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CAMPUS DIVERSITY INITIATIVE (CDI)  
IMPACT STUDY DESIGN AND PROTOCOL 

 
IMPACT STUDY OVERVIEW  

 
Campus diversity has been an ongoing commitment of the James Irvine Foundation for the last 
15 years “helping institutions to prepare all students for leadership in a diverse society and 
promoting the success of underrepresented student populations.” After a review of the first ten 
years of grant-making in 1988-98, the Foundation affirmed its emphasis on diversity in its higher 
education program and developed a five-year initiative, the Campus Diversity Initiative (CDI), in 
2000-2005.  The Foundation also committed to strengthening the evaluation component of its 
efforts. The evaluation component has become increasingly important to the James Irvine 
Foundation for many reasons including general concerns in the philanthropic community about 
accountability and good stewardship.  However, primary among these reasons is the 
Foundation’s need to know the impact of its investments on its goal to extend educational 
opportunities to underrepresented populations through institutional change.  In addition, 
researchers and foundation officers have indicated that campuses have limited capacity to 
identify strengths and weaknesses of their efforts and to monitor change, and that the absence of 
good evaluation has impeded campus diversity efforts (Musil, Garcia, Hudgins, Nettles, 
Sedlacek, & Smith, 2000; Smith, Garcia, Hudgins, Musil, Nettles, & Sedlacek, 2000). 
 
In an effort to address these issues and concerns, the James Irvine Foundation contracted with 
Claremont Graduate University and the Association of American Colleges and Universities 
(AAC&U) in 2000 to provide evaluation consultation to funded campuses and to conduct an 
overall impact evaluation of the Campus Diversity Initiative.  This endeavor is referred to as the 
CDI Evaluation Project and is led by the Evaluation Resource Team (ERT).  The two primary 
goals of the project are: 1) to increase institutional capacity to perform effective and meaningful 
evaluations; and 2) to assess the overall impact of the CDI program effort of the Foundation. 
Fundamental to this project is the development of a collaborative undertaking between the 
Foundation, the campuses, and the Evaluation Resource Team. 
 
Below we outline the components of our evaluation design to examine the overall impact of the 
Campus Diversity Initiative (CDI) as well as to explore the process of institutional change at the 
campuses involved in the initiative.  In this introductory section we lay out the rationale for our 
evaluation work.  The remainder of this discussion focuses on what we will do to accomplish the 
task of assessing the impact of the Foundation’s emphasis on diversity and organizational 
learning in its higher education program.   
 
In the next section—Study Purpose—we provide the evaluation framework that will guide our 
work, outline the purpose of the study, and lay out the research questions to be addressed.  The 
Methodology section describes how we will conduct the study including the data to be collected 
and their sources, and how we will analyze the data to determine the extent to which CDI goals 
are institutionalized across campuses. The methods section provides a brief description of the 
concluding campus visits.  The final part of the methodology section explains how these data 
will be analyzed.  The last section —Report Dissemination—outlines the general approaches we 
will take to reporting the study findings. 
 



 

 2 
   

Although the Foundation is the primary audience for the impact study, the study findings will be 
developed in ways that will specifically serve the CDI campuses and the larger higher education 
community generally. 
 

Overall Evaluation Framework 
 
The philosophy that the James Irvine Foundation has adopted for its diversity evaluation efforts 
has been to help institutions develop capacity to evaluate their diversity initiative more robustly 
and in ways that serve the campus and its efforts.  This view grows out of the principle that if 
campuses develop this capacity, the Foundation will have much of the information it needs to 
assess its grant making strategy and the overall impact of its grants. Thus, the impact study is 
fundamentally grounded in the evaluation work of the campuses themselves.  
 
Institutions are invited to develop diversity initiatives and evaluation plans that result from their 
own self-study analysis and that suit their campus needs. The context of change as well as the 
approach to change will be quite relevant, yet different, for each institution. The CDI campuses 
are being encouraged to think about evaluation with an organizational learning perspective rather 
than simply reporting that they did what their proposal said they would do. The institutions will 
use the evaluations to facilitate ongoing deliberations, decisions, and institutional learning, and 
to base their reports to the Foundation on what they have learned and the progress made toward 
their goals. This process, which includes an explicit evaluation plan, 6-month reports to the 
Foundation, and annual data updates, provides important resources for conducting the overall 
impact evaluation. 
 
