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Introduction

This inaugural Survey of College &
University Chief Academic Officers

(CAOs) i1s the fourth in a series in which Inside Higher Ed has
solicited the views of senior campus leaders to deliver data and
insight about the key challenges confronting American colleges
and universities. Other surveys conducted in 2011 were of presi-
dents, chief business officers and admissions directors.

The questions posed in the Inside Higher Ed survey of chief
academic officers, summarized below and discussed in detail in
this report, address a pressing array of challenges that confront
CAQOs and their institutions:

* How do provosts/CAQs assess the aca-
demic health of their institutions?

» How do CAOs describe the recent fi-
nancial experience of their institutions?

* What impact have budget cuts had on
academic programs, campus services
and staff morale?

e What do provosts view as the most
pressing issues confronting campuses
over the next few years?

e What institutional strategies would
CAOs like to deploy at their campuses
if they could get support from other key
decision-makers?

* How do CAOs assess the investment in
information technology at their institu-
tions?

* How effective are institutions on a va-
riety of performance metrics?

» What is the status of “academic rigor”
at individual campuses and across high-
er education?

» How are campuses using standardized
measures to aid and improve critical
thinking and student outcomes?

The survey data offer new insights
about campus policies, practices and pri-
orities during (yet another) period marked
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by significant financial challenges.

The Inside Higher Ed Survey of
College and University Chief Academic
Officers was conducted in December
2011. An e-mail invitation with a hot-
link to an online questionnaire was
sent early in December to the provosts/
chief academic officers of 2,542 public,
private nonprofit, and for-profit two-
and four-year colleges and universities
across the U.S. A total of 1,081 pro-
vosts/chief academic officers completed
the survey by December 22. Responses
from private nonprofit associate col-
leges were few, so that sector is largely
excluded from this report. (Additional
information about the survey methodol-
ogy is presented in Appendix A.)




ACADEMIC HEALTH: “WE’RE GOOD!”

The survey began by asking CAOs to assess the academic health -- “the academic qual-
ity of education” -- at their institutions as of fall 2011. The public statements of aca-
demic leaders over the past three years about the impact of the economic downturn and
budget cuts on quality notwithstanding, almost three-fifths (57.9 percent) of the CAOs
who participated in the survey characterize the academic health of their campuses as
good, while another third (32.3 percent) report it to be excellent. As shown in Figure
1, these upbeat assessments are fairly consistent across all sectors and segments of
American higher education: the vast majority of CAOs in public, private, and for-prof-
it institutions characterize the quality of their academic programs as good or excellent.

Figure 1
CAO Assessments of the Academic Health of Their Campuses
(percentages)
100
= Good M Excellent

Al Public Public Public Public Private Private Private For
Institutions Unviw. Master's Bacc Assoc Uniw. Master's Bacc Profit

Table 1

Moreover, despite the continuing (and
very public) laments of many campus of-
ficials about the dire impact of budget cuts
on their institutions, more than two-thirds
(71.2 percent) of the surveyed CAQOs report
that the academic health of their campus
has improved either somewhat (55.3 per-
cent) or significantly (15.9 percent) since
fall 2008. In contrast, less than a tenth (8.9
percent) report any decline in academic
quality over the past three years, while a
fifth (20.0 percent) report that “academic
health” has “remained about the same”
during this period (Table 1).

Of special interest in Table 1 are
the similarities in the assessments of
CAOs at public and private nonprofit
institutions. Public institutions have had
a tougher time with budgets during the
downturn than have their private col-
lege counterparts. But provosts in both
sectors remain upbeat about the aca-
demic health of their institutions: 68.7
percent of CAOs in public institutions
report that academic program quality
has improved “somewhat” or “dramati-
cally” since fall 2008, compared to three-
fourths (74.3 percent) of the CAQOs at
independent institutions.

How Would You Characterize the Change in the Academic Health of Your Institution Over the Past Three Years?

(percentages)

All Public Public Public

Institutions |  Doctorate Master’s Bacc.
(N=1081) (N=79) (N=126) (N=45)

Public Private Private Private For-
Assoc. Doctorate Master’s Bacc. Profit
(N=375) (N=37) (N=150) (N=224) (N=31)

Since fall 2008, the academic health of my institution has

Declined dramatically 0.5 25 0.8 2.2
Declined somewhat 8.2 17.7 10.3 6.7
Remained about the same 20.2 12.7 246 26.7
Improved somewhat 55.3 50.6 55.6 48.9
Improved dramatically 15.9 16.5 8.7 15.6

0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
.7 8.1 8.0 54 6.5
211 16.2 11.3 24.6 12.9
54.4 51.4 62.7 57.1 48.8
16.5 24.3 18.0 13.0 32.3
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BUDGET CUTS: MAYBE NOT SO DIRE?

A fifth (20.7 percent) of the surveyed provosts report that budgets at their institu-
tions have “generally increased” since 2008; another fourth (26.4 percent) state
that while budgets have been flat, their campus “generally has not [been] affected
by budget cuts in recent years.” In contrast, just a seventh (14.7 percent) of the sur-
vey participants report that their campus has experienced “modest but continu-
ing budget cuts” affecting core academic programs in recent years while a similar
number (15.5 percent) report “significant and continuing budget cuts” since 2008.

Figure 2
How Would You Characterize Your Institution’s Experience With Budgets
for the Academic Core Over the Past Few Years?
(percentages)

100% ¢

920% |

= Budgets (total expendi-
tures) have generally
increased since fall 2008

80% |

70% | Generally flat budgets

but also not generally
affected by budget
cuts

60% |

50% |
7 Bl Following several years of
budget cuts, the current

| budget is flat or reflects
| a slight increase.
30% | | ] Modest but continuing
23.2

budget cuts in funding

20% | | for core academic
programs

10% |

17.0 Bl Significant and continuing

cuts in funding for core

0% ! academic programs

Public Private/Non-Profit For-Profit

Table 2

Yet as shown in Figure 2 and Table 2,
the aggregated data mask major differ-
ences across sectors. Just an eighth (11.8
percent) of the provosts at public cam-
puses report rising budgets for the past
three years, compared to a third for their
counterparts in private nonprofit institu-
tions (32.7 percent) and also for-profit
institutions (35.5 percent). Almost a fifth
of public institutions said they experi-
enced flat budgets, with little impact on
academic programs. In contrast, 7 in 10
CAOs at public colleges and universities
report budget cuts at their campuses in
the past three years; almost a fifth (17.0
percent) characterize the budget cuts as “sig-
nificant and continuing,” while a fourth
(23.2 percent) describe the budget reduc-
tions as “modest but continuing.”

The experience among private non-
profit colleges and universities has been
decidedly different: a third (32.7 percent)
experienced budget gains, while almost
two-fifths (37.4 percent) had flat bud-
gets that, they say, had little impact on
academic programs. By comparison, less
than a third (30.0 percent) experienced

How Would You Characterize Your Institution’s Experience With Budgets for the Academic Core Over the Past Few Years?

(percentages, by sector)

Public Public

Institutions| Doctorate | Master’s

Our budgets (total expenditures) have generally increased since 2008. 20.7 15.2 7.1
We've experienced generally flat budgets, but generally not affected by budget cuts. 26.4 7.6 15.9

After several years of continuing budget cuts, the budget for the current year is flat
(or reflects a very modest budget increase.) 227 228 27.8

Overall, we've suffered modest but continuing budget cuts in the core funding for our
academic programs. 14.7 317 31.0

Overall, we've suffered significant and continuing budget cuts in the core funding for
our academic programs. 15.5 228 18.3

Public

Public
Assoc.

Private For-
Bacc. Profit

Private Private
Doctorate | Master’s

Bacc.

20.0 11.7 46.0 36.0 21.7 355

17.8 216 432 327 40.6 35.5

17.8 19.5 0.0 4.7 2.7 3.2

2011-12 SURVEY OF COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY CHIEF ACADEMIC OFFICERS  INSIDE HIGHER ED 7



any budget cuts at all. However, half of

the CAOs at private institutions that did
experience budget reductions describe
the cuts as “significant and continuing.”

By sector, public doctoral institu-
tions were most likely to report con-
tinuing budget cuts, be they modest or
significant (53.5 percent); in contrast,

THE KEY CHALLENGES AHEAD

Provosts across all sectors and segments offered common assessments when it
came to identifying the major challenges confronting their institutions over the next
two-three years. As shown below in Table 3, “maintaining the quality of academic
programs” and “improving retention and degree completion” are the top concerns,

cited as “very important” by more than four-fifths of the survey participants.

While the numbers for “maintaining qual-
ity” were similar for provosts at public
and independent institutions (88.3 per-
cent public vs. 84.0 percent private), pro-
vosts at private nonprofit institutions were
slightly less likely than their public sector
counterparts to cite “improving retention
and degree completion” (89.8 percent
public vs. 76.2 percent private). These
differences on the priority assigned to re-

tention and degree completion probably
reflect the differences in actual retention
rates across sectors, as retention and de-
gree completion rates are generally high-
er at private nonprofit institutions than
in other sectors. Concern for the perfor-
mance of underprepared students ranks
third in the aggregated data on pressing
challenges presented in Table 3. How-
ever, as above, the data reflect differences

Table 3

almost half (46.0 percent) of private
doctoral universities experienced budget
gains during the economic downturn of
the past three years.

across sectors: the levels of concern are
consistently higher among public institu-
tions (and for-profits) than among private
nonprofit colleges and universities. Here
too, the differences can be explained by
the differences in the academic profile of
students across sectors, and also by recent
pressures from accreditors and govern-
ment agencies focused most heavily on
public and for-profit institutions.

