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the accreditation process in Washington State as a method to demonstrate quality,
accountability, and transparency.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Higher education institutions are working to address questions concerning the
level of quality, accountability, and transparency in education. As part of that work,
higher education institutions contend that regional accreditation is an appropriate tool to
demonstrate quality, accountability, and transparency. In addition, regional accreditation
continues to evolve and change in response to public demands for increased
accountability and better methods of quality assurance (Brua-Behrens, 2003; Crow, 2009;
Eaton, 2010).
According to Hartle (2003), accreditation provides an accurate and detailed
assessment of a higher education institution. Both federal and state governments
recognize accreditation as the mechanism by which institutional and programmatic
legitimacy are ensured (U.S. Department of Education, n.d.). Moore (2002) contended
that regional accreditation is a process intended to improve the quality of educational
institutions and
historically has been the primary method by which an institution exhibits
commitment to examine itself on an ongoing basis, to document results of
its efforts, and to use the results of its assessment to improve quality and
institutional effectiveness in fulfilling its mission and goals. (p. 91)
According to the Council for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA, 2009),
regional accreditation in the United States is a means to ensure and improve higher
education quality. Because of its broad-based application, regional accreditation has
many roles in higher education. Regional accreditation takes on the role of attesting to
the ability of an institution or program to demonstrate educational quality, fiscal stability,
and availability of resources, and it is used as a mechanism to protect students from
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fraud. Without accreditation, institutions and programs are not eligible for federal
financial aid assistance or certain types of state, local, and private assistance (CHEA,
2009; U.S. Department of Education, n.d.). In 2002, federal and state aid accounted for
51% of income for public two-year colleges (Cohen & Brawer, 2003), and in 2010
federal Title IV aid distributed to higher education was over $133 billion, an increase of
19% from 2009 (U.S. Department of Education, 2010).
Regional accreditation also serves to bolster private sector confidence in an
institution’s reputation. Private individuals and foundations look for evidence of
accreditation when making decisions about private giving, and employers look for
evidence of program accreditation when hiring workers (Eaton, 2006). Higher education
institutions contend that regional accreditation continues to demonstrate quality and
accountability. According to Oden (2009), we should “always frame the process well and
defend the process with vigor and confidence” (p. 38).
Regional accreditation is an all-inclusive institutional process that continues to
evolve and respond to an ever-changing environment. It is “a process that is quite formal
and that will demonstrate to the critics of higher education that higher education takes the
process very seriously and works to engage everyone in our broader collegiate
community in the work we are doing” (Oden, 2009, pp. 37–38). Regional accreditation is
used in U.S. higher education to ensure that postsecondary institutions meet and maintain
minimum standards of quality and integrity regarding academics, administration, and
related services. It is a process based on the principle of academic self-governance and is
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therefore a voluntary, peer-reviewed process. Regional accreditation is the
guiding force behind institutional credibility.
There are six regional accrediting bodies responsible for higher education
accreditation in the United States. These regional accrediting organizations share the
basic premise that accredited institutions must define their own missions and set
measurable goals that lead to mission fulfillment (Baker, 2002). Each regional
accrediting body has the autonomy to implement changes that reflect the best interests of
its region’s institutions. In an effort to bolster public confidence in regional
accreditation, some regional accrediting bodies have changed their accreditation
standards and timelines or added additional types of quality assessment activities (Aper,
1993; Brua-Behrens, 2003; Ewell, 1997; Faulkner, 2002; Hollingsworth, 2010; Moore,
2002).
Several regional accrediting bodies have implemented quality assessment
programs modeled after the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award, a program named
after former Secretary of Commerce Malcolm Baldrige, who was noted for his pursuit of
quality excellence as a way for the United States to remain strong and prosper (National
Institute of Standards and Technology, 2010). Quality improvement models are powerful
assessment instruments that help leaders identify organizational strengths and
opportunities for improvement, and the assessment results can be used to drive
performance improvement in organizations (Brua-Behrens, 2003; Faulkner, 2002; Shakir,
2010). Other regional accrediting bodies have implemented substantive changes to their
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accreditation standards as a way to demonstrate continuous quality improvement
in accredited institutions.
As higher education institutions continue to be questioned, it will become even
more important that the six regional accreditation associations continue to lead the charge
for quality, accountability, and transparency by having a proven set of standards that can
demonstrate an institution’s continuous quality improvement. Regional accreditation
changes need to be researched and documented. As regional accreditation associations
change their processes for accreditation, these changes need to be studied. The
documentation and research produced can be used to demonstrate the value of
accreditation.
Research Purpose
As regional accreditation associations have strived for continuous improvement,
and in response to growing pressure from external constituents to be more accountable,
the Northwest Commission for Colleges and Universities (NWCCU) undertook an
analysis and revision of its standards (Baker, 2002; Sandmann, Williams & Abrams,
2009). In 2010, NWCCU developed and implemented new accreditation standards and a
new accreditation timeline. The new standards and timeline represent a dramatic change
in how member institutions participate in the accreditation process (NWCCU, 2012c).
When new standards are developed and processes change, it is essential that the
implementations of these processes are analyzed to gain an understanding of how they
function and interact. As pointed out in a study conducted by O’Banion, Weidner, and
Wilson (2011) about the need to access new ideas and innovations or changes,
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“Innovations are often new or different approaches to old problems and, as such,
must be subjected to careful scrutiny and rigorous evaluation” (p. 477). Therefore, it is
imperative that NWCCU’s new regional accreditation standards and their implementation
be explored by researching the perceptions of the people who have interacted with the
new standards and implemented those standards on their campuses. Given that the
standards are relatively new, there is very limited data on the requirements’ institutional
impacts on Washington State community colleges; the perceptions of the administrators
responsible for the implementation; or the perceived effectiveness of the new standards
for demonstrating quality, accountability, and transparency by administrators
implementing the new standards.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
The purpose of this study was to explore the perceptions of Washington State
community college administrators about NWCCU’s new regional accreditation standards.
To inform this study, seven questions were asked.
Question 1. Are administrator perceptions of regional accreditation standards in
Washington State (as measured by Section 1) significantly different from a hypothesized
average value of 3?


H01: There is no statistically significant difference from a median score of 3 in
average scores on the “Regional Accreditation in Washington State” section
(Section 1).
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Ha1: There is a statistically significant difference from a median score of 3
in average scores on the “Regional Accreditation in Washington State” section
(Section 1).
Question 2. Are administrator perceptions of NWCCU and the new regional

accreditation standards (as measured by Section 2) significantly different from a
hypothesized average value of 3?


H02: There is no statistically significant difference from a median score of 3 in
average scores on the “new regional accreditation standards” section (Section 2).



Ha2: There is a statistically significant difference from a median score of 3 in
average scores on the “new regional accreditation standards” section (Section 2).
Question 3. Are administrator perceptions of the reaccreditation processes on

their campus (as measured by Section 3) significantly different from a hypothesized
average value of 3?


H03: There is no statistically significant difference from a median score of 3 in
average scores on the “reaccreditation process on your campus” section (Section
3).



Ha3: There is a statistically significant difference from a median score of 3 in
average scores on the “reaccreditation process on your campus” section (Section
3).
Question 4. Are administrator perceptions after implementation of the new

regional accreditation process on their campus (as measured by Section 4) significantly
different from a hypothesized average value of 3?
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H04: There is no statistically significant difference from a median score of
3 in average scores on the “reaccreditation process after implementation” section
(Section 4).



Ha4: There is a statistically significant difference from a median score of 3 in
average scores on the “reaccreditation process after implementation” section
(Section 4).
Question 5. Is there any relationship between average administrator perceptions

of new accreditation standards (as measured by the four sections) and school size?


H05: There is no statistically significant correlation between school size and
average perception of new accreditation standards.



Ha5: There is a statistically significant correlation between school size and
average perception of new accreditation standards.
Question 6. Is there any relationship between average administrator perceptions

of new accreditation standards (as measured by the four sections) and the number of
years the administrator has been involved in higher education accreditation?


H06: There is no statistically significant correlation between the number of years
the administrator has been involved in higher education accreditation and average
perception of new accreditation standards.



Ha6: There is a statistically significant correlation between the number of years
the administrator has been involved in higher education accreditation and average
perception of new accreditation standards.
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Question 7. Are administrator perceptions of NWCCU and the new
regional accreditation standards (as measured by the four sections) dependent on
administrator job title?


H07: There is no statistically significant correlation between the administrator’s
job title and average perception of new accreditation standards.



Ha7: There is a statistically significant correlation between the administrator’s job
title and average perception of new accreditation standards.
For Research Questions 1–4, administrator perceptions were measured to

determine whether the average scores were significantly different from a hypothesized
average value of 3. Testing from the median score of 3 allows the researcher to see
whether participants are scoring significantly higher than an average.
Terms and Concepts
The following terms and concepts were used throughout this study:


Accountability – being responsible for one’s outcomes (Merriam-Webster, n.d.).



Community college administrator – for the purpose of this study, presidents, vice
presidents, deans, assistant deans, and directors.



Malcolm Baldrige Quality Award – nationally recognized quality award
established by Congress in 1987 to recognize institutional quality achievement
(National Institute of Standards and Technology, 2010).



Peer review – a process whereby institutional effectiveness and quality are
professionally judged by peers from higher education institutions whose expertise
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and experience are essential to their ability to exercise professional
judgment (Commission on Colleges, 2012).


Quality – a degree of excellence (Merriam-Webster, n.d.).



Quality model – proven method for quality improvement. A system to maximize
the quality of the organization’s processes and products to meet or exceed the
needs and expectations of the organization’s customers/clients (Faulkner, 2002).



Regional accreditation – process by which higher education institutions gain
institutional accreditation in their geographic area (U.S. Department of Education,
n.d.).

