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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction
Founded in 1841 on the grounds of Rose Hill Manor in the Bronx by Bishop John Hughes, Fordham University
opened its doors as St. John’s College. In 1846, the State of New York chartered the College, and Bishop Hughes
transferred control to a contingent of French Jesuits. Under a 1907 New York Board of Regents charter amendment,
St. John’s College changed its corporate name to Fordham University.

Fordham University is an independent, Catholic, Jesuit institution comprised of 11 schools and colleges. The
University’s Jesuit tradition is dedicated to providing an education to individuals of all and of no religious persua-
sion which encourages cultivation of the whole person and fosters academic experiences that promote justice in
accordance with the traditional precepts of Catholic social thought.

The Carnegie classification cites Fordham as a research extensive institution. The University has approximately 
700 full-time faculty and 16,000 students located on three campuses: Rose Hill in the Bronx, Lincoln Center in
Manhattan, and Marymount in Westchester County.

Highlights of Major Institutional Changes and Innovations
During the 1990’s, the University embarked upon a series of endeavors involving structural, procedural, and pro-
grammatic innovations that are highlighted below:

• Between Spring 1994 and Spring 1996, the Trustees approved the restructuring and integration of the Arts
and Sciences Faculty and the Arts and Sciences constitution which contained the governance procedures.

• The Trustees required the Arts and Sciences faculty to develop a ‘common’ core curriculum for all 
undergraduates, and a proposal to revise adult education programs.

• In December 1997, the Trustees approved the Arts and Sciences faculty plan for adult education to be 
implemented in Fordham College of Liberal Studies.

• In October 1997, the University dedicated the new William D. Walsh Family Library.

• In 1999, The Graduate School of Business inaugurated a Master of Business Administration program at
Peking University with the American Jesuit Universities’ Consortium.

• In April 2000, the Trustees appointed a new Chief Financial Officer to oversee the budget process.

• Beginning fiscal year 2002, the University implemented a school-based budget system for allocating all
direct, indirect, and overhead costs to its schools and colleges.

• In July 2002 through consolidation, Marymount College became the University’s eleventh school and fifth
undergraduate college.

• Based on the year 2000 Periodic Review recommendations, the President established a task force to reformu-
late the University’s Mission Statement in light of a renewed understanding of its Catholic and Jesuit identity.

• In Fall 2003, shortly after his inauguration, the new President initiated a long-range strategic planning
process.

• On December 5, 2005, the Board of Trustees approved the University’s Strategic Plan, Toward 2016.

Preparation for the 2006 Self-Study
After participation in the November 2002 Middle States Self-Study Institute, the Vice President for Academic Affairs
recommended to the President, and the President agreed, that the University employ the comprehensive model for
its self-study. The President approved the Vice President for Academic Affairs’ recommendation for creating sepa-
rate task forces for each of the Middle States’ fourteen Standards. Task force chairs and members were identified
and they began working with the self-study executive staff to prepare the Self-Study Design that included the 



development of charge questions for each task force. Based on the charge questions, each task force prepared draft
reports for review by the Self-Study Steering Committee in Fall 2004.

In Spring 2005, the University augmented the composition of the Steering Committee to include the Vice President
for Academic Affairs (ex officio), the self-study executive staff, the Vice President for Administration, the President
of the Faculty Senate, and additional faculty, administrators, students and staff. The goal was to ensure community-
wide representation. The Steering Committee received the final edited versions of the task force reports in Fall 2005
and combined them into a comprehensive self-study report.

Standard 1: Mission, Goals and Objectives
The year 2004 marked the 25th anniversary of the Board of Trustees’ adoption of the University’s 1979 Mission
Statement. Since the last Middle States Self-Study in 1994, the University has reflected on its Mission, resulting in
an understanding of both the significant extent to which the Mission is “lived” and the ways it animates both the
strategic Vision endorsed by the Board of Trustees in March 2004 and the strategic planning process as a whole.
The Vision established the primary strategic goals for the University: namely, to return to a position of recognized
national prominence and to reemerge as the premier Catholic university in the United States.

This process resulted in a revision of the 1979 Mission Statement that took into account the dynamic relationship
between Fordham’s core traditions and its charge to serve contemporary local and global communities. The new
Mission Statement, adopted by the Board of Trustees on April 28, 2005, differentiates and describes Fordham’s com-
plex and evolving identity as a University, as a Catholic University, as a Jesuit University, and, finally, as a University
in New York City.

The lived tradition articulated in the 2005 Mission Statement has influenced and continues to influence all
University activity, ranging from educational offerings to hiring practices. The challenge for the University, as it
enters the 21st century, is to sustain the momentum promised and embodied in the 2005 Mission Statement.
Fordham can accomplish this by guaranteeing the Mission’s systematic dissemination within and its appropriation
by the University community, by instituting a regular process for reviewing the Mission Statement, and by assessing
progress not only in achieving the Strategic Plan’s goals but in keeping them focused on and by the Mission as they
are reviewed and adjusted during the continuing dynamic planning process.

Standards 2 and 3: Strategic Planning, Planning, and Resource Allocation
Shortly after assuming the Presidency in July 2003, and as this Self-Study was undertaken, Father Joseph M.
McShane, S.J. launched the institutional strategic planning initiative. He also appointed task forces to study and
make recommendations regarding: adult education, the website, integrated marketing, year-round use of campus
facilities, Marymount College, and the 1979 Mission Statement.

In March 2004, the Trustees discussed the organizing themes for strategic planning and endorsed the University’s
strategic Vision. In Fall 2004, the President held two strategic planning Open Forums with the University communi-
ty and requested strategic initiatives from the community to serve as inspiration for and as potential inclusion in
the strategic plan. In April 2005, the Board offered commentary on the Strategic Planning Interim Report and
approved the revised Mission Statement. Again, as the outlines of the strategic plan to be entitled Toward 2016
emerged, the President held four more Open Forums in Fall 2005. The Board of Trustees unanimously approved
Toward 2016 at its December 5, 2005 meeting.

Prior to the new President’s strategic planning initiative, the University’s most recent planning activities were based
on nine institutional goals formally articulated in 1996 and discussed in Fordham University, Strategic Planning:
fostering the Catholic Jesuit tradition of education, renewal of the undergraduate core curriculum, expansion of
graduate and professional programs, improving the regional and national reputations of these programs, faculty
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development, fund raising, expanded use of technology, improved maintenance of campus facilities, and planning
for new construction.

The University’s primary planning groups in that period included, among others: the Trustees’ Strategic Planning
Committee, the University Planning Council, the Council of Vice Presidents, the Council for Undergraduate
Education, the Arts and Sciences Council, and the University Space Planning Advisory Committee.

With respect to evaluating planning effectiveness, the President receives annual reports from all University units.
The newly instituted Office of Academic Effectiveness will complement this process by strengthening the
University’s assessment resources and providing coordination and recommendations for assessment operations at
the program, school, and University levels.

Standard 4: Leadership and Governance
The character and adequacy of the University’s governance structure on the levels of the Board of Trustees, the
Office of the President and the Faculty Senate and the quality of institutional leadership provided by them are suffi-
ciently broad in scope, collegial, and acceptable to the University community. However, the effectiveness of the gov-
ernance structure and leadership may be in need of formal periodic assessment. There is some indication that
faculty interest in issues of University governance does not, for the most part, extend much beyond those issues
which are relevant to their own schools.

Students are extensively involved in all aspects of University governance in appropriate ways. For example, all
schools have student representatives on their respective councils and on a variety of council committees, including
core curriculum, faculty evaluation, and deans’ committees. Students serve as a resource on certain committees of
the Board of Trustees.

The President of the University, although in office for only a relatively short time, is providing the type of vigorous
leadership needed to realize the ambitious goals he has set for the University. The Board of Trustees also exercises
active leadership initiatives. For example, the Chair of the Board outlined a number of measures calling for greater
accountability on the part of individual Board members and for assessment of the degree and quality of the leader-
ship provided to the University by the Board as a whole.

The University’s governance structure and the quality of leadership, especially as provided by the President and the
Board of Trustees, are equal to the task of advancing Fordham’s Mission and achieving the goals and objectives that
they have set for the University.

Standard 5: Administration
Focusing upon the Arts and Sciences faculty and its governance, this section analyzes the administrative structure,
discusses the assessment of administrators, reviews methods of communication among the various levels of
administration and between administrators and faculty, and reviews various councils and administrative forums.
Findings are organized in keeping with the administration’s hierarchical order, beginning with department chairs
and moving up to the Office of the President.

Fordham’s governance structure is considerably decentralized. While providing for much desirable local autonomy
in decision-making, such decentralization produces difficulties in clear communication. Thus, Arts and Sciences
department chairs and program directors encounter difficulties in reporting to several Arts and Sciences deans.
Their expectation is that the new position of Dean of the Arts and Sciences Faculty will eliminate redundancies.

A number of the chairs believe that both the college councils as well as the Arts and Sciences Council are ineffective
as forums for deliberating and discussing issues. The chairs believe that the present system for awarding incentives
and for providing support to them is neither fair nor equitable. On the other hand, the chairs view the introduction
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of a new format for annual reports as an excellent vehicle for assessment and planning. Chairs/directors are 
generally satisfied in their dealings with the deans and vice presidents, except in those areas where certain 
domains overlap.

The Arts and Sciences deans feel they work well as a group and meet in weekly council to decide on recommenda-
tions to the vice presidents. They, on the other hand, are concerned that the Dean of Arts and Sciences Faculty posi-
tion may result in loss of local deans’ authority. However, full definition of the position is still evolving. At this time,
there is no mechanism for formal evaluation of the deans, which should include input from the faculty.

The work of the vice presidents is coordinated through the Administrators’ Conference, and the President and the
Trustees are considering procedures for formally assessing the performance of the vice presidents. The University 
is also considering substantial changes in its information systems.

Fordham’s administrative structure is complex, occasionally more a matter of unwritten, yet generally understood,
practices than of formal written procedures. Nevertheless, the University’s administrative structure functions
appropriately. The administration is currently establishing uniform procedures for clear, effective communication 
at every level of its governance.

Standard 6: Integrity
In the conduct of its programs and activities involving both the general public and its own constituencies, Fordham
University adheres to ethical standards, incorporated in its Mission and other stated policies, and is committed to
academic freedom as well as fair treatment of all members of the University community.

Essential to the University’s sense of integrity is the concept of academic freedom. It is endorsed in University 
policy statements, is protected through established and publicized procedures, and is recognized as integral to the
Jesuit educational tradition. All institutional constituencies agree that policies safeguarding academic freedom are
firmly established and well publicized.

Fordham demonstrates a clear commitment to providing fair and equitable standards and treatment for its faculty,
administrators, and staff. It publishes and disseminates policies and procedures regarding the work environment
including recruitment and appointment procedures, grievance policies, and diversity initiatives. Some members of
the University community expressed concern about the lack of an “institutional voice” in policies and procedures
affecting administrators. Others raised questions regarding the process for ensuring pay equity among comparable
positions and suggested clarifying and strengthening these procedures through benchmarking.

Fordham publicizes its statement of integrity and provides vehicles for communication of dissatisfaction by its con-
stituencies through its varied print and electronic publications. Administrators, students, and alumni believe that
the University’s print and electronic publications present a definition of institutional integrity that is used, in turn,
to evaluate the work performed in the community. Faculty generally affirmed this belief as well.

Faculty and administrators agreed that University publications provide accurate descriptions of an environment
where academic freedom exists and flourishes, and that print, electronic, and public relations publications and
announcements demonstrate the University’s adherence to ethical standards for internal and external constituen-
cies. Alumni and students believe that the print, electronic, and public relations announcements communicate with
its constituencies in an honest and objective manner and that the University represents its promises and commit-
ments to its various constituencies truthfully.

Standard 7: Institutional Assessment
In the past 10 years, Fordham has established sound procedures for evaluating its academic programs, student sup-
port services, and many administrative services. It is using assessment increasingly to direct institutional planning,
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to guide the allocation of resources, and to improve its programs. While procedures used for assessment vary great-
ly across units, virtually all units have assessment initiatives. On the other hand, few units have formal, written
assessment plans. Some assess their functioning through a combination of person-to-person reports and written
evaluations. Currently, Fordham requires all departments to incorporate assessment information in the form of
measurable outcomes of the objectives identified the previous year in their annual reports. Most units assess their
functioning through informal but regular checks of their progress toward important goals and objectives.

Faculty, administration, and students participate in the assessment process. Faculty members engage in the assess-
ment of curriculum and daily functioning of their respective departments during Faculty Senate and department
meetings. The administration participates in the assessment of benchmark attainment, both at the departmental
and the University levels. However, faculty and administrators play a very limited role in assessing services provid-
ed by units other than the ones in which they are directly involved. Students also participate in the process on a
regular basis through evaluation of teaching and course content. In addition, representatives of local organizations
evaluate the Community Service and Service Learning Programs.

Assessment information is unevenly disseminated within and across units. Some units are systematic in their
assessment efforts and, generally, the results of such assessments are useful in making improvements in the unit’s
functioning. Lacking any shared and coordinated institutional assessment plans, units currently use assessment
results tactically rather than strategically.

Standard 8: Student Admission
In anticipation of continuing growth in the applicant pool in the years ahead, Fordham’s admission efforts must
build on the successes of the recent past. Technology and strategic use of financial resources have been vital in the
effort to attract the strongest students as Fordham aspires to national prominence. Successful cooperative efforts
among key units of the undergraduate enrollment group have allowed for the continuing evaluation of current
activities and the implementation of new recruitment programs. In broader terms, all admission offices will be cru-
cial in the public dissemination of institutional messages that emerge from integrated marketing initiatives. Finally,
and perhaps most significantly, Fordham has preserved an admission process that ensures care for the individual
and adherence to the values espoused in the Fordham Mission Statement. The University regularly assesses its pub-
lications, systems, policies, and recruiting initiatives, and strives to be respectful of the candidates that are being
evaluated for admission to Fordham.

Standard 9: Student Support Services
Each of Fordham’s three campuses has a unique student body with its own needs and concerns. Nevertheless, the
Mission guides the activities of each department, governs their processes and procedures, and shapes the daily
interaction between Student Services professionals and students. Student Services have a firmly established history
of conducting assessment of their effectiveness through the use of student and staff surveys, developed and imple-
mented to gather data on the three campuses. Information for this Self-Study was derived from participation in two
mission and resources staff surveys, two staff and staff qualifications surveys, a non-academic advising survey, two
student grievances/complaints and record-keeping surveys, and an assessment survey. Students participated in an
electronic survey regarding grievance procedures, service access, service tailoring and non-academic advising, and
awareness, utilization of, and satisfaction with services. Even as these assessment activities are highly integrated
into student services activities, there is recognition that the results could be used more effectively for planning.

Standard 10: Faculty
The President and the Board of Trustees take a keen interest in faculty development, from recruitment through
reappointment, tenure, retention, and post-retirement.
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The University has many good programs, procedures, and structures in place to support faculty development. For
instance, the Faculty Senate approved a Faculty Life Committee to complement the work of the Faculty Senate’s
Faculty Salaries and Benefits Committee in identifying, monitoring, and assessing faculty development programs.
This new committee and the Senate’s Faculty Salaries and Benefits Committee are well equipped to address the
issues of workload, compensation, and cost of living concerns. On December 5, 2005, the Trustees approved an
amendment to the University Statutes that establishes the Faculty Life Committee.

There are some issues of concern that have not yet been resolved in a manner that is satisfactory to the faculty.
Chief among these is Fordham’s teaching load as compared to those of peer and aspirant institutions, Fordham’s
commitment to improving faculty compensation, and the absence of systematic University policy regarding crucial
non-salary benefits, such as affordable housing and child care. The cost of living in the New York City area makes it
critical that the University address these issues with the goal of enhancing the recruitment and retention of faculty,
especially in light of the President’s vision for Fordham’s future.

There is also some concern about the decentralized nature of communication and lines of responsibility in
Fordham’s administrative structure. The Faculty Senate’s new Ombuds Committee not only can address particular
difficulties but, over time, lead to a better understanding of how to overcome the challenges of communication 
and coordination of efforts across University units.

Standard 11: Educational Offerings
While Fordham is not deficient in the academic content, rigor, and coherence of undergraduate educational offer-
ings, there are issues that should be addressed in order to enhance these areas. For example, the structure and 
logical progression of undergraduate courses across the colleges is clear and purposeful, yet, constraining.

The notion of “University culture” was employed to assess how well Fordham is coordinating its academic goals 
and the co-curricular and extra-curricular activities. Student involvement in the Community Service and Service
Learning Programs and the ways in which academic courses involve students in the life of the New York metropolis
indicate that the University’s culture successfully grounds both its curriculum and extra-curricular life in the values
implicit in the Mission. These efforts should continue to be supported and enhanced.

Standard 12: General Education
The core curriculum, implemented in Fall 1996, is designed to develop the capacity for clear and critical thinking
and for correct and forceful expression; to impart knowledge of scientific principles; an awareness of history; an
understanding of the contemporary world and its cultural diversity; and to foster appreciation of religious, philo-
sophical, and moral values.

Among the core curriculum’s notable strengths are its faithfulness to the Jesuit tradition in higher education;
adherence to the uniform Undergraduate Mission Statement; the breadth of exposure to the liberal arts disciplines
it provides to students; the commitment to a common goal shared by a wide range of academic departments; a
course of study designed and sequenced to enable students to develop skills; and the shared communal academic
experience it offers to all undergraduates.

Some challenges posed by adopting a core curriculum are sustaining the commonality of the curriculum, relieving
scheduling difficulties for students posed by the necessity of balancing core and major requirements, staffing and
financing the core, decreasing the core bureaucracy, and assessing both the achievements and areas of potential
improvement within the core.

Regarding assessment, the Core Curriculum Committee “pre-assessed” the courses composing the core curriculum
for their suitability to the ends of the core, and its subcommittees continue to assess new course proposals for
Senior Value Seminars, American Pluralism, and Global Studies courses.
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The Core Curriculum Committee acknowledges that it must engage in more comprehensive outcomes assessment
and is committed to doing so.

Standard 13: Related Educational Activities
Related Educational Activities are those “institutional programs or activities that are characterized by particular
content, focus, location, mode of delivery, or sponsorship that meet appropriate standards.” In particular, this sec-
tion cites educational activities that are conducted in the name of Fordham University, or under its sponsorship,
either at a campus-based or off-campus site.

This section also examines those educational programs and activities that are not conducted on the University’s
three traditional campuses. All non-credit programs and courses at the University are advertised as not for credit.
Likewise, all programs cited in this section have been approved by institutional administrators, academic schools,
programs and committees, or external funding agencies as meeting the University’s institutional standards for aca-
demic rigor, quality of instruction, and educational effectiveness. These programs also have access to all education-
al, technical, and support resources that are available to other institutional units. The New York State Inventory 
of Registered Degree and Certificate Programs recognizes Fordham as having three traditional campuses:
1) Rose Hill, 2) Lincoln Center, and 3) Marymount. The Tarrytown Graduate Center, located across the street 
from the Marymount campus, is termed a Branch Campus. Each campus serves all categories of students,
regardless of background.

Standard 14: Assessment of Student Learning
In the core curriculum there is a progression of knowledge and skill that culminates in the capstone Senior Values
Seminar, and the core curriculum objectives affirm principles of intellectual excellence and of Fordham’s Catholic,
Jesuit identity. We lack procedures for periodic review of core curriculum courses, apart from the pre-assessment of
proposals for Freshman Seminar, American Pluralism, Global Studies, or Senior Values Seminar.

The Arts and Sciences Council conducts reviews of major programs of study once every ten years. A study of syllabi
for seven majors that have completed program reviews emphasizes knowledge-based skills relevant to the major
and higher order skills, including the application of perspectives and concepts, and using research skills and 
critical analysis.

Advising is a critical mechanism for monitoring the academic progress of students. While the freshman and sopho-
more year advising programs are a manifestation of the University’s commitment to cura personalis, there is agree-
ment that these programs should be reviewed for effectiveness.

Students participate in course evaluations each semester. Narrative responses can be used to assess student percep-
tion of course objectives, liberal arts values, critical thinking, genuine interest of faculty and self-reported learning
and understanding. Student perceptions of course difficulty and instructor’s genuine interest were significant inde-
pendent variables directly affecting course grades.

Student achievement at the institutional level is reflected in freshmen retention rates that have increased steadily
from the 1992 through 2003 entering classes and in the increase in the six year graduation rate between the 1992
and 1998 entering classes.

Summary of Recommendations
It should be noted that in the full text of the Self-Study, recommendations are presented at the end of each
Standard. These can be grouped into five major areas of University life: Mission and Identity; Student Living and
Learning; Governance, Faculty and Administrators; Planning and Assessment, and Communications. In light of
these areas, we present below five recommendations which we believe the University needs to address.
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• The University Mission Statement should inform all planning and programming, faculty and staff orienta-
tions (initial and continuing), and the development of campus culture. Reporting on specific activities should
reference Fordham’s Mission as a University that is a Catholic, Jesuit university and in New York.

• The core curriculum should be reviewed and revised, keeping in mind the Mission and the need for a tighter
and more focused core. The Core Curriculum Committee should then review the core annually and enhance
the assessment of its effectiveness as a core. Similar reviews and assessment should be completed for the
majors. Student advising in Academics as well as Student Affairs should be more comprehensive.

• The University should review the full range of its compensation programs for faculty (salary, stipends, faculty
housing, teaching loads) and staff in order to bring them into line with established benchmarks. Attention
should be given to expanding activities that support faculty development, teaching, service and research,
including technology. Staff and administrators should have a vehicle to advise the University on issues affect-
ing them. Governance structures should be reviewed for effectiveness, including the Arts and Sciences
Council and college councils.

• The University should establish formal assessment measures and procedures in all areas, academic and
administrative, to ensure a solid foundation for future planning, both strategic and operational. This includes
personnel performance reviews in areas where they do not exist and establishing an integrated University-
wide information system.

• The University should establish adequate consultation, discussion and feedback processes to ensure trans-
parency, closure and accountability in appropriate decision-making areas.

Strategic Planning and the Self-Study
Fordham’s self-study and strategic planning processes took place concurrently. Since a broad range of the
University community was involved in each and since consultation and discussion were equally wide ranging, it is
not surprising to find that areas the Self-Study identified as strengths or as worthy of enhancement are in many
cases the very areas that are counted of strategic significance to Fordham’s aspirations.

Just as the Self-Study found the Mission to be lived, it animates Toward 2016, Fordham’s integrated Strategic Plan.
The plan makes provision not only for advancing the Mission through program activity but also for ensuring that
Fordham is clearly identified with its Mission in the minds of a wider general public. A core curriculum firmly
based in the Jesuit educational tradition is the centerpiece for the plan’s focus on the undergraduate living and
learning environment, along with orientation and advising programs in both Academic and Student Affairs.
Essential to progress in all of the schools’ plans is faculty development in the fullest sense of that word: strategic
new appointments, seeking funding for endowed chairs, reviewing and enhancing the entire range of compensation
(salary, housing assistance, orientations to and continuing engagement with the Mission), competitive teaching
loads, support for teaching, research and service, and ensuring a professional and supportive work environment for
both faculty and staff.

Toward 2016 recognizes the need to refine internal communications, most especially to keep the community
focused on Mission and planning goals but also to address through self-studies and evaluation of effectiveness the
interaction among administrative/governance structures and between them and their respective constituencies to
ensure optimal functioning. The plan also recognizes the need to engage in a program of external communication
to gain for Fordham the recognition it deserves. Implementation of Toward 2016 Action Plans will be reviewed
through annual reports and will be subject to endorsement or adjustment as planning progresses, an indispensable
and vital element of an overall assessment program.

Toward 2016 in its initiatives embraces the Self-Study’s findings and then reaches beyond them both intensively
and extensively, especially in support areas like completing the first phase of the Lincoln Center Master Plan,
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adding necessary buildings to the Rose Hill campus, significantly renewing information technology’s service and
infrastructure, and launching the capital campaign.
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INTRODUCTION

Fordham University is an independent, Catholic, Jesuit institution of higher learning located in New York City and
Westchester County, New York. Fordham is proud to participate in and to contribute to several ancient, yet living
and evolving, traditions in a number of distinctive ways. As a University, Fordham strives for excellence in research
and teaching and guarantees to its instructional staff freedom of inquiry. As a University, Fordham affirms for its
undergraduate students the value of a curriculum rooted in the liberal arts and the importance of fostering critical
thinking, ethical reflection, and precise expression. Finally, as a University, Fordham provides for its graduate and
professional school students research and teaching experiences requisite for the career of the academic scholar as
well as cutting-edge knowledge and skills commensurate with the challenges of non-academic career paths.

As a Catholic University, Fordham, affirming that reason and faith complement each other in the pursuit of wis-
dom, encourages a maturation of faith consonant with intellectual and moral development. Fordham gives pride 
of place to the study of the Catholic tradition, while yet providing a place where many other religious traditions can
enter into mutually respectful dialogue. Fordham University has historically welcomed, and continues to welcome,
people of all and of no religious persuasion as valued participants in its community. As an institution in the Jesuit
tradition, Fordham is dedicated to a student-centered education that embraces the cultivation of the whole person,
and to academic endeavors that are faithful to the promotion of justice in accordance with the traditional precepts
of Catholic social thought. Finally, as a University in New York City, Fordham strives to make full use of the unsur-
passed regional, national, and international intellectual and artistic resources at our disposal, as well as to recog-
nize its ethical responsibility to enhance the culture and prosperity among the people of this metropolis.

According to the Carnegie classification, Fordham is a research extensive institution. The University community 
of approximately 700 full-time faculty and 16,000 students is located on three campuses: its traditional Rose Hill
Campus in the Bronx, its Lincoln Center Campus in Manhattan, and its Marymount Campus in Westchester County.
The University also maintains the Louis Calder Conservation and Ecology Study Center, in Armonk, New York.
Fordham University currently includes five undergraduate colleges and six graduate and professional schools.

The University: Its Colleges and Schools
The University’s existence dates back to June 24, 1841, the Feast of the Nativity of St. John the Baptist. On that day,
in honor of his patron saint, the then Coadjutor Bishop John Hughes of New York formally opened St. John’s College
on the grounds of Rose Hill Manor in the Bronx. The College initially included six students and a faculty of diocesan
priests. In 1846, the State of New York granted a charter to the College and, in the same year, Bishop Hughes trans-
ferred control of the College to a contingent of French Jesuits, formerly from St. Mary’s College in Kentucky, who
then assumed teaching responsibilities for St. John’s. In 1907, under a charter amendment by the New York Board of
Regents, St. John’s College changed its corporate name to Fordham University, after its location in the former village
of Fordham.

From the mid 1960s through the 1970s, Fordham initiated several structural and governance reforms that would
position the University squarely in the mainstream of American academic practice. In 1965, the University estab-
lished a Faculty Senate for the first time. In 1969, the University became an independent institution of higher edu-
cation when its Board of Trustees was reorganized to include a majority of non-Jesuit members. The Board of
Trustees approved the first formal University Statutes in 1971.
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Since 1931, the original St. John’s College, still situated on its 85 acre campus in the north Bronx, has borne the 
title Fordham College. Since 1996, to differentiate it from its Manhattan sister college, it is now known as Fordham
College at Rose Hill. Although other schools in the University had long since been coeducational, the University’s
flagship school, Fordham College, became a de facto coeducational institution in 1964 when Thomas More College
began enrolling women in previously all-male undergraduate liberal arts courses at the Rose Hill Campus. A
decade later, Thomas More College merged with Fordham College at Rose Hill. The College currently offers its
approximately 3,000 students a four-year traditional course of studies in the liberal arts and sciences culminating
in BA or BS degrees. The College aspires to train its students in perceptive and critical reading, accomplished writ-
ing, and the skill of argument. It seeks to instill knowledge of scientific principles and practice, consciousness of
historical perspectives, sympathetic understanding of cultural diversity, and appreciation of religious, philosophi-
cal, and moral values. Three programs that underscore these foci are American Studies, American Catholic Studies,
and International Political Economy. The Honors Program, which celebrated 50 years in 2005, further extends these
foci to a series of unique and intensive classes which culminate for program members in a undergraduate 
capstone thesis.

The School of Law, established in 1905, seeks to provide its graduates with an understanding of legal doctrine and 
a solid foundation of legal skills, analytical ability, and professional values. The School prepares its graduates to 
be responsible community members and leaders dedicated to the highest standards of ethics, excellence, and pro-
fessionalism, and inculcates in them a sense of responsibility towards the community for the practice of justice.
Its approximately 1,600 students pursue the JD or LLM degree at the Lincoln Center Campus. The American Bar
Association reviews the accreditation of the School every seven years, the next scheduled for 2008.

The Graduate School of Arts and Sciences was founded in 1916. It offers programs leading to the MA, MS, MPhil
and PhD degrees. Its approximately 700 students take courses at Rose Hill, Lincoln Center, and the Calder Center.
The primary aim of the School is to produce the classical doctoral model of the independent scholar, researcher,
and teacher whose education and training enables the candidate, upon his or her completion of the degree, to 
work in and make significant contributions to a chosen discipline. Through its masters’ programs, the Graduate
School seeks to equip its students with knowledge and skills commensurate with the challenges of professional
non-academic careers. While emphasizing academic rigor, the faculty strives to show concern for the individual
student’s needs.

The educational spirit of the Graduate School is loyal to Fordham’s Jesuit tradition, encouraging both respect for
competing schools of thought as well as mutual respect among both the faculty and students conducting intellectu-
al debates. One program in the Graduate School, the Clinical Psychology Program, is reviewed for accreditation by
an outside evaluating agency. The American Psychological Association reviews their accreditation every five years,
the next scheduled in 2006.

Also founded in 1916, the Graduate School of Education has 1,700 students enrolled in programs leading to the
PhD, EdD, MSEd, MAT (secondary), MST (primary), and MS degrees, in addition to the Professional Diploma, at
the Lincoln Center, Rose Hill and Tarrytown locations. The mission of the Graduate School of Education, in keeping
with the University’s Jesuit tradition, is to prepare school personnel and others as well as to promote the intellectu-
al, moral, and social development of their students and clients.

The National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education reviews the School’s accreditation every five years, the
last review having occurred in 2003. The University Council of Educational Administration (UCEA) is the School’s
accrediting agency for its doctoral programs in Educational Administration and Supervision, the last review occur-
ring in 1998. The UCEA has not scheduled any subsequent review. The American Psychological Association reviews
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the accreditation of the School Psychology Program and of the Counseling Psychology Program every five years.
Both programs are scheduled to be reviewed in 2008. The National Association of School Psychologists reviews the
accreditation of the Specialist Program in School Psychology in a seven-year cycle, the last having occurred in 2003.

The third school founded in 1916, the Graduate School of Social Service, offers programs leading to the PhD and
MSW to its approximately 1,600 students at both the Lincoln Center and Tarrytown locations. The School’s mission
is to prepare advanced social work practitioners who are committed to the profession’s goals, values, and ethical
standards; are able to provide quality services that promote the well-being of individuals, families, groups and
communities; can effectively reach and serve the most vulnerable populations, particularly in our metropolitan
region; and are committed to working towards a just, equitable, and caring society, free from violence, oppression,
and discrimination. Every eight years, the Commission on Accreditation of the Council on Social Work reviews the
accreditation of the School, the next scheduled for 2006.

The University established the College of Business Administration in 1920. Housed at our Rose Hill Campus, its
approximately 1,800 students pursue studies leading to the BS degree. The mission of the College is to educate stu-
dents within a Jesuit tradition that commits each to the lifelong cultivation of intellectual excellence, ethical values,
humanistic concerns, and active involvement in national and global communities. Fordham University’s College of
Business Administration (CBA) has many engaging academic programs which offer students opportunities to excel
academically and to integrate the New York City experience into their program of study. Its marquee programs
include its Global Learning Opportunities and Business Experiences Program (G.L.O.B.E.) and the CEO Breakfast
Club. G.L.O.B.E. allows students to integrate language, cultural studies, international business coursework with an
experiential bridge which can be an international internship or study abroad. The College’s CEO Breakfast Club has
for nearly 17 years offered students the opportunity to meet with the top leaders and role models in business, most
of whom are Fordham alumni. The Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business reviews the accreditation
of the College on what is currently a five year cycle, the next such scheduled for 2008.

In 1998, the University united the Rose Hill-based Ignatius College (founded in 1944 as the School of General
Studies) with the Lincoln Center-based adult education EXCEL Program to form a single College of Liberal Studies.
In 2002, Fordham College of Liberal Studies took over the operation of the weekend degree program of Marymount
College. The College offers courses leading to the BA or BS degrees, with approximately 300 students at Rose Hill,
400 at Lincoln Center, and 200 students at Marymount. The College’s students follow the same core curriculum and
value-centered education as the students at Fordham College at Rose Hill or at Lincoln Center, but in schedules and
formats designed to provide a solid education for men and women who pursue their academic aspirations on a
part-time basis, often during evenings and weekends. Fordham College of Liberal Studies is also home to a number
of non-credit life-long learning, community service, and professional development undertakings: the College at 60
serves some 200 men and women in or near retirement with a series of semester-long seminars in the humanities;
the Reading Program provides summer and after-school enrichment to some 5,000 youngsters annually; a new
Certified Financial Planner training program has just been approved by the National Certified Financial Planner
Board of Standards.

Initially founded as The Liberal Arts College in 1968, then later renamed The College at Lincoln Center, Fordham’s
undergraduate school in Manhattan became Fordham College at Lincoln Center in 1996. Sharing a common core
curriculum with its Rose Hill sister college, its approximately 1,600 students are enrolled in courses of study lead-
ing either to the BA, BFA, or BS degrees. By exploring the dynamic relationship between its Fordham curriculum
and its setting in New York City, the College equips its students to confront the pressing social and ethical questions
of modern urban life. The College boasts of two premiere programs that highlight the synergy between formal edu-
cation and the creative world of dance and theater. The Fordham Theatre Program is widely known for its acting
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curriculum that combines classical training with the most advanced research in the field. The BFA Dance Program,
which is a collaborative effort with the Alvin Ailey American Dance Theater, is a highly selective program that
accepts only 15% of its applicants and whose graduates have achieved a 60% placement rate with major dance
companies.

In 1969, the University established the Graduate Institute of Religious Education. Raised to the level of a graduate
school in 1975, the Graduate School of Religion and Religious Education presently offers at our Rose Hill Campus
courses of study leading to Professional Diplomas, MA, MS, and PhD degrees to approximately 160 students.
The School aspires to serve society through religious and allied institutions. Its training on the master’s and 
doctoral level is open to students of different faiths, and the School prides itself on the international character of
its participants.

The Graduate School of Business Administration, founded in 1969, has approximately 1,500 students enrolled in
courses at Lincoln Center and Tarrytown leading to the MBA and MS degrees. The School’s mission is to educate
business professionals to play a range of leadership roles and to prepare them for continuous growth in the chang-
ing global environment. The Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business reviews the School’s accredita-
tion currently in a five year cycle, the next scheduled to occur in 2008.

In 1907, the Religious of the Sacred Heart of Mary founded Marymount College as an independent Catholic liberal
arts college and as a pioneer in women’s education. The College consolidated with Fordham University on July 1,
2002, and is now known as Marymount College of Fordham University. Its campus in Westchester County is home
to approximately 900 students pursuing the BA or BS degrees, and its mission focuses upon women, work, diversity,
and global concerns, and fosters ethical, religious, and spiritual values. Despite Fordham’s attempts to bolster
enrollment and academic programming through consolidation, the College had suffered from poor retention 
rates and financial difficulties. As a result, at its October 2005 meeting, the Board of Trustees voted to phase out
Marymount College by June 2007. The Board’s decision was made after they considered the reports of a University
Task Force and a Board of Trustees Task Force, which were asked to consider Marymount’s future. The University
Task Force was appointed by the President and included representation from both Marymount and the greater
University. The Task Forces solicited input in particular from Marymount faculty and various University vice 
presidents. New task forces have been appointed to develop and implement a phase-out plan for the College and 
to develop a plan for the future use of the Marymount Campus.

The 1990s: Structural, Procedural, and Programmatic Innovations
The University embarked upon several major ventures involving structural, procedural, and programmatic innova-
tions in the 1990s, subsequent to the last Middle States Self-Study. First, in Spring 1994, the Board of Trustees man-
dated the restructuring of the Arts and Sciences faculty. In Spring 1995, the Trustees approved the implementation
of a plan for restructuring developed by the Arts and Sciences faculty. This plan transformed the undergraduate
schools of the University from separate Lincoln Center and Rose Hill colleges and instructional staff to a unified
intercampus institution staffed by Arts and Sciences faculty affiliated with discipline-based academic departments.
In addition, the Trustees required that the Arts and Sciences faculty develop a core curriculum common to all
Fordham undergraduates, as well as a proposal for the revision of adult education programs on the two campuses.
The Arts and Sciences faculty voted its approval of the revised core curriculum and, in addition, submitted the 
curriculum and the plan for adult education to the Board of Trustees in December 1995. In May 1996, the Trustees
approved final formal governance provisions for the restructured and integrated Arts and Sciences faculty, The 
Arts and Sciences Constitution. The Trustees received and approved the Arts and Sciences faculty plan for adult 
education within the newly structured Fordham College of Liberal Studies in December 1997.
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Thus, at the time of the last site visitation in Fall 1994, the University was involved in an intensive effort, driven by
Trustee mandates, to restructure its undergraduate colleges. The University could not adequately describe, much
less evaluate, the success of the results of this major endeavor during its last self-study. And, while our most recent
Periodic Review commented on some initial outcomes of the integration and restructuring of the undergraduate
colleges, Fordham was still in a transitional stage in that restructuring process. After a full decade, our ability to
assess the fruits of our plans and efforts has matured so that, at this time, a comprehensive self-study would assist
the University in assessing the effectiveness of this reorganization.

Second, Fordham achieved a long sought but postponed goal when, in October 1997, the University community
dedicated the William D. Walsh Family Library. The new Library permitted the consolidation of the Rose Hill
library collections in one of the nation’s most technologically advanced library buildings. The Walsh Library not
only offers the University community extensive computer services and electronic access to research material, but it
also houses a Regional Educational Technology Center, allowing Bronx and Westchester County secondary school
teachers to develop and access educational hardware.

Third, in 1999, the Graduate School of Business Administration enhanced Fordham’s global visibility by leading an
American Jesuit Universities’ consortium inaugurating a first of its kind master’s degree in Business Administration
program at Peking University and serving as the degree-granting partner in this venture.

Fourth, the University at the beginning of fiscal year 2002 inaugurated a school-based budget system for allocating
all direct, indirect, and overhead costs to its colleges and schools. In fiscal year 2003, the University initiated a long-
range strategic planning process. The Trustees had appointed in 2000 a Senior Vice President, Chief Financial
Officer and Treasurer to oversee and coordinate the University’s budgetary process.

The last such major event occurred in July 2002 when Marymount College became the University’s eleventh school
and fifth undergraduate college. All such events have had effects on the University’s Mission and planning, most
fruitfully assessed in a comprehensive self-study. Assessment of the outcomes of these major structural and proce-
dural innovations requires viewing them in the context of the University’s present sense of its Mission. Thus, and in
accord with the recommendations from the Periodic Review in 2000, the President established task forces to refor-
mulate the University’s Mission Statement in the light of the University’s understanding of its Catholic and Jesuit
identity. The comprehensive Self-Study provides an additional opportunity for assessing the University’s Mission as
it is reflected in the effects of our undergraduate school restructuring and in our current practices and procedures.

The 2006 Self-Study
Preparation for the Middle States Self-Study began in 2001 under the leadership of the former President of the
University and of the current Vice President for Academic Affairs. After participating at the November 2002 Middle
States Self-Study Institute, and in consultation with a University-wide Middle States Accreditation Advisory Group,
the current Vice President for Academic Affairs recommended to our current University President, that Fordham
University employ the Middle States’ comprehensive model for its institutional self-study. The comprehensive
model, as suggested by the Middle States’ Designs for Excellence,“enables a college or university to appraise every
aspect of its program and services, governing and supporting structures, resources, and educational outcomes in
relation to the institution’s missions and goals.” Appraising every aspect of the University is particularly appropriate
in the context of those major changes subsequent to the last self-study and with the University’s appointment in
2003 of Rev. Joseph M. McShane, S.J. as Fordham’s 32nd President.
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The Middle States Advisory Group initiated by the Vice President for Academic Affairs judged that the best way to
execute such a self-study would be to appoint a separate task force to address each of the Middle States’ 14 stan-
dards. In consultation with the Vice President for Academic Affairs, an executive staff selected the chairs for each
task force and, with their advice, the remaining members for the task forces. During the spring of 2004, each task
force clarified its purpose, formulated charge questions and identified appropriate methodologies for answering
them, and helped prepare the University Self-Study Design. Thereafter, the task forces developed an inventory of
required resources, both existing and new, to assist in answering the charge questions. In the fall of 2004, the task
forces compiled and analyzed relevant data as evidence for their answers to the charge questions and provided
draft reports for the University Self-Study Steering Committee (at that time composed predominantly of the task
force chairs).

In Spring 2005, given revised expectations regarding its most useful functions, with the consent of the task force
chairs, the membership of the University Steering Committee was altered so that it currently includes the Vice
President for Academic Affairs, ex officio, the members of the Self-Study executive staff, the Vice President for
Administration, the President of the Faulty Senate and 19 additional faculty, administrators, students, and staff.
Thus, the Committee members are representative of the entire University community. In early Fall 2005, the
Steering Committee received the final versions of the task force reports and approved edited versions as chapters 
in a consistent narrative.

The Steering Committee functions as a liaison with the wider University community so as to inform our con-
stituencies regularly what progress we are making in formulating the Self-Study Report. To this end, the Steering
Committee ensures that all appropriate means of communicating Middle States’ information will be used,
including open campus forums, electronic postings and discussion boards, and divisional/departmental presenta-
tions. In facilitating multi-faceted communication channels and incorporating community feedback, the Steering
Committee, as well as the varied University constituencies on each campus represented on the 14 task forces,
strives to develop in all our constituencies a commitment to participate in and a sense of ownership of the self-
study process.

Strategic Planning
Most important, the process of preparing for and the results of conducting a comprehensive self-study would be of
substantial assistance to our new President, in mobilizing the University community to articulate Fordham’s strate-
gic goals and to appropriate his aspiration of establishing Fordham University’s national prominence, capitalizing
on its Jesuit identity and its location in New York City.

Designs for Excellence recommends that “self study will be most helpful if the institution adapts and implements 
it as a continuing process that supports the institution’s regular planning process.” The Fordham University com-
munity has always engaged in various types of budgetary, operational, and academic planning and has done so
through established school-wide or University-wide bodies. The Council on Undergraduate Enrollment has met
weekly to discuss issues and targets germane to the size and complexity of the undergraduate student population.
The inter-college Arts and Sciences Council has monitored the implementation and revision of the core curriculum.
The University Space Planning Advisory Committee has developed a master plan for the Lincoln Center Campus 
as well as plans for the renovation of and additions to physical facilities at the Rose Hill campus. The Senior Vice
President, Chief Financial Officer and Treasurer implemented the school-based budgetary model and works with
the Vice President for Academic Affairs in coordinating academic and budgetary planning. Collaboration between
these two offices has resulted in a rolling five-year financial plan and, in conjunction with the Vice President for
Administration, an integrated capital spending plan.
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What had been lacking, until recently, are the integration of these planning efforts into an integrated strategic plan
and the employment of systematic outcomes assessment in guiding and evaluating the success of that planning
venture. President McShane’s energetic leadership is taking the University in that direction.

Intelligent planning requires information provided by regular systematic assessment. Assisting with and comple-
menting this process, the Office of Academic Effectiveness serves as a resource for strengthening the University’s
assessment resources and provides coordination and recommendations for assessment operations at the program,
department, school, and University levels between formal self-studies. Consonant with the Middle States’ position,
the President views the process of developing the Self-Study as supportive of the University’s comprehensive 
strategic planning process that he initiated in October 2003. Strategic planning is animated by the University’s
Mission and the President’s aspirations, is affirmed by the Board of Trustees, and sets the trajectory for the
University’s future.

In the course of the process, the President mobilized the entire Fordham community (administrators, faculty,
students and staff), inviting its constituencies to engage in strategic reflection on thematic goals and to propose
initiatives that would contribute to their realization. The ensuing meetings and retreats elicited exceptional 
enthusiasm from the grass roots, demonstrating a remarkably high level of hope, trust, morale, and energy from 
all those involved. The plan document, Toward 2016, was endorsed by the Board of Trustees at the 5 December 
2005 meeting.

In the context of strategic planning and assessment, Father McShane has continued to require annual reports from
all the University units. The format of the report was altered under his direction, so that the units, in a uniform
fashion, would give an account of their success in meeting annual goals and objectives, set targets for the following
years, and provide narrative commentary. Starting in 2005-2006 the format for the Annual Report will be keyed to
Toward 2016 to provide a measure of progress in strategic planning.

Conclusion
Fordham University enters its first Self-Study of the new millennium with confidence in its ability to meet its com-
mitments entailed in its Mission, with a solid sense of its unique niche among institutions of higher education, and
with ambitious aspirations for national academic prominence. The University’s strengths include, in the first place,
the teaching and research accomplishments of its faculty and their dedication to the personal care of our students.
The faculty’s morale is greatly boosted and its enthusiasm for Fordham generated by the personal concern shown
to the instructional staff by our new President and his vigorous promotion of the visibility of the University and its
future. The President’s requirement of annual reports from both the academic and support services departments of
the University has encouraged these units to set operational, as well as strategic targets, for their operations and to
assess their success in meeting those goals. The President has mobilized the University community during the past
academic year to engage in a collaborative dialogue regarding the long-range strategic targets of the University
itself. Our Board of Trustees has been supportive of the President’s initiatives, which include the endowment of
several new Distinguished Chairs. The Board is also developing norms for the assessment of its effectiveness and 
of the effectiveness of the President as well.

Fordham University enhances the learning opportunities of its students and the research potential of its faculty 
by virtue of the unsurpassed intellectual, cultural, and international resources of its location in the cosmopolitan
center that is New York City. Yet, even in New York, few schools offer such an attractive diversity of settings as does
Fordham: the bustle of our sophisticated Manhattan theater and performing arts neighborhood; the beauty of



our spacious traditional Bronx campus, surrounded by the Bronx Zoo and the New York Botanical Garden; and 
the picturesque panorama of our suburban Marymount Campus. In addition, the new Walsh Family Library puts
Fordham at the cutting edge of academic information technology.

Despite the neighboring presence of two nationally visible institutions, the New York Botanical Garden and the
Bronx Zoo, the popular image of the Bronx continues to overshadow what might be the more positive perceptions
of prospective applicants. Fordham also remains encumbered by its relative dearth of endowment. Thus, the
University remains substantially dependent upon tuition revenue to meet the needs of a financially challenged
applicant pool and student body.

There is evidence for the claims made above, regarding both strengths and challenges, in the chapters of the Self-
Study. In addition, the report presents recommendations for using our strengths to enhance our opportunities and
to confront our challenges successfully.
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Standard 1
MISSION, GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Introduction: Ignatian Education
The lived presence of Fordham’s Mission and the University’s distinctive identity has unfolded over its 165-year 
history, from its first five years as a diocesan college to its foundation as the first Jesuit institution of higher learning
in the Northeast. Fordham now seeks to articulate its Mission explicitly, to describe how it unfolds in teaching, in
scholarship, and in service, and to encourage a continual process of reflection regarding the University’s fulfillment
of its Mission, thus connecting mission with the Ignatian practice of the examen.

This goal situates us within the history of Jesuit education. At the dawn of the modern age, Ignatius of Loyola,
founder of the Society of Jesus, recognized that unlike its monastic predecessors, the urban university should 
educate leaders to engage in the changing, more secular-minded world Europe was becoming. Accordingly, he 
sent Jesuits to staff existing schools and to establish others throughout the world. By the end of the 16th century 
the Jesuits had founded 200 schools in Europe, others in Asia, and very soon the first academic institutions of
distinction in Latin America. The Society directed these efforts towards urban centers where knowledge, instruc-
tion, and formation could serve humanity and the universal common good.

From the outset, the Society conducted systematic conversations, the first “mission statements” that would inform
its work. The discussion and debate on intellectual and academic purpose would impel the Jesuits to the most 
comprehensive system of higher education that the world had yet seen. Yet these systematics were never univocal.
From its beginning, Jesuit education had accepted an essential tension arising from two sources of its pedagogy,
the founding Constitutions and the Ratio Studiorum, its “method and system of study.” The Ratio combined
Renaissance humanism’s focus on the person with the heritage of medieval scholasticism’s study of God. In the
Constitutions, Ignatius instructed Jesuit educators to “take account of circumstances of times, places, persons, and
other such factors, as seems expedient in Our Lord.” This dual focus required Jesuit education to integrate Catholic
intellectual traditions into an adaptive vigorous response to the world. A mission so conceived can produce tension
which would have been as foreign to monasticism as it is now for post-modern secularism. This tension might
place a Jesuit educator in apparent conflict with magisterial authority as it did when Teilhard de Chardin tried to
extend evolutionary thinking into systematic theology. At other times it may require Jesuit and Catholic institutions
to challenge social norms, as it did when denominational American Protestant universities were becoming secular-
ized in the 19th century or, later, when John Courtney Murray and John Tracy Ellis were publicizing their work.
Today’s America provides a new moment of tension as Jesuit education engages a global horizon of post-secular
religious pluralism.

Contemporary Jesuit Education
Fifty years ago, Fordham’s Thought published “American Catholics and the Intellectual Life” by John Tracy Ellis
(Appendix 1.1). In this article, Ellis examined church-related education in response to modernity and evoked 
possibilities for the future, challenging educators who would inherit the Catholic educational tradition to be 
intellectually distinctive without simply imitating other private and public schools. As it turned out, Jesuit and 
Catholic universities in America adopted the professional model of higher education proclaimed in the Land o’
Lakes Statement, a model that would silence or at least reduce to a whisper those parts of Jesuit and Catholic 
identity which distinguish it from the narrowly secularized academy. (The Statement is included in Appendix 1.2.)
By the late 1980s, leaders in American Jesuit education recognized that following this model put the identity and
continued legacy of Jesuit universities very much at risk and, thus, called for Assembly ’89, a four-day conference 
at Georgetown University that helped inspire a renewed conversation on identity by Jesuit universities in the 
United States.
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The Society of Jesus has urged that this conversation continue. The Documents of the Thirty-Fourth General
Congregation of the Society of Jesus (1995) affirmed the specific character of a Jesuit university. As a university,
it “guarantees a commitment to the fundamental autonomy, integrity, and honesty of a university” as a forum for 
an open search for the truth (§191), thus echoing calls issued by the Vatican in Ex Corde Ecclesiae and later in 
Fides et Ratio.

