	· EXPLORING THE POSSIBILITY OF CREATING A SCHOOL OF PROFESSIONAL AND GRADUATE STUDIES
· 	
	


Survey Results

As recommended by the task force report, a survey was sent to all coordinators of graduate and professional programs on May 13.  Program coordinators were invited to read the task force report, respond to the survey, and forward the report and survey to all faculty and staff closely connected with their programs.  The survey closed on May 24 with 54 responses.  Results of the survey are as follows:
 
MODEL A: CREATE A COLLEGE OF PROFESSIONAL AND GRADUATE STUDIES

21% favor or strongly favor the creation of a College of Professional and Graduate Studies.
65% oppose or strongly oppose the creation of a College of Professional and Graduate Studies.



Comments regarding possible advantages associated with creating a college of professional and graduate studies:
· Would this result in more resources for my program?
· The only advantage I see is perhaps a better support structure for the programs. Of the advantages indicated above, I would be very surprised if 1) we realize any real savings and 2) if we do have those savings, that the savings would be reinvested in programs in the school. We've heard that promise before and it doesn't materialize.
· Could fulfill Market employments needs in the State
· Is there really a salary savings with this option?
· I can't think of a positive attribute. The other undergraduate programs listed in the report are elementary education, health and pe, outdoor leadership, and no other program. What about psychology? Sociology? Anthropology? It makes as much sense to put them in the school as it does to put us in the school.
· Cute marketing hook
· I guess it would be good for Business and Education. There may be "savings", but if that money is just funneled back into this school then any real savings are a fantasy.
· No advantages that I can see.
· Develop more graduate programs with good quality
· There would be no advantages to a combined School of Professional and Graduate Studies.
· none
· Marketing and recruiting students a plus, attracting professional educators to more programs and giving them greater credibility.
· Would take groups out of the super school set-up. Might be better functioning with a smaller population.
· We believe it would be a very strong school and it would be advantageous to be part of it IF it is formed
· Personally, I tend to have reservations about this, and consider myself to oppose this option. 3 of the faculty in my program strongly oppose this, and the additional tenured faculty would probably best be characterized as being neutral to opposing this.
· There might be an opportunity to reinvest salary savings into programs, but I am certainly not convinced that this would be the case. I don't think that creation of a College of Professional and Graduate Studies increases the potential for community partnerships.
· I see none.
· It looks like the disadvantages far outweigh the advantages
· There are no advantages to this proposed model. Even our sister university (Eastern Oregon) abandoned this structure! That's how bad it is.
· Possible advantages are that the group of possible programs and the faculty involved seem like a good group to "hang with"! And having a new dean might be a good thing.
· Unsure if any
· Centralization of resources is always good but in this case it seems that SOU is too small to have a School for Professional and Graduate Studies
· The new program might have more say in how it is supported by the University - a bigger voice.
· I like the coordinated approach to dealing with the external community. While separate schools seem obvious and important internally, externally all they do is cloud who to call to about what.
· It may be needed as grad programs grow
· I'm not convinced the advantages outweigh the disadvantages.
· If it results in CAS being smaller, I support that.
· This is an administrative structure that is currently not needed. There is the potential in the future that this structure will fit SOU's needs, but not at this time.
· I don't see any advantages to this happening.
· The disadvantages far outweigh the advantages. If the main reason is for marketing, we should devote more to successful programs rather than a name.
· Would definitely not work for the performing arts.
· CAS is a behemoth - business and education still enjoy their small schools and it would create more equity for CAS.
· No positive comments to date
· I do think graduate programs need more central focus at SOU, but I'm not convinced this is the most effective way to achieve it.
· I see no advantages and no savings. This is a perfectly good way to destroy years and years of good will each program and school have worked so hard to establish.