Significance of the Study
Regional accreditation continues to evolve and change as it responds to public
demands for increased accountability and better methods to demonstrate continuous
quality improvement. More specifically, in 2010, NWCCU changed its regional
accreditation standards and timeline, thus creating an opportunity to study the perceptions
of Washington State community college administrators about NWCCU’s new regional
accreditation standards. The significance of this study is threefold. First, it provides
needed information and feedback about the perceptions of the new regional accreditation
standards and the implementation of the new standards to Washington State community
colleges. Second, although focused on Washington State community colleges, the results
of this research can provide insight to other NWCCU-accredited community colleges.
Finally, it will add to the scholarly research on the topic of community college
administrators’ perceptions about regional accreditation in community colleges.
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NWCCU’s new accreditation standards. Regional accrediting bodies,
in a continuing effort to demonstrate quality, accountability, and transparency, vigilantly
review their standards. To respond to ongoing public concern they implement changes as
needed. As a response to the growing need to demonstrate quality, accountability, and
transparency, the NWCCU Board of Commissioners in January 2010 passed a proposed
revision to the NWCCU accreditation standards. This change to the standards requires all
accredited higher education institutions in the Northwest Commission to transition from a
10-year accreditation cycle to a 7-year cycle. The new standards are principle-based
statements of expectations of quality and effectiveness by which institutions are
evaluated and serve as a framework for continuous improvement (NWCCU, 2012b).
Colleges accredited by NWCCU were required to demonstrate mission fulfillment as it
relates to each individual college’s core theme objectives.
Changes in regional accreditation. Although this research is limited to
Washington State community colleges, findings from this research may be useful to other
community colleges in Alaska, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, and Utah, which are
the other states in the NWCCU region. This research can potentially provide information
to other NWCCU institutions that are transitioning to the new standards. As regional
accreditation continues to be used to demonstrate quality, accountability, and
transparency in higher education, this research will be useful for administrators to
understand the perceptions of their peers about the new NWCCU regional accreditation
standards. While there is research on community college administrator perceptions about
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regional accreditation, there is limited research specifically on regional
accreditation in Washington State.
Quality models identified in higher education regional accreditation include: (a)
Quality Enhancement Plan, administered by the Southern Association of Colleges and
Schools (SACS); (b) the Academic Quality Improvement Program (AQIP), administered
by the North Central Association of Colleges and Schools; and (c) the Continuous
Quality Improvement Model, implemented in the North Carolina community college
system (Farmer & Paris, 2000). These models appear to provide linkage between quality
models and regional accreditation and document the value of using regional accreditation
to demonstrate quality. This proposed research on implementation of the new NWCCU
regional accreditation standards can potentially demonstrate a similar linkage at the
community college level in Washington State.
Research on regional accreditation and quality assessment. Documenting and
exploring the perception of key community college personnel about the implementation
of the new NWCCU regional accreditation standards will have scholarly significance and
will add to the body of literature on regional accreditation and quality assessment in
Washington State community colleges. It will also add to the limited body of knowledge
on the implementation of the new NWCCU accreditation standards in Washington State
community colleges. While there is research on regional accreditation and implementing
regional accreditation quality models in higher education, there is limited research that
has direct application to the implementation of the NWCCU standards. Questions around
quality, accountability, and transparency in higher education have been discussed for
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many years, and the discussion is not waning. It is because of this continued
discussion that additional research should be conducted and the body of knowledge
around regional accreditation and quality be expanded.
Summary
There is some research analyzing perceptions of administrators at regionally
accredited community colleges and universities that have implemented new regional
accreditation quality models and standards. However, because they have been in place
since only 2010, there is limited research about the implementation of the new NWCCU
regional accreditation standards. Currently, public higher education institutions in the
NWCCU region are aware of the new standards, but only a few institutions have fully
implemented them due to their individual reaccreditation timelines. As the new standards
are put into practice, it is important to add to the body of scholarly knowledge. This
study (a) provides research data that demonstrates the impact of the new NWCCU
regional accreditation standards in Washington State community colleges, (b) provides
research data that potentially relates to other NWCCU community colleges outside of
Washington State, and (c) explores the perceptions of Washington State community
college administrators involved in NWCCU accreditation. This research can potentially
add to the data used to inform NWCCU policymakers. This research also has the
potential to provide information to other colleges in the northwest region that were
implementing the new NWCCU accreditation standards.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Higher education has been the subject of scrutiny and criticism for the better part
of the 20th century for its lack of quality and accountability (Baker, 2002; Graca, 2009;
Kincaid & Andersen, 2010; Lubinescu, Ratcliff, & Gaffney, 2001; Marcus, 1983; Ruben,
2007). Government, special interests groups, and the public are voicing their opinions on
the shortcomings of higher education (Graca, 2009; Hartle, 2003). The majority of
opinion appears to focus on the fear that the U.S. higher education system is failing
(Ruben, 2007). The federal government has become increasingly critical of higher
education and its ability to produce quality education and demonstrate accountability
(Marcus, 1983; Yudof & McLane, 2006). However, higher education institutions
contend they are fulfilling their mission and doing their job and have evidence to support
these claims. The evidence can be found in quality initiatives supported by Achieving
the Dream, League of Innovation, American Association of Community Colleges, and the
Gates Foundation, which require measurable outcomes that document excellence (Joch,
2009; Romero, Purdy, Rodriquez, & Richards, 2005). Higher education institutions also
participate in quality assessment activities that range from local excellence awards
applications to applying for national awards like the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality
Award and the MetLife Excellence Award.
Professional and technical accreditation is used as a way for higher education
institutions to demonstrate programmatic quality and accountability. Higher education
institutions contend that regional accreditation continues to demonstrate quality and
accountability. Oden (2009) wrote that we should “always frame the process well and
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defend the process with vigor and confidence” (p. 38). According to Hartle
(2003), accreditation provides an accurate and detailed assessment of a higher education
institution. Both federal and state governments recognize accreditation as the mechanism
that ensures institutional and programmatic legitimacy (U.S. Department of Education,
n.d.). Regional accreditation is an all-inclusive institutional process that continues to
evolve and respond to an ever-changing environment. It is “a process that is quite formal
and that will demonstrate to the critics of higher education that we take the process very
seriously and work to engage everyone in our broader collegiate community in the work
we are doing” (Oden, 2009, pp. 37–38). Because accreditation continues to be a
nationally recognized measure of accountability and quality, more than 8,200 higher
education institutions participate in the process of accreditation.
Approach to Literature Review
The Oregon State University library’s e-campus website provided the resources
used in the review of articles, peer-reviewed articles, and books. The library’s EBSCO
host database keyword search function was used to narrow the reference selections to
articles and books that contained keywords associated with the identified core themes.
The initial keywords that were used in the search were: accreditation, accountability,
assessment, academic quality improvement program (AQIP), community college, higher
education, Baldrige award, regional accreditation, and Northwest Commission on
Colleges and Universities (NWCCU). After an initial literature review, quality models
and total quality management began to appear as keywords connected to the concept of
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quality in higher education. Therefore, the search was expanded in an effort to
thoroughly explore the relevant literature.
The books, journal articles, and Internet resources located through the Google and
Google Scholar search engines provided a vast amount of information. The information
spanned more than 50 years of documented research on accreditation and quality in
higher education. However, the review also identified a definite lack of documented
research on NWCCU and the implications of accreditation in higher education in the state
of Washington.
Because quality and accreditation are recognized as important issues for higher
education institutions, there is considerable research on these topics represented in the
literature outside of the northwestern region of the United States. Another area that
produced a substantial amount of literature was that of quality as it related to assessment.
In this review, emphasis was given to research that focused on the use of quality models
in higher education and their outcomes, quality models that focused on higher-educationspecific initiatives, and quality models used as part of accreditation. While learning
assessment is an important aspect of quality in higher education, research that focused on
quality models related to learning assessment was excluded from this literature review, as
such quality models were not a focus of this research, and the key term assessment was
used only to broaden the search parameters to ensure complete coverage of qualityrelated research.
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Overview of Literature
Three core themes provided the framework and guided the organizational
structure for the relevant literature that was researched. The three core themes were: (a)
regional accreditation in higher education, (b) trends and transitions in regional
accreditation, and (c) NWCCU and its revised accreditation standards. This literature
review will provide documented scholarly evidence about regional accreditation and its
impact in higher education.
Regional accreditation in higher education. Regional accreditation is the
process used in U.S. higher education to ensure that postsecondary institutions meet and
maintain minimum standards of quality and integrity regarding academics,
administration, and related services. It is a voluntary, peer-reviewed process based on the
principle of academic self-governance. Regional accreditation is the guiding force
behind institutional credibility. There are six regional accrediting bodies responsible for
institutional accreditation for higher education institutions in the United States. The
regional accrediting bodies are divided geographically. The six accrediting bodies are:


Middle States Association of Colleges and Schools, founded in 1919, accredits
educational institutions in New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware,
Maryland, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands, as
well as schools for American children in Europe, North Africa, and the Middle
East.
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New England Association of Schools and Colleges, founded in 1885,
accredits educational institutions in the six New England states: Connecticut,
Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont.



North Central Association of Colleges and Schools, founded in 1895, accredits
educational institutions in Arkansas, Arizona, Colorado, Iowa, Illinois, Indiana,
Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, North Dakota, Nebraska, Ohio,
Oklahoma, New Mexico, South Dakota, Wisconsin, West Virginia, and
Wyoming.



NWCCU, founded in 1917, accredits postsecondary institutions (colleges and
universities) in Alaska, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Washington.



SACS, founded in 1912, accredits educational institutions in Virginia, Florida,
Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina,
Alabama, Tennessee, and Texas.



Western Association of Schools and Colleges, founded in 1962, accredits
educational institutions in California, Hawaii, Guam, American Samoa,
Micronesia, Palau, and Northern Marianas Islands.
The regional accrediting bodies all share a similar not-for-profit status that allows