History of Fordham’s Mission Statement
These historical developments help to illuminate Fordham University’s explication of its own Mission. The
University Goals Committee drafted the 1979 Mission Statement (Appendix 1.3) and the University’s Board of
Trustees approved it. The letter attached to the final draft notes that although the Statement was “meant primarily
to be a statement of the Board of Trustees” who carried responsibility to see that the Mission moved forward, its
success required that the University’s several constituencies “devise the plans and put into effect the particular
activities which are appropriate to [each] constituency.” Since the University administration is to be responsible 
for ensuring its implementation,“no attempt, therefore, is made to ask the Board here and now to set down what
specific policies flow from each of these principles.” Some initiatives immediately followed the adoption of the 
1979 Mission Statement, but the process was not formalized or institutionalized.

Fordham’s Process of Review and Revision
In 1991, an 18-month long University-wide discussion considered the question of whether to revise the 1979
Mission Statement. This discussion informed the mission sections of the 1993 document Fordham in the Year 2000.
This document refers to the 1979 Statement but also notes certain characteristics of the University’s Jesuit mission
and identity: that “Jesuit educational tradition embodies a readiness to respond to changing educational needs;”
that “Jesuit education has distinctive religious beliefs at its root;” and that Jesuit education has a humanistic orien-
tation with “a respect for the individual student, a concern for the whole person, and a focus on the welfare of all 
of humanity.” In the early 1990s, Fordham struggled with the very dynamic introduced by Ignatian education 450
years ago: the imperative to preserve its Catholic, Jesuit identity while remaining recognizably within the common
discourse of intellectual and academic life. From that vantage, Fordham in the Year 2000 (like the 1979 Mission
Statement itself) was an important step beyond the acquiescence suggested by Land o’ Lakes.

On the heels of the Fordham in the Year 2000 report, the President of the University charged the 1994 Self-Study
Steering Committee to “examine the mission, academic quality, delivery systems, and competitive advantages of the
Fordham undergraduate experience.” That same year, in an address to the academic community the President “sug-
gested that the University Mission Statement, last approved in 1979, would more accurately reflect the current reali-
ty and aspirations of the University if it 1) more explicitly affirmed the significance of Fordham’s Catholic tradition,
2) focused on the challenges of international education, 3) more clearly defined Fordham’s social educational val-
ues, 4) defined the role of the University in New York City, and 5) expressed the institution’s commitment to public
service” (referenced in Chapter Two of the 1994 Self-Study). What followed was an extraordinary Board-mandated
restructuring of undergraduate education in light of these ideas. However, no version of the Mission Statement
appeared in the 1994 Self-Study, and there was no official revision at that time.

In response to that Self-Study, Middle States asked that the University “come to grips with the redefinition and 
integration of the Jesuit tradition into a curriculum that prepares all students for the challenges of the twenty-first 
century.” In its five-year Periodic Review Report submitted in 2000, Fordham discussed its progress in its “attention
to its Jesuit Mission and Catholic Identity.” This Report made the following points, among others:

• Fordham College at Lincoln Center and Fordham College at Rose Hill each had at the time a Jesuit in the
dean’s position;
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• Many departments, though not all of them, accepted the desirability of recruiting and hiring Jesuits;

• The Division of Student Affairs developed its own mission statement which emphasized Jesuit themes;

• The University Chaplain’s responsibilities were expanded to constitute a new office dedicated to the
University’s identity and mission as a Catholic university;

• The University anticipated new retreat programs, outreach programs, and the continued presence of
Jesuits in the residence halls; and,

• Fordham’s Enrollment Group highlighted Jesuit and Catholic aspects of the University in recruiting 
new students.

The 2000 Periodic Review Report concluded that section with “The Mission Statement for the Undergraduate
Colleges” (Appendix 1.4), illustrating that while the 1979 Mission Statement may not have reflected fully the 
developing and lived presence of Mission, mission statements for some units in the University did.

This Mission Statement for the undergraduate colleges included a paragraph about religious inclusion which had
not appeared in the 1979 Mission Statement. In 1996, this same paragraph appeared in the Fordham Fact Book
under the title “Religious Traditions.” The paragraph is not specific about the nature of Jesuit education. It empha-
sizes the University’s inclusiveness but avoids its religious identity, as though the two were inconsistent rather than
necessarily complementary. No record exists of who wrote this statement. No information suggests whether it was
in any way officially approved or even reviewed. Its appearance may reflect again the unfolding dynamic tension
central to Ignatian education, in this case minimizing the Jesuit and Catholic identity of our University in light of
an all embracing (and consequently indistinct) pluralism of contemporary secular universities. If so, it reflects
exactly what Ellis warned could happen.

Fordham took the next step in formally reviewing and revising the 1979 Mission Statement only later.

Initiatives to Renew Identity and Mission as a Jesuit University
Two major changes related to the renewal of Jesuit mission and identity took place during 1994-1995: the reorgani-
zation of the Arts and Sciences faculty into discipline-based, University-wide departments to serve the liberal arts
and undergraduate business schools, and the revision of the undergraduate core curriculum to ensure that all
undergraduate schools would have at their center a recognizably Jesuit core. While the College of Business
Administration shared Fordham College’s highly structured and recognizably Jesuit core curriculum, the College at
Lincoln Center’s smaller core lacked the strong philosophy and theology requirements central to a Jesuit core. Thus,
a major effect of the “merger” of the faculties and the revision of a common core curriculum was to strengthen the
Jesuit core curriculum at the school now called Fordham College at Lincoln Center.

These changes in the undergraduate schools did not explicitly refer to the 1979 Mission Statement, but they devel-
oped under a lived sense or implicit understanding of Fordham’s identity even as Jesuit colleges and universities
across the country renewed their commitment to their Jesuit and Catholic traditions.

After this reorganization, the Vice President for Academic Affairs, newly appointed in 1995, initiated improvements
in faculty development that simultaneously strengthened Fordham’s academic and Jesuit mission. Among these, he
invited selected faculty to participate in regional day-long gatherings focused on Jesuit identity. In response to the
gathering at St. Peter’s College in 1998, he established the Pre-Tenure Orientation Committee charged to develop an
identity and mission component for new faculty orientation and to organize an annual gathering of pre-tenured
faculty for discussions led by senior faculty and aimed at improving faculty understanding of Fordham’s Jesuit and
Catholic character.

In 1999, the President charged the newly appointed University Chaplain to work with faculty on mission and identi-
ty. Himself a model of Jesuit identity with an openness to diversity, the University Chaplain played an extraordinary
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role in leading the faculty to a greater understanding of Fordham’s Jesuit and Catholic traditions. The result has
been much greater faculty participation in and contribution to these traditions.

The current Vice President for Academic Affairs, appointed in 2000, has led the present era of development and
explicit articulation of the lived sense of Fordham’s Mission, identity, and intellectual tradition. For example, a 
faculty committee formulated a hiring statement for consistent use in announcing faculty positions: “Fordham is 
an independent, Catholic university in the Jesuit tradition that welcomes applications from men and women of
all backgrounds.” To encourage and strengthen the work of the Pre-Tenure Orientation Committee, he appointed
administrators and faculty to the Lilly Fellows Program, which hosts collaborative discussions on mission and
identity among faculty at different institutions of higher education. This led to a grant to start the University’s 
own program of Lilly Seminars. New faculty were invited to participate in these year-long seminars led by tenured
faculty members and to discuss readings on the nature and character of Jesuit, Catholic higher education. The 
seminars provide new faculty, who may or may not be familiar with the Catholic intellectual tradition or its Jesuit
species, with a better understanding of them. The program serves the Arts and Sciences, Law and Business faculties,
and continues to help new faculty come to a sense of the lived Mission.

In January 2002 the Pre-Tenure Orientation Committee began to include tenured faculty in the seminars in order 
to stimulate campus-wide discussion. Now called the Faculty Conversation on Mission Committee, it assisted the
Vice President for Academic Affairs in establishing a Newman Fellows Seminar in 2002-2003 in which senior faculty
and outside lecturers reflected on John Henry Cardinal Newman’s The Idea of a University. The following year,
Fordham’s new President initiated the Sapientia et Doctrina Medalist Lecture Series focusing on the promotion 
of Fordham’s motto.

The most public initiative demonstrating Fordham’s mission as a Catholic university is the Francis and Anne
Curran Center for American Catholic Studies. Other recently established programs include the Natural Law
Colloquium (a joint project of the Philosophy Department and the Law School), the Center for Ethics Education 
(an interdisciplinary venture to advance moral education in the professions), the Law School’s Program in Law,
Religion, and Lawyers’ Work, and the Center for Religion and Culture.

The New Mission Statement
These efforts to articulate programmatically the University’s Mission were not accompanied either by redrafting the
1979 Mission Statement or by fully disseminating a set of University goals. When the Reverend Joseph McShane,
S.J. assumed the Presidency in 2003, he undertook the task of formally articulating the University’s Mission. In
2004, he appointed the University Chaplain to the new post of Vice President for Mission and Ministry and charged
him with leading the review and revision of the 1979 Mission Statement. In April 2005, after broad consultation
with the University community, the Board of Trustees approved a new mission statement (Appendix 1.5).

That the University’s Mission is lived and appropriated, and is not merely a written document, becomes evident
when one compares the 1979 Statement with the 2005 Mission Statement and its various incarnations in the mis-
sion-related materials appearing in school bulletins and on the University website. Even when language may vary,
there is a clear consistency of spirit and purpose that pervades each attempt to articulate and make manifest
Fordham’s Mission. (Appendix 1.6 is a detailed analysis of documents.)

The Mission in Action
Strategic Planning
As he directed attention to the University’s Mission, the President undertook integrated strategic planning in Fall
2003 as a way to lay the groundwork for its implementation. In Fall 2004, he challenged the University community
to propose strategic initiatives for consideration (Appendix 1.7 is the strategic planning template). As academic and
administrative units engaged in self-examination to produce viable proposals, they also articulated new or revised
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unit mission statements that could propel the University toward its strategic vision (see Appendix 1.8) and would
accord fully with the University’s Mission. In both its lived sense and in its formal articulation, the Mission gives
rise to faith and hope in the vision and in strategic planning. Planning in turn continues to embody the Mission,
manifesting it as the plan develops, stating its goals and objectives which are in turn assessed, affirmed, revised, or
recast. The dynamic nature of strategic planning bears witness to the perennial tension in Jesuit higher education
between its core traditions and values and its responsiveness to contemporary influences and possibilities.

Surveys and interviews show that Mission has made a strong impression on academic life, informing the goals and
objectives, hiring practices, curriculum, pedagogy, and advising systems of the various schools. Some respondents
at the unit level reported that they were unable to recall the last time they had reviewed the original 1979 Mission
Statement. Even so, most were able to identify the Mission’s most important characteristics. Recently, with the
advent of the annual report format and strategic planning, there has been more explicit attention focused on the
University’s Mission Statement, as schools have worked on their own mission statements and participated in the
review and revision of the University’s 2005 Mission Statement. (Appendix 1.9 provides analyses of questionnaire
responses and interviews.)

Annual Goals
Before taking office, the President asked that all units and divisions of the University engage in annual reporting.
The prescribed Annual Report template (reproduced in Appendix 1.10) requires specification of short and long-
term goals with measurable objectives and the means to assess them. The process requires vice presidents, deans,
department chairs, and directors to become more reflective, accountable, and engaged with their staffs and faculties
in specifying goals linked to Mission and in working to achieve those goals. Our review of the 2003 and 2004 annu-
al reports (Appendix 1.11) shows that a majority of goals relate very strongly to the 1979 Mission Statement’s edu-
cational aims but focus less (though still significantly) on those mission aspects that distinguish Fordham as a New
York, Catholic, and Jesuit institution.

An academic Operational Planning Document (OPD), piloted in selected programs and centers, also links goals and
objectives with Mission. The OPD requires that the University’s Mission be set alongside the mission for the program
or center with goals and objectives following them. The format prompts the planner to keep mission in mind while
formulating goals. Fordham will continue testing this document for effectiveness and will implement its use on a
wider scale if data supports it. (Appendix 1.12 shows a sample OPD.)

Identity
The Vice President for Academic Affairs began a concerted effort to assess Fordham’s achievement of its Mission.
In particular, he challenged the institution to consider how to articulate the unique aspects of its Mission and
determine psychometrically sound measures for the outcomes which they produce. He has funded the Catholic
Identity Project to develop reliable and valid measures of how Catholic higher education sustains its identity. In the
Project, social scientists and theologians work with University administrators to develop the scales. After reviewing
available assessment instruments and the theological and educational literature on Catholic higher education, the
project conducted extensive in-depth interviews with a diverse sample of administrators, faculty, and students
across all University constituencies. These interviews, together with the literature, permitted a conceptualization 
of the basic elements of Catholic identity in higher education institutions. Factors emerged such as charism (ideal),
organizational relations with the Catholic Church, curricular content, behavioral norms, and personal formation
among members of the community. The Project then developed survey items to measure those factors and has
begun further research to confirm measurement reliability, validity, and norms. This instrument promises to be
very helpful for institutions that wish to assess aspects of how their Catholic identity informs different areas of
university life.
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Conclusion
Despite John Tracy Ellis’ prophetic caution, Fordham and many other Catholic and Jesuit institutions seemed 
reluctant to acknowledge publicly its Jesuit and Catholic mission or to reflect systematically on how that mission
has informed its life as an intellectual and academic community. Merely 15 years after the publication of Ellis’
essay, Catholic higher education embraced the model of assimilation proclaimed at Land o’ Lakes. In recent years,
however, the University has energetically responded to Ellis, following the challenges of Ex Corde Ecclesiae and
Fides et Ratio to bring its Mission to bear on changing times and to encourage the cultivation of a lived sense 
of our Catholic, Jesuit heritage. The 2005 Mission Statement strongly articulates this lived sense of Mission. It 
places mission at the heart of strategic planning and, by extension, of operational planning, resource allocation,
program development, and assessment. Periodic review and revision of these activities will occur as an integral
part of the planning process. Regularized annual reporting facilitates consistent assessment as each unit projects
mission-related goals with needed resources, designs means for assessing outcomes, and measures successful out-
comes. These assessments will inform periodic reviews of the University’s Mission and goals in light of changes 
in internal and external circumstances and conditions as the University evolves in the 21st century.

Recommendations
1. Stipulate that units, schools and departments consider ways in which their programming engages the core areas

of the 2005 Mission Statement (such as Jesuit, Catholic, academic excellence, diversity, service, religious and
moral values, and synergy with New York City), particularly those areas that are relevant to their programmatic
function, as they engage in this process.

2. Expand mission education for faculty (tenured and non-tenured) and staff during hiring and orientation and
through continuing study groups and University events.

3. Require that review panels consider the Mission during periodic program reviews for undergraduate majors 
and graduate and professional programs.
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Standards 2 and 3
STRATEGIC PLANNING, PLANNING AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION

Introduction
The Reverend Joseph M. McShane, S.J., launched Fordham’s strategic planning initiative shortly after he became
Fordham’s new President. This chapter reviews the initiation of this strategic planning, comments on the profile
and effectiveness of planning as it was conducted previous to Fr. McShane’s initiatives, and evaluates the effective-
ness of policies, procedures, and processes for allocating resources developed in the ten years prior to his presiden-
cy that will support current and future strategic and operational planning.

Strategic Planning
As Father McShane assumed Fordham’s Presidency in July 2003, he articulated his commitment to integrated
strategic planning as the road the University must take to assume, and, indeed, reclaim, its prominence in
American higher education and preeminence among Catholic universities. By the middle of his first year in office,
he announced and then appointed task forces to study and make recommendations regarding some of the most
pressing planning issues: adult education, Marymount College, the website, integrated marketing, and year-round
use of campus facilities. In preparation for the Middle States’ reaccreditation process, work on the Self-Study began.
In addition, he asked a committee to review the University’s 1979 Mission Statement. Simultaneously, the President,
along with the Administrators’ Conference, began to lay the foundation for University-wide integrated strategic
planning. In late Fall 2003 and Spring 2004, they considered models for strategic planning and formats that might
work best at Fordham, discussed the foci for strategic ideas and initiatives, identified peer and aspirant institutions,
and then examined Fordham’s own strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and challenges as compared with those of
other institutions of higher learning in America and abroad.

In March 2004 at a full-day planning meeting, the Board of Trustees approved the University’s strategic vision and
the broad themes and areas for improvement. In April 2005, the Board approved the Mission Statement that had
been drafted after consultation with the University community and that, in this elaborated version, focuses more
sharply and with greater definition Fordham’s lived Mission and values.

In Fall 2004 at two Open Forums during which the President discussed strategic planning with the University com-
munity, faculty and administrators expressed interest in future consideration and clarification of key issues: bench-
marks to measure progress toward the vision; the faculty’s professional obligations, especially the teaching load;
student services for graduate and professional schools; the potential of the Lincoln Center Campus with its central
Manhattan location; communication within the University; faculty housing; the place of the sciences at Fordham
and the role of the sciences in the core curriculum; the role of athletics; diversity in the student body; the develop-
ment of revenue centers in the University. The President then invited the community to reflect on the strategic plan-
ning foundational materials and to propose academic and administrative initiatives that could propel Fordham
toward realization of its vision while enacting its Mission. Academic and administrative groups, as well as individu-
als, formulated many of the issues raised in open forum discussion as strategic proposals. Other less clearly strate-
gic proposals that were generated may serve as guidelines for operational planning for individual units,
departments, and schools.

At its April 2005 planning meeting, the Board of Trustees offered commentary on the Strategic Planning Interim
Report, those proposed initiatives that had undergone initial prioritization by deans and directors and then by the
Administrators’ Conference with the advice of the Strategic Planning Advisory Group. Subsequently, the Strategic
Planning Advisory Group commented on the Interim Report, and, at two open meetings in May 2005, the President
presented it in outline. The Report then appeared on the internal web page and the University community was able



to offer comments. The draft of the strategic planning document projecting the first sequencing of activity was
ready for comment by the community in early Fall 2005 and the ultimate version went to the Board of Trustees later
in the Fall.

Earlier Planning at Fordham
In August 2002, Fordham reported to Middle States on its planning in Fordham University, Strategic Planning, which
enumerates institutional goals formally articulated in 1996. These include fostering Fordham’s Catholic Jesuit tradi-
tion of education, the renewal of the undergraduate core curriculum, the expansion of graduate and professional
programs and the improvement of their regional and national reputations, faculty development, fund raising, the
expansion of technology, and construction and maintenance of campus facilities.

Over the past 15 years, the University has taken many steps toward achieving those nine goals. These include
restructuring and integrating the liberal arts colleges at Rose Hill and Lincoln Center through the institution of a
new, shared core curriculum based on the Jesuit tradition for those colleges and for all undergraduates. The Office
of Academic Affairs established a formal external review process for undergraduate programs and implemented it
on a rotating basis. The Graduate School of Social Service has maintained its national ranking at 14. The School of
Law continued to advance in national rankings to 27th with average LSAT scores, acceptance rate, placement, and
bar passage rates equaling or surpassing those of some other schools with higher rankings. The University reorgan-
ized the areas of admission, financial aid, bursar, and registrar into one cohesive enrollment services group. Two
large new residence halls increased the resident student population, and the residence hall at Lincoln Center drew a
more national undergraduate student population whose average SAT scores match or exceed those of students in
the colleges at Rose Hill. Fordham’s new faculty profile on average improved across the board, a judgment made
based on research productivity and teaching evaluations by both peers and students. The Walsh Library opened
and University-wide library service was upgraded. The Senior Vice President and Chief Financial Officer, appointed
to a newly created position, took on the responsibility for developing a five-year financial plan and implementing
school-based budgeting, a model that looks to the future and allows for more effective resource allocation attuned
to individual unit goals and objectives. Technology developed its strategic plan in 1996-1997 and, among other
advances, proposed 90% (effectively full) wireless saturation for Lincoln Center by July 2005 and the same for Rose
Hill by January 2006, developed unlimited data, audio and video communication capacity between the campuses,
dramatically expanded the number of smart classrooms, and established network connections for all residence
halls. To address the goal of developing a systematic plan for maintaining its facilities, a university-wide database
tracks maintenance and capital needs. Finally, the University completed a $150 million capital campaign.

Planning Groups
Fordham’s primary planning groups for the period 1994 to 2004 were as follows: the Trustees’ Strategic Planning
Committee; the University Planning Council, a body that deals with five-year financial planning; the Council of Vice
Presidents, now renamed the Administrators’ Conference, composed of the President and his cabinet; the University
Space Planning Advisory Committee, a body that developed a Master Space Plan for Lincoln Center and a similar
draft plan for the Rose Hill Campus; the Council for Undergraduate Enrollment (CUE); and semi-annual meetings
of academic deans, the Arts and Sciences Council, school and college councils, and leadership groups in adminis-
trative units.

Evaluating Planning Effectiveness
To evaluate the effectiveness of the planning processes at Fordham that preceded the current strategic planning
endeavor and that will continue to support both strategic and operational planning into the future, we interviewed
deans and several vice presidents and conducted a survey of individuals who served on University-wide planning
committees as well as those who were involved in school, college, and unit planning.
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To summarize, the perception of University-wide planners was that the planning processes identified and involved
a variety of constituencies, were flexible and open to change, were well-publicized in the University community, and
have resulted in verifiable improvements. University planners acknowledge that, to some extent, plans, goals, and
resource allocations were mission-based and prioritized. Lower percentages of University-wide planners perceived
their committees as engaging in long-range planning and assessment.

Survey results for University-wide planning and unit planning differ somewhat, but both groups report that plan-
ning had yielded improvements at the University and both groups list long-range planning beyond the five-year
projections of the budget model among the least practiced strategies. Both groups also ranked assessment of goal
achievement and of resource allocations relatively low in comparison to other activities. Unit planners ranked con-
stituent representation in a moderate range in contrast to University-wide planners who ranked it high. This differ-
ence may simply reflect that broader representation is more suitable for higher level committees. Basing planning
on the University’s Mission was ranked higher by unit planners. Openness to inside and outside influences was
ranked high by both groups.

The surveys invited written comments about the planning process. Some of the comments that recurred with some
regularity asserted that Fordham just started strategic planning in 2003-2004, that the President is doing a fine job
leading the planning process, that planning needs to be strengthened especially in the areas of assessment of
results and communication within the University, and that there have been some gaps in representation of stake-
holders in the planning process. Additional comments cited examples of successful planning efforts in the areas of
student affairs and the library. (Survey instruments, tables, and more detailed analyses are in Appendix 2/3.1)

The three vice presidents and five deans interviewed were excited and hopeful about the newly initiated strategic
planning effort. In the individual interviews, these administrators expressed similar views, namely, that strategic
planning had not been a strong priority in Fordham’s recent history, that goals did not always guide the allocation
of funds, and that there was no systematic assessment of whether the University was achieving its goals. Deans 
and other academic support areas report that a lack of resources, especially in the area of staff, hampered progress
towards these goals. Communication of planning activity had sometimes been inadequate or sometimes came too
late. For example, the introduction of the revised core curriculum in the mid 1990s created a demand for additional
classroom space that was not communicated to Facilities beforehand. They also cited lapses in communication
between the Academic and Finance areas in that the latter was perceived to base decisions on financial projections
rather than on program goals and objectives; school-based budgeting attempts to address this issue. They
expressed some concern that certain types of data are not easily accessible online; the implementation of an
Enterprise Resource Planning system that is in progress should address that issue. Finally, they cited the reorgani-
zation of the Fordham Colleges at Rose Hill and Lincoln Center as one example of good and productive planning in
the past: the University carried out this complex process successfully.

Assessing Planning Efforts and Some Examples
The recently established Office for Academic Effectiveness is essential to well-grounded academic planning in the
future. An assessment plan to support existing academic efforts, to provide centralized assurance that information
feeds back into programming, and to inform strategic planning on a continual basis is currently in preparation.
Certain very focused units in Academic Affairs have a history of basing planning on regular assessment: among
these are the University Library system, whose annual report contains detailed statistics on the use of buildings,
materials, and electronic resources, and whose periodic surveys of user satisfaction inform staffing decisions,
capital budget proposals, and operations and maintenance discussions; and the Regional Educational Technology
Center, which performs extensive assessments on its outreach efforts as part of its accountability to the University
and to the public and private sources of its funding.
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Technology uses focus groups to assess needs and determine how they might be met. These inquiries have pro-
duced important changes, such as the institution of wireless networks and cell phone technology, the upgrading 
of the software used in student services and finance, improvements in public computer lab equipment and soft-
ware, and the expansion of the hours of service. Technology also issues periodic surveys to assess satisfaction with
specific services. Facilities uses its annually updated computerized data base, Building Condition Assessment Tool
(BCAT), of every space and building system to assess and itemize deferred maintenance needs, capital renewal
needs, and costs for the entire institution, and to schedule maintenance and renewal over a seven to ten year period
in priority order. Fordham’s Facility Operations units at each campus also maintain computerized work order sys-
tems which include scheduled preventative maintenance procedures throughout the campuses. Data from these
systems help the University to formulate the capital and operating budgets for all facilities.

As strategic planning goes forward and mission-and vision-focused operational planning takes even firmer hold,
annual reports will play a greater role yet in the assessment process in that they will assess progress toward achiev-
ing not only annual goals but long-range and strategic goals. Similarly, the integrated University-wide strategic
planning process incorporates assessment measures in its initial form and will do the same in succeeding incarna-
tions. Also, the self-study process, with its focus on assessment, helps to confirm the importance and formal insti-
tutionalization of many already existing informal processes and measures.

Allocating Resources
Achieving planning goals, whether operational or strategic, depends upon the effective management of resources.
The University’s policies and processes for planning and decision-making about resource allocation in place today
provide a solid foundation for strategic and operational planning in the future and represent a substantial change
from those of 10 years ago. In addition, Fordham’s academic mission has considerably greater influence on resource
allocation than it did a decade ago.

The President and the Board of Trustees, informed by recommendations from vice presidents, deans, the Faculty
Senate, and other committees on which faculty are represented, make decisions on the allocation of resources. The
process is more transparent than was the case 10 years ago. The stakeholders understand and agree to the rationale
underlying policies, procedures, and processes, and decision-makers are more open to recommendations for modi-
fication. There is ample evidence of systematic policies and procedures employed to analyze resource trends. The
University has made a commitment to a five-year planning horizon. The most significant changes in the trend
analyses include the institution in 2001 of school-based budgeting that guides the development of the operating
budgets for all University units, an expanded University Planning Council that oversees budget planning, the
expansion in 1996 of the University Space Planning Advisory Committee responsible for reviewing plans for space
acquisition and/or construction and space allocation, the creation of the Information Technologies Committee that
advises on matters related to acquisition and allocation of both hardware and software systems, and a recently
instituted procedure for requesting new faculty, administrative, and staff positions that requires that such requests
be submitted in each unit’s annual report. All committees with advisory responsibilities for resource allocation have
representation from the faculty, deans, and vice presidents. Faculty members also serve as resource people for com-
mittees of the Board of Trustees that consider resource issues.

The University Planning Council and School-Based Budgeting
The University Planning Council, formed in 2001, is comprised of all vice presidents, academic deans, and faculty
members recommended to the President by the Faculty Senate. Its periodic reviews (at least two to three times per
year) of operating budgets, revenue potentials, and expenses of non-revenue producing centers provide a forum for
discussion. The schools, as the primary revenue centers, comment on and evaluate the quality and efficiency of
non-revenue producing services. The budget preparatory model provides the basis for estimating revenues and 



expenses for a five-year period. The Council reviews these and final budgets for all areas before they are submitted
to the Board of Trustees.

The school-based model has transformed the budgeting procedure from a retrospective analysis of the preceding
five budget years to a prospective process that projects estimated amounts for five successive years. School-based
budgeting has allowed for a more careful and deliberate analysis of resource trends that can inform decisions bear-
ing on the University’s accomplishment of its goals. The school-based model rests on the premise that once a
school’s budget has been approved for the following fiscal year, the school is responsible for achieving its “bottom
line” whether that balance is positive or negative. If a school does “better” than budget (maintains a higher positive
balance than budgeted or a lower negative one than budgeted), the difference is set up as a reserve account referred
to as a “better-than-budget account” that the school may use at a later time as its planning priorities dictate.
Responsibility lies with the schools, and they have the authority and flexibility that will enable them to achieve
planned results. The new model informs but does not drive academic planning: school-based budgeting is essen-
tially an academic planning process.

In 2001, following the recommendations of a subcommittee of the University Budget Planning Committee, the orig-
inal cost-allocation budget model developed in the early 1990s was revised using fewer variables to estimate the
allocation of non-revenue producing area expenses to the schools. The model is based on the principle that rev-
enues should be allocated in full to the units that generate them and expenses to the units that benefit from them.
This revised allocation model facilitated the development of school-based budgets.

There is great variety among University constituencies in the understanding of and appreciation for the school-
based budget/allocation model. Interviews with Faculty Senate members and selected deans suggest that the model
is seen as too complex by some, as favoring undergraduate schools at the expense of professional schools by others,
and as lacking adequate procedures for obtaining feedback by most. The deans have voiced concern that the cen-
trally-administered costs allocated to their budgets are not available during the review process, thus leaving their
“bottom line” costs unknown.

In response to this concern, estimates of these costs may be incorporated into the budgets at the time when the
University Planning Council reviews them. Estimates of revenue are not available to the non-academic vice presi-
dential areas as they prepare their budgets, and these are, to a great extent, funded by revenues generated through
the schools. Consideration is being given to providing the estimates to those vice presidents much earlier in the
budget preparation process, a change encouraged by the schools. Overall, there is a great openness in the finance
area of the University to reviewing and modifying the allocation method to make it both more understandable and
fair. The resource analysis and budgeting processes are now much more transparent than they were prior to the
move to school-based budgeting, and the affected constituents have an early and continuing role in developing
those budgets.

Faculty and Staff Resources
There have been substantial changes in the process that assesses the need for faculty positions over the last 10
years, driven, in large part, by the shift to a school-based budget model and, in some part, by a centrally perceived
need to “regularize” the process. For a short period before 2001, deans presented their requests for new faculty lines
to the Vice President for Academic Affairs at the early stages of the budget preparation process, and decisions
depended upon the availability of funds within the school’s budget. Since 2001, such decisions depend primarily
upon academic needs and the potential for funding the position(s) through revenue generation, either in the school
or elsewhere in the University, or through shifting funding from areas with less to those with greater need. Also,
since the introduction of school-based budgeting, comprehensive databases of full-time faculty personnel within
schools have been developed for the deans to use in assessing the school’s academic needs. The Vice President for 
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Academic Affairs more regularly reviews faculty profiles with the dean of each school to account for any 
shifting needs.

In 2001 and, again, in 2004, the University recast the process for faculty position authorization and moved the
deadline for requesting new positions so that such requests are now included in the unit’s annual report submitted
in late Spring. This shift in time line allows for improved recruiting efforts: academic units may advertise positions
to be filled for the following academic year during the summer months and early in the current academic year.
Under the revised process, decisions regarding the authorization of new faculty and support lines depend upon
consideration of the school’s academic needs and goals. This shift to an emphasis on funding needed positions
reflects a renewed commitment by the University to give priority to its academic mission.

Capital Improvements
Historically, Fordham University has been heavily dependent on student-related revenues (tuition, fees and auxil-
iary enterprises) which, in fact, represented almost 84% of our total operating revenues during fiscal year 2005. The
good news is that, despite this handicap, the University has generated an operating surplus for more than 30 con-
secutive years. These surpluses have been reinvested in the University, either in the form of capital additions and
improvements, or additions to the University’s quasi-endowment.

In order to grow, the University must diversify its revenue sources and take full advantage of all of its assets. Plans
to do so are under development in some cases, and in the process of being executed in others. These plans and 
our ability to execute them will play a significant role in allowing us to move forward with the University’s 
Strategic Plan.

University operations are supported by $351 million in investments including $301 million of endowment and
quasi-endowment funds. These funds are professionally managed and our investment pool has enjoyed significant
growth over the years. As a result of investment gains, new gifts to the endowment, the designation of operating
funds generated through surplus as quasi-endowment, and a conservative spending rate of 4%.

Fordham University has enjoyed a long history of balanced budgets which have contributed to our growth as an
institution. For more than 30 years, operating surpluses have provided the funds to expand and renew our physical
plant. Funds not used for capital projects have been invested in the investment pool which supports operations.

Since 2000, the University has generated operating surpluses of $89.8 million or an average of $15 million per year.
At the same time, our operating budget has increased by $130.4 million (59%) as programs have been added or
improved. Much of this growth has been fueled by increases in tuition rates and enrollment. Despite this, student
quality has improved significantly during this period as the application pool for undergraduate enrollment has
increased by 70% from 8,907 applications in 2000 to 15,180 applications in 2005. During this same period, non-
student-related revenues have increased only by $12.6 million.

Recognizing the need to reduce our reliance on student-related revenue, several projects are underway to develop
new revenue streams or to enhance existing ones. The most significant of these is the University’s Capital 
Campaign which is currently in its quiet phase. It is anticipated that 70% of the funds raised through the 
campaign will be gifts to the University’s endowment. A second goal of the campaign is to increase significantly
unrestricted annual giving.

A study has been undertaken to help the University to generate a revenue stream from its facilities during the sum-
mer months when the student population is low. Given our New York City location, our consultant has determined
that opportunities are numerous, and, therefore, plans are being developed to take full advantage of them.



In addition to allowing for capital and financial investments, our operating surpluses also represent another finan-
cial resource—excess debt capacity. While Fordham’s long-term debt has increased from $158.8 million at the end
of fiscal year 2000 to $200.6 million at the end of fiscal year 2005, it is estimated that our total debt capacity is well
in excess of the debt currently carried by the University. This ability to borrow provides the University with flexibil-
ity as we look toward the future, particularly as we consider additions to our physical plant. It should be noted that
the University’s debt is very closely managed. We have earned a financial rating of A2 from Moody’s Investors
Service which has enabled us to go to the financial markets twice in recent years to refinance existing debt resulting
in the savings of millions of dollars to the University.

During the process of developing a long range plan for our Lincoln Center Campus, it was confirmed that the
University owned some excess real estate at that location. Fordham has contracted to sell a small piece of land on
that campus with net proceeds in excess of $170 million which will likely be added to the University’s quasi-endow-
ment. Other University assets are being reviewed including a second plot at Lincoln Center.

To decrease the University’s tuition dependency, the University has recently enlarged the Office of Research and
Sponsored Programs (ORSP), which is now housed in its own building just outside the Rose Hill campus. The
Office notifies faculty of funding opportunities more consistently than previously and has made progress in helping
to streamline the grant submission process. Accurately estimating the revenue generated by ORSP and that generat-
ed through the Development Office is complicated because they maintain separate databases. The University
Research Council and ORSP are working more closely than in the past and efforts are underway to align their data-
bases. In addition, the planned implementation of an Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) system, an integrated
software structure for administrative computing, including student records, billing, financial aid and registration,
financial accounting and budgeting, human resources support, alumni and development support, and prospective
student support should be helpful in this regard. Among other advantages, the ERP will eliminate data synchroniza-
tion problems and increase the availability of critical management information. The faculty and deans would favor
instituting a faculty or presidential advisory committee for the Development Office since it is the only vice presi-
dential area without one. The Office reports directly to the President, a procedure the faculty and deans have found
unsatisfactory.

There have also been a number of significant advances in the development of procedures to identify resources
available to support capital improvements and to allocate those resources in a manner that reflects University pri-
orities and needs. Generally, the resources available for capital improvements come from four sources: 1) general
operating budget surpluses, 2) school operating surpluses, 3) gifts and grants, and 4) borrowing. Each category of
resources has enjoyed healthy growth since 1994, and especially in the last five years, thus contributing to a more
robust environment for capital investments. While the University has continued its longstanding record of generat-
ing operating surpluses, there has been a recent increase in the margin of revenues over expenses. The school-
based budgeting model makes it possible for schools to set aside operational surpluses as reserves for specific
one-time expenditures, including capital improvements that advance school-specific objectives. A major effort to
increase the gifts/grants source of revenues has produced a number of significant capital gifts and a growth in
sponsored research. The growth in borrowing since 1994 has been supported by a complementary growth in net
revenue and reserve funds which has resulted in a recent upgrading by Moody’s Investors Service of the
University’s bond rating from A3 to A2. Finally, to help guide the development of available resources for capital
improvements in the future, the University has adopted a capital investment policy which targets an amount not
less than 3.5% of the annual budget for capital renewal apart from major projects or projects funded by school-
based surpluses.
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There has also been significant modification in the process for developing the capital budget. Beginning in 1994,
administrative and academic units submitted capital budget requests as part of the normal operating budget
process. Since 1996, the University has introduced BCAT, a detailed, room-by-room, University-wide database of
deferred maintenance and capital renewal items. Finally, the emergence of school-based budgeting has permitted
individual schools to make capital budget improvement proposals based on accrued surpluses. The review and
approval process now includes a formal review by the Administrators’ Conference before a draft is presented to a
joint meeting of the Board of Trustees’ Facilities Committee and Audit and Finance Committee and then to the full
Board of Trustees. A 2005 revision to the process includes a review by University Planning Council as well. The
strength of this allocation process is indicated in the wealth of improvements the University has been able to make:
over $210 million has funded new or renovated facilities constructed in the last ten years, including the Walsh
Family Library ($54 million), the O’Hare Residence Hall ($47 million), Duane Library ($12.7 million), Martyrs’
Court Residence Halls ($15 million), the Gym and athletic fields ($6 million), science, music, language and arts 
laboratories ($5.7 million), and other projects.

Space, Technology and Infrastructure Needs
In early 1995, the University Space Planning Advisory Committee with representatives from the faculty, schools,
and central administration was established to recommend how to use and address needs for space. The University
has implemented all the major recommendations of the University Space Planning Advisory Committee since that
time including the leasing of 50,000 square feet of additional space at 33 West 60th Street to provide for some of
the Lincoln Center Campus space needs; the renovation of the old Science Library in John Mulcahy Hall as a new
home for the Mathematics Department; the renovation of Duane Library into a complex for the Admission Office,
a Visitors Center, the American Catholic Studies Program, the Theology Department and seminar classroom space,
and the renovation of the basement of Keating Hall into a complex for the WFUV radio studios, Modern Language
Department laboratories, music practice rooms, a visual arts complex, and classrooms.

In 1995, the University appointed a Chief Information Officer and created an Information Technologies Service
Division, thus ensuring the regular analysis and systematic meeting of technological and related infrastructure
needs. The division’s strategic plan guided improvement and expansion of technologies across the University,
including network development, the introduction of desk-top availability throughout the University, the institution
of a decision-making process for information technologies improvements, an increase in instructional and aca-
demic computing capacity, and an increase in availability of control services, all of which were fully accomplished
by 2001. The Faculty Senate Technology Committee advises the Chief Information Officer on technology issues.
“Blackboard” was installed in 2000 following recommendations from the committee and videoconferencing links
across the three campuses went “live” in August 1999. The issues before the committee today include improving
“connectivity,” developing a plan for University-wide maintenance of “smart classrooms,” and increasing faculty
participation in decision-making. Planning for technology is now a constituent part of strategic planning. The 
success of the efforts to improve technology across the University is exemplified in the finding that the “Fordham
model” for desk-top replacement, whereby desktops are leased and replaced on a three-year cycle, and the availabil-
ity of its help desk have now become benchmarks for other universities.

Fiscal Operations
The University’s Office of Internal Auditing monitors fiscal operations, and an independent accounting firm’s annu-
al audit is reported to the Board’s Audit and Finance Committee. The best indicator of the effectiveness of control
functions is that the University continues to operate with a balanced budget and budget surpluses are becoming
available to the schools and for use to support University-wide developments.



Within the University, presidential and Faculty Senate committees review and recommend on virtually all matters
pertaining to the allocation of other resources. The extensive committee structure ensures that resource allocation
decisions made by the President and Board of Trustees are informed by faculty, administrators, and, in many
instances, students. Ultimate decision-making with regard to resource allocation rests with the Board of Trustees.
The management letters for past independent audits are available in the document library and attest to the high
degree of financial responsibility demonstrated by the University.

Assessing the Use of Resources and Future Resource Allocation
There are several levels for review of resource availability and allocation. At the local or unit level, budget managers
receive regular reports from the Budget Office with details of revenues received and expenses incurred during a
month reported in summary form and in line accounting form. These allow for careful monitoring by the unit and
for local decision-making on line item expenditures. Budgets are monitored centrally by the Vice President for
Finance and at quarterly meetings by the Board of Trustees’ Audit and Finance Committee. Current year revenue
and expense budgets are reviewed during the budget preparation process and again as budgets are reviewed by the
University Planning Council.

Assessment of faculty, administrative, and support personnel needs are conducted locally by the units, then during
the preparation of the annual report, during the budget preparation process, and during reviews by the University
Planning Council and the Administrators’ Conference.

One final tool utilized in the budget process is the inclusion of a contingency fund. This fund, which has totaled $3
million in recent years, provides a cushion should tuition revenue fall short of goal or if unexpected expenses mate-
rialize. If the contingency fund is not needed to resolve a budget shortfall, the funds can either be reallocated as
needs arise or allowed to drop to the University’s bottom line.

Conclusions
The University has over the last 10 years, through collaboration of faculty, deans, and central administrators, devel-
oped an extensive and inclusive set of policies, procedures, and processes for assessing the availability of resources
and for decision-making with regard to how those resources are to be used in pursuit of its Mission and its vision.

Requests for changes in policies and procedures may originate from any stakeholder who has the opportunity to
present requests to the appropriate committee or administrator. Decisions about these requests for change are
made by the responsible vice president, generally after review, discussion, and recommendations from the appro-
priate University-wide committee.

As discussed above, the President and Board of Trustees establish and revise resource accessibility policies; these
decisions, in almost all instances, are informed by recommendations from vice presidents, deans, the Faculty
Senate, and other committees on which faculty are represented. Procedures to implement policies are developed by
the appropriate vice president or dean, again most often with the recommendations of affected stakeholders con-
sidered. The process is a more transparent one than was the case 10 years ago; stakeholders seem to understand
and agree to the rationale underlying policies, procedures, and processes, and decision-makers are more open to
recommendations for modifications.

The policies and procedures that are in place are informing and guiding the development of the University’s
Strategic Plan. The school-based budget process has allowed for a better understanding of the University’s revenues
and costs, resulting in budget surpluses that may be invested in the University’s goal of achieving greater promi-
nence. Facilities and other infra-structure needs are better assessed today, thus making better strategic planning
possible in those areas. As the comprehensive Strategic Plan is developed, a guiding premise is that the University
has evolved from being a budget-driven enterprise to one that is mission-driven and budget sensitive.
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Recommendations
1. Improve communication between decision-makers and stakeholders by establishing a method of communicating

decisions to stakeholders and a formalized process of obtaining feedback from them.

2. Convene the University Planning Council before final budgets (including the capital campaign budget) go to the
Audit and Finance Committee of the Board and insure that the Council be informed of the reasons for the budget
decisions.

3. Establish an integrated University-wide database.

4. Formalize assessment measures in all areas to ensure a solid foundation for future planning, both strategic and
operational.

5. Increase diversification of revenue sources.

Standards 2 and 3      Strategic Planning, Planning and Resource Allocation40
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Standard 4
LEADERSHIP AND GOVERNANCE

Introduction
We attempt to assess, first, the character and efficacy of the University’s governance and, second, the quality of
institutional leadership, especially as provided by the President, the Board of Trustees and the Faculty Senate. To do
so, we have studied and evaluated the governance documents to determine their adequacy, conducted a series of
interviews with representatives of the various constituencies to obtain the information necessary to make judge-
ments on the various issues to be examined, and designed and administered a faculty-wide survey to solicit faculty
responses regarding issues that pertain to the University’s leadership and governance structures (Appendix 4.1).

The Board of Trustees
In accordance with the laws of the State of New York, along with the Fordham University Charter and the Board
Bylaws, the Board has ultimate authority over all acts of the University. As part of its responsibilities, the Board
oversees the governance structure of the University. The Board’s full responsibilities are detailed in the University
Statutes and the Board Bylaws.

Currently, there are 38 term trustees, in addition to 12 trustees emeriti. The Board’s Trusteeship Committee nomi-
nates new trustees for election to the full Board. This committee maintains a Board profile document which groups
trustees by area of expertise. When trustee vacancies occur, the Trusteeship Committee reviews general areas of
expertise that may be missing and considers specific skills that might be needed. In addition, the Trusteeship
Committee has made increasing the diversity of the Board, especially in terms of age, race, ethnicity, and gender,
a top priority for the next several years.

The Board invites newly elected members to attend a new trustee orientation session during which they hear brief
overviews from several vice presidents. They also participate in campus tours and receive written materials, includ-
ing school catalogs, organizational charts, and copies of major Board and University policies.

In February 2005, the Trusteeship Committee recommended to the Board the establishment of a Trustee Fellows
program. Trustee Fellows will include former trustees who will be elected to serve in an advisory capacity to the
Board and will serve on select committees. The Committee hopes that this program will allow the University to
keep in touch with former trustees who have been helpful to the University in the past and might assist in increas-
ing the size of committees and supplementing the expertise available on the committees.

The Board has an Executive Committee, composed of the Board officers and the chairs of the standing committees,
which include Academic Affairs, Athletics, Audit and Finance, Enrollment, Facilities, Investment, Mission and
Identity, Student Affairs, Trusteeship, and University Relations.

The Board established the Mission and Identity Committee in Fall 2004. One of the first and most important tasks
assigned to this group was to oversee the review and approval process for University’s Mission Statement. Also in
the Fall, the Board established a Compensation Committee, with members including the Vice Chair of the Board,
the Chair of the Board, and the Chair of the Audit and Finance Committee. The major task of this committee is to
provide a performance review for the President and recommend his annual salary increase to the Board. This 
committee will also review salaries of senior officers of the University and provide guidance to the President in 
this area.
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From time to time, the Trustees establish task forces and ad hoc committees. Recently, the Board established two
task forces, one of which was designed to review the report received by the Board from the University’s Marymount
College Task Force. The second, a Board Governance Task Force, is charged with the review of the Board bylaws, the
Board’s current committee structure, including the role of students and faculty on committees and the role of
Trustees at the University, as such a review has not been completed in a number of years. On some issues, the Board
Governance Task Force will be working cooperatively with the Trusteeship Committee, which has been charged by
the Board with determining how to assess the performance of the Board as a whole and the performance of indi-
vidual Trustees.

In advance of quarterly Board meetings, Board members receive a Board briefing book which contains updates
from each of the University’s vice presidents, along with minutes from past Board committee and full Board meet-
ings. All Trustees receive the student newspapers from both the Rose Hill and Lincoln Center campuses, as well as a
bimonthly mailing of campus information, including announcements of events, updated catalogs, reports, and pub-
lications from the public affairs and other offices. Between meetings, Board members receive additional communi-
cations as necessary.

As the strategic planning process for the University began in Spring 2004, the Trustees received additional informa-
tion about the University and its competitors. In March 2004, the Board held an all-day meeting on strategic plan-
ning, and a follow-up meeting occurred in March 2005. Trustees receive updates on planning at each Board
meeting. In December 2005, the Board devoted its entire meeting to a review of the University’s Strategic Plan,
Toward 2016.

Faculty members serve as a resource on all Board committees except the Executive Committee and the Trusteeship
Committee, while students currently serve as a resource on the Student Affairs and Academic Affairs Committees.

Other members of the community who wish to communicate directly with the Trustees about a specific issue may
send materials to the Trustees in care of the University Secretary. These materials then become available to the
Chair of the Board and the rest of the Board as the Chair deems appropriate. The Trustees are aware of the difficult
balancing act involved in communicating with members of the University community as they are not the day to
day managers of the University. However, as Trustees are responsible for the overall governance of the University,
including approving and reviewing major institutional policies, facilitating good planning, and ensuring the avail-
ability and effective management of resources, they must keep in touch with the goals and concerns of the mem-
bers of the University community.

The President
In accordance with the laws of the State of New York, the Fordham University Charter, and the Board Bylaws, the
Board of Trustees elects the President. Each year the President addresses a Faculty Convocation on the State of the
University.

In our meeting with University President, Joseph McShane, S.J., we focused on two main concerns: 1) procedures
for developing the executive budget and the President’s role in providing the budget to the Board of Trustees, and 
2) the President’s overall relationship with the Board of Trustees. With respect to the budget, Father McShane
explained that the annual executive budget is constructed from the ground up by means of a complicated process
based on a system established by the Chief Financial Officer. Departments and schools prepare items which are, in
turn, reviewed by deans and area vice presidents and then sent to the Vice President for Finance. The completed
budget is reviewed by the President and sent via the Audit and Finance Committee of the Board to the February
meeting of the full Board of Trustees for approval. In some years, when a tuition increase is anticipated, some of the
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data is extracted and presented to the December meeting of the Board of Trustees for early approval. During the
rest of the year, updates on the current year’s budget and plans for next year’s budget are presented to the Audit and
Finance Committee and to the Board for discussion. There is substantial interaction between the President and the
Board’s chair and individual members. Every three years, the Board formally reviews the performance of the
President, and, under its new Chair, the Board is engaged in studying its own organization and ways of working
with the President and the Administration.

With respect to the internal administration of the Office of the President, Father McShane is making active use of
the Administrators’ Conference (formerly the Council of Vice Presidents) to engage in collegial discussions of issues
beyond the individual responsibilities of each vice president. The Administrators’ Conference meets weekly. It also
meets before and after each meeting of the Board of Trustees to review proposals being presented as well as the
Board’s actions and plans for implementation.

Father McShane attends and participates in Faculty Senate meetings and frequently meets with the President of the
Faculty Senate. He addresses and listens to faculty at forums and other assemblies, and meets regularly with indi-
vidual faculty members on various committees and task forces. He has instituted, in collaboration with the Faculty
Senate, an Ombuds Committee to identify problems and to share faculty concerns with the President. With respect
to students, he appears regularly at meetings and forums to answer student questions; he attends athletic events
and other social gatherings where students are present in large numbers, and he encounters a large cross-section 
of the student body on a regular basis in a number of venues.