These grant making and evaluation strategies afford campuses wide latitude in developing, 
implementing, and evaluating campus-specific activities to achieve their diversity goals.  
Because these program variations have to be considered in designing the impact evaluation, a 
cluster analysis approach has been chosen. Cluster analyses are often employed to evaluate a 
group of activities that, while sharing a larger common purpose,1 involve a variety of strategies 
and approaches.2  A cluster analysis allows us to conduct a comprehensive assessment of the 
Foundation's strategy and impact without requiring that all campuses engage in the same activity 
because it focuses on a cluster of activities designed to achieve similar, broad institutional goals 
rather than specific programs or institutional efforts. A cluster review can also serve to inform 
future institutional efforts in the cluster area. 
 

STUDY PURPOSE 
 
The two primary goals of the CDI Evaluation Project are: 1) to increase institutional capacity to 
perform effective and meaningful evaluations of their CDI; and 2) to assess the overall impact of 
the Foundation’s CDI program effort. The study also intends to uncover lessons that have been 
learned by examining individual institutional approaches, successes, and failures that will enable 
us to provide feedback on the Foundation's grant making strategies and processes to foster 
organizational learning. In this context, six questions will form the basis for the study and are 
given below.  

                                                 
1 In this case the common purpose is providing greater educational access to underrepresented populations. 
2 Examples include outreach to communities of color, as well as faculty and student of color recruitment. 
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An additional purpose of the study is to inform the field of diversity research so as to advance 
diversity efforts nationally.  Following the study questions we lay out some of the elements that 
we will examine and that will be important to this purpose. 
 

Study Questions 
 
In most cases, there are additional questions that must be answered in order to address the six 
main questions that are the foundation of our investigation.  When appropriate, they are given as 
supplemental to the main question, which is given in bold italic. 
 
1. What is the status of the success of underrepresented populations in Irvine funded 
institutions?  How is student success being defined? How has student success changed over the 
15 years of the Foundation’s diversity work and the 5 years of the most recent initiative? 
 
2. What is the status of Institutional Capacity for diversity?  Have institutions changed? If they 
have, how have they changed during the period of the most recent Irvine grants compared to the 
previous 10 years of Irvine grants and to other institutions? How are change and 
institutionalization of diversity efforts influenced by the dynamics of campus context, its 
developmental stage, and its external and internal circumstances?  
  
3. What has been the impact of Irvine funded efforts? What might have happened if there had 
not been Irvine funds? What has been the impact of the other resources (e.g., strategies of the 
Foundation, new processes, technical assistance, the role of evaluation, and, the activities related 
to evaluation)? What is the role of external sources of funding in facilitating change? Are there 
apparent differences between Foundation grantees and those that have not received grants at 
other California institutions or non-California campuses?  
 
4. What goals and strategies are included in the campus Irvine funded efforts? What patterns 
emerge regarding effective practices and strategies? How were Irvine resources used? 
   
5.  To what extent does how the campus implemented the CDI activities (process) enhance or 
impede goal attainment? What mechanisms seemed to facilitate progress toward campus goals? 
 
6. In general, what lessons have been learned? To what extent can the lessons learned be used 
at other California campuses? Which lessons about organizational learning and 
institutionalization can be used to shape Foundation grant making strategies of the future? 
 
Research issues emerging from the field.  There are a number of areas that campuses will be 
addressing that are of particular interest to the field. Research on the impact of diversity in higher 
education is underdeveloped in some areas and in others it is just beginning. While we cannot 
pursue all areas with equal intensity, we will have the opportunity to study the relative successes 
and failures of particular strategies across institutions. We will examine the following in relation 
to campus diversity efforts. 
 

Institutional Capacity  
• Increasing faculty diversity 
• The role of institutional mission 

 
• The role of leadership at different 

institutional locations 



 

 4 
   

(religion, purpose, social justice) 
• The status of what we are learning 

about the educational benefits for 
students and curricular change 

• The role and impact of a special 
person in the institution designated 
to provide oversight 

• Impediments and strategies to 
change 

• Whether using an organizational 
learning perspective and evaluation 
facilitate change 

 

(administration, faculty, 
community, etc.)  

• New and emerging issues 
 

Student Success 
• Increasing underrepresented 

students’ success overall, in science, 
and, in graduate student preparation 
for faculty careers 

• Effects of shifts in minority status on 
white students 

 
Study Methodology 

 
While the overall goal of the Foundation’s Campus Diversity Initiative is to increase success 
with respect to grantees’ diversity initiatives through organizational learning, there must be 
recognition that the Foundation’s grant may support only parts of a set of campus initiatives. On 
many campuses, other institutional and private resources are supporting change efforts. In 
addition, each campus begins its Foundation funding at different points in the process of change. 
This results in different sets of initiatives, different challenges, and divergent resources.  
Moreover, each of these efforts occurs in the context of external forces outside the institution.  
This study will not always be able to parcel out the particular contributions of specific resources. 
Contextualizing the findings and lessons will be important. Nevertheless, because the 
Foundation's funds are relatively large and fairly visible on most campuses, attention can be paid 
to the role of the Foundation’s resources as well to the overall changes that have occurred. 
 