Also of note in this section (see data
tables) are the numbers for “addressing
the rising demands for assessment from
accreditors.” CAOs at public and indepen-
dent doctoral institutions appear far less
concerned about the pressures for assess-
ment from accreditors than are their
counterparts in other types of institutions.

Top Five Issues/Challenges Confronting My Campus Over the Next Two-Three Years
(percentage responding 6/7; scale 1=not important, 7=very important)

Maintaining the quality of academic programs
Improving retention and degree completion

Improving the academic performance of underprepared students

Supporting/nurturing junior faculty

Addressing budget shortfalls that affect academic programs and services

Institutions| Doctorate | Master’s

83.3 83.5 88.9
84.4 747 89.7
70.9 50.6 74.6
64.8 73.4 73.0
63.0 65.8 84.1

IF ONLY | COULD

Presidents, provosts, and other senior campus officials often lament that political issues and
campus pressures severely limit their options when institutions confront serious financial
challenges. To address this issue, /nside Higher Ed’s winter 2011 Presidential Perspectives
survey and the current survey of provosts asked participants to rate a “wish list” of “politi-
cally difficult” strategies. Among presidents, the top four “politically difficult” strategies

Private For-
Bacc. Profit

Private
Doctorate | Master’s

88.9 89.1 88.9 773 87.1 77.4
84.4 936  66.7 78.0 75.4 92.9
80.0 89.1 36.1 52.7 61.2 74.2
60.0 58.1 86.1 63.3 68.8 51.6
62.2 755 389 49.3 48.2 25.8

focused on personnel issues: outsourcing
institutional services, retirement policies,
tenure policy, and increased teaching loads.

This survey offered CAOs an expand-
ed list of such options, and revealed them
to be open to some strategies and decid-
edly uninterested in others. For example,
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at least 40 percent of respondents said
that, if they could get buy-in from other
key decision makers on their campuses,
they would be “very likely” to dismiss
underperforming professors (including
tenured ones), cut underperforming aca-
demic programs, increase collaboration
with other colleges and universities, and
develop/expand online programs.

Fewer than 1 in 10, by comparison, said

they would increase the use of part-time fac-
ulty members, outsource instructional ser-
vices, or make significant cuts to the athletic
budget at their institutions. And just a seventh
(13.5 percent) said they would be “very like-
ly” to increase teaching loads for full-time
faculty, although the figures were higher at
public institutions (21.5 percent at doctoral
universities and 18 percent at baccalaureate
and community colleges) than at private ones

Table 4

(5.4 percent at doctoral institutions and 8 per-
cent at baccalaureate colleges).

(A caveat about the findings: Some
institutions have already adopted these
strategies, and some of the options will be
largely or wholly irrelevant for some types
of colleges and universities—cutting ath-
letics programs at for-profit colleges, for
instance, or changing tenure policies at in-
stitutions that do not award tenure.)

Institutional Strategies that CAOs Would Like to Deploy at their Campuses
(percentage of CAOs reporting very likely: scale 1=not likely; 7=very likely; scale score of 6/7)

Public

Private
Bacc.

Private
Master’s

Private

Assoc. | Doctoral

Dismissing poorly performing faculty, including tenured faculty 55.8 54.4 59.5
Funding programs based on the alignment with our mission 50.8 65.8 59.5
Cutting underperforming academic programs 48.0 64.6 58.7
Developing/expanding online programs 46.7 59.5 51.6
Increasing collaboration with other colleges and universities 43.5 31.6 46.0
Altering the institutional tenure policy 22.8 24.4 317
Mandating the retirement of older faculty 19.5 22.8 14.3
Increasing teaching loads for full-time faculty 13.5 215 11.9
Increasing the use of part-time faculty 9.9 6.3 9.5
Making significant cuts to the budgets for athletic programs 9.8 8.9 135
Narrowing/shifting the college’s mission 8.8 13.9 1.9
Outsourcing instructional services 3.1 2.5 3.2

DOES TECHNOLOGY MAKE A DIFFERENCE?

Inside Higher Ed’s previous survey of presidents and the current survey of CAOs
provide a rare opportunity to see how senior campus officials across all sectors assess
the effectiveness of the significant investments their institutions continue to make in
a wide array of information technology resources and services to support instruction,
online programs, libraries, campus services, research, and institutional management.

The Presidental Prespectives survey,
released by Inside Higher Ed in March
2011, revealed that college and univer-
sity presidents seemed to be “ambivalent
captives” to the resources their campuses
invest in information technology: the ma-

jority of presidents did not assess campus
IT investments as being “very effective.”

The current CAO survey reveals simi-
lar, somewhat ambivalent assessments of
the effectiveness of IT investments. As
with presidents, the investments in IT to

57.8 60.8 378 533 48.7 54.9
46.7 51.5 488 427 46.4 38.7
51.1 50.4 486  48.0 34.4 29.0
46.7 45.1 514  56.0 34.4 48.8
46.7 53.6 37.8 327 37.8 38.7
33.3 24.8 297 173 17.4 14.3
17.8 15.7 162  28.0 25.9 3.2
17.8 17.9 5.4 9.3 8.0 14.3
15.6 12.0 2.7 6.7 9.8 71
1.1 10.4 5.4 1.3 71 0.0
8.9 1.7 5.4 4.0 4.9 6.5
22 5.3 0.0 2.7 1.3 0.0

support the library ranked first, followed
by on-campus teaching and instruction
(ranked third by presidents), online educa-
tion efforts (ranked fourth by presidents),
and academic support services (ranked
seventh by presidents). As shown in Table
6, provosts as a group were slightly more
likely than presidents to assess campus IT
investment supporting academic programs
and student resources as “very effective.”
In contrast, more presidents than provosts
deemed the IT investment in administra-
tive systems/operations and data analysis/
analytics to be “very effective.”

2011-12 SURVEY OF COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY CHIEF ACADEMIC OFFICERS

INSIDE HIGHERED 9



Table 5

Rating the Effectiveness of Campus Investments in Information Technology
(percentage of CAOs answering 6/7; scale 1=not effective, 7=very effective)

Library resources and services

On-campus teaching and instruction
Online/distance education courses & programs
Academic support services

Student resources and services

Research and scholarship

Administrative information systems and operations
Data analysis and managerial analytics

All

Institutions| Doctorate | Master’s

58.8 57.0 51.6
50.0 418 47.6
424 45.6 42.1
36.9 35.4 325
355 418 317
22.3 45.6 28.6
334 31.6 30.2
28.6 329 29.4
Table 6

Public
Bacc.

Public
Assoc.

Private For-
Bacc. Profit

Private Private
Doctorate | Master’s

60.0 64.3 64.9 58.7 50.0 774
55.6 62.9 37.8 39.3 415 452
40.0 57.9 27.0 327 21.0 67.7
37.8 432 432 32.0 29.5 516
37.8 36.3 514 333 31.3 54.8
22.2 10.4 324 24.7 28.6 19.4
33.3 36.5 35.1 31.3 313 355
26.7 33.0 24.3 26.0 21.4 355

Provosts vs. Presidents on the Effectiveness of Campus Investments in Information Technology

(percentage reporting 6/7; scale 1=not effective, 7=very effective)

Provosts/CAOs Presidents Provosts/CAOs

Library resources and services

On-campus teaching and instruction
Online/distance education courses & programs
Academic support services

58.8 51.0 Student resources and services 355 337
50.0 455 Research and scholarship 22.3 21.4
42.4 453 Administrative information systems and operations 334 48.0
36.9 36.6 Data analysis and managerial analytics 28.6 418

WHAT WE DO WELL

In recent years, campus officials have faced increased pressures to document student
learning and the impact of the college experience. The economic downturn that began
in 2008 has also focused new attention on employment issues as recent college gradu-
ates confront a difficult job market and employers in many sectors lament that many
graduates are not adequately prepared for the challenges of a changing labor market.

As shown in Table 7, two-thirds of
provosts (66.3 percent) believe that their
institutions really do provide a “very effec-
tive” undergraduate experience. However,
the numbers for “very effective” are lower
on other key metrics: only half view their
campuses as “very effective” in preparing
students for future employment (50.0 per-
cent) and recruiting/retaining talented fac-
ulty (48.7 percent); just two-fifths view as
“very effective” their support services and
their campus’s role in preparing students to

be effective citizens; and only a third assess
their institutions as “very effective” in iden-
tifying and assessing student outcomes,
ensuring the professional development of
junior faculty, and using data to aid and in-
form campus decision-making. Also in the
context of the public conversations about
college prices, just a fourth (24.9 percent)
of the CAOs (and only 20.0 percent of
CAQ:s in private nonprofit institutions) see
their campuses as being “very effective” in
“controlling the rising costs of college.”