We also note that the President is frequently off-campus to meet with public officials, businessmen, academics,
alumni, and the public at large, both in the New York area and around the country. In our meeting with him, Father
McShane estimated that he will spend 80 days of the 2005-2006 academic year on the road, bringing Fordham’s
message to those who might help the University.

In the course of our discussion, we perceived that the President’s style of leadership is energetic, active, and
engaged. He lays great emphasis, in practice as well as in theory, on implementing a collegial style of leadership 
and administration. He is also concerned about meeting high standards of performance and intends to meet 
those standards through careful strategic planning and critical assessment of performance at all levels of
University activity.

The Faculty Senate
In addition to its primary role of advising the President of the University and the Board of Trustees, the Faculty
Senate serves as the nexus of a whole system of University committees dealing with salary and benefits, statutes,
tenure and reappointment, grievances, disciplinary matters for faculty, and other major issues. The Senate reviews
the work of these committees, receives reports, some of which it may specifically endorse, and occasionally initiates
statutory or procedural changes when they are deemed necessary.

The President of the Senate, through regular contact with all the major components of University governance,
serves as a source of communication among them and is able to work both officially and unofficially to uncover
problems, discuss solutions, and reconcile differences. The President of the Senate may also serve as an advisor to
individual faculty who take issue with University governance practices. If individual problems indicate systemic
faults, the President of the Senate can bring matters to the attention of the administration or the Senate for formal
review or action.

The Senate is particularly responsible for determination of faculty status at Fordham. It interprets the application 
of the University Statutes to individuals or classes of faculty.
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The Senate participates in writing and approving the University Statutes and, thus, exercises control over the rules
for appointment, reappointment, promotion, tenure, grievances, and discipline of faculty. It has an especially strong
responsibility for tenure recommendations to the President. While the Senate has on a few occasions made such
recommendations directly, it normally exercises this function through two committees, the University Tenure
Review Committee (UTRC) and the Tenure and Reappointment Appeals Committee (TRAC). The Senate elects, in
conjunction with nomination by the faculty at large, and instructs the Faculty Salary and Benefits Committee in the
annual negotiation with the administration. The Senate makes recommendations to appropriate officials and gov-
erning bodies dealing with every aspect of faculty work at Fordham.

Senators, particularly in the professional schools, report to their colleagues at faculty meetings. In the larger liberal
arts schools, there are occasional open meetings of senators and faculty, but most contact is with individual con-
stituents who approach their senator. All members of the faculty and key administrators, along with members of
the Board of Trustees, receive agenda and minutes of Senate meetings.

The current size and distribution of the 25-member Faculty Senate is appropriate. Adjustments have been made in
the past when schools were changed or the size of faculties changed. It should be noted that since, traditionally, the
Marymount faculty have had their own mode of governance, they are not represented on the Fordham University
Faculty Senate.

There is no formal procedure for periodic assessment of the Senate. Suggestions for improvement of the Senate’s
performance are made as particular problems arise; these are reviewed by the Senate, as a whole or by its commit-
tees, and may then be adopted. There have been many revisions in its procedures since the Senate’s inauguration,
and the system is responsive to change.

Student Representation in Governance
Although students do not have the same responsibility as the Board of Trustees, the President and his administra-
tion, or the faculty in the governance and leadership of the University, they may exert considerable influence on
decisions made by these bodies and the individuals that comprise them.

All schools have student representatives on their respective councils and on a variety of sub-committees, such as
Core Curriculum, Faculty Evaluation, Faculty Policies and Resources, Student Policy, Strategic Planning, and the
Deans’ Advisory Committees. Students also serve with faculty and administrators on the University Judicial
Council, a seven-member body that hears appeals from students who have been expelled or suspended by the
deans of students on each campus.

As might be expected, there is heavy student representation on committees of special interest to them, such as
Security, Community Service, Campus Ministry, Food Service, and Residential Life. The quality of instruction they
receive from their professors is another area. Through the medium of formal course evaluations administered at
the end of each semester, students have an opportunity to assess their professors’ performances. Academic admin-
istrators take the results of these assessments very seriously, a fact demonstrated by the significant role the evalua-
tions play in the retention, promotion, and compensation of faculty. In many departments and schools, students are
asked to judge the qualifications of individuals who are being considered for positions on their respective faculties.
In the Department of Economics, for example, applicants are required to present a lecture to the undergraduates.
The students’ evaluation of the candidate’s performance constitutes an important element in the Department’s deci-
sion to hire or not to hire.

Students in all schools of the University are accorded autonomy in the administration of their own affairs. For
example, student governments on all three campuses manage their own student activities and are involved in the
allocation of funds collected in the form of student fees to the various clubs and organizations. They conduct refer-



enda to determine whether or not student activity fees should be raised or lowered and whether or not clubs and
organizations applying for membership under the sponsorship of student government should be approved.

Students are involved in the highest levels of University governance at Fordham. Student representatives recruited
from Student Government bodies on each campus serve as a resource on the Academic and Student Affairs
Committees of the Board of Trustees. Students also serve, from time to time, on certain ad hoc committees 
of the Board, such as the recent Presidential Search Committee.

In addition, students may soon have further opportunity to influence the decision-making process at the highest
level of University governance. The President is intent on developing a more formal mechanism whereby student
representatives may play a more direct role in advising him on issues of concern to students and to the larger
University community.

We conclude that students have full representation in all aspects of University governance and that their judgments
are taken seriously by those who lead the University.

Findings
Our study has found no major flaws or shortcomings regarding the quality and extent of the University’s institu-
tional leadership. This conclusion is based upon our interviews with members of the Board of Trustees, the
President, and the Faculty Senate and is further corroborated by the results of our survey of faculty opinions on
this issue (Appendix 4.2).

Moreover, we found that the University has an extensive governance structure in place that, apart from delineating
the functions and responsibilities of the Board of Trustees and the President, assigns to the faculty and students a
meaningful role in the affairs of the University (Appendix 4.3).

Although in office for only a short period, the President of the University appears to have begun his tenure well.
Though he has just begun to serve in this new capacity, the faculty expresses its approval of his strong institutional
leadership and energetic promotion of the University’s Mission (Appendix 4.2).

In addition, The Board of Trustees, in our judgment, appears to be providing appropriate leadership and support
for the University. The Chair gave an impressive account of the Board’s plan to implement measures that will ensure
greater accountability on the part of individual members and that will assess the extent and quality of the leader-
ship and governance provided to the University by the Board.

In making its inquiry into the character and adequacy of the University’s governing structure, we found an exten-
sive body of information on this subject. Included were the University Charter, Bylaws, Mission Statement and other
such documents (Appendix 4.3). We judged that these instruments made ample provision for sound and collegial
governance of the institution. Nevertheless, we were much less successful in determining how well the provisions 
of these documents are put into practice. For example, we found it difficult to discover the effectiveness of existing
procedures for meeting stated governing body objectives, the frequency with which governing procedures are
reviewed and updated, and the orientation process of new appointees to the various governing bodies. Despite
these reservations, we were encouraged to learn in conversations with the President and members of the Board of
Trustees that they are both in the process of developing procedures for assessing the effectiveness of their respec-
tive roles in the governance of the University.

Our attempt to evaluate the quality and extent of institutional leadership was challenging because of the absence of
any formal procedures for making that assessment; thus, we had to rely primarily on interviews with the President,
the members of the Board of Trustees, and the Faculty Senate. In fact, it was our own Faculty Survey (Appendix
4.1) which sui generis provided the kind of assessment tool we had hoped to obtain from the institution. Our find-
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ings in our interviews with the principals and the data gathered from the Faculty Survey indicate general satisfac-
tion with the quality of the University’s leadership in promoting the University’s Mission and in meeting its objec-
tives, academic and otherwise.

We found that while faculty members are very much involved in the affairs of their respective schools and depart-
ments, they are much less interested in the governance of the larger University. Although the Faculty Senate, which
represents the faculty on University-wide issues, provides considerable opportunities for the faculty to be briefed
and to play a role in matters relating to University governance, a notable majority choose not to participate. This
conclusion is based upon our exchanges with members of the Faculty Senate, the data provided by the Task Force’s
survey questionnaire of faculty opinions, and our observation of the low voter-turnout rate in the Senate elections.

One possible reason for limited faculty interest in University-wide affairs is that there is little recognition accorded
to faculty members by the University for service and, therefore, little inducement for faculty to become involved 
in it. Indeed, one pays a price for directing one’s efforts away from one’s research interests and towards University
service instead. Clearly, there must be a reconsideration of the importance assigned to research, teaching, and 
service, if a larger proportion of the faculty is to play a role in the governance of the University. We urge both the
administration and the Faculty Senate to address this issue. In addition, we urge the Faculty Senate to find ways 
to improve its communication with the general faculty, including more frequent meetings of the large number 
of Arts and Sciences senators with their constituencies and increased use of the University website as a means 
of communication.

In the past, the Audit and Finance Committee of the Board of Trustees was responsible not only for a review of
the University’s annual audit by an outside accounting firm, but also for a review of the status of the University’s
endowment funds. More recently, those two functions have been separated, so that the endowment now comes
under the jurisdiction of a newly formed Investment Committee. The University’s annual budget should be 
accorded closer scrutiny either by the existing Audit and Finance Committee or by a newly established Budget
Committee before its recommendations are passed on to the full Board for final approval. The University’s financial
plan must be closely analyzed and adopted before it is implemented. Indeed, when we discussed this issue with the
members of the Board, the Chair pointed out that he was well aware of this need and that it was being addressed 
by the Board.

Although we recognize the highly-qualified individuals who serve on the Board of Trustees, we believe that the
Board’s membership, which consists mostly of people in the legal and finance professions, needs some further
diversification. Specifically, we recommend that the Board invite the membership of individuals with strong back-
grounds in the hard sciences and in technology. The perspectives they would bring to the Board’s deliberations
would be especially helpful to furthering the important work of the University’s science departments at the gradu-
ate and undergraduate levels. In addition, while we recognize that the academic interests of the University are 
represented on the Board by a number of presidents from other institutions as well as by other Trustees who have
strong academic backgrounds, we believe that it would be wise to appoint to the Board at least one full-time 
faculty member from another institution of higher learning in order to provide a faculty-oriented perspective.
Finally, we encourage the Board in its efforts to increase the number of women, minorities, and young people
among the Trustees.

The Faculty Senate enjoys excellent communication with the President of the University and keeps the faculty
apprized of its exchanges with him. However, this is not the case with regard to the Senate’s relationship with the
Board of Trustees or even with its own committees. For example, we found that although the Senate appoints its
members to University-wide committees as well as to committees of the Board of Trustees, it often fails to receive
feedback from those appointees. It appears that there are no formal reporting requirements. Also, the Faculty
Senate provides no formal orientation process for those newly elected to the Faculty Senate.
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Recommendations
1. Governing bodies of the University (e.g., school councils, the Faculty Senate) that have not done so ought 

to introduce formal procedures for the periodic assessment of their respective governance arrangements 
and for evaluating the quality and effectiveness of their leadership, including communication with their 
respective constituencies.

2. The Faculty Senate is urged to find ways to improve its communication with the general faculty.
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Standard 5
ADMINISTRATION

Description of Administrative Structure
Fordham fulfills its educational mission through 11 colleges or schools, all of which share a common administra-
tion at the presidential and vice presidential levels (see Appendix 5.1). The administrative role of the President is
defined in University Statutes §2-08.02 “Powers and Duties of the President” and in §3-01.01 “The Responsibilities
of the President.” The Statutes also state (§3-02.01 “Officers of the University”) that the officers of the University
shall normally include an Executive Vice President, a Vice President for Academic Affairs, a Financial Vice President,
and a Vice President for Student Affairs. Although the University Statutes do not mandate the Office of Executive
Vice President, it seems an important one that is essential to the integrity of the administrative structure. One of
the responsibilities of the position is to “perform the duties of the President in the latter’s absence.” This is an
important role, especially when, as is the case with the current President, the latter intends to be on the road for
extensive periods of time attending to fund raising. The University Statutes also provide (§2-08.02) that “[i]n the
temporary absence of the President, the duties of that office shall be performed by a Vice President delegated by 
the President.” At this time Fordham does not have an Executive Vice President.

Within the Office of Academic Affairs, individual units are administered by deans. In those schools organized 
by departments, as is the case with three of the undergraduate colleges (Fordham College at Rose Hill, Fordham
College at Lincoln Center, Fordham College for Liberal Studies), each department and interdisciplinary program
has a chair or director. The College of Business Administration (CBA) is not organized by departments, but duties
are divided into topical areas. Where a department has instructional duties in more than one college, as is the case
with most of the departments, the department is a single unit, but has associate or assistant chairs for college-level
administration.

Within the Office of Academic Affairs is the newly created position of Dean of the Arts and Sciences Faculty and
Associate Vice President for Undergraduate Education (Appendix 5.2). The department chairs must report to each
of the Arts and Sciences deans whether or not the department functions in that dean’s area. Individual faculty
members participate in both departmental and college-level duties and have direct relations with both the chairs 
of their university-wide departments and the deans of their individual colleges.

Each college has a college council that incorporates and represents the departments. The college councils, with the
exception of Fordham College of Liberal Studies, meet usually once a month during the academic year and are
chaired by the college dean.

The Arts and Sciences Council consists of department chairs, program directors (some without vote), and the Arts
and Sciences deans. CBA is currently represented at the Arts and Sciences Council, but it does not exercise a vote.
At its April 2004 meeting, the Arts and Sciences Council discussed changing this situation: CBA would no longer 
be represented on the Council, but representatives (the Associate Dean, three faculty members and one student)
would be invited to join the Core Curriculum Committee, without vote. The Arts and Sciences Council meets usual-
ly twice a semester and is now chaired by the Dean of the Arts and Sciences Faculty (formerly by the Vice President
for Academic Affairs). The Arts and Sciences deans meet in their own council chaired by the Dean of Arts and 
Sciences Faculty.
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The vice presidents meet with the President in a weekly Administrators’ Conference. When the President of the
Faculty Senate is present, it is called the Vice Presidents’ Council. At least once or twice a semester the vice presi-
dents, deans, and faculty representatives meet in the University Planning Council, which focuses on the develop-
ment of the budget. There are two meetings in the spring semester, one for the non-academic vice presidents to
present their proposals and one for academic proposals. Each school has its own budget, which includes a share of
the overall common costs of running the University (e.g., administration, athletics, security). Other specialized
committees, such as the Council on Undergraduate Enrollment (CUE) and the University Space Planning Advisory
Committee, meet regularly throughout the academic year.

First Level of Administration: Department Chairs and Program Directors
The chief issues noted in response to a questionnaire sent to program directors, department chairs, and deans
(Appendix 5.3) were problems arising from the administrative structure within the units of the Arts and Sciences.

Decentralized Decanal Structure
Many chairs and program directors complain that the fact they serve several deans creates significant complica-
tions in conducting ordinary procedures, such as faculty recruitment. One problem chairs perceive is that the
demands made by deans result in redundant reporting, adding unnecessarily to already substantial 
administrative burdens.

Another problem is a perceived lack of responsiveness and concern from deans regarding departmental planning.
Chairs appear to feel that the recently installed system requiring annual reports is conceptually excellent and that
preparation of the reports has resulted in helpful self assessment and served as the basis for realistic planning, but
some chairs complain of lack of responsive feedback on the part of the deans.

There is some hope among chairs that the recently created position of Dean of the Arts and Sciences Faculty 
will result in greater centralization of decanal information-gathering, decision-making, and authority, in greater
responsiveness to departmental planning, and in streamlined administrative procedures.

College Councils
The functioning of the councils for Fordham College at Rose Hill, Fordham College at Lincoln Center, and Fordham
College of Liberal Studies has been the source of many complaints from chairs. Many of those we interviewed
believe that the councils function largely as arenas for decanal reports and announcements rather than as forums
for deliberating and deciding issues.

A number of chairs also took issue with the Arts and Sciences Council, suggesting that it is too large and unwieldy
and that its committees exercise excessive power over the core curriculum in that their reports are accepted readily
by the main body rather than met with discussion or qualified as a result of meaningful interchange between the
council and the faculty.

Dealing with Vice Presidential Domains
Chairs reported problems encountered in dealing with vice presidential domains. The recent creation, at the sug-
gestion of the President of the University, of a Faculty Senate Ombuds Committee appears to have been an effective
step. Senators appear to feel that the committee already has helped direct the President’s attention to the existence
and alleviation of certain endemic problems. As effective as the committee may prove to be, however, it is designed
at this time to deal with problems of a general, faculty-wide nature, not the immediate and pressing problems
threatening the academic environment that sometimes arise and require immediate remediation.
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Chairs and faculty have reported that requests for information or assistance from one or another of the offices
within the several vice presidential areas are sometimes received poorly; thus, they find it difficult to request such
assistance, let alone receive it. Much of the dissatisfaction arises in situations wherein the issue at hand appears to
fall under more than one vice presidential domain. This problem requires attention. We recommend that annual
assessments by vice presidents of offices within their areas, and annual assessments of vice presidents by the
President, should include evaluation of faculty satisfaction regarding the performance of relevant offices. Another
appropriate step would be the appointment for each relevant office (i.e., those offices within vice presidential
domains that offer services directly to faculty) of a person responsible for ensuring appropriate responsiveness to
needs and requests for aid. Such persons should be clearly designated in the University directory. This listing will
require redesign of both the printed and on-line University directories so that the units within vice presidential
domains are clearly delineated and personnel listed.

Chairs’ Excessive Burdens
Complaints concerning heavy administrative burdens are common among chairs. Legal and University policies
have greatly increased the numbers and the complexity of written reports that are required, and other factors,
including burgeoning undergraduate enrollments, have otherwise added to administrative responsibilities. There 
is widespread agreement that it is becoming increasingly difficult to persuade competent faculty to accept the role
of chair. In addition, there is considerable feeling that the present system for awarding incentives and assistance 
to chairs is less than fair and equitable.

Clearly the University needs to address this latter complaint. Though the committee acknowledges that it may be
necessary to offer differing rewards and incentives to faculty members who serve as chairs, we suggest careful
review of the formulae and considerations employed to determine the different levels of reward and assistance.
In addition, the University should reconsider and, perhaps, revise the present system regarding the tenure of and
incentives for chairs. Better incentives, in terms of stipends and course reductions, would likely entice greater 
numbers of competent faculty to serve longer terms. There are other possible ways of alleviating the burdens
placed on chairs, including the introduction of administrative assistants for the larger and more burdensome
departments. In any case, it is essential that academic administrators consider carefully whether the current 
system is viable. All too often in recent years, crises have loomed because of the administration’s inability to 
persuade any eligible senior faculty member to serve as chair.

Second Level of Administration: The Arts and Sciences Deans
Several recommendations in the foregoing section concern the Arts and Sciences deans. Here we would simply
raise a question about assessment. Faculty members are assessed by both students and deans, the constituencies
they serve as well as their administrative superiors. While deans are assessed currently by the Vice President for
Academic Affairs, under the current system, the constituency they serve has no opportunity to assess the effective-
ness with which they do their jobs. Thus, some chairs and faculty believe, and we concur, that the University should
enable chairs, and perhaps faculty as well, to play a role in the evaluation of deans. We recommend that the Vice
President for Academic Affairs design and introduce a procedure through which such evaluation might occur on a
regular basis.

The Dean of Arts and Sciences Faculty
This position is a recent creation, and neither faculty nor chairs are sure of what role the new dean will play. There
is considerable hope among the faculty, as pointed out previously, that greater centralization of reporting responsi-
bilities and elimination of redundancy will be a result. Beyond this, a question that concerns faculty is the extent to
which the new position will also centralize authority in decisions regarding faculty status and the allocation of
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rewards and resources. Though we recognize that it will take time for the roles and responsibilities of the new posi-
tion to reach a full definition, we would emphasize that, for the sake of resolving the faculty’s uncertainties in this
regard, it would be best to clarify this soon.

Third Level of Administration: The Vice Presidents
In view of the fact that Fordham has not recently employed the mechanism of an Executive Vice President to whom
the other vice presidents might report, we focused our inquiry on the coordination of work performed by the vari-
ous vice presidents in an effort to discover the methods by which they are able to prevent undue competition for
resources and promote cooperation.

The Administrators’ Conference
The President informed us that he did not believe an Executive Vice President was necessary. Rather, he expressed
his belief that the vice presidents would be able to achieve a high level of coordination and cooperation if they were
actively led by and held responsible to the President and were appropriately motivated and informed. To this end,
he has created an Administrators’ Conference, a weekly meeting of the vice presidents, at which matters of common
concern are discussed. In this way, each vice president becomes aware of the needs and plans of his counterparts,
and the group can make joint plans for meeting one another’s individual and collective goals. The President
believes this has been, and will continue to be, greatly effective. We concur that the Administrators’ Conference 
is an appropriate and promising innovation.

Executive Vice President
As a result of listening to discussions within the faculty and the Faculty Senate over several years and consulting
various sources for this study, we believe the administration ought to consider whether it would be advantageous to
the University to revive the Office of Executive Vice President. In the meantime, should the Administrators’
Conference remain a primary mechanism for achieving coordination of vice presidential domains, we recommend
that in the President’s absence, the role of chair should be assigned with the goal of maintaining recognition of the
primacy of academic needs and goals. In addition, should the office of Executive Vice President be reinstituted, it is
imperative that the person filling the position be equipped to ensure this primacy.

Senior Vice President
In his discussion with us, the President stated that the position of Senior Vice President, created several years ago,
also aids in promoting coordination among the University’s various administrative domains. The Senior Vice
President, who is also Chief Financial Officer and Treasurer, has responsibility for construction of annual and 
five-year planning budgets and has a good deal of authority in the process. He presides over the University
Planning Council.

Our interviews confirm the impression that the current budget planning system is responsive to and supportive of
Fordham’s academic needs and goals. It should be noted, however, that this satisfactory relationship between finan-
cial allocation and academic primacy depends heavily upon the particular dispositions and personalities of current
personnel. Whether the role of Senior Vice President should at some point be institutionalized in a manner intend-
ed to ensure academic primacy in university planning, regardless of the accidental personalities of those who hold
vice presidential offices, is a question that deserves careful consideration.

Evaluation of Vice Presidents
Fordham’s President recently introduced, as previously explained, a new system of annual reporting for all the
University’s units. We reviewed the reports submitted by the vice presidents to the President for the 2003-2004 aca-
demic year and found them to have been thoroughly and conscientiously completed. As the report forms explicitly
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require detailed reporting concerning how well previous goals have been fulfilled and equally explicit statements
concerning those goals for the next academic year, they are effective evaluative tools and should aid the President in
making consistent and appropriate judgments about the work of his chief administrators.

Top Level of Administration: The President
The President, as noted previously, has placed a good deal of emphasis upon introduction of a new system of annu-
al reporting by all units of the University with the intention of thereby providing the basis for more effective evalua-
tion of performance and more systematic and regular attention to planning. To complete this process, the Board of
Trustees, the President informed us, has charged its Executive Committee with the task of formulating a procedure
for annual evaluation of the President himself.

Qualifications of Administrators
Although the University Statutes describe the responsibilities of and the procedures for appointing people to the
various administrative positions, they do not indicate qualifications. The only guideline provided concerns the
selection of a department chairperson [§4-06.50 (c) (1)]: “The Chairperson normally shall be selected from am
ong the tenured Professors and Associate Professors of the Department.”

It has been the practice at Fordham for the search committee to draft a list of qualifications and qualities desired in
those seeking the office to be filled (Appendices 5.4 and 5.5). During the last presidential search, the Faculty Senate
submitted its suggestions of desirable qualities to the search committee. In the case of the Dean of the Arts and
Sciences Faculty, the job description was circulated to faculty before the interviewing committee was named. In
other instances, an existing position was raised to the vice presidential level, bringing the incumbent with it. This
occurred with the Vice President for Administration and the Vice President for University Mission and Ministry.

We see no reason to change this procedure. It allows flexibility for meeting changing demands without the unneces-
sary burden of making statutory alterations.

Mechanisms for University-Wide Planning, Coordination and Communication
The Strategic Plan Initiative, the University Planning Council, the University Space Planning Advisory Committee,
the Faculty Senate, and a number of other such mechanisms play an important role in Fordham’s institutional life
in that they provide for planning and promote coordination and consultation among the various administrative
and academic units.

Short Range Planning: Budget Formation through the University Planning Council
The University Planning Council, another recent innovation, facilitates shorter range (i.e., annual and five-year)
planning. Composed of the vice presidents and deans, and a number of faculty designated by the Faculty Senate,
the Council reviews the budget submissions of all the University’s units, academic as well as non-academic. These
representatives employ school-based budgeting, another fairly recent innovation, in determining the allocation of
funds. Conceptualizing the University as consisting of “profit centers” (the schools) and “cost centers” (the adminis-
trative units that serve the academic functions), this method distributes administrative costs among the schools.
The model theoretically apportions those costs appropriately on the basis of relative size and relative use made of
services by the particular academic unit.

For some time this model occasioned considerable dissension, but in more recent years, once criticisms were
addressed, the model has been accepted as reasonably fair, and many who previously rejected it now regard it as a
sound method for determining how successfully each school meets its internal educational and administrative
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costs, as well as its share of general administrative costs. School-based budgeting provides a mechanism for 
ascertaining the relative cost of each school’s educational endeavors. The practice, also introduced within the last
several years, of permitting schools that succeed in exceeding budget targets to retain some of the revenue gain 
for program improvement, provides incentives for better fiscal performance.

The model thus reveals the real costs of each educational unit. The University Planning Council mechanism,
in turn, provides for some control over the cost of general administrative units. The Council affords deans the
opportunity to examine the proposed budgets of the general administrative units whose costs they must bear and
to comment upon them and express assessments of the efficiency and value of the services those units provide to
the schools.

In our interview with him, the Senior Vice President attributed Fordham’s fiscal success over the past several years
to the budget planning methods described above.

The University Space Planning Advisory Committee
This committee, chaired by the Vice President for Administration, brings together representatives of the deans 
and vice presidents to review the space needs of the University’s units and to make recommendations concerning
their relative validity and urgency. On the basis of impressions gathered from colleagues who have served on 
this committee over the years, we judge that it has functioned effectively, its recommendations receiving 
substantial consideration.

The Faculty Senate
Fordham’s Faculty Senate, a body which meets monthly during the academic year and whose members are elected
by and representative of the several faculties of the University, plays a notable part in promoting communication
and consultation between the President and his vice presidents and between the administration and the faculty
(Appendix 5.6). The President attends the opening of each meeting to comment upon current events and issues,
discuss them, and respond to questions. More recently, the Vice President for Academic Affairs also has a reserved
place on the agenda and performs similar functions. Other administrative figures often appear upon request to 
discuss issues or problems the Senate has identified. Through its meetings, the collaboration of its members, and
the distribution of its minutes, the Faculty Senate fulfills its important role as medium for communication and 
consultation between the administration and the faculty. Though the Senate’s primary function is to deal with 
policies and procedures concerning faculty status and compensation, by its charter it has the right to advise the
President concerning any and all areas of the University; historically, the President has honored this arrangement
and consulted with the Senate regarding important decisions confronting the University as a whole.

Administrative Electronic Information Systems
At this time, the University is considering substantial changes in its information systems. We think it unnecessary
to comment on existing conditions as they are going to be replaced.

Recommendations
1. Academic Affairs should evaluate and clarify reporting lines between Arts and Sciences chairs and directors 

and academic deans.

2. The Arts and Sciences faculty should evaluate the number of representatives on the Council so as to enhance 
its deliberative potential and its ability to communicate with the faculty.
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3. The deans should provide feedback to the departments and programs on their annual reports.

4. The University should improve compensation for department chairs and program directors.

5. The Vice President for Academic Affairs should include formal reviews by faculty and/or chairs/directors in 
his evaluation of academic deans.

6. The President should consider the appointment of an Executive Vice President.





Standard 6
INTEGRITY

Introduction
We attempted to assess the degree to which Fordham University adheres to ethical standards and to its own publi-
cized procedures and policies in the operation of its programs, and with respect to the University’s relationship 
to its constituencies as well as to the wider community. We examined this adherence to standards regarding the
University’s allegiance to its Mission Statement, its commitment to academic freedom, its emphasis upon cura 
personalis (care for the whole person), its observance of fair and equitable standards, especially in personnel deci-
sions, its fostering of cultural and intellectual diversity, and its attention to truthfulness in its print and its electron-
ic publications. We undertook this assessment through our review of relevant University policies and publications
and through interviews with representatives of various University constituencies. We also developed surveys which
we administered to University administrators, faculty, alumni and students to ascertain the integrity of Fordham’s
hardcopy and electronic publications, as well as its public relations announcements.

Commitment to and Implementation of the Mission Statement
We sought to discover and assess the University’s commitment to and implementation of its Mission Statement 
and other stated goals. We reviewed the methods used and the roles played by the President, the Board of Trustees
and its committees, deans, other administrators, and the Faculty Senate in this process and analyzed the manner 
in which the University identifies and resolves potential conflicts among the Fordham constituencies. We also
reviewed the manner in which the Board of Trustees, the President, deans and administrators identify and evaluate
the allocation of financial, human, and other University resources in relation to its ethical and legal obligations.

Based on interviews with members of each constituency as well as reviews of minutes, we discovered that the
Board of Trustees, its committees, deans, other administrators, and the Faculty Senate consider at regular meetings
(and special meetings where warranted) the business before them in light of, among other things, Fordham’s
Mission Statement and articulated goals. The President not only makes decisions with those considerations in
mind but also promotes consciousness of the mission and goals in all of the University’s constituencies. In addi-
tion, the Board of Trustees has recently established a Committee on Mission and Identity to promote mission in 
the University.

The Faculty Senate and other such bodies composed of representatives of the various constituencies within the
University become aware of issues and decisions under consideration by the University administration, and the
committees of the Board of Trustees are typically aware, or made aware, of any competing interests and describe
them to the full Board.

The people or bodies involved in policy-making at the University, particularly the President and the Board of
Trustees, keep in mind the long-term implementation of Fordham’s Mission and goals and the University’s ethical
and moral obligations as they arrive at their decisions.

Academic Freedom and Excellence in Higher Education
Fordham’s philosophy is based firmly in the Jesuit tradition, a tradition that requires on the part of its members
and those it educates an understanding of both Catholic thought and a science-oriented view of the world. As an
institution of integrity and intellectual inquiry, Fordham provides students with opportunities to examine and
wrestle with major issues of the day and to reflect on them within the context of faith. Faculty may teach and pub-
lish the results of their research with no constraints except that of preserving the rights of the individual and the
community. Fordham’s faculty members come from diverse religious backgrounds. They are not asked to profess a
particular religious belief, but are expected to recognize and respect Fordham’s Catholic identity.
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In order to analyze the state of academic freedom on campus, we reviewed published policies and procedures for
faculty, students, and administration (Appendix 6.1). Fordham University is committed to the principle of academ-
ic freedom (University Statute §4-04.01). The University supports and protects this right accorded to members of
its community in a number of ways. Fordham gives faculty the opportunity to participate in self-governance; the
Faculty Senate advises and communicates to the President on general policy matters, and faculty, through commit-
tee work, exercise responsibilities in key areas of University life.

The Jesuit tradition embraces rigorous scholarship and adherence to ethical values, as well as advocating and pro-
moting individual and institutional academic and intellectual freedom.

The University defines Academic Due Process and Grievance Procedures applicable to the denial of tenure or reap-
pointment of faculty in the University Statutes §4-07.02. The Tenure and Reappointment Appeals Committee, a
body composed of faculty, reviews all grievances, assesses whether the denial of tenure has violated academic 
freedom, and “may substitute its judgment” for that of the ruling faculty body or administration. The Faculty
Senate approves rules and procedures for grievances and upholds the mandate for academic freedom.

Our review of anecdotal and historic information uncovered no significant complaints regarding violations of
academic freedom at Fordham. In cases where a complaint is made that is unrelated to tenure or reappointment,
the procedure for addressing this is to open the case to peer review and to ask the Faculty Senate to make a final
decision. Fordham has never been censured or identified by the AAUP as violating academic freedom.

Personnel Policies
Fordham clearly states policies regarding the appointment, reappointment, tenure, promotion, and termination of
faculty. Faculty members make recommendations regarding faculty status of colleagues, conduct peer review, and
participate in personnel or departmental committees for the purpose of reappointment, tenure, and promotion.

Assessment of faculty members is not solely the responsibility of department chairs, deans, or other administra-
tors. A collaborative approach to personnel assessment and evaluation is the rule. University Statutes §4-05.01
“Faculty Personnel Policies and Procedures” outlines the process for evaluating faculty. Student evaluation is another
important tool in assessing the teaching effectiveness of a faculty member. Based on information we obtained in
our interviews, these procedures are adhered to as they are defined in the University Statutes.

Orientation and Mission
In support of AAUP principles, Fordham provides continual training to graduate teaching fellows regarding the
responsibilities of instructors to deliver content, to exercise restraint and show respect for the opinions of others,
and to acknowledge the obligations inherent in being a member of the University. New faculty seminars include
readings that define the identity of Fordham as a Jesuit institution and that provide background on the Catholic
intellectual tradition. Newly hired faculty members receive all policies and the University Statutes that they might
be well-informed of Fordham’s commitment to academic freedom.

Research and Ethics
University Statutes §5-03.01 states that “the University scrupulously avoids any regular institutional judgment as 
to the choice or validity of subjects or method of investigation; this determination will be made by referring to
standards of normal academic procedure in each field of inquiry as described by the faculty.” Procedures regarding
approval and monitoring of grant programs and research efforts are implemented by the Office of Research and
Sponsored Programs (ORSP), and reviewed by the University Research Council, which is composed of faculty
members. The ORSP monitors, evaluates, conducts investigations, and judges allegations of scientific misconduct.
The President of the Faculty Senate reviews these allegations, and the final determination on any investigation of
scientific misconduct is made by the Vice President for Academic Affairs.
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The Institutional Review Board defines standards and ensures that protocols are followed, especially those relating
to government grants. To ensure that all research meets legal and ethical priorities and that there is no conflict of
interest, all research must be submitted to the Institutional Review Board for approval. In addition, financial infor-
mation and any potential area of financial conflict are disclosed to the ORSP before submission of a grant/research
proposal to any government entity such as the National Institute of Health or the National Science Foundation. No
external complaints about the nature of research and scholarship have been reported at this time. The University
supports research in the broadest possible way. Topics researched are not limited to those supported by Catholic
doctrine or belief.

In our review of the responsibilities of research units in other educational institutions and in our discussion with
members of the research services community at Fordham, a few issues arose that require further review. These
include the creation of partnerships with commercial entities to facilitate commercialization and University assis-
tance for faculty in patent applications.

The University administration has developed and implemented an intellectual property policy. Currently, the
Faculty Senate is reviewing sections of the policy.

Commitment to Cura Personalis
We undertook an analysis focused on the effectiveness of and the University’s commitment to cura personalis
beginning with a review of critical University documents (Appendix 6.1). Additionally, we conducted a series of
conversations, interviews, and discussions with students (freshmen, seniors, transfer, and student leaders) as well
as with representatives from Academic Affairs, Enrollment, Student Affairs, Multicultural Affairs, and Athletics.

Undergraduate students report that the Admission Office places a strong emphasis on the ways in which the
University works to create a learning environment that places the care and concern of each member of the
Fordham community at the center of its Mission. This is articulated by admission counselors as they highlight
Fordham’s small classes, academic excellence, extensive academic and non-academic advising/counseling, and the
supportive student body. Students report that the University presents a community rich in opportunities for them
to develop intellectually, socially, culturally, and spiritually. Upper-class students report that the University, in
addressing the education of the whole person, provides individuals with a wide spectrum of leadership opportuni-
ties designed to challenge the mind and heart; opportunities which can be realized through student participation
in community service, campus ministry, student government, clubs and organizations, and career internships in
profit and non-profit venues. Students view the Mission of the University as an extension of the Jesuit philosophy 
of education, one that promotes personal reflection and the pursuit of self-awareness as the foundation for a com-
mitment to life-long learning.

The Office of Enrollment systematically searches for students who have the potential to benefit from an urban,
liberal arts university in this Jesuit and Catholic tradition. Consequently, in addition to high SAT scores and class
ranking, Fordham selects candidates who have a high school history of broad personal achievements and leader-
ship experiences. The Division of Student Affairs is dedicated to maintaining an environment designed to trans-
form the lives of Fordham students through the integration of experiences both in and outside the classroom.
The Division of Academic Affairs utilizes the ancient liberal arts of listening, thinking, speaking, writing, reading,
measuring, calculating, and estimating in the creation of a core curriculum designed to engage the whole person.
Thus, students participate in a rich curriculum supplemented by internships and service learning experiences 
that bring the classroom to the world and the world to the classroom.

The creation of co-curricular community begins with the creation of a University climate that is welcoming, inclu-
sive, and guided by moral values, a place where the campus and world events come together, with an intention to
prepare graduates to function as mature, responsible women and men for and with others. The University has
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developed inclusive communities on our campuses wherein students connect with others, feel a sense of belonging,
and learn how to contribute to the community.

In the area of diversity and multiculturalism, the University strives to increase efforts to promote awareness,
appreciation, and acceptance of differences between individuals, organizations, and cultures within our campus
and beyond our gates in the world at large.

The Athletic Department produces a great range of athletic experiences in intercollegiate, club, and intramural
sports and activities with an emphasis on participation, competition, and recreation. In order to meet the athletic
and recreational needs of all students on all campuses, we recommend that current athletic facilities, venues, and
opportunities be enhanced.

Commitment to Fair and Equitable Standards
In connection with employment matters, discrimination issues, and sexual harassment complaints, we reviewed 
a number of published documents containing University policies affecting employees (Appendix 6.1).

Policies and procedures for handling student complaints, grievances, and disciplinary procedures are noted in 
the Student Handbooks (Rose Hill, Lincoln Center, and Marymount College) and are discussed in greater detail 
in Standard 9.

These documents underscore Fordham University’s commitment to fair and equitable standards and treatment 
of all members of its community and are distributed to faculty, administrators, staff, and students.

In addition to reviewing all published University documents, we interviewed deans, vice presidents, and the
Executive Director of Human Resources Management regarding the implementation and effectiveness of estab-
lished personnel policies and procedures. We discussed such issues as the recruitment and appointment procedures
as they apply to faculty, administrators and clerical/maintenance staff; grievance mechanisms; training of super-
visory staff in personnel matters; pay equity, and diversity.

Recruitment, Appointment, and Grievance Procedures
The process for hiring and appointment begins with the posting of all available administrative, clerical, and main-
tenance positions within the University. Posting for clerical and maintenance positions extends for a period of five
days and posting for administrative positions extends for 10 days. The posting process provides an opportunity for
current members of the University community to seek promotions and to change careers within the University. The
Human Resources Office or the supervisor within the hiring department interviews candidates for positions. Once
a finalist has been identified, the Human Resources Office or the supervisor within the department sends a recom-
mendation to the area vice president who is exclusively authorized to make a final review and appointment. The
methods of hiring for the different constituencies within the University are as follows.

Fordham conducts its hiring of faculty in accordance with the University Statutes. Each department establishes a
search committee of faculty members, a group charged with establishing recruitment initiatives, recruiting and
reviewing of candidates, and preparing a list of finalists. Members of the department faculty and the respective
dean or deans then interview these candidates. The faculty makes a recommendation to the deans and to the Vice
President for Academic Affairs for final review and appointment. The Director of Equity and Equal Opportunity
provides information on diversity and/or conducts workshops for faculty search committees, providing resources
for diversity initiatives and potential candidates through the Minority and Women Doctoral Directory.

Grievance mechanisms exist for all employee constituencies within the University. The process by which a faculty
member brings a grievance is subject to the procedures noted in the University Statutes (§4-07). A concern raised
during discussion with faculty relates to the policies and procedures noted in the University Statutes pertaining to
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clinical faculty members: as the current wording of University Statutes §4-11 might lead to confusion and false
expectations, the Faculty Senate and the University administration are reviewing this issue.

Administrators may bring a grievance alleging discrimination or termination for poor performance in accordance
with updated procedures listed in the recently distributed Handbook for Administrators.

The clerical and maintenance staff may file grievances regarding an inconsistent application of the contract policies
and procedures noted in their respective collective bargaining agreements.

In addition, certain constituencies within the University maintain a “voice” in the policies and procedures that
affect their group. For example, the Faculty Senate reviews issues, concerns, and policies that affect the faculty, and
the collective bargaining units review concerns of the union populations during contract negotiations every three
years. At one time in its history, the University had an Administrative Advisory Committee, a body that functioned
as an advisory group to the administration regarding policies and procedures affecting administrators. This group
has not been in existence for a number of years, however. In order to ensure that concerns from administrative staff
be handled properly, we recommend reactivating this advisory group, the composition of which should reflect the
diversity of administrative staff (i.e., in age, ethnicity, religion, gender, etc.).

The Executive Director of Human Resources noted that supervisors within the University lack familiarity with the
policies and procedures regarding appointment, probationary periods, performance appraisals, grievance mecha-
nisms, and corrective discipline. Consequently, the Human Resources Office has developed a training module for
administrative staff entitled “Management Development Series I,” a program which focuses on eight key issues:
positive employee relations, corrective discipline, grievance procedures (administrative and union), probationary
periods, appointment letters, performance appraisals, union visitation on campus, and the positive and negative
manners regarding labor relations. All administrative personnel will be attending informational sessions over the
next two years. At the conclusion of each session, participants will complete a written assessment which will elicit
comments and suggestions for prospective topics for future sessions. To ascertain the effectiveness of the sessions,
the Executive Director of Human Resources will analyze the number and types of future grievances and arbitra-
tions and the use of alternative dispute resolution mechanisms.

Pay Equity
The Finance and Human Resources Offices of the University have determined that the administrative compensa-
tion structure currently utilized at Fordham warrants further review.

Questions have arisen regarding pay equity among comparable positions within the University and among similar
positions at comparable institutions. The University is discussing formalizing a process that would evaluate the cri-
teria for each administrative position, including job responsibilities and title, education, experience, and market-
place factors, in order to develop a more equitable grade and range system within the administrative structure.

Cultural and Intellectual Diversity
The deans of the schools noted a sincere and dedicated commitment on the part of the faculty search committees
established throughout the University to encouraging diversity in the recruitment of new faculty. The Office of
Academic Affairs, which is intimately involved in the process of authorization of new faculty lines, recruitment
policies and appointment procedures, encourages the search committees to seek out and evaluate candidates in a
fair and honest manner, and to be sensitive to diversity of all types (e.g., racial, religious, ethnic, gender, socioeco-
nomic, and geographic). With respect to academic freedom, the Academic Affairs Office is aware that there have
been and will continue to be conflicts and tensions that may result from the clash between the religious and moral
positions of the Catholic Church and the traditionally secular, liberal thinking of a University faculty. The Associate
Vice President for Academic Affairs noted that when such issues arise, the faculty has been understanding and the



University tolerant in resolving sensitive issues. He also noted that the objective of the University is the free
exchange of ideas, and, therefore, a faculty representing different backgrounds, cultures, religions, and perspectives
lends itself to a diversity of thought vital to a University engaged in intellectual inquiry. A commitment to a diversity
of culture and thought lends itself to the expression of academic freedom.

The Office of Institutional Research annually produces the University Fact Book, which notes statistics on race and
ethnicity of the University faculty and student population. The Office also prepares the Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System for the U.S. Department of Education biannually, a report which details the diversity of
faculty, administrators and staff. (See Appendix 6.2 for diversity distribution.)

The Admission Office has established numerous programs to attract students of diversity to the University, as 
have the graduate schools. In interviews with the deans of the schools, the continued focus on diversity was a 
significant theme.

Integrity in Print and Electronic Publications
To ascertain the integrity of Fordham University’s various print and electronic publications, we conducted a review
of publications designed for the University’s varied audiences, including administrators, faculty, alumni, and stu-
dents. We examined four randomly selected communication vehicles (the University website, the Handbook for
Administrators, Fordham Magazine, and the Safety and Security Handbook) to ensure that at least one of the 
vehicles spoke directly to one or more audiences. In each form of communication, we sought an articulation of
the University’s policy on institutional integrity or a statement of integrity, and the explanation of a method by
which to communicate a grievance. The four publications reviewed each contain a statement of integrity and 
published a method of communicating dissatisfaction to varying degrees.

From a survey of administrators, faculty, alumni, and students, we assessed the integrity of Fordham’s various print
and electronic publications and public relations announcements (Appendix 6.3). Faculty, administrators, alumni,
and students agreed that the University’s various print and electronic publications and public relations announce-
ments publish a definition of institutional integrity against which the work of the institution is measured and eval-
uated, provide an environment where academic and intellectual freedom flourishes, and demonstrate adherence to
ethical standards for its internal and external constituencies. In addition, administrators and faculty agreed that
these publications and announcements outline grievance, disciplinary, appeal, and arbitration procedures. Finally,
alumni and students agreed that these publications communicate with internal and external constituencies in an
honest, fair, and objective manner and keep promises, honor commitments, and represent the University truthfully
to its various internal and external constituencies.

In the conduct of its programs and activities involving the public and the constituencies it serves, Fordham adheres
to ethical standards that are incorporated in its own stated policies and demonstrates commitment to academic
and intellectual freedom. The University is also committed to providing fair treatment among all members of its
constituencies.
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Recommendations
1. The Office of the Vice President of University Mission and Ministry should monitor the University’s progress in

integrating its Mission Statement and goals into Fordham’s community life and should make recommendations
to the University administration regarding their implementation.

2. The University needs to publicize more effectively its intellectual property rights policy.

3. The responsibilities of the Office of Research and Sponsored Programs and the Institutional Review Board
should include the facilitation of commercialization by creating partnerships with commercial entities and 
assistance with patent applications.

4. The Administrative Advisory Committee should be reestablished, representing a diverse employee population, to
provide an opportunity for administrators to discuss and advise the University administration on issues affecting
administrators.

5. Fordham should conduct an analysis of the administrative pay structure to ensure equity among comparable
positions within the University and equity among such positions in comparable institutions.

69Middle States Institutional Self-Study 2006





Standard 7
INSTITUTIONAL ASSESSMENT

Introduction
The University’s Middle States Self-Study of October 1994 and Periodic Review of June 2000 focused on the need
for standardized and centralized data for assessment and the development of a data-driven enrollment manage-
ment program. The responses of the Evaluation Teams emphasized these themes and recommended the enhance-
ment of the efforts to evaluate both instruction and the effects of the revised core curriculum and reorganization 
of the colleges instituted in the early 1990s under the mandate of the Trustees of the University. Since the self-study
of October 1994, the University has established an intensely empirical enrollment management program and more
comprehensive programs for evaluating the many forms of its academic instruction and the experiences of under-
graduates. Beginning with the appointment of the Rev. Joseph McShane, S.J., the University has begun to extend
planning and assessment initiatives throughout the University.

The University’s Self-Study of October 1994 recommended that assessment activities be centralized and regularized
in the Office of Institutional Research to enable that Office to become a primary source of comprehensive data for
institutional planning. The focus of this recommendation concerned support for the Council on Undergraduate
Enrollment, a key planning body in the University. The Evaluation Team’s report of January 1995 observed that the
self-study did not give assessment sufficient attention. Noting that data analysis was difficult to obtain as it was
widely dispersed among University offices, and that there was limited communication of data resources across the
University, the Team recommended greater support for institutional research, initiation of a data-driven enrollment
management program, and analysis of student experience of the undergraduate curriculum and program.

The University’s Periodic Review Report (June 2000) focused on the successful implementation of a system for
evaluating courses and instruction, the routine use of undergraduate surveys, and improvements in the extent and
quality of data supplied by the Office of Institutional Research throughout the University. The response from the
Middle States Commission acknowledged the University’s use of traditional measures of academic quality and 
student outcomes and recommended that the University employ more precise measures of the direct effects of
instruction, evaluate the restructuring of the undergraduate experience and the common core curriculum, and
compare their findings against those of benchmark institutions to measure the performance of academic units.

Since then, the University has identified peer and aspirant institutions and collected data for the purposes of such
comparison. In Spring 2003, the President-designate of the University requested that all academic and administra-
tive offices prepare annual reports that would include assessment of their activities and plans for the upcoming
years. The process of compiling annual reports has made explicit many of the assessment activities that were
underway within the University.

Methods for Evaluating University Assessment
We employed two primary methods to gather evidence about the assessment activities at Fordham. First, we inter-
viewed every vice president, as well as a number of the assistant/associate vice presidents, asking them to describe
the results of their assessments of the day-to-day operations of the vice presidential area. We then examined vari-
ous documents related to assessment that the vice presidents made available. This survey shows variation in the
extent and depth of assessment. (A tabular summary of the results of this survey appears in Appendix 7.1.) Second,
we reviewed documents in order to identify assessment activities and discover how the results were used. Early on,
we recognized the fact that dissemination of assessment information across vice presidential areas was limited, so
we took special care to document the situations wherein we observed the sharing of information.
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Assessment Activities within Vice Presidential Units
Office of the Vice President for University Mission and Ministry
The Vice President for University Mission and Ministry receives information on the assessment of University mis-
sion and ministry from three separate offices: the Office of Campus Ministry, the Office of Community Service and
Service Learning, and a new Center for the Study of Religion and Culture. The Vice President for University Mission
and Ministry reported that the Office of Campus Ministry conducted formal assessment of University Mission. This
report summarizes the assessment activities of the Office of Campus Ministry and the Office of Community Service
and Service Learning. The Center for the Study of Religion and Culture was established in the 2004-2005 academic
year when this assessment was occurring.

The Office of Campus Ministry has a mission statement, a yearly strategic plan, and a five-year plan that are all 
consonant with the Mission of Fordham University. This consonance is both evident and evaluated in many ways.
Several structured “How Are We Doing” meetings occur on campus each year. In addition, interviews with a repre-
sentative number of graduating seniors each spring semester produce data that further evaluate Fordham’s success
in realizing its Mission. The Office of Campus Ministry also conducts evaluations on the success of its mission and
ministry by using student surveys designed by outside groups such as the Center for Applied Research in the
Apostolate (CARA).

The Office of Campus Ministry conducts extensive internal assessment activities. In August of each year, there is 
a planning session to review and evaluate the previous year’s accomplishments of the goals and objectives in the 
five-year plan. This review provides new goals and objectives for the coming year. Over the course of the academic
year, there are monthly evaluation meetings that include Campus Ministry staff from all three University campuses
to review office operations and the achievement of goals and objectives. Each campus event that is planned and
produced is evaluated, with questionnaires given to staff and participants at the event’s conclusion. Surveys 
distributed to both participants and priests evaluate liturgical celebrations on a regular basis to assess the effective-
ness of the ministry of the Mass. Finally, there is a year-end internal evaluation of the performance of the Office
and Office personnel.