We will collect and analyze qualitative and quantitative data using a cluster analysis 
methodology.  We undertake the examination of the impact of Foundation funding on 
institutional change relative to diversity using multiple lenses.  We begin by establishing the 
baseline using sources such as: archival data (e.g., previous Irvine reports), institutional 
overviews submitted as part of the current grant making initiative, IPEDS data, and summaries of 
initial liaison contact with the campuses.   After campus baselines are established, we will: 
compare campus efforts against the Institutional Indicators [Appendix I (Smith, 1997)]; look at 
campus longitudinal data; review comparative institutional data; develop summary documents 
for each campus; explicate the campus project’s formative aspects; and summarize interviews 
and observations that occur during visits to campus. Below we provide more details about 
sources of the data to be used.  We conclude this methodology section by describing how these 
data will be analyzed. 
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Data Sources 
 
Establishing the Baseline.  We will establish the developmental stage of each institution's 
diversity efforts as they enter the current CDI. Using archival information and summaries of 
campus contacts, we will develop an initial picture of the campus-wide diversity efforts to put 
the Foundation-funded work into a larger context. These data will provide a qualitatively and 
quantitatively defined picture of the institution at the beginning of its current initiative.  Below 
we describe the baseline development activities. 
 
Previous Reports to the Foundation.  Campus reports to the Foundation from past diversity 
grants will be reviewed. 
 
Institutional overview. The Foundation’s grant making process requires campuses to develop a 
written narrative that describes the past and present status of diversity efforts and includes 
significant amounts of data. The overview may include WASC self studies, strategic plans, and 
other relevant documents.  
 
Nationally derived institutional data.  A database will be developed that establishes a common 
set of data points for each institution from IPEDS.   
 
Interviews and observations.  The ERT will document initial impressions of the campuses at the 
start of their CDI grant. These will be gathered from the campus liaison and JIF staff.  They will 
address overall impressions followed by observations concerning the climate for diverse 
populations, involvement of leadership, and other relevant issues. This information will be part 
of the qualitative baseline for each campus’ starting point.  
 
We will analyze these various data sources to establish a holistic baseline for each campus using 
the institutionalization matrix and rubric (Appendices V and VI respectively) developed for this 
study. 
 
Institutional Indicators.  Institutional indicators were developed to consider some of the ways 
that institutional change might be described and monitored (see Appendix I—Institutional 
Indicators). While there is no assumption that all institutions will have developed information on 
all of the indicators, we do expect a significant amount of overlapping information for many of 
the dimensions. The bolded items on the appended Institutional Indicators are those on which we 
expect comparable data. We have encouraged campuses that develop surveys to include a 
question concerning perceptions of "institutional commitment to diversity" as a way to reflect 
campus-wide perceptions and to disaggregate the data by race, ethnicity, gender, and socio-
economic status when possible. 
 
Longitudinal Data.  Basic data concerning level of student, faculty, staff, and governing board 
diversity for the CDI campuses (termed “structural diversity” by Hurtado, et. al., 1999) will be 
collected during the period of the recent grants (and over a fifteen-year period of Irvine’s grant 
making on diversity—1991 to 2005). Many of these data will be collected from the national 
IPEDS database.  The fifteen-year period roughly represents the years in which the James Irvine 
Foundation has been deeply engaged in campus diversity efforts. With the institution as the unit 
of analysis, the data elements below will be included for the period of the current grants. 
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Student Enrollments 
Student Retention 
Curriculum diversity 
Faculty engagement  
Perceptions of the institution (climate, 

commitment, engagement) 

Faculty Diversity 
Board Diversity 
Staff Diversity 
Strategies employed 
Presence of diversity in strategic 

plans, mission, publications 
  
Comparative Data.  Data on the structural diversity over time will also be collected from a set of 
other private (non-CDI) California institutions and national data as appropriate.  Some data from 
public California institutions may be collected. We will explore comparisons among institutions. 
While institutional mission and size are likely basis for institutional comparisons, we expect 
others to emerge from our analysis.  
 
Formative Aspects of the CDI Projects.  Part of the study of the CDI’s impact will be 
developing an understanding of the campus processes being used, whether the 6-month reports 
provide an opportunity for campus discussion and evaluation, and observations of campus 
obstacles and successes. For this purpose the 6-month reports to the Foundation, institutional 
data, liaison field notes, will provide ongoing data.  In addition, it is expected that the presence 
of the ERT in the process will have some influence on the overall impact of the project.  The 
liaison field notes and the concluding campus visits are expected to help us identify how ERT 
activities influenced the actions of the campuses. 
 