Comments regarding possible disadvantages associated with creating a college of professional and graduate studies:
· With the breadth of the new school, I am concerned that administrators of this school would have difficulty relating to and appreciating my program. I would be in favor of a dean who has a background in communications.
· I see real disadvantages for the schools of Business and Education, and perhaps other programs such as theatre/performing arts if they are included. They would potentially lose the name recognition of their own school which could be a real disadvantage for recruitment, perhaps grants, etc. I agree with all the other disadvantages listed above.
· University may not be connected to Market employment needs and may invest in ventures that are expensive and non-productive while missing the employment need mark.
· Most of the discussion about this option has focused on a merger of the Business and Education schools. Not only does it seem to not consider other graduate programs, but Business and Education seem to be thriving as they are. Recreating another structure may disrupt their successes, distracting both those schools from their individual missions
· We don't need to create more infrastructure - deans, etc. at SOU. Keep in the departments - they know their programs best!
· It assumes that our program is a "cop shop" and ignores the sociological and theoretical foundation of criminology. We are not training law enforcement personnel. We are promoting critical thinking and liberal arts eduction. If our program is thrust into the professional school, we will attract students who want to be law enforcement and they will be disappointed when we do not deliver job training. Unless of course the programs are separated into two completely different programs: criminology on one side and criminal justice in the professional school. This would probably decimate the criminology program.
· It seems like nothing more than a cute marketing hook.
· If you're not business or education you'll be ground to dust.
· Will water-down existing, strong programs. Will inaccurately blend reputations.
· Disruptive to the existing programs that are doing well and it may be too big to function without losing integrity of each program
· The combined model would be an unnatural fit. It would take us away from our basic and important work by requiring us to spend time trying to figure out how to combine programs and systems.
· As stated above, there is no way for one dean to know enough in-depth information about so many disparate programs - to help move them forward and gain additional funding, especially.
· It doesn't seem likely that a single dean would be able to provide sufficient, differentiated support for new programs.
· so big
· It is difficult to know how we would fit in with others. Also, an "unknown" factor would be the new Dean and his/her perspectives/calues, etc.
· It may lead to some disconnect with our colleagues in the social science area. Our program curriculum breaks down into about 1/3 theory/research/"ology." and 2/3 of the coursework focusing on the system. Relatively little curriculum time is spent looking at aspects of the profession (since our field services many professions) although faculty spend a lot of time dealing with what it means to work in the field/profession during advising.
· It would create a chasm between the undergraduate and graduate programs within specific disciplines, with each under a different "umbrella." I don't think a single dean can be deeply familiar with the diverse needs of the wide range of professions. Licensing requirements for prospective teachers in Oregon, and the demands those requirements make on the academic program for graduate students in education, are so specific to the School of Education that I don't think it makes sense to combine education with other graduate programs. Lastly, there has been so much change taking place at SOU in the past year, much of it without faculty input or buy-in. I don't think the time is right to make this big change on top of all of the others.
· Education comprises nearly 70% of all graduate enrollment. Why would we create a whole new structure that would encompass multiple, smaller programs? I don't get the rationale. I don;t see cost savings; rather, I see a heavier administrative burden that is another step removed form the focus of each program. A 'graduate school' might make sense at an R1 campus. But our programs, at leads in education, are much more practitioner focused mostly linked to accreditation and licensure, and do not typically involve a thesis.
· It appears that this option is to convoluted and bureaucratic
· The Provost needs to be clear about what problem he is trying to solve. If it is fiscal this WILL NOT SAVE ANY resources. Deans don't go away, they have tenure. Hiring a new Dean for this structure will be expensive and creating an Associate Dean will not save any resources. It would be better to abandon the dysfunctional CAS structure and create schools of science and arts.
· I am not convinced of the cost savings. When we created CAS during retrenchment, it was claimed that we would save $200,000+. I am quite sure that never happened. We did lose a dean or two in the process, but then we hired an Assoc. Dean and a lot of office personnel.
· Too big of job for one dean. Why disrupt a successful school of education? This move would not address any problems, only create more
· The areas where the degrees are currently located are better equipped to manage the degrees and provide the guidance for these degrees. There for creating a new level of administration for graduate programs seems redundant and adding another strata of administration.
· A small department would have a limited voice as compared to Business and Education
· I am wondering if this would cause a rift in the University (with other departments) which would be like building silos. Would the students view the new Professional School as a university or as a trade school. I for one like of it as a trade school and might overlook the University if I were in the market for a school.
· I completely disagree with the 5th bullet point. It is perfectly reasonable for one dean to be able to talk in depth about a range of programs.
· Don't have enough information on how it affects existing quality programs
· This model would be very disruptive - in a time where morale is already compromised and resources are stretched thin - we need to build on our strengths and identify opportunities for growth and improvement that are pertinent to each program. There's no way one size (or dean in this case) could fit all graduate programs.
· It seems like an useless cost to centralize functions for our grad. programs.
· It won't save the university money which seems to be the driving force behind this. Also, the programs are so different that one administrator won't be able to lead in an effective way. The types of programs have very different functioning and things like joint marketing won't target the right populations. This move will actually lead to decreased service to our students which will result in lower SCH.
· The graduate programs are extremely distinct. A single dean could not effectively oversee the range of programs. We currently have a dean / chair structure that barely keeps current with the range of programs. Triple the size, triple the problems.
· I am especially concerned about the ability of one dean to fully support the complexity of all graduate programs.
· I do not support moving the program coordinators from all masters' degrees here. That divides up the faculty too much, with grad coordinators and departmental faculty having split assignments between schools. Specifically, all CAS grad coordinators and faculty who teach 500-level courses would then have 2 deans to account to, have separate offices to go to for support, and it doesn't help attend to 400-500 level splits. I see this creating a bureaucratic nightmare.
· I don't have enough information to comment.
· I think graduate programs are usually intimately tied to undergraduate areas, by discipline. This means, in effect, that there would be two Deans crossing boundaries for any discipline that had both undergraduate and graduate programs -- messy, difficult to coordinate. At the end of the day, the most critical decisions are faculty hires and supervision -- this is much better handled by one Dean.
· There will be no savings since Directors and Assistant Deans will still be needed to run each program. Education, in particular, needs its own leadership by State of Oregon requirements (TSPC) and the SOB needs to operate independently to maintain its accreditation as well. There appear to be no advantages to combining schools.