There are some notable differences
among sectors. For example, for-profit
CAOs have more confidence in their insti-
tutions’ ability to train students for jobs than
do those at nonprofit institutions. Within
nonprofit higher education, CAQOs in public
master’s institutions are less likely than their
peers in other sectors to view their campus-
es as very effective in preparing students
for future employment, while far more
provosts in private universities view their
campuses as very effective than their peers
in recruiting and retaining talented faculty.

Presidents and provosts offer similar
assessments about what their institutions
do well — and could do better. As shown
in Table 8, roughly equal proportions of
presidents and provosts view their institu-
tions as “very effective” in offering a qual-
ity undergraduate education (66.3 percent

10 INSIDE HIGHER ED
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Table 7

CAO Perspectives on the Effectiveness of Their Institutions
(percentage of CAOs reporting 6/7; scale 1=not effective, 7=very effective)

Providing a quality undergraduate education 66.3 50.6 62.7 622 677 67.6 685 705 61.3
Preparing students for future employment 50.0 43.0 29.4 534 549 51.4 523 496 74.2
Recruiting/retaining talented faculty 48.7 443 42.1 555 453 78.4 463 545 419
Offering support services for undergraduates (advising, etc.) 434 29.3 317 489 392 48.6 523 504 64.5
Preparing students to be active and engaged citizens 40.2 38.0 35.7 515 291 56.8 50.3 513 25.8
Identifying and assessing student outcomes 329 27.8 31.0 444 341 324 289 304 54.8
Ensuring the professional development of junior faculty 322 329 26.2 378 299 432 302 397 226
Using data to aid and inform campus decision-making 30.9 39.2 29.4 422 280 35.1 289 29.0 58.1
Controlling the rising costs of college paid by students and their families 24.9 215 23.8 289 317 135 181 219 16.1
Table 8

CAOs vs. Presidents on the Effectiveness of Their Institutions
(percentage of CAOs and presidents reporting 6/7; scale 1=not effective, 7=very effective)

Providing a quality undergraduate education
Preparing students for future employment
Recruiting/retaining talented faculty

for CAOs; 69.7 percent for presidents),
preparing students for future employment
(50.0 vs. 56.5 percent), recruiting/retain-
ing talented faculty (48.7 vs. 45.4 percent)

66.3 69.7 Offering support services for undergraduates (advising, etc.) 434 40.8
50.0 56.5 Ensuring the professional development of junior faculty 32.2 24.3
48.7 454 Using data to aid and inform campus decision-making 30.9 35.9

and on other metrics that appeared on both
the current CAO and earlier Presidential
Perspectives surveys. As a group, provosts
are somewhat more likely than presidents

THE QUEST FOR ACADEMIC RIGOR

Despite the very public criticism from the book Academically Adrift that “academic
rigor” has declined in recent years (a perspective embraced by many faculty, employ-
ers, and elected officials), the CAO survey reveals that provosts view rigor as alive and
well at their own institutions, but endangered elsewhere in higher education. More
than four-fifths (83.5 percent) of survey participants disagree that “academic rigor has
fallen at my campus in recent years;” the level of disagreement is very high across
all sectors (Figure 3). However, while CAOs report that their campus is maintaining
high standards, almost three-fourths (72.0 percent) agree that academic rigor issues
“pose real problems elsewhere in higher education.” Provosts at private nonprofit
institutions are more likely than their public sector counterparts to agree that rigor
poses a major challenge elsewhere: 77.2 percent for independent campus CAQOs vs.
68.5 percent for public campus CAQOs. Similarly, less than a third of the surveyed

to view their campuses as doing well when
it comes to ensuring the professional de-
velopment of junior faculty (32.2 percent
for CAOs vs. 24.3 percent for presidents).

CAOs (29.5 percent) concede that grade
inflation is a serious problem at their in-
stitutions, yet two-thirds (65.2 percent)
agree that grade inflation is a major con-
cern across higher education (Table 9).
The survey data also reveal that the
vast majority of CAOs believe “student
learning suffers because students do not
spend enough time studying” (83.4 per-
cent), while a significant majority report
“cheating has gotten worse in recent
years” (69.4 percent) and that “students
shy away from courses and programs per-
ceived to be difficult” (66.3 percent).

2011-12 SURVEY OF COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY CHIEF ACADEMIC OFFICERS  INSIDE HIGHER ED 11



Table 9

CAO Perspectives on Academic Rigor and Grade Inflation

(percentage of CAOs who agree/strongly agree, December 2011)

All
Doctorate | Master’s

Institutions

Private
Bacc.

Private Private
Doctorate | Master’s

Academic rigor has fallen at my campus in recent years. 16.5 15.2 19.1
While my campus is doing well on rigor and quality issues, these issues pose real

problems elsewhere in American higher education. 72.0 68.4 69.8
Academic rigor is hard to maintain because of a desire to keep students happy. 38.7 36.7 32.6
Our general education requirements promote academic rigor. 70.4 68.3 70.7
Students shy away from courses and programs perceived to be difficult. 66.3 55.7 70.4
Student learning suffers because students do not spend enough out-of class time studying 83.4 75.9 88.1
Grade inflation is a serious problem at my institution. 29.5 26.6 27.0
Grade inflation is a serious problem across higher education. 65.2 55.7 57.1
Cheating (plagiarism; cheating on tests) has become much worse in the past five years. 67.4 69.5 65.4
Despite our best efforts, my campus is not able to do much to stem cheating by students. 219 21.6 29.4

Figure 3

CAO Perspectives on Academic Rigor and Grade Inflation
(percentage of CAOs who agree/strongly agree, December 2011)

820

70

60

50

40

30

10

Academic Rigor Has
Fallen at My Campus
in Recent Years

Grade Inflation is a
Serious Problem
Across Higher
Education

Grade Inflation is a
Serious Problem
at My Institution

While My Campus Is
Doing Well, Academic
Rigor Poses Real
Problems Elsewhere in
Higher Ed

THE RISING ROLE OF ASSESSMENT

In the three decades since the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools became
the firstofthe major regional accrediting associations to mandate that collegesand uni-
versities assess “student outcomes,” the push for assessment and outcomes has gath-
ered steam, as state agencies and the federal government have embraced it. Campuses
across all sectors have had to address the issue of defining student outcomes for their
institutions, and then identify the appropriate metrics for measuring these outcomes.

Many colleges and universities have turned to standardized tests and surveys to ad-

17.8 16.0 16.2 17.3 15.1 12.9
66.3 68.3 78.2 78.7 76.4 70.9
26.7 35.4 29.7 48.0 46.0 355
82.2 88.0 83.8 79.4 68.3 83.9
68.9 75.0 432 58.7 61.2 517
86.7 87.5 62.2 82.7 82.6 61.3
28.9 234 45.9 39.3 344 19.3
57.8 59.9 86.5 72.0 74.1 67.7
55.5 7.4 62.2 65.3 62.9 64.5
15.5 232 27.0 20.6 18.8 9.7

dress outcomes assessment. Three-fourths
(73.0 percent) of the CAOs participating
in this survey report that their institution is
using one or more of a set of standardized
measures (Table 10) for student assess-
ment and outcomes initiatives: the num-
bers are highest among public and private
master’s institutions (public: 88.7 percent;
private: 85.8 percent) and private baccalau-
reate campuses (84.2 percent) and lowest
among public community colleges (57.6
percent), private nonprofit universities
(58.3 percent), and for-profit institutions
(35.5 percent).

As shown in Figure 4 and Table 10,
the most widely used measures are the
National Survey of Student Engagement/
Community College Survey of Student
Engagement, followed (at a distance) by
the ETS Major Field Tests and then other
instruments. (Many colleges use more than
one such measure.)

What factors are important in the cam-
pus decision to deploy an assessment instru-
ment? Two-thirds of the CAQOs report that
the most important factor for using stan-
dardized tests for assessments and outcome
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activities is to use “the data to improve aca-
demic programs” (65.9 percent), followed
by using the data to improve student servic-
es (56.4 percent). Over half (52.3 percent)

acknowledge that “addressing the mandates
of accrediting agencies” plays a very impor-
tant role in deployment decisions, while less
than two-fifths cite mandates from state or

Figure 4

Using Standardized Tests and Surveys for Assessment and Outcomes
(percentages, December 2011)
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PROVOSTS HAVE OPINIONS

The closing section of the CAQ survey covered a wide range of academic and pol-
icy issues, and provided an opportunity for survey participants to express opinions
on an array of current issues confronting academe.

Just two-fifths (43.0 percent) of
CAOs report that their faculty members
“are realistic about the financial chal-
lenges” confronting their institutions;
half (49 percent) agree that financial
pressures have made their “faculty will-
ing to explore options to innovate in
ways that would not have been possible
under other circumstances.”

Very few provosts (just 11.3 percent)
agree that “budget cuts have done major
damage to the quality of academic pro-
grams at their campuses;” only a fifth

(18.1 percent) agree that budget cuts have
harmed the quality of student support
services, but more than a quarter (27.3 per-
cent) agree that budget cuts have done “major
damage to the quality of campus opera-
tions and support services.” And echo-
ing the assessments of CFOs surveyed
by Inside Higher Ed in July 2011, more
than half (55.8 percent) of CAOs agree
that budget cuts have done major damage
to staff morale (compared to 65.8 percent
for CFOs). And somewhat at odds with
the assessments of CFOs, about half as

federal agencies as a very important factor
in deployment decisions.