We will obtain information from Irvine Foundation program officers to document their 
observations during visits tha t they have made to campuses throughout the grant period.  In 
addition, we will compare the final reports for the CDI campuses with final reports from their 
earlier grants. 
 
Campus Site Visits.  The purpose of the concluding site visit is to discuss the CDI experience 
and its evaluation with campus representatives and to collect qualitative data to aid in evaluating 
the impact of the CDI. A two-person team will visit 12–15 campuses to develop a rich picture of 
several dimensions deemed important to the success of campus efforts. Campuses will be 
selected for site visits with consideration of their institutional mission, level of selectivity (as 
determined by their endowment), timing of their grant, and the level of diversity within the 
student body.  The impact evaluation questions will be the basis of the visit and review of 
additional documents. We will debrief the campus about the team’s observations at the end of the 
site visit.  
 
Summary Documents.  A summary document will be prepared on each of the 28 CDI campuses 
using case study methodology and drawing on all of the data sources described.  Institutional 
change (including sustainability, depth and breadth of institutionalization), effective strategies, 
lessons learned, and the impact of the Irvine strategy will be the key concerns of each summary. 
We will draw on these documents to conduct the overall impact study analysis.   
 
Although each campus might use different instruments to monitor aspects of their efforts, both 
the institutionalization matrix and rubric will allow us to compare campuses even if particular 
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data sources are different. A cross-case analysis will then be developed to address the questions 
described above. 
 

Data Analysis  
 
Institutionalization Analysis.  A key concept of the James Irvine Foundation CDI is to foster 
institutional change with respect to diversity in ways that foster the success of underrepresented 
students and promote the capacity of the institution to function more successfully with respect to 
diversity. A central concept related to institutional capacity is the degree to which diversity has 
been or is being institutionalized throughout the campus. Developing a generic tool to evaluate 
institutional change is difficult because of the diversity among institutions, the complexity of 
each institution, the different points of development, the role of multiple resources and efforts, 
and the challenge of making judgments about these observations.  
 
Nevertheless, the body of literature concerning organizational change, and change in higher 
education in particular, have begun to develop analysis frameworks that have been useful for this 
effort. A recent study conducted by the American Council on Education (ACE) and funded by 
the Kellogg Foundation has proposed using a depth and breadth analysis to capture the level of 
change in a particular campus (Eckel, Green, & Hill, 2001). We propose to use such a framework 
developed for this project to capture the status of diversity efforts in terms of the depth and 
breadth of diversity institutionalization (See Appendix II—Institutionalization Matrix).  This 
approach can also be used to look at change over time within, and to make comparisons among, 
the CDI institutions.  
 
A prior Irvine Foundation review of its diversity efforts (Smith, 1997), the results of the national 
evaluation study of diversity (Musil et. al., 2000), and a recent American Association for Higher 
Education study (AAHE—which examined institutional change concerning the Scholarship of 
Teaching), suggest that depth, breadth, and institutionalization can be reflected through a number 
of indicators. 
 
We have developed rubrics to determine the level of institutionalization of diversity by asking 
the degree to which the items below are evident relative to campus diversity efforts. 
 

• Widely accepted as an institutional goal 
• Connected to core institutional 

activities (rather than isolated activities 
for a few)  

• Broadly supported by an engaged 
faculty, student body, and 
administration  

• Supported by institutional resources 
(human, financial, etc.)  

• Central to the institution’s core 
educational mission rather than 
marginal 

• Sustained over time 
• Present in strategic documents  
• Organized and developed through some 

institution-wide mechanism (rather than 
an isolated committee)  

• Led by senior leadership and leadership 
throughout the campus 

• Maintained by an institutional 
infrastructure (rather than by temporary 
structures and resources) 
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Such analyses will create the opportunity to look at the degree of institutionalization at the 
beginning and at the end of the CDI, in both breadth and depth, those that have changed in one 
way or the other, and those that have changed little. We will involve at least two people from the 
research team in assigning rubrics values to the campuses so that reliability can be tracked. (See 
Appendix III—Institutionalization Rubric). 
 
Descriptive Analysis.  For each CDI campus we will have a rich description of their Irvine 
related efforts over the current funding cycle.  These descriptions will be carefully analyzed to 
identify the strategies that are being used, the resources committed, and the alignment between 
strategies, resources, and goals.  