them the freedom to conduct business without a profit-driven motive (Eaton, 2006).
They also share similar missions, visions, and goals. Accreditation is a voluntary,
nongovernmental, self-regulated process of quality assurance that is conducted by peer
review (Graca, 2009). Regional accreditation has existed for more than 100 years and,
during that time, has not deviated far from its mission but has worked to provide similar
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measures of assessment across the nation (Brittingham, 2008; Cohen & Brawer,
2003; Ruben, 2007). Regional accrediting organizations share the basic premise that
accredited institutions must define their own missions and set measurable goals that lead
to mission fulfillment (Baker, 2002).
The regional accreditation process consists of three phases. Phase 1 requires an
institution to engage in a self-study to thoroughly explore itself on an ongoing basis and
reflect on its performance against a defined set of accreditation standards. Phase 2
involves an external review by a team of volunteer peer evaluators. These evaluators
review and verify the information provided in the institution’s self-study and provide an
assessment and recommendation to the accrediting organization about the institution’s
ability to meet the accreditation standards. Finally, Phase 3 is a formally documented
decision by the regional commission on whether the institution is accredited or
reaccredited (Baker, 2002; Jackson, Davis, & Jackson, 2010; Lubinescu et al., 2001;
Ruben, 2007).
Regional accreditation is a process intended to improve the quality of educational
institutions. According to Moore (2002), accreditation
historically has been the primary method by which an institution exhibits
commitment to examine itself on an ongoing basis, to document results of
its efforts, and to use the results of its assessment to improve quality and
institutional effectiveness in fulfilling its mission and goals. (p. 91)
Because society holds higher education accountable for providing evidence that students
are receiving the maximum return possible from their personal, financial, academic, and
emotional investment, higher education institutions are considered “vendors” in an
economy in which the consumer perspective is central (Braskamp & Braskamp, 1997).
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Accreditation adds value to society through ensuring quality, enabling
government to make sound judgments about the use of public funds, aiding the private
sector in decisions about financial support, and easing transfer of credits (Eaton, 2006;
Graca, 2009).
Criticism of accreditation. While regional accrediting bodies have worked
diligently to set consistent standards and produce valid outcomes, a plethora of literature
criticizes the efficacy of accreditation. Davenport’s study (2001) demonstrated through
the use of informal surveys that accreditation standards bodies develop standards through
a consensus process and that the standards reflect the users. However, Davenport’s
survey left unanswered the question of quality attainment within the accreditation
standards. If quality standards are developed through group consensus, does the group
need to have personal high-quality standards for the standards to be of high quality? The
literature also questioned how accreditors vary in how they apply those standards
differently to individual institutions, many of which have different emphases (Cohen &
Brawer, 2003; Mathews, 1974; Neal, 2008). There are obstacles to outcome-oriented
standards that include limited research expertise among community college staff
members, vagueness of accrediting guidelines, and the tendency of colleges to formulate
goals as statements of process rather than statement of outcomes (Palmer, 1993).
Accrediting bodies have been criticized for operating under a veil of secrecy,
having an invisible process, providing results of an accreditation visit that have little
value because the results are not highly publicized to the general population, and using an
accreditation process based on subjective judgment (Hartle, 2003; Neal, 2008). While
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accreditation supporters view the accreditation process as voluntary, the critics
view it as involuntary. The critics contend that a review of the recent evolution of
regional accreditation reveals a transition from an initially voluntary nature to one that is
increasingly mandatory, because so much of an institution’s funding and reputation reside
in accreditation (Marcus, 1983; Neal, 2008).
A final criticism of higher education accreditation is that, while American higher
education is becoming more global and less dependent on classroom-based learning,
accreditation remains “one of the biggest barriers to innovation”; it is an “insiders’ game”
that focuses excessively on “inputs” like the number of books in a college’s library, and
insufficiently on what colleges are adding to their students’ education, according to
Charles Miller, chair of the federal Commission on the Future of Higher Education
Accreditation, (Blumenstyk, 2006, p. 31).
Public sentiment about accreditation in higher education has become more
volatile, and there is an outcry for change in the process. People want transparency and
information to help them make informed choices about education (Hartle, 2003).
Value of accreditation. There is abundant literature on regional accreditation
that demonstrates the value of accreditation as a model for quality. Accreditation in the
United States is about quality assurance and quality improvement (Eaton, 2006).
Accreditation’s mission has not changed. The research also indicates that accreditation is
not a static process but one that is evolving to meet the ever-changing needs of its
stakeholders (Baker, 2002; Brittingham, 2009; Davenport, 2001; Mills, 1960; Ruben,
2007). Higher education institutions are responsible for continuing to embrace
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accreditation and the relationship between accrediting bodies and government.
Institutional leaders have been encouraged to acknowledge the value of accreditation as a
process to inform and not a process to hinder performance (Eaton, 2006; Hartle, 2003;
Oden, 2009). While accreditation critics question the continued viability of accreditation
to demonstrate quality, there is documented proof that accreditation can be used to
demonstrate quality and can be used as a valid quality model in unison with the quality
models indicated in this review.
As it continuously reviews its standards and practices for judging
institutional quality and fostering quality improvement, regional
accreditation is adapting its evaluation criteria to justify the confidence
of the public and the education community that self-regulation is
meaningful and effective in judging quality and effectiveness. (Baker,
2002, p. 6)
Trends and transitions in regional accreditation. In 1998, Peter Ewell
identified three key elements or trends in education that might have a profound impact on
accreditation and would require institutional quality assurance to focus more heavily on
student learning outcomes. The elements identified were: (a) a revolution in teaching and
learning, a concept that looked at a paradigm shift from a focus on teaching to a focus on
learning; (b) the deinstitutionalization of learning, which focused on the portability of
education and the measurement of student learning outcomes as students transition
between institutions; and (c) the need for public engagement and the idea that higher
learning institutions need to be transparent. When Ewell (1998) looked to the future
possibility of a new accreditation model, his focus was on what is reviewed, how it is
reviewed, and who participates in the review. According to Ewell, “the established
approach seems to work in most cases” (p. 14), but we need to consider that there are
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many existing alternatives for accreditation in other countries that are addressing
the questions facing higher education. In a 2010 article, Ewell identified a steadily
increasing focus on student learning and wrote that quality review processes had become
“dominated by the need for institutions to directly assess and provide concrete evidence
of student learning” (p. 173). The process of quality assurance has become more
intentional, and regional accreditation is changing to remain relevant.
Of some significance in the recent trends in regional accreditation is the Spellings
Commission report, A Test of Leadership: Charting the Future of U.S. Higher Education
(Spellings, 2007). This report “has been taken as a major wake-up call for both higher
education and the regional accrediting bodies” (Bardo, 2009, p. 48) and has mainly
served as a mechanism to start a conversation. Additional trends identified dealt with
growing costs of higher education, the volume of students actually completing their
education, the responsiveness of higher education to outside stakeholders, and the shift in
regional accreditation associations to accreditation standards that are much more
outcomes based.
Bardo (2009) saw the Spelling report as a catalyst for a national conversation
about higher education. As the conversation evolved, Bardo identified several broad
themes associated with the future of accreditation. The themes were:






What were the balance between government regulation and peer
assessment?
What is the nature of student learning, and how will it be assessed?
How does credit transfer from one institution to another?
How can the accreditation process be made more transparent?
What is the nature of due process if accreditation is denied? (p. 48)
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Based on the literature, it is clear that the influence of the federal
government will likely continue because of the link between federal financial aid and
accreditation, and regional accrediting organizations will continue to play a major role in
effecting change in colleges and universities (Brittingham, 2008; Eaton, 2009). Hartle
(2012) adds to the discussion on accreditation by stating:
The challenge facing accreditation is complex but can be easily stated:
Either we recognize the pressures for change and develop clear,
significant, and meaningful responses or we wait for policy makers to
impose fundamental changes on accreditation or adopt their own set of
indicators to measure educational outcomes. (p. 20)
As regional accreditation strives for continuous improvement, and in response to
growing pressure to be more accountable from external constituents, all six accrediting
organizations undertook an analysis and revision of their standards (Baker, 2002;
Sandmann et al., 2009). Of the six organizations, four made substantial changes to their
accreditation processes.
In 2000, the Higher Learning Commission (HLC), a commission of the North
Central Association, added AQIP as an option to traditional accreditation. AQIP is
structured around quality improvement principles and processes and involves a structured
set of goal-setting, networking, and accountability activities (HLC, 2012). In September
2012, HLC began a 3-year transition from the Program to Evaluate and Advance Quality
(PEAQ) pathway for accreditation to two new pathways: the Standard Pathway and the
Open Pathway. HLC will also continue to use AQIP as an option for accreditation (HLC,
2012). The adoption of AQIP gave higher education institutions in the north-central
region an accreditation choice.
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As institutions began implementing AQIP, researchers identified the need
to document the impacts of this change in accreditation. Researchers looked at the
similarities and differences between AQIP and PEAQ and explored the perceptions of
people involved with the accreditation process. Brua-Behrens (2003) studied the
perceptions of administrators, faculty, and staff who had participated in the AQIP process
about AQIP implementation and the differences between AQIP and PEAQ. BruaBehrens concluded that those perceptions generated findings regarding accreditation and
AQIP. Most study participants agreed that AQIP was a better process; however, they did
not agree on the level of accreditation involvement required under each process.
Another study conducted by Shakir (2010) looked at the implementation of AQIP
and PEAQ at accredited institutions and how differing institutional factors impacted
which accreditation pathway was implemented. He looked at the self-identified
leadership skills and tenure of chief executive officers and institution size, location, age,
and type. Shakir speculated that institutions that offer less than a four-year degree were
more likely to adopt AQIP than PEAQ, and his research showed his speculations were
correct. There was a difference in the types of institutions and their choice in
accreditation pathway. He concluded that “associate degree granting institutions were
more than twice as likely to use AQIP” (Shakir, 2010, p. 111).
SACS now requires each of its member institutions to create a quality
enhancement plan (QEP) as part of the accreditation process (SACS, 2012). In response
to this new requirement, Hollingsworth (2010) researched the perceptions of community
college administrators in Mississippi about the SACS accreditation process, their
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communication with SACS, and institutional facilitation of the process.
Hollingsworth’s research concluded that there were few differences in the administrators’
perceptions of the accreditation process, their communication with SACS, and the
institution’s facilitation of the process. Additionally, administrators agreed that increased
funding and personnel are needed for accreditation. Also of interest was the finding that
the size of the institution, the latest initiation of the process, and the position titles within
the institution made no significant statistical difference in the administrators’ perceptions
and that institutions were committed to the accreditation process (Hollingsworth, 2010).
In 2012, the Western Association of Schools and Colleges Accrediting
Commission for Senior Colleges and Universities (WASC ACSCU) adopted a new and
significantly revised 2012–2020 Handbook of Accreditation. According to WASC
(2012), the revisions were intended
to both meet external requirements of the U.S. Department of Education
and – more importantly – fulfill promises made to institutions in the
region. . . . WASC embarked on a thorough review of its Standards of
Accreditation, related policies, and institutional review process. (p. 1)
Lastly, in 2010 NWCCU implemented a comprehensive revision to its standards
that completely changed the way all institutions in the region participate in accreditation.
NWCCU’s new accreditation standards. On January 11, 2010, NWCCU adopted
a new set of accreditation standards. According to NWCCU (2012b):
The revised accreditation standards are principle-based statements of
expectations of quality and effectiveness for institutions accredited by the
Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities. They function as:
1) indicators of educational quality and effectiveness by which institutions
are evaluated; and 2) a framework for continuous improvement.
Collectively they blend analysis and synthesis to enable holistic
institutional self reflection and peer evaluation by examining the
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institution's mission, its interpretation and translation of that mission into
practice; appraisal of its potential to fulfill its mission; and evaluation of
the results of its efforts to achieve that mission. (p. 1)
The revised standards consist of five standards that are addressed over a seven-year cycle.
The seven-year accreditation cycle is designed to guide institutions
through progressive stages of institutional self-reflection and peer
evaluation. The institution addresses all Standards, but in a more
continuous, cumulative manner that builds on its previous findings and
regular feedback from peer evaluators and the Board of Commissioners.
In the first stage of the seven-year process, the institution prepares
a report to address Standard One. Two years later, the institution expands
its report on Standard One to include a response to Standard Two. In
doing so it reviews and updates, as necessary, its previous response to
Standard One. Four years thereafter the institution expands its report on
Standards One and Two to include a response to Standards Three, Four
and Five. In preparing its report the institution reviews and updates, as
necessary, its previous response to Standards One and Two.
The self-study report, constructed throughout the seven-year cycle
is the same as the self-study report produced at the end of the ten-year
cycle—a current and comprehensive response to all accreditation
standards. However, the seven-year process of cumulative self study
ensures the institution's response to previously addressed standards
remains current and relevant throughout the accreditation cycle.
Moreover, the schedule of events at short intervals is intended to reduce
substantially, if not eliminate, interim reports and visits which were
commonly requested under the previous review process. (NWCCU,
2012a, p. 1)
This new process intends to address continuous improvement and look at an institution as
a whole. It seeks to break down institutional silos through identification of an
institution’s core themes. Institutions are responsible for defining mission fulfillment
through core theme objectives and demonstrating mission fulfillment through
documented evidence.
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Summary of the Literature Review
Three core themes provided the framework and guided the organizational
structure for this literature review: (a) regional accreditation in higher education, (b)
trends and transitions in regional accreditation, and (c) NWCCU and its revised
accreditation standards. This literature review provided documented scholarly evidence
of regional accreditation and its impact in higher education. It documented the trends in
regional accreditation and the changes in accreditation standards over time and showed
that regional accreditation standards have evolved to meet the challenge of demonstrating
quality, accountability, and transparency in higher education. It highlighted the value of
community college administrators’ perspectives on the changes to regional accreditation
and the implementation of those changes in regions other than the United States
northwest. This literature review identified a substantive amount of literature and
research related to regional accreditation and new standard implementation. However,
what was not identified in the literature was research or studies related to NWCCU’s new
regional accreditation standards.
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Chapter 3: Research Methods
NWCCU’s change and implementation of new regional accreditation standards
provided a unique opportunity to conduct this research. The purpose of this study was to
explore the perceptions of Washington State community college administrators about
NWCCU’s new regional accreditation standards. This research study used a quantitative
research design and, more specifically, followed a survey research method. This section
provides an overview of the method, including the purpose of the method, key concepts of
the method, major steps used in carrying out the method, important authors related to the
method, and criteria used in the method. Lastly, this section looked at the procedures used
as they related to data needed, study participants, data collection procedures, strategies to
ensure soundness of data, data analysis and interpretation, and strategies for protection of
human subjects. Also included is the documented plan for data analysis.
Philosophical Worldview: Post-Positivism
According to a literature review conducted by Schulze (2003), choosing a
research paradigm can take several paths. Some researchers choose their philosophical
approaches early in their research careers, their choices based on an understanding about
their convictions regarding knowledge and reality and the correct method to measure
both. Some researchers ignore philosophical grounding and base their research on
whether they use quantitative or qualitative methods. Still other researchers choose a
method based on their training in a particular method or on a mentor’s suggestion. In
addition, Schulze (2003) identified researchers known as situationalists, who alternate
methods based on a need to be flexible and address the research conducted. It is
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important to identify a researcher’s philosophical worldview when preparing a
research study. Although the researcher’s philosophies are not readily visible in the
research, those philosophies still have an underlying influence on the research (Creswell,
2009).
This research was philosophically grounded in post-positivism. To understand
post-positivism, we must first understand positivism. Positivism originated in the 19th
century and came from the founder of sociology, Auguste Comte. Positivism proposes to
discover natural laws so that people can predict and control events (Creswell, 2008;
Neuman, 2003). The focus of positivism is on logical and methodological rigor and
observations that can be replicated. Positivists believe that there is real world truth that
transcends an individual’s experience; that truth can be discovered, known, and
described; and that all conclusions about reality should be based on empirical
observations that can be scientifically verified. Positivists believe that natural laws are
predictable, human events can be explained by cause and effect, and social phenomena
are to be studied as things (Neuman, 2003). In Neuman’s (2003) positivist view of the
world, science is seen as the way to discover truth and be engaged in the never-ending
quest for knowledge. Critics of positivism in social science contend that positivism
reduces people to numbers and dismisses the relevance of the actual lives of real people
(Neuman, 2003). Critics also contend that positivistic research results have not led to an
improved understanding of social problems and that positivistic research is disconnected
from the context in which it is carried out.
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During the 1950s and 1960s, post-positivism emerged out of the positivist
foundation. Post-positivists tended to emphasize deductive logic with research that was
influenced by theory and hypothesis while recognizing that research is influenced by the
researcher’s values (Onweugbuzie, 2002). Creswell (2009) added to the post-positivist
conversation about absolute truth in knowledge by stating, “we cannot be positive about
our claims of knowledge when studying the behavior and actions of humans” and
“absolute truth can never be found” (p. 7). From the post-positivist perspective, the laws
and theories that govern the world need to be tested and verified so that the world can be
understood (Creswell, 2009).
This researcher approached this research from a post-positivist perspective. This
research involved a quantitative study that seeked to learn the perceptions of human
beings, individuals who brought many different perspectives from their own backgrounds
to this study. Post-positivism recognizes human nature’s complexity and the inability to
capture all causes of human behavior simply through objective observation. It is this
researcher’s perspective on the many variables associated with human involvement and
perceptions of truth and science that have aligned this research with the post-positivist
worldview.
Design and Method: Quantitative Nonexperimental Survey Research
Quantitative research can be experimental, quasi-experimental, or
nonexperimental. Experimental research involves an independent and dependent
variable, includes an experimental group and a control group, and random selection and
assignment of participants. Quasi-experimental research is similar to experimental
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research in that it involves an independent and dependent variable and there is an
experimental group and a control group. The difference occurs in the sampling. Quasiexperimental research may or may not have random sampling, but assignment to
treatment is nonrandom. Nonexperimental research involves collecting and analyzing
data without changing conditions (Creswell, 2008). The design for this research was
nonexperimental using a survey method. This research did not have a control group or a
treatment, and the research did not attempt to explain cause and effect. This research
gathered and analyzed the perceptions of community college administrators. According
to Neuman (2003), “Surveys are appropriate for research questions about self-reported
beliefs or behaviors” (p. 264).
Survey research is a form of quantitative research in which the investigator
identifies either the sample or the population, collects data through survey questionnaires
or interviews, and draws conclusions or makes inferences about the population (Creswell,
2008). Neuman (2003) contended that, “the concept of survey research developed within
the positivist approach to social science” (p. 264) and therefore is a solid method for data
gathering. There are three types of survey design: cross-sectional, longitudinal, and timelag. Cross-sectional survey design can be used to examine current attitudes, beliefs,
opinions, or practices at a given point in time, compare two or more educational groups,
measure community needs, evaluate a program, or perform large-scale assessment
(Creswell, 2008). Longitudinal survey design can be used to examine trends within the
same population, changes in a cohort group or subpopulation, or changes in a panel of the
same people over time (Creswell, 2008). Time-lag survey design, according to Woolfe
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(1998), studies only one characteristic across different cohorts at different times.
The survey method for this research was cross-sectional. It is this researcher’s intent to
measure attitudes and beliefs of community college administrators about the NWCCU
revised accreditation standards at a given point in time, and while longitudinal survey
design is valid for this research, the proposed research timeline does not allow for its use.
Surveys are valid data collection tools for quantitative research. Creswell (2008),
Fink and Kosecoff (1998), and Neuman (2003) delineated a thorough process for
conducting survey research that incorporates the following steps, which were used for
this research:
1. Develop a hypothesis.
2. Decide on the type of survey, write survey questions, decide on response
categories, design layout.
3. Plan on how to record data, pilot test survey instrument.
4. Decide on target population, decide on sample size, select sample.
5. Locate respondents and administer questionnaire.
6. Enter data in computer, recheck data entry, and perform statistical analysis.
7. Describe methods and findings in research report, present findings to others for
critique and evaluation.
It is important to note that survey questionnaires have advantages and
disadvantages. Some advantages are that survey questionnaires are inexpensive to
administer and can be done by a single researcher. An electronic survey provides the
ability to mitigate data entry errors and helps ensure the data is accurate, as the
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information is entered into a statistical analysis program. According to Neuman
(2003) the survey instrument can offer anonymity and avoid interviewer bias. Another
advantage of surveys, if planned appropriately, is the ability to target an educated
audience that is interested in the research. Targeting can be used to help produce a higher
response rate. Likewise, a disadvantage of a survey not planned appropriately can be a
low response rate. Other disadvantages include limited kinds of questions that can be
asked, no opportunity to control the environment in which the survey is taken, and the
researcher’s inability to clarify questions that the respondent does not understand
(Creswell, 2008; Neuman, 2003; Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2001). While the disadvantages in
the use of a survey can be mitigated through proper planning and pilot testing, they
cannot be eliminated.
It is important to address reliability and validity in any research. According to
Fink and Kosecoff (1998), “a reliable survey results in consistent information. A valid
survey produces accurate information.” (p. 6). Paying close attention to question
construction and pilot testing helps ensure reliability and validity. Having a welldesigned survey enhances its reliability and validity (Fink and Kosecoff, 2008).
Based on the research questions and this researcher’s desire to explore the
perceptions of Washington State community college administrators about NWCCU’s
new regional accreditation standards, the survey questionnaire, in this researcher’s
opinion, was the best method for the proposed research.
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Procedures
Key to the success of any research is the procedures to be followed. This study
used research procedures defined from a post-positivist perspective using a
nonexperimental survey design as described by Creswell (2008), Fink and Kosecoff
(1998), and Newman (2003).
Data needed. The data needed for this research were the attitudes, opinions,
beliefs, and practices of administrators from Washington State community colleges that
were reaccredited under the 2010 revised NWCCU accreditation standards.
Survey instrument. The survey instrument was adapted from an instrument
developed and used in prior research (Hollingsworth, 2010; Yarbrough, 1983).
Hollingsworth’s instrument was adapted from Yarbrough’s instrument and was used to
measure the perceptions of community college administrators about SACS accreditation.
Permission for the use of Hollingsworth’s survey was obtained. For this research, the
survey questions were reviewed and updated to align with the specific research questions
asked in this study. The survey instrument used a Likert-scale design consisting of 23
questions, six open-ended questions to provide additional insight into administrator
perceptions, and four demographic questions. The adapted instrument was pretested on a
group of colleagues familiar with regional accreditation and the NWCCU standards to
ensure that it gathered information about administrators’ perceptions of the new regional
accreditation standards and their implementation.
The survey consisted of six parts: (1) Section I Regional Accreditation in
Washington State, (2) Section II NWCCU and the New Regional Accreditation
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Standards, (3) Section III Reaccreditation Process on Your Campus, (4) Section
IV After the Reaccreditation Process at my Institution Was Completed, (5) Section V
Overall Perception, and (6) Section VI Demographics. A copy of the survey instrument
is in Appendix D.
Validity of the instrument. The survey instrument used in this study was
adapted from the instrument used by Hollingsworth (2010). The adapted instrument
included some minor modifications in terminology and question placement as well as the
addition of a section related to the implementation of six open-ended questions to provide
additional insight into administrators’ perceptions about the phenomenon being
researched. The modified survey was pilot tested to enhance the validity and reliability
of the survey instrument. The literature suggested up to 10 people as a good number for a
pilot study (Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2001). It was important for this study that the
individuals in the pilot be individuals who were familiar with the regional accreditation
and the implementation of the new standards. Based on feedback from these individuals,
not applicable was added to the Likert scale and the wording was changed in several
questions to promote additional clarity in the survey.
Reliability of the instrument. To assess the reliability of the instrument tapping
the phenomenon being researched, the instrument analysis included a Cronbach’s alpha
test of reliability and internal consistency conducted on each of the survey subscales.
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were evaluated for the four identified variables (regional
accreditation, NWCCU, implementation, and after implementation) using the guidelines
suggested by George and Mallery (2010) where > .9 is excellent, > .8 is good, > .7 is
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acceptable, > .6 is questionable, > .5 is poor, and < .5 is unacceptable. NWCCU
displayed good reliability (> .80), while acceptable reliability was observed for
implementation (> .70). Questionable reliability was observed for regional accreditation
and after implementation (> .60).
Data collection method. The data collection method used was an electronic
questionnaire link emailed to participants using the Qualtrics Survey Tool for graduate
students provided by Oregon State University. Participants were instructed to click on
the link to access and participate in the survey. Page 1 of the survey consisted of the
instructions to complete the survey and the informed consent language that allowed
participants the ability to opt out of the survey and exit.
Participant selection. Participant selection was a voluntary participation
process. Participant groups included all administrators from Washington State
community colleges that had been reaccredited between 2009 and 2012 under the 2010
revised NWCCU standards. The list of colleges was obtained from the NWCCU website.
These participant groups were selected because they should have been involved with
accreditation in Washington State community colleges, as they work at schools that have
gone through the reaccreditation process under the revised standards. Email lists
included 271 individuals from 10 colleges; their job titles included the word “president,”
“vice president,” “dean,” or “director.” The lists were generated from the individual
college’s directories that participated in reaccreditation. Surveys were emailed to all of
the 271 identified participants in an attempt to gain a large response rate. Of the 271
emails sent none were returned undeliverable. Community colleges included in the
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survey were Big Bend, Cascadia, Columbia Basin, Grays Harbor, Lake
Washington Institute of Technology, Seattle Central, Shoreline, Wenatchee Valley,
Whatcom, and Yakima Valley. Table 1 shows the survey sample population.