Almost three-fourths (72.0 percent)
of CAOs report that their institution
makes “effective use of the data” from
standardized tests. This number con-
trasts sharply with less than a third (30.9
percent) of the CAOs who report that
their campuses are very effective in “us-
ing data to aid and inform campus deci-
sion-making.” The large gap in these two
numbers may reflect the very targeted use
of standardized testing for assessment
and outcomes, which is also strongly
linked to accreditation mandates. The
lower number for “using data to aid and
inform campus decision-making” is
probably linked to the use of institutional
data about academic programs and cam-
pus policy provided by campus adminis-
trative information systems.

many CAQOs (21.6 percent) as CFOs (38.4
percent) agree that their “institution can
make additional and significant spending
cuts without hurting quality” (Figure 5).
The survey data also reveal that the
majority of CAOs view accreditation as a
good thing for their institutions: two-thirds
(69.2 percent) agree that “regional accredi-
tation makes a significant contribution to
the quality of academic programs,” while
three-fourths (76.4 percent) offer a simi-
lar, affirmative assessment about the ben-
efits of specialized accreditation. However,
CAQOs at public doctoral universities are
less enthusiastic about the benefits of re-
gional accreditation than are most of their
peers: just over a third (35.9 percent) af -
firm the value of regional accreditation, al -
though 58.2 percent acknowledge the role
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Table 10
Using Standardized Tests and Surveys for Assessment and Outcomes Initiatives

(percentages, December 2011)

Public Public

Master’s

Public
Bacc.

Public
Assoc.

Private For-
Bacc. Profit

Private
Master’s

Private
Doctorate

Institutions| Doctorate

My campus has adopted one or more standardized tests to do student 73.0 82.1 88.7 778 57.6 58.3 85.8 84.2 355
assessment and institutional outcomes.

Which assessment/outcomes measures/test are you now using?

National Survey of Student Engagement/Comm. College Survey of Student Engagement 59.1 69.6 73.0 64.4 44.8 56.8 747 67.7 19.4
ETS Major Field Tests 239 114 46.8 35.6 4.0 10.8 39.3 413 3.2
Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA) 19.2 46.8 42.9 28.9 2.7 10.8 233 24.4 0.0
Collegiate Assessment of Academic Proficiency (CAAP) 15.8 12.7 214 17.8 18.9 5.4 14.7 12.1 3.2
ETS Proficiency Profile for General Education 8.9 8.9 129 17.8 35 10.8 9.3 13.0 129
College Senior Survey (UCLA/Higher Ed Res. Inst.) 6.8 6.3 6.3 0.0 0.3 5.4 18.0 135 0.0
Other 15.6 8.9 12.7 6.7 18.4 8.1 12.0 19.7 16.1

What factors were important in the decision to deploy standardized assessment instruments?
(percentage answering 6/7; scale: 1=not important, 7:very important)

Using the data to improve academic programs 65.9 43.1 67.3 82.4 64.9 76.2 713 65.8 72.2
Using the data to improve student services 56.4 431 49.1 80.0 63.3 68.2 535 54.0 54.5
Addressing the mandates of accrediting agencies 52.3 43.8 60.7 55.9 55.9 333 50.4 48.9 63.6
Addressing the mandates of state or federal agencies 39.6 422 53.5 455 52.0 19.0 26.6 27.0 36.4

Does your institution make effective use of the data you receive from these tests? 72.0 69.8 64.9 765 68.8 72.7 775 755 81.8
(percentage reporting yes)

of specialized accreditation in contributing
to the quality of academic programs. Yet
even as they endorse accreditation, two-
thirds (64.5 percent) of the CAOs agree
that “as part of the movement to assess
value added, accrediting agencies have is-
sued mandates without offering useful or
viable methodologies to do so.”

By large margins (71.2 percent),
CAOs agree that financial concerns
dominate campus discussions about
beginning new academic programs.
Also by large margins they disagree
that unions “have benefited institutions
and campuses ” (84.7 percent disagree)
and that their campuses make too many
decisions mindful of the U.S. News &
World Report college rankings (92.3
percent disagree). One notable excep-
tion regarding the U.S. News rankings

occurs among private nonprofit univer-
sities; more than a fourth (27.0) of the
CAQOs in this sector agree that the U.S.

News rankings often influence campus
decisions, compared to less than a tenth
(7.7 percent) across other sectors.

Figure 5

CAOs and CFOs Assess the Impact of Budget Cuts
(percentage who agree/strongly agree, December 2011)
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Table 11

CAO Perspectives on Key Campus Issues
(percentage who agree/strongly agree)

BUDGET ISSUES

Faculty are realistic about the financial challenges confronting my institution. 43.0 45.6 31.0 40.0 44.0 40.5 37.3 50.0 54.8
Financial pressures have made our faculty willing to explore options to innovate in ways

that would not have been possible under other circumstances. 49.1 60.8 19.0 48.9 50.4 405 427 46.4 51.6
Budget cuts initiated by my institution in the past three years have done major damage to

the quality of our academic programs. 11.3 11.6 12.7 133 134 135 11.3 6.3 9.7
Budget cuts initiated by my institution in the past three years have done major damage to

the quality of our student academic support services (advising, tutoring, etc.). 18.1 16.5 19.9 17.8 28.7 5.4 8.1 9.0 9.7
Budget cuts initiated by my institution in the past three years have done major damage to

the quality of campus operations and support services. 273 418 34.2 244 359 10.8 15.3 17.2 12.9
Budget cuts initiated by my institution in the past three years have done major damage to staff morale. ~ 55.8 62.0 68.8 62.2 65.6 29.7 41.6 45.7 33.5
My office is unfairly blamed for the cuts in academic programs and services. 18.6 28.2 24.0 17.7 20.7 8.1 16.1 145 9.7
My institution can make additional and significant spending cuts without hurting quality. 21.6 19.0 17.6 8.9 24.2 27.0 26.0 17.6 29.0

TENURE ISSUES
Junior faculty today confront rising standards for tenure -- standards that many of their

senior colleagues could not have met when they were up for tenure. 52.5 70.9 72.2 55.5 33.0 64.8 63.3 58.6 345
Tenure remains important and viable at my institution. 68.7 98.8 92.8 88.9 52.2 88.9 77.3 70.4 0.0
It has become easier for faculty at my campus to win tenure based on their research even

if they are known to be ineffective teachers. 9.2 12.7 12.0 22.2 9.2 16.7 6.7 3.7 16.6
As provost | generally defer to the tenure recommendations of academic units even if |

might disagree with recommendations to award or deny tenure. 298 270 35.8 273 25.1 40.0 36.5 320 10.7
When faced with a conflict between academic and financial administrators our

president/CEO regularly sides with academic administrators. 62.7 715 69.8 79.1 58.4 80.0 55.4 62.8 51.6
THE COMPLETION AGENDA

The “completion agenda” has focused needed attention on retention and graduation rates

in higher education. 89.7 97.4 92.8 88.8 91.3 83.3 84.2 82.4 96.8
The “completion agenda” has discouraged my institution from focusing on at-risk students. 9.1 9.0 11.2 133 9.8 5.6 6.8 8.6 6.5
The “completion agenda” has shifted too much attention to short-term training as opposed

to programs that provide broad and lasting learning outcomes. 346 234 334 333 375 36.1 323 374 29.9
Greater transparency in campus decision-making will result in better decisions that affect

academic planning and policy. 88.2 86.1 86.4 95.6 87.6 89.2 87.9 90.5 90.3
ACCREDITATION

Regional accreditation makes a significant contribution to the quality of our academic programs. 69.2 35.9 704 68.9 76.2 45.2 75.2 67.8 70.0
Specialized accreditation makes a significant contribution to the quality of our

academic programs. 76.4 58.2 79.2 76.8 84.7 55.5 81.2 77.9 80.7
As part of the movement to assess value-added, accrediting agencies have issued mandates

without offering useful or viable methodologies to do so. 645 709 742 60.5  66.0 59.5 63.6 588 516

OTHER ISSUES
Financial concerns (revenue, market opportunities, profit, etc.) dominate our discussions

about launching new academic programs. 71.2 64.2 73.0 77.8 73.3 62.2 73.7 70.4 64.6
In general faculty unions have served to benefit both campuses and students. 154 4.0 19.8 11.0 211 29 9.0 15.3 133
Too many teaching institutions now emphasize faculty research. 415 50.0 325 47.8 458 40.5 34.2 37.7 51.7
My institution makes too many decisions mindful of our standing in the U.S. News rankings. 7.7 14.1 8.1 11.6 2.0 27.0 8.1 11.7 0.0
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THE 2011-12 INSIDE HIGHER ED SURVEY OF COLLEGE & UNIVERSITY CHIEF ACADEMIC OFFICERS: DATA TABLES

ALL INSTITUTIONS BY SECTOR PUBLIC PRIVATE NONPROFIT

All Private For-
Institutions ~ Public ~ Nonprofit  Profit Doctoral Master’s Bacc Assoc Doctoral Master’s Bacc Assoc

Number of institutions 1081 625 425 31 79 126 45 375 37 150 224 14

1. How would you assess the “academic health” of your institution — the academic quality of the education your institution provides — as of fall 2011?