 
Incorporating Emerging Analyses.  This evaluation project will draw on and incorporate 
relevant analysis procedures that will be useful to this study as it emerges (e.g., Hurtado and 
associates’ study of the learning outcomes at ten campuses seen to be leaders in creating diverse 
learning environments).  The literature will be shared if it is determined that it is also useful to 
individual campus evaluation efforts.   
 

REPORT DISSEMINATION 
 
The Evaluation Team will produce a final report to the Foundation and to the 28 CDI campuses 
in January 2006.  The findings of the report will be shared with the higher education community 
in two broadly disseminated monographs on institutional change and diversity.  In addition, a 
number of research reports will be produced, focused on specific topics, such as the study of 
those who choose not to indicate their racial/ethnic background (a.k.a. the unknown study). 
These monographs and research reports will be published by AAC&U in 2004-06.  
 
Outline of the Final Impact Study Report: 

Brief History of the James Irvine Foundation's CDI 
The current approach to CDI grant making 
Approach to the evaluation 
Questions for the evaluation 
Institutional, state and national context 
Evaluation methodology 
Profile of campuses, strategies and resources 
Results 
Implications 

For institutions 
For the Foundation 
For the field 
For California 
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Appendix I 

INSTITUTIONAL INDICATORS 
◊ in bold indicates readily available data 

    
Dimension One  --Access and Success  

◊Diversity of the undergraduate population, graduate population in fields and levels 
◊Progress over time  
◊Success of students in terms of graduation, persistence, fields, honors, performance 
◊Transfer among fields (particularly SMET [science, math, engineering and technology] 

fields) 
◊Pursuit of advanced degrees 

 
DIMENSION TWO-- CLIMATE AND INTERGROUP RELATIONS  

◊Levels and quality of interaction among groups 
◊Perceptions of the institutional (climate, commitment, engagement) 
◊Membership in diverse organizations and multiple memberships 
◊Quality of experience for diverse groups on campus, in residential life 
◊Levels of use and engagement in a variety of activities, offices and resources 

 
DIMENSION THREE-- EDUCATION AND SCHOLARSHIP  

◊Presence of diversity related courses, requirements 
◊Degree to which courses include diversity issues and the location of such courses (general 
education, and major fields.) 
◊Level of faculty expertise on issues related to diversity 
◊Level of faculty participation in diversity related efforts, diversity of faculty participating in 
curriculum transformation 
◊How much actual exposure do students have to diversity courses, to diverse faculty 
◊How much and what have students learned about diversity and about their increased capacity to 
work in diverse settings 

 
DIMENSION FOUR -- INSTITUTIONAL VIABILITY AND VITALITY 

◊Institutional history with respect to diversity, issues and incidents 
◊Institutional strategies, resources dedicated to the strategy 
◊Diversity of faculty and staff by level 
◊Progress over time  
◊Perceptions of access, equity and inclusion from all constituencies 
◊Perceptions of institutional commitment to diversity by all constituencies 
◊Public perception of the institution 
◊Alumni views from diverse groups of alumni 
◊Minority community views of the institution 
◊External constituents views of the institution and diversity 
◊Economic issues for the institution 
◊Visibility of diversity in publications  
◊How is diversity represented with respect to excellence, quality, and academic performance 

 ◊Centrality of diversity in the planning process, mission statements  
 ◊Hate crimes, grievances
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Appendix II: INSTITUTIONALIZATION MATRIX 
 
Institutionalization Matrix: A Heuristic Tool 
 
This grid of “breadth and depth” is designed as a heuristic tool for assessing the state of 
diversity3 initiatives on college campuses (see figure below). Breadth accounts for how well 
single units are integrated across the campus (horizontal state). Depth focuses on the extent in 
which superficial engagements have moved from the margins and have become embodied in the 
core values of the institution (vertical state). As a heuristic tool, the lines separating the various 
boxes are perforated to symbolize the permeability of the various locations.  The goal is for a 
diversity initiative to reach an effective, sustainable, and comprehensive status by fully 
developing its depth and breadth. 
 
MATRIX ANCHORING POINTS 
Isolated Initiatives: Diversity Initiative(s) are in place as individual units/parts of the institution 
and function in isolation of one another. For example, both a history department and an 
admissions office may have diversity initiatives but they function without an overarching 
institutional plan to systematically connect them together, along with other diversity initiatives 
across the campus, to make diversity pervasive across the institution. 
 
Integrated Initiatives: An integrated diversity initiative represents an institution-wide effort that 
systematically and appropriately connects all units/parts of the institution with attention to how 
effective these units/parts function together to ensure diversity remains integral to the core values 
of the institution.  
 
