the institution’s
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day-to-day realities, while
members of the university
community are sometimes
“blind to the bigger picture of
which they are a part.” This
type of disconnect is
particularly harmful to an
effective system of student
learning assessment. Similarly,
in order for a project as
complex as the assessment of
student learning on a campus
of our size and diversity to be
accomplished, it must be a
priority. Thus, the committee
identified the theme of
Prioritization as integral to our
review as well. Again, the selfstudy proposal noted that IUP
has sometimes tried to carry
out initiatives without adequate
resources or full commitment.
Assessment of student learning
must be a priority for any
institution. An inability to
appropriately prioritize and
support this essential initiative
on an on-going basis must be
examined.
In addition, the committee also
felt that, in studying the ways
in which student learning
assessment information is used
to improve learning and
instruction and institutional
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assessment at IUP, we would be
addressing the theme of Agility
and Responsiveness. The
theme of Identity was also
believed to be related to this
question, as was the theme of
Niches. The assessment of
student learning reaffirms the
core of our values of the
teacher-scholar and our pride
in our work and the
accomplishments of our
students. It contributes to a
sense of program, college, and
institutional identity. By
continually recognizing what
we do well and how we can
improve, we can solidify our
place and our academic niches
as we see opportunities for
growth.

ASSESSMENT OF STUDENT
LEARNING AT IUP:
CONTEXT, FOCUS, AND
SIGNIFICANCE
Assessment of student learning
or student outcomes
assessment is a topic of both
study and debate at IUP.
Numerous factors, some
internal to the institution and
some external, have fueled
discussion and action regarding
assessment of our students’
learning. IUP has long valued
teaching as the primary role of
the professor and has adopted
a teacher-scholar model. Thus,
the concepts of effective
instruction, periodic review,
and continual improvement are
generally accepted as essential
features of the university.
However, the ways in which
effective instruction is
evaluated, student learning is
assessed, and periodic reviews
occur have varied over the last
ten years, particularly at the
college and university level.
Assessment has been
stimulated by
recommendations from the
previous Middle States review,
individual program and college
accreditations, five-year
program reviews, and
directives from the System.
The focus of our committee’s
review was on current
processes and procedures at
the university relative to both
best practice in the assessment
of student learning as
presented in the Middle States
handbook and the themes
identified in the self-study
proposal. To accomplish this,
the committee engaged in
several data-gathering
activities. The committee met
and designed an open-ended
questionnaire which more
closely tracked the assessment,
analysis, and response to
review of student outcome
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information and compiled a list
of all scheduled program
reviews (See Appendix A of the
full committee report). The
questionnaire was sent to
department chairs and
completed by virtually all
programs. Returned
questionnaires are located in
Exhibit C – Student Outcomes
Assessment Completed
Questionnaires. Teams from
the subcommittee were
assigned to each college and to
the Division of Student Affairs.
These teams reviewed
questionnaires from each
college and worked with
chairpersons, associate deans,
and deans or the division head
to fill in any gaps and collect
evidence of student
assessment, data analysis, and
response to review. A report
was then completed by each
team. Reports were also
completed by the Directors of
the Liberal Studies Program
and Honors College. These
reports and their appendices
are contained in Exhibit D –
Team Reports. Finally, the
committee co-chairs
interviewed the provost and
vice-president for Academic
Affairs and the executive
deputy to the President
concerning institutional-level
assessment of student learning.
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FINDINGS
The significance of our charge
is substantial given the core
mission of IUP to the
development of graduates who
are both broadly educated
critical thinkers and which
excel in the application of their
disciplines. Only systematic
assessment, analysis, and
regular review of assessment
data concerning attainment of
student learning outcomes can
assure us that the university is
fulfilling its mission and is
accountable. The committee
found that the assessment of
student learning is an object of
interest and enjoys significant
activity at IUP. Wide variation
in approaches and depth of
assessment across programs
and colleges exist. Figure 1
displays the percentage of
programs reporting
involvement in student
outcomes assessment and
specialized accreditations.