F (failing) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 00 00 0.0
D (poor) 0.8 11 0.5 0.0 2.5 0.0 00 13 0.0 00 09 00
C (fair) 9.0 8.5 9.2 16.1 51 119 114 78 5.6 87 103 7.1
B (good) 57.9 59.2 56.5 48.4 557 587 523 610 444 627 534 714
A (excellent) 323 311 33.8 35.5 36.7 294 364 300 500 287 354 214

2. How would you characterize the academic health of your institution over the past three years — from fall 2008 (and the beginning of the economic downturn) compared to fall 2011?
The academic health of my campus since fall 2008 has:

Declined dramatically 0.5 0.8 0.0 0.0 25 0.8 22 03 0.0 00 00 00
Declined somewhat 8.3 9.4 6.8 6.5 177 103 67 77 8.1 80 54 143
Remained about the same 20.0 211 188 12.9 127 246 267 211 162 113 246 143
Improved somewhat 55.3 53.8 58.1 48.4 50.6 556 489 544 514 627 57.1 429
Improved dramatically 15.9 149  16.2 323 16.5 87 156 165 243 18.0 13.0 286

3. Many institutions have experienced significant budget cuts since 2008. How would you characterize your institution’s experience with budgets for
the academic core over past few years?

Our budgets (total expenditures) have generally increased since fall 2008. 20.7 11.8 32.7 355 15.2 71 200 117 46.0 36.0 27.7 429
We've experienced generally flat budgets,

but generally not affected by budget cuts. 26.4 18.4 374 355 7.6 159 178 216 432 327 406 214
After several years of continuing budget cuts, the budget for

the current year is flat (or reflects a very modest budget increase). 22.7 29.6 125 22.6 228 2718 289 317 2.7 113 147 143
Overall, we've suffered modest but continuing budget cuts in

the core funding for academic programs. 14.7 23.2 3.1 3.2 317 310 178 195 0.0 47 27 00
Overall, we've suffered significant and continuing budget cuts

in funding our core academic programs. 155 17.0 14.4 3.2 228 183 156 155 8.1 153 143 214

4. How would you rate the importance of the following issues/challenges confronting your institution over the next two—three years? Percent very important (scale 6/7)

Addressing budget shortfalls that affect academic programs and services 63.0 75.0 479 25.8 658 841 622 755 389 493 482 50.0
Expanding our online education programs 43.1 46.6 37.3 54.8 532 516 356 4438 444 440 304 57.1
Reducing our reliance on adjunct faculty 20.6 22.7 18.2 12.9 127 270 222 235 194 160 183 357
Maintaining the quality of academic programs 86.3 88.3 84.0 77.4 835 889 889 89.1 889 77.3 87.1 929
Supporting/nurturing junior faculty 64.8 63.2 68.2 51.6 734 730 600 58.1 86.1 63.3 68.8 64.3
Addressing the rising demands for assessment from accreditors 62.8 63.5 61.3 67.7 291 571 711 720 36.1 64.7 621 786
Addressing the rising demands for assessment from

state and federal agencies 55.2 61.4 45.8 58.1 304 532 600 709 250 46.0 469 786
Strengthening academic rigor 53.3 52.0 54.7 61.3 41.8 55.6 55.6 525 44.4 553 549 714
Improving retention and degree completion 84.4 89.8 76.2 87.1 747  89.7 844 93.6 66.7 780 754 929
Improving the academic performance of underprepared students 70.9 80.6 56.4 74.2 50.6 746 80.0 89.1 36.1 527 612 714
Recruiting better students (higher GPAs) 28.5 24.5 34.9 22.6 481 381 40.0 131 444 313 353 429
Revamping our curriculum through course redesign 34.6 36.5 31.4 41.9 36.7 437 422 333 278 287 335 357
Re—envisioning the role of our faculty in teaching and instruction 35.9 38.2 32.5 35.5 354 437 333 376 306 327 313 57.1
Making sure that our academic offerings prepare students for jobs 55.2 61.6 43.2 90.3 329 429 46.7 757 278 453 420 786
Assuring that our programs prepare students to become engaged citizens 59.1 58.6 60.4 51.6 544 579 57.8 59.7 639 540 621 929
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THE 2011-12 INSIDE HIGHER ED SURVEY OF COLLEGE & UNIVERSITY CHIEF ACADEMIC OFFICERS: DATA TABLES

ALL INSTITUTIONS BY SECTOR PUBLIC PRIVATE NONPROFIT

All Private For-
Institutions ~ Public ~ Nonprofit  Profit Doctoral Master’s Bacc Assoc Doctoral Master’s Bacc

5. During periods of financial difficulty, senior academic officers sometimes lament that there are strategies they would employ if they could get buy—in
from other key decision—-makers on campus. Which of the following practices would you use if you could? Percent likely to use (6/7)

Cutting underperforming academic programs 48.0 53.9 40.7 29.0 646 587 511 504 48.6 48.0 344 429
Dismissing poorly performing faculty, incl. tenured faculty 55.8 59.5 50.4 54.8 544 595 57.8 60.8 378 533 487 78.6
Altering your institution’s tenure policy 22.8 26.7 18.4 6.5 241 317 333 248 29.7 173 174 143
Mandating the retirement of older faculty 19.5 16.5 25.2 3.2 228 143 178 15.7 16.2 280 259 7.1
Increasing teaching loads for full-time faculty 135 17.1 8.5 9.7 215 119 178 179 5.4 93 80 143
Funding programs based on the alignment with our mission 50.8 54.6 46.1 38.7 658 595 46.7 515 48.6 427 464 T1.4
Increasing the use of part-time faculty 9.9 11.0 8.0 12.9 6.3 95 156 120 2.7 67 98 7.1
Outsourcing of instructional services 3.1 4.3 1.6 0.0 2.5 3.2 22 53 0.0 27 13 00
Increasing collaboration with other colleges and universities 435 48.8 36.0 38.7 316 46.0 46.7 53.6 378 327 379 357
Narrowing or shifting the college’s mission 8.8 11.8 4.5 6.5 139 119 89 117 5.4 40 49 00
Developing/expanding online programs 46.7 48.3 44.2 48.4 595 516 46.7 45.1 514 56.0 344 57.1
Making significant cuts to the budget for athletic programs 9.8 10.9 8.9 0.0 8.9 135 111 104 5.4 113 71 214

6. Over the past two decades, institutions have made significant investments in information technology to enhance instruction and scholarship and to improve services and administrative
operations. How would you rate the effectiveness of your institution’s investment in technology resources and services on the following issues?Percent very effective (scale 6/7)

On—campus teaching and instruction 50.0 56.6 40.7 45.2 418 476 55.6 629 378 39.3 415 50.0
Online/distance courses and programs 424 51.8 26.6 67.7 456 421 400 579 270 327 21.0 50.0
Library resources and services 58.5 60.5 54.1 77.4 570 516 60.0 64.3 649 587 50.0 429
Academic support services 36.9 39.7 31.8 51.6 354 325 378 432 432 320 295 357
Student resources and services 35.5 36.2 33.2 54.8 418 317 378 36.3 514 333 313 143
Research and scholarship 22.3 19.4 26.8 19.4 456 286 222 104 324 247 286 7.1
Administrative information systems and operations 33.4 34.4 31.8 35.5 316 302 333 36.5 351 313 313 357
Data analysis and managerial analytics 28.6 32.0 23.1 35.5 32.9 294  26.7 333 24.3 260 214 143

7. How effective (or ineffective) is your institution in the following areas? Percent very effective (scale 6/7)

Using data to aid and inform campus decision-making 30.9 30.7 29.2 58.1 39.2 294 422 28.0 351 289 29.0 214
Providing a quality undergraduate education 66.3 64.2 69.8 61.3 506 627 622 67.7 676 685 705 78.6
Offering support services for undergraduates (advising, etc.) 43.4 37.1 51.2 64.5 29.1 317 489 392 486 523 504 57.1
Preparing students for future employment 50.0 48.2 50.9 74.2 430 294 533 549 51.4 523 496 57.1
|dentifying and assessing student outcomes 32.9 33.4 30.4 54.8 278 310 444 341 324 289 304 429
Recruiting/retaining talented faculty 48.7 453 54.2 41.9 443 421 556 453 784 463 545 714
Ensuring the professional development of junior faculty 32.2 30.1 36.1 22.6 329 262 378 299 432 302 39.7 214
Controlling the rising costs of college paid by students and their families ~ 24.9 28.6 20.0 16.1 215 238 289 317 135 181 219 286
Preparing students to be active and engaged citizens 40.2 33.1 51.7 25.8 380 357 511 291 56.8 503 513 57.1

8. A growing number of critics, both on campus and off, have charged that the “academic rigor” of individual courses and degree programs
has declined dramatically in the past decade. What is your view on the academic rigor issues listed below?

Academic rigor has fallen at my campus in recent years.