Table 1
Survey Sample Population
College

President

Vice

Dean Director

President

Big Bend

1

3

4

17

Cascadia

1

2

4

12

Columbia Basin

1

4

6

37

Grays Harbor

1

3

2

14

Lake Washington Institute of Technology

1

3

5

18

Seattle Central

1

2

10

21

Shoreline

1

2

5

24

Wenatchee Valley

1

2

4

11

Whatcom

1

3

1

22

Yakima Valley

1

2

4

14

Total

10

26

45

190

Strategies for sound data. Strategies to ensure soundness of data are integral to
any research. For survey research, high response rates are needed to create stronger
claims in generalizing results (Neuman, 2003). To ensure soundness of the data in this
type of research, Creswell (2008) recommended a response rate above 50% and while
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response rates cannot be guaranteed, this researcher followed a protocol to assist
in ensuring surveys were returned. The following timeline was used: (a) prenotified
participants with an introductory email, (b) one week later emailed participants with the
questionnaire link, and (c) one week later emailed a reminder with the questionnaire link
requesting participants take the survey. Copies of the letters are in Appendices A, B, and
C. The response rate for this survey was 22%.
Another factor to consider in ensuring soundness of data is possible threats to the
data’s internal validity. According to Creswell (2008) threats to internal validity threaten
a researchers ability draw accurate conclusions about the cause and effect inferences of
the research that can compromise good research. Nonexperimental research is the most
challenging of quantitative research methods for addressing internal validity, because
there is not a clear cause-and-effect relationship (Creswell, 2008). In this
nonexperimental research an identified potential threat to internal validity is history.
History can be defined as an occurrence of unexpected events that can influence the
research outcome (Creswell, 2008; Neuman, 2003; Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2001). In this
research one threat to internal validity related to history was the state funding reductions
faced by Washington State community colleges. As state funding declines administrators
could view the required expenditures related to the implementation of a new accreditation
process adversely. Another threat related to history was the presence of increased
pressure placed on Washington State community college administrators by the state
legislature and the State Board for Community and Technical Colleges (SBCTC) to
achieve results related to the Student Achievement Initiative. The Student Achievement
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Initiative was a new performance funding system for Washington State
community and technical colleges that marked a shift from funding only for enrollments
to also funding outcomes. According to SBCTC (2015) the purpose of SAI was to
improve public accountability by more accurately describing what students achieve and
provide financial incentives for colleges to increase the levels of achievement of their
students. Administrators were being pressured to achieve successful student outcomes to
receive funding. There was no way to predict how this affected data results due to
varying factors that affect administrators.
Protection of human subjects. Careful thought and consideration was
undertaken to protect human subjects in this proposed research. This researcher strictly
adhered to Oregon State University’s Institutional Review Board and Human Subjects
policies and procedures. To ensure understanding and compliance of policies and
procedures, this researcher participated in the Oregon State University course on The
Protection of Human Research Subjects (CITI) and received online certification of
completion. The survey link was emailed, participation was voluntary, and responses
were not tracked by individual email. Surveys were constructed so that no personally
identifying information was requested, maintaining participant anonymity.
Data Analysis Plan
Under the direction of a professional statistician, a data analysis plan was
developed to ensure the data gathered were responding to the research questions being
asked. The data analysis plan used descriptive statistics and included pre-analysis data
screening and an individual analysis of each research question.
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Descriptive statistics. Data were collected from 10 Washington State
community colleges using a survey instrument and entered into SPSS version 21.0 for
Windows. Descriptive statistics were calculated to present demographics for the sample.
Frequencies and percentages were calculated for categorical variables, such as which
administrator type participated or how long they had participated in higher education
accreditation. Means and standard deviations were calculated for any continuous scores,
such as age or score on each section (Howell, 2010).
Pre-analysis data screening. Data were screened for accuracy, missing data, and
outliers or extreme cases. Descriptive statistics and frequency distributions were
calculated to determine that responses were within a possible range of values and that the
data were not distorted by outliers. The presence of outliers was tested by the
examination of standardized value. Standardized values were created for each subscale
score, and cases were examined for values that fell above 3.29 and values that fell below
-3.29 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). Cases with missing data were examined for
nonrandom patterns. Ten participants did not complete major sections of the survey and
were excluded. The final sample size was 59.
Research question analysis. To ensure that the data gathered responded to the
research questions asked, a data analysis plan was developed for each research question.
The following is the analysis plan for each research question:
Research Question 1. Are administrator perceptions of regional accreditation
standards in Washington State (as measured by Section 1) significantly different from a
hypothesized average value of 3?
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H01: There is no statistically significant difference from a median score of
3 in average scores on the “Regional Accreditation in Washington State” section
(Section 1).



Ha1: There is a statistically significant difference from a median score of 3 in
average scores on the “Regional Accreditation in Washington State” section
(Section 1).
To assess Research Question 1, a one-sample t test was conducted to determine

whether actual mean scores were significantly different from an expected mean of 3 on
the “Regional Accreditation in Washington State” section (Section 1). The “Regional
Accreditation in Washington State” score was created as a mean of the six items on the
section and was treated as continuous in nature. The one-sample t test is an appropriate
analysis when the research seeks to compare the mean of a sample with a hypothesized
mean to assess whether differences exist (Morgan, Leech, Gloekner & Barrett, 2007).
Before analysis, the assumptions of the one-sample t test were assessed. The onesample t test assumed that the scores to be compared to a hypothesized mean followed a
normal distribution (i.e., normality) and that data were independent (i.e., scores of one
participant were not dependent on scores of another). Normality was assessed using a
one-sample Kolmogorov Smirnov (KS) test, however the t statistic was quite robust to
violations of this assumption (Stevens, 2009). Had this assumption been violated greatly,
the nonparametric equivalent of this test, the one-sample Wilcoxon signed rank test,
would have been conducted in its place. Significance was assessed within a 95%
confidence interval (α = .050).
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Research Question 2. Are administrator perceptions of NWCCU and the
new regional accreditation standards (as measured by Section 2) significantly different
from a hypothesized average value of 3?


H02: There is no statistically significant difference from a median score of 3 in
average scores on the “new regional accreditation standards” section (Section 2).



Ha2: There is a statistically significant difference from a median score of 3 in
average scores on the “new regional accreditation standards” section (Section 2).
To assess Research Question 2, a one-sample t test was conducted to determine

whether actual mean scores were significantly different from an expected mean of 3 on
the “new regional accreditation standards” section (Section 2). The “new regional
accreditation standards” score was created as a mean of the six items on the section and
was treated as continuous in nature. The one-sample t test is an appropriate analysis
when the research seeks to compare the mean of a sample with a hypothesized mean to
assess whether differences exist (Morgan et al., 2007). Assumptions were assessed as
stated in Research Question 1, and statistical significance was determined within a 95%
confidence interval (α = .050).
Research Question 3. Are administrator perceptions of the reaccreditation
processes on their campus (as measured by Section 3) significantly different from a
hypothesized average value of 3?


H03: There is no statistically significant difference from a median score of 3 in
average scores on the “reaccreditation process on your campus” section (Section
3).
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Ha3: There is a statistically significant difference from a median score of 3
in average scores on the “reaccreditation process on your campus” section
(Section 3).
To assess Research Question 3, a one-sample t test was conducted to determine

whether actual mean scores were significantly different from an expected mean of 3 on
the “reaccreditation process on your campus” section (Section 3). The “reaccreditation
process on your campus” score was created as a mean of the six items on the section and
was treated as continuous in nature. The one-sample t test is an appropriate analysis
when the research seeks to compare the mean of a sample with a hypothesized mean to
assess whether differences exist (Morgan et al., 2007). Assumptions were assessed as
stated above, and statistical significance was determined within a 95% confidence
interval (α = .050).
Research Question 4. Are administrator perceptions after implementation of the
new regional accreditation process on their campus (as measured by Section 4)
significantly different from a hypothesized average value of 3?


H04: There is no statistically significant difference from a median score of 3 in
average scores on the “reaccreditation process after implementation” section
(Section 4).



Ha4: There is a statistically significant difference from a median score of 3 in
average scores on the “reaccreditation process after implementation” section
(Section 4).

44
To assess Research Question 4, a one-sample t test was conducted to
determine whether actual mean scores were significantly different from an expected
mean of 3 on the “reaccreditation process” section (Section 4). The “reaccreditation
process” score was created as a mean of the four items on the section and was treated as
continuous in nature. The one-sample t test is an appropriate analysis when the research
seeks to compare the mean of a sample with a hypothesized mean to assess whether
differences exist (Morgan et al., 2007). Assumptions were assessed as stated in Research
Question 1, and statistical significance was determined within a 95% confidence interval
(α = .050).
Research Question 5. Is there any relationship between average administrator
perceptions of new accreditation standards (as measured by the four sections) and school
size?


H05: There is no statistically significant correlation between school size and
average perception of new accreditation standards.



Ha5: There is a statistically significant correlation between school size and
average perception of new accreditation standards.
To assess Research Question 5, a Spearman rho correlation was conducted.

Spearman rho (rs) is a bivariate measure of association (strength) of the relationship
between two variables. In this analysis, perception of new accreditation standards was an
average of each section for a total and was treated as continuous. School size was
measured by the number of full-time equivalents reported by the participant and was
treated as ordinal. Given that one variable was continuous (interval/ratio data) and the
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other was ordinal, and the hypothesis sought to assess the relationships, Spearman
rho correlations are the appropriate bivariate statistic (Pagano, 2009). Correlation
coefficients can vary from 0 (no relationship) to +1 (perfect positive linear relationship)
or -1 (perfect negative linear relationship).
Positive coefficients indicate a direct relationship; as one variable increases, the
other variable also increases. Negative correlation coefficients indicate an inverse
relationship; as one variable increases, the other variable decreases. Cohen’s standard
(Cohen, 1988) was used to evaluate the correlation coefficient to determine the strength
of the relationship, where coefficients between .10 and .29 represent a small association,
coefficients between .30 and .49 represent a medium association, and coefficients above
.50 represent a large associate or relationship. Due to the nonparametric nature of the
Spearman correlation, none of the restrictive assumptions typically associated with
correlation analyses had to be assessed (Pallant, 2010). Significance was assessed within
a 95% confidence interval (α = .050).
Research Question 6. Is there any relationship between average administrator
perceptions of new accreditation standards (as measured by the four sections) and the
number of years the administrator has been involved in higher education accreditation?