The wide varieties of direct and
indirect measures of student
achievement used at IUP are
summarized by college in Table
2 of the full committee report.
There is limited systematic
linkage between program and
some college student outcomes
assessment plans and no
systematic link between those
levels and universitywide
student outcomes and resource
allocation. The university has
initiated activities to improve
student outcomes assessments
however, by sponsoring
consultants, workshops, and
other trainings.
The two self-study proposal
themes which appeared
dominant relative to our
questions prior to our review,
(1) Governance and Leadership
and (2) Prioritization, did
emerge as important. We
initially felt that many of our
questions should relate to

governance and leadership
because decisions about
student outcomes and the
assessment of student learning
affect the immediate classroom
experience of students and
intimately involve the learning
process. We found this to be
true after reviewing program
and college activities regarding
the assessment of student
learning. We also saw clearly
how effective leadership is
necessary to coordinate
communication and build
connections concerning
student learning outcomes
across and between levels of
governance (program,
department, college, division).
Consistent with the disconnect
found between program and
college assessment activities
and institutional assessment
activities, we found program
and college student outcomes
to be related most commonly
to authentic learning
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Figure 1. Percentage of Programs Reporting Involvement in Student Outcomes Assessment
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experiences while institutional
benchmarks were concerned
with statistical trends related to
System performance indicators
connected to funding. This
type of disconnect is
particularly harmful to an
effective system of student
learning assessment. Somehow
we must connect student
learning outcomes as precise as
piano proficiency for all music
majors with broad institutional
assessment outcomes. In other
words, strategic planning must
be grounded in the day-to-day
interactions of faculty with
students.
As noted earlier, in order for a
project as complex as the
assessment of student learning
on a campus of our size and
diversity to be accomplished, it
must be a priority. Thus, the
committee identified the theme
of Prioritization as integral to
our review as well. Our
committee found that IUP has
sometimes tried to carry out
assessment initiatives without
adequate resources or full
commitment. Assessment of
student learning must be a
priority for any institution. The
inability to appropriately
prioritize and support this
essential initiative on an ongoing basis must be examined.
Failure to establish links
between program and college
outcomes and the institution’s
strategic plan also relates to the
theme of governance and
leadership. Moreover,
disconnects such as this impair
our ability to respond quickly
to meet student needs (Theme:
Agility), to define ourselves
accurately (identity theme), and
to find our appropriate
academic place (Theme:
Niche).

RECOMMENDATIONS
The committee to study IUP’s
compliance with Standard 14
Student Outcomes Assessment
makes the following
recommendations:
Recommendation #1: A set of
student outcomes goals must
be developed at the
institutional level and linked to
the university’s mission. (See
Figure 2)
Recommendation #2:
Program, college, and
institutional reviews should
result in changes that are
supported through permanent
resource allocations.
Recommendation #3:
Continuous student learning
assessment procedures should
be in place at all levels and
contribute meaningfully to
program, college, and
institutional reviews.
Recommendation #4: The
university’s president, provost
and vice-president for
Academic Affairs, and the
University Planning Council
should ensure a systematic and
coordinated process for student
outcomes assessment across
the university.
Recommendation #5: While
coordination of assessment
efforts should receive
institutional support and
leadership, faculty must be
recognized as the key decisionmakers regarding assessment
outcomes, approaches, and
data collection.
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PROGRAM AND DEPARTMENT-LEVEL REVIEWS
(Directed by accrediting agency and/or
program/department/college-level guidelines)

Resources and
recommendations
aligned with
strategic plan
distributed to
departments and
programs

Annual dept./program reviews due to dean in April.
Major reviews due every 5-7 years according to State
System or accreditation review cycle.
Status reviews discussed by college-level committee
(e.g., department chairs) over the summer.

ACADEMIC DIVISION REVIEW
Annual status reports for each college and
liberal studies and Honors College due to
provost in May.
Council of Deans discusses over the summer.

Universitywide Review of
aggregated student
learning outcomes data
informs strategic plan
and institutional budget
process.
Recommendations and
resources accompany
review.

UNIVERSITYWIDE REVIEW
Annual Academic Division Status Report
Student Affairs Status Report due to
Strategic Planning Office by August.
Presented to and reviewed by University
Planning Council in September.

Figure 2. A proposed model of institutional-level student outcomes assessment
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