Strongly disagree 27.4 250  30.6 32.3 304 230 311 237 405 247 321 429
Disagree 56.1 584 527 54.8 544 579 511 603 432 580 527 21.4
Agree 15.8 160 158 12.9 127 191 156 157 16.2 16.0 143 357
Strongly agree 0.7 0.6 0.9 0.0 25 0.0 22 03 0.0 13 09 00
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THE 2011-12 INSIDE HIGHER ED SURVEY OF COLLEGE & UNIVERSITY CHIEF ACADEMIC OFFICERS: DATA TABLES

ALL INSTITUTIONS BY SECTOR PUBLIC PRIVATE NONPROFIT

All Private For-
Institutions ~ Public ~ Nonprofit  Profit Doctoral Master’s Bacc Assoc Doctoral Master’s Bacc Assoc

While my campus is doing well on rigor and quality issues, these issues pose real problems elsewhere in American higher education.

Strongly disagree 14 1.6 0.9 3.2 0.0 3.2 44 11 0.0 07 13 00
Disagree 26.6 29.9 21.9 25.8 317 27.0 289 307 21.6 20.7 223 28.6
Agree 61.0 58.4 65.2 54.8 59.5 58.7 533 58.7 75.7 68.0 62.1 57.1
Strongly agree 11.0 10.1 12.0 16.1 8.9 111 133 9.6 2.7 10.7 143 143
Academic rigor is hard to maintain because of a desire to keep students happy.

Strongly disagree 141 14.7 12.9 16.1 152 119 178 152 162 133 121 143
Disagree 47.3 50.9 419 48.4 48.1 55.6 55.6 49.3 54.1 38.7 42.0 429
Agree 35.6 32.2 41.4 25.8 342 318 26.7 325 243 433 429 429
Strongly agree 31 2.2 3.8 9.7 25 0.8 0.0 29 5.4 47 31 00
Grade inflation is a serious problem at my institution.

Strongly disagree 13.9 15.8 111 12.9 152 143 178 163 8.1 6.7 13.4 28.6
Disagree 56.6 59.2 52.0 67.7 58.2 58.7 533 60.3 46.0 540 522 429
Agree 26.6 23.0 327 16.1 253 222 289 221 432 360 295 214
Strongly agree 2.9 1.9 4.2 3.2 13 4.8 00 13 2.7 33 49 71
Grade inflation is a serious problem across higher education.

Strongly disagree 2.0 2.7 1.2 0.0 25 2.4 22 29 2.7 07 13 00
Disagree 32.8 38.6 24.2 32.3 418 405 40.0 37.2 10.8 273 246 214
Agree 54.1 50.0 59.3 64.5 430 476 489 524 75.7 56.7 57.6 714
Strongly agree 111 8.7 15.3 3.2 12.7 9.5 89 75 108 153 165 7.1
Cheating (plagiarism; cheating on tests) has become much worse in the past five years

Strongly disagree 1.7 1.8 14 3.2 0.0 0.8 00 27 2.7 00 22 00
Disagree 29.0 25.1 34.4 32.3 40.5 238 444 200 35.1 347 348 214
Agree 53.0 55.4 49.9 48.4 51.9 619 422 555 51.4 54.0 47.3 429
Strongly agree 16.4 17.8 14.4 16.1 7.6 135 133 219 108 113 156 357
Despite our best efforts, my campus is not able to do much to stem cheating by students.

Strongly disagree 8.5 8.0 8.5 194 7.6 64 244 6.7 10.8 73 85 143
Disagree 69.6 68.3 71.3 71.0 70.9 643 60.0 70.1 62.2 720 728 643
Agree 20.8 22.7 19.1 6.5 203 286 111 227 216 193 183 214
Strongly agree 11 1.0 1.2 3.2 13 0.8 44 05 5.4 13 05 00
Our general education requirements promote academic rigor.

Strongly disagree 25 2.9 2.1 0.0 3.8 3.2 44 24 2.7 33 13 00
Disagree 17.0 15.5 19.3 16.1 27.9 26.2 133 9.6 135 173 223 7.1
Agree 64.9 66.6 62.8 61.3 582 564 600 725 730 62.7 60.7 714
Strongly agree 155 15.0 15.8 22.6 101 143 222 155 108 16.7 156 214
Students shy away from courses and programs perceived to be difficult.

Strongly disagree 3.0 21 4.2 3.2 51 0.8 89 11 5.4 27 54 00
Disagree 30.8 26.6 36.0 45.2 39.2 278 222 240 514 387 335 7.1
Agree 55.0 59.2 49.4 45.2 49.4 619 60.0 60.3 405 480 505 714
Strongly agree 11.3 12.2 10.4 6.5 6.3 9.5 89 147 2.7 10.7 10.7 214
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ALL INSTITUTIONS BY SECTOR PUBLIC PRIVATE NONPROFIT

All Private For-
Institutions ~ Public ~ Nonprofit  Profit Doctoral Master’s Bacc Assoc Doctoral Master’s Bacc Assoc

Student learning is lower because students do not spend enough out—of-class time studying.

Strongly disagree 1.7 1.0 2.4 6.5 1.3 0.0 44 08 2.7 0.7 36 00
Disagree 15.0 130 16.7 323 228 119 89 117 351 167 13.8 143
Agree 58.6 605  56.0 54.8 544 683 60.0 59.2 514  60.7 53.6 57.1
Strongly agree 24.8 256 249 6.5 215 198 26.7 283 108 22.0 29.0 286

9. Many institutions have turned to standardized instruments and tests (CLA, NSSE, etc.) to measure gains in critical thinking, student engagement, and other student
outcomes. What’s happening at your campus with the use of standardized tests as a resource for assessing institutional outcomes?

My campus has adopted one or more standardized tests as part our efforts to do student assessment and measure student outcomes.

no 27.0 316 174 64.5 180 113 222 424 417 142 158 143
yes 73.0 684 826 355 821 887 778 576 583 858 842 857
If yes, which assessment/outcomes measures/tests are you now using?

Collegiate Assessment of Academic Proficiency (CAAP—ACT) 15.8 18.6 12.7 3.2 127 214 178 189 5.4 147 121 214
Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA) 19.2 182 219 0.0 468 429 289 27 108 233 242 0.0
College Senior Survey (UCLA/Higher Ed Research Institute) 6.8 2.2 13.9 0.0 6.3 6.3 00 03 5.4 18.0 135 0.0
ETS Proficiency Profile for General Education 8.9 7.0 11.3 12.9 8.9 127 178 35 10.8 93 130 7.1
ETS Major Field Tests 239 158 373 3.2 114 468 356 4.0 108 39.3 413 214
National Survey of Student Engagement /Community

College Survey of Student Engagement 59.1 55.0 67.9 19.4 69.6 73.0 644 448 56.8 747 67.7 286
other 15.6 152  16.3 16.1 8.9 127 67 184 8.1 120 19.7 286
If yes, what factors were important in the institutional decision to deploy standardized assessment instruments? Percent very important (scale 6/7)

Using the data to improve academic programs 65.9 63.6 68.5 72.7 431 67.3 824 649 76.2 713 65.8 66.7
Using the data to improve student services 56.4 579 545 54.5 431 491 80.0 633 68.2 535 54.0 50.0
Addressing the mandates of accrediting agencies 52.3 55.3 48.3 63.6 438 60.7 559 559 333 504 489 417
Addressing the mandates of state or federal agencies 39.6 50.5 26.3 36.4 422 535 455 520 19.0 266 27.0 25.0
If yes, does your institution make effective use of the data you receive from these tests?

no 28.0 315 239 18.2 302 351 235 313 273 225 245 250
yes 72.0 685  76.1 81.8 69.8 649 765 688 727 775 755 750

10. Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:

Faculty are realistic about the financial challenges confronting my institution.

Strongly disagree 12.7 13.3 12.5 3.2 139 143 178 123 108 160 107 7.1
Disagree 44.3 45.4 42.8 41.9 40.5 548 422 437 48.7  46.7 39.3 429
Agree 39.3 38.2 40.0 51.6 418 31.0 333 405 324 353 451 28.6
Strongly agree 3.7 31 4.7 3.2 3.8 0.0 6.7 35 8.1 20 49 214
Financial pressures have made our faculty willing to explore options to innovate in ways that would not have been possible under other circumstances.

Strongly disagree 5.5 5.3 6.1 0.0 6.3 16 111 57 8.1 53 63 7.1
Disagree 455 42.7 49.4 48.4 32.9 46.0 40.0 43.9 51.4 52.0 47.3 50.0
Agree 46.0 49.6 40.2 51.6 57.0 50.8 46.7 48.0 405 38.7 415 357
Strongly agree 3.1 2.4 4.2 0.0 3.8 1.6 22 24 0.0 40 49 71
Budget cuts initiated by my institution in the past three years have done major damage to the quality of our academic programs.

Strongly disagree 25.4 17.0 36.6 38.7 154 143 267 172 48.7 38.7 33.8 28.6
Disagree 63.3 69.9 54.4 51.6 731 730 600 69.4 378 500 599 57.1
Agree 10.2 11.6 8.5 6.5 10.3 103 111 123 135 113 54 143
Strongly agree 11 15 0.5 3.2 13 2.4 22 11 0.0 00 09 00
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THE 2011-12 INSIDE HIGHER ED SURVEY OF COLLEGE & UNIVERSITY CHIEF ACADEMIC OFFICERS: DATA TABLES

ALL INSTITUTIONS BY SECTOR PUBLIC PRIVATE NONPROFIT

All Private For-
Institutions ~ Public  Nonprofit  Profit Doctoral Master’s Bacc Assoc Doctoral Master’s Bacc Assoc

Budget cuts initiated by my institution in the past three years have done major damage to the quality of our student academic support services (advising, tutoring, etc.).