The Office of Community Service and Service Learning consist of two programs that operate separately, a
Community Service Program and a Service Learning Program. The Community Service Program connects students
who wish to volunteer with organizations off-campus that are in need of their services. The program regularly
assesses the success of these matches through phone contacts with both the student and the volunteer site to
ensure that both are satisfied with the arrangements. Annual assessment information, provided to University per-
sonnel upon request, reports on the number of students and volunteer organizations participating in the program.

The Office of Service Learning arranges for students to receive course credit for volunteer service off-campus.
Assessment activities include weekly verbal updates by students on their experiences at the site. At semester’s end,
students, office staff, and personnel from the volunteer organization fill out evaluation forms in which they assess
their experience with the University. The results of the surveys enable the program to search for ways to improve
the experience of everyone involved.

Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs
The scope of the assessment activities of the schools, departments and programs of the Office of Academic Affairs
is substantial. (See Appendix 7.2.) Nevertheless, there are two areas of assessment that warrant further develop-
ment: 1) the coordination of assessment activities across the multiple units, and 2) the use of assessment results 
in planning.

Evaluation of Faculty
The University Statutes make it clear that the evaluation of faculty members for reappointment, tenure, promo-
tion, and merit-based salary increases involves the consideration of performance in the three areas of teach-
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ing, research/publications, and service. The Annual Faculty Activity Report and the standardized Students’
Evaluation of Educational Quality (SEEQ) are the two primary mechanisms used for systematic evaluation of
individual faculty performance in teaching, research and publication, professional activity outside the
University, and service within the University.

All faculty are required to submit to their department chairs and to their deans their annual faculty activity
report on the preceding calendar year’s work each February 1. Faculty are also able to apply at this time for an
annual merit-based salary increase that becomes a part of the permanent base salary, and their qualification is
then evaluated in terms of their performance as reported in the Activity Report. While this affords the respec-
tive deans and department chairs an opportunity to assess how all faculty are performing, the merit applicants
receive the closest scrutiny.

The procedures for applying for reappointment, tenure, and promotion over a period of two, four, or six years
provide an effective means for assessment of faculty performance. The series of reappointment applications
present the best opportunity to assess a faculty member’s performance for the purpose of supporting that 
person’s development as a scholar, teacher, and colleague.

In place of a system of sabbatical leaves for faculty, Fordham offers a Faculty Fellowship system. The major 
difference between these is that the latter is not automatic but requires submitting a plan of research with 
projected outcomes and benefits. The major advantage is that faculty can apply for this fellowship every four
years, in contrast to the usual seven-year period of a sabbatical. Non-tenured faculty may apply for this after
their first reappointment. The application procedure for a Faculty Fellowship requires an evaluation and rec-
ommendation by the department chair as well as by the dean of the respective school, the Dean of Arts and
Sciences Faculty, a University-wide Faculty Fellowship Committee and, ultimately, the Vice President for
Academic Affairs.

Office of Academic Effectiveness 
The goal of this Office is to integrate institutional assessment more effectively into the life of the University.
Objectives established for the 2005-2006 academic year include the following: 1) to review how assessment 
is utilized in the teaching/learning process across schools and programs and to expand and improve its 
utilization where needed; 2) to evaluate the quality of the data collected by assessment procedures and make
improvements where noted; 3) to monitor the implementation of recommendations forthcoming from period-
ic reviews of academic departments and programs.

This Office is evolving into a hub for collecting and dispensing academic assessment information. It is becom-
ing a centralized location for access to expertise in developing or upgrading assessment plans and operations
program-by-program.

A priority of the Office is the identification of techniques for evaluating the degree of Fordham’s success in
nurturing and preserving the Catholic and Jesuit principles of its academic mission. Currently, the University 
is assessing its Catholic identity and culture (See Standards 1 and 11).

Non-Instructional Enterprises
There are several non-instructional enterprises supervised by Academic Affairs: these include the Libraries,
the University Press, WFUV (the University radio station), the Regional Educational Technology Center
(RETC), and the Office of Research and Sponsored Programs (ORSP). The assessment activities of the library
are the most extensive. In addition to surveys of users, the library has data on foot traffic that provides infor-
mation for capital improvements and maintenance. Such data are compared to national markers and inform a
fund raising effort for the libraries. Fordham Press has an extensive set of sales and cost models, and standing
orders are an indication of satisfaction with the catalogue of the Press. However, there is no information about
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academic impact (either external or internal) of the Press to evaluate the efficacy of the program subventions.
WFUV, a station funded in part by the Corporation for Public Broadcasting, is a National Public Radio (NPR)
station and receives data from Arbitron to assess its programming. The RETC is completely assessment driven,
while the ORSP has had some difficulty just achieving a baseline of activity to assess what the expansion of the
office has enabled the faculty to do. Faculty satisfaction with the services of the office has improved.

Undergraduate Liberal Arts Colleges and the Graduate School of Arts and Sciences
The Arts and Sciences departments of Fordham University use several self-assessment methods to check for
consistency with Fordham’s academic mission. In addition to evaluation of faculty and courses by student and
faculty peer review, the departments periodically undertake a self-study. There are also a variety of programs
which support student achievement, most notably academic advisement and academic support for minority
and/or economically disadvantaged students (See Standard 13).

Periodic department and program review. Each Arts and Sciences department and program undergoes
review on a 10-year cycle. This review involves a comprehensive analysis of students, curriculum, require-
ments for the major and for the minor, teaching, faculty, support services, and resources, among other
areas. The outcomes of this review provide an evaluative statement of the academic quality of the depart-
ment in terms of its educational mission. It provides practical recommendations regarding future goals
and objectives and directions for the respective department or program. The review process includes a
self-study involving faculty and students of the respective department/program, a report from a team of
outside consultants, and a subsequent Action Plan to which the department/program and administration
are held accountable. Although many departments have completed reviews, some have fallen behind
schedule (Appendix 7.3).

Course evaluation. The major means for assessing student satisfaction with individual courses and
teachers is the SEEQ (Students’ Evaluation of Educational Quality) questionnaire. Most departments use
the SEEQ results in conjunction with senior faculty evaluations based on their observation of a class to
assess teaching, especially as part of the evaluation for re-appointment, tenure, and promotion. However,
once a faculty member is tenured, the regular class visit report on their teaching stops except at the time
of application to full professor.

Faculty perspectives on the use of select assessment activities. Faculty participation in the 2004-2005
Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) Faculty Survey gave Fordham University the opportunity to
obtain information on faculty attitudes toward some assessment activities in which the University is
engaged. Three areas where undergraduate, full-time faculty most likely would be involved in assessment
efforts at the departmental level would be 1) academic program development, 2) academic advising, and
3) measurement of the consonance between one’s teaching and the objectives of the core curriculum.

Approximately 30% of the Fordham faculty who participated in this national survey agreed that their
respective departments collect and use assessment data for academic program development. Over 50% 
do not believe that this is true, and an additional 17% expressed no opinion on the subject.

We asked faculty whether or not assessment data are collected in their respective departments and used
for decision-making in academic advising. Twenty-eight percent said that such information enters into
this type of decision-making, 48% disagreed, and 23% expressed no opinion.

It is more evident from the faculty perspective that academic departments do a good job of evaluating
whether the teaching of its instructional staff meets the objectives of the core curriculum. Fifty percent 
of the faculty supported this statement, while 38% disagreed and 12% expressed no opinion.
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Since the percentage of undergraduate, full-time faculty participating in the HERI survey is representative
of the faculty at Fordham, it can be said that there is room for improvement in using assessment informa-
tion in these three critical areas of undergraduate education.

Since this information came as a result of supplemental questions that Fordham University added to the
survey, there are no benchmarks for national comparison. (For a complete report on the institutional pro-
file for Fordham undergraduate faculty, see Appendix 7.4.)

Professional Schools
Schools of Business. Currently, Fordham’s Schools of Business are working to become fully compliant
with the Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB) New Standards of Accreditation,
instituted in January 2004. Both the Graduate School of Business Administration (GBA) and the College 
of Business Administration (CBA) are subject to a Maintenance of Accreditation Review in the 2008-2009
academic year. What makes this review different from prior institutional self-studies on assessment is 
an evolution in philosophy within AACSB reflected in its New Standards of Accreditation. AACSB now
encourages member schools to develop mechanisms which promote the continuous improvement of their
programs and institutions.

The philosophy of continuous improvement is not new to Fordham’s Schools of Business, which have 
frequently taken advantage of opportunities to assess the strengths and weaknesses of their programs.
As an example, the Schools volunteered to participate in the first International Assessment Laboratory of
the American Council of Education (ACE). A global outlook is a critical component of the mission of the
Schools of Business, and the opportunity to carry out comprehensive assessments of both Fordham’s
undergraduate and graduate business programs under the direction of ACE was most productive.
Ultimately, these assessments reinforced Fordham’s understanding of the core strengths of its global pro-
grams and also indicated areas ripe for future development. Two challenging areas will serve as examples
of this ongoing process of continuous improvement: namely, assurance of learning and faculty activity.

In Spring 2004, the Schools of Business surveyed their faculty regarding the learning goals for students in
their classrooms. They then systematized the data over the summer and distributed it to the GBA and CBA
Curriculum Committees for analysis. After reviewing the data, the two committees agreed upon ten draft
learning goals which describe the current objectives of the Schools of Business and circulated those goals
to the faculty for discussion.

On the advice of an assessment specialist, the two committees are planning to continue their work in Fall
2005, both to reduce the number of learning goals to a critical core and to make certain that the differ-
ences in degree offerings in the Schools of Business are reflected in the learning goals for each degree.

Another area of interest measured by the AACSB’s new standards is that of faculty activity. In the past, the
AACSB was interested primarily in whether members of a school’s faculty were full-time or part-time.
Under the new standards, they seek a more intimate understanding of an institution’s faculty. To that end,
they have changed the full-time versus part-time characterization to categories that identify the faculty
members’ participation in the academic life of the school as well as the faculty’s academic and profession-
al qualifications.

These two issues are both complicated and new, and the Joint Council of the Schools of Business charged
the area chairs to examine the issues and develop draft mechanisms for defining minimum acceptable
faculty activity and distinguishing between academic and professional qualifications. The area chairs have
carried out this mandate and the faculty as a whole will begin discussing their suggestions formally in
Fall 2005.



School of Law. The most comprehensive instrument the School of Law uses for regular assessment is the
Annual Questionnaire (AQ) submitted to its accrediting agency, the American Bar Association Section on
Legal Education and Admission to the Bar. The AQ elicits detailed information about curriculum, admis-
sion, enrollment, outcomes, financial aid, faculty, administration, library and information technology,
finances, alumni and development, and physical plant.

The Law School administrators use the AQ data (and comparable data from other law schools, provided 
by the ABA) in evaluating the School’s progress and in planning.

Every seven years, the Law School also prepares and submits to the ABA a self-study and a more detailed
Site Evaluation Questionnaire in connection with the sabbatical reaccreditation by the ABA and member-
ship review by the Association of American Law Schools. The self-study serves as a comprehensive
reassessment of the School’s program and progress and as a basis for long-range planning.

The Law School also uses additional assessment instruments, for example, student evaluations of every
course (web-based, this elicits a high response rate and is used in making personnel decisions, in 
allocating salary increases, and in such matters as assigning courses and promoting faculty development).
In recent years, students have been asked as well to respond to the Law School Survey of Student
Engagement. This instrument has provided helpful information about the quality of student services and
of the academic program. Graduates complete a detailed form for the Career Planning Center that tracks
employment outcomes at graduation and after nine months. The survey includes such information as how
and when the graduates obtained employment, the nature and location of the position, and the salary. The
Career Planning Center asks students participating in the minority mentoring program and in the judicial
clerkship advisory program to provide written evaluations. It also surveys entering students regarding the
geographical areas in which they are interested in obtaining employment. In addition, students provide
evaluations of programs in which they participate.

Graduate School of Social Service. The Graduate School of Social Service engages in systematic and con-
tinuous assessments to affirm and improve its MSW and BASW programs. (Note: the abbreviation BASW
indicates a Social Work major in the BA programs offered by the University’s undergraduate colleges.)
Measuring outcomes of program objectives is one focus of assessments. Because a successful and effective
program is based on a series of interrelated steps, activities, and components that comprise the educational
process, both qualitative and quantitative assessments are built into all areas of the educational process
for the purposes of monitoring and evaluation. The program in its totality is, therefore, also a focus. The
School conducts specific, targeted evaluations to provide information and feedback for planning and deci-
sion-making in relation to the educational process and implementation of program components. These
are designed and used when new curriculum initiatives are planned or introduced, or when concerns are
raised that warrant further investigation to guide appropriate action. Assessment of the educational
process is considered to be valuable to answer the question,“how are we doing?” and to learn about pro-
gram aspects such as variability, equity, and deviations. Curriculum areas and the Faculty Council plan
and initiate many of these evaluations.

All program assessments, in relation to outcomes and educational process, help assessors to determine 
if the program is consistent with the School’s mission, program goals, and program objectives, and if the
program complies with the EPAS (Educational Policy and Accreditation Standards). As a result, the School
is constantly in the process of renewal, refining the curriculum and program in response to changes in
social conditions, practice needs, and the student population.
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Those with responsibilities for program and curriculum improvement review and use the information
gathered through the ongoing assessments. The Curriculum Committee, the Foundation Area and
Concentration committees, the Field Instruction Department and Field Curriculum Committee, and,
ultimately, the faculty, all receive reports on outcomes of these assessment efforts. Each has responsibility
for using the information to improve the curriculum. Administrators also use the information for improv-
ing the programs.

The self-study process which was conducted during the 2003-2005 academic years offered the School a
further opportunity to assess and evaluate its curriculum and program. Faculty and curriculum are more
closely examined regarding the degree to which course objectives were being met, supplementing infor-
mation collected from ongoing assessments. The clinical and administration concentrations designed 
and used new assessment tools, which can be administered each year. The Re-accreditation Steering
Committee took on responsibility for additional assessments including the alumni survey and the survey
of student immigrant, refugee, and international status.

While some of the approaches and assessment tools used by the BASW and MSW programs to assess pro-
gram objectives were similar, each program’s assessment plan also used different procedures. Outcomes
from the MSW program assessments are given to faculty, appropriate MSW curriculum committees, and
program administrators. Outcomes from the BASW program assessments are directed to the BASW com-
mittees, as well as to the MSW foundation curriculum committees.

The School’s assessment plan left decisions to each curriculum area regarding what data to collect 
and how to collect them. Although assessments were not coordinated, this decentralized approach pro-
vides a depth of analysis that is useful for program improvement and renewal. The approach fits well 
with the School’s culture and engages all faculty in assessing our large and complex program and in 
using outcomes.

The Graduate School of Social Service completed its self-study and submitted it to the Council on Social
Work Education in July 2005 in preparation for its reaccreditation visit which takes place in September
2005. The report demonstrates the capacity of the School to assess program objectives and evaluate the
MSW and BASW programs. Outcomes help identify the strengths of and challenges for the MSW and
BASW programs. A clear feedback loop enables curriculum areas to respond to what they have learned.
In response to the outcomes, the program is introducing improvements.

Graduate School of Education. The Graduate School of Education (GSE) is engaged in an on-going series
of internal assessments that are intended to maintain high quality programs that meet and exceed stan-
dards set by our accrediting agencies (National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education,
American Psychological Association, and National Association of School Psychology) and that are aligned
with the changing requirements for certification established by the New York State Education Department
(SED). Each accrediting agency requires that an annual report be submitted in which data are presented
to demonstrate that recommended and required modifications to programs and curricular areas are being
made. These agencies also require evidence that the School is collecting data on our students and gradu-
ates to demonstrate that our professional preparation programs are having their intended effects on stu-
dents’ professional development.

GSE also has faculty standing committees that review programs of study (Doctoral Planning Committee),
curriculum offerings (Curriculum Committee), faculty development (Personnel Committees, Professional
Development Committee, and Quality of Teaching Committee), and resources (Budget Committee). These
committees meet regularly throughout the academic year and make recommendations to the School
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Council regarding changes and improvements in their respective areas of concern. These interdivisional
committees ensure that faculty members have a primary voice in decision-making regarding the academic
mission of the School.

During the 2004-2005 academic year, the School undertook a review of its Initial Teacher Education (ITE)
programs, the largest program area in the School. The review was intended to ensure that each curriculum
leading to initial certification complied with SED guidelines and to ensure, further, that the programs
could demonstrate that they met the published standards of the National Council for the Accreditation of
Teacher Education (NCATE) and other accrediting agencies. All of those programs were revised, reducing
credit requirements and becoming better aligned with NCATE standards; rubrics used to assess student
progress were refined, and the revised programs were submitted to SED for registration.

As the review of the ITE programs was underway, an ad hoc committee formed to review our assessment
needs more generally. The accrediting agencies now require outcome data that show evidence regarding
the effectiveness of our programs. In Spring 2005, GSE engaged in a multi-month in-house study of data
management and assessment systems to determine what data-based system would best serve the School’s
need to track the progress of students through their programs of study and on into their first job place-
ment. The ad hoc committee recommended that the School enter into an agreement with TK20. The sys-
tem TK20 meets virtually all student management and assessment needs and will allow GSE to obtain
better student course evaluations, help assess students’ and programs’ compliance with NCATE standards,
and facilitate the preparation of its self-study and annual reporting to accrediting agencies.

Graduate School of Religion and Religious Education. At the beginning of the 2004-2005 academic
year, a new dean was appointed to the Graduate School of Religion and Religious Education (GSRRE).
Subsequent to this appointment, the GSRRE conducted an internal assessment of all academic programs
with an emphasis on curriculum. Based on the findings of this assessment, the school made initial
changes to the curriculum as well as to the structure of certain current programs. Additional assessment
of GSRRE will continue in the 2005-2006 academic year under external reviewers invited from other 
similar institutions. They will review the internal curriculum assessment and complete an independent
assessment of GSRRE programs (see table below) and procedures. It is anticipated that further revision of
curriculum and programs will result from this external review. Once this review is completed, curriculum
reviews of the various divisions of the school will take place every five years.

Division of School Initial External Review Scheduled Five-Year Review

Religious Education October 2005 October 2010

Spirituality and Spiritual Direction January 2006 January 2011

Pastoral Counseling October 2006 October 2011

Office of the Senior Vice President, Chief Financial Officer and Treasurer
The Office of the Senior Vice President, Chief Financial Officer and Treasurer is concerned primarily with maintain-
ing the financial stability of the University, protecting and increasing its assets, generating capital from its opera-
tions, managing its investments, and maintaining internal controls of all financial operations. Under direction from
the Board of Trustees, and monitored carefully by the Board’s Audit and Finance Committee, this Office has imple-
mented a school-based budgeting system that provides incentives to the schools to meet or exceed their budget 
targets. The new system, together with a detailed five-year financial plan, seems to be working.
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In addition to school-based budgeting, the Office of the Senior Vice President uses numerous assessment instru-
ments which feed back into its operations. For example, the Office monitors cash flow statements, and cash
resources are adjusted as necessary. Working through a diversified group of investment managers, the Office moni-
tors the performance of its investment portfolio, which consistently ranks in the top quartile of peer institutions.
The Office uses workload statistics (such as number of invoices paid, employment actions completed and purchase
orders placed) along with personnel evaluations to assess the deployment of personnel as well as needs for new
staff positions.

The Senior Vice President notes that, although there are additional places where Fordham should be using automated
processes, the Office focuses first on streamlining the processes before automating them.

The Office uses Cambridge Associates to provide benchmarks, such as the number of administrators per student,
revenue per square foot of space, and operating costs per faculty member, which are, in turn, used to evaluate and
improve performance. The Cambridge data has remained primarily within the Offices of the Senior Vice President
and Vice President for Finance although certain highlights have been shared with other vice presidents, the
President, and the Board of Trustees, primarily through informal means.

Office of the Vice President for Student Affairs
The purpose of Student Affairs at Fordham University is to create a campus culture that reflects and advances the
Catholic tradition of moral and intellectual development pioneered and fostered by Jesuit colleges and universities.
We seek to create, for and with our students, an intentional community that will set the highest standards of aca-
demic, social, moral, and spiritual excellence. To meet this goal, the Division has established structures for consis-
tent, systematic and comprehensive assessment. The Division of Student Affairs’ document on assessment (See
Appendix 9.9.) reveals that Student Affairs employs a variety of quantitative and qualitative, commercial as well 
as self-developed survey instruments and methods to gather assessment information from students.

Offices of Residential Life at all three campuses administer the Educational Benchmarking Inc. (EBI)/Association
of College and University Housing Officer-International (ACUHO-I) benchmarking instrument (See Standard 9 and
Appendix 9.4). Results are used to guide further research, for staff evaluation and to design training for staff.

Since the early part of the last decade, the Student Activities Offices at each campus have administered three sur-
veys provided by UCLA’s Higher Education Research Institute’s Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP):
the CIRP survey is administered at New Student Orientation, the YFCY (Your College First Year (5th year of admin-
istration)) survey is administered at the end of freshman year and the CSS (College Student Survey) is given at the
end of senior year. These longitudinal studies survey demographic characteristics, secondary school experiences,
college finances, orientation towards expectations of the college experience, degree goals and career plans, and 
attitudes, values and life goals. Results are discussed within the Division of Student Affairs and are provided to 
the Office of Institutional Research.

The Dean of Students at Rose Hill coordinates the administration of the Harvard School of Public Health’s College
Alcohol Study to gauge the severity of binge drinking on our campuses and results are used by the Division’s cam-
pus-based Alcohol and Other Drugs Education (AODE) program, as well as the division as a whole. The AODE 
programs also administer Southern Illinois University’s Core Institute’s Alcohol and Drug Survey to assess student
attitudes on alcohol and other drugs, usage levels and University AOD-related policy.

A number of dedicated purpose-built databases are used in Student Affairs to provide assessment information.
Offices of Residential Life at all three campuses use FileMaker databases to track judicial violations by individual,
building and campus, comparing semester and yearly totals, types of violation and recidivism to assess the effec-
tiveness of the discipline process. The Office of Student Activities at Lincoln Center has piloted a FileMaker data
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base to track programs and events by club/department sponsorship, location, month, type of program, and student
attendance and uses this information to show patterns of space usage.

Career Planning and Placement (CP&P) administers The Senior Survey to assess the post-graduation plans of
seniors and determine the usefulness of the services offered by the Office of Career Planning and Placement.
Specifically, the survey gathers information on the kinds of services students use, the kind of employment students
have accepted, future interest in job search assistance; graduate/professional school plans, internship experience
and how satisfied students were with CP&P services.

A number of methods are used to assess the work of service-providing offices as well. Counseling and Psycho-
logical Services conducts utilization surveys of the student population to assess familiarity with services. The
Student Health Service distributes an anonymous evaluative questionnaire to a random sample of patients, and
chart reviews are conducted by the per diem physicians. The Office of Disability Services mails its registrants and
faculty assessment surveys and makes these available on its website as well. The Inter-Campus Transportation 
service gathers assessment information through suggestion boxes and a “how’s my driving” hotline.

A number of councils, roundtables, focus groups and conversation-based means are employed at all three campuses
to bring students and feedback directly to Student Affairs administrators. These include the Vice President’s
Student Advisory Council, the Dean’s Council which advises the Associate Vice President and Dean of Students at
Marymount, and the Student Affairs Leadership Roundtable which provides feedback to the Dean of Students for
Lincoln Center. Food service committees meet at all three campuses to bring feedback from students to Sodexho.
At Lincoln Center, the Student Affairs—United Student Government Policy Contact Group provides student leaders
in-depth information on the adjudication process and University policy. Athletics convenes the Student-Athletic
Advisory Committee (SAAC). Comprised of representatives from all 22 intercollegiate teams, representatives are
chosen by their teammates or by their coach and discuss issues of concern to student-athletes in all sports. The
Athletic Advisory Board, a committee made up of three students, four faculty, three alumni and three administra-
tors advises the President and makes related recommendations to the Athletic Department.

Systematic individual meetings with students are also employed to assess operations. In Athletics, exit interview are
conducted with graduating student-athletes. At Marymount, the AVP/Dean of Students meets with all withdrawing
students to gather background information on the motivating factors and the Student Affairs Advisory Program
assigns a Student Affairs Advisor to each student at New Student Orientation for individual and group meetings
and advising.

In Fall 2005, the Division of Student Affairs commenced the Peer and Aspirant Study, a comprehensive research
study of the Student Affairs operations of peer and aspirant institutions. Study Teams were organized around
Student Affairs functional areas and each team customized and completed a research grid for each examined 
institution based on the Division’s priorities, best practices and practical experience in the relevant field. This 
study provided the foundation for the Division’s development of strategic proposals for its future work.

Office of the Vice President for Enrollment
Fordham University Enrollment Group
The Fordham University Enrollment Group consists of four major offices: Enrollment Services, Undergraduate
Admission, Financial Services, and Institutional Research. It operates as a “one-stop shop,” meaning that a stu-
dent may receive admission, financial aid, registration, and billing services from a well integrated organization
on each campus in which initial personal contacts for services usually begin with one person at a front desk or
from a phone bank. These individuals are able to answer questions related to admission, financial aid, registra-
tion, and billing.
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Assessment of enrollment programs. The Enrollment Group does not have a written assessment plan.
However, there is a formal assessment plan in the Office of Financial Services and assessment activities
embedded in the operational plans and annual reports of the offices within the Enrollment Group. The
assessment activities range from continuous monitoring of phone queues to special studies that take place
infrequently.

The Enrollment Group continuously monitors phone calls through an automated system that tracks phone
queues, unanswered calls, waiting times, and the like. It allocates staff according to expected peak load
periods and unexpected demand. Over time, owing to this use of the data, there has been a substantial
reduction in repeat phone calls. Managers also listen to conversations in progress, join the conversation if
necessary, and formally rate the counseling skills of all staff members who are responsible for responding
to telephone calls.

The Enrollment Group also conducts satisfaction surveys of the users of its website. The Offices of
Enrollment and Financial Services monitor student and faculty satisfaction with services provided on the
internet through a web survey and has used the results to shape the design and content of the website.

The Office of Undergraduate Admission solicits evaluations from all families who attend University
events, both on and off campus. Responses to these surveys guide the design of future programs and the
training of staff and student volunteers.

The Office of Financial Services asks those who come for in-person services to complete a survey after 
the counseling session. Reported satisfaction is high and the Office has used the surveys to address com-
plaints and improve services.

The Enrollment Group, as a whole, and the individual units, monitor progress toward enrollment targets
and various intermediate activities that lead to achievement of enrollment goals.

Beyond these regularly scheduled assessment activities, there are reports and analyses compiled to sup-
port and evaluate the undergraduate admission and financial aid programs, including comprehensive 
surveys of admitted freshmen in the fall regarding their experiences of the application process at Fordham
and their perceptions of the University. The report of the Task Force on Student Admission gives details 
of these assessment programs and of the way that the Enrollment Group has used them to improve the
efficiency and effectiveness of the admission and financial aid programs.

Dissemination of assessment results. The Enrollment Group disseminates assessment information
through a variety of committees with broad membership and receives feedback from these groups. The
most prominent of these is the Council on Undergraduate Enrollment, which includes the President, the
President of the Faculty Senate, several vice presidents, the undergraduate deans, and other administra-
tors. The Council uses this information to make recommendations and give feedback regarding strategy,
policy, and operational matters. Other more specialized committees receive information and provide 
guidance on specific services. For example, the Online Access to the Student Information System (OASIS)
Committee, consisting of faculty and administrators, reviews web-based services regarding academic
records (e.g., course registration and grading).

Assessment of the institutional research program. The Office of Institutional Research provides services to
the University community, as well as to the Enrollment Group. In response to perceived needs for more
centralized and accessible information, the Office of Institutional Research began to compile an annual
University Fact Book. Efforts to assess the utility of the book with several formal surveys administered at
different times of the year have been unsuccessful owing to response rates of about four percent. Since 

83Middle States Institutional Self-Study 2006



then the Office has used meetings with administration officials and “trial and error” changes to the con-
tent of the book as a means of assessment.

The primary instrument for assessing institutional research is the comparison of achievements with
planned activities in the Office’s annual report. With the approval of the Vice President, the Office of
Institutional Research has chosen to focus on providing services to other offices, rather than on conduct-
ing surveys of satisfaction with the services it provides. Nevertheless, it is important to note that the Office
conducted a substantial benchmarking study that Fordham and other universities have used to evaluate
their institutional research programs and presented the results of this survey to a University-wide budget
committee and at two professional conferences.

Perceived need for additional assessment information about the University. The Vice President for
Enrollment and the senior managers in the Enrollment Group have identified a need for more extensive
assessment information to support marketing and recruiting activities of the University, particularly long-
and short-term academic and career outcomes and student and alumni satisfaction.

Office of the Chief Information Officer*
The vice president responsible for information technology provided us information on assessment and samples of
assessments that have been conducted under his auspices. Information technology at Fordham is assessed accord-
ing to whether services meet industry standards, meet the needs of the University community, and satisfy users.
The methods of assessment have included monitoring of operations, tracking of requests for services, implement-
ing user surveys, engagement of outside consultants to evaluate services, formation of focus groups, and solicita-
tion of peer assessment. Managers are now required to incorporate written assessment plans into all operational
plans. Assessment results are to be included in annual reports.

Computer and Information Management Systems (CIMS) monitors operations in several ways. Three outside firms
test all University servers once an hour. The Office of User Support Services tracks to calls to the Help Desk, tallying
abandoned calls and categorizing call by type of request. Users request help and additional services by e-mail.
CIMS assesses the needs of administrators by analyzing these requests. The staff discusses outcomes and emerging
problems and opportunities for improvement at weekly staff meetings.

CIMS has engaged professional groups and consultants to assess the security, network operations, and overall out-
comes of information services.

User satisfaction and needs are appraised through surveys, focus groups, and meetings with a subcommittee of the
Faculty Senate. The surveys given to date have not addressed user satisfaction with all the services of CIMS. Such a
broad survey of services was developed in 2003.

The results of surveys and focus groups have informed the development of cell phone technology for students; the
schedule of operations of the computer labs and policies for access to the labs, and the material on the desktop
computers in the labs; the development of the Financial Resources Information System, including the types of
reports it provides and the access policies, and the acquisition of Web Focus to enable administrators to access
University information systems more easily. (Web Focus is still under development.)

*Since the writing of this report, the position has been renamed to Vice President for Information Technology and a new person has assumed
the position.

Office of the Vice President for Administration
The Office of the Vice President for Administration oversees two University operations: Facilities and Security and
Safety, and jointly oversees Community Service/Service Learning. In each area, there are established procedures
and structures in place to assess how well such functions are being carried on.
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Facilities Regarding facilities, the University Space Planning Advisory Committee serves as a deliberative body
for longer term needs which makes specific allocation recommendations to the President.“Sections” (stan-
dardized schedules of work to be performed benchmarked to industry standards) are used as the instrument
for assessing the effectiveness of the custodial staff on a daily and monthly basis. As noted earlier, the Office
for Administration employs the Building Condition Assessment Tool (BCAT), a comprehensive, University-
wide database for identifying deferred maintenance and capital renewal projects within a 10-year horizon. In
addition, academic and administrative units make regular capital budget submissions to the Office for
Administration as part of the annual report process.

Security and Safety In the area of Security and Safety, the President’s Advisory Committee on Campus
Security with student, faculty and staff representatives reviews annual data and all major incidents regarding
campus security. Campus Security enters incidents relevant to security in the Security Statistical Profile
Database. Each week, the student newspapers publish Security Files reporting all incidents relevant to campus
safety. Residence hall postings of Security Alerts as well as annual security training sessions keep students
abreast of security concerns.

Office of the Vice President for Development and University Relations
The Vice President for Development and University Relations is responsible for three areas: development, alumni
relations, and public affairs, and in each area there are assessment activities. For example, in fund-raising, there is
an evaluation measuring the goals that have been met and then assessment as to how and why this occurred. In the
area of annual giving, where the fund-raising goals are developed by both the Vice Presidents for Development and
Finance, the assessment would include a review of the messages for their content and style, the timing of the mail-
ings, and the effectiveness of volunteer activity. The Office of Alumni Relations measures attendance at events
against goals and whether the method and timing of mailings lead to greater or lesser attendance at events. The
staff members contact alumni to measure their attitudes and opinions about the work of the Office of Alumni
Relations and changes they may wish to see. The Office of Public Affairs assesses the effectiveness of its media
campaigns by whether they achieve their intended purpose: an increase in awareness, a change in public percep-
tion, or the successful promotion of an event or scholarly work. Penetration into media markets is also assessed as
this is important to recruitment and fundraising. Similarly, publications are measured by whether or not they
prompted the reader to complete the call to perform a suggested action, be it inquiry, application, attendance, or
giving of a gift. Recently, Development and University Relations participated in a study to assess its performance
and costs against those of three aspirant schools: Boston College, Georgetown University, and New York University.

Conclusions
Extent of Assessment Programs at the University
While assessment activities show variation in breadth and depth, our review demonstrates that they are present in
each vice presidential unit of the University. Most of the units of Fordham University reported that they provided
assessment information in their annual reports (Appendix 7.1). Most of the assessment activities were summative
in nature, using program monitoring and outcome assessment methods. For instance, offices documented progress
toward the meeting of office goals and objectives. They used national benchmarks to quantify office and University
accomplishments, and in some offices there was daily collection of information on program services rendered.
Formative evaluation activities, i.e., those that provide information on how processes may be improved, occurred
less often, but were still widely used. Most often, surveys were the means of conducting formative assessments,
such as surveys of student satisfaction with services.

Written Assessment Plans in Vice Presidential Units
The survey of administrative units showed that there are written assessment plans for the academic departments
and divisions within the schools that have completed the program review process, student affairs, building 
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maintenance and renewal, information technology, and administration of Lincoln Center. Thus, there are written
assessment plans in place for many of the activities of the University, especially those that directly bear on students 
or that involve large budgets. Nevertheless, some units do not have written assessment plans. A limited number 
of assessment plans formally delineate and evaluate their areas’ support of the University Mission. Units that 
employ formal, written assessment plans obtain qualitative evidence, with some limited quantitative evidence as
well, on the attainment of objectives that indicates both the effective function of the unit and the effects produced
by its programs.

Evidence of Outcomes Assessment and Assessment Plans in Annual Reports
We reviewed the annual reports of each of the vice presidential areas. These reported on final outcomes of the
activities of each of the vice presidential areas, while some provided outcomes for intermediate activities. The
annual reports on Information Technology and Student Affairs offered fine-grained measurement of intermediate
processes that would enable administrators to identify areas for improvement that would lead to gains in final 
outcomes. In addition, the sections on objectives for the coming year usually identified measurable outcomes 
that effectively constituted a plan for assessing whether major objectives were achieved. These written assessment
activities contain the kernel of a University Assessment Plan.

Each of the reports contained a wealth of positive information about initiatives and accomplishments that were
previously unknown to us, thus prompting us to judge that, apart from rare comments about personnel situations,
the contents of the reports would be well received by the University community were they to be disseminated.

Participation in Assessment
There is evidence that faculty, administration, staff, students, and external constituencies are involved in the assess-
ment process at Fordham University. Faculty members participate at the departmental level in the assessment of
curriculum and everyday functioning during meetings of the departments and the Faculty Senate. The process of
reviewing academic programs provides for evaluation by outside disciplinary experts. Students evaluate teaching
and course content on a regular basis. Representatives and recipients of services evaluate the Community Service
and Service Learning Programs.

Administrators at all levels assess their success in the attainment of goals for the programs they oversee. Plans and
results may be discussed within a department, with the supervising vice president, or among the vice presidents;
however, staff and faculty from other departments often have little or limited knowledge of the assessment activities.

Dissemination of Assessment Results
There is uneven evidence that assessment information is disseminated regularly within the department that devel-
oped it. There are few examples of dissemination results across departments. Assessment information is rarely
shared outside the originating unit for consideration at the University level or for broader distribution to the
University community.

Frequency and Methods of Assessment
The frequency of assessment of some activities is regular and appropriate to the activity being evaluated, e.g., the
student course evaluation program, the exit interviews and surveys conducted by the Office of Campus Ministry,
the use of the BCAT to evaluate the physical plant, the annual or biennial participation in the Cambridge Financial
Indicators Program, and the monitoring of attendance at events by the Offices of Development, Alumni Relations,
and Undergraduate Admission. However, in some instances important assessment efforts are behind schedule, spo-
radic, or ineffectively administered. These assessment programs typically involve time-consuming or complex
assessment techniques, such as student or user surveys. Although we did not explicitly focus on these assessment
activities, awareness of their existence by those interviewed suggests that the competition from the daily demands
of operating programs, lack of expertise, and absence of standardized procedures were often the cause of delayed or
inadequately administered assessment efforts.
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We also note that the reliance on a single method of assessment (which occurs in certain areas) may miss impor-
tant dimensions of a service. Tracking reports of the quantity and costs of services over time may result in a
myopic evaluation. They certainly would not measure the quality or effectiveness of the service rendered. Although
tracking reports are important, evaluators should supplement them with surveys of customer or client satisfaction
and comparisons with external norms and standards of best practice. With some notable exceptions, we observed a
lack of measurement of faculty and staff satisfaction with services at the University upon which they depend to do
their jobs. This omission could lead to inefficiencies going unnoticed.

Use of Assessment Results
In order to accomplish meaningful change, the University must make use of assessment results. Each vice president
was able to cite instances in which they have used assessment to improve programs. Lacking an institutional
assessment plan that is shared and coordinated, offices use assessment results tactically rather than strategically.

There is evidence that data from surveys are not fully exploited. In the case of standardized surveys administered
by organizations outside the University, only the tabulations or written reports are used. Efforts to probe more
deeply into the findings or to relate responses to other databases that the University maintains (e.g., student
records) have been limited. The most prominent instance we discovered of analysis beyond the standard results is
the use of the HERI surveys by the Associate Dean of Fordham College to support the work of the Task Force on
Student Learning.

Recommendations
1. Institutional assessment should be systematic, broadly participatory, and comprehensive in involving all academ-

ic departments and programs. Such a process should include the development of a written assessment plan in
each vice presidential area and the sharing of appropriate information across all such areas.

2. Sufficient resources need to be provided so that staff members have the qualifications and the time to analyze
data, to document procedures, and to insure that assessment is effective and becomes a routine part of the opera-
tions of all the major offices of the University. The assessment should be conducted with a University-wide 
perspective and with the exchange of assessment information among units.
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Standard 8
STUDENT ADMISSION

Introduction
Fordham University operates separate admission programs for the traditional undergraduate colleges, Marymount
College, Fordham College of Liberal Studies for part-time and evening students, and for each of the graduate and
professional schools. Accordingly, this report presents information on all of the University’s colleges and schools.

Traditional Undergraduate Colleges
Fordham University has experienced great growth in undergraduate admission activity and enrollment in the 
past decade and a half. Between 1991 and 2003, applications for admission increased 238% and freshman enroll-
ment grew by 76%. Over the same period, the number of students graduating from high school each year in the
United States grew 17%. The University’s acceptance rate dropped from just under 80% to 50%. Accompanying this
growth, there have been increases in the academic preparation of entering freshmen, the representation of women,
and the geographic diversity the students represent (Fordham University Fact Book, 2002-2004, pp. 40-41). As the
size of the freshman class has increased sharply, there has been a corresponding growth in the number of minority
students. Thus, the representation of students from minority groups has remained level.

Fordham’s enrollment growth is attributable to multiple factors, among them a more aggressive and empirically
based marketing program, the consolidation of enrollment services into a single Enrollment Group, improvements
in Fordham’s academic programs, student services, and physical plant, and, finally, the improved image of
New York City.

The Council on Undergraduate Enrollment (CUE)
The Council on Undergraduate Enrollment (CUE) establishes and monitors admission and financial aid policies
and, largely, establishes goals for the undergraduate enrollment team. The University formed this committee in
1993 to focus the attention of the community on the important issues associated with the recruitment and reten-
tion of undergraduate students. Members of CUE include the President, several vice presidents, deans, faculty
members, and senior administrators from the enrollment division. Meeting biweekly for much of the academic
year, CUE establishes goals and strategies regarding student quality, enrollment, tuition, financial aid, and recruit-
ing. Participants evaluate compromises as they attempt to strike a balance between quantity and quality. CUE
allows for the active participation of numerous key institutional units in planning for undergraduate enrollment 
for the various colleges. CUE also monitors the operation of the admission and financial aid programs and assures
that University offices coordinate their activities.

Reports produced by the Vice President for Enrollment and the Offices of Admission, Financial Aid, and
Institutional Research inform discussion. In addition, subcommittees handle special topics apart from the desig-
nated CUE meeting times. CUE also benefits from the efforts of other planning bodies (such as budget preparation
sessions involving deans and finance administrators) as the latter provide a context for discussion.

CUE determines fundamental admission criteria, with the deans often consulted on individual cases. In general, the
deans agree that admission criteria must allow for institutional priorities and mission, and they express satisfac-
tion with the amount of influence they exert in the process of creating the freshman class.
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Policies, Practices, and Fordham’s Mission
The University both promotes and practices its Mission through admission work. All current University under-
graduate marketing publications incorporate the tagline “The Jesuit University of New York.” These few words 
convey a strong message about the distinctive combination of advantages available at Fordham. Even without
explicit reference to the Mission Statement, the University’s communication campaigns articulate vital characteristics
of a Fordham education. Among the qualities advertised to convey the nature of the education are excellence in
teaching, academic rigor, ethics-and values-based learning, critical thinking, community, and a well rounded 
intellectual, personal, and spiritual experience. As a Jesuit university, Fordham presents itself as an institution 
that enthusiastically promotes the education of the whole person. It respects the rights and interests of diverse 
populations and welcomes them into a community sensitive to issues of pluralism and social justice. In seeking 
to produce graduates of personal and professional excellence, Fordham also stresses the concept of service. Thus,
prospective students find the theme of “men and women for others” throughout the current set of admission 
publications. A segment of the Viewbook specifically addresses elements of a Jesuit education (pp. 10-11). Finally,
a core component of Fordham’s Mission is the use of New York City as a resource. Recent editions of publications
emphasize that students both benefit from the City and provide service to it through internships and community
outreach programs. Currently, Trustees and senior administrators are developing an integrated marketing program
that will encompass all of the promotional activities of the University. As fresh research and strategic planning
bring new perspectives to institutional priorities and Mission, the Offices of Admission, Public Affairs and Student
Affairs have reviewed and adjusted the University’s major promotional messages and will do so again once the 
integrated marketing strategy is developed.

In practice, the Undergraduate Admission Office draws upon elements of the University Mission, as well. Admission
professionals cite aspects of Mission that they employ in their various approaches to recruiting and evaluating stu-
dents. As part of a recent effort to develop an office mission statement, the counseling staff focused on the holistic
nature of their work. Though confronting growing volume of prospective candidates, applicants, and admitted 
students, staff members have been engaging in an assessment process that preserves individuality and considers
both quantitative and qualitative credentials. The greatest challenge currently facing the undergraduate admission 
office may be managing growing numbers of students in a manner consistent with institutional commitment to
cura personalis.

Mission is also reflected in an aggressive recruiting program in the New York metropolitan area. Twenty-three 
percent of the most recent freshman class enrolled from the City. As Fordham’s undergraduate population has
become national in scope, the admission team continues to cultivate local markets to ensure that the University
continues to serve students in New York City. In addition, in conjunction with the Higher Education Opportunity
Program (HEOP), the admission office recruits over 100 students annually from educationally and economically
disadvantaged backgrounds, the vast majority from New York City high schools.

The past decade also brought about a mission-directed set of initiatives associated specifically with ethnic/cultural
diversity. Fordham has actively recruited National Achievement and National Hispanic Recognition Scholars and
has incorporated multicultural activities into open house and admitted student events. A member of the staff
orchestrates efforts to recruit and retain minority students. In 2000, the Fordham Admission staff participated in a
grant-funded research project sponsored by the National Association for College Admission Counseling (NACAC) 
to heighten the counselors’ awareness of the needs of underrepresented students while evaluating applicants from
diverse student populations. Participation in this project enables the counselors to engage in the Ignatian tradition
of balancing contemplation and action by enhancing their capacity for reflective, holistic assessment of students
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from diverse religious, ethnic, cultural and socioeconomic backgrounds. Accounts of this process appear in articles
published in consecutive issues of NACAC’s Journal of College Admission (No. 178, Winter 2003, pp. 16-26; No. 179,
Spring 2003, pp. 6-13).

As detailed in the section on assessment below, measures of student achievement demonstrate that the qualities of
admitted students match those outlined in the University’s Mission.

Information Regarding Academic Programs, Admission Criteria and Programs, Transfer Policies,
and Student Learning Outcomes
A comprehensive Undergraduate Bulletin details the range of academic programs available to both prospective and
current students and outlines institutional policies. In order to ensure the accuracy of substantive publications such
as this, multiple deans, department chairs, faculty members and senior administrators are involved in the editing
process. The Bulletin contains detailed information on admission requirements, procedures, and deadlines
(Bulletin, 2004-06, pp. 17-19). Comparable information also appears in the primary recruiting piece, the Viewbook
(p. 44) and in the admission application packet. The undergraduate admission segment of the Website replicates
much of this material. The Bulletin also provides information specific to the granting of transfer credit. General
policies appear in the admission section of the Bulletin (p. 18) and college-specific policies, including those for
courses taken at other colleges or universities, are listed in the “Academic Policies and Procedures” segment for each
undergraduate school.

The University also provides information on academic programs and admission policies through its website and
through college guides.

To insure that the statistics the University provides through many information channels are accurate and consis-
tent, the Office of Institutional Research compiles most of the statistics that are of interest to prospective students
and others outside the University. It disseminates this information to administrators and faculty members annually
through the Fact Book, the Common Data Set, and the Annual Class Profile distributed in conjunction with the
Admission Office.

The University provides general information on graduation rates, job placement, graduate school attendance,
receipt of prestigious fellowships (e.g., Fulbright Scholarships) in the Fordham Viewbook. However, surveys of
prospective students and first-year freshmen that Maguire Associates conducted on behalf of the University in the
winter of 2004-2005 indicate that prospective students have strong interests in information that the University 
provides on a more limited basis, including descriptions of the depth of courses in major programs, career and
graduate school opportunities following graduation, and placement in graduate schools and jobs upon graduation.
In response to these survey results, senior managers of the Enrollment Group have concluded that they should pro-
vide students with more information on major programs and that it would be helpful for the University to develop
more detailed, reliable, and comprehensive information on student outcomes so that this may be incorporated in
promotional materials.

Student outcome assessments have not been routinely distributed or discussed as part of the enrollment planning
process. The Office of Student Affairs supplies the Office of Institutional Research with data from the HERI 
(Higher Education Research Institute) surveys of entering students, first-year freshmen, and seniors. In addition,
the Office of Institutional Research led Fordham’s participation in a multi-institutional alumni survey coordinated
by Georgetown University in the winter of 2000. However, more urgent needs have prevented it from mining these 
surveys for information beyond that provided by HERI, the Office of Student Affairs, and Georgetown University.
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Evidence of the Multi-Dimensional Assessment of the Admission Process
In recent years, either the Office of Admission or the Office of Institutional Research has assessed most aspects 
of the admission process beginning with initial solicitation of prospects through the end of the first semester of
enrollment at college. The schedule of these assessments ranges from continuous monitoring of phone queues to
occasional, extensive reports on retention and degree completion.

Assessment of Services Delivered by Phone and Electronically
In 1998, the University formed an Enrollment Group that consolidated all undergraduate admission, financial aid,
billing, and academic records services in a “one-stop shop.” Enrollment Services representatives initially handle all
phone calls related to any of these offices and provides information through both menu-driven automated answers
to questions and personal responses. For those calls that require a staff member to answer the phone, there is
moment-to-moment monitoring of phone queues, waiting times, duration of calls, and disconnections before the
phone was answered. This allows managers to deploy additional staff to phone services during peak periods. In
addition, managers of the Enrollment Services Office periodically listen to the conversations in order to monitor the
quality of the information provided.

The Enrollment Group provides a variety of web-based services to facilitate an effective college search process for
both Fordham and its prospective students. These services include electronic applications for admission, e-mail
invitations and online registration for events, e-mail reminders, and a Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) site. The
Enrollment Group continuously monitors the availability and ease of use of online services and updates the
Frequently Asked Questions as needed.

A measure of the effectiveness of Enrollment Group services is its receipt of a national Best Practices in Student
Services award from IBM. Fordham was one of only 16 recipients nationally.

Assessment of Recruiting Activities
The Office of Undergraduate Admission sponsors a large-scale direct mail effort to build a pool of inquirers. With
the guidance of CUE, the direct mail campaign is followed by a multi-faceted recruiting effort that includes high
school visits, college nights and fairs, regional receptions and interviews, and events on campus ranging from daily
tours to comprehensive open house programs.

The Office of Admission conducts evaluations of each event it sponsors, asking participants to assess various
aspects of the activity and to provide both quantitative and qualitative feedback on their experiences. Admission
officers tally results and share summaries as part of staff meetings or planning retreats. Review of this feedback has
led to adjustments in practices, including the expansion of campus tour opportunities in order to reduce the size of
individual tours. In addition, the admission office reviews conversion rates at the conclusion of a cycle for addition-
al quantitative evidence of the success of the events.

Monitoring results of recruiting activities for each cycle guides the future allocation of resources among direct
mail, electronic and web-based initiatives, and on-and off-campus events. The Office of Admission, with the assis-
tance of the Office of Institutional Research, has developed a “conversion” spreadsheet that tracks applicants, admit-
ted students, and enrollees back to the initial source of inquiry. This refined assessment allows for the evaluation of
initiatives in generating both interest and enrollments. In addition, at least biennially, the Office of Institutional
Research conducts a multivariate statistical analysis of the effects of major recruiting activities on application for
admission. This analysis provides not only measures of the marginal productivity of major recruiting activities, but
also provides forecasts of the effects that visits to each of the 10,000 high schools on the admission database would
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have on applications for admission for the coming year. When planning the high school visit program for the new
cycle, admission counselors have available to them for each marketing territory a list of high schools ranked
according to the number of applications that a visit to the high school is expected to produce.