H06: There is no statistically significant correlation between the number of years
the administrator has been involved in higher education accreditation and average
perception of new accreditation standards.
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Ha6: There is a statistically significant correlation between the number of
years the administrator has been involved in higher education accreditation and
average perception of new accreditation standards.
To examine Research Question 6, a Spearman rho correlation was conducted. In

this analysis, perception of new accreditation standards was an average of each section
for a total and was treated as continuous. The number of years the administrator has been
involved in higher education accreditation was measured by the number of years reported
by the participant and was treated as ordinal. Given that one variable was continuous
(interval/ratio data) and the other was ordinal, and the hypothesis seeks to assess the
relationships, Spearman rho correlations are the appropriate bivariate statistic (Pagano,
2009). Cohen’s standard was used to interpret the strength of correlation, as indicated
above. Due to the nonparametric nature of the Spearman correlation, none of the
restrictive assumptions typically associated with correlation analyses had to be assessed
(Pallant, 2010). Significance was assessed within a 95% confidence interval (α = .050).
Research Question 7. Are administrator perceptions of NWCCU and the new
regional accreditation standards (as measured by the four sections) dependent on
administrator job title?


H07: There is no statistically significant correlation between the administrator’s
job title and average perception of new accreditation standards.



Ha7: There is a statistically significant correlation between the administrator’s job
title and average perception of new accreditation standards.
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To examine Research Question 7, before analyses, the assumptions of the
one-way ANOVA were assessed. The one-way ANOVA assumes that observed scores
follow a normal distribution and that observed scores are independent of one another.
Normality was assessed using a one-sample Kolmogorov Smirnov test, which yielded a
non-significant result (p = .200), indicating that the assumption of normality had not been
violated. Homogeneity of variance is the assumption that groups in the analysis have
equal error variances. Levene’s test was conducted to assess homogeneity of variance.
Limitations and Delimitations of this Study
This research study was designed with the awareness of potential limitations and
specific delimitations. One of the delimitations was the survey population. Accreditation
is an institution-wide activity. Administrators, non-administrators, faculty, and students
all provide input into the accreditation process. This researcher limited the scope of this
research to administrators, thus excluding populations that could have provided
additional insight about the new accreditation process and its implementation. Another
delimitation of this study was the number of states included in the survey population.
NWCCU accredits colleges in Alaska, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, and Utah. This
study only included administrators in Washington.
A key limitation in this research was the low response rate. Of the 271
participants identified, only 59 responded with complete surveys for a response of 22%.
The highest response rates were from presidents and vice presidents, with 50% of each
group completing their surveys; 33% of deans completed their surveys, and 12% of
directors completed their surveys. While senior administrators provided higher
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percentages of response, this study included all administrators and should have
included additional steps to ensure a more representative distribution of responses from
all administrators. Table 2 shows the response rate by position.
Table 2
Response Rate by Position
Position

Possible

Actual

Percentage

Responses

Responses

President

10

5

.50

Vice President

26

13

.50

Dean

45

15

.33

Director

190

23

.12

No Response

59

3

.05

Total Possible Sample

271

59

.22

Summary
The research study used a quantitative research approach and, more specifically,
followed the nonexperimental design using a survey research method. Data were
analyzed using descriptive statistics to describe trends in the data by looking at the mean,
standard deviation, and percentages of the data and inferential statistics to allow the
“researcher to draw conclusions, inferences or generalizations from a sample to a
population of participants” (Creswell, 2008, p. 640). Types of inferential statistics used
in this research were a one-sample t test, the Spearman rho correlation, and a one-way
ANOVA analysis. The statistical analysis described in the data analysis plan was
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designed to gather the perceptions of Washington State community college
administrators about NWCCU’s new regional accreditation standards.
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Chapter 4: Research Analysis
When new processes are implemented or new ideas tested, an analysis should be
conducted to determine the success or failure of the implementation. The purpose of this
quantitative study was to explore the perceptions of Washington State community college
administrators about NWCCU’s new regional accreditation standards. The sample
included administrators from 10 Washington State community colleges who participated
in an accreditation Year Seven comprehensive review under NWCCU’s new regional
accreditation standards. Administrators were requested to voluntarily complete an online
survey that consisted of 23 Likert-scale questions, six-open ended questions, and four
demographic questions. The survey instrument in Appendix D was adapted from an
instrument developed and used in prior research to measure the perceptions of
community college administrators about SACS accreditation (Hollingsworth, 2010;
Yarbrough 1983). For this research the survey questions were reviewed and updated to
align with the specific research questions asked in this study. The online Qualtrics
survey tool supported by Oregon State University was used to develop an electronic,
secure, web-based survey format. The survey link was sent to 271 administrators.
Participants were given three weeks to complete the survey. The survey population was
prenotified with an introductory email, one week later they were emailed the
questionnaire link, and one week after the questionnaire link was sent a reminder email
with the link included was sent again requesting participants take the survey. A total of
69 responses were received within the three week time period. Ten participants did not
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complete major sections of the survey and were excluded. The final sample size
was 59, representing a response rate of 22%. This chapter presents the results.
Respondent Demographics
A total of 59 participants took part in the study. All participants were
administrators from Washington State community colleges that have been reaccredited
under the 2010 revised NWCCU standards. The majority of participants held the office
of director (23%) or executive director (39%) at their institution, while 15 participants
held the title of dean (25.4%); 13 held the office of vice president, assistant president, or
associate president (22%); five held the title of president (8.5%); and three did not
respond (5.1%). The greatest number of participants (27) had been involved in higher
education accreditation for 6–15 years (45.8%), while 11 had been involved for 16–25
years (18.6%), 11 had been involved for over 25 years (18.6%), eight had been involved
for 0–5 years (13.6%), and two did not respond (3.4%).
Fifteen of the participants were employed at institutions with 3,001–4,000
students (25.4%), 13 were employed at institutions with 4,001–5,000 students (22%), 12
were employed at institutions with 2,001–3,000 students (20.3%), nine were employed at
institutions with 0–2,000 students (15.3%), eight were employed at institutions with over
5,000 students (13.6%), and two participants did not respond (3.4%). The greatest
number of participants (19) stated that their institutions had most recently initiated
reaccreditation in 2011 (32.2%), 15 had initiated reaccreditation in 2012 (25.4%), 10 had
initiated reaccreditation in 2010 (16.9%), seven had initiated reaccreditation in 2009
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(11.9%), five responded that they had initiated reaccreditation in another year
(8.5%), and three participants did not respond (5.1%).
Frequencies and percentages for the demographic information are presented in
Table 3.

Table 3
Frequencies and Percentages for Demographics
Demographic

n

%

Director (or executive)

23

39.0

Dean

15

25.4

Vice president (or assistant or associate)

13

22.0

President

5

8.50

No response

3

5.10

0–5 years

8

13.6

6–15 years

27

45.8

16–25 years

11

18.6

Over 25 years

11

18.6

No response

2

3.40

0–2,000

9

15.3

2,001–3,000

12

20.3

3,001–4,000

15

25.4

4,001–5,000

13

22.0

Over 5,000

8

13.6

No response

2

3.40

Title

Years of involvement

Institutions size
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Most recent reaccreditation
2009

7

11.9

2010

10

16.9

2011

19

32.2

2012

15

25.4

Other

5

8.50

No response

3

5.10

Four variables were identified (regional accreditation, NWCCU, implementation,
and after implementation) to examine participants’ perceptions of changes to the regional
accreditation process. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were calculated for each variable
and evaluated using the guidelines suggested by George and Mallery (2010) to determine
reliability of the questions for each variable. NWCCU displayed good reliability (> .80),
while acceptable reliability was observed for implementation (> .70). Questionable
reliability was observed for regional accreditation and after implementation (> .60).
Table 4 presents the descriptive statistics for each of the perceptions of regional
accreditation variables.
Table 4
Administrator Perceptions of New Reaccreditation Processes
α

No. of items

M

SD

Regional accreditation standards

0.626

6

3.65

0.61

NWCCU

0.820

6

3.06

0.89

Implementation

0.755

6

3.74

0.62

After implementation

0.666

4

3.75

0.64

Variable
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Research Question 1
Are administrator perceptions of regional accreditation standards in Washington
State (as measured by Section 1) significantly different from a hypothesized average
value of 3?
Before analyses, the assumptions of the one-sample t tests were assessed. The
one-sample t test assumes that scores to be compared to the hypothesized mean follow a
normal distribution and that observed scores are independent of one another. Normality
was assessed using a one-sample Kolmogorov Smirnov test, which yielded a significant
result (p < .001). A significant finding for this test indicated the assumption of normality
had been violated; however, Pallant (2010) suggested that with a sample size of over 30,
non-normality is typically not problematic in the t family of analyses. As the current
analysis used a sample size of 59 participants, the data can be assumed to be relatively
robust to violations of the assumption of normality.
The one-sample t test was conducted to examine whether administrator
perceptions of regional accreditation standards in Washington State significantly differed
from the hypothesized average value of 3. The results of the one-sample t test were
significant (t(58) = 8.18, p < .001). This suggests that the average scores for perceptions
of regional accreditation standards in Washington State for the sample differed from the
expected mean score of 3. As the results of the test were significant, the null hypothesis
for Research Question 1 can be rejected in favor of the alternative hypothesis. Results of
the one-sample t test are presented in Table 5.
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Table 5
Results for the One-Sample t Test for Administrator Perceptions of Washington State
Regional Accreditation Standards
Test Value = 3.00
Scale

Administrator perceptions of Washington

M

SD

t(58)

p

3.65

0.61

8.18

< .001

State regional accreditation standards

Additionally, individual item analysis was conducted to provide additional insight
into administrator perceptions of regional accreditation standards in Washington State.
Table 6 displays the administrator responses, the means, and the standard deviations for
items 33.1 through 33.6.

Table 6
Administrator Perceptions of Washington State Regional Accreditation Standards
Item Survey Item
#33

33.1

No. of

M

SD

3.36

0.98

3.49

1.01

responses

The old accreditation standards limited my

59

institution’s ability to demonstrate quality
improvement.
33.2 The new core theme requirements and
comprehensive standards now required by the
regional accrediting agency caused the process to
be more complex for administrators of institutions
seeking reaccreditation.

59
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33.3 The new process of reaccreditation contributes to

59

3.93

0.72

59

3.92

0.70

59

3.49

1.34

59

3.71

1.26

quality improvement of the institution.
33.4 The new accreditation standards helped my
institution achieve institutional improvement.
33.5 Findings from the Year Seven report compiled as a
requirement of implementing the new
accreditation standards were useful for
institutional purposes other than to meet
reaccreditation requirements.
33.6 The Year Seven comprehensive site visit is a
valuable component of the reaccreditation process.