MODEL B: DEVELOP A CENTRALIZED OFFICE FOR PROFESSIONAL AND GRADUATE PROGRAM SUPPORT

60.4% favor or strongly favor the creation of a centralized office for professional and graduate program support.
20.8% oppose or strongly oppose the creation of a centralized office for professional and graduate program support.



Comments regarding possible advantages associated with developing a centralized office for professional and graduate program support:
· I'm not confident that the centralized office would really take over the primary support staff duties. In many ways, tracking students applications etc. is better done at the department /program level.
· Seems efficiencies can be gained by having a one stop shop while saving funds.
· Good solution at this time- involves only a person or office- maybe even an existing office-This could be the beginning of the overarching authority of a graduate school to properly maintain/enforce graduate level policies. Many programs are interested in developing a grad level, and this option would enable us to "grow" into the structure so to speak. As the programs grow, then the office will be supported (and grow with higher revenue overall). The "savings" in this case are that we don't have to bear the cost of reorganization. In addition well functioning grad units (which are bringing in significant revenue) are not disrupted.
· This will aid departments in the marketing and running of their programs.
· Graduate programs need help!!!!!!! They are a potential source of real income for SOU, yet for some reason SOU has chosen to remove virtually all support from them. Heck, we couldn't get a single administrator to even attend the recent Graduate Summit.
· One person/team trained to do it well.
· Help teaching faculty to focus on teaching
· The centralized office model would provide the logistical support to help our School of Education programs to improve and expand.
· It would be good to centralize such things as marketing and grant writing..........which are the program development pieces that are not happening now because there isn't the support or time.
· As someone considering developing a new certificate program, this is my preferred option by far. Having centralized support, and especially someone knowledgeable about administrative and bureaucratic processes, would be extremely helpful.
· More focus and less confusion.
· Good idea
· It may be a good idea for those programs that wish to be part of a professional school--that see those connections, but since I don't see my program as really fitting into this area whatsoever, I am either "neutral" (as to the idea in general) or "opposed" (as to this centralized office taking over activities/tasks of our program.
· I don't understand how any of the so-called advantages would actually be realized. It seems to me that much could be lost, without substantial gain.
· In the case of Education, I see none. It might be the case for all other graduate programs under one umbrella office to have someone (or two) to process paperwork, etc.
· Centralized and manageable
· When we hired the existing Associate Provost we also included the responsibility of "Graduate Dean." If the AP wasn't currently also VP for Student Affairs she might be able to cope. 
· It just makes sense, and does not require the amount of change and work right now that we are all experiencing with all of the other "transformative change" going on. I support this one more than the others.
· This option would provide much needed vision and leadership in the area of graduate programs if they are going to grow. I do not believe that we need to include profession programs under this option.
· Frees professors from filling out auxillary programs of studies (e.g., paperwork for graduation)
· This Office could support and coordinate the work that is being handled at the Department level.
· A centralized graduate office for all graduate programs is something that is badly missing. Such an office could assist with marketing efforts and maintain consistent standards for the paperwork requirements.
· I believe that this support has been needed for some time and was formerly a structure that worked for our campus. In addition, the coordinators will be able to participate more fully as faculty rather than administrators saving money in the long run.
· Support staff may become overwhelmed with too many "bosses."
· While it seems like a great idea in theory, below are the reasons it probably won't work.
· I thought this was what the Dean of Graduate Studies was supposed to be doing. This structure allows each program and disciplined based unit to focus time and resources on enhancing / creating programs to draw students. A centralized dean frees up resources by taking over administrative functions. Citing disadvantage focused on cost, without balancing with revenue, is not a valid argument.
· Would work well for performing arts.
· It avoids the bureaucratic nightmare created by having faculty assignments split between two schools (CAS and the new Graduate School). Frankly, we need additional staffing, so I don't see that as a negative.
· NA
· I do think improving on the current structure would be good. Right now the "Dean of Graduate Studies" has been given so many tasks and responsibilities that she can't do many or any of them well, and certainly hasn't been able to give the leadership and attention to graduate programs that they (collectively) deserve.
· This option makes more sense. Graduate programs are funded at a different level and have other agency and accreditation requirements.