Superficial: Superficial initiative(s) are cosmetic actions that are ineffective in moving diversity 
from the margins to the core values of the institution. Cosmetic actions include events such as 
food fests, film festivals, Cinco de Mayo celebrations, and speakers for Black History month.  
Superficial initiatives also refer to symbolic actions that are intended to subdue diversity efforts 
rather than to deeply entrench diversity as part of the institution’s core values.  These symbolic 
actions include placing token faculty and students of color and adding politically correct 
“diversity” language in mission statements and public speeches. 
 
Embodied: Diversity has become systematically embodied throughout the institutional structure, 
so diversity is reflected in daily behavior/culture/action(s). Considerations of diversity define and 
centrally shape units’ functions from every level within the university’s structure. For example, 
an embodied diversity initiative means diversity is an essential part of all decision making and 
actions taken and ensures that diverse individuals are part of those processes.  

                                                 
3  In accordance with the James Irvine Foundation Higher Education Program, “diversity,” for the purpose of this 
tool pertains to socioeconomic and racial diversity. 
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Appendix III: Institutionalization Rubric 
 

CAMPUS DIVERSITY INITIATIVE EVALUATION PROJECT  
IMPACT  STUDY—INSTITUTIONALIZATION RUBRIC (IR) INSTRUMENT 

 
Instructions 

 
This rubric instrument is an effort to assess the degree of institutionalization of campus diversity efforts across a number of dimensions that we 
believe are important: Goals, Resources, Capacity, Leadership, and Centrality.  In this first round we ask that you to apply these rubrics to 
observations  of your campuses when you first read their narratives and began working with them.  This will be used to establish a baseline 
for each campus (albeit retrospectively).  We will ask you to apply the rubric again at the conclusion of each campus grant, which for some 
liaisons this will be soon.   
 
Within each dimension, the rubric scales include characteristics that one could expect to observe at the institutional and individual level. Just as we 
would not expect to find many campuses with a zero rating on these dimensions, we also wouldn’t expect to see many with a rating of 10 
(especially in this initial review). The language is written in generic form because we hope to use it for more general purposes.  For this scoring, 
initiative refers to the James Irvine Foundation CDI and the set of goals outlined in the award letter to each campus. 
 
Each dimension of the rubric provides a description of what we intend to measure and assigns a numeric range to the specific characteristics 
described.  Please indicate the score you are giving each rubric in the space provided.  In the Comments Section make note of any difficulty in 
using the rubric to score each dimensions as you review your campus materials.  Your feedback will enable us to refine the rubrics so that they 
accurately reflect and measure where the campuses started and where they are at the conclusion of their CDI grant. 
 
When you have completed the review, please post your results on e-groups in the individual campus file and in a separate file entitled 
Completed Matrix and Rubric Instruments. 
 
WHAT TO DO BETWEEN THIS FIRST ROUND OF SCORING AND THE CONCLUDING SCORING? 
 
It would be extremely useful if you would think about these rubric dimensions as you learn about specific events and interact with your campuses.  
For example, campus A began its grant in December 2002 and you establish their IR score.  In February the campus hires a person whose 
responsibilities include oversight of the CDI evaluation and the person began immediately to bring the many projects of Campus A’s CDI together 
and initiate cross-campus dialogue about the influence that diversity can have on academic excellence.  It would be helpful if you kept notes in 
Campus A’s school file indicating the potential influence that you think this hiring may have on the rubric dimensions.  You might indicate the 
impact this might have especially in the areas of resources, capacity and leadership.  In the end, we would have a set of notes that: a) connect 
specific actions/events (internal and external forces) to positive or negative influences on progress toward institutionalization; b) create rich case 
studies of the campuses; and c) provide an enriched picture of the collective impact that the CDI is having across the campuses. 
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GOALS 
 
General Criteria—Extent to which there exists knowledge and understanding of initiative and institutional goals as indicated by: 

§ official written articulation of initiative goals present in institutional units that are articulated and practiced by staff; 
§ written documentation of how the initiative goals relate to various institutional functions and staff can artic ulate their own role and responsibility 

in achieving the goals; 
§ departments/units and staff understand and demonstrate initiative goals relationship to their own job responsibilities and that of other 

departments/units staff;  
§ departments/units and staff understand the intended impact of the initiative (i.e., initiative aims); and 
§ departments/units and staff acceptance of shared initiative goals. 