Most administrators agreed that the new process of reaccreditation contributed to
quality improvement at their institution and that the new accreditation standards helped
their institution achieve institutional improvement. Items 33.3 and 33.4 had the highest
means of 3.93 and 3.92, respectively. Also, administrators agreed that the Year Seven
site visit is a valuable component of the reaccreditation process. Additionally,
administrators agreed that the findings from the Year Seven report were useful for
purposes other than reaccreditation. Item 33.5 had a mean, 3.49. Additionally, some
administrators did not see the new accreditation standards as being complex. Item 33.2
had a mean score of 3.49.
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Research Question 2
Are administrator perceptions of NWCCU and the new regional accreditation
standards (as measured by Section 2) significantly different from a hypothesized average
value of 3?
Before analyses, the assumptions of the one-sample t tests were assessed. The
one-sample t test assumes that scores to be compared to the hypothesized mean follow a
normal distribution and that observed scores are independent of one another. Normality
was assessed using a one-sample Kolmogorov Smirnov test, which yielded a significant
result (p < .043). A significant finding for this test indicated that the assumption of
normality had been violated; however, Pallant (2010) suggested that with a sample size of
over 30, non-normality is typically not problematic in the t family of analyses. As the
current analysis used a sample size of 59 participants, the data can be assumed to be
relatively robust outweighing violations of the assumption of normality.
The one-sample t test was conducted to examine whether administrator
perceptions of NWCCU and the new regional accreditation standards significantly
differed from the hypothesized average value of 3. The results of the one-sample t test
were not significant (t(57) = .492, p = .625), indicating that observed scores for
participant perceptions of new regional accreditation standards did not differ from the
hypothesized average score of 3. As the results were insignificant, the null hypothesis for
Research Question 2 cannot be rejected. Results of the one-sample t test are presented in
Table 7.
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Table 7
Results for the One-Sample t Test for Administrator perceptions of NWCCU and the new
regional accreditation standards
Test Value = 3.00
Scale

Administrator perceptions of NWCCU

M

SD

t(57)

p

3.06

0.11

0.49

.625

and the new regional accreditation
standards

Additionally, individual item analysis was conducted to provide additional insight
into administrator perceptions of NWCCU and the new regional accreditation standards.
Table 8 displays the administrator responses, the means, and the standard deviations for
items 34.1 through 34.6.

Table 8
Administrator perceptions of NWCCU and the new regional accreditation standards
Item

Survey Item

#34

34.1

No. of

M

SD

3.12

1.22

58

3.21

1.10

58

2.52

1.74

responses

NWCCU worked to provide ample opportunity

58

for institutional input during the development of
the new accreditation standards.
34.2

NWCCU provided ample time for my institution
to implement the new accreditation standards.

34.3

I personally had an opportunity to provide input

59
on the development of the new accreditation
standards.
34.4

Staff support provided by NWCCU benefited my

58

3.14

1.34

58

3.19

1.54

58

3.17

1.22

institution during the reaccreditation process.
34.5

Training provided by NWCCU benefited my
institution during the accreditation process.

34.6

At my institution, ample time was given to
implement the new accreditation standards.

Administrators agreed that the training provided by NWCCU was beneficial to
their institutions. Item 34.5 had a mean of, 3.19. Additionally, administrators agreed that
their institution had ample opportunity to provide input into the development of the
standards. Item 34.1 had a mean of 3.12. However, administrators did not agree that they
had an opportunity to provide input on the development of the new accreditation
standards. Item 34.3 had the lowest mean in the survey of 2.52. Additionally,
administrators were only slightly in agreement about being given ample time implement
the new accreditation standards. Item 34.2 had a mean score of 3.21 and item 34.6 had a
mean score of 3.17.
Research Question 3
Are administrator perceptions of reaccreditation processes on their campus (as
measured by Section 3) significantly different from a hypothesized average value of 3?
Before analyses, the assumptions of the one-sample t tests were assessed. The
one-sample t test assumes that scores to be compared to the hypothesized mean follow a
normal distribution and that observed scores are independent of one another. Normality
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was assessed using a one-sample Kolmogorov Smirnov test, which yielded a
nonsignificant result (p = .200). This indicates that the assumption of normality was not
violated.
The one-sample t test was conducted to examine whether administrator
perceptions of reaccreditation processes on their campus significantly differed from the
hypothesized average value of 3. The results of the one-sample t test were significant
(t(57) = 9.20, p < .001). This suggests that the average scores for perceptions of oncampus reaccreditation processes for the sample differed from the expected mean score
of 3. As the results of the test were significant, the null hypothesis for Research Question
3 can be rejected in favor of the alternative hypothesis. Results of the one-sample t test
are presented in Table 9.

Table 9
Results for the One-Sample t Test for Administrator Perceptions of New Reaccreditation
Processes on their Campus
Test Value = 3.00
Scale

Administrator perceptions of new

M

SD

t(57)

p

3.74

0.62

9.20

<.001

reaccreditation on their campus

Additionally, individual item analysis was conducted to provide additional insight
into administrator perceptions of the new regional accreditation process on their campus.
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Table 10 displays the administrator responses, the means, and the standard
deviations for items 35.1 through 35.6.

Table 10
Administrator Perceptions of New Reaccreditation Processes on Their Campus
Item

Survey Item

#35

35.1

No. of

M

SD

3.74

0.93

58

3.69

1.14

58

4.22

0.77

58

3.26

1.24

58

4.05

0.74

58

3.50

0.88

responses

At my institution, adequate resources were

58

committed to the reaccreditation process in order
to facilitate an efficient process.
35.2

My institution’s existing policies were helpful in
implementing the new accreditation standards.

35.3

Campus meetings were held to explain the new
accreditation process at my institution.

35.4

At my institution, data required to prepare for the
reaccreditation process was easily available.

35.5

Information needed for the implementation of the
new accreditation standards was gathered campus
wide with the involvement of the administrators,
faculty, and staff.

35.6

The value of the information gained through the
reaccreditation process outweighed the cost of
time and resources.

Most administrators agreed that the communication at their institutions was
institution wide and beneficial to their institutions. Items 35.3 and 35.5 had the highest
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means, 4.22 and 4.05, respectively. Also, administrators agreed that they had
existing policies that were helpful in the reaccreditation process. Item 35.2 had a mean
score of 3.69. Additionally, administrators did not see information gathering as a
hindrance to reaccreditation. Item 35.4 had a mean score of 3.26.
Research Question 4
Are administrator perceptions after implementation of the new regional
accreditation process on their campus (as measured by Section 4) significantly different
from a hypothesized average value of 3?
Before analyses, the assumptions of the one-sample t tests were assessed. The
one-sample t test assumes that scores to be compared to the hypothesized mean follow a
normal distribution and that observed scores are independent of one another. Normality
was assessed using a one-sample Kolmogorov Smirnov test, which yielded a significant
result (p = .018). A significant finding for this test indicated that the assumption of
normality had been violated; however, Pallant (2010) suggested that with a sample size of
over 30, non-normality is typically not problematic in the t family of analyses. As the
current analysis used a sample size of 59 participants, the data can be assumed to be
relatively robust to violations of the assumption of normality.
The one-sample t test was conducted to examine whether administrator
perceptions of the reaccreditation process in general significantly differed from the
hypothesized average value of 3. The results of the one-sample t test were significant
(t(58) = 9.00, p < .001). This suggests that the average scores for perceptions of the new
regional accreditation process after implementation for the sample differed from the
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expected mean score of 3. As the results of the test were significant, the null
hypothesis for Research Question 3 can be rejected in favor of the alternative hypothesis.
Results of the one-sample t test are presented in Table 11.

Table 11
Results for the One-Sample t Test for Administrator Perceptions of the New Regional
Accreditation Processes After Implementation
Test Value = 3.00
Scale

Administrator perceptions of

M

SD

t(58)

p

3.75

0.64

9.00

<.001

reaccreditation after implementation

Additionally, individual item analysis was conducted to provide additional insight
into administrator perceptions of the new regional accreditation process on their campus.
Table 12 displays the administrator responses, the means, and the standard deviations for
items 23.1 through 23.6.

Table 12
Administrator Perceptions of the New Regional Accreditation Processes After
Implementation
Item

Survey Item

#23

23.1

No. of

M

SD

4.00

1.11

responses

My institution continued to seek information

59
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campus wide for continuous improvement even
though the reaccreditation process was complete.
23.2

Administrators, faculty, and staff are more aware

59

4.14

0.80

59

3.54

0.95

59

3.31

0.99

of the institution’s mission and core theme
objectives because of the reaccreditation process.
23.3

My institution identified deficiencies or problems
that were not apparent before the reaccreditation
was conducted.

23.4

Communication between administrators, faculty,
and staff is more fluid after going through the
reaccreditation process together.

Administrators agreed that their institutions continued to seek information campus
wide for continuous improvement after the reaccreditation process was complete. Item
23.1 had a mean score of 4.00. Administrators further agreed that administrators, faculty,
and staff became more aware of the institution’s mission and core theme objectives
because of the reaccreditation process. Item 23.2 had a mean score of 4.14.
Research Question 5
Is there any relationship between average administrator perceptions of new
regional accreditation standards (as measured by the four sections) and school size?
To assess Research Question 5, a Spearman rho correlation was conducted to
assess the relationship between average administrator perceptions of NWCCU and the
new regional accreditation standards and school size. Due to the nonparametric nature of
this analysis, none of the restrictive assumptions typically associated with correlation
analysis required assessment (Pallant, 2010). No significant results were observed (r =
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.13, p = .325), suggesting that there is not a significant relationship between
administrator perceptions of implementing the new accreditation standards and school
size. As the result of the correlation was insignificant, the null hypothesis was not
rejected. Results of the Spearman rho correlation are presented in Table 13.

Table 13
Spearman Rho Correlation Between Average Administrator Perceptions of New
Accreditation Standards and School Size
School Size
Average administrator perceptions of new

0.13

accreditation standards
Note. * Indicates significance at the p = .05 level, ** indicates significance at the p = .01
level.

Research Question 6
Is there any relationship between average administrator perceptions of new
regional accreditation standards (as measured by the four sections) and the number of
years the administrator has been involved in higher education accreditation?
To assess Research Question 6, a Spearman rho correlation was conducted to
assess the relationship between average administrator perceptions of new accreditation
standards and the number of years the administrator has been involved in higher
education accreditation. Due to the nonparametric nature of this analysis, none of the
restrictive assumptions typically associated with correlation analysis required assessment
(Pallant, 2010). No significant results were observed (r = .14, p = .311), suggesting that
there was not a significant relationship between administrator perceptions of new
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accreditation standards and the number of years the administrator has been
involved in higher education accreditation. As the result of the insignificant correlation,
the null hypothesis was not rejected. Table 14 shows the results of the Spearman rho
correlation.

Table 14
Spearman Rho Correlation Between Average Administrator Perceptions of New
Accreditation Standards and the Number of Years the Administrator Has Been Involved
in Higher Education Accreditation
Years of Involvement in Higher Education
Accreditation
Average administrator perceptions of new

0.14

accreditation standards
Note. * Indicates significance at the p = .05 level, ** indicates significance at the p = .01
level.