Comments regarding possible disadvantages associated with developing a centralized office for professional and graduate program support:
· I'm not convinced this would be an efficient method for administering support.
· I think it will generate additional costs without necessarily reducing workload.
· Challenge would be having a centralized office that is connected and understands the various competing interests while having the ability to serve the students needs first.
· Just creating more administrative positions.
· It would involve SOU investing in something that wasn't dreamed up by the administration.
· Too many programs to centralize?
· None
· Many program maintenance tasks should still be handled at the department level - because different programs have different requirements and it would be difficult for one centralized person to keep up with those requirements. The same is true for exit audits.......just as the undergraduate clearances are handled by the departments, it makes sense to leave the graduate level decisions at the dept level - with the degree posting and diploma ordering handled by the Registrar as it is now.
· Would additional revenue, generated by programs that were well supported, offset extra staffing costs?
· Agree
· Given the university's dire financial situation, this is not the time to embark on a change that will create additional staffing costs.
· The role associated with this model is already disperse among multiple personnel in Education. These tasks are highly specialized to the field of Education and do not warrant a full-time staff person to handle the generic-only graduate tasks.
· Additional funds are often needed or improved programing.
· Increased costs. Remember, Education is responsible for 65% of all graduate SCHs on campus and with the current structure can cope with their own admissions. We need marketing assistance and resources.
· The additional costs that this option will cost is a good investment. The university is investing in undergraduate program (ie: honors, houses, etc.) that will not increase funding. Investment in graduate programs will increase funding.
· More questions and additional staff people, possible additional red tape and hoops
· It seems to be the best choice.
· The fact that funding won't support centralized staffing seems to negate all of the advantages.
· While it seems like this would streamline the process, one person can't handle the workload associated with admissions, financial aid, and again it will reduce services to the students. This already happens in Enrollment Services and other areas of the campus that are centralized.
· The Dean of Graduate Studies must be eclectic to understand the various programs, or have trust in those running the programs.
· None. If we want program growth, we must invest.
· NA
· I'm not crazy about just adding a layer of administration (and the cost of a dedicated dean), but I think certain parts of the graduate enterprise could and should be centralized. We need more help marketing our programs, more help focusing grant efforts, more help with budgetary issues particular to graduate programs.
· Most universities have an office of graduate programs to oversee quality and provide unified administrative support of these programs BUT few combine the academic programs into one School.