Methods of communication employed by the admission office include, but are not limited to, publications, e-mail,
the website, and various forms of advertising. A survey that the Task Force on Institutional Integrity conducted
showed that students rated University publications and communications as fair and honest in their content.
Furthermore, the University maintains the quality of communications through periodic review of the content of
each medium. (See discussions of mission and academic information above for details.) For additional input on
both the content and design of publications and other communications, Fordham has periodically employed stu-
dent focus groups.

The University has contracted with outside vendors to provide research both to assess and to support communica-
tion strategies. Research conducted in the 1990s by Maguire Associates was paramount in the development of the
outreach campaign of the past decade. New research is currently underway with Maguire Associates and Foote,
Cone, and Belding, to once again assess recruiting and communication practices. In addition, surveys conducted
through University Research Partners in 2003 and the College Board (Admitted Student Questionnaire, ASQ) in
2004 provided insights into the messages and strategies that resonate most with students. The recent ASQ confirms
that college publications and the college website are, indeed, the most important information sources for Fordham’s
recruited students. In addition, the research suggests the areas of greatest strength among Fordham information
sources are campus visits and publications.

Assessment of Selection Criteria
The criteria for admission are similar across the University’s traditional colleges, although quantitative skills are
weighed more heavily for those students applying to a business, math, or science major, and auditions are critical
for performance-based programs such as theatre and dance. The Fall 2004 freshman class had a B+ high school
grade point average with a mean SAT of 1186. This compares with a B average and mean SAT of 1135 in the mid
1990s (Fordham University Fact Book, 2002-2004, p. 39).

While the primary goal of the selection process is to enroll a class that will succeed academically, the admission
staff also seeks a well-rounded class that will contribute to the University community. As noted in the discussion of
mission, admission counselors conduct a holistic evaluation of applicants considering qualifications beyond the
academic data, such as leadership skills, intellectual curiosity, strong motivation, special talents, and overcoming
adversity. CUE and the deans have consistently advanced ethnic, racial, cultural, geographic, and socioeconomic
diversity as important objectives.

The Enrollment Group periodically evaluates the validity of academic criteria for admission. One method of testing
validity is to demonstrate the relationship between quantitative selection variables and the first-year grade point
average (GPA) at Fordham. The College Board conducted the last such study on behalf of the University in 1994.

With the advent of a substantially revised SAT, it will be necessary to conduct a new validity study. The Office of
Institutional Research plans to conduct such a study in the summer of 2007, the first occasion on which the actual
GPA will be available for freshmen who take the revised SATs.

A more global measure of the validity of the selection criteria and the subsequent student experience at Fordham is
degree completion rate. Following the national Student Right to Know Act standards, the Office of Institutional
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Research compiles six-year graduation rates of first-time, full-time freshmen. (These students constitute the vast
majority of undergraduate entrants.) For the cohort that entered in Fall 1998, 78% graduated in six years.

Comparisons of graduation rates with other institutions show that degree completion rates at Fordham are at least
equal to and often greater than those at other four-year colleges for both majority and minority students. (See the
2001-2002 Fact Book for extensive comparisons and the 2004-2005 Fact Book for the latest comparative statistics
from the New York State Education Department.) In addition, the newsletter Post-Secondary Education Opportunity
(April 1997) and US News and World Report both have reported that actual graduation rates at Fordham are 13%
higher than expected given the factors the editors of these periodicals control for in their studies.

Periodically, the Office of Institutional Research conducts studies of retention and degree completion. The most
recent was a multivariate statistical analysis completed in the fall of 2001 for a self-study for recertification by the
NCAA. It demonstrated that, holding all other variables constant, there is a positive relationship between high
school GPA and rank in class and degree completions. It is important to note that this study included 1992 and
1993 entrants, two of the weaker entering classes in the history of the University. Substantial gains in freshman to
sophomore retention rates and in degree completion have coincided with steady improvement in the academic pro-
files of freshman classes since that time.

In addition to retention rates, supplementary pieces of evidence serve to inform admission officers and other com-
munity members about the quality of the “matches” created between student and institution. The Office of Student
Affairs administers the College Student Survey (CSS) of the Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) to gradu-
ating seniors at the end of the senior year. Notable, 73 % of graduating students in Spring 2004 indicated that they
were “very satisfied” or “satisfied” with their Fordham experience. The graduating seniors were also asked whether
they would still choose to enroll at their original school if they could make their college choice over. Almost 81% of
Fordham students responded either “definitely yes” or “probably.” The “private” and “all four-year” institution figures
are similar to those offered in response to this question at Fordham: 78% and 81% respectively (CSS 2004, p. 10). In
addition, student learning outcomes reported under Standard 14 indicate that the attributes of admitted students
are consistent with the Mission of the University.

Financial Aid Policy and Process
The financial aid program complements the admission program in advancing key components of the University
Mission (excellence, aiding families with financial need, diversity). The awarding of undergraduate financial aid 
at Fordham is a complex and strategic process built on increasingly sophisticated statistical models developed 
and refined over the course of the past decade. Taking institutional priorities into account, the leadership of the
Enrollment Group presents policy options for discussion with the Council of Undergraduate Enrollment. The 
Vice President for Enrollment has identified three critical variables that are monitored as part of the financial aid
process: 1) the profile of the class as measured by academic variables such as standardized testing and predicted
GPA, 2) the size of the class including the composition of individual colleges as well as the aggregate enrollment 
of the freshman class, and 3) the discount rate, which can be adjusted to achieve desired quality or enrollment.

An institutional goal, put forward at CUE and affirmed by the Board of Trustees, has been to reduce the discount
rate by one percentage point every year. For much of the past decade, Fordham has successfully reduced its depend-
ence on institutional financial aid as an incentive for students to enroll, as the discount rate dropped from over 50%
in the mid 1990s to the 34-38% range in the early years of the new millennium.

Unexpectedly, the University needed to raise the discount rate to 40% in order to achieve the desired new student
enrollment for Fall 2004. This prompted the University to engage Maguire Associates to use mathematical models
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to allocate aid to achieve targeted academic quality, enrollment, discount rate, and net tuition revenue for the class
of Fall 2005. The Office of Institutional Research is using the tools of operations research to develop a model that
will help manage the admission and financial aid programs for future classes. The model will simulate policies,
evaluate compromises between the multiple goals of the admission and financial aid programs and, once a policy 
is chosen, recommend an institutional aid award for each admitted student. The use of this model should reduce
the likelihood of unexpected shortfalls in enrollment and enable the University to manage the resources devoted 
to admission and financial aid more efficiently and effectively.

The Fordham financial aid program, which for the most recent class offered $42 million to more than 4,700 candi-
dates, is built upon the dual principles of academic merit and financial need. The University informs students
about scholarships, grants, loans, work study, and refund policies in a variety of ways, including the University
Bulletin (pp. 20-24) and the University Viewbook, which contains sample financial aid packages and the application
packet, which details the various types of aid programs including scholarships, grants, loans and college work-
study. The University website contains extensive information including financial planning tools and links to critical
supporting affiliates such as the College Scholarship Service. The University emphasizes application deadlines relat-
ed to financial aid in all of its communications. The University also mails a Fordham guide to financing a college
education to each admitted student.

Fordham College of Liberal Studies
Fordham College of Liberal Studies (FCLS) offers adult and part-time learners a variety of liberal arts and science
degree options at three campuses. Admission criteria accommodate the applicant who is returning to school after 
a break in his/her education. The average age of a FCLS student in November 2003 was 34. Admission requirements
are detailed in the 2004-2006 University Undergraduate Bulletin (p. 102). While educational background, a college
skills assessment, and an interview are the most critical admission factors for FCLS applicants, Admission avoids
reliance on rigid cutoff scores or other predetermined criteria and attempts, instead, to evaluate each applicant
individually. Admission professionals based at each campus work closely with the dean’s office to process and
advise applicants. FCLS admission counselors often provide needed guidance to adult students as they return 
to school.

A November 2003 report of the Admission Office outlines some of the unique needs of the adult learner. Most
notably, the vast majority of FCLS applicants file within a few weeks of their initial inquiry. As a result, the accessi-
bility of staff, especially right before the start of an academic term, is important. The window of opportunity for
communication is often much less than that for the traditional high school applicant. FCLS has become more 
visible to prospective candidates through direct mail, advertising, the Web, and events on campus, all of which 
are included in the admission report. For those who inquire in advance of a term, a set of publications, including a
Viewfolder with informational enclosures, a piece on financial aid, a brochure regarding prior learning, and a
newsletter, keeps information flowing over several months. Despite these efforts, however, applications and enroll-
ments have remained stagnant in recent years with an acceptance rate between 85% and 91% and a yield on offers
of admission between 75% and 82% (FCLS Admission Report, 2003).

Because of the recent enrollment patterns in FCLS, the President convened a task force in 2004 to examine issues
related to adult and part-time learners at Fordham. After review of recent market research, the task force issued a
report to the senior administrators of the University. This population of prospective students, many of whom live or
work in New York City, represents a target group that is closely affiliated with the Mission and history of Fordham.



Graduate Schools
While the enrollment functions at the graduate level may differ in the diversity of curricular offerings, program
delivery methods, and student selection criteria, the admission strategies of each program share in common a close
adherence to the spirit of the overall University Mission. Each graduate school dedicates itself to educating individ-
uals who embrace the values of rigorous scholarship and exhibit an interest in ethical, humanistic, and cultural 
values. The admission offices respond to this commitment through their respective marketing, recruiting, and
enrollment strategies.

The Graduate Schools of Arts and Sciences, Business, Education, Religion and Religious Education and Social
Service, as well as the Law School, each have their own enrollment targets, admission policies, application review
processes, selection criteria, and financial aid programs. The graduate enrollment efforts are decentralized with
each school managing its own admission process. However, the admission directors meet periodically as a group
with the Vice President for Enrollment to discuss integrated marketing opportunities and share operational 
best practices.

The admission policies and procedures for the University’s professional programs, that is, the Graduate Schools 
of Business, Social Service, Education and the Law School, adhere to their respective accreditation requirements.
Meanwhile, the Graduate School of Arts and Science (GSAS) has structured its policies and procedures in accor-
dance with the needs of each specific program within the school. For the purpose of this report, we reviewed the
GSAS admission policies and procedures in light of the same questions posed with regard to the undergraduate
admission review. Central to the review of GSAS admission practices is its incorporation of the University Mission
and the assessment of the school’s progress in meeting enrollment goals (Appendix 8.1).

Recommendation
1. The University should generate and disseminate more extensive information on University life, academic pro-

grams and post-graduate experiences, so that admission officers can better inform perspective students of
opportunities at Fordham.
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Standard  9
STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES

Introduction
Student support services advance the Mission of Fordham University by attempting to develop a seamless learning
environment within the University community. In the classroom, faculty encourage students to participate in the
intellectual life of the University, while outside the classroom, the professionals in student support services depart-
ments ensure their ability to do so through services and programming that meet their non-academic needs. At
Fordham, these services include Student Affairs, Campus Ministry, Community Service, Athletics, and Sodexho
Hospitality Services.

Mission
A review of divisional and departmental documents reveals a strong public commitment to the University’s
Mission within the Division of Student Affairs and Athletics, as well as in the Campus Ministry and Community
Service areas. The electronic questionnaire administered to full-time staff and department heads (Appendix 9.1) 
in November 2004 reveals a consistent sense among those providing services that their work is consonant with the
Mission of the University, and elicits details on a variety of programs, services, processes and training sessions as
examples of the ways in which their work fulfills the Mission. A number of departments report mission-related
mentoring of staff, as well as staff development sessions and retreats wherein the Mission of the University and its
connection with the division or department are explicit themes. Other departments solicit presentations from peo-
ple outside their departments (i.e. presentations by Campus Ministry staff or by the Vice President for University
Mission and Ministry) and provide staff with written publications on topics related to mission to stimulate further
study and discussion.

The staff in the departments providing student services who participated in the November 2004 electronic survey
confirms this programmatic inculcation of mission. Nearly all respondents report personal familiarity with the
Mission as well as a strong sense that their work supports it. In addition, the great majority of staff agree that the
Mission of the University aids their work. More than half report talking with students about the Mission of the
University in the course of their service. In addition, the great majority report that they incorporate the Mission in
some manner into their recruiting practices. Responses to the staff e-mail questionnaire (Appendix 9.1) indicate
that the Catholic and Jesuit traditions of the University, the very foundation of its Mission, are a part of the inter-
view and selection processes. In general, the student services departments appear to look not only for professional
competence and intelligence, but also for qualities such as integrity and service experience in their prospective
employees in an attempt to find a suitable institutional “fit.” Notably, orientation towards mission is evident in all
areas of student services, even in those, such as Sodexho, where formal employment through the vendor might be
expected to have the effect of distancing staff from the messages and mandates of the Mission. Indeed, concern for
Mission seems to permeate all student support services.

Services
The electronic survey of November 2004 reveals that the various offices charged with providing services to students
(the Division of Student Affairs, Campus Ministry and Community Service) believe their services to be visible and
accessible. Departments at Fordham seem to make great efforts to encourage students to avail themselves of their
services. The survey of staff (Appendix 9.2) echoes this sentiment with 93% of the participants self-reporting that
services in their areas are accessible to the students they are charged with serving. Staff perception that the services
in their areas are tailored to student needs is even stronger. A survey of a sample of students on the three campuses
(Appendix 9.3) conducted at the same time, showed 79% of respondents reporting that they have adequate access
to the offices which provide the lion’s share of student services, programs, and extracurricular activities, while 72%
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felt that these offices’ services were also tailored to their needs. However, a majority of students across the three
campuses related their sense that Sodexho’s services are not tailored to meet their needs, though a majority (59%)
felt that these services are adequately available.

In the Residential Life area on all three campuses, the Educational Benchmarking Inc. (EBI)/Association of College
and University Housing Officer-International (ACUHO-I) benchmarking instrument, administered in December
2003 to 70% of Fordham’s resident students (Appendix 9.4), represents a standout assessment effort and returned
some information on student perceptions of access and availability. Students indicate strong satisfaction with serv-
ices facilitated by resident assistants as well as with the availability of educational and cultural programming in the
residence halls. Fordham’s satisfaction ratings were above the mean for the six benchmark institutions chosen for
the survey, both for Fordham’s Carnegie Class and for the 292,414 total respondents at more than 200 colleges and
universities across the nation.

Resources
The November 2004 electronic survey of full-time staff and department heads (Appendix 9.2) reveals a marked
sense that resources and staffing are not adequate to provide the student services the University requires of them.
Just under half of the surveyed staff (44%) in the student services areas report that their areas are not sufficiently
funded, particularly with regard to hiring adequate personnel, indicating that this perception is a relatively 
popular one.

The responses from full-time staff in the Division of Student Affairs and Athletics and in Campus Ministry 
indicate a consensus that the services offered are not only consonant with the Mission of the University, but also
vital to its success.

A large majority of staff reports that their areas’ services are adequately accessible to all students whom they are
charged to serve, access broadly understood to mean “available to all.” A significant majority also relate their sense
that these services are tailored to student needs, an assertion borne out by survey results such as EBI/ACUHO-I
(Appendix 9.4). Student opinion appears to confirm the staff ’s, as a significant majority of students also report 
that services are adequately accessible, and a somewhat smaller majority relate that these services are tailored to
their needs.

Perhaps the most marked potential challenge lies in the perception among student services personnel regarding
funding and staffing. Less than half of student services personnel believe that funding is adequate to meet the
demands for and to fulfill the institutional expectations of the services that their areas provide. In a similar way,
slightly fewer student services personnel believe that staffing is adequate. This perception is evident among full-
time staff as well as department heads (Appendix 9.5).

There should be a broadening of efforts to create mission-driven operations within the larger University culture.
Partnerships with Campus Ministry to refine this strong sense of mission, with Public Affairs to educate the
University’s many constituencies on the rare qualities such a commitment elicits, and with Academic Affairs to help
establish first principles and tone for conducting current programs and services, might also help to accomplish the
Strategic Plan of the University as it seeks distinctiveness.

The recently established Peer and Aspirant Study Committee, which is charged by the Vice President for Student
Affairs with conducting research into staffing and funding of personnel among peer and aspirant institutions,
should set as one of its priorities an examination of this situation with regard to student services budgets and per-
sonnel. Only comparing Fordham’s programming, funding, and staffing relative to other benchmark institutions
will demonstrate or disprove the truth of the perception reported in our self-study that these services are inade-
quately funded and understaffed.
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Staff and Staff Qualifications
The Division of Student Affairs, Athletics and Campus Ministry at Fordham University employ a variety of
methods to hire, train and evaluate their personnel on a consistent basis. The self-study findings reveal that in
addition to hiring staff members that meet specific qualification criteria for their functional area, all student 
services department managers hire with the Mission and identity of the University in mind. Deans and directors
from 16 principal areas within the Division of Student Affairs, Athletics and Campus Ministry participated in an
electronic interview. The interviews did not reveal a University-wide standard for staff qualifications; however,
individual departments report a variety of specific qualities and traits that are applicable to the department’s area
of specialty (Appendix 9.5).

In addition to the department manager interviews, all staff members within the Division of Student Affairs partici-
pated in a Staff Qualifications Survey (Appendix 9.6). Similar to most Student Affairs operations at other colleges
and universities, the large number of staff members who have been employed at Fordham for less than two years is
not necessarily a sign of employee dissatisfaction, but points to the fact that student support services departments
employ a large number of young, entry level and/or graduate student level personnel for one or two years while
they complete their advanced degrees.

Every department surveyed also participates in frequent staff training programs and provides institutional 
support for employees to participate in a variety of professional development opportunities offered through affilia-
tions with professional organizations and associations. The Division of Student Affairs advances its mission by
inviting all staff members to attend a divisional training day each semester as well as a winter and summer day-
long planning retreat for senior staff. Several of the departments surveyed regularly schedule internal staff develop-
ment and training programs for para-professional staff, graduate staff, and junior full-time professional staff. The
Staff Qualifications Survey also reveals that staff members are consistently evaluated by their department managers
through performance appraisals and frequent staff meetings. Staff report in this survey that they are evaluated by
their own standards as well as through peer and student feedback.

The Division of Student Affairs, Campus Ministry, Athletics and Sodexho Hospitality Services at Fordham
University are concerned with institutional fit and employee identification with the University Mission when 
making hiring decisions. Once student services staff are hired, Fordham provides strong institutional support 
for staff members to pursue professional development.

The Staff Qualifications Survey results (Appendix 9.6) reveal a high percentage of new professionals employed by
the University (64% at the University fewer than five years). It is, therefore, important to continue to provide inno-
vative training programs that meet the needs of these entry-level staff members because of their high level of par-
ticipation in many of the services the University provides to constituents across the three campuses.

Non-Academic Advising and Guidance Procedures
In an effort to gain useful and accurate information about non-academic advising and guidance services provided
at Fordham University, we conducted an electronic survey of University departments that offer students non-aca-
demic advising or guidance (Appendix 9.7). In this survey, we found that all departments offer students advice,
guidance and/or counsel on a regular basis about non-academic issues or concerns. All of these offices listed at
least one specific service that exists within their office to address specific student concerns and assist in the advis-
ing process, and all but one listed more than three specific services.

In order to make students aware of these services, all departments publicize their programs through websites, cam-
pus newspapers, information tables, handbooks, direct conversations between resident assistants and students in
residence hall floor meetings, office brochures, flyers advertising group counseling opportunities, and student and
club leadership handbooks.
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To gain some understanding of the student perspective and the student experience with these non-academic advis-
ing services, students on all three campuses participated in a paper and online student survey specifically designed
for this self-study (Appendix 9.3). While the sample of the total student population was relatively small (318 on all
three campuses), the survey provided the team with valuable student feedback regarding the non-academic advis-
ing opportunities at Fordham. At least 75% of these students agree that they have adequate access to the services
offered by all departments listed in this study. In much the same way, a large majority of students reported that
Student Services departments meet their personal needs. A majority of students surveyed indicated they are “very
aware” of the advising services offered by Student Activities and Sodexho Hospitality Services,“somewhat aware” of
services offered by Career Planning and Placement, Health Center, Community Service and Security, and “some-
what unaware” of the services offered by Counseling and Psychological Services. A further review of the survey
results indicates that students seem to seek advice and guidance most often from Health Services, Residential Life,
Student Activities and Career Planning and Placement followed by Sodexho Hospitality Services. Overall, students
responded that they were satisfied with the advising they received from the different student services departments.

The Division of Student Affairs, Campus Ministry, the Community Service Program, and Sodexho Hospitality
Services are mandated by their missions to work to establish meaningful connections with Fordham students and
they report in the Non-Academic Advising E-mail Survey conducted for the self-study (Appendix 9.7) that they
make strong efforts to do so. These connections are often formed when students reach out to a student services
staff member for non-academic advice and guidance that may or may not be directly related to the specific respon-
sibilities of that staff member. In this way, Disability Services, Counseling and Psychological Services, and Health
Services have a more obvious focus on advising and guiding students while other offices involved in this process
may not be as obvious.

In reviewing the available information on Student Affairs, there is a dearth of assessment information for the serv-
ices and programs in place to advise and guide Fordham students who belong to minority populations. In a similar
vein, there is minimal assessment of the effectiveness of non-academic student advising as it relates to alcohol and
other drugs. Another challenge evident from the On-Line Student Survey regards a perceived lack of opportunity
for student evaluation of Student Affairs services while most offices report that there are systems in place to assess
student satisfaction with the non-academic advising and guidance processes. The possibility exists that students
are not fully aware of these assessment efforts or do not associate them with advising, per se, when they do partici-
pate in them.

Grievance, Complaint and Record Keeping Processes
All student services departments have non-academic grievance procedures and record keeping processes in place
that are consonant with the Mission of the University. Information regarding these processes is widely available 
and students are generally aware of the offices to which they may turn when they have a grievance or complaint.
In reviewing these procedures, the team electronically interviewed staff members from 15 student services depart-
ments (Appendix 9.8). In addition, we administered an electronic student survey (Appendix 9.3) on all three cam-
puses in order to assess the student grievance and complaint process itself as well as how effectively information
regarding the process is disseminated.

It is important to note that although Fordham has three campuses and although different Directors may supervise
identical departments on each campus, policies and procedures from campus to campus are quite uniform. An
example of this uniformity is evident in the fact that each campus has a formal grievance procedure for sexual
assault and sexual harassment reporting which is outlined in the University Student Handbook. In this way, the
University Student Handbook serves as the main communication vehicle for complaint and grievance procedures
and ensures that publication of information across all three campuses is consistent.
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From our research, it is clear that appropriate and effective grievance procedures are in place in all student support
services departments and offices. Similarly, all student services departments maintain accurate records and appro-
priate procedures are in place regarding the release of these records. While there are differences in some offices
regarding the record keeping process, there is also some variation among offices regarding the dissemination of
information about these procedures.

In order to assess student perception regarding the grievance, complaint and record keeping processes, an
Electronic Student Survey was administered to a small sample of students. This survey indicates how widely and
effectively information about procedures related to non-academic student complaints and grievances is available.
In addition, students taking the survey gauged how effective University policies are at informing them of the 
maintenance of these records as well as the procedures in place regarding the release of them (Appendix 9.3).

Assessment
In reviewing the current assessment practices in student services, we asked deans and directors from 16 principal
areas within the Division of Student Affairs, Athletics, and Campus Ministry to update and provide feedback
regarding a comprehensive document detailing the different assessment tools and methods currently in use in
these departments (Appendix 9.9) and to complete an electronic interview on assessment (Appendix 9.10). All
departments report that they currently assess their programs and services.

The Division of Student Affairs employs a variety of national survey instruments within its departments, including
the Higher Education Research Institute’s Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP) freshman survey, the
College Student Survey (CSS) senior survey and the Your College First Year (YFCY) freshman survey; the College
Alcohol Survey (CAS), the Core Alcohol and Drug Survey and the Educational Benchmarking, Inc. (EBI) survey
affiliated with the Association of College and University Housing Officers International (ACUHO-I).

While student services departments at Fordham University currently participate in a wide variety of assessment
practices, there are several notable areas where improvement is necessary. Currently, the use of assessment instru-
ments and processes is rather inconsistent and left to the individual offices to administer. Student services lacks a
central administrator to assure that assessment practices are adequate, to facilitate sharing of assessment informa-
tion across the University, and to assure that those results benefit practice and programming. Also, while Student
Affairs dutifully coordinates the University’s participation in a variety of national annual surveys offered through
the Higher Education Research Institute (HERI), data provided each year through the CIRP, YFCY and CSS surveys
are apparently not made use of in an organized manner by the multiple constituencies for which these surveys are
administered. Finally, the use of technology to improve and enhance the process of collecting data is inconsistent
among departments and campuses and lacks a central system for processing assessment instrument data. Assuring
adequate sample size has, at times, been a challenge for staff managing assessment efforts.

Athletics
Fordham offers a competitive and nationally respected intercollegiate athletic program. Rich in athletic tradition,
Fordham supports 22 intercollegiate sports on the Rose Hill campus (Appendix 9.11). The recreation and club sport
programs at Rose Hill also fall under the guidance of the Athletic Department. The club sport program at Rose Hill
has 11 sports with four men’s sports, four women’s sports and three co-ed sports (Appendix 9.11). The Lincoln
Center campus offers a very limited club sport program (baseball, soccer and tae kwon-do) due to limited facilities
and staff.

The program at Rose Hill competes in Division I of the NCAA for all sports except football, which competes at the
I-AA level. Fordham is a member of the Atlantic 10 Conference for all Rose Hill sports except football, squash, and 
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water polo. Fordham football participates in the Patriot League and water polo competes in the Collegiate Water
Polo Association. The Office of Student Activities organizes the club sports program at Lincoln Center.

Student-athletes are academically representative of the student body. The Patriot League uses an academic index to
ensure that football student-athletes are comparable to those of other students. Graduation rates of student-athletes
who receive athletic scholarships, as calculated by the NCAA, are consistent with those of the undergraduate stu-
dent body. According to a 2004 report, which tracks the 1997-1998 freshmen class, the national average graduation
rate for Division I institutions was 62% while Fordham’s student-athlete graduation rate was 79% (the same per-
centage rate for the undergraduate student body as a whole). In addition, the four-class average for all Division I
institutions was 60% while Fordham’s student-athlete rate was 76% (again the same as the percentage rate for the
rest of the student body). For the 2003-2004 academic year, 158 student-athletes achieved a cumulative GPA of 3.0
or higher, 140 student-athletes were named to the Atlantic 10 Commissioner’s Honor Roll achieving a 3.0 GPA 
or higher, and 5 football student-athletes were named to the Patriot League Honor Roll achieving a GPA of 3.2 
or higher.

In the mid 1980s, Fordham established the Office of Academic Athletic Advising at Rose Hill. The office supervises a
number of support programs designed to assist student-athletes in their academic growth from freshmen through
senior year. The office reports to the University President through the Dean of Fordham College at Rose Hill and
maintains its location, staff, support, and budgeting separate from the Athletic Department. The office serves to
ensure that academic standards, expectations, academic eligibility, and progress towards degree are the same for
the student-athletes as they are for the general student body.

The Athletic Department receives oversight from various University committees. The Athletics Committee of the
Board of Trustees meets a minimum of four times a year for the Athletic Department to receive advice and counsel
from Board members. The committee is responsible for “representing the athletic and recreational concerns, needs,
and viewpoints of undergraduate students and student-athletes to the full Board and its various committees,
whose work and deliberations affect the undergraduate experience in these areas.” The Athletic Advisory Board is
comprised of three students, four faculty, three university administrators, and four alumni who meet four to six
times per year. The purpose is to “advise the President of the University on all matters pertaining to athletics” and
“to encourage the development and promotion of athletic policies which are consistent with the educational objec-
tives of Fordham University.” The department also receives counsel from the Student-Athletic Advisory Council,
which serves as a vehicle to promote communication between the Athletic Department’s administration and the
student-athletes.

Assessment of the athletic and recreational program is extensive. The Athletic Department makes use of a number
of methods and resources to assess the success of their programming on an annual basis, including, but not 
limited to, evaluation by the Student-Athletic Advisory Council, weekly staff meetings with the Vice President for
Student Affairs, monthly Divisional meetings, senior exit interviews and questionnaires, student-athlete feedback
forms, analysis of team and individual performance, analysis of graduation rates, and donations received by the
athletic program.

Finally, it is important to note that the Athletic Department at Rose Hill has both a Gender Equity Action Plan and
Minority Opportunity Action Plan that were submitted and approved by the NCAA in June 2002 as part of the
NCAA Certification Process. Within each plan, the University ensures and monitors progress in these areas annually.
The goal of the Gender Equity Action Plan is to maintain, evaluate, and revise the plan to ensure that women 
student-athletes continue to be treated equitably. The goal of the Minority Opportunity Action Plan is to maintain,
evaluate, and revise the plan to ensure that student-athletes from diverse backgrounds continue to be treated 
equitably.
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The Athletic Department at Fordham University faces many challenges including lack of facilities, limited scholar-
ships, and a general understaffing of both coaches and administrators. The biggest challenge facing the recreational
needs of the student body is a lack of recreational space for cardiovascular and weight training activities on all
three campuses. There is a strong demand for improved recreational activities, but there is very limited space to
meet this demand. The club sport program and general recreational facilities at Lincoln Center in particular are
limited, and the intramural program is nonexistent, due to limitations of facilities and staff. There are, in fact,
students who travel to the Rose Hill Campus to participate in their intramural program of choice. There is pressure
from the administration to improve club sports and add an intramural program at Lincoln Center; though, currently
there is not a large demand for these services by the students.

Conclusion
The offices that compose student support services at Fordham University, Student Affairs, Athletics, Campus
Ministry, Community Service and Sodexho Hospitality Services, are consciously and effectively concerned with
embodying the University’s Mission in their operations, as evidenced by questionnaire responses from service staff.
Students and staff surveyed alike indicate satisfaction with regard to the visibility and accessibility of most of the
student services provided. The offices associated with student services provide frequent staff training programs as
well as avenues for further staff professional development, in addition to frequent performance appraisals. All the
offices provide students with non-academic advisement and students surveyed indicate satisfaction with access to
such. All the offices have accessible non-academic grievance procedures and record keeping in place and students
surveyed indicted that such procedures are adequately publicized. While all the offices involved use a wide variety
of instruments to assess outcomes, there is no central administrator to assure the adequacy of assessment prac-
tices, to share information with the wider University community and to suggest the use of such assessment in
improving policies and practices.

Recommendations
1. Student Affairs and Campus Ministry should develop a partnership in order to refine and broaden the Division’s

sense of Mission.

2. The University should benchmark its place in relation to Student Affairs’ funding and staffing levels in compari-
son to peer and aspirant institutions.

3. The University should conduct assessments of the services and programs which advise and guide Fordham’s
minority students.

4. The University should support centralization of assessment activities in Student Affairs.

5. The University should examine the adequacy of the athletic program at Lincoln Center.
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Standard 10
FACULTY

Introduction
This report focuses upon an evaluation of how effectively Fordham University supports and assesses the profes-
sional development of faculty and others involved in academic instruction from recruitment to postretirement. In
assessing the University’s support for professional development, we examined Fordham’s promotion of the instruc-
tional staff ’s scholarship, teaching, and the obtaining of grants, as well as the efficacy of procedures to protect the
faculty’s special responsibilities regarding curriculum. We also assessed the fairness of University procedures
regarding the faculty in matters of appointment, promotion, tenure, grievance, discipline, and dismissal. We evalu-
ated that support system in the light of the goals that Fordham sets forth in the University’s Mission and the aspira-
tions of our new President regarding Fordham’s potential achievement of national prominence.

We gathered information through open forums, consultation with the Faculty Senate, and the collective experience
of our own task force members. We relied also upon the deliberations and actions recorded in the published min-
utes of the Fordham Faculty Senate. Several of those who prepared this report on Standard 10 are, and in some
instances have been for over a decade, Faculty Senators and have served on its major committees.

Institutional Support for Faculty Recruitment, Retention, Continued Growth and Retirement
Course Reductions
The most important issue consistently bought to our attention, from open meetings with the faculty to consultation
with Faculty Senators, is the need for a reduction in the number of courses faculty are required to teach if Fordham
is to achieve national prominence. The standard teaching load at Fordham is six courses per academic year, com-
pared to five at Holy Cross, four at Boston College, and three at Notre Dame. There are some important mechanisms
already in place that provide faculty course reductions for PhD mentoring and dissertation committee work, for
research projects, and for administrative duties. These mechanisms, however, are limited. In addition, some of these
mechanisms, such as PhD mentoring, are limited to faculty involved in doctoral programs. Even taking into consid-
eration faculty who are qualified for such course reductions, the net effect on the faculty teaching load is minimal.

This issue is connected with the question of the adequacy of faculty compensation in general. The cost of living,
and especially the price of housing in New York City and its commutable environs, is expensive. Needless to say,
even if faculty salaries at Notre Dame were lower than those at Fordham, the considerably lower cost of buying a
home and raising a family in South Bend would offset any seeming economic advantage Fordham faculty members
might appear to have. Combined with the comparatively heavy teaching load, the higher cost of living exacerbates
the disadvantage of Fordham’s faculty and is costly to the University, in terms of both recruitment and retention of
faculty. We are concerned as well with the need for the University to create new faculty lines. We hope that the new
Faculty Life Committee will work with the administration in improving the quality of life for our faculty, essential
in the University’s quest to achieve national prominence.

Faculty Compensation
Achieving faculty compensation comparable to that of our aspirant institutions will also be necessary for Fordham
to achieve its goal of national prominence. The University, for well over a decade, has had for its faculty a target 
of the 80th percentile of category I AAUP faculty compensation rankings. According to the Faculty Senate’s Faculty
Salary and Benefits Committee, these faculty compensation targets are significantly below the faculty compensa-
tion received at our aspirant institutions. We already have a body dedicated to monitoring and assessing faculty
compensation: the Faculty Salary and Benefits Committee of the Faculty Senate. We hope that this committee,
working closely with the administration, will eventually succeed in securing appropriate compensation for the faculty.



Benefits
Insuring that Fordham’s faculty members continue to enjoy affordable benefits, especially the medical benefits that
are so important for our retired faculty, must be a priority. Particular concerns regarding prescription costs for
retirees and how they might provide a disincentive to retirement have been brought to our attention. The Faculty
Senate’s Faculty Salary and Benefits Committee is currently reviewing this situation. Again, that committee’s man-
date is to monitor and assess faculty benefits, as enumerated in Appendix C of the University Statutes. We expect
that the Faculty Senate’s Committee on Salaries and Benefits will continue its work with the administration in
improving this situation.

Faculty Housing Assistance, Child Care, Tuition Exchange at Other Schools, Office Space, and Common Space
Through open forums, consultation with the Faculty Senate, as well as from our own experience as faculty mem-
bers, we are aware of faculty concerns regarding University housing assistance, child care, tuition exchange pro-
grams with other institutions of higher learning, and office and common space.

Given the high cost of living in the New York City area, housing assistance, now absent in University policy, is cru-
cial in attracting and retaining talented faculty. Assistance to faculty regarding affordable housing can take the form
of providing University-owned or rented housing or of providing systematic access to information about housing
opportunities. In addition, there are intermediate means that Fordham could undertake, such as providing assis-
tance with the down payment on mortgages. Currently, the University has no systematic policy on housing, leaving
the new faculty member to his or her own devices and to the varying levels of assistance that may come from an
academic department or other faculty members. Without resolving this difficulty, it would be very difficult for
Fordham to achieve the goal of national prominence.

At the start of our work, there was no means for the faculty to address these issues in a consistent and coherent
manner. The Faculty Senate’s Faculty Salary and Benefits Committee seems to have had enough work to do 
regarding faculty compensation. However, we hope that the Faculty Senate’s new Faculty Life Committee as well 
as the Senate’s Faculty Salary and Benefits Committee will be able to work with the administration in addressing 
these issues.

Merit
In the course of our research, the administration expressed the concern that the system of awarding faculty merit
pay, since it is primarily in the control of the department or unit-based faculty, is not sufficiently flexible to reward
worthy activity that crosses units or departments. Fortunately, the University does have a structure, the Faculty
Senate’s Faculty Salary and Benefits Committee, to address this issue.

Retirees
Appendix C, Section 2, of the University Statutes provides a full account of Fordham’s continued benefits for 
retired faculty, including provisions for life and medical insurance, tuition remission, discounts at the University
Bookstore, and use of University facilities, including the Library, office space (when available), and laboratory
space. The University employs a Counselor for Retired Faculty to serve both as a liaison between these former 
faculty and the University as well as an ombudsman to deal with specific problems.

Administrative Decentralization
The chapter of this report on Standard 5 has described the administrative structure of the University as highly
decentralized. Given that fragmented structure, there is much faculty concern about the repercussions for faculty
development. Difficulties occur, among other areas, in the realm of communication. For example, in the recent past,
discrepancies have occurred with regard to reporting annual faculty medical benefits to the American Association
of University Professors. While additional work still needs to be done, the recent work of the Faculty Senate’s
Faculty Salary and Benefits Committee, along with the hiring of an outside auditor, has led to improvement in coor-
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dination between the Office of Academic Affairs and the Office of Human Resources in providing mutually shared
accurate reporting.

Similarly, we are hopeful that the recent creation of the Senate’s Ombuds Committee at the President’s invitation
will also prove to be a step in the right direction. The Ombuds Committee refers faculty concerns directly to the
President, bypassing Fordham’s vice presidential structure. Potentially the operations of this committee might not
only allow the President to better monitor this administrative structure in a way that is consistent with faculty
development, but also to envision required reforms.

Institutional Support for Faculty Scholarship and Research
The members of our faculty are productive scholars. The Walsh Library and its resources are state of the art tools
for faculty research. In addition, the University makes available to its faculty to encourage and support its scholar-
ship and research: travel funds, department-based merit, faculty research development grants, and faculty fellow-
ships, as well as research tools. University Statutes §4-05.08(a)(1) and §5-02.01 as well as Appendix C, Section 1 
of the University Statutes detail these provisions. The Faculty Research Grant program has recently seen important
improvements. In October 2005, the award limit was raised and new provisions were made to support the purchase
of equipment, consulting services and data sets. Next year, a follow-on course release program will be inaugurated
to support the preparation of proposals to outside funding agencies. We are aware that our faculty fellowship pro-
gram is quite generous: tenured faculty members continue to be eligible for a fellowship every four years and that
eligibility has recently been extended to junior faculty. The University President has announced new initiatives in
creating endowed chairs, which may also serve to facilitate research and publication. Faculty concerns have focused
on the provision of research tools, especially laboratory space, as well as on the defining of procedures for appoint-
ing endowed chairs. Still needing improvement are resources and rewards for research. The annual travel allowance,
particularly for Arts and Sciences faculty, should be substantially improved.

Institutional Support for Effective Teaching by Faculty
Coverage of Undergraduate Courses
The key problem is the large number of sections of some undergraduate courses and the resulting over reliance 
on part-time instructional staff, particularly in the undergraduate core curriculum. The procedure in place to 
monitor and address this situation is the annual department hiring requests to the deans and the Vice President 
for Academic Affairs. Given the enthusiasm of the new President to raise the funds needed to address this problem,
we look forward to this issue finally being resolved. At the same time, the University needs to consider the faculty
request for lower teaching loads.

Incentives for Better Teaching
Department-based merit increases to base salary, in conjunction with the use of a standardized, University-
wide teaching evaluation tool in the liberal arts, have significantly contributed to improving our ability to assess
and reward teaching performance. In addition, through the process of University-wide strategic planning,
the Administration is considering initiatives for improving our curriculum and our teaching, proposed by the
University faculty. These proposals include an institute for teaching, faculty curriculum and teaching development
grants, course reductions tied to mentoring at both the undergraduate and graduate level, an expanded focus on
externally funded prestigious awards for our students (now housed in the interschool Campion Institute), and a
new emphasis on the freshman year. There are also strategic planning proposals coming from the Arts and Sciences
faculty for various living and learning experiences that further integrate the life of the mind into the residence hall
experience. We also recognize the importance of recent activities by the Office of Academic Affairs and by the Dean
of the Faculty of Arts and Sciences to help orient new faculty to the identity and Mission of the University.
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The primary structures that the academic side of Fordham has for vetting these initiatives are the Arts and
Sciences Council, the various school councils, and faculty curriculum committees. In the case of vetting proposals
for living and learning experiences, a concern was noted regarding coordination between the Office of Academic
Affairs and the Office of Student Affairs. It was agreed that the working relationship between these two offices could
be strengthened to enhance such experiences for students.

Institutional Support for the Procurement of Grants by the Faculty:
Office of Research and Sponsored Programs
While there have been some problems with the operation of the Office of Research and Sponsored Programs
(ORSP), we are hopeful that with an expanded staff and the appointment of a permanent director, the Office will
prove useful in supporting faculty in obtaining outside grants. We also recognize the importance of the administra-
tion’s decision to increase the indirect cost recovery to the faculty. The University’s new policy is to return 10% of
overhead costs to faculty regarding administrative grants and 30% of such costs in the instance of research grants.
Key faculty concerns include the lack of space on campus to carry out grants and the current placement of the
financial administration of grants awards outside the ORSP. The University Research Council believes there are
cogent reasons for relocating post-award financial administration of grants in the ORSP.

We received serious complaints about our Office of Development (e.g., understaffing and the need to better 
understand the goals of the academic units). In cooperation with the administration and the University Research
Council, we again hope that the new Faculty Life Committee will be able to monitor and properly assess this situa-
tion in ways that lead to its improvement.

With regard to procurement of patents, the University’s Intellectual Property Policy explicates the faculty’s role and
rights regarding such. The chapter of this Self-Study on Standard 6, Integrity, and the appendices of that report, dis-
cuss that policy and provide a recommendation for its implementation. Finally, the University Research Council
feels the lack of a technology transfer office hinders Fordham’s development of potential patent revenue.

Service
Service is one of the three criteria on which faculty personnel decisions are based. While academic departments
may set guidelines on the relative weight given to each aspect of faculty responsibility (teaching, research, service),
in general, final decisions give greatest weight to research and publication. There have been occasional discussions
in the Faculty Senate regarding the role of service relative to research productivity. As the reports on Standard 4 
and Standard 5 indicate, the Administration needs to improve rewards for effective service to the University, both to
provide incentive to involve faculty in University, school, and department governance, as well as to correct the cur-
rent injustice to those who do choose to serve.

Instructional Curricula Design, Maintenance, and Updating
The University has ample procedures, starting with the University Statutes (§4-01.02) and including the institu-
tional roles of the various school councils and departments/programs, to insure that the faculty has “primary
responsibility” for curricular matters. We have concerns that this situation could be improved in the Business
Schools. Over time the size of the Business faculty has significantly increased, and some believe there is now a 
need to rethink its organization. The entire faculty now functions as a committee of the whole for personnel deci-
sions. With assistance from the Faculty Senate and the Vice President for Academic Affairs Office, the Business 
faculty is currently reviewing their situation to see if a departmental structure is more appropriate.

The Faculty Senate is the key institution that monitors these matters. As can be seen from the current 
example of the Business Schools, we do have a system that allows for modifications and improvements as 
circumstances change.
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Appointment, Promotion, Tenure, Grievance, Discipline and Dismissal Procedures
Again, the University Statutes (§4-05) and the institutions of the Faculty Senate have in place a fairly structured 
set of procedures to insure fairness in personnel matters. The Faculty Senate’s Tenure and Reappointment Appeals
Committee (University Statutes §4-06.09 (b)) and its Faculty Hearing Committee (University Statutes §4-06.08 (c))
provide faculty with the opportunity to contest University personnel decisions perceived by faculty members to be
unfair. In recommending tenure, the University Statutes stipulate that faculty recommendation is “accorded the
greatest weight” in the University’s decision (§4-05.04.e).

Various committees of the Faculty Senate, especially the Faculty Hearing Committee and the Tenure and
Reappointments Appeals Committee, are the primary monitors of personnel procedures. For example, both an ad
hoc committee of the Senate as well as the full Senate has assessed the quality and timeliness of the feedback to a
candidate regarding University personnel decisions as well as the overall quality and effectiveness of the mentoring
process for junior faculty. Without compromising the University’s norms regarding confidentiality, the Faculty
Senate is seeking to improve the feedback process in personnel matters as a way of enhancing our general mentor-
ing process for untenured faculty. Currently, discussions with the administration seem to promise a final conclusion
on this issue. A second issue that has been raised at the Senate is whether or not we need more formal written stan-
dards with greater specificity than what is already detailed in the University Statutes. This issue is still being
assessed through the Faculty Senate and its committees.

Summary of Findings
Fordham University has many worthy programs in place to support faculty development. The strong foundations
that we have to build on are a very good faculty governance structure, a general enthusiasm on the part of the fac-
ulty for the work of the University, as well as various initiatives ranging from a generous faculty fellowship program
to standardized faculty teaching evaluations. If the University’s goal is national prominence, however, there is more
work to be done. In light of such a lofty goal, our judgment on the University’s efforts in faculty development must
necessarily be mixed. Nonetheless, we greatly welcome the fact that the Trustees know very well that achievement 
of our goal of prominence will require a renewed emphasis on faculty development.

Recommendations
1. Institute teaching loads comparable to those at aspirant institutions and concurrently reduce the number of

sections now being taught by adjunct instructional staff.

2. Renew the University’s commitment to bring faculty compensation within the 80th percentile of category 
I AAUP rankings.

3. Establish a policy regarding faculty housing assistance and other non-salary benefits in order to attract and
retain highly competent faculty.

4. Improve rewards for teaching and service.
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Standard 11
EDUCATIONAL OFFERINGS

Consonance between Fordham University’s Mission and Its Educational Offerings
Two important aspects of any university are its reputation and its culture: how it is known to others and how it is
known by those who live, work, and study within its gates. Fordham University strives for consonance between its
reputation and its culture: both should bring to mind the demand for academic excellence, the education of the
whole person, and the formation of leaders and citizens who will be men and women for others. This consonance
should be evident in the relationship of the University Mission to its educational offerings.

The University bulletins for the undergraduate colleges (Fordham College at Rose Hill, Fordham College at 
Lincoln Center, Fordham College of Liberal Studies, College of Business Administration, and Marymount College 
of Fordham University) and professional and graduate schools, all prominently display a mission statement in 
their opening pages. In the undergraduate bulletins, the core curriculum receives special emphasis as a means to
“develop the capacity for clear and critical thinking and correct and forceful expression.” According to the state-
ment, Fordham’s curriculum of science, history, cultural study, religion, and philosophy “goes beyond the transmis-
sion and acquisition of basic knowledge to the exploration of questions of values and ethics.” A final paragraph
notes that Fordham respects religious and philosophical diversity within its community and calls on students to
develop a commitment to “the dignity of the human person, the advancement of the common good, and the option
for the poor.” Fordham, it concludes, teaches students “not only how to use the resources of this world, but also 
how to make their own contribution.”

Students reported in response to focus group questions that they saw Fordham’s Mission as a statement defining
goals the University has for its students, goals which are promoted through a core curriculum that motivates stu-
dents’ desire to achieve them. Although there have been noteworthy variations in the public mission statements,
students seem to have received a consistent, core message about the Mission of the University. (Appendix 11.1)

We conclude that there is consonance between the University Mission Statement and its educational offerings in 
the undergraduate bulletins. However, we note there are various mission statements of the University and that those
mission statements, as well as those of the professional schools, feature differences of tone and emphasis. The new
2005 University Mission Statement and its use across the University should strengthen the consonance among the
University’s culture, its reputation, and its educational offerings.

Balance of the Core Curriculum with Majors and Minors
Analysis of the relationships between the core curriculum and majors and minors revealed that the education of
each student progresses logically from freshmen and sophomore year core courses, to core and major courses, dis-
tributive course requirements, and two to six free electives or a minor course of study during the sophomore and
junior years, to completion of major, minor, free electives, distributive course requirements, and a values seminar
during the senior year. To graduate, students must complete 36 courses successfully; 17-21 as core requirements,
10 to 20 as major requirements, and nine or fewer to meet the requirements of a minor or as free electives.

While the education of students is highly structured and the commitment to a particular major is substantial, the
analysis revealed that the present organization does allow some room for free electives, though not for students in
all majors. This structure is in line with Fordham University’s mission for undergraduate education that “affirms
the value of a curriculum rooted in the liberal arts, and the importance of cultivating life-long habits of critical
thinking, moral reflection, and articulate expression.”

Standard 12 examines the rationale and structure of the core curriculum, whereas this report examines majors and
their articulation with the core. In general, completion of the core curriculum constitutes approximately half of an
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undergraduate student’s academic career, leaving the remainder available for specialized work within majors and
minors. At all the undergraduate colleges, the core is sufficiently demanding to require approximately four semes-
ters to complete. In other words, taking five courses a semester, students would be likely to complete most of the
core curriculum of 19 to 21 courses by the end of their sophomore year and begin to take courses in their major.
Students then dedicate their junior and senior years (taking approximately four courses per semester) to the com-
pletion of major/minor requirements, distributive requirements, and enrollment in free electives.

The number of courses that constitute a major range from seven in Classics-Language to 20 in Chemistry. The
modal number is eleven courses. Table 1 in Appendix 11.2 presents information on the number of courses for each
major, the number of major courses in addition to core courses, and the number of free electives.

Our analysis shows that students are able to complete all requirements because there is some overlap between the
core and most majors. Table 2 in Appendix 11.2 presents the specific courses that overlap between the core curricu-
lum and each major and shows that most students benefit from at least one overlap course. Even so, this table
shows that all the science major courses of study allow only one or two free electives, and Chemistry, in fact, allows
none. Communication and Media Studies is the only non-science major that allows no free electives as it requires
students also have a minor course of study. Standards 12 and 14, devoted to “General Education” and “Assessment
of Student Learning”, respectively, examine this “tight fit” between the core and majors in detail.

The current structure has both advantages and disadvantages. The large array of core curriculum courses enables
students to acquire a valuable body of knowledge, encourages them to develop skills in the liberal arts, and exposes
them to a wide range of fields, a process that may facilitate the selection of majors even as it enacts the University
Mission. For students, however, the combination of a rigorous core and demanding major requirements may limit
opportunities for them to change majors, add minors, study abroad, or take free electives. Students may also receive
credit for taking special Service Learning courses or may receive a single credit for adding an approved Service
Learning component to any course. Discussion of this co-curricular activity appears below.