Strongly disagree 26.0 169 379 45.2 203 151 244 159 595 403 333 286
Disagree 56.0 585 531 45.2 633 651 578 554 351 517 57.7 429
Agree 15.3 20.6 8.3 3.2 15.2 183 89 239 54 74 81 286
Strongly agree 2.8 4.0 0.7 6.5 1.3 1.6 89 48 0.0 07 09 00
Budget cuts initiated by my institution in the past three years have done major damage to the quality of campus operations and support services.

Strongly disagree 20.2 12.4 30.3 38.7 11.4 103 133 132 46.0 327 26.2 286
Disagree 52.5 522 533 48.4 468 55.6 622 509 432 520 56.6 429
Agree 235 301 147 9.7 36.7 294 200 30.2 10.8 133 154 286
Strongly agree 3.8 53 1.7 3.2 5.1 4.8 44 57 0.0 20 18 00
Budget cuts initiated by my institution in the past three years have done major damage to staff morale.

Strongly disagree 12.8 6.3 21.6 22.6 101 48 89 57 324 248 177 214
Disagree 314 28.2 35.4 41.9 27.9 26.4 289 288 37.8 33.6 36.7 286
Agree 42.2 493 333 22.6 50.6 52.0 422 489 297 329 339 357
Strongly agree 13.6 16.3 9.7 12.9 114 168 200 16.7 0.0 87 118 143
My office is unfairly blamed for the cuts in academic programs and services.

Strongly disagree 24.0 184  31.0 419 103 200 178 196 46.0 336 259 429
Disagree 57.4 595  55.0 48.4 615 56.0 644 59.7 460 503 59.6 57.1
Agree 15.2 18.2 11.4 6.5 23.1 184 133 17.7 8.1 114 127 00
Strongly agree 3.4 3.9 2.6 3.2 5.1 5.6 44 30 0.0 47 18 00
My institution can make additional and significant spending cuts without hurting quality.

Strongly disagree 26.9 28.2 25.8 16.1 39.2 352 333 229 108 253 29.0 214
Disagree 51.6 50.7 526 54.8 418 472 57.8 53.0 62.2 487 534 57.1
Agree 19.6 18.7 204 25.8 165 160 6.7 215 270 240 167 214
Strongly agree 2.0 2.4 1.2 3.2 2.5 1.6 22 27 0.0 20 09 00
Junior faculty today confront rising standards for tenure — standards that many of their senior colleagues could not have met at the time they were reviewed for tenure.
Strongly disagree 12.0 14.0 8.1 27.6 5.1 32 111 201 5.6 40 108 154
Disagree 35.5 38.4 311 37.9 24.1 246 333 470 30.6 30.7 30.6 46.2
Agree 42.5 39.4 475 345 481 603 444 297 444 50.0 47.3 30.8
Strongly agree 10.0 8.1 13.3 0.0 228 119 111 33 194 153 113 77
Tenure remains important and viable at my institution.

Strongly disagree 19.3 19.0 149 86.7 0.0 32 44 302 5.6 10.0 16.6 69.2
Disagree 12.1 120 121 13.3 1.3 40 6.7 177 5.6 127 130 7.7
Agree 44.9 45.9 46.7 0.0 494 565 46.7 41.6 47.2 57.3 40.8 23.1
Strongly agree 23.7 231 263 0.0 494 363 422 106 417 200 296 0.0
When faced with a conflict between academic and financial administrators our president/CEO regularly sides with academic administrators.

Strongly disagree 7.8 8.6 6.0 16.1 6.5 5.6 4.7 105 2.9 6.1 68 00
Disagree 29.5 276 321 32.3 221 246 163 311 171 385 305 286
Agree 52.5 533 523 419 520 587 651 50.3 57.1 527 505 64.3
Strongly agree 10.2 10.6 9.6 9.7 195 111 140 81 22.9 27 123 71
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ALL INSTITUTIONS BY SECTOR PUBLIC PRIVATE NONPROFIT

All Private For-
Institutions  Public  Nonprofit  Profit Doctoral Master’s Bacc Assoc Doctoral Master’s Bacc Assoc

The “completion agenda” has focused needed attention on retention and graduation rates in higher education.

Strongly disagree 14 0.8 2.4 0.0 1.3 0.0 22 08 0.0 20 32 00
Disagree 8.9 7.0 12.2 3.2 1.3 7.3 89 79 16.7 88 145 00
Agree 61.1 57.9 65.6 64.5 66.2 589 644 550 75.0 64.2 634 923
Strongly agree 28.6 34.3 19.9 32.3 312 339 244 363 8.3 250 19.0 7.7
The “completion agenda” has discouraged my institution from focusing on at-risk students.

Strongly disagree 23.8 24.8 21.6 32.3 21.8 256 289 247 19.4 21.0 22.0 286
Disagree 67.2 65.0 70.8 61.3 69.2 632 57.8 65.6 750 723 695 64.3
Agree 7.5 8.1 6.7 6.5 7.7 104 111 7.1 5.6 61 72 71
Strongly agree 1.6 2.1 1.0 0.0 1.3 0.8 22 27 0.0 07 14 00
The “completion agenda” has shifted too much attention to short-term training as opposed to programs that provide broad and lasting learning outcomes.

Strongly disagree 12.0 11.8 12.1 12.9 9.1 111 119 126 16.7 128 104 214
Disagree 53.4 53.6 52.7 58.1 67.5 55.6 54.8 49.9 47.2 55.0 52.3 50.0
Agree 28.0 27.4 29.2 25.8 169 270 238 300 333 269 30.2 286
Strongly agree 6.6 7.3 59 3.2 6.5 6.4 95 75 2.8 54 72 00
Greater transparency in campus decision—making will result in better decisions that affect academic planning and policy.

Strongly disagree 2.0 1.8 2.1 3.2 3.8 3.2 00 11 0.0 34 09 143
Disagree 9.9 10.5 9.2 6.5 101 104 44 114 10.8 87 86 214
Agree 63.2 62.8 63.7 61.3 57.0 59.2 778 635 56.8 61.7 66.7 57.1
Strongly agree 25.0 24.9 24.9 29.0 291 272 178 241 324 262 239 7.1
Regional accreditation makes a significant contribution to the quality of our academic programs.

Strongly disagree 7.9 8.4 6.9 10.0 23.1 6.4 44 65 19.4 40 58 231
Disagree 23.0 22.2 24.5 20.0 410 232 267 173 333 208 265 7.7
Agree 52.6 52.9 53.2 36.7 295 608 489 557 389 57.7 534 385
Strongly agree 16.6 16.5 15.4 33.3 6.4 96 20.0 205 8.3 175 144 30.8
Specialized accreditation makes a significant contribution to the quality of our academic programs.

Strongly disagree 4.9 3.9 6.4 6.5 10.1 4.0 22 27 13.9 40 63 143
Disagree 18.7 16.4 224 12.9 31.7 16.8 20.0 126 30.6 148 258 28.6
Agree 54.3 55.9 52.6 45.2 48.1 616 511 56.2 444 577 525 214
Strongly agree 22.1 23.8 18.6 355 101 176 26.7 285 111 235 154 357
As part of the movement to assess value—added accrediting agencies have issued mandates without offering useful or viable methodologies to do so.

Strongly disagree 2.7 2.4 3.1 3.2 1.3 2.4 23 27 2.7 34 27 71
Disagree 32.8 29.6 36.4 45.2 279 234 372 313 378 331 385 357
Agree 49.2 50.2 48.6 38.7 48.1 58.9 465 48.1 51.4 514 475 28.6
Strongly agree 15.3 17.8 11.9 12.9 228 153 140 179 8.1 122 113 28.6
As provost | generally defer to the tenure recommendations of academic units even if | might disagree with recommendations to award or deny tenure.

Strongly disagree 18.7 19.7 14.7 57.1 18.0 111 6.8 246 11.4 135 151 333
Disagree 51.5 52.6 51.2 32.1 551 532 659 50.3 486 50.0 53.0 417
Agree 27.0 24.8 31.4 10.7 244 318 182 232 371 345 288 25.0
Strongly agree 2.8 3.0 2.7 0.0 2.6 4.0 91 19 2.9 20 32 00
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Financial concerns (revenue, market opportunities, profit, etc.) dominate our discussions about launching new academic programs.

Strongly disagree 2.2 2.1 2.1 3.2 1.3 0.8 22 27 0.0 07 31 71
Disagree 26.6 255  27.7 32.3 346 262 200 241 37.8 257 265 429
Agree 50.9 52.7 47.9 58.1 46.2 50.8 57.8 54.1 46.0 50.0 47.1 429
Strongly agree 20.3 19.7 223 6.5 180 222 200 192 162 237 233 7.1
In general faculty unions have served to benefit both campuses and students.