MODEL C: LEVERAGE AND EMPOWER CURRENT STRUCTURES AND POSITIONS

44% favor or strongly favor leveraging and empowering current structures and positions.
18% oppose or strongly oppose leveraging and empowering current structures and positions.



Comments regarding possible advantages associated with leveraging and empowering current structures and positions:
· I think this is the best option. It is the option most likely to support existing programs, rather than potentially create more costs and more headaches.
· The University should continuously be evaluating itself to improve the organization and the services we deliver. It is all about relationships and performance. Evaluations with benchmark measurements should help SOU in becoming a preferred status university rather than one people settle on.
· Existing structure shouldn't cost anything- right? We have a Dean of Graduate Studies however, as I think about this, could the Graduate Council provide the structure needed- maybe with a course per term release time?
· Departments retain control of their programs.
· This would be great if there were the funds to do it. But centralization (option 2) would probably be more cost-effective for many operations.
· Ain't broke, don't fix it. System, as it currently runs, works well. Faculty are professionally supported; graduates are employable; reputation is strong.
· Prefer separate deans for each school who understand best about the faculty
· This is our current model, and we are currently effective in the implementation of this model. Thus, this would allow us to continue our current good work.
· I can only speak for programs in my area - and they are flourishing. It would be helpful if we could use the expertise of the new directors of marketing and grant writing to continue moving us forward. Because we can stay abreast of changes in regulations in the industry and the needs of our clients, we can be more responsive than a centralized office would be. With so many online options out there, exceptional customer service is important if we want to maintain and grow our programs.
· Wary of new 'reorganizations' and 'prioritizations..." until we have a clear university vision statement, leveraging the existing system has some appeal.
· I am not sure I understand all the implications and how this would play out. It does seem to me that our "divisions" are a bit unequal (School of Ed, School of Business, and CAS) in that the CAS is huge. With so many programs in CAS it is perhaps not reasonable to assume that the Dean can spend much time building up professional programs, making the external connections that I sense is happening in Ed/Business. Those types of connections have been left to the departments/programs to pursue. 
· All of the possible advantages listed in the Task Force report resonate with me, and I strongly favor this option.
· I see none.
· Most of the current model already works although it taxes the program structure.
· If I understand this choice correctly it is consistent with my previous comments. The current School structure is not broken although I would be consistent with our OUS sister institutions and change them from Schools to Colleges. The problem is the lack of support for marketing programs. In 25 years at SOU I am yet to see us hire a grants person who has made a real difference. Anyway, if the the current Associate Provost is given the time to oversee Graduate programs, the current dean structure allows well established programs with clear regional missions and unique accreditation requirements to get on with their business. My biggest fear is that the professional school model is a done deal and that the administration is waiting for the prioritization report etc. to provide them with the opportunity to eliminate a dean and anyone else who is seen as an "old timer." There is a total lack of respect for faculty who have a long tenure at SOU. There is a perception that "they are the problem" when in fact many of them (perhaps not all) hae a great deal to offer.
· I guess I don't fully understand this option????
· School of Education is very successful with current positions. Keeps faculty in relationships with community. We do not need additional restructuring with so much change going on campus-wide.
· This should be done in ADDITION to option A. Program coordinators should be cleared to focus on program management tasks, not having to worry about marketing, grants, etc which should be effectively handled by those areas, interfacing with the dean.
· Less disruption allowing for "responsiveness to industry-specific needs and opportunities" seems much more ideal than any of the other models being considered.
· I think this is the greatest benefit: Separate deans allow for greater awareness of and responsiveness to industry-specific needs and opportunities
· All of the advantages listed above. Clarity regarding the rolls that already exist with support for those rolls will help us continue to serve our students and support the programs in ways that truly meet the needs of students and faculty.
· This is not in response to the prompt; it is in response to need for more information. It is not clear what the new hires will add to graduate programs. Deans do not have the knowledge or skills to oversee or contribute significantly to specific programs. This is best left at the coordinator level. A more decentralized approach should be considered.
· Not the best choice for performing arts.
· If these people were positioned to help us now, they would be doing it.
· I actually think a hybrid of B and C is best; we need some focus and centralization of some tasks related to graduate studies, but not (I think) a separate dean doing primary hiring and supervisory duties for graduate faculty.
· This is not what is broken and fixing is misplaced.