In conclusion, the structure and logical progression of Fordham University’s undergraduate courses across the col-
leges is clear and purposeful; however, it is also constraining to such a degree that we recommend that an examina-
tion of major requirements and of the value of free electives be undertaken in the next few years.

Departmental Curriculum Evaluation Procedures
The chairs or undergraduate associate chairs of 12 departments of Fordham College at Rose Hill and Fordham
College at Lincoln Center responded to a survey assessing the evaluation procedures in use for examining and
changing their educational offerings. Faculty discussions, comparison to aspirant programs/universities, frequency
of evaluation of the major and of courses, and the role of faculty and chairs in these internal assessments were
addressed. The survey and selective analysis appear as Appendix 11.3.

We conclude that the Fordham faculty and academic departments demonstrate the use of systematic discussions,
yearly or occasionally (once or twice in the last five years), to reflect on and refine or change their major require-
ments and range of course offerings. They are much less inclined, as yet, to incorporate information from other
sources, such as student feedback from course evaluations and exit interviews, into those discussions. The survey
results show that informal and occasional procedures are most frequently used. In light of this, we recommend that
the following questions be addressed: 1) What information do faculty believe is ideal or necessary for designing
and updating major requirements and deciding on the range of course offerings? 2) How do faculty assess the use-
fulness of information from other sources (especially student feedback) in these decisions? 3) What do they see as
the most desirable and useful procedures for this assessment?
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Overall, students were very positive about the structure and content of their majors. However, students report that
courses in a few majors are repetitive and that courses in other majors do not offer enough depth; that is, that cer-
tain majors do not sufficiently challenge Fordham students.

The results of the departmental surveys and the student focus groups combined indicate that student feedback
should be included in departmental reviews of majors and that departments should more frequently and systemat-
ically review their major curricula as part of the process of changing and updating them. Given the findings, such
changes would most likely result in more rigorous required and elective courses within majors and minors. In addi-
tion, these findings suggest that faculty expectations may actually be lower than student expectations regarding
rigor and depth of courses as well as students’ motivation to perform at high levels.

Curricular Content on Diversity, Ethics and Moral Values, and Religious and Humanistic Concerns
Since the report from Standard 14 on “Assessment of Student Learning” includes analysis of American Pluralism,
Globalism, and Senior Values courses, we addressed only students’ views of the extent to which these courses
enhanced their knowledge and understanding of others and their regard for the role of morality in everyday life.

All students valued these courses, felt the need for more as congruent with the conclusions of Standard 14, and felt
that the issues raised in these courses should be integrated and highlighted in many, if not all, other courses.

Monitoring Undergraduate Accelerated Programs
We analyzed the accessibility to students of undergraduate accelerated programs by examining the Undergraduate
Bulletin, the Fordham website, and departmental web pages, and by interviewing departmental chairs or under-
graduate associate chairs about the monitoring of these programs. Eight undergraduate departments have acceler-
ated programs. Only History provides information in both the bulletin and websites. The others communicate
information about their accelerated programs in either the bulletin or the web, but not both (Appendix 11.4).

Results of the interviews with department chairs or associate chairs reveal that all have a formal GPA minimum
requirement (between 3.25-3.5). All departments have procedures in place for monitoring students’ progress
toward the MA/MS, with either the department chair or the associate chair providing that function.

Opportunities for the Development of Information and Computer Literacy
It is presumed that all courses in the undergraduate and graduate curricula feature assignments that provide stu-
dents with opportunities to develop information literacy. The methods of each discipline determine the exact form
such opportunities take. Thus, this section first presents an analysis of opportunities for computer literacy by
examining exposure of students to the potential for computerized lectures and presentations by looking at the
number of courses held in “smart classrooms” (with LCD screens and/or computer-ready podiums) at both the
undergraduate and graduate levels and the number of courses held in computerized laboratories at the undergrad-
uate level. The second section examines how the library system contributes to opportunities for both information
and computer literacy by analyzing the capability and programs offered by the library, the use of the library by stu-
dents, and evidence of effective communication between the library and academic departments.

Investigation of how many courses use smart classrooms is a crude indicator of Fordham’s infrastructure for devel-
oping student computer literacy and sophistication. It is a fact that not all professors who would like to teach in
computerized classrooms are able to do so given limited availability. It is also true that a professor’s use of comput-
er technology in his/her lectures does not mean that he or she promotes the use of information technology in stu-
dent assignments. However, it is true that almost all professors give assignments that entail information research
and that many give assignments that do demand using computers for work other than retrieving information.
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Keeping in mind these caveats, analyses of the use of “smart classrooms” by the undergraduate colleges in the Fall
2004 semester gives an accurate picture of a typical semester. (See Appendix 11.5, Table 2 for details.)

This analysis indicates, most importantly, that large numbers of students are taught in classrooms with available
computer technology, suggesting that many professors may use information technology as an integral part of their
teaching, serve as role models for students in this area, and encourage students to become skilled in information
technology and computer literacy. However, our data did not enable a comparison between needs and current 
facilities; therefore, we suggest that such analyses be conducted within the near future. Moreover, a survey of faculty
needs and uses of information technology as it relates to teaching would be a worthwhile assessment project.

We asked students whether Fordham faculty and courses enhanced their computer literacy. The almost unanimous
response was that, while a minority of faculty used computer technology in the classroom and/or used Blackboard,
students improved their computer literacy through their own efforts during their four years at Fordham.

This situation can be seen as either normal or problematic, depending upon whether one regards computer literacy
as similar to literacy in language; if so, then it is problematic and faculty should be schooled in using information
technology to convey knowledge and ideas and in teaching it as part of their subject matter.

Analytical and Critical Reading, Writing and Thinking: Student Commentary
Because analysis, criticism, and close reading are central to the Fordham Mission, students were asked to comment
on the extent to which Fordham provides opportunities for the development and advancement of analytical and
critical reading, writing, and thinking. All students reported that knowledge and skills in these areas improved
greatly over their four years. The views expressed by the students about the extent to which Fordham promotes
analytical and critical reading, writing, and thinking seem to parallel their views about majors; that is, they think
Fordham promotes their thinking and writing skills, but they also want professors to be more demanding and to
cultivate in them more advanced capabilities in these areas, just as they want major courses to be even more rigor-
ous. Together these findings lend strength to our suggestion that faculty may not have high enough expectations of
student motivation and performance.

Monitoring Procedures for the Evaluation of Graduate Student Progress
Analysis of discussions with deans and/or associate deans of the Graduate School of Arts and Sciences (GSAS) and
the professional schools show that the importance of monitoring the academic performance and progress toward
student completion of their degrees is well understood by those charged with this responsibility. It is clear that each
has a regular and systematic process and procedure to keep track of all graduate students (Appendix 11.6).

The Library System
The library website (www.library.fordham.edu) is the gateway to all library resources. The online catalog is avail-
able for searching by anyone. Library resources, including proprietary databases and electronic reserves, are fully
accessible on campus at any time. Remote access is available through a proxy server. Since September 2004, the
Virtual Reference Service, provided through the Association of Jesuit Colleges and Universities, has been available.
Together with reference librarians from 18 other Jesuit colleges, Fordham reference librarians monitor this online
service, which allows Fordham students and faculty to “chat” in real time with a reference librarian at any time.

The library has several outreach strategies to encourage and maintain close ties with students. The libraries issue a
new print and electronic Library Handbook in the fall of each new academic year that provides information on all
library services, resources, hours, contact names, and regulations. Copies are available at various locations in all
three libraries and are given to each undergraduate student attending a bibliographic instruction class, as well as to
all new graduate students in GSAS. In Fall 2004, a print flyer describing the library homepage of the Fordham web
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site was given to all incoming students at Rose Hill. Lastly, the library annually takes out an advertisement in the
Fordham student newspapers highlighting many of its services and resources.

Students give high marks to both the actual and virtual libraries, but criticized the lack of online resources such as
modules to teach computer literacy. As noted above, library staff are aware of these issues and suggest they will be
addressed in the near future with a more extensive online resource manual. Lincoln Center students reported that
books and articles are sent from the Rose Hill library promptly, but viewed the size of the Lincoln Center collection
as too small. Students like eReserve and electronic data resources. Freshmen wanted a more formal, organized
introduction to the library system, while seniors and Fordham College of Liberal Studies students advocated only a
brief orientation session for freshmen. They noted that the real work of learning how to use the library has to be
done independently.

The analyses provide strong evidence that the Fordham library system is fully accessible and is very widely used by
students and by faculty.

Library and Department Relations
An effective relationship between the libraries and academic departments is evident in the practices of the library
collection department. The approval plan through which the library purchases most of its books is tailored to
Fordham’s curricula. The Library Director and the Head of Acquisitions periodically review this plan for any neces-
sary adjustments. All faculty book order requests are filled. Each year lists of the journals to which the libraries
subscribe that relate to specific disciplines are submitted to the relevant academic department for review, comment,
addition, or deletion.

The libraries use several means to keep academic departments informed about its resources and services. The
annual new handbook is mailed to faculty in the fall of each year. The Library Director makes a presentation to the
new faculty members each year before the school year begins. The library newsletter is mailed to all faculty and
copies are available in the library. Notices of new resources and services are put out in the libraries and information
is featured on the library website under “Library News.”

On the Rose Hill Campus, a Bibliographic Instruction class is incorporated into the required freshman English
Composition course. Collaboration between the Bibliographic Instruction instructors and academic departments is
well-organized and thorough.

In conclusion, analyses demonstrate that Fordham University makes good use of its present facilities and library
system to provide extensive opportunities for the development of information and computer literacy of its under-
graduate and graduate students and faculty as well.

Accessibility of Information about the Service Learning Program and 
Extra-curricular Clubs and Organizations
We examined the undergraduate Service Learning Program because it recently became a formal aspect of the cur-
riculum and carries its own academic credit (Appendix 11.7). Service Learning exemplifies a central mission of
Fordham University and of Jesuit education, that of fostering the commitment of students to promoting “the digni-
ty of the human person, the advancement of the common good, and the option for the poor.” A faculty member
serves as academic director (with a one-course per annum reduction) and works with graduate student coordina-
tors at Rose Hill and Lincoln Center. Formal requirements for successful completion include working at least four
hours per week providing service in an off-campus organization, writing weekly reflection papers, and incorporat-
ing those reflections as appropriate into course assignments.

123Middle States Institutional Self-Study 2006



The Community Service Office reported that three to four courses are taught as full Service Learning courses on
each of the Rose Hill and Lincoln Center Campuses each semester. At this point only one of these courses is 
formally listed as such in the Undergraduate Bulletin, one course on Faith and Critical Reason.

Though the Service Learning Program began a few years ago, students still do not understand it fully. Overall, stu-
dents reported they engaged in voluntary activities, and while they thought the Service Learning Program is a very
good idea, they did not perceive that it might fulfill purposes other than having students engage in voluntary serv-
ice for its own sake, such as enabling them to develop knowledge and practical skills and to enhance critical and
analytic skills and promote their self-development (cura personalis).

In summary, Fordham University is providing an invaluable service by sponsoring and administering the Service
Learning Program. However, the rate of growth of this program is unpredictable unless more administrative sup-
port becomes available, given that the program is not well-understood.

Clubs and Organizations
Student-initiated clubs and organizations are coordinated with the rest of student life and learning. Their purposes
and goals are consonant with the University Mission, specifically to provide opportunities for intellectual stimula-
tion, for open and critical dialogue on issues important in today’s world, and to provide opportunities for student to
make their own contributions. The Undergraduate Bulletin (2002-2004) provides the most widely available infor-
mation regarding the University’s 125 co-and extra-curricular clubs. Two other sources of information are the
Student Handbook and Planning Calendars for Rose Hill and Lincoln Center. Students receive these handbooks at
orientation, and they are also available in various offices on the campuses. Unfortunately, neither gives specific
information for contacting these clubs and organizations. All students expressed the belief that participating in
these activities was essential to developing the “whole person” as espoused by the Fordham Mission and felt it was
true for themselves as individuals.

The Fordham Educational Culture: Urban and Campus
Assessing how successful Fordham University is in coordinating its academic goals and curricula with the goals
and activities of co-and extra-curricular activities was difficult. The best overall index of this coordination, howev-
er, seems to be expressed by the idea of university culture. A strong, vibrant, cohesive but complex university 
culture would indicate that all its activities, educational, intellectual, social, cultural, physical, and religious, are
grounded in shared values and expressed by all, students, faculty, administrators, and support staff, in some com-
monly accepted norms. Two examples of Fordham’s attention to its culture follow an analysis of evidence that its
educational offerings are significantly enriched by the University’s proximity to New York City.

For two decades, Fordham University has had an active Community Service Program (CSP) with over 75 projects
and programs in education, social service, housing, health-AIDS, aid to the homeless, and environmental improve-
ment. The Community Service Program serves both the Rose Hill and Lincoln Center Campuses. In 2003-2004, 21
Rose Hill students interned at 11 sites in the Bronx working 15 hours per week. The Community Service Program
Internship is supported by Federal Work Study Program as well as by Con Edison and the NYC After School
Program. The program points proudly to the fact that upon graduation, some interns are hired as full-time profes-
sionals at the sites. In addition, 800 undergraduate students volunteered last year in a wide range of settings in New
York City. The Community Service Office also sponsors with student clubs special events such as Earth Day, Urban
Plunge XII (a-three-day introduction to community service in which 125 incoming students participated in 2003-
2004), Volunteer Fair, clothing drives for many agencies, hunger banquets as fundraisers, and the Thanksgiving
Food Drive. Fordham University has an active “America Reads” challenge program in which students work.

Involving students in New York City is an important part of the curriculum for many courses on each campus.
Courses in Anthropology and Sociology, Art History, Communication and Media Studies, and Modern Languages,
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Political Science, Theatre, and Environmental Physics routinely assign and offer New York City experiences as a part
of their curricula. A Spanish course trip included the play “Chronicle of a Death Foretold” by Garcia Marquez and
dinner in a Spanish restaurant. Three courses in Sociology included one trip each; Forensic Science to a forensic
lab, U. S. Prisons to a prison, and Criminal Justice to view court proceedings in a courthouse. The Urban Political
Science course sends its students into the City on assignments. These are just a few examples from one campus
(Rose Hill).

At the graduate level, New York City provides essential resources for doctoral candidates in its specialized museums
and archives for those in the humanities, and in its hospitals, schools, and social service agencies for those in
Psychology, Social Service, and Education. For instance, every Clinical Psychology doctoral student completes a
one-year externship and a one-year internship with supervision provided by New York City hospitals and agencies.
The Law School trains its students through a series of Law Clinics, Lincoln Square Legal Services, that serve
Manhattan clients, from children in need to adult offenders with mental disorders. The Fordham Interdisciplinary
Center for the Advocacy for Children and Families, that includes a training program for Law, Social Service, and
Psychology students in working together to serve clients, provides Fordham faculty supervisors from these fields.
The work of this Center focuses on clients in the family welfare and child special needs clinics of Lincoln Square
Legal Services.

More broadly, Fordham enhances the intellectual and cultural offerings of New York City through its own many lec-
ture series, the Gannon Lectures, conferences, and workshops that often draw upon the expertise in New York City
but just as often bring experts from elsewhere in the United States. and around the world into New York City for the
benefit of the wider community. Fordham University and its faculty and students have long-standing and new rela-
tionships with the United Nations. Finally, as a Jesuit university, Fordham has many strong relationships with other
Jesuit and Catholic universities and other facilities worldwide that bring faculty and students from many countries
to New York City for study.

Attention to University and Campus Culture: Two Examples
The first example is an ongoing project to develop a measure of university and campus culture that includes areas
of concern to Jesuit and Catholic colleges and universities. The second example reports the outgrowth of an inci-
dent on the Rose Hill Campus.

Example One: There is currently a group of faculty and graduate students working under the aegis of the Vice
President for Academic Affairs to develop the Catholic Identity Project (see Standard 1). The Project has construct-
ed an instrument to assess the views of administrators, faculty, staff, and students on campus culture. The instru-
ment is currently (Fall 2005) being pilot tested. After revisions, a research study at Fordham will be undertaken in
Fall 2006 and Spring 2007.

Example Two: While no formal assessment of Fordham University’s campus culture is included in this report, the
University pays close attention to its overall culture as indicated by the current work on the University Mission (see
Standard 1) and to the cultures of its campuses and groups as indicated by setting academic teaching (Standard
10) and learning goals, the curricula, and co-and extra-curricular activities and services in the context of its
Mission and goal of development of the whole person for leadership and service to others. An indication of how
students and faculty on the Rose Hill Campus see its culture is embodied in the report of an ad hoc committee
appointed by the Fordham College at Rose Hill Dean as an immediate response to an incident in Fall 1999. It 
should be noted that the response of the dean was to examine the campus culture and to seek recommendations to
improve it. He did not see the problem as only a few “bad apples” (although certainly it was partially that) but used
it as an opportunity for strengthening the campus and the University. The Final Report of the Faculty Task Force on
Campus Culture, which included several student members, was published in Fall 2000, showing an immediate, seri-
ous, and expansive response by the University.
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We conclude from our examples that Fordham University is working continually to coordinate the various aspects
of students’ lives into an experience that provides them with both the support and challenges to foster their devel-
opment and to prepare them for lives as active and discerning citizens equipped to assume leadership and to help
others, especially the most vulnerable.

Recommendations
1. The Arts and Sciences faculty should examine the number of core curriculum requirements in relationship 

to requirements in the majors and the desirable number of free electives.

2. Appropriate faculty should decide upon ideal and necessary criteria for revising major requirements,
including the use of outcome assessment analysis in that revision.

3. The University should conduct a survey of faculty information technology and literacy expertise and 
needs and should analyze the current status of computerized labs and smart classrooms.

4. The University should allocate more time and more attention to the Service Learning Program.

5. The University should develop guidelines to encourage regular formal and informal assessments of its 
overall culture and its individual campus cultures, including examination of Fordham’s demonstration 
of its Catholic identity.
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Standard 12
GENERAL EDUCATION

Introduction
Fordham University’s core curriculum develops in students “the habits of mind and heart that are the hallmarks 
of liberally educated men and women” (Undergraduate Bulletin 2004-2006, p. 25). The University’s core curriculum
is designed “to develop the capacity for clear and critical thinking and correct and forceful expression…to impart 
a knowledge of scientific principles and skills, an awareness of historical perspective, an understanding of the 
contemporary world with its cultural diversity, and an intelligent appreciation of religious, philosophical, and 
moral values” (Undergraduate Bulletin 2004-2006, p. 6). Commitment to this design is manifest in a general educa-
tion program that is largely common to all the undergraduate colleges of the University. This report will review 
this model of general education at Fordham, identify its strengths, and consider the challenges remaining to its 
full realization.

Core Curriculum
Background
The Middle States Self-Study of 1994 recounts the history leading to the consideration of the relationship among
Fordham’s four undergraduate colleges at Rose Hill and Lincoln Center (then Fordham College, the College at
Lincoln Center, the College of Business Administration, and Ignatius College). In the course of this consideration,
the University faculty and administration undertook an examination of the various core curricula existing in the
different undergraduate colleges. This examination also led to the formulation of a common Undergraduate
Mission Statement, which appeared in the 1994 Self-Study, and led to the recommendation that Fordham University
develop a single core curriculum that would be common to all the undergraduate colleges, reflective of the values of
the Jesuit tradition in education, and consonant with Fordham’s newly adopted Undergraduate Mission Statement.
On May 10, 1994, the Board of Trustees adopted this recommendation. As reported in the Periodic Review Report of
June 2000, the Core Curriculum Committee, consisting of both voting members, all of whom were members of the
Arts and Sciences faculty, and non-voting members, including administrators, a member of the Business faculty,
and students, developed the common core curriculum. The Committee presented its report to the Arts and Sciences
faculty, who approved and adopted the proposal and made the new curriculum effective for all undergraduate col-
leges in the fall of 1996 for the class of 2000.

Original Form
As adopted, the core curriculum consists of 18 courses (55 credits) representing nine disciplines or families 
of disciplines (for example, the natural sciences, the social sciences, and mathematics and computer science).
Students take the following requirements:

• One course in English Composition and Rhetoric, which was capped at 15 in order to enable close 
attention to writing;

• Two courses in literature, of which one (Close Reading and Critical Writing) was capped at 20 with 
the aim of moving toward a cap of 15;

• Two courses in philosophy, including one in ethics;

• Two courses in theology;

• Two courses in history;

• One course in mathematical reasoning, which can be satisfied either by finite mathematics or by 
an appropriate computer science course;



• Two courses (including laboratories) in the natural sciences (either a two-semester sequence or 
one course in a physical science and one course in a life science);

• Two courses in the social sciences;

• One course in the fine arts;

• Two foreign language courses, with enrollment capped at 15 for spoken language classes;

• A senior seminar in values and moral choices, with enrollment capped at 20.

The curriculum also includes three distribution requirements (Freshman Seminar, American Pluralism, and Global
Studies). The student fulfills the Freshman Seminar requirement by taking a specially designated section of one of
the freshman-year core courses. These seminars have more significant writing requirements, and enrollment is
capped at 20. A student may satisfy the American Pluralism and Global Studies requirements by taking a core
course, a course in a student’s major, or an elective course. If these last two requirements are taken in major or elec-
tive courses outside the core, then the general education requirement could require 20 courses for its completion;
moreover, if the senior seminar is also taken outside the major, the general education requirement could require 21
courses for its completion.

Major Modifications
While adopted as a common core curriculum, there arose in practice motives for changing the curriculum with
respect to different constituencies.

First, after discussions among the Core Curriculum Committee, the administration, and the English department,
the Core Curriculum Committee recommended to the Arts and Sciences Council that the planning for enrollments
in English Composition and Rhetoric aim for an enrollment of 16 students per section, while allowing for the
administration in consultation with the department to increase the size of individual sections to 17 or 18.

Second, the original core requirement of two courses in a foreign language was thought inadequate because it was
not based on the goal of achieving proficiency in a language. Hence, there was a successful proposal to change the
requirement to one that was proficiency based and required an advanced course in language. However, there are
exceptions to this rule. Students intending to graduate with a degree in the natural sciences (i.e., in Psychology,
Biology, Physics, Chemistry, General Science, or Natural Science), in mathematics, or in computer and information
sciences, because of the magnitude of the course requirements in those majors, must complete two language cours-
es but are exempt from the proficiency requirement. Students in the College of Business Administration were also
exempted from the language requirement originally; however, as is noted below, this requirement has been reinstat-
ed. The change to a proficiency-based requirement means that students might need anywhere from one to five
courses to complete the requirement. Review of data from full-time freshmen entering in Fall 2004, who were not
science majors, indicates that most students need four to five courses to complete the proficiency requirement.
Students satisfying the new language requirement complete their core requirements, therefore, in 17 to 21 courses,
assuming that both the American Pluralism and Global Studies requirements are satisfied by a core course. Where
that assumption does not hold, students complete their core requirements in 19 to 23 courses.

Third, a cap of 18 is being applied to beginning language courses, Freshman Seminars, and Senior Values Seminars.

Fourth, the College of Business Administration (CBA), motivated both by the specialized nature of the business
programs and the number of courses required for their completion, developed a modified list of required liberal
arts courses as well as a list of required courses in the business programs. In particular, the alternative program dif-
fered from that of non-business majors in the following ways: 1) there was no language requirement, 2) students
who did take a two-course sequence in language could use that as a substitution for their second classes in certain
core areas, such as history, theology and natural sciences (a practice discontinued in Fall 2004), 3) the Global
Studies requirement was weaker insofar as Global Studies courses offered in the CBA need not be devoted to the
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particular study of one or more non-Western cultures, and 4) requirements permitting choice for the liberal arts
students were specified for the business students. There have been recent changes, however, that address some of
these differences with the result that students entering CBA in Fall 2005 will follow a curriculum much more like
that followed by students in the liberal arts colleges. For example, on April 13, 2004, the Core Curriculum Comm-
ittee of the Arts and Sciences Council adopted a recommendation that the College of Business Administration fol-
low the language requirement for students in the natural sciences in the liberal arts colleges (that is, two successive
semesters at the appropriate placement level).

Fifth, historical factors account for some minor differences between the core curricula in Fordham College at Rose
Hill and Fordham College at Lincoln Center.

A comparison of the core curricula in the various colleges for the classes that entered in 2005 appears in 
Appendix 12.1.

Strengths
Faithfulness to Jesuit Tradition
The original core curriculum proposal states that “the ultimate test for the validity of a proposed core curricu-
lum is the degree to which it is consistent with and supports Fordham’s stated Mission and goals. Both the cur-
riculum as a whole and the individual courses in the core should be judged accordingly.” The Undergraduate
Mission Statement provides Fordham University with the clear objective of providing an educational experi-
ence that demands that its students develop a rigorous intellectual curiosity about their unique place in the
world. The University’s undergraduate core curriculum facilitates this awareness by centering its content on
developing the students’“capacity for clear and critical thinking and correct and forceful expression.” Such
demands require Fordham students to seek knowledge and awareness beyond the rote “acquisition of basic
knowledge” and instead to desire the constant “exploration of questions about values and ethics.” Fordham’s
undergraduate curriculum, in other words, is committed to the classical principles of liberal education, that is,
to the development of the arts and skills appropriate to those who are at once rational agents and free citizens.

Fordham’s Jesuit tradition is a crucial component in creating the environment that fosters this intellectual
curiosity. In its commitment to the caring and careful development of each student, in teaching its students 
to be concerned with making “their own contribution” to the world instead of learning only “how to use the
resources of the world,” and in encouraging each student to develop “a commitment to growth in personal and
social values,” Fordham insists that its students constantly evaluate their present and future contributions to
society on a personal, professional, and social level.

The curriculum remains faithful to the Jesuit tradition in higher education by paying deliberate attention to
those areas of endeavor, such as philosophy, theology, literature and the arts, history, science, the social sci-
ences, and the foreign languages, in and by which students come to understand human beings, their world—
both natural and cultural—and their place in that world, as well as their relation to the supernatural. In its
distribution requirements and Senior Values seminar, the core curriculum asks students at once to consider
other peoples and cultures, both fellow citizens and those of other lands, and to draw together their own
beliefs, aspirations, and moral principles while remaining open to others. Well-grounded in the study of the
human and of human beings, students are prepared to take up positions in the academy, in the professions,
and in their cities and countries wherein they can live out the Jesuit ideal of acting as “men and women 
for others.”

Adherence to the Undergraduate Mission Statement
Fordham’s core curriculum is designed specifically to execute the University’s principles as outlined in the
Undergraduate Mission Statement. The nearly simultaneous adoption of the unified Undergraduate Mission
Statement and the deliberations regarding the core curriculum specifically in the light of this statement ensure
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a close fit between that articulated Mission and the curriculum. This near-simultaneous adoption produced a
situation in which all the courses included in the core curriculum were selected and designed with the
Undergraduate Mission Statement in mind. The Core Curriculum Committee evaluated the courses originally
identified as belonging to the core or satisfying one of its disciplinary requirements, as well as those intro-
duced to the list later, in the light of the newly adopted Undergraduate Mission Statement. Moreover, in the
cases of some requirements—particularly social sciences courses, freshman seminars, American Pluralism,
Global Studies, and the Senior Values seminars—the Core Curriculum Committee established subcommittees
and charged them with the responsibility of establishing norms and standards for these courses and for moni-
toring the implementation of the requirement. These subcommittees continue to evaluate proposals for new
courses to satisfy these requirements prior to their introduction into the list of offerings.

Breadth of Student Exposure to Liberal Arts Disciplines and a Widely-Shared Commitment 
to a Common Goal
The students’ exposure to the different disciplines underlying a liberal arts education is impressive. The
requirements of the core curriculum cross nine different disciplines, each of which is central to liberal arts
education. Moreover, no fewer than nineteen different departments or interdisciplinary programs offer courses
satisfying core requirements. The commitment to the core curriculum, in other words, extends both deeply
and widely across the University’s departments, programs, and faculty.

Sequencing of Courses to Develop Skills
Each course in the curriculum requires students to engage and further develop modes of critical inquiry. For
example, when students in their first year enroll in a particular required core course such as Close Reading and
Critical Writing and in their sophomore years select a “course chosen from a range of possibilities” within liter-
ature, this sequential process demands that students continuously devote attention to developing the principles
of analytic and critical thinking at increasingly advanced levels as they move through the curriculum. The rep-
etition of this process in different departmental sequences, wherein each department hones the skills specific
to its discipline, enables the core curriculum to promote one of the chief tenets of a Jesuit education, namely,
the ability to think from different disciplinary perspectives while organizing one’s knowledge into an integrat-
ed and unified whole.

Shared Experience of the Core Curriculum for Students
While the commonality of the core curriculum has in practice waxed and waned over the years, there is cur-
rently a remarkable consistency across the undergraduate colleges (Appendix 12.1). The most significant dif-
ferences occur in the College of Business Administration, where the aims of the core curriculum are met in
more narrowly defined requirements than for students in other colleges. The requirement involving the great-
est differences among the colleges has been the foreign language requirement, which, for students entering in
Fall 2006 and thereafter, is now a two-course requirement in CBA, in FCLS, and Marymount College, and is,
depending on a student’s major, either a two-course requirement or a proficiency requirement at the advanced
level in FCRH and FCLC.

Challenges
Sustaining the Commonality of the Core Curriculum
The commonality of the core curriculum has been an issue of some concern in recent years, and Fordham has
taken steps to strengthen this commonality. However, commonality cannot mean absolute uniformity, for
insistence on the latter would fail to recognize the differences that exist among different colleges and among
different departmental programs. The different requirements imposed upon students by the particular mission
of a college or the curricular requirements of a discipline require that there be at least some flexibility in how
the core curriculum is satisfied by different groups of students. The University, therefore, must carefully con-
sider the degree to which difference is compatible with commonality, clearly state what is expected of its vari-
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ous undergraduate colleges with respect to the commonality of the core curriculum, and enforce those expec-
tations. This is the task of the faculty and, in particular, the Core Curriculum Committee. The appointment 
of an Associate Vice President of Academic Affairs for Undergraduate Education/Dean of Arts and Science
Faculty is a further step in this direction. Since this appointment was made only in July of 2004, it is too early
to tell what effect the creation of this position will have.

An additional problem arises from the fact that a number of students do not take the core courses at the desig-
nated times, and this weakens the commonality of the core experience. When all sophomores are taking, say,
Philosophical Ethics at the same time, there is a possibility for students to engage in discussions of the issues
raised in their various sections. However, a student who is taking the course out of sequence does not share in
that experience, at least not in the same way or to the same degree. This problem exists across all the under-
graduate colleges, although there is evidence from some departments that the problem is present to a greater
extent in the College of Business Administration.

Moreover, while the core curricular requirements that involve particular courses preserve commonality, there
are limits even here. Not all departments report having policies that cover the content of a course or the nature
of the assignments given. This is, of course, consistent with principles of academic freedom, but so too are
departmental decisions openly arrived at that commit the department to sustain at least some common ele-
ments in all sections of a particular core course. Even in some cases where there are such policies, these poli-
cies are meant to ensure that the course adequately introduces the students to the foundations of the particular
discipline rather than to ensure that the course addresses the aims of the core curriculum. The policies do not
seem drawn with particular reference to the ends of the core curriculum.

Newer instructors who were not party to the discussions regarding the core curriculum do not always see the
connection between their course and the goals of the core curriculum, viewing the course instead primarily in
its role as introducing the discipline to potential majors. This is especially true in those courses that are taken
voluntarily in order to satisfy a “cafeteria-style” requirement. While the University orients all new regular and
visiting faculty, it is less clear how well adjunct faculty and new teaching fellows are oriented to the aims of the
core curriculum and the principles underlying it.

Relieving Scheduling Difficulties for Students
Two issues arise for students with regard to scheduling. The first concerns the laboratory component of science
courses. These labs invariably run over two schedule blocks, and a student’s ability to select other courses dur-
ing the semester in which he or she takes the laboratory science course is thereby severely restricted since he
or she must devote three different course blocks to the single course and its laboratory component. Students
who are not science majors complain about this difficulty, especially when they are shut out of major courses
or electives closer to their own interests. There is simply no way around this problem. The issue is best
addressed by enabling students to see more clearly the value of the lab science courses in relation to the
Mission of the University as realized in the core curriculum and in relation to the student’s own education,
and, more specifically, how these laboratory science courses for non-majors will contribute to an informed 
citizen’s scientific literacy and ability to participate in important public policy debates and decisions. To be
successful, this kind of effort must occur at many levels, in college orientation and advising sessions, within
departments, and, finally, within the context of courses and course syllabi (which might include a clear state-
ment of the core objectives to be realized in the course).

The second issue concerns the scheduling difficulties that arise as a consequence of the size of the core. Some
students and some departments point out that students are unable to begin taking significant numbers of
courses in their majors until the junior year. This fact has different consequences for different programs. In
some cases, it means that students often must take courses out of the preferred sequence. In other cases, stu-
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dents interested in graduate school will be unable to take a sufficient number of courses to prepare adequately
for superior graduate programs.

A comparison of the Fordham core curriculum with core curricula at similar and competing universities indi-
cates that the Fordham core curriculum is large. This is clear in comparing the Fordham requirements with
those at Notre Dame and other Jesuit colleges and universities (see Appendices 12.2 and 12.3 for a comparison
with our Catholic aspirant institutions). Fordham’s number of required courses is higher than almost all these
schools, and Fordham requires fewer courses for graduation than most. Fordham undergraduates must take 
17 to 21 courses to satisfy the core. This assumes that they satisfy all their distribution requirements in core
courses, but this possibility does not exist for students who major in some—indeed, most—departments.
Hence, satisfying the core requirements in some cases will require as many as 23 courses. The Fordham stu-
dent typically takes 36 courses; consequently, students take anywhere from 47.2% to 63.9% of their courses in
the satisfaction of core requirements. From the point of view of credit hours, a student will take anywhere from
51 to 69 hours in the core curriculum. Since one hundred 24 credits are required for graduation, this means
that a student will typically acquire 41.1% to 55.6% of their credits in core courses. The difference in the per-
centages is a function of the fact that most core courses are three-credit courses while the courses a student
takes in the junior and senior years are typically four-credit courses. This difference in credit hours exacer-
bates the problem of the limited number of course slots available to students in some majors, particularly the
sciences (Appendix 12.3). Nevertheless, the responses from chairs of departments to a questionnaire asking
about the balance between the breadth of knowledge and skills acquired in core offerings and the specialized
knowledge and skills required in major offerings generally indicated satisfaction with the balance. Moreover, a
review of available departmental self-studies indicates that the problem of students scheduling courses in their
major fields is not an issue that arises for most departments in their reviews. A few departments, however, do
consider it a crucial issue for the adequate preparation of their majors.

Staffing the Core Curriculum
The core curriculum requires the commitment of a substantial number of faculty and teaching fellows. There
are two competing pressures in this regard. One arises from the Undergraduate Mission Statement’s stated aim
regarding “the care and development of each individual student.” This is understood by many as a call for
small class sizes, and in courses that are writing intensive, it demands small class sizes. So, for example, the
Core Curriculum Committee proposed the enrollment in English Composition and Rhetoric sections be
capped at 15 students and that the enrollment in Close Reading and Critical Writing sections be capped at 
20 “with the aim to move toward 15.” The cap for the former course was raised to 16, with the possibility of a
course having 17 or 18 students. The average enrollment over the past five semesters has been between 15 and
16 students as compared with an average enrollment between 14 and 15 over the previous four semesters.
These average figures do not reflect the range of enrollments for particular sections. Moreover, the increase 
of one in the mean enrollment might seem insignificant. However, since the course requires weekly submis-
sions of “essays,” and since good pedagogical practice suggests that essays of different types and lengths be
written over the course of the term, the additional student in each section means that instructors are faced
with an additional 14 essays over the term (and double or triple that if multiple sections are taught by the
same instructor). There is, therefore, a need on the part of instructors to keep the burden of reading essays to a
manageable level, and this can result in a reduction of the length of what should be longer assignments toward
the end of the semester. Consequently, students might not receive the required training in writing longer essays
or constructing a sustained argument, forms of writing that will become increasingly important in their later
academic careers. A weakening of the writing experience in English Composition and Rhetoric would create a 
ripple effect throughout the core. It would certainly affect, for example, philosophy, which has a departmental
policy requiring at least ten pages of writing in each section of its two core offerings and where the assignment



of papers involving sustained arguments is common. Given section sizes of 35 in philosophy courses, the
already considerable burden of writing instruction is magnified if students are not adequately prepared.
Similar repercussions manifest themselves in other core courses whose enrollments have increased and in
which writing is emphasized.

In order to sustain and improve the University’s programs, there is pressure to redefine the notion of faculty
workload, and this, in turn, creates pressure to reduce teaching loads, especially in doctoral departments. The
reduction of teaching loads in doctoral departments that are also heavily invested in the core curriculum, how-
ever, creates enormous staffing problems for the core. There are several possible solutions to this dilemma: the
University must hire large numbers of additional faculty; the University must rely more greatly on teaching fel-
lows, post-doctoral teaching fellows, and adjunct instructors in core sections; departments must increase the
size of core sections, or these actions must be combined in some way. Some departments have begun to exper-
iment with larger sections in order to reduce or maintain the number of adjuncts while adjusting some teach-
ing loads, but it is too early to evaluate the results of these experiments.

Financing the Core Curriculum
Core courses are currently staffed by regular faculty, clinical faculty, post-doctoral teaching fellows, graduate
teaching fellows, and adjuncts. When our own unfunded graduate students serve as adjuncts, they are desig-
nated Teaching Associates and receive a slightly higher level of compensation and access to University health
insurance. Staffing issues are invariably related to financial issues, and the staffing issues surrounding the core
curriculum are no exception. Two issues merit some comment.

The first is that there are few incentives for regular faculty to teach in the core, and especially to teach multiple
sections of a core offering. Incentives the University might consider offering are course relief when someone
teaches multiple sections for a defined number of semesters (a policy that would be comparable to current
policies for mentoring or reading dissertations at the graduate level), and taking into consideration when merit
is determined the fact that a faculty member teaches a large number of core sections in a given year.

The second issue is that the remuneration established for adjunct faculty is low relative to other universities in
the area. So, while there are a great number of people available to serve as adjuncts in the greater New York
metropolitan area, Fordham does not pay enough to secure the best available adjuncts.

Decreasing Core Bureaucracy
The core curriculum requires students to take some courses that are fixed in the curriculum (namely,
Freshman Composition and Rhetoric, Close Reading and Critical Writing, Philosophy of Human Nature,
Philosophical Ethics, Faith and Critical Reason; and The West from the Enlightenment to the Present).
Students may satisfy the remaining requirements by selecting from a set of courses, each of which can 
satisfy a particular requirement. This means that the core curriculum offers students great flexibility while
ensuring that they take courses sufficiently similar to maintain a degree of commonality with the experiences
of their fellow students. This flexibility is magnified by the fact that many of these courses can be shaped in a
way that will enable them to satisfy the Global Studies or American Pluralism requirement, a fact that encour-
ages the development of new and innovative courses. The same is true for the courses that satisfy the require-
ment for a Senior Values Seminar; many new and exciting courses have resulted from faculty attempts to
address this requirement.

The process for gaining approval either for new additions to the list of courses that can satisfy a particular
requirement or for new Global Studies, American Pluralism, and Senior Values courses can be quite cumber-
some. In some cases, no fewer than three committees must approve the change: a subcommittee of the Core
Curriculum Committee, the Core Curriculum Committee itself, and the Arts and Sciences Council. In some

135Middle States Institutional Self-Study 2006



cases, faculty members have not received replies from the subcommittees, or have received replies that indicate
only that a course has not been approved but offer no substantive suggestions for improvement.

Assessment of the Core
The importance of assessing the core curriculum was evident to the ad hoc Core Curriculum Committee from
the beginning of its deliberations. The seventh section of the core curriculum proposal identified a number of
steps to be taken for the purpose of assessing the curriculum over time. Chief among these measures was the
assignment of the responsibility for overseeing the core to a standing Core Curriculum Committee of the Arts
and Sciences Council; the designation of Core Curriculum Subcommittees to oversee the three distribution
requirements (Freshman Seminar, Global Studies, and American Pluralism), the Senior Values Seminars, the
second literature course, and the second social science course; annual faculty meetings to review the core cur-
riculum and recommend, if necessary, substantive changes; and faculty seminars. The list of courses that satis-
fy the second literature requirement has not changed, and the task force is unaware of any evidence that the
subcommittee for the second literature course has functioned. Moreover, the subcommittee on the second
social science course, after establishing guidelines and approving an initial list of courses, has functioned only
as needed upon the presentation of new course proposals. Finally, the core curriculum proposal included a rec-
ommendation that both internal and external evaluation mechanisms be developed to determine whether the
time objectives of the core curriculum are being met.

One might ask the following questions in assessing the core curriculum:

1. What are the ends properly sought by the core curriculum of a Jesuit, Catholic institution devoted to 
liberal and professional education?

2. Does the core curriculum as a whole aim at achieving these ends?

3. Does the particular set of core requirements taken together best lead to the realization of these ends?

4. Do the individual core courses promote the realization of these ends?

5. Are there changes, either in the package of courses or within individual courses, that would result in the
curriculum or individual courses better achieving those ends?

Finally, since the University proclaims that its core curriculum (or at least central parts of it) is an integrated
curriculum (Undergraduate Bulletin, p. 25), we must also ask the following question:

6. Are the core offerings by various departments and programs well integrated with the core courses
offered by other departments and programs?

The process of formulating and adopting the uniform Undergraduate Mission Statement led to the explicit
identification of the ends properly sought by the core curriculum prior to its design and adoption. This activity
addressed the first question regarding assessment insofar as it established the framework for all other assess-
ment activities. Moreover, as stated above, the core curriculum was adopted in the wake of the adoption of the
Undergraduate Mission Statement and explicitly ordered toward the realization of that mission. All the courses
contained within the core curriculum were, in this way,“pre-assessed” for their suitability in achieving the
goals of the core curriculum. All new courses added to the core, either to satisfy a distribution requirement 
or to satisfy a requirement allowing a choice among designated courses, have undergone a similar “pre-assess-
ment.” This “pre-assessment” addresses questions two and four listed above and is a crucial element of
Fordham’s assessment of its core curriculum.

The change in the language requirement in the core curriculum is another example of successful assessment.
The Core Curriculum Committee, in conjunction with the Department of Modern Languages and Literatures,
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conducted an in-depth, two-year review of the requirement. In light of this review, the requirement was
changed to a proficiency requirement for students in the humanities and social sciences while remaining a
two-semester sequence for students in the natural sciences. This latter requirement has now been extended to
CBA students. Moreover, given the fact that Department of Modern Languages and Literatures administers a
placement test to some incoming students and has begun implementation of a common final exam, there will
be opportunities for assessing the students’ development of their language skills over the course of their lan-
guage study.

The annual meetings of faculty to discuss issues in the core curriculum have typically not been well attended.
Last year no meeting was held. Nevertheless, such meetings remain an important instrument for assessment
and should be resumed with carefully chosen topics identified for discussion.

Core courses within departments also need to be assessed in relation to core goals. While the original adoption
of these courses occurred in the context of the adoption of the Undergraduate Mission Statement and the core
curriculum itself, the syllabi for these courses do not undergo the same kind of “pre-assessment” review as do,
say, the syllabi of courses satisfying the distribution requirements or Senior Values requirement. One should
assume that when they first conceived and designed these core courses, faculty considered the aims of the
core. Over time, however, new and different faculty members, many of whom were not party to their original
design, have begun teaching core courses, and, in appropriating them, may have significantly changed the
degree to which they meet core aims. It is an open question as to how well continuing assessment of these
courses occurs.

The departmental and program reviews recently conducted focus primarily on the major and minor programs
in the departments and say little about core courses. Even when they do speak of core courses, the focus is
often on those courses as introductions to the discipline and not as elements of the core curriculum.
Questionnaires returned by departmental chairs (or associate chairs) indicate that the departments view
themselves as assessing their core offerings. The means of assessment most frequently identified, however, are
the SEEQ (Students’ Evaluation of Educational Quality) forms completed by all students in each course and
class visitations to observe instruction. The SEEQ forms, however, have few questions that can be considered
core specific. One group of questions concerns group interactions and identifies the degree to which students
were encouraged to participate in class discussions, to ask questions, to share their knowledge, and to express
their own ideas or question the instructor’s viewpoint. None of the other questions have a clear relation to the
core objectives. Moreover, those who mentioned class visitations indicated that these were restricted to faculty
not yet tenured, adjunct faculty, and teaching fellows. In addition, some departments mentioned a review of
the syllabi for core sections, but a review of a random selection of syllabi reveals that many syllabi for core
courses make no reference to core objectives, and it is difficult to determine whether the reviews of syllabi take
core considerations into account over and above departmental considerations. Only one responding depart-
ment mentioned a departmental committee charged with overseeing core courses to ensure that they meet
core objectives, while another department mentioned informal discussion among faculty of their syllabi in
relation to core objectives.

Perhaps the most obvious way to judge whether a curriculum or course realizes its end is to conceive the end
as an intended consequence and determine whether the actual and intended results coincide. This suggests
that assessment should also consider the effects of the core curriculum, and this is the insight that underlies
the notion of “outcomes assessment.” However, the reliance on the SEEQ instruments for evaluating the out-
comes of the core curriculum is problematic. Quite apart from the fact that there are few core-related questions
on the SEEQ form, their use in outcomes assessment blurs the distinction between an effect and the perception
of an effect. The student evaluations best measure the students’ perceptions of a course and its efficacy. To use
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these individual course evaluations for the further purpose of evaluating the appropriateness and worthiness
of an entire curriculum in fulfilling the University’s Mission or the worthiness of a core course in fulfilling the
aims of the curriculum of which it is a part is an exercise of limited value. We must be careful to avoid reduc-
ing our judgments about how well the curriculum and its courses achieves its ends to judgments on the part 
of the students about effects or outcomes of individual course sections.

Outcomes assessment is made still more difficult by the multiple agencies involved in learning. When actions
involve only the interests, attitudes, judgments, and actions of the person intending the end, the “outcomes
assessment” of an action makes much sense, although even in cases of single agency, some actions are under-
taken for certain ends with the full knowledge that the action will produce effects in addition to the end at
which the action aims. However, since learning depends in part upon the activities of agents (the students)
other than those agents intending the ends and designing the courses realizing those ends (the faculty), judg-
ing the value of the actions undertaken to realize the end becomes problematic. When the activities that are
the core courses fail to meet their ends, it is difficult to determine to whom this failure should be assigned [i.e.,
to students or to faculty] and to determine whether it is a matter of an agent’s capacities or execution. The best
curriculum in the world will not be successful if students do not fulfill their own responsibilities in the educa-
tional process.

Finally, when students properly exercise their own agency but instructors fail to do so, this does not reveal 
any clear conclusions about the curriculum itself. The SEEQ forms alert us most clearly to the worst cases of
instructor performance, but this does not itself entail that there is a problem with the design of the curricu-
lum. All these considerations, then, make many faculty wary of the reliance on SEEQs for outcomes assessment
and as a means of determining the value of the curriculum in meeting Fordham University’s goals for all stu-
dents. Better are those “pre-assessment” methods that keep the goals of the curriculum in view and argue for
the efficacy of a certain curricular design for achieving those goals.

On the assumption that the core courses do in fact achieve the ends of the core curriculum, the clearest indica-
tion of the “outcome” of any particular core course for a particular student is the grade the student receives 
in that course. But grades tell us little about the overall value of the core, since they will always yield averages
whose significance goes far beyond the determination of whether the core objectives were achieved.
Assessment of a student’s progress over time in relation to core objectives can be determined by pre-testing
and then administering another examination at the end of the curriculum. In this regard, the Department of
Modern Languages and Literatures will be able to make important judgments about the progress made by stu-
dents while in the foreign language courses, since a sample of students studying a particular language will take
a common pre-test and all the students will take common examinations. Establishing similar sorts of pre-tests
in disciplines where placement is not an issue is, however, a difficult task. It would contribute greatly to the
work of faculty and yield little practical benefit since it would probably provide information of limited value.
Similarly, maintaining portfolios and assessing a student’s progress in writing over his or her time in the cur-
riculum would also require a great amount of work while yielding conclusions of limited practical value.
Nevertheless, a complete assessment program would look at the curriculum using both an “ends assessment”
model and an “outcomes assessment” model.

It is worth noting that the first class graduating after taking the new curriculum is the Class of 2000. The Core
Curriculum Committee recognized as early as February of 2003 that it would need to devise procedures for
outcomes assessment. The Committee agreed that it would begin a broader discussion of assessment responsi-
bilities in Spring 2005.
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Recommendations
1. The Core Curriculum Committee should periodically assess the core curriculum, establish a basis for evaluating

the development of students’ abilities, especially in critical thinking and writing, and consider whether there is an
over-reliance on SEEQ as the primary means of assessment of core courses.

2. The Core Curriculum Committee should resume the annual meetings of faculty to discuss important issues
regarding the design, execution, and assessment of the core curriculum.
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Standard 13
RELATED EDUCATIONAL ACTIVITIES

Related Educational Activities and Programs
This section examines degree programs, certificate programs, and other University-sponsored educational experi-
ences, either credit or non-credit bearing, offered at Fordham University’s Branch Campus and other instructional
sites. The section also describes programs that provide under-prepared students with basic skills, institutional pre-
college program activities, experiential learning programs, and activities to assist students who are not native born
and/or who do not speak English as their first language. All program administrators, staff, and teaching personnel
for the programs listed in this section have been recruited and hired using the University’s fair and competitive
personnel practices and procedures as administered by the Office of Human Resources and monitored by the Legal
Counsel’s Office. All information contained in this section is based on interviews with Office of Academic Affairs
personnel, program directors and staff, as well as on review of relevant program documents and data.

The Tarrytown Graduate Center (Branch Campus) was established in 1976, and is geographically located across 
the street from the 25-acre campus of Fordham University’s Marymount Campus in Tarrytown, New York. The
Graduate School of Education, the Graduate School of Business Administration, and the Graduate School of Social
Service offer a combination of master’s and doctoral degree programs at this site. Tarrytown’s Inventory of
Registered Programs lists a total of 60 degree programs for this campus, whose courses are offered during the Fall,
Spring, and Summer semesters. Each academic area has a full-time, on-site associate dean who functions as pro-
gram administrator. The instructional staff includes full-time, tenure-track and adjunct faculty. The Center serves
approximately 360 full-time students and 390 part-time students per academic year. All current institutional and
school policies and procedures regarding program quality and program assessment are in effect at this campus.
This includes offering the same courses available at the main campus for the graduate schools (Lincoln Center).
Institutional resources available at this campus include classrooms, faculty offices, computing and technology cen-
ters, student services, library services, the Financial Aid Office, and a Bookstore. This campus does not have inde-
pendent fiscal or hiring authority.