 
Measures used for analysis 
0 —Absent (goals are not stated or known) 
1-2 —Goals are stated, but they are either not written, defined /operationalized for or by those who must work to achieve them, or they are understood only by a 

small number of people within a department and across the institution 
3-4 —Goals are stated in writing, defined, and operationalized but in a single or small number of departments/units and only a few individuals are involved in 

enacting the goals 
5-6 —Goals are explicit and operationalized, shared by a number of those who are responsible for goal achievement, and there is a broad base of responsibility for 

the goals 
7-8 —Goals are explicit and operationalized, shared by a number of those who are responsible for goal achievement, there is a broad base of responsibility for the 

goals, and the targets of the initiative are aware of, understand, and accept their role in achieving the goals 4 
9-10 —This is the ideal state where all of the above is true and campuses are providing robust evidence of the learning outcomes that the research indicates is 

possible. 
 
Goals Score:      
 
Comments (please provide some campus-specific references [language in their narrative, observations at meetings, conversations at the June Seminars] that led you to 
give the score you assigned in this area): 
 

                                                 
4 For example, if the institutional goal is to create a diverse learning environment so as to tap the learning potential of its diversity, one should be able to observe that students can articulate how 
the diversity of the classroom improves their learning 
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RESOURCES 
 
General Criteria—Extent to which resources are made available to mount the endeavors (and implementers are aware of the resources available) within and across the 
initiative(s) as indicated by the sufficiency level of: 

§ people; space; time; and finances committed to the endeavor. 
 
Measures used for analysis 
0 —Absent (there are no people space, time or financial resources in any unit to carry out the initiative) 
1-2 —A single or a small number of people within one or two departments are responsible for the work of the initiative, there is little or no ownership of the goal 

achievement tasks beyond this small group, and little or no time or financial resources are available to get the job done; when there is more than a single 
responsible person, there is not be a connection between the work of the responsible offices  

3-4 —There are multiple sites of responsibility for the initiative goals, these sites may or may not be connected, and while time, space, and financial resources are 
made available, they are inadequate to achieve the initiative goals 

5-6 —Ownership of the work to be done is evident across different units/departments in the institution and there is coordination within and across these units; 
space, time and finances are beginning to approach adequacy as defined by the trench worker (those who must do the work) 

7-8 —Many or several units/departments are engaged in the various tasks required to achieve the institutional goals outlined; the units engaged have enough time, 
space and financial resources to do the work to achieve the goals 

9-10      —This is the ideal state where the entire campus is engaged in achieving the goal is some form and the institution has aligned resources to achieve its goals in 
an effective and efficient manner (In this area most employees at all levels of the institution understand the goals, and recognize and commit to the resource 
allocation necessary to achieve the goal) 

 
Resources Score:      
 
Comments (please provide some campus-specific references [language in their narrative, observations at meetings, conversations at the June Seminars] that led you to 
give the score you assigned in this area): 
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CAPACITY 
 
General Criteria—Extent to which capacity to undertake and sustain the initiative is developed as exemplified by the level of: 

§ training provided to help implementers understand the complexity of the initiatives (e.g., how the initiatives fit together to make the whole);  
§ sophistication of information and communication systems in place (i.e., extent to which initiatives are systematically linked); and 
§ effective leadership available to affirm, guide, and coordinate initiative implementation. 

 
Measures used for analysis 
0Absent (there are no of staff development and/or institutional systems to accomplish institutional goals) 
1-2  —Individuals and small number of units provide staff development and create systems to carry out the work, but the staff development has limited impact on 

the implementers behavior and the systems are too novice to address the complexity of the tasks to be accomplished (An example is an annual, 2-hour, 
university-wide diversity symposium that attracts 100 of 10,000 campus employees that is intended to raise the level of awareness of diverse student needs.  It 
is a voluntary program that is typically advertised through the campus staff newspaper and no follow-up is made with attendees) 

3-4  —Several units/departments conduct meaningful staff development activities that are shared among colleagues within a unit/department and systems of 
communication and cross-unit engagement are created and are beginning to be used; leaders support is apparent but inadequate to motivate,  

5-6  —Many unit/departments are provided appropriate and effective staff development activities related to the initiative and directly related to their specific work 
within the institution; systems are in place to spread staff learning within and across the institution, but not yet sophisticated; leaders support is apparent, 
motivational, yet not yet consistent 

7-8 —This area is that indicated above plus a greater sophistication of system capacity and leader championship of the initiative goals as they relate to institutional 
mission 

9-10 —This is the ideal state where all of the above is true and the initiative goals can clearly be achieved because sufficient capacity exists across the institution to 
carry out the work necessary to do so 

 
Capacity Score:     
 
Comments (please provide some campus-specific references [language in their narrative, observations at meetings, conversations at the June Seminars] that led you to 
give the score you assigned in this area): 
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LEADERSHIP 
 
General Criteria—Extent to which leadership at all levels demonstrates commitment to the success of the initiative as exemplified by motivation and mobilization 
efforts as indicated by the following elements: 

§ effort to articulate initiative goals to all levels of employees and hold them accountable for goal achievement; 
§ decision to commit institutional resources to the initiative (beyond external grants); 
§ level of attention to building institutional capacity to have the initiative succeed; and 
§ motivation to achieve success in initiative inspired by leadership. 