Comments regarding possible disadvantages associated with leveraging and empowering current structures and positions:
· I am concerned this is not the time for such a reorganization, particularly because the frenetic pace with which administration is pushing the house pilots and prioritization.
· As listed, there is not a priority for grad programs. The main thing we need is more support at the program/department level
· It is unlikely the University is going to add positions. Doing more with limited number of people may have risks of low performance and buy in.
· Whereas the Dean of Graduate Studies, or a Grad Council release person might work, can either of these options be committed to the task- meaning there are many other responsibilities these persons would have already, which might minimize the profile needed. The singularity of the grad structure might be attainable in Option 2 with a low cost.
· Does not fully support the programs as well as option 2.
· Lack of centralized support would be more expensive and would mean that individual programs have less voice in the decision making processes on campus.
· multiple programs with reduced budget
· This model would not allow us to take advantage of the centralized office in Option B.
· Support for faculty coordinators and admin staff is essential to the success of the programs.
· Without substantial reallocation of resources and restructuring, it is difficult (impossible) for me to imagine implementing a new graduate program at this point, despite the fact that inservice teachers clearly have a great need for quality PD in writing instruction.
· Agree with the "institution fatigue and frustration" note.
· Education comprises nearly 70% of all graduate enrollment. Why would we create a whole new structure that would encompass multiple, smaller programs? I don't get the rationale. I don;t see cost savings; rather, I see a heavier administrative burden that is another step removed form the focus of each program. A 'graduate school' might make sense at an R1 campus. But our programs, at leads in education, are much more practitioner focused mostly linked to accreditation and licensure, and do not typically involve a thesis. This model will be costly and unlikely to strengthen graduate enrollment or marketability of programs in the School of Education.
· Too much like what we have now. Too much not happening.
· This structure will not allow for the support of new programs or the support of current programs. Money gained from students will be lost to additional salary for those who maintain the administration of each program.
· None
· If these people were positioned to help us now, they would be doing it. Administrators at SOU are overworked, and changing a job description means nothing. It takes new staff. And, to say that we'd take advantage of new staff and you cite the Dean of Graduate Studies position? She's not new. She doesn't have time. And, her working relations with faculty aren't exactly stellar. How do you expect the dean of CAS to do more? How do you expect the Associate Provost to do more? This is absurd.
· We certainly don't want to just re-label things, declare victory, and go home. We DO need some focus and resources to help promote and run graduate programs university-wide.
· Since it is unclear what the problem is the solution makes little sense.



IS THERE ANY OTHER INFORMATION YOU WOULD LIKE TO WEIGH IN WITH REGARDING ANY OF THESE OPTIONS OR OTHER WAYS TO BETTER SUPPORT GRADUATE AND PROFESSIONAL PROGRAMS AT SOU?