The Regional Educational Technology Center (RETC) was established, in part, through a $9 million grant funded by
New York State’s Higher Education Applied Technology Legislation of 1995, and reports to the Office of Academic
Affairs. While the Center is located on the Rose Hill Campus, it offers an array of off-campus training, research,
evaluation, and support services with a special emphasis on professional development and adult and continuing
education. In recent years, the RETC has been very successful in developing multiple partnerships and funding
grants to work with schools and districts in New York City. These partnerships include, among others, a New York
State Education Department grant in partnership with Region 2 for $4.2 million; a U.S. Department of Education
FIPSE/LAAP grant for distance learning research; and $200,000 in funding for computer hardware for Bronx
schools through the Bronx Borough President’s Office. The RETC does not offer degree programs. However, in col-
laboration with the Graduate School of Education, clients have access to degree and certification programs offered
at the various campuses. Outcome assessment procedures for RETC projects are based on pre-established goals,
objectives, and outcomes determined in collaboration with city, state, and federal funding authorities and partners.

Additional Sites
Based on the University’s Institutional Profile (2003-2004) that was submitted to the Middle States Commission 
on Higher Education, the University has 13 other sites that offer undergraduate and graduate credit, though these
sites do not offer complete degree programs: 1) Center for Education at Bishop Kearney (Brooklyn), 2) Center for
Education at Saint John the Baptist (West Islip), 3) Center for Education at the New York Archdiocese (Manhattan),
4-8) Professional Development Programs at UFT (Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan, Queens, and Staten Island), 9) Saint
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Francis Instructional Leadership Program (Manhattan), 10) Community School District 4 Office (Manhattan), 11)
Marymount Fordham London Centre (London), and 12) MSW Program at Molloy College (Long Island). As with
the Branch campus, these sites adhere to all institutional and school policies and procedures regarding program
quality and assessment in effect at the main campuses.

Focused Educational Programs and Services
The International and Study Abroad Program is responsible for study abroad operations for the University’s under-
graduate colleges (FCRH/FCLC/CBA) located at the Rose Hill and Lincoln Center campuses. The program makes
available program materials and catalogs about study abroad opportunities, maintains a specific roster of spon-
sored programs, handles all applications to study abroad, and administers and monitors all protocols and proce-
dures necessary for a complete and successful study abroad experience (e.g., billing, credit transfer, approval of
courses, etc.). A program committee screens all study abroad applications, and those needing additional scrutiny 
go to a University-wide Study Abroad Selection Committee with faculty and dean representatives from the partici-
pating colleges. On average, approximately 500 students use the program’s services per academic year. Between 250
and 300 students become involved in a study abroad experience each year.

The program adheres to an on-site Study Abroad Programs Visit Evaluation Yearly Schedule that involves one to 
five visits during the academic year and the summer months. It also maintains and analyzes on both a semester
and academic year basis an extensive database on all study abroad traffic. The goal of the analysis is to identify
trends and monitor levels of participation. Additionally, each participating student must complete a formal pro-
gram evaluation administered by the on-site program partner.

The Office of International Students and Scholars provides assistance and support services for international 
students. Services include assistance at the point of initial inquiry, counseling during the enrollment process,
and post-enrollment services for admitted students. Other services offered include reviewing applications; evaluat-
ing international credentials; developing and maintaining contacts with overseas advisors, international schools,
and exchange programs; advising students on immigration and cultural adjustment issues, and acting as an advo-
cate for the international student population both within and outside the University. This Office also assists the
University and its members in maintaining compliance with appropriate federal laws, statutes, and regulations
regarding SEVIS (Student and Exchange Visitor Information System), the Department of Homeland Security,
the Department of State, the Department of Labor, the Social Security Administration, and the Internal 
Revenue Service.

The program uses the Open Doors on International Educational Exchange Survey (2004-2005) to collect and ana-
lyze the following data: total enrollment by gender, degree levels, marital and immigration status, and place/country
of origin. Additionally, the United States’ Departments of State and Homeland Security monitor the program by
means of annual and biannual reports submitted to these federal offices.

The Institute of American Language and Culture (IALC) offers intensive instruction designed to help students 
gain English language proficiency in a limited amount of time. Some are students who are enrolled in traditional
degree-granting programs in Fordham’s undergraduate and graduate schools while others are professionals 
working in the business and not-for-profit sectors. In particular, the program stresses the development of skills in
speaking, listening, writing, reading, grammar, and vocabulary development. An “intensive” component offers six
levels of proficiency ranging from beginner to advanced levels of proficiency (university preparatory proficiency).
The program also offers content-based courses (traditional college subject matter courses that include ESL skill
instruction). The university preparation level is a component that offers credit (for college writing courses) and
non-credit courses. The Institute also offers courses for students who would like to study on a part-time basis.
Each student who completes the program receives a certificate, and upon request, an official statement of his or 
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her English proficiency. Approximately 300 students per year take IALC classes. Students speak between 40-50 dif-
ferent languages in total, with representation from Eastern and Western Europe, Asia, Africa, and Central America
most common. The majority of program participants are in the United States under visa sponsorship (i.e., F-1, J-1,
B-1, and H-1). Approximately 20% are United States residents or immigrants studying English for employment 
purposes. The Institute also has administrative and budgetary oversight for the Center for English Language
Studies located at the Marymount College Campus which offers an English language skills development program.
Some students stay in the Marymount Campus dorms and commute to the Lincoln Center Campus to attend 
IALC classes.

The program assesses its activities through a variety of testing procedures, which include an oral exam, a grammar
test, and a written exam that varies in intensity according to level. The program-specific placement test replaces the
need for a TOEFL test in the undergraduate colleges and several graduate schools. IALC completes an annual report
on enrollment, student retention, advancement, graduation rates, and program revenue, as well as on professional
and university-related activities for program staff and faculty. The program also collects annual student data on
country of origin, degrees earned in students’ native countries, English proficiency, languages spoken, and immi-
gration status.

The majority of undergraduate experiential activities in the five undergraduate colleges are student internships.
There is one internship program coordinated by the University’s Office of Career Planning and Placement. Most 
of the undergraduate degree programs and disciplines recommend and encourage internship experiences for stu-
dents, and the pre-professional programs, e.g., education and social work, require an internship for degree comple-
tion. The Career Planning and Placement Office hosts internship information sessions throughout the academic
year wherein institutional policy information on both credit and non-credit internships, as well as a signed
Learning Expectations Form that requires students to agree to abide by program policies, are distributed. The
Office also works with academic advisors to ensure that academic and internship requirements are coordinated 
for the student’s benefit. Several measures are used to evaluate student learning outcomes and the efficacy of the
internship experience. The students submit two formal evaluations during the internship experience, and the site
supervisor must formally evaluate the student’s work performance. Students who intern for credit must enroll in 
an internship seminar specifically designed to integrate the student’s academic and experiential learning.

At the conclusion of each academic year, the Career Planning and Placement Office conducts a Senior Survey 
concerning employment and/or graduate school plans for the graduating class. For the 2003-2004 academic 
year, 528 students participated in the Undergraduate Internship Program. This was an increase of 3.7% from 
the previous year.

Externally-Funded Campus-Based Programs
These programs offer some form of academic preparation, support, enrichment, and the enhancement of basic
skills for targeted student populations.

Higher Education Opportunity Program
In 1969, the New York State Legislature established The Higher Education Opportunity Program (HEOP) to help
academically and economically disadvantaged and first-generation students attend independent colleges and uni-
versities in New York State. A grant from the New York State Education Department funds the program, and the goal
of the program is to recruit, retain, and graduate participating students by providing supportive services and sup-
plemental financial aid. Fordham has two HEOP programs, one at the Rose Hill Campus (established in 1969) and
another at the Lincoln Center Campus (established in 1973). HEOP-RH serves approximately 250 students and
HEOP-LC serves approximately 115 students. During the academic year, supportive services include academic
advising, involving regular meetings with students to monitor academic progress and foster academic planning;



academic skills services, involving workshops that enhance skill development in focused areas such as time and
stress management, and tutorial services that provide individual peer tutoring for students in need of assistance
with academic courses. There is also an intensive six-week summer program for freshmen.

Collegiate Science Technology Entry Program
In 1987, the New York State Legislature established The Collegiate Science Technology Entry Program (CSTEP) 
for the purpose of increasing the number of historically under-represented students who enroll in and complete
undergraduate and graduate programs leading to careers in science, mathematics, technology, and the health-relat-
ed professions. The program places emphasis on expanding students’ knowledge of the opportunities and prerequi-
sites for professional-level careers in the licensed professions such as medicine, dentistry, and optometry, as well 
as law, and graduate training in the arts and sciences with an emphasis on doctoral studies. A grant from the New
York State Education Department funds the program, which serves approximately 156 students, including 40 fresh-
men, at the Rose Hill, Lincoln Center, and Marymount Campuses. During the academic year, program services
include academic enrichment classes and summer enrichment activities; academic and career counseling services;
study groups and tutorials, including peer mentoring; study, test-taking, time management and career seminars;
research and internship experiences and attendance at scholarly conferences, and financial aid for graduate and
professional school applications.

Science Technology Entry Program
In 1986, the New York State Legislature established The Science Technology Entry Program (STEP) for the purpose
of encouraging and preparing historically underrepresented secondary students to pursue studies in the sciences,
mathematics, and careers in scientific, technological, health and the licensed professions. A grant from the New
York State Education Department funds the program, which is based at the Rose Hill Campus. The STEP Program
recruits mostly from Bronx-based secondary schools, and uses a competitive formal application process that
includes a review of transcripts, personal interviews with prospective students and parents, and review of recom-
mendations. STEP serves approximately 175 students in grades seven through twelve. During the academic year,
program events take place on Saturdays from 9:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. These include: 1) academic enrichment classes
in the sciences, mathematics, computer science, and literature, 2) study groups, tutorials (conducted by Fordham
undergraduates), and internships, 3) test-taking, time management and career seminars, and 4) assistance in
selecting and applying to institutions of higher education. There is also a five-week summer program (Monday-
Friday), including a science project and science fair, that places an increased emphasis on science laboratory work
and sponsors educational/recreational field trips.

Upward Bound Program
The Upward Bound Program is part of a series of TRIO programs established by the United States congress to pre-
pare low-income, first-generation Americans to enter and graduate from college. The goal is to enable students to
overcome social, academic, and cultural barriers that impede access to higher education. Two-thirds of the families
served by the program must be classified as low-income in accordance with federal guidelines. The University’s
Upward Bound Program was established in 1967. The program is based at the Rose Hill Campus and recruits stu-
dents from Bronx high schools. The selection process involves reviewing formal applications and transcripts and
conducting personal interviews with prospective students and parents. The program serves approximately 70 stu-
dents in grades nine through twelve. During the academic year, program events take place after school during the
week and on Saturdays. The program services include 1) academic enrichment classes in reading, writing, math,
science, English and SAT prep, and 2) academic, career/financial aid counseling, tutoring, and computer training,
college advisement, college visitations, cultural and recreational events. There is also a six-week residential summer
component (Monday through Friday) that exposes program participants to campus life on a 24 hour basis. The
summer program emphasizes the attendance at formal academic classes on a college campus.
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Student Support Services Program
The Student Support Services Program is the second campus-based TRIO program. It was established at Fordham
in 1984. It is designed to provide tutoring, and other academic services to undergraduates identified by faculty 
and student services as needing assistance. Two-thirds of the students receiving services must be low-income,
first generation and one-third must be classified as disabled. Approximately 200 students are served per academic
year. The program is based at Rose Hill and Lincoln Center, and provides the following services during the academ-
ic year: 1) Tutorial/counseling services and scheduled study/support groups. 2) Assistance with preparation for 
graduate and professional school entrance exams, e.g., GRE, LSAT and MCAT. 3) Assistance with preparing 
graduate/professional school applications and financial aid forms.

Talent Search Program
The Talent Search Program is the third University-sponsored TRIO program. Established in 1985, the program is
designed to identify and encourage middle/senior high students to persist in their formal studies, graduate, and
enter postsecondary education. The program also attempts to help drop-outs to re-enter school. Talent Search
serves approximately 750 high school students and 100 middle school students. During the academic year, the fol-
lowing services are offered: 1) Academic/career advisement and assistance with computer literacy, 2) Parent infor-
mation services, SAT prep, and college visitations, and 3) Exposure to educational/cultural enrichment activities.

Interuniversity Doctoral Consortium
Fordham University’s Graduate School of Arts and Sciences (GSAS) is a participating member of the
Interuniversity Doctoral Consortium which is an association of universities in the region. Other participating
members include The City University of New York Graduate Center, Columbia University, Princeton University,
Rutgers University, Stony Brook University, and Teachers College, Columbia University.

The Doctoral Consortium allows fully-matriculated students the opportunity to take courses that are usually not
available at Fordham at one or more of the participating institutions. Access to these courses is based on availability
of space, and the students need the prior approval of the Associate Dean of GSAS, the student’s program advisor,
the dean’s office of the host institution, and the course instructor.

In addition, the University’s Department of Classical Languages and Literatures is a member of the Graduate
Classics Consortium which includes New York University and The City University of New York. This arrangement
allows Fordham students to choose from a wide variety of course offerings, as well as use of host institution
libraries and consultation with their faculties.

Beijing International MBA Program (BiMBA)
The BiMBA program is the first foreign MBA degree program in Beijing to be formally approved by the Chinese
government. Fordham University is the degree granting institution for this program. The University’s partner in
this endeavor is the China Center for Economic Research (CCER) which has a formal relationship with Peking
University. The Executive Committee of the Association of Jesuit Colleges and Universities Business deans function
as an oversight board for the program, and 26 American Jesuit business schools provide program faculty. This pro-
vides assurance that AACSB-qualified faculty teach in the program. All programs in the program are taught in
English, and BiMBA maintains its own program records.

The goal of the program is to offer world-class graduate business education to exceptional students in China as 
well as to a small group of foreign students. The curriculum emphasizes a global business perspective and knowl-
edge of emerging technologies. The program currently enrolls approximately 400 students, including approximately
90 executive program students. BiMBA offers a traditional MBA program curriculum for full-time and part-time
students, as well as an accelerated executive program. An associate dean in Fordham’s Graduate School of Business
has administrative responsibility for the program.

147Middle States Institutional Self-Study 2006



All current University and school policies and procedures regarding program quality and program assessment 
are in effect for this program including adherence to AACSB program standards. In addition, an assessment of
“International Capabilities” of the program was conducted jointly with the American Council on Education (ACE).

Undergraduate Honors Programs
The University’s three traditional liberal arts undergraduate colleges (Fordham College at Rose Hill, Fordham
College at Lincoln Center and Fordham College of Liberal Studies) offer honors programs. Founded in 1955, the
Rose Hill Honors Program is the oldest. The program was designed to enhance critical thinking skills and provide
students of exceptional academic talent and intellectual curiosity with the opportunity to pursue their major stud-
ies in greater depth, breadth, and intensity. Students from all majors are eligible and usually enter the Honors
Program during their freshmen year.

Honors students take a sequence of courses that provide a comprehensive overview of the intellectual and social
forces, as well as scientific and technological advances, that have shaped the modern world. Faculty members
encourage program students to conduct independent work at an advanced level, and to integrate the study of such
disciplines as History, Literature, Art, Philosophy, and Religion, as well as Science and Math.

In addition to special courses and seminars, the Honors Programs include a capstone requirement, such as a senior
thesis or other focused research project. Enrollment in the programs is limited and each program has a special set
of senior faculty advisors. Honors students are expected to maintain a grade point average of 3.5, and successful
completion of the program entitles students to the designation in cursu honorum on their diploma and transcript.
Upon graduation, many of these students continue their studies in graduate and professional schools.

Conclusion
Under the nomenclature “Related Educational Activities,” Fordham University has implemented a set of successful
long-term programs that have proven to be both exemplary and noteworthy in terms of helping students overcome
academic, social economic, cultural, and language barriers that impede access to both educational opportunity in
general, and higher education in particular. These programs provide a comprehensive array of services including
basic skills and remediation for under-prepared pre-college and college-level students, honors programs, multi-
level educational and social services for international students and students for whom English is not their native
language, as well as experiential activities that have proven to be very successful for both undergraduate and gradu-
ate students. Most important, program data indicate that the programs and their staffs have engaged in activities
that have brought both recognition and acclaim to the University.

Recommendation
1. Each program should review its procedures for assessing student learning outcomes and incorporate findings in

subsequent planning.
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Standard 14
ASSESSMENT OF STUDENT LEARNING

Introduction
According to the Middle States Commission,“assessment of student learning demonstrates that the institution’s
students have knowledge, skills, and competencies consistent with institutional goals and that students at gradua-
tion have achieved appropriate higher educational goals.” Furthermore a commitment to assessment requires a 
parallel commitment to its use, in particular, in making improvements in the teaching and learning process.

In pursuing these charges, this chapter focuses on undergraduate students, particularly the liberal arts and sciences
students in Fordham College at Rose Hill (FCRH) and Fordham College at Lincoln Center (FCLC). Undergraduates
and graduates in business are accredited by the AACSB. The other professional schools undergo accreditation by
relevant associations, including the Graduate School of Education, the School of Law, both undergraduate and 
graduate degree programs in the Graduate School of Social Services and the Clinical Program in the Graduate
School of Arts and Sciences.

The above charges guided the development of the original charge questions. These questions have been reorganized
into three major analytic foci–learning objectives and desired outcomes, on-going monitoring, and evidence of
learning. Subsequently, there are two sections—one summarizing the major findings and another offering recom-
mendations.

Learning Objectives and Desired Outcomes
In this section, we examine the learning objectives and desired outcomes of the core curriculum and major pro-
grams of study. We discuss to what extent these objectives support or reinforce one or more of the five University
goals (intellectual excellence, moral values, religious concerns, humanistic component of every discipline, and
active engagement in the contemporary world), whether these objectives are clearly articulated in course syllabi,
and the extent to which there is a progression of knowledge, skill, and competency development.

Core Curriculum
The present core curriculum of the undergraduate colleges, approved by a majority of faculty, became effective in
Fall 1996 for the Class of 2000 (Fordham, New York City’s Jesuit University, One Common Core Curriculum in the
Tradition of Jesuit Education, October 1995). The central learning objectives and desired outcomes for the core 
curriculum areas appear in the Undergraduate Bulletin, issued every two years, with the most recent edition being
2004-2006. Subcommittees of the Arts and Sciences Council review course proposals for the distribution require-
ments (i.e., Freshman Seminar, American Pluralism, Global Studies, and the Senior Values Seminar) each semester.
This review is a pre-assessment to ensure that the courses meet the intended core learning objectives. The Core
Curriculum Committee reviews these evaluations and then submits them to the full Council for a final vote of
approval. Other courses in the core are managed by the appropriate departments.

The core curriculum seeks to foster in students intellectual excellence through clear and forceful expression, an
awareness of historical perspectives, knowledge of scientific principles and quantitative reasoning, an understand-
ing of the contemporary world in its cultural diversity, and the capacity for clear and critical thinking. Consistent
with its Catholic, Jesuit identity, the core enables students to develop an intellectual appreciation of religious, philo-
sophical, and moral values while encouraging them to explore their own values and ethics and to become engaged
in promoting justice in society.
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Course Level Analysis
To investigate learning objectives at the individual course level, we compiled all Fall 2003 syllabi collected by FCRH,
FCLC, and FCLS. Excluding tutorials, syllabi were available for 57% of the 1370 total courses taught by the three
schools. Instructors submitted syllabi for 60% of the core courses and for 53% of the major courses.

The analytic objective was to identify the specific learning objectives as written in the syllabi. For this task, we
selected six syllabi (three from FCRH, two from FCLC, and one from FCLS) for each of the 18 areas of the core, plus
the Honors Program, as well as for each of the 16 major areas. (The areas can be found in Appendix 14.1. The core
is prioritized so that no course appears more than once. Some majors had to be combined given their small num-
bers.) In our examination of these syllabi, we were looking for explicit identification of learning objectives first for
the core, noted above, and then for the major, to be discussed later. This was intended as an exploratory analysis,
given the small number of syllabi examined in each area and the low response rate.

Three of the freshman year courses are supposed to have a strong emphasis on writing. The syllabi for the English
Composition and Rhetoric courses consistently and explicitly identify basic writing skills as a learning objective.
Syllabi for freshman seminars, on the other hand, are uneven and do not mention explicitly building and using
writing skills as a goal; rather the emphasis is on acquiring knowledge of the particular discipline in which the
course is being taught. The other freshman writing course, Close Reading and Critical Writing, consistently identi-
fies the reading and writing foci of the course with more emphasis on higher order learning skills, including critical
reading. In addition to these writing intensive courses, the sophomore literature course is required. These syllabi do
not mention explicitly the goal of relating literature to the broader cultural context, which is a core curriculum goal
for this area, and half do not mention any explicit learning objective at all.

The freshman and sophomore sequence in philosophy and theology relates most strongly to the University’s
Mission. Among the freshman philosophy courses, few syllabi mention explicitly a focus on issues relating to
human nature, which is the core curriculum focus for this course. Half of these freshman philosophy course syllabi
emphasize higher order skills, including critical thinking, textual analysis, and analytic reading. The aim of all these
courses is to increase students’ knowledge with a particular focus on introducing Western philosophy. In contrast,
the sophomore philosophy courses emphasize consistently and explicitly ethical issues, the acquisition of knowl-
edge regarding various perspectives, and the application of these perspectives to contemporary moral issues. Both
freshman and sophomore theology courses identify consistently the knowledge-oriented goal of their courses. For
freshman, there is an emphasis on issues and beliefs of various religious traditions. For one half of these courses,
the objective is also to engage the student in a critical examination and analysis of religious faith. Sophomore theol-
ogy focuses on reading primary texts in various religious traditions. No other higher order skills are mentioned
consistently for sophomore theology.

There are two history requirements: the West, which covers the period from the Enlightenment to the present,
which all students must take, and History II which includes a variety of courses in different Western historical peri-
ods and in different non-Western regions. The course syllabi for both types of courses focus on knowledge-based
goals. While courses on the West explicitly seek to relate such understanding to the contemporary world, there are
no other higher-order learning objectives consistently mentioned for the second history course.

Most of the finite math courses, as well as the physical and life science courses for non-majors, omit an explicit
goals section and few identify specific learning objectives. These syllabi list topics to be covered, describe the grad-
ing policy, and spell out the course requirements. The implication is that students will acquire the basic knowledge
of the field to which they are exposed. The language syllabi are very similar. Explicit learning objectives are rarely
evident. The implication is that students will acquire the knowledge needed to achieve language proficiency. In the
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core document, specific learning objectives are not identified for either mathematical reasoning or languages. For
finite math, six topics to be covered are listed; for language, students must reach the “exit level.” The goal for science
is to introduce students to both scientific methodology and scientific ways of understanding natural phenomena,
as well as to emphasize critical thinking, problem-solving, and the broader interrelationship between science 

and society.

The social science requirement includes two courses, one of which is an introductory course in economics, political
science, sociology, or anthropology. The options for the second course are too numerous to permit an easy sam-
pling; thus, we excluded them from our examination. Most of the introductory social science courses state their
objectives explicitly as an introduction to the larger discipline with an emphasis on acquiring knowledge of the
basic concepts and concerns. A secondary objective is relating these concepts to contemporary issues. While the
core curriculum identifies the promotion of critical thinking as a goal for this core area, none of the syllabi identify
this as a learning objective.

Fine arts include introductory courses in art history, music, opera, theatre, and urban design. Syllabi identify the
introduction of concepts relevant to the aesthetic subject being taught as the primary objective. With an exposure
to key art works, the secondary goal is to develop a greater appreciation of the fine arts. The core curriculum identi-
fies critical analysis of art works as a skill to be promoted, but there is no explicit mention of this in the syllabi.

Both the Global Studies and American Pluralism courses include appropriate subject matter, non-Western and
diversity within America, respectively. The Global and Pluralism courses taken in junior or senior year clearly iden-
tify learning objectives that extend beyond acquiring knowledge. While not all courses emphasize the same higher
order skills, the common emphasis is on relating knowledge that is acquired to religious issues, social contempo-
rary issues, moral questions, or political questions.

The Senior Values Seminars represent the capstone experience of the core and, ideally, promote the Catholic, Jesuit
mission. A variety of foci are evident in the syllabi, ranging from dealing with moral dilemmas within a specific
field (i.e., medicine) to focusing on contemporary social issues. Depending on the focus, relevant philosophical,
religious, and/or readings in morality provide a basis for the specific objective of honing critical thinking skills
within the context of moral decision-making.

Major Programs
The Arts and Sciences Council reviews major programs of study once every 10 years. The process involves a self-
study by the department or program in conjunction with the Major and Curricular Committee, an evaluation by
external educators and scholars, the department’s response to the external review, and the development of a final
action plan in conjunction with all the liberal arts deans. As of May 2004, 12 majors had completed all four phases
of the review, five were in the final phase, and six others were in the pipeline. The review questionnaire used in the
self study includes questions directly related to Middle States concerns.

We selected six of the 12 majors whose reviews had been completed to represent a variety of disciplines from the
humanities to the social sciences and natural sciences. These six majors are Art History, Theatre, History,
Economics, Psychology, and Biology. In addition, we included Philosophy because of its critical relationship to the
University’s Mission. Philosophy has completed its self-study and external evaluation. In addition to program
review materials, we examined the 2003-2004 annual report of the relevant department for updates and planned
changes. Finally, we examined the 2004-2006 Undergraduate Bulletin section for each of the above majors.

The goals of each major, as stated in the self-study, are appropriate to each field, including a knowledge-based
overview of the discipline and the acquisition of relevant skills. All majors encourage an internship in appropriate
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external organizations. Fordham’s location in New York City provides access to premier social agencies and organi-
zations for all programs and is particularly rich as both a cultural art center and an international economic and
political center. While the amount of detail varies from one or two sentences to several paragraphs, the goals of
each major are related explicitly to elements of intellectual excellence associated with a liberal arts education and
the principles underlying the Catholic, Jesuit tradition, as noted earlier. The most extensive discussion of the later is
in Philosophy.

In terms of course sequencing, each major has introductory level courses, more specialized middle range courses,
frequently grouped by substantive focus, and either requires a capstone course (featuring research-oriented or cre-
ative projects) or provides the opportunity for such experience. In the social and natural sciences, another level of
sequencing involves theory and research courses which usually follow the introductory level.

External reviews are helpful in making departments aware of emergent alternative analytic perspectives or alterna-
tive pedagogical styles which, in turn, initiate further discussion within the department and with the deans on how
to strengthen their major. Three of the external reviews have asked departments to identify specific learning objec-
tives for the major, to delineate how such specific skills and competencies are taught, and to provide evidence that
students acquire the knowledge, skill, and competencies of the major. These are dominant themes in the assess-
ment of student learning currently incorporated in the Middle States evaluation.

All departments list specific major requirements and the majority mention relevant career fields in the
Undergraduate Bulletin. There is a lack of balance in what else is communicated. Only Philosophy and Psychology
elaborate on program goals in relation to a liberal arts education and the Jesuit tradition. One of the challenges
associated with the integration of liberal arts faculty at FCRH and FCLC was the development of common majors. It
is clear in the Undergraduate Bulletin for 2004-2006 that Economics, History, Philosophy, and Psychology have
common majors. For Art History there is one requirement that differs: Rose Hill students must take the senior sem-
inar and Lincoln Center students must take the museum methods course. The external evaluation reviewers of Art
History suggested developing a common major to provide students at both colleges the opportunities associated
with each course. Since Biology is available only at Rose Hill and Theatre is available only at Lincoln Center, such a
comparison is not useful.

Course Level Analysis
We also reviewed course syllabi for each of these seven majors to identify the specific learning objectives delineated
in the six randomly selected syllabi. The syllabi we reviewed emphasized knowledge-based skills. Only two syllabi
were submitted for Theatre and these two emphasized acquisition of appropriate skills and techniques. Basic writ-
ing skills were evident in the Psychology course syllabi. Higher order skills, including the application of perspec-
tives and concepts and using research skills, and critical analysis appear in the majority of syllabi from biology,
psychology, history, philosophy, and, to a lesser extent, also in art history. The emphasis on development of an intel-
lectual appreciation of religious, moral, and contemporary issues while encouraging its students to explore ques-
tions of values and ethics for their own personal growth (which constitutes a focal point for Jesuit, Catholic
mission-oriented education) pervaded the Philosophy course syllabi. Also, about half of the History syllabi focused
on the interrelationship of religion and society and how particular historical periods influence moral issues.

On-Going Monitoring
In this section, we focus on the procedure for monitoring at both the student and course levels to ensure that the
courses are achieving their learning objectives in the core and in the major. Monitoring at the faculty level is associ-
ated with student and peer evaluations of teaching.
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Academic Advising of Students—Core Curriculum
Advising is a critical mechanism for monitoring the academic progress of students. The Freshman Advisement
Program at FCRH and FCLC is a manifestation of the University’s commitment to cura personalis. The program
pairs freshmen with full-time faculty and administrators. Approximately 15-18 students are assigned to each 
freshman advisor, and the students meet with their advisor individually and in groups throughout the academic
year. They discuss such issues as course planning, choosing a major, college degree requirements and policies,
and strategies for academic success. The advisors also distribute and discuss the students’ schedules and 
midterm grades.

In Fall 2003, Fordham College at Rose Hill launched an expanded Sophomore Advising Program. To provide the
opportunity for personalized attention to sophomores, the Dean invited freshman advisors to continue advising
their students during the fall semester of their sophomore year. All sophomores who have not yet declared a major
require such advising. Sophomores with declared majors will receive such advising in their department/program of
study. The sophomore class dean continues to offer large informational group meetings for all sophomores early in
the fall semester on such topics as International Study Abroad, Internship Opportunities and Study Skill Workshops
sponsored by the Counseling Center.

Beginning in Fall 2003, sophomores, juniors, and seniors in FCRH receive an individualized mailing each semester
prior to preregistration. These letters, sent by the class deans, focus on the completion of core curriculum require-
ments. The data are generated via ON-COURSE. These mailings have been successful in reducing the number of
substitutions needed at graduation. Whereas in Spring 2003, a pilot test run focused on unfulfilled physical science
requirements among second semester sophomores found 256 students missing that requirement, a similar exami-
nation in Fall 2004 indicates that only 66 first semester juniors and 18 first semester seniors are in this situation.

Academic Advising of Students—Major Programs
When students declare a major, primary advisement becomes the responsibility of the chosen department or pro-
gram. Recognizing the imbalance in major advising in the college, a task force on advising was set up at Rose Hill in
October 2003. The purpose of the task force was to describe the current status of advising at Fordham College,
describe advising practices at other colleges, and make recommendations for good advising practices at Fordham.
The Report was distributed at the February 2004 College Council meeting and taken back to departments for fur-
ther discussion. At the March meeting, the College Council approved the general thrust of the report and recom-
mendations, with both its emphasis on promoting real encounters of majors with a faculty member and the need to
decentralize advising among faculty in the department. Discussion of the implementation of specific recommenda-
tions began in the College Council this spring.

As an illustration of the inequities in the distribution of advising, two of the departments we have been focusing 
on have over 200 majors (230 and 280) with similar numbers of faculty (20 and 19); while one department shares
advising among its faculty, the other has only two advisors. Two other departments each have 75 majors and 17 fac-
ulty members. In one department, advising is shared among 9-10 faculty volunteers, while in the other, one person
does all the advising.

Course Monitoring—Core Curriculum
There is no procedure for periodic review of core curriculum courses apart from the pre-assessment of proposals
for Freshman Seminar, American Pluralism, Global Studies, or Senior Values Seminar by the Core Curriculum
Subcommittees, the Core Curriculum Committee, and the Arts and Sciences Council. There has been little to no dis-
cussion on monitoring the other core curriculum courses, which are by and large housed in relevant departments.
While the original core curriculum document specified several mechanisms and strategies to keep the core alive
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and promote improvement, including the development of evaluation mechanisms, there has been little progress
with regard to the latter. There have been exceptions. For example, the Modern Languages and Literature
Department, in conversations with the Dean’s Council, is moving toward the creation of common syllabi for its
introductory and intermediate language courses as well as a common final exam. In addition, Philosophy has
developed a common set of authors whose writings must constitute at least one half of the reading materials in
freshman and sophomore core courses.

Course Monitoring—Major Programs
The Department Review Process, discussed earlier, generally promotes continued discussion and evaluation of
the major program. The new format for annual reports by academic departments and programs, implemented in
2003-2004, reinforces continual monitoring by calling for the identification of specific program objectives and 
their status, by asking for results of outcomes assessments, especially student outcomes (including admissions 
to graduate/professional schools, job placements, scholarships, fellowships and student/alumni surveys), and by 
seeking recommendations for program improvements. In addition to the current year’s report, the report procedure
requests two-year projections of changes for each of the above.

The Psychology Department serves as an illustration of a department that has instituted successful changes in
response to external reviewers who were sensitive to the new vocabulary of outcomes assessment. Since their 
original self-study in Spring 1998, the Department has created one common major for both Rose Hill and Lincoln
Center; adopted mission statements which identify both specific skill objectives and links to the Jesuit, Catholic
mission among all of its programs; begun an annual workshop where faculty break into five small groups according
to course to share syllabi and discuss teaching strategies; developed common course content which all faculty must
cover; begun to collect annual exit interviews with one third of their seniors, and planned to have their seniors take
the ETS discipline test every three years.

Evidence of Learning
In this section, we begin by looking at course syllabi to see how frequently instructors invited student feedback in
order to improve their performance prior to the completion of the course. We used selected statements from course
evaluations issued every semester (Students’ Evaluation of Educational Activity Questionnaire) to assess student
perceptions of course objectives, liberal arts values, critical thinking, genuine interest of faculty, and self-reported
learning and understanding. We then report student achievement at the institutional level by examining freshmen
retention and cumulative graduation rates. Final course grades are examined for core and major courses by depart-
ment and then as related to course characteristics and SEEQ evaluations. Finally, we discuss the status of informa-
tion on seniors and recent alumni.

Structure of Assignments/Evaluations
We begin with an examination of the types of assignments and evaluations used for the 776 undergraduate syllabi
which were submitted to FCRH, FCLC and FCLS (See appendix 14.1). We reviewed each syllabus to determine the
use of traditional one time evaluations (i.e., midterm exams, final exams, and a final course paper) and, in addi-
tion, we coded whether a course used multiple evaluations such as quizzes and short assignments (including brief
papers, homework, and projects). All of these are listed as direct measures of student learning at the course level in
the 2003 publication Student Learning Assessment: Options and Resources of the Middle States Commission on
Higher Education. While we do not have information on students’ grades for all these assignments or evaluations,
we do have information on final course grades, which will be discussed subsequently. These current data do, how-
ever, provide a basis for assessing how frequently faculty solicit feedback on learning.
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Core Courses
The substantial majority of all core curriculum courses had a final examination (90%) and a midterm (75%) and
did not require a final course paper (71%). Core courses taken in junior and senior year, including American
Pluralism, Global Studies, the Senior Values Seminar, as well as the Honors Program courses, were notably less like-
ly to require a final exam and emphasized a final course paper to a much greater extent. Both multiple quizzes and
multiple short assignments are used more frequently than a final paper in core courses, 39% and 55%, respectively.

Among core courses taken in freshman or sophomore year, the greatest use of multiple quizzes, with more than half
of the courses using them, was evident in calculus, introductory language courses, social science I, fine arts, and
sophomore theology. The most prevalent use of multiple short papers, with over three quarters of the following
course areas using them, was evident in Freshman Seminars, English Composition and Rhetoric, Close Reading 
and Critical Writing, Math for Business, Calculus, and Freshman Philosophy. What is striking in the above data is
the unexpected presence of some disciplines on the list. For example, among those using more multiple quizzes 
is Calculus (57%) and Sophomore Theology (62%), but fewer than one-third of courses in Math for Business,
Freshman Theology, or Freshman and Sophomore Philosophy use them.

Major Courses
Examining the types of assignments and evaluations used in major courses, we find notably fewer courses requir-
ing a final examination (70% versus 90%), notably fewer requiring a midterm (56% versus 75%), slightly fewer
using multiple quizzes (27% versus 40%), and also slightly fewer using multiple short assignments (46% versus
55%). What does increase among the major courses is the requirement of a final course paper (37% versus 27%).
Earlier, we had noted that among core courses taken in junior or senior year, there was greater reliance on a final
course paper and less use of final exams, a pattern reflected in major courses predominantly taken in junior or 
senior year.

Heavy reliance on multiple quizzes (greater than 50%) are evident in art history/music, biology, chemistry, and
physics, while heavy reliance on multiple short assignments (greater than 75%) occurs in philosophy/theology,
English, communications, and physics. The most prevalent use of a final course paper (greater than 50%) is evident
in history, art history/music, communications, political science, sociology/anthropology, and among interdiscipli-
nary programs.

If the use of multiple evaluations provides greater opportunities for feedback, then core courses provide more 
feedback more often than major courses. If a final course paper goes through several drafts in discussion with the
instructor, then this paper may also provide opportunities for feedback. The critical question, however, is whether
feedback is provided within a time frame that allows students opportunity to improve.

Course Evaluations
The above Middle States publication also identifies grades that are based on explicit criteria related to clear learn-
ing goals as direct measures of student learning. Course evaluations by students are viewed as indirect measures.
These course evaluations do provide data on students’ perceptions of course objectives and their correspondence 
to final course grades as well as liberal art values, critical thinking, faculty interest in students, and self reported
learning and understanding of course materials.

We reviewed and analyzed a selection of SEEQ course evaluations from Fall 2003 for the liberal arts and sciences
colleges, FCRH, FCLC, and FCLS. One of the major criteria for inclusion was a course size of at least 3 students. A
report summarizing other criteria and the analysis of participation in SEEQ is available. Of the 28,358 undergradu-
ate students enrolled in eligible courses, 21,876 , or 77%, returned the form. According to the administrative assis-
tant who oversees the SEEQ, this is similar to participation at other schools. Apart from the CIRP administered to
incoming freshmen during orientation, this is highest response rate for the various student surveys administered.
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Course Content and Fit
As noted above, course grades are a direct measure of student learning if they are based on explicit criteria related
to clear learning goals. The SEEQ evaluations provide four standards which students rate and, thereby, express their
perception of course objectives. These four standards appear as follows: a) Proposed objectives agreed with those
actually taught, so you know where the class was going (Question # 11); b) Reading, homework, etc. contributed to
appreciation and understanding of the subject (Question 29); c) Examinations/graded materials tested class con-
tent as emphasized by the instructor (Question 27); and d) Feedback on examinations/graded material was valu-
able (Question 25). Responses to these statements range from 1 to 9: 1 (strongly disagree), 3 (disagree), 5 (neutral),
7 (agree) and 9 (strongly agree). The arithmetic means for these questions are provided in Appendix 14.2 for all
undergraduate courses, for core and major courses, and for the separate areas of core and major, noted earlier.

The overall mean for each question following the order above is 7.3, 7.2, 7.2, and 7.0. Using the mean indicates that
on average, students agree with the above statements. Students have a sense of where the course is going, that read-
ings and homework were helpful, that the content of examinations and graded materials were emphasized by the
instructor, and that feedback was valuable. These responses provide evidence that final course grades are an indica-
tor of academic achievement. We would also expect that courses in which these dimensions are ranked lower would
be related to poorer course grades and to lower scores on self-reported learning and understanding. Prior to ana-
lyzing these relationships, however, we want to compare core and major courses on this dimension and highlight
what course areas score very high or very low on this dimension.

In terms of the fit between course objectives and content, there is little difference in students’ responses between
the core and major courses, with major courses tending to be only.2 higher than core courses. Within core courses,
finite mathematics and physical sciences for non science majors consistently receive poorer student evaluations 
in this area (means are lower by.5 or more), while Senior Values Seminars consistently receive scores higher by.5 
or more compared to all courses. Within major areas, philosophy/theology received more favorable (.5 or higher)
responses for 3 of the 4 questions. There were too few interdisciplinary programs courses to distinguish them. As a
group, interdisciplinary programs also receive favorable evaluations. None of the major areas received lower (.5 or
less) scores.

Liberal Arts Values
The next group of four statements relates to liberal arts values. Question 2—You have learned something that 
you considered valuable relates to developing an appreciation of the liberal arts and sciences. Question 3—Your
interest in the subject has increased as a consequence of this class relates to promoting life long learning. Question
23—Instructor presented points of view other than his/her own when appropriate relates to exposing students to
new or different perspectives. Question 24—Instructor adequately discussed current developments in the field
relates to sharing emergent perspectives.

The mean value for all undergraduate courses on the above liberal arts statements are 7.2, 6.8, 7.3, and 7.1, respec-
tively. Here we see for the first time, a mean lower than 7 for all courses. With the exception of presenting other
points of view, the difference between core and major courses has increased with core courses falling.1 or.2 lower
than the total, but with major courses rising.3 higher than the total. In fact, the 6.8 noted above, in relation to 
interest in the subject matter increasing as a consequence of the course is related to the fact that the mean for 
core courses is only 6.6, whereas for major courses the mean is 7.1.

Within the core course areas, if we limit our attention to the first two statements, which relate broadly to students’
perceived interest and considered value of the subject areas, we would find that finite math, calculus, computer 
science, and physical science for non-science majors consistently receive lower scores (.5 or less) and American
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Pluralism, Global Studies, and Senior Values Seminar consistently receive higher scores (.5 or greater) than the
average for all undergraduate courses. Considering all four statements, the later two—presenting other points of
view and discussing current developments—are clearly relevant to majors. The number of majors with favorable
scores (.5 or greater) for all statements are philosophy/theology, art history/music, interdisciplinary programs, his-
tory, and modern languages. None of the major areas received lower (.5 or less) scores.

Critical Thinking and Personal Care
The next three questions relate to critical thinking and personal care. Question 16—Students were encouraged to
express their own ideas and/or question the instructor relates to promoting a capacity to think for oneself. Question
18—Instructor had a genuine interest in individual students and Question 19—Instructor made students feel wel-
come in seeking help/advice in or outside of class—both relate to cura personalis, the care and nurturing of the
whole person.

The most favorable student responses for all courses relate to this area with means of 7.4, 7.4, and 7.5, respectively.
The difference between core and major courses is similar to the first group of statements we looked at with core
courses tending to be.1 less than the all undergraduate courses and major courses tending to be.1 greater. For core
courses, we focus on the later two statements relating to personal attention. Finite math and physical sciences for
non science majors consistently show lower scores (.5 or less), while Senior Values Seminars show consistently
higher scores (.5 or greater) compared to all undergraduate courses. The Senior Values Seminars and American
Pluralism courses taken in junior or senior year also show a higher score (.5 higher) for thinking for oneself.
Among major course areas, philosophy/theology, languages, and interdisciplinary programs consistently receive
higher scores for both statements relating to personal attention. Philosophy/theology, languages, interdisciplinary
programs and theatre show higher scores for thinking for oneself. None of the major areas show lower scores.

Course Difficulty and Workload
So far we have been focusing on positive factors affecting learning and understanding. The better the fit between
course objectives and content, the greater the perceived value and interest in the subject, and the greater the per-
sonal attention received from instructors, the more we would expect students to self report learning and under-
standing the course material. The final factor is course difficulty and workload where we would expect that the
greater the difficulty and workload, the less we would expect students to learn and understand. These last two
statements ask students to mark the response that best represents their own perspective: Question 1—Subject dif-
ficulty, relative to other subjects and Question 2—Subject workload, relative to other subjects. The scale still ranges
from 1 to 9, but the labels are different with 1 “very easy,” 5 “medium,” and 9 “very hard.”

The mean for undergraduate courses is 5.9 for difficulty and 5.8 for workload. These values are one higher than 5,
which are labeled “medium” for these questions. In comparing the core and major courses, core courses are report-
ed to be easier than major courses with.1 less than the total, and major courses are.2 higher. Among the core cours-
es, calculus is consistently evaluated as more difficult (.5 higher), whereas computer science, freshman theology,
fine arts, and life sciences for non-science majors are consistently reported to be easier. Among major courses, only
biology and chemistry are consistently reported to be notably more difficult. None of the major courses are consis-
tently reported to be easier.

Self-Reported Learning and Understanding
The mean response to the SEEQ statement “You have learned and understood the subject materials in this class” is
7.2 with the difference between core and major courses repeating a now common pattern of core courses being .1
less than the total and major courses being .1 higher.
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Among core areas, notably lower understanding (.5 less) is reported for finite math, calculus, computer science,
and physical science for non science majors. Both finite math and physical science consistently received lower eval-
uations in terms of course content and fit with objectives, lower scores on liberal arts value and student interest,
and lower scores on perceived personal attention from instructors. Neither of these two core areas, however, was
perceived as notably more difficult. At the opposite extreme, among core courses are the Senior Values Seminars
which have notably higher self-reported levels of subjective understanding as well as more favorable evaluations of
course content and fit with objectives, higher scores on liberal arts value and student interest, stronger perceptions
of critical thinking, and report receiving more personal attention from instructors. Difficulty of course material is
neither notably higher nor notably lower for Senior Values Seminars compared to all courses together.

Among major courses, there were no reports of notably low levels of understanding. High levels of understanding
are reported for philosophy/theology, art history and music, theatre/visual arts, languages, and interdisciplinary
programs. Philosophy/theology and interdisciplinary programs also consistently receive favorable reports on 
course content and fit with objectives, liberal arts value and student interest, critical thinking and personal care
from instructors.

Student Achievement at the Institutional Level
In Fordham’s Fact Book, data are published on retention and graduate rates. From the Fact Book for 2002-2004,
Appendix 14.3 was extracted and updated. Focusing on full-time, first time freshmen who are predominantly
enrolled in FCRH, FCLC and CBA, we find that freshmen retention rates have increased from 82.7 for the class
entering in 1992 to 86.2 for the class entering in 1996. Since 1996, the number of entering freshmen has notably
increased by 250 students in 1997, by another 100 in 1998 and 1999 and between 90 to 150 students since 2000.
Despite these large increases, the freshmen retention rates have remained stable at a high rate fluctuating between
88 to 90 for classes entering after 1997.

The cumulative graduation rate which is evaluated at the end of the sixth year has also increased from 68.6 for
those entering in 1992 to 73.1 for those entering in 1996. Although the size of the freshmen class has increased,
as noted earlier, the graduation rate is higher—78.8 for those entering in 1997 and 77.5 for those entering in 1998.

Final Course Grades
An Overview of the Undergraduate Colleges
The above SEEQ course evaluations were not administered in all the undergraduate colleges; hence we begin
with a brief overview of summary statistics for Fordham’s Colleges, with data also for the College of Business
Administration and for Marymount College (Appendix 14.4).

For Fall 2003, the lowest mean grade is 2.93 for FCRH, followed by 3.07 for FCLS, 3.09 for FCLC with the high-
est grade of 3.19 for CBA. The percentage of A grades awarded for CBA courses is roughly double that of the
other three colleges. The percentage of B or better grades, however, is more similar ranging from 71 to 78
among CBA, FCLC, and FCLS. For FCRH, the comparable percentage is 62.

One factor affecting academic achievement is the academic ability of students. The verbal and math SATs for
our traditional fulltime student bodies at FCRH and FCLC are similar, while fulltime students at CBA have a
notably lower verbal SAT (roughly 30 points lower). Their mean math SAT, however, is between 10 and 13
points higher than FCRH and FCLC, respectively. FCLS, the liberal arts school for adult education with prima-
rily part time students, does not require data on SATs for admission and thus is difficult to compare. The ver-
bal and math SATs for fulltime students at Marymount College are notably lower than the comparable students
are at all three fulltime Fordham Colleges. Its mean course grade is, however, lower than FCLC and CBA but
higher than FCRH.
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Grades for Core and Major Courses at FCRH by Department
Each semester the Dean of FCRH shares with all faculty the average grade for the college as a whole and aver-
age grades for each department. The chairs also receive a report for their faculty for each course taught. In Fall
2003, council members asked for a breakdown of average grades by core freshmen/sophomore courses and all
other courses. The results are shown in Appendix 14.5. The data confirm that the average grade for core fresh-
men/sophomore courses is lower (2.88) than for other courses (2.99). The departments with the lowest grades
for freshmen/ sophomore core courses were chemistry, physics and mathematics, fluctuating between 2.62 and
2.64. For the other courses, the combined grade average for philosophy/theology was 3.22, exceeded by modern
languages (3.4), art history/music (3.32), and communication and media studies (3.24). This is similar to the
above SEEQ results.

Course Characteristics Related to Mean Course Grades
We extracted all undergraduate courses taught in FCRH, FCLC, and FCLS from the Student Information System
for Fall 2003. Characteristics associated with each course include the grades earned by students in the course,
the school in which the course was offered, and the course size. To this we added whether the course was a core
or major course and the instructor’s rank. Finally, we added whether the course participated in SEEQ or not. In
Appendix 14.6, we examine mean GPA for each of these course characteristics both prior to and after matching
courses with the SEEQ data file. The comparison provides an indication of whether the smaller SEEQ matched
file is representative of all courses.

Among these course characteristics, class size is most strongly related to course GPA. For all courses, grades
range from a high of 3.6 and 3.62 for tutorials of one and two students, respectively, to a low of 2.90 for courses
with 35 or more students. Since SEEQ was not distributed to courses with fewer than 3 students, these highest
grades are not found in the grade/SEEQ matched file. The mean GPA for the other course sizes are similar in
the two files. After course size, the second most important factor is faculty rank where the lowest mean GPA is
given by full professors and associate professors (2.89 and 2.91, respectively) and the highest GPA of 3.08 is
given by adjuncts. Graduate teaching fellows/associates are similar in their grading to full and associate profes-
sors. The middle group of grades ranging from 2.98 to 3.02 is tenure track assistant professors, clinical faculty,
and miscellaneous faculty, the latter of which includes visiting professors, phased retirement faculty, and post
docs. The mean GPAs by faculty rank are similar in the grade/SEEQ matched file. The third most important
factor is school. The difference between the schools in mean GPA, which we examined earlier, is also evident in
the SEEQ matched file.