Strongly disagree 443 40.3 49.4 56.7 533 339 444 393 50.0 493 47.6 76.9
Disagree 40.4 41.7 39.2 30.0 427  46.3 444 396 471 417 371 231
Agree 14.2 16.7 105 13.3 4.0 19.0 111 192 2.9 76 143 00
Strongly agree 1.2 1.3 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 00 19 0.0 14 10 0.0
It has become easier for faculty at my campus to win tenure based on their research even if they are known to be ineffective teachers.

Strongly disagree 49.5 424 582 71.4 228 296 26.7 534 389 564 62.6 583
Disagree 414 46.4 35.6 21.4 64.6 58.4 511 374 44.4 369 338 25.0
Agree 7.9 9.5 55 7.1 127 112 200 6.9 167 60 32 83
Strongly agree 1.3 1.7 0.7 0.0 0.0 08 22 23 0.0 07 05 83
Too many teaching institutions are now emphasizing faculty research.

Strongly disagree 13.0 12.4 13.8 13.8 5.1 106 6.8 154 5.4 134 159 7.7
Disagree 455 438 487 345 449 569 455 388 541 524 464 30.8
Agree 32.9 34.2 30.6 41.4 38.5 244 432 355 37.8 28.2 30.0 46.2
Strongly agree 8.6 9.6 6.9 10.3 115 8.1 46 103 2.7 6.0 7.7 154
My institution makes too many decisions mindful of our standing in the U.S. News rankings of colleges.

Strongly disagree 48.6 57.5 33.8 76.7 351 350 395 721 16.2 324 356 69.2
Disagree 437 370 548 23.3 50.7 569 488 26.0 56.8 595 52.7 30.8
Agree 6.7 45 10.5 0.0 104 65 116 1.7 216 81 108 0.0
Strongly agree 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 39 16 00 03 54 00 09 00
11. Please provide the following background information

Average Age 57.2 574  56.9 55.9 60.6 587 604 559 617 572 56.0 55.2
Median Age 58.0 580 57.0 59.0 595 60.0 620 57.0 62.0 575 56.0 57.0
Gender

Male 58.3 56.2  62.1 48.4 734 651 556 49.6 784 653 603 143
Female 41.7 43.8 37.9 51.6 26.6 349 444 504 21.6 347 39.7 857

How long have you served as the chief academic officer of this institution?

Average years 5.2 5.0 5.3 6.5 4.8 4.2 47 53 5.4 52 54 55
Median years 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.5 3.0 3.0 40 40 4.0 40 40 55
Total years as a chief academic officer at any institution:

Average years 6.6 6.3 6.7 9.8 5.6 5.2 65 6.9 6.4 68 65 77
Median years 5.0 5.0 5.0 75 4.0 3.5 55 50 4.0 50 50 80
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Appendix A/ Methodology

The Inside Higher Ed Survey of College and University Chief Academic Officers was conducted in
December 2011. An email invitation with a hotlink to an online questionnaire was sent in early in De-
cember to the provosts/chief academic officers of 2,542 public, private nonprofit, and for-profit two- and
four-year colleges and universities across the United States. Excluded from the survey population were
very small campuses with enrollments of less 500 students, seminaries and other institutions that focus
exclusively on training students for the clergy, institutions that offer only professional training (i.e.,
freestanding law and medical schools) and also institutions that do not offer undergraduate programs.
Discounting for some 75 non-deliverable emails, the actual survey sample included some 2,467 two-
and four-year colleges and universities that enroll 500 or more students.* A total of 1,081 provosts/chief
academic officers (CAOs) completed the survey by December 20. | The number and types of colleges
and universities that participated in the 2011 Inside Higher Ed Survey of College & University Chief
Academic Officers are summarized below.

Category Number of 2011 Survey Participants
All Institutions 1,081
All Public Institutions 625
Doctoral Universities 79
Master’s Institutions 126
Baccalaureate Colleges 45
Associate/Community Colleges 375
All Private Nonprofit Institutions 425
Doctoral Universities 37
Master’s Institutions 150
Baccalaureate Colleges 224
Associate Colleges 14
For-Profit Institutions 31

* Fall 2007 enroliment data from the Integrated Postsecondary Education System Data (IPEDS) data files of the U.S. Department of Education reveal that 27.1 percent (1,152) of the nation’s
4,253 accredited, degree-granting two- and four-year colleges and universities enroll under 500 students (headcount enroliment). These institutions account for some 271,932 (1.5 pct.) of the
nation’s 18.052 million college students as of fall 2007. In contrast, the 505 colleges and universities that enroll 10,000 or more students represent just 11.4 percent of the total number of U.S.
degree-granting institutions yet account for 53.1 percent of total headcount enrollment, some 9.8 million students. (Source: special analysis of the 2007 IPEDS enroliment data by Kenneth C.
Green of The Campus Computing Project; see also Digest of Education Statistics 2008. U.S. Department of Education, 2008, table. 224).

2011-12 SURVEY OF COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY CHIEF ACADEMIC OFFICERS  INSIDE HIGHER ED 23



Appendix B / About the Authors

KENNETH C. GREEN, senior re-
search consultant at Inside Higher Ed,
is also the founding director of The
Campus Computing Project, the largest
continuing study of the role of comput-
ing, eLearning, and information tech-
nology in American higher education.
Launched in 1990 as an IT benchmark-
ing project for colleges and universities,
Campus Computing is widely cited by
both campus officials and corporate ex-
ecutives in the college publishing and
technology industries as a definitive
source for data, information, and in-
sight about a wide range of eLearning
and information technology issues that

affect U.S. colleges and universities.
Green is the author/co-author or editor
of a dozen books and published research
reports and more than 100 articles and
commentaries that have appeared in
academic journals and professional
publications. Green is often quoted
on higher education, elLearning, and
information technology issues in The
New York Times, The Washington Post,
The Los Angeles Times, The Wall Street
Journal, The Chronicle of Higher Edu-
cation, Inside Higher Ed, and other print
and broadcast media. His Digital Tweed
blog is published by Inside Higher Ed.
In October 2002, Green received the

first EDUCAUSE Award for Leadership
in Public Policy and Practice. The award
cites his work in creating The Campus
Computing Project and recognizes his
“prominence in the arena of national
and international technology agendas,
and the linking of higher education to
those agendas.” A graduate of New
College (FL), Green earned a Ph.D. in
higher education and public policy at the
University of California, Los Angeles.

SCOTT JASCHIK s editor and one of
the three founders of Inside Higher Ed.

24 INSIDEHIGHERED 2011-12 SURVEY OF COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY CHIEF ACADEMIC OFFICERS



With Doug Lederman, he leads the edi-
torial operations of Inside Higher Ed,
overseeing news content, opinion piec-
es, career advice, blogs and other fea-
tures. Scott is a leading voice on higher
education issues, quoted regularly in
publications nationwide, and publish-
ing articles on colleges in publications
such as The New York Times, The Bos-
ton Globe, The Washington Post, Salon,
and elsewhere. He has been a judge
or screener for the National Magazine
Awards, the Online Journalism Awards,
the Folio Editorial Excellence Awards,
and the Education Writers Association
Awards. Scott is a mentor in the com-
munity college fellowship program of
the Hechinger Institute on Education
and the Media. From 1999-2003, Scott
was editor of The Chronicle of Higher

Education. Previously at The Chronicle,
he held numerous other positions and
his reporting was honored by Investi-
gative Reporters and Editors and The
Washington Monthly. Scott grew up in
Rochester, N.Y., and graduated from
Cornell University in 1985. He lives in
Washington.

DOUG LEDERMAN is editor and one
of the three founders of Inside Higher
Ed. With Scott Jaschik, he leads the site’s
editorial operations, overseeing news
content, opinion pieces, career advice,
blogs and other features. Doug speaks
widely about higher education, includ-
ing on CSpan and National Public Radio
and at meetings around the country, and

his work has appeared in The New York
Times, USA Today, The Christian Sci-
ence Monitor, and the Princeton Alumni
Weekly. Doug was managing editor of
The Chronicle of Higher Education
from 1999 to 2003. Before that, Doug
had worked at The Chronicle since 1986
in a variety of roles, including as athlet-
ics reporter and special projects editor.
He has won three National Awards for
Education Reporting from the Educa-
tion Writers Association, including one
in 2009 for a series of Inside Higher Ed
articles he co-wrote on college rankings.
He began his career as a news clerk at
The New York Times. He grew up in
Shaker Heights, Ohio, and graduated in
1984 from Princeton University. Doug
lives with his wife, Sandy, and their two
children in Bethesda, Md.

2011-12 SURVEY OF COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY CHIEF ACADEMIC OFFICERS

INSIDE HIGHERED 25



Founded in 2004, Inside Higher Ed (http://insidehighered.com) is the
online source for news, opinion and jobs for all of higher education.
Inside Higher Ed provides what higher education professionals need to thrive in
their jobs or find a better one: breaking news and feature stories, provocative
daily commentary, areas for comment on every article, practical career
columns, and a powerful suite of tools that keep academic professionals
well informed about issues and employment opportunities, and that help
colleges identify and hire talented personnel. | The 2011-12 Inside Higher Ed
survey of colleges and university chief academic officers was designed to
provide timely data about key issues across all sectors of American higher
education. Support for this project was provided by Epsilen, McGraw Hill
Higher Education, SunGard Higher Education, and Waypoint Outcomes.
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