· The administration needs to quit tying our hands with graduate programs. They want us to do new innovative grad programs, but they don't want to give us the support to do them. Even in the self support programs, we are not allowed to use the money we make on the programs to adequately support our own programs or invest in them.
· Change can be good. Change for the sake of change is not. Hopefully good cost benefit analysis have been done and the benefits that could be gained are worth the risks.
· I think it is dangerous to start referring to undergraduate programs as professional programs. It reminds me of tracking: vocational versus college prep. Many of our students go on to graduate school. Three that I know of just earned their Master's Degrees on Saturday and two of those are already accepted into PhD programs. A sociology student I am working closely with is starting a grad program in the fall with the intention of earning a PhD. If we were put in the professional school, I doubt we would attract these students. They would have the intention of "just working in the field" which is short sited for many of our students. We have some very bright students who just need to be encouraged to further their education.
· WHY haven't graduate programs been better supported? Has anyone asked the administration this basic question?
· SOU could grow to expand its graduate school to include distinctive doctoral programs
· Twice before, the School of Education has been merged with other units on the SOU campus. Each time, the merger was not the best fit. Hence, the merged units were separated to allow them to do their work in more efficient and more productive ways. Eastern Oregon University (EOU) merged their Education programs with other units on the EOU campus, and they have now separated the units again because the merger did not work well. There are simple ways for programs and projects to collaborate on the SOU campus. A full merger of professional and graduate schools is not a good idea in concept or practice. Option B with the centralized office for logistical support is the best of the three models presented in this survey.
· Maybe it would be possible to move some of the programs that wish to be recognized in a professional school and leave the ones that don't out? Does it have to be all or nothing?
· MIIS program remains problematic, somewhat 'loose', and unclear in terms of advising etc. Options A or B would seem to have the potential to address this.
· I do not understand the myriad of attempts to change that I have seen in recent years. Let's do what we do best, and have for many years, and continue the same.
· Over the years, there has been a periodic push to have a professional school, and having my department associated with it. Faculty don't seem to support this, nor do we see ourselves as any more of a natural alliance to a professional school than any other social science discipline. We do have students who graduate from the program who get jobs "in the field" and who are in the various professions represented in the CJ system (we send some students on to law school and some students on to grad school (generally in social science programs). To the extent that our identity would be blurred or diminished by being part of a professional school, I think it would hurt the program. Our program has name recognition and is the oldest program of its kind in the state (since 1968)....It has a long history....and now we are teaching the second generation of our alumni. So if it were to blend/merge or be renamed, it could hurt enrollments. We do not have a graduate program. We do not have faculty to support a graduate program (we will see what happens with prioritization, but I doubt the results will be to throw a bunch of money at us and say, start a master's program.) We have had occasional graduate students who have taken course work (from 400/500 listed classes), but there has really been no attempt on our part to seek students--we have accommodated graduate students from other areas who have shown an interest in our courses. Sorry this is rambling...having not been in on these discussions, and only recently finding out that we have been listed on an SOU website as being associated with a professional school (not knowing who identified us as such and never being asked)...I am sort of at a loss to know how to respond to all of this. But, I do appreciate being asked as opposed to being told that we are one of the players and to get with the program.
· We have been told over and over again that SOU "loses money on every undergraduate student." IF this is true, the only way to grow ourselves out of the fiscal hole is to invest in graduate programs. Provide more scholarships for graduate students, graduate teaching fellows etc rather than BUYING the students for an honors college. It is pointless to let one unhappy power-struck dean unravel a history of success for our current professional programs. Historically there was a systematic disinvestment in graduate programs at SOU under the Reno administration (which also coincided with the annexation of RCC in to Medford). I would contend that strategic investment in quality graduate programs would lead to a resurrection of current moribund programs in CAS. IF CAS is the powerhouse on campus it needs to do something other than offer a weak, ill-conceived MIIS program that is ridiculously expensive to implement and not attractive to real graduate students.
· Option B makes the most sense at this time, and would be good for morale (taking some tasks off people's plates instead of continuing to add on). Whatever we do, I think this needs to be thoroughly thought through, and not just a knee reaction. We have more than enough change going on right now and this would just be one more huge one to tackle. We need to SLOW DOWN!!!
· The combination of professional and graduate program in each option makes little sense. Professional programs often have external accreditation that requires internal structures. These programs should be provided the support necessary to grow and succeed. This may be a very different vision or type of leadership needed for graduate programs. If appears the reasoning behind this combination is to replicate the problem of CAS
· Create committee charged with growing professional programs (with stipend)
· The problem with surveying about this is that you are likely to hear mostly from people who don't want change, I think! Change requires work, and asking people to vote themselves more work doesn't seem likely to lead to a yes vote. That doesn't mean this is the wrong move; it does mean that someone is going to have to push a vision forward. Vision won't come from asking the workforce to vote yes on it.
· I'm really uneducated regarding this issue as I have not been part of any discussions surrounding it. I'm just giving my opinion based on what I am reading in this survey.
· A centralized office makes the most sense of all 3 options. Alternatively, a School of Professional Studies (limited to Business and Education only) that had an office to support grad programs for CAS would be a positive move. If a new school is created, I hope that the Dean's position is opened for a real search, and that we don't conveniently appoint the associate provost given her current job title. That would be a bad way to start.
· Biggest needs: marketing help grant support recruiting help budgetary support
· There is no reason to reinvent the world on our own. Other similar sized institutions have considered the role of graduate education and we should be consulting them.
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