The two least important characteristics affecting GPA among all courses are core status, that is, the difference
between core and major courses, and whether or not the course participated in the distribution of the SEEQ
forms. The GPA for major courses is 3.04 compared to 2.95 for core courses. Courses which did not participate
in SEEQ had higher GPAs, partly as a consequence of size. In summary, the SEEQ matched course file under
represents the highest grades by eliminating small tutorials, but overall, the similarity of GPAs among the
other course characteristics provides confidence that the nature of the relationships is not seriously distorted.

Course Characteristics, SEEQ Evaluations and Mean Course Grades
We begin with a cautionary statement. Few faculty or students would disagree that a mix of factors are
involved in determining the final course grade. These include students’ intellectual abilities and special talents,
their prior exposure and familiarity with the area of study, students’ interest in the subject and motivation to
excel, the difficulty of the subject material, faculty’s enthusiasm and knowledge of the material, and the rela-
tionship between student’s style of learning and professor’s style of teaching. This analysis is based on cross
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sectional data. Although the SEEQ evaluations are completed by students prior to the final grading period, the
closeness of the timing makes its difficult to untangle the direction of causality. This examination focuses on
course characteristics and SEEQ evaluations as variables affecting mean course grades.

Above we have just described the relationship between each course characteristic with course grades. Now we
will describe the relationship of students self reports from SEEQ with objective course grades. Do courses with
higher average student evaluations receive higher average grades? Our central variable of interest from SEEQ is
Question 4, the students’ self report of learning and understand (subjective learning). From each of the four
groups of SEEQ statements discussed earlier, we selected one statement to represent the group. The statements
selected were as follows: from course content and fit, Question 29 (helpful readings); from liberal arts values,
Question 2 (learned something valuable), from critical thinking and personal care, Question 16 (critical think-
ing), and from course difficulty and workload, Question 1 (subject difficulty). In addition, we kept Question 18
(instructor genuine interest) because of its importance to cura personalis.

Of these six SEEQ statements, the strongest relationship with objective course grades was students self report
of learning (r =.46). Following in order of importance, the greater promotion of critical thinking in the course
(r=.40), the greater the instructor’s genuine interest in students (r=.38), the stronger the perceptions that 
what was learned was valuable (r=.36), the more helpful the readings (r=.33), the higher the objective course
grades. The only negative factor in terms of objective grades is course difficulty (r=-.31). Each of the SEEQ
statements was more strongly related to average course grades than any of the course characteristics (school,
faculty rank, course size, and core status) we discussed earlier. Of the course characteristics, course size was
the most important (r=.23).

For the multivariate analysis, course grades were regressed on all six SEEQ variables simultaneously (Appendix
14.7). Students’ self reported learning remains the most important variable affecting objective grades. In addi-
tion, course difficulty and instructor’s genuine interest persist as significant factors directly affecting objective
grades. The influence of learning something valuable, having more helpful readings, and encouragement of
critical thinking exert their influence indirectly on grades by directly affecting students subjective learning,
which in turn directly affects grades. After controlling for the course characteristics, the significance and mag-
nitude of the above SEEQ statements persist.

For the multivariate analysis of course characteristics, average course grades were regressed on all five vari-
ables simultaneously. When this was done, only the variable for school changed in a dramatic way. The earlier
higher grades in FCLS (+.15) compared to FCRH were no longer meaningful. This change is related to the
notably greater reliance on adjuncts in the nontraditional evening school compared to FCRH as well as the
greater prevalence of both major courses and smaller courses. The difference between FCLC and FCRH persist-
ed but was reduced slightly from .16 to.13. When SEEQ statements were added, the major change was for facul-
ty rank, in particular for assistant professors. When other course characteristics were entered, assistant
professors still awarded significantly higher grades (.10) than full/associate professors. However, when SEEQ
statements were controlled, the difference in grading, between assistants and full/associates, was no longer
meaningful. Assistant professors received more favorable evaluations than associate/full professors on stu-
dents’ self reported learning and perceived genuine interest in students which directly affect grades. In addi-
tion, assistants received more favorable evaluations on valuable readings, learning something valuable from
the course, and promoting critical thinking, all of which directly affect subjective learning, which in turn
directly affects GPA. So, once these more favorable SEEQ evaluations of assistant professors are controlled for,
there is no longer a difference in grading among tenure track faculty. The multiple R for the full model of
course characteristics and SEEQ evaluations was .58.
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Alumni
Increased Need for Alumni Outcomes
Beginning in 2003-2004, the annual report which all departments and interdisciplinary programs must submit
explicitly requested information on outcome assessments, especially on student outcomes. Among the seven
departments we have been focusing on, the most common response has been to propose doing an exit inter-
view. Thus far, one department has successfully accomplished this, while another tried but noted that student
compliance was very low. In addition, one department has implemented a standardized discipline based test
among their graduating majors once every three years and another department does periodic surveys and
publishes an alumni directory. During the 2004-2005 academic year, two sociology professors in conjunction
with their research methods class have undertaken a pilot study of program effectiveness and student satisfac-
tion focused on undergraduate sociology majors at FCLC.

The importance of following up on alumni was also highlighted in the Spring 2004 Report of the Major
Advising Committee of FCRH College Council. This report recommended college-wide outcome assessment of
our majors. Monitoring the life experiences and career paths of our graduates and obtaining their feedback is
essential if we wish to work toward continually improving our current major programs. Such information
would also be useful in networking current and past majors.

Current Information on Seniors
What information on graduates do we currently have? With the graduating Class of 2004, a major effort was
made to increase the number of graduating seniors filling out the 2004 College Student Survey (national) and
Fordham’s one page survey from the Office of Career Placement and Planning. Both surveys include relevant
data on educational and occupational aspirations and achievements. The primary data collection effort was
focused on students when they picked up their caps and gowns for graduation. Of the 1,611 undergraduate
degrees awarded in May 2004 to the five undergraduate colleges (FCRH, FCLC, FCLS, CBA, and Marymount),
approximately one half filled out the national CSS. For longitudinal comparisons from freshman to senior year,
data were available on only one-third of the graduates. The CPP survey collected at the same time had a slight-
ly lower response rate of 44%.

While the CSS does not distinguish college, the Career Placement Planning survey does. Given differences in
the academic credentials required for admission, differences in liberal arts and sciences education versus busi-
ness administration education, and the very different educational experiences of traditional fulltime versus
part time students, it is important in assessing student outcomes to differentiate the colleges from each other.
From the CPP survey, we find that 88% of the FCLC graduates participated, but only 26% of the graduates of
FCRH did so. For CBA, 41% participated. The response rate for FCLS was less than 10% and for Marymount
73%. These disparate response rates, when combined together, do not give us an accurate or representative
portrait of undergraduate education at Fordham as a whole.

One of the reasons for participating in the national CSS is benchmarking. Apart from notable differences in
participation by school which we presume from the CPP data, what schools are we comparing ourselves with?
For the CSS, 163 schools participated. Of these, 10 are identified as private universities which are in the catego-
ry in which Fordham is listed. The total number of students for this category is 3507 for the cross sectional
survey of which 801 are Fordham students. The majority of students (N=25,082) participating in CSS are 
from 140 four year colleges. The Jesuit consortium to which Fordham belongs sent us responses from 6 Jesuit
schools, all of which according to the Carnegie classification would be masters-university. Since Fordham is a
private doctoral/research university, how can we meaningfully compare ourselves to institutions which have



qualitatively different environments and resources? It is imperative that we identify an appropriate vehicle for
comparisons prior to making any policy decisions. One such vehicle might be the National Survey of Student
Engagement in which 470 institutions and 80,000 seniors participated in 2004. Findings are reported for five
categories of institutions—doctoral/extensive, doctoral/intensive, master’s, bachelor’s-liberal arts, and bache-
lor’s-general.

There are other offices which collect data on our graduates—in particular students who applied to medical or
law schools, their test scores, whether they are accepted and where matriculated. These data have not been
widely shared with the larger University community. There is no systematic approach to collecting student
GRE or GMAT scores. In contrast, the Office of Prestigious Fellowships has been expanded, given appropriate
space and greater support for its work. The successful accomplishments of this office in terms of awards
received are proudly announced at Encaenia along with students elected into national honorary societies,
including Phi Beta Kappa, Sigma Chi, and Alpha Sigma Nu. Alumni Relations updates educational, employ-
ment and family history of all alumni every four years in preparation for releasing the Alumni Directory.

Summary of Major Findings
As summarized by the Middle States Commission, assessment of student learning is a process whereby the 
institution articulates expected student learning at the institutional, program and individual course levels with 
the greatest specificity at the course level. While not all learning objectives can be readily measured, the systematic
evaluation of what has been learned is essential to monitoring the quality of desired educational outcomes. A 
commitment to assessing student requires a parallel commitment to ensuring its use in improving teaching 
and learning.

Elements of the University’s five goals of intellectual excellence, moral values, religious concerns, a humanistic
component to every discipline, and active engagement in the contemporary world are reflected in the special learn-
ing objectives summarized for core curriculum areas in the Undergraduate Bulletin issued every two years. There is
a progression of knowledge, skills and competencies beginning with improving basic skills in writing and mathe-
matical reasoning, extending to knowledge-based overviews of the humanities, social sciences, natural sciences,
promoting the development of critical thinking skills, and culminating in the capstone senior seminar in values
and moral choices.

There are pre-assessment procedures and structures to evaluate core curriculum proposals for freshman seminars,
American Pluralism, Global Studies and Senior Values Seminar each semester. All other core courses are managed
by the appropriate department. There are no current procedures in the Arts and Sciences Council to monitor or
evaluate whether the core curriculum courses are successfully educating students in the manner intended. While
the development of such an evaluation mechanism was noted in the original core curriculum document, it was
never implemented. In addition to developing evaluation procedures, the exploratory review of core course syllabi
suggests the need for discipline-based faculty forums from similar core curriculum areas to discuss specific learn-
ing objectives, the link of such objectives with core curriculum goals, the content of substantive material to be cov-
ered, opportunities for feedback to students, and the strategies for assessing student achievement.

The structure and procedures for review of major programs are in place, including the input from external evalua-
tors. In addition, the new format for the annual report reinforces continual monitoring of specific program objec-
tives and assessment of student outcomes. The initial response of departments to the revised annual reports has
been most encouraging, particularly with respect to assessing or planning to assess the achievements of graduating
seniors and recent alumni. If departments are to be successful in meeting the challenges of student learning assess-
ment, it is clear that a centralized group of administrators and faculty should provide the resources and expertise to
guide this college-wide endeavor.
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Course evaluations (SEEQ) are done every semester and in Fall 2003, 77% of students enrolled in liberal arts and
sciences courses participated. Only the CIRP filled in during orientation week has greater participation. Selected
statements were used to assess students perception of course objectives, liberal arts values, critical thinking, gen-
uine interest of faculty and self reported learning and understanding. The arithmetic means indicated that students
agreed that the content of examinations and graded materials were emphasized by the instructor, they learned
something valuable, the instructor presented other points of view, students were encouraged to express their own
ideas and that they had learned and understood the subject materials in this class. Students in core courses gave
less favorable reports than students in major courses.

Evidence of student achievement at the institutional level is reflected in freshmen retention rates which have
increased from 82.7% for the class entering in 1992 to 86.2% for the class entering in 1996 to between 88%-90% 
for classes entering after 1997-2003. The cumulative graduation rate evaluated at the sixth year has increased 
from 68.6% for those entering in 1992, to 73.1% for those entering in 1996 to 77.5% for those entering in 1998.

Recommendations
1. The Core Curriculum Committee of the Arts and Sciences Council, in consultation with relevant subcommittees

and departments of each core course area, should develop a procedure for evaluating all core curriculum areas.

2. Academic Affairs should review and improve academic advising.

3. The University should collect data from current seniors and recent alumni about their undergraduate and post-
graduate experiences and communicate this information to its constituencies.
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FORDHAM AS NEIGHBOR

Fordham University has a long and active history as neighbor, institutional citizen and civic leader down through
the years since 1841 in our Bronx, Manhattan and Westchester communities surrounding, respectively, the Rose
Hill, Lincoln Center and Marymount/ Tarrytown Campuses.

Historical Perspective
Rose Hill, The Bronx
During the first 125 years of our history, these relationships came somewhat naturally as Fordham in the Bronx, the
small sleepy village that arose alongside the rail station of the then developing New York Central Railroad—and
whose name was ultimately adopted by the University as a sign of connectedness and a strong geographic identity
with its neighbors—gradually transformed from a rural country farming district into a dense urban residential
“uptown” for a New York City based on a growing industrial economy. This was made possible largely through the
extension of elevated rail, subway and streetcar lines from downtown up into the Bronx around the turn of the 20th
century, leading to the development of medium to high density multi-family apartment neighborhoods, and draw-
ing many immigrant and first generation Irish Catholic, Italian Catholic, and Jewish families into these newer resi-
dential quarters from Manhattan tenement neighborhoods, seeking a better life for themselves and their children,
all now in this newly minted Borough of the Bronx.

Over the more recent 40-year period, Fordham has had to become more proactive in the wake of the vast urban 
crisis that enveloped and afflicted these now aging and increasingly worn down neighborhoods surrounding the
Rose Hill Campus. This was greatly exacerbated by major demographic shifts bringing in many poorer families 
as part of a largely non-English speaking Hispanic/Latina migration, accompanied or followed by an influx of
Afro-Caribbean, as well as additional American Blacks, also seeking a better life, and punctuated by an increasing
middle class flight to the suburbs. All this movement was taking place in a new rapidly changing post-industrial
environment presaging a downward spiral that occurred on such an unprecedented scale that “The Bronx” became
a by-word of urban legend. This urban maelstrom—renowned for its large scale arson, disinvestment, multidimen-
sional civic abandonment and decline—mushroomed, peaked and finally subsided, leading to renewed physical
and civic revival for the borough as a whole, sparked largely by grass-roots citizen initiatives (often spearheaded by
area churches and church related groups) through gradual stabilization and redevelopment strategies in which
Fordham University has played, and continues to play, a significant and supportive leadership role.

A New Proactive Posture and Relationship Including Contemporaneous Impacts
Since the mid-to-late 1970’s Fordham has recognized the need for a central institutional catalyst and clearinghouse
to help promote its participation in both the efforts to build stronger community relationships on this new basis,
and to participate creatively in the redevelopment of the neighborhoods of this Borough. This challenging task was
initially led by an Assistant to the President for Urban Affairs, who was commissioned to orchestrate Fordham’s
overall engagement and contributions. Subsequently, in 1985, the effort was more formally institutionalized in a
newly established Office of Government Relations and Urban Affairs, which also created, nurtured and housed the
University’s Community Service Program. In the most recent ten-year period since the prior Middle States review,
Fordham’s institutional initiatives in this area have been able to solidify the mushrooming revival and positive
reversal in the life of the Borough of the Bronx through a continuing, focused, selective, yet multidimensional and
targeted engagement with the Bronx community. Fordham University found itself handicapped to a certain degree
in its natural capacity to become more closely engaged in certain aspects of the physical redevelopment efforts
underway in the Borough of the Bronx, since Fordham lacks a professional school of Urban Planning, Urban Design
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and/or Architecture which could have provided a more natural set of affinities to serve as the basis for Fordham’s
institutional response. Thus it became a greater and a more creatively innovative challenge to launch truly mean-
ingful initiatives with the community.

With respect to the overall question of Fordham’s institutional life, involving the complex interrelationship with its
neighbors and its various communities, these activities have embraced, but necessarily transcended, Fordham’s tra-
ditional academic, teaching and research mission, due to Fordham’s even broader nature as a social institution and
economic actor. This comprehends Fordham’s status as a major borough employer in the Bronx, a procurer of
goods and services at all of its campuses, a local economic market participant (including real estate activities) with
a historically modest but growing endowment, a venue or magnet that brings people (students, faculty, staff, guests
and visitors) into each of its communities every day, inter alia, to enjoy, use, maintain and operate its large institu-
tional campus facilities, and finally the multiplier effect that all these activities, involving both economic and social
capital—either directly or indirectly mediated—have on the local communities surrounding each of its campuses.

All of this, in addition to those physical development and advancement undertakings, actual and proposed, can 
and do impinge upon the neighboring community environment at each of our campuses. These factors can act 
to advance, constrain the shape and scope of any university development. In addition, these activities can and do
impact Fordham’s relationship with its communities in a variety of ways and represent an ancillary outgrowth or
by-product, though not necessarily a core function, of its academic mission. They continue to shape the contours
and constrain and enhance possibilities that suggest the type of role that Fordham can play as an institutional citi-
zen within each of its communities.

Over the past 25 years Fordham at Rose Hill has become increasingly oriented toward the Belmont—Arthur
Avenue community just to the south of Fordham Road, known as the “Little Italy of the Bronx.” This lower density,
lower rise, smaller scale—almost village like—community with “old world charm” contains a vast array of Italian
restaurants, bakeries, pastry shops, cafes, cheese, pork, other specialty food and wines shops, as well as a public
market and various Italian American cultural institutions, and has retained much of its ethnic flavor while under-
going many of the same ethnic shifts as other portions of the Bronx. Our Lady of Mount Carmel Church, estab-
lished in 1906, serves as an Italian National Parish for the entire Bronx/Westchester area. This neighborhood has
become a primary venue for Fordham families, alumni, visitors, parents, and prospective students who want to dine
or shop when attending various Fordham events such as orientation and pre-orientation visits, athletic games and
sporting events, lectures, concerts, Dean’s Day, commencement and the myriad other University activities. The rela-
tionship has become important for Fordham and the other area institutions that surround and encompass Belmont
especially the Bronx Zoo, St. Barnabas Hospital, the New York Botanical Garden and even Montefiore Medical
Center and the office workers at Fordham Plaza.

While Italians are still numbered among the residents of the area, over the years there has been a major influx of
Albanians, Kosovars, Yugoslavians, Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, other Central Americans and even some relatively
newer Italian immigrants. Most importantly, this neighborhood has become a home to many Fordham students,
with about 250 living within University sponsored housing in the neighborhood and another 350 in private market
housing in this convenient neighborhood. While there have been some of the unavoidable and the endemic town-
gown issues and concerns, the student population contributes to the overall vitality of the community, and the stu-
dents benefit from “rubbing elbows” with a very diverse groupings of people from different ethnic, racial and
socio-economic groups and classes. Students will likely continue to live here, whether or not the University spon-
sors and actually provides housing in the neighborhood, because as is evident from the numbers, many students
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continue to opt for private market housing in this neighborhood to escape from what some experience as the pater-
nalistic controls of University residence halls.

Lincoln Center, Manhattan
Fordham’s Lincoln Center Campus in Manhattan was initially planned largely over the course of a single decade
(1958-68) as part of an overall Federal Urban Renewal Plan first advanced by the City of New York for the Lincoln
Square neighborhood area in the mid to late 1950’s. This urban renewal made possible and presented a means for
Fordham to relocate and reconfigure in a single location all of its downtown graduate professional and undergradu-
ate operations that had been historically rooted in Manhattan for the better part of the last century, but in a scat-
tered fashion throughout downtown and some of the midtown area. From a public policy viewpoint this Lincoln
Center project is now considered perhaps the only truly successful Urban Renewal project ever undertaken by the
City during that period or since, successfully transforming what was considered a marginal and downtrodden tene-
ment area through “slum clearance” into a cultural arts center and educational Mecca that became the hinge or
anchor for the redevelopment of the entire Columbus Circle/Lincoln Square shank between midtown-west and the
upper west side.

From one community perspective, however, this now long abandoned style of urban renewal policy, often poorly
implemented and ill-conceived by shortsighted and callous planners and bureaucrats, despite its success in this
instant case, still dislocated and uprooted people who did not have many alternatives open to them even though
relocation services were provided, setting off, it is sometimes charged, a wave of upscale gentrification in the area
which has further impacted the entire west side of Manhattan. This has produced a certain level of lingering resent-
ment and sensitivities, both sincere and feigned, some of which still endures today, calling for a proactive and cre-
ative set of considerations in shaping the contemporary relationship between the educational enterprise located
there and the surrounding community. This history has implications for the ambitious new Master Plan
Development that Fordham has announced for the Lincoln Center Campus which will provide much needed aca-
demic and residential facilities for a campus whose plant was designed for about 3500, and now serves close to
8,000 students. The School of Law, Graduate School of Social Service and Graduate School of Education have 
consistently been strong partners in the community, providing field placements, clinics, and other kinds of public
service contributions both independently and in collaboration with an array of governmental, community and
social service organizations and networks.

Fordham’s Catholic and Jesuit Tradition, Mission, Identity, and Ministry
As an independent Catholic institution of higher education and the Jesuit University of New York, Fordham has
attempted to proceed in its community undertakings over the past 25 to 30 years more deeply informed and guided
by both the Catholic and Jesuit traditions in which it is rooted; cognizant, as well, of its own unique mission, vision
and more recently unfolding strategic planning. These normative and strategic considerations must inform all
aspects of the life of Fordham as a Catholic and Jesuit institution, but are particularly salient with respect to an
institution’s dealings with “the neighbor.” To further explore the demands of the contemporary Catholic mission we
are challenged to turn to one of the primary documents of Vatican II,“The Church in the Modern World” (Gaudium
et Spes, translated “Joy and Hope”), and try to take to heart what the Council proclaims as a concern for the fullness
of life, calling on the church to dedicate itself, through means that are always being renewed, to work with all men
and women,“in their grief ’s and anxieties.” This call, though fundamentally spiritual in orientation, is at once inte-
grally social and always includes a material dimension. It affirms that the church’s apostolic work must enable people
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to become more truly human with full human dignity—active participants in building a better world and looking
for the “Kingdom of God.” Fordham has attempted to take this seriously in its relationship with “the Neighbor.”

Pope John Paul II confirmed that this orientation demands a concern for and solidarity with the poor on the part of
all. He personally identified himself with this orientation since he was “convinced that he could not do otherwise
because this option is the perennial message of the gospel… the way Christ acted… the way the apostles acted…
what the church has done for 2,000 years… an option founded on the very Word of God!” This call of the Pope to
the universal church contains an appeal to the promotion of justice, but insists that we not give it a too narrow or
reductionist meaning or sense, by truncating the gospel proclamation of the Kingdom of God and depriving peo-
ple—poor, ordinary and rich alike—of receiving the more comprehensive truth about what it means to be
human—a search that the University respects in its dealings with all of its communities.

The particularly Jesuit charism embraces the Catholic message in a special way as applied to dealings with “the
Neighbor.” Demanding “cura personalis”—care for individual—for those whom it serves, it also mandated that
those who are formed by the Jesuit university, become,“men and women for and with others,” thus introducing an
element of solidarity into the field of human service, social action, as well as individual acting and being. Can the
institutional leadership of a Jesuit university be other than faithful stewards and exemplars of this mandate in their
dealings? Decree Four of the 32nd General Congregation of the Society of Jesus proclaimed and insisted upon the
linkage of the “service of faith and the promotion of justice” as the priority of priorities in all the varied apostolic
works of the Society. Whatever a Jesuit institution is doing, it must reflect an involvement in the promotion of jus-
tice—no one can be exempted from solidarity with the human community. The 33rd General Congregation boldly
declared that “We have not always recognized that the social justice that we are called to is part of that justice of the
Gospel, which is the embodiment of God’s love and saving mercy.” It is biblical at root.

The current Father General of the Society, Hans Peter Kolvenbach, confirms that these words, along with those of
the Pope, provide the reassurance that this preferential option for the poor and the promotion of justice as an apos-
tolic priority is “a part of the church’s tradition,” but they each also insist that these expressions be understood in a
wider sense—that the option includes the whole of the truth about the human person, which Jesuit institutions
must respond to without ambiguity or delay. These principles are and have been of extreme import in informing
our relationship and any specific collaboration with the community. The 4th Decree of the 32nd Congregation
describes the power that the educational apostolate has to contribute to the formation of multipliers for the process
of educating the world itself in order to be a powerful leaven for the transformation of attitudes and humanizing
the social climate. Therefore the “option for the poor” in service and solidarity, or the promotion of justice in the
name of the Gospel, is not at all in conflict with the educational apostolate. A Catholic and Jesuit university must
always bear witness to this priority through all of its relationships but especially with “The Neighbor.”

Major Initiatives and Undertakings
We will now briefly describe and evaluate some of the ways that Fordham University has institutionally responded
to its neighbors over the recent past, given the contemporary social conditions and circumstances that obtain as
described above, and in the light of some of the salient principles of both its Jesuit and Catholic heritage. We will
begin with the Rose Hill Campus in the Bronx where initiatives were shaped in response to the impinging urban
crisis, and where the Jesuit commitment to community service and social justice has remained strong over the
years. One of the major Fordham institutional initiatives continuing to have a strong and enduring ongoing impact
today is the University Neighborhood Housing Program.
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University Neighborhood Housing Program (UNHP)
This innovative program was created in 1983 by Fordham’s Board of Trustees as a vehicle to focus the University’s
involvement in Bronx community redevelopment efforts around housing preservation and affordability in the
neighborhoods surrounding the Rose Hill Campus, when at a time of both crisis yet increasing promise, Fordham
responded to a direct request from an area Church related grass roots community coalition. By 1988 this venture
was transformed into a formal partnership with that group, the Northwest Bronx Community and Clergy Coalition
(NWBCCC), which by that time had been characterized as one of the longest and largest sustained Alinsky-style
grass roots community-based organizations in the country; having been inaugurated back in 1974 through the 
initiative of the Northwest Bronx Catholic Clergy Conference with a strong institutional assist from Fordham
University and its students. The University and the Coalition sensed an opportunity to join forces more closely in
1988 to reverse the decay that had taken place in the Bronx. UNHP’s mission is to create, preserve and develop
affordable housing for the low-income residents of the Northwest Bronx by creating and sustaining innovative
financing mechanisms. UNHP has taken the lead in dozens of projects responding to tenants and other communi-
ty-based groups who seek housing improvements by determining the scope of work needed in such buildings, and
making and/or obtaining the loans necessary for the renovation, refinancing and in some cases acquisition of the
building. Serving as a financial intermediary and a technical assistance provider to local non-profit community
housing development corporations, UNHP, by refocusing bank lending into appropriate projects that help preserve
both the physical integrity and the affordability of the area’s housing, has now helped reverse decades of destructive
disinvestment.

This active collaboration between Fordham and the NWBCCC allowed UNHP to build on the prestige, reputation
and skills of each partner to create new models and sources of financing. In its 22-year history UNHP has estab-
lished lines of credit with a wide array of banks and other lenders, local and national, directly leveraging and pack-
aging close to $25 million in financing and rehabilitation loans for some 100 multi-family properties comprising at
least 3,000 residential units. Many other projects have been indirectly aided through the provision of technical
assistance services and the indirect leveraging of capital. UNHP has accomplished this through its mini-loan pro-
gram, green loan program (focused on energy and environmental cost savings), bridge financing, short-term inter-
est rate reduction loan program and its packaging of major long-term participation loans for rehabilitation projects
with regulated institutional lenders. It has recently organized over the past two years, a consortium of such institu-
tional lenders, along with FannieMae and the Enterprise Foundation, and in tandem with New York City housing
agencies plans to establish a multi-family assistance center to focus on the newer and debilitating problem of over
financing by identifying distressed properties in each banks’ loan portfolio through a clearinghouse that would
seek to circumvent, in a pro-active manner, some of the serious negative effects of potentially lengthy foreclosure
procedures upon the residents of the neighborhood.

UNHP has also launched a Fordham Community Action Plan, seeking to build upon prior successes, including
attention to public amenities and social services that benefit community residents, and therefore add the necessary
resources to permanently stabilize these neighborhoods. In the past these types of efforts have included a daycare
provider support network to assist women and families confronted with the burden of the fairly strict compliance
imposed by the “Welfare Reform Act.” More recently, UNHP has become involved as a placement site in a Peace
Corps internship program for returning Peace Corps volunteers, sponsored through Fordham’s graduate level
International Political Economy and Development (IPED) Master’s Degree program.
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UNHP’s innovative collaboration has been an exemplar of the principles inherent in Fordham’s Catholic and Jesuit
heritage over the years and up to the present, and has drawn in a broad array of Fordham faculty, administrators,
alumni, students, former trustees and even a former President of the University in varied roles as Board members,
professional staff, interns, supporters and stakeholders. It has received both prominent city-wide and national
recognition. William Frey, who has served as the acting president of the Enterprise Foundation stated that “A lot of
Universities talk about how their school is involved in the community, but UNHP has been a way for Fordham to tie
itself into the community in a meaningful way… they have created a model for the rest of the country.” The United
States Jesuit Conference honored UNHP with a national designation as a model project in its “Building Just
Communities Campaign” in 2001. Funnyman also designated UNHP as a recipient for the first of its national
FannieMae Fellows awards and was also awarded it its Maxwell Award of Excellence for affordable housing produc-
tion. It has also won an annual award conferred by the National Housing Conference for its work as a key actor in
the Northwest Bronx Non-Profit Network. Finally, UNHP was designated in 2001 as a Community Development
Financial Institution (CDFI) by the United States Department of Treasury, which has enabled it to secure more
community development loan fund investments from regulated financial institutions, growing its resource base. In
the words of Father Vincent O’Keefe S.J., former UNHP Board member,“we must insist on collaboration, involving
both the community and the university. Each is strengthened and enriched by the other partner in a manner that
brings about truly sustaining advances and human development.”

Fordham Sponsored HUD Senior Housing
UNHP has not been Fordham’s only first and only foray into affordable community housing. The University began
its first venture into the world of building affordable housing for the community through its direct sponsorship of a
HUD Section 202 Housing Project for low income senior citizens and handicapped in late 1982. This nine story, 119
unit apartment building was constructed on a piece of abandoned New York City Park land adjacent to the Rose
Hill Campus, that had deteriorated into an unsightly dumping ground, and for which the University obtained from
the City with the intent of using this land for desperately needed safe, affordable housing for senior citizens and
handicapped of all ages—with a special set-aside for the local community. The building formally opened in March
1986 and has been a major success, incorporating this sizeable community of seniors and integrating them in a
variety of ways into the University community.

This building is managed by the Rose Hill Management Corporation, a not-for-profit housing management compa-
ny established by the University, which now also runs a second companion building located a few blocks away,
co-sponsored in this case by the Fordham—Bedford Housing Corporation, a non-profit housing development cor-
poration which owns approximately 90 buildings in the area immediately to the west of the Rose Hill Campus. The
joint resources and experience of both groups have enabled another vacant city owned lot in the community to be
turned into affordable senior citizen housing. Both buildings enjoy federal Section 8 rental subsidies for all of the
residents. Social services are provided in each of the buildings which also have security guards around the clock.
Fordham remains the active sponsor of both projects.

Fordham’s Student Community Service, Urban Internship, and Service Learning Programs
The University’s Community Service Program (CSP) which was begun 20 years ago on the Rose Hill campus with a
single part-time administrator has now grown to three full-time administrators and an array of student interns at
both Rose Hill and Lincoln Center and with a fourth person working under the aegis of Campus Ministry at the
Marymount /Tarrytown Campus. It has assisted tens of thousands of students, who were in many respects already
exemplars of the Jesuit tradition of service to be more effectively and creatively engaged in initiatives with a broad
array of local community organizations as volunteers and interns. These service opportunities have included a
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broad and diverse set of initiatives including but not limited to working in shelters for homeless families and indi-
viduals, volunteering at soup kitchens, working with agencies that provide services to those afflicted with
HIV/AIDS, delivering meals to and visiting the homes of the infirm and aged, offering advice and advocacy on
housing issues, assisting with community development projects, working with children and teens in after school
programs, refereeing sports leagues for local youths, working with community gardens and environmental projects,
working in community centers and in a broad array of tutoring and mentoring initiatives in local schools and after
school centers.

The Community Service Program (CSP) has built relationships with over 300 local community organizations across
New York City and serves as a liaison between these agencies and University resources at all of our campuses,
including student volunteers and interns, access to University facilities, programs and special events, advertisement
of employment opportunities, and a switchboard to connect agencies to academic departments and student organi-
zations. Over the past academic year alone (2004-05), the Program has seen the addition of 39 new community
organizations/agencies seeking student volunteers at Rose Hill, with over 85 Bronx organizations participating in
the semi-annual Community Service Volunteer Fair to recruit volunteers and interns. The CSP has worked with
each of these organizations to provide valuable student placements that mutually enrich those who are served as
well as those who serve. At the Lincoln Center Campus in Manhattan, where a Community Service Program was
fully established only four years ago in 2001, nine new organizations were added this past year and the Circle K
service club was reinstated through CSP efforts. A total of 834 volunteers at Rose Hill and 135 service volunteers at
Lincoln Center were recruited for regular ongoing service placements in the community along with 292 students 
at Rose Hill and 176 at Lincoln Center who were recruited for special service projects. The Urban Plunge Program
designed for incoming new students as a pre-orientation program yielded participation by 119 incoming freshmen
at Rose Hill and 21 incoming at Lincoln Center who were introduced to their surrounding community, to local com-
munity organizations and to social justice issues throughout the weekend.

The CSP undertook two new public school relationships with funding from The After School Corporation (TASC)
offering University resources and programming through the Bronx College Town Program both at the school site
and the Rose Hill Campus involving students and faculty members. The CSP has maintained the Urban/ Commu-
nity Internship Program that employs undergraduate students at local not-for-profit community organizations with
an environmental focus through a combination of Con Ed and Federal Work Study funding. Most telling regarding
their impact on the organizations, upon graduation several interns are often hired by intern host organizations for
full-time, professional positions. The CSP also helped establish a “First Book” chapter at the Rose Hill campus in
2004, whose mission is to give children from low-income families the opportunity to read and own their first new
books. Fordham “First Book” has fully funded two local shelters with a library of 12 books for each of their residen-
tial children.

In 1999, a Service Learning Program was established at Fordham College Rose Hill which was subsequently extend-
ed to Fordham College Lincoln Center, and in a somewhat modified form a companion program has evolved at 
the College of Business Administration. A total of 55 students were registered in the One Credit Service Learning
Program at Rose Hill while 25 students at Lincoln Center were registered for such course work during the 2004-
2005 academic year. The Service Learning continues to grow by leaps and bounds offering 14 courses and seminars
at both campuses which contained a community service component during the same academic year, with an addi-
tional two academic programs requiring service as a requirement for enrolled students. Four brand new courses
with a service component were developed this Fall 2005. The Community Service Program has become a hallmark
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and embodiment of Fordham’s fulfillment of its Jesuit and Catholic mission. To serve the less fortunate and become
engaged in activities that directly relate to the preferential option for the poor and the promotion of social justice,
within the broader search for the truth.

The Regional Education Technology Center
In 1992, Fordham obtained a $9 million capital construction grant from the State of New York Legislature toward
the development of what was to become Fordham’s new, contemporary gothic, state-of-the-art Walsh Family
Library largely as a result of a proposal that committed the University to establish a Regional Educational
Technology Center as part of this new library. The new Center, headquartered within the four walls of the Walsh
Family Library, would work with and serve middle and secondary school teachers in the distressed school districts
of the Bronx and lower Westchester County, training them in how to incorporate and integrate technology into the
curriculum and pedagogical methods in their classrooms.

Fordham’s Regional Educational Technology Center (RETC) provides specialized professional development pro-
grams, based in educational research, with a focus on Lives, Learning and Outreach. The RETC’s mission is to pro-
vide leadership and support in professional development programs and research services for educators and adult
learners locally, nationally and internationally. Based on their educational expertise, we research and develop edu-
cational applications of technology and instructional best practices to meet the needs of today’s educators and
other professionals.

The vision of the RETC is grounded in a deep respect for individual potential and a commitment to community
development and can be articulated as follows:

• Learning as Transformation—an approach to learning that empowers individual adults to embark upon a
journey of lifelong learning and development.

• Community Service and Outreach—the commitment to fostering, developing and maintaining committed
relationships with the surrounding community.

• Research-Based Adult Learning Development and Initiatives—a dedication to identifying, developing and
refining current and emergent trends and ideas in adult learning theory and their application to professional
development for k-12, adult and higher education faculty.

• Educational Applications of Emerging Technologies-identify, develop and evaluate educational application and
instructional methodologies for innovative software and technologies.

The current RETC programs have served over 5,000 participants locally and nationwide via the Center’s award-
winning face-to-face, hybrid, and online professional development courses and events, and more than 14,000 listen-
ers via their nationally acclaimed professional development web-based broadcasts.

Outreach
Fordham’s RETC has significant impact on education across city, national and international levels. With a staff
and programs that are recognized leaders in research, theory and practice, the RETC is realizing its goal of
transforming lives and learning through outreach in practical and academic arenas. With a fundamental vision
of assisting the Bronx in its economic redevelopment, the RETC addresses the social economic status and relat-
ed educational needs of its community members.

Working with community schools and organizations, we have developed programs to provide computer litera-
cy, career awareness, and computer certifications to at risk youth, their parents, teachers, and school leaders.
In addition, they have advocated, written funding requests, and gained computer equipment for the schools
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from the Bronx Borough’s President’s Office. They have also partnered with the 1199 Healthcare Union Training
Fund to evaluate an innovative, grassroots training program for nursing home workers. Their vision is that 
by changing lives, they can make the greatest difference in the community. By changing learning, they can
change the field of education so that this vision can be continued. And that through outreach, this vision is
brought to life.

Most recently the RETC has developed partnerships and received funding to work with schools, regions and
organizations across New York City. These initiatives include a Federal Title IID (EETT) grant in partnership
with NYC Department of Education’s Region 2 in the Bronx for $4.2 million, a Department of Justice grant for
career and computer training of Bronx at-risk youth and their schools, our US Department of Education
FIPSE/LAAP grant, and professional development programs in partnership with prominent organizations.
The RETC has hosted several widely attended free City-, Boro-, and Region-wide events and conferences in
direct support of the school leadership. These events provide dynamic and quality professional development
experiences for school leaders and educators.

In October 2005, the RETC’s weekly podcast, Techpod: Podcast for Teachers, was honored with the 2005
Innovation Award for educational leadership in the field of faculty development by the Professional
Organizational Development Network. Since its launch in August 2005, more than 14,000 listeners have tuned
into the podcast over the Internet, which focuses on professional development topics in educational technology
and curriculum redesign.

At the same time, as an example of the academic roots of these efforts, the Center’s director, Dr. Dr. Kathleen P.
King’s most recent book, Bringing Transformative Learning to Life, provides a unique program and classroom
operationalization of these dynamic adult learning concepts. Based on her extensive research, she illustrates
transformative learning through the lives of learners in many different contexts. The RETC, while investing so
extensively in community education and outreach, effectively balances ongoing significant contributions to the
field of education through numerous research book and article publications and conference presentations
annually.

Models of Practice
Based on this continuing research, grounded theory and models, the Center develops programs designed to
meet the needs of today’s educators as adult learners and professionals. As a result, the RETC has a wide array
of online and in-service offerings and courses to help establish high-performance classrooms and advanced
learning environments. For example, it offers professional development programs, such as: Instructional
Technology Professional Development (ITPD), Anytime, Anywhere Learning Professional Development School
(AALPDS), www.podcastsforteachers.org, E-Libraries of professional development resources, customized
hybrid professional development programs, and community-focused conferences.

Evaluation
Benchmarks of the Center’s outreach are tracked using a variety of means depending on the program. Across
activities they track the number of participants. In extended programs, they determine pre-and post-treat-
ment skills, the degree to which participants’ teaching practice changes, and the number of students partici-
pants serve, at a minimum. In addition, some projects use extensive pre-and post-online assessments or
surveys to gather data about participant experiences pertinent to the focus of the program. Their Title IID
grant project provides a robust demonstration of the use of benchmarks in evaluating the impact of RETC’s
programs on the community—teachers, schools, classrooms and students.
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RETC Partners
Fordham’s RETC has many community partners, supporters and collaborating organizations including Apple,
IBM, Lego Education, Toshiba, United Hospital Fund, Bronx Borough President’s Office, Classroom Connect, the
Center for Digital Education, Certiport, Custom Computer Specialists, Inc., Diocese of Rockville Centre, 1199
Training Fund, the Gateway to Educational Materials, North Carolina Partnership for Excellence, New York City
Department of Education, NY Learns, Sussman Publications, Thomson–Prometric, University of Texas Medical
Branch, Vision Education, and Yonkers Public Schools.

Fordham’s Bronx African American History Project
Fordham University’s Bronx African American History Project (BAAHP) is dedicated to uncovering the unknown
and undocumented cultural, political, economic, and religious histories of the more than 500,000 people of African
descent in the Bronx. This innovative and creative community research undertaking is led by Dr. Mark Naison, pro-
fessor of African and African American Studies, who serves as the principal investigator, and Mr. Brian Purnell, a
doctoral candidate, who serves as the project’s research director. Through its neighborhood-based research, com-
munity member research teams, and outreach in the form of public lectures, museum exhibits, and social studies
curriculum workshops with local public school teachers, the BAAHP works to support the mission of Fordham
University and its vision statement. Its scholarly goals are to create a database from oral history transcripts and
audio and visual tapes for use in public history projects and to produce scholarly publications and teaching tools
that contribute to the fields of African American studies, History, and Urban Studies. By the end of 2007, five years
after the start of the project, the BAAHP’s goal was to have conducted 300 oral history interviews and have them
transcribed and it is half way toward completing that goal. The principal investigator has also published close to
ten articles related to the BAAHP’s research and has a book contract for a full length manuscript based on the work
of the oral history project. In keeping with the Jesuits’ tradition of forming partnerships with diverse populations to
do intellectual, spiritual, and community development work, the BAAHP’s endeavor to produce public history pro-
grams and scholarly publications is part of its commitment to build relationships between Fordham University and
political, religious, and cultural leaders from the Bronx’s African American community.

Fordham Center on Religion and Culture
The Fordham Center on Religion and Culture was established in 2004 at the Lincoln Center Campus to promote
public exploration of religious issues arising at the intersection of religious faith and contemporary public life.
What is the relevance of religion and religious institutions to public policy? How is the sacred conveyed in contem-
porary art and literature—or religious beliefs and institutions represented in scholarship, the news media, and
popular entertainment? What is the role of religion in provoking or countering violence? The Center has addressed
these questions through widely publicized forums and conferences on timely topics including the moral principles
relevant to withdrawal from Iraq, the presuppositions of religious studies in academia, the relationships between
religion and both conservative and liberal politics, the place of disagreement, dialogue, and debate in Catholicism
as well as the development of Catholic teaching on religious freedom and the advancement of a vibrant inter-reli-
gious dialogue so important in our time and city. These events, placing attention to Catholic tradition within the
cosmopolitan and religiously mixed culture of New York City, draw audiences of 200 or more, largely from outside
the University, and are fully recorded on the Center’s website. More intimate roundtable discussions with religious
leaders and thinkers aim at building the network of informed people who can speak and write on these matters.

The Fordham Center is co-directed by Peter Steinfels, University professor at Fordham, longtime religion columnist
at The New York Times and author most recently of A People Adrift: The Crisis of the Roman Catholic Church in
America; and by Margaret O’Brien Steinfels, journalist-in-residence at Fordham, former editor-in-chief of
Commonweal magazine and editor of American Catholics in the Public Square.
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WFUV (90.7 FM) Public Radio from Fordham University
WFUV (90.7 FM) is a noncommercial, public radio station licensed to Fordham University. It serves more than
300,000 weekly listeners in the New York area. Professionally run by a full-time staff of 27 broadcast veterans and 
a part-time student staff of 70, WFUV is pioneering a unique format of musical variety, news and cultural pro-
gramming while providing unparalleled professional experience to Fordham students wishing to distinguish 
themselves in the most competitive media market in the world.

WFUV has built a devoted following in the New York area for its award-winning City Folk weekday format and 
for its culturally diverse lineup of special programs. In addition to hourly newscasts from National Public Radio,
WFUV broadcasts 72 local newscasts over the course of each week, lifestyle segments on City Folk Morning, and 
a three hour block of public affairs and educational programming on Saturday mornings. Long-form news and
sports documentary projects, involving both professional and student staff, have been recognized with a multitude
of industry awards. A designated producer of university programming ensures that University conferences,
lectures, consortia, and other programs of interest to the listening audience are covered and presented in an 
appropriate format.

WFUV can be heard all over the world online at www.wfuv.org. The site offers a live simulcast of the station’s 
programming, on-demand audio archives, bulletin boards, searchable playlists, concert calendars and up-to-the-
minute programming information. WFUV.org has been consistently rated among the top 20 Internet radio stations
on the Web by Arbitron.

WFUV is an affiliate of National Public Radio and Public Radio International. At the same time, WFUV is itself a
national producer, supplying specials such as “The Downtown Messiah,” a panel discussion on Bob Dylan,“Start
Making Sense” (a literacy documentary), and “Democracy on the Block” to public radio stations around the country.

Fordham University students gain a competitive advantage through hands-on experience in a variety of capacities,
from hosting weekly music programs to anchoring newscasts to reporting on sports to behind-the-scenes duties in
the programming, music, promotion and marketing areas. Distinguished WFUV alumni include Vin Scully, Charles
Osgood, Alan Alda, Michael Kay, Bob Papa, and Mike Breen.

Additional Statistics
• 40 percent of WFUV’s audience resides in New York City, with the remaining 60 percent divided fairly evenly

among New Jersey, Westchester and Rockland counties, Connecticut, and Long Island.

• 71 percent of WFUV’s audience is between 25 and 54 years old (81 percent of the weekday audience).

• WFUV receives 70 percent of its funding from its 22,000 members, 15 percent from corporate underwriting,
10 percent from government sources, and 5 percent from Fordham University.

The Fordham Road Business and Lincoln Square Business Improvement Districts
More recently, Fordham played a major leadership role in establishing the Fordham Road Business Improvement
District in the Bronx this past July 2005, which had been on the drawing boards for over 20 years, but required a
renewed push led by Fordham and several institutions, businesses and property owners to get City government to
finally authorize this District along with its District Management Association and its self-assessment financing
mechanism. During the course of this multi-year effort, Fordham also played a supporting role in the establishment
of the Lincoln Square Business Improvement District, where the major players who led the effort were several large
New York-based Fortune 500’s along with corporate and real estate leaders of similar scale and the other cultural
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institution(s) at Lincoln Center for the Performing Arts. In Manhattan, Fordham’s role was less critical given the
strength and power of the surrounding business community, but in the Bronx effort along Fordham Road,
Fordham’s leadership was indispensable. A Business Improvement District (BID) is a local-non-profit group 
created in a commercial district in which property owners and some businesses agree to assess themselves a mar-
ginal additional tax to provide supplemental services within the District in order to improve the overall climate of
this business, retail shopping and cultural district. Even though Fordham Road is the third largest retail shopping
district in terms of gross receipts in the City of New York and the closest to a real commercial “midtown” that the
Bronx possesses, it has suffered from the failure to have a unified voice that can speak and act forcefully and effec-
tively for this critical area. Fordham took a lead in advocating, promoting and providing the needed technical assis-
tance to launch the BID, including but not limited to testimony at the City Planning Commission and City Council
hearings, as well as the filing of the certificate of incorporation for the District Management Association with the
New York Secretary of State in Albany.

The property owners of the Fordham District, with only one objection, agreed to adopt a budget that would 
provide for supplemental street maintenance and sanitation services beyond that required to be provided by the
City. This has already dramatically transformed the streetscape throughout the District into a much more pleasant
and attractive one for visitors, with clean ship-shape streets and unsightly graffiti and posters removed from walls,
along with enhanced police and security coordination for safety and a set of seasonal and district banners hung on
street lamp posts. The current phase of operations is focused on the provision of services to merchants, property
owners, businesspeople, visitors and neighboring residents, while the next phase contemplates new improved light-
ing and amenities, accompanied by longer term strategic planning for the area. This represents a different sort of
broader, innovative, collaboration with people and organizations in all types of roles as economic actors including
property owners, merchants, consumers and institutions on a scale which we believe is in keeping with that called
for by the Vatican Council and our Jesuit charism, making the overall community safer, attractive and more livable
for all who live and work within it.

Increased Collaboration with other Major Bronx Cultural and Service Institutions
Finally, the newest incipient initiative, specifically mandated by the University’s own recently adopted strategic
plan, calls for a greater and more intense level of collaboration and reciprocally beneficial undertakings with and
among three of Fordham’s other great “world class” institutional neighbors that share much of the same “turf ” and
geographical space in and around the Bronx River Valley and its noted park system. This grouping of institutions
are comprised by the New York Botanical Garden, The Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS)—which runs the New
York Zoological Garden (more colloquially known as the Bronx Zoo)—and Montefiore Medical Center. All of these
institutions are involved in research and teaching missions, and a primary hope is that this collaboration can lead
to an increase in the level of interaction and cross fertilization among all or a subset of these institutions, and can
also help to define and redefine more strongly the space and the district mutually inhabited by these cultural insti-
tutions, while at the same time looking toward greater and renewed scholarly, research and academic collaboration.

The initial step in this deeper engagement has been three-fold: first, to define more precisely this “cultural institu-
tions district”; second, to undertake a ” branding” process to describe this forward looking collaboration and set
about a joint urban planning and design effort initiative that will look to strengthen and promote this cultural and
parks district, and three, to tie it together anew in ways that rethinks and redefine its linkages with the Fordham
Road Business District and the Belmont–Arthur Avenue (Little Italy) shopping district community. Little Italy is 
a venue for visitors and staff at all the institutions involved, and where, as previously discussed upwards of 600
Fordham University students live in University, as well as private market, housing. The University’s new parking
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facility will also provide public parking for the area where these cultural institutions intersect with both the
Belmont Community and the Fordham Road Business District. This area, particularly its northern boundary 
along the eastern end of Fordham Road, represents a critical strategic space for the University’s future.

Conclusion
All of the collaborations described above, in which Fordham acts and attempts to live up to the designation “neigh-
bor,” as understood through its Catholic, Jesuit and humanist traditions, are also consonant with the University’s
new strategic plan and vision which calls for a “closer and more extensive exploitation of the University’s New York
City location to enable the University to serve the City and provide teaching, learning and research opportunities to
the University Community.” Most importantly, all of these initiatives and activities are absolutely consistent with an
orientation of the University as a community of people who serve, and is strongly supportive of the same Strategic
Plan’s description of Fordham as an institution “committed to research and education that assist in the alleviation
of poverty, the promotion of justice, the protection of human rights and respect for the environment.” This central
aspect to the Mission of the University is one that is engaged in by the entire University community—students,
staff, faculty, administrators Jesuits and Trustees alike—not only as a community of scholars, but with stout hearts
and active hands as whole persons, in a manner true to the transforming nature of its Catholic, Jesuit and human-
ist identity and vision.
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