 
Measures used for analysis 
0  —Absent (no one is articulating initiative goals, identifying needed resources, building capacity or motivation to achieve goals) 
1-2  —Leadership is limited to a small number of people and primarily those charged with initiative-specific areas (e.g., multicultural affairs personnel), goals of 

the initiative are clear but only to leaders and only they are held responsible for achievement, resource allocation decisions are focused on isolated events 
rather than strategic plan of action, employee development (to create a sense of ownership of and responsibility for the initiative goals) is limited to a few in 
the initiative-specific area 

3-4  —Leadership is present in a small number of different areas, but still limited to specific units where there is obvious connection to the initiative (e.g., 
multicultural affairs and admissions), initiative goals are understood and practices to achieve them are demonstrated by a few leaders beyond the initiative-
specific area, small amount of resources are identified and allocated to address initiative goals and build connections across units, employee development is 
broadened to include all within the initiative-specific units and a few that are not in initiative-specific areas 

5-6  —Leadership is present in a moderate number of different units that are not initiative-specific, initiative goals are understood and practices to achieve them are 
evident in these units, leaders intentionally allocate resources to the initiative to coordinate practice across units, and employee development activities are 
available to all employees in these units 

7-8  —Leadership is demonstrated at many levels within a unit and in many units across the institution, initiative goals are clearly part of leaders’ work, decisions 
are often made that provide necessary resources to achieve initiative goals (but not necessarily sufficient), employees are actively encouraged (motivated) to 
participate in development activities designed to help achieve initiative goals (as measured by the proportion of employees who participate in such training)  

 9-10 —Leadership is evident at all levels and across all units of the institution, leaders have internalized the initiative goals (as evidenced by their consistent 
inclusion of the initiative goals in their planning, decision deliberations, and action), resource allocations are intentionally aligned to achieve initiative goals, 
and they consistently work to help employees do the same 

 
Leadership Score:      
 
Comments (please provide some campus-specific references [language in their narrative, observations at meetings, conversations at the June Seminars] that led you to 
give the score you assigned in this area): 
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CENTRALITY 
 
General Criteria—Extent to which the values espoused by the initiative are central to the institution’s mission as indicated by: 

§ initiative values are explicated in written institutional planning and implementation documents such as strategic plans and progress reports, 
mission statements, recruitment brochures;  

§ initiative values are consistently articulated in speeches by leaders; 
§ initiative values are articulated in meetings of governance bodies (faculty senate, board of trustees); and 
§ initiative values are consistently considered in actions and decisions of campus officials (e.g., in programs, hiring, community interaction). 

 
Measures used for analysis 
0  —Absent (there are no initiative values in any form) 
1-2  —Evidence of the initiative is limited to isolated programs and events rather than acknowledged in institutional or unit planning and decision-making 

processes, written articulation of initiative goals is merely referenced in public documents or reports, and discussions of the values embedded in the initiative 
are limited to discussions of the initiative itself 

3-4  —Initiative values are acknowledged in initiative-specific unit planning and decision-making processes, written articulation of initiative goals is given in a 
small number of public documents or reports, and discussions of the values embedded in the initiative are engaged beyond the initiative, but only in areas that 
are obviously contiguous to the initiative. 

5-6 —Initiative values are acknowledged in units beyond the initiative as part of their planning and decision-making, written articulation of initiative values is 
given in a moderate number of public documents or reports, and discussions of the values embedded in the initiative are engaged beyond the initiative, in areas 
that are not obviously contiguous to the initiative (e.g., budget development meetings and fundraising campaign) 

7-8 —Initiative values are acknowledged in many units as part of their planning and decision-making, written articulation of initiative values is given in a large 
number of public documents or reports, and discussions of the values embedded in the initiative are engaged by a significant number of units beyond the 
initiative 

9-10 —Initiative values are acknowledged across the institution as part of its planning and decision-making, reflected in all official written documents of the 
institution, and an institutional plan to achieve initiative goals has been developed as an integral part of institutional strategic planning, it is being implemented 
and monitored, and staff are held accountable for the outcomes 

 
Centrality Score:     
 
Comments (please provide some campus-specific references [language in their narrative, observations at meetings, conversations at the June Seminars] that led you to 
give the score you assigned in this area): 