Research Question 7
Are administrator perceptions of NWCCU and the new regional accreditation
standards (as measured by the four sections) dependent on administrator job title?
Before analyses, the assumptions of the one-way ANOVA were assessed. The
one-way ANOVA assumes that observed scores follow a normal distribution and that
observed scores are independent of one another. Normality was assessed using a onesample Kolmogorov Smirnov test, which yielded a nonsignificant result (p = .200),
indicating that the assumption of normality had not been violated. Homogeneity of
variance is the assumptions that groups in the analysis have equal error variances.
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Levene’s test was conducted to assess homogeneity of variance, and a
nonsignificant effect was observed (p = .469), indicating that this assumption was not
violated.
A one-way ANOVA was conducted to assess whether administrator perceptions
of implementing the new accreditation standards differed based on the administrator’s job
title. The results of the one-way ANOVA were not significant (F(3, 52) = 0.74, p =
.533), indicating that administrator perceptions of new accreditation standards did not
differ based on the administrator’s job title. As the results of the test were insignificant,
the null hypothesis could not be rejected. The average administrator perceptions of new
accreditation standards are presented in Table 15.

Table 15
Average Administrator Perceptions of Implementing the New Accreditation Standards
Job Title

M

SD

Director (or executive)

3.55

0.51

Dean

3.38

0.52

Vice president (or assistant or associate)

3.64

0.46

President

3.63

0.34

Note. F(3, 52) = 0.74, p = .533
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Open Ended Questions
Six open ended questions were included in the survey to gain additional insight
into the perceptions of Washington State community college administrators about
NWCCU’s new regional accreditation standards. NVivo 10 software for qualitative
research was utilized for organizing and analyzing data. Individual responses were coded,
word counts were calculated and themes identified. Table 16 provides data on the
responses provided.

Table 16
Open Ended Response Analysis
Item

Survey

Responses

%

Data was Valuable

14

.24

of the information

Promoted Assessment

10

.17

gained through the

Processes Aligned

6

.10

re-accreditation

Strengths &

4

.07

process.

Weaknesses Identified
Promotes Improvement

4

.07

More Communication

3

.05

No Value

3

.05

No Response

15

.25

Time Limited

15

.25

challenges as you

Guidelines Unclear

6

.10

can recall that you

Evolving Process

6

.10

Item

38

25

Describe the value

Describe as many

Total

Themes

Response

44

41

69

39

26

faced during the

No Model to Follow

3

.05

implementation

Limited Training

3

.05

process.

Institutional Agreement

3

.05

Limited Staff

2

.03

No Challenge

2

.03

Change

1

.02

No Response

18

.31

Held Meetings

12

.20

responded to the

Collaborate with Others

5

.08

challenges faced

Added Staffing

5

.08

during

No Challenge

5

.08

implementation.

Prioritized

4

.07

Provided More Data

3

.05

Continuous Planning

3

.05

Fixed Problems

2

.03

Worked Long Hours

1

.02

No Response

19

.32

Evidence Based

12

.20

8

.14

7

.12

5

.08

None

4

.07

No Response

23

.39

Describe how you

Describe as

40

36

many successes as

Decision Making

you can recall that

Focus on Student

you identified in

Success

the re-accreditation

Institutional

process.

Understanding
Continuous
Improvement

70

40

Describe how you

32

Focused on

11

.19

responded to the

Improvement

successes you

Celebrated

8

.14

identified in the re-

Communicated Results

6

.10

accreditation

None

3

.05

process.

Began Reevaluating

2

.03

Reports are used

1

.02

Kept working

1

.02

No Response

27

.46

Responsive to

8

.14

7

.12

Process Meaningful

4

.07

Process Valuable

2

.03

Good Process for

2

.03

More Straightforward

1

.02

What is Mission

1

.02

None

1

.02

No Response

33

.56

Regularly

27

Add any other

26

comments related

Institutional

to your perceptions

Improvement

about the re-

Limited

accreditation

Communication from

process.

NWCCU as Process
Changed

Assessment

Fulfillment
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Additionally, a copy of the open end question responses are in Appendix
E.
Summary
This chapter presented the results of the statistical analysis of four survey
sections, themes and response counts identified from six opened survey questions and
demographic information obtained from 59 Washington State community college
administrators undertaken to analyze seven research questions presented to inform the
overall research purpose that answers the overall question: What are the perceptions of
Washington State community college administrators about NWCCU’s new regional
accreditation standards?
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Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusions
Higher education institutions continue to work to address questions about their
levels of quality, accountability, and transparency. As part of that work, higher education
institutions contend that regional accreditation is an appropriate tool to demonstrate
quality, accountability, and transparency and that regional accreditation continues to
evolve and change as it responds to public demands for increased accountability and
better methods of quality assurance (Brua-Behrens, 2003; Crow, 2009, Sykes, 2003).
Several regional accrediting bodies have implemented quality assessment programs,
many modeled after the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award, and in 2010,
NWCCU, the regional higher education accrediting body for the northwest United States,
implemented new accreditation standards and a new accreditation timeline. The new
standards and timeline represent a dramatic change in the way member institutions
participate in the accreditation process (NWCCU, 2012a).
With any new process change or implementation, an analysis of the
implementation should be undertaken (O’Banion et al., 2011). Thus, the purpose of this
quantitative study was to explore the perceptions of Washington State community college
administrators about the new NWCCU regional accreditation standards. The following
research questions guided this study:
1. Are administrator perceptions of regional accreditation standards in Washington
State (as measured by Section 1) significantly different from a hypothesized
average value of 3?
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2. Are administrator perceptions of NWCCU and the new regional
accreditation standards (as measured by Section 2) significantly different from a
hypothesized average value of 3?
3. Are administrator perceptions of reaccreditation processes on their campus (as
measured by Section 3) significantly different from a hypothesized average value
of 3?
4. Are administrator perceptions after implementation of the new regional
accreditation process on their campus (as measured by Section 4) significantly
different from a hypothesized average value of 3?
5. Is there any relationship between average administrator perceptions of new
accreditation standards (as measured by the four sections) and school size?
6. Is there any relationship between average administrator perceptions of new
accreditation standards (as measured by the four sections) and the number of
years the administrator has been involved in higher education accreditation?
7. Are administrator perceptions of NWCCU and the new regional accreditation
standards (as measured by the four sections) dependent on administrator job title?
Summary of Findings
This research used a survey method design to gather perceptions of administrators
at Washington State community colleges that had implemented the new NWCCU
regional accreditation standards. Survey participation emails were sent to 271
administrators, with 59 completing the survey, for a response rate of 22%. The highest
response rates were from presidents and vice presidents, with each having a 50%
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response rate. Deans had a 33% response rate, and directors had a 12% response
rate. It was not a surprise that the highest response rates in this research were from
presidents and vice presidents, the leadership teams in many community colleges. This
result aligned with community college research conducted by Waite (2004) and Williams
(2009). Wake found that a key component of the accreditation process was the
involvement of leadership throughout the process and Williams (2009) found that
community college leaders carry the responsibility of being accountable to regional
accrediting agencies. Therefore a higher response rate from community college leaders
was expected.
Research Question 1. Are administrator perceptions of regional accreditation
standards in Washington State (as measured by Section 1) significantly different from a
hypothesized average value of 3?
After analysis of the data for this question, it was determined that the average
administrator scores did differ significantly from the average value of 3 suggesting that
administrator perceptions about regional accreditation in Washington State were positive.
While most respondents did not agree or disagree with the old standards limiting their
institutions ability to demonstrate quality, they did agree that the new process of
reaccreditation contributed to quality improvement at their institution. Additionally, they
agreed that the year seven report was a useful component of the reaccreditation process.
Administrators saw the standards as a way to promote continuous institutional
improvement, by including the use of data, hence making the process more accountable
to outside constitutes. Overall, administrators agreed that the new standards identify
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institutional strengths and weaknesses and are a defined process of assessment.
One respondent to open ended question 38 stated that “Accreditation always supports
improvement efforts. I believe that the new process has the opportunity to make
accreditation process even more effective.”
Overall, the administrators’ responses related to their perceptions of regional
accreditation standards in Washington State were positive, and they agreed with the
majority of the survey items in section one regarding the regional accreditation
procedures. The positive perceptions of the regional accreditation process may be
interpreted based on the demographics of the population surveyed. Administrators are the
decision makers at their institutions. They are responsible for the success or failure of the
institution. Having a defined process such as regional accreditation contributes to the
institutions ability to be successful. One administrator stated “I believe it was a good
learning process for our college and it makes the college continually assess itself and my
hope is this will make the college more successful in the retention of students and the
success of our students to completion of their Associates degree.” Conclusion:
Washington State community college administrators had positive perceptions regarding
regional accreditation standards in Washington State.
Research Question 2. Are administrator perceptions of NWCCU and the new
regional accreditation standards (as measured by Section 2) significantly different from a
hypothesized average value of 3?
After analysis of the data for this question, it was determined that the average
administrator scores did not differ significantly from the average value of 3 suggesting
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that administrator perceptions of NWCCU and the new regional accreditation
standards were only slightly positive. Administrators agreed that the training and staff
support provided by NWCCU benefited their institutions. Additionally, administrators
agreed that ample time was given by NWCCU (M=3.20) and at their institution
(M=3.17) to implement the new standards. However, in an analysis of open ended
question 25, when respondents were asked for challenges that were faced during the
implementation process, time was mentioned most often as a challenge by administrators.
Additionally, administrators agreed that ample opportunity was given to institutions by
NWCCU to provide input into the development of the new standards (M=3.12) but they
did not agree that they personally had an opportunity to provide input into the
development of the new standards (M=2.51). The overall perception of administrators’
lack of ability to provide input into the development of the new standards represents the
lowest mean (M) of the survey. Based on the respondent demographics most of the
respondents to the survey were deans and directors. At many community colleges the
responsibility for accreditation rest with the vice president for instruction and therefore
most respondents could perceive that institutions had the ability to provide input into the
development of the new standards just not at the dean director level. Conclusion:
Washington State community college administrators had positive perceptions of
NWCCU and the new regional accreditation standards but they did not think they had a
personal opportunity to provide input into the development of the new standards.
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Research Question 3. Are administrator perceptions of reaccreditation
processes on their campus (as measured by Section 3) significantly different from a
hypothesized average value of 3?
After analysis of the data for this question, it was determined that the average
administrator scores did differ significantly from the average value of 3 suggesting that
administrator perceptions of the reaccreditation processes on their campus were positive.
Administrators strongly agreed that the implementation process at their institutions was a
collaborative process campus wide (M=4.05) and that meetings were held to facilitate the
implementation of the new standards (M=4.22). Additionally administrators agreed that
adequate resources were committed to implement the new standards (M=3.74) and that
the information gained from the implementation outweighed the cost of implementation
(M=3.5). Administrators agree that the data required to prepare for the new
reaccreditation process was available, and in an analysis of open ended question 38,
highlighted that some institutions are working to continue to have data available for use
in improvement strategies including the new reaccreditation process. One respondent
stated that “Through a combination of external and internal forces, with accreditation
being a major one, our institution has worked very hard over five years to identify and
generate needed data to assess student outcomes, our institutional effectiveness, and our
decision-making. These data are now used for a variety of purposes, and they strongly
support our work on accreditation.” Conclusion: Community college administrators had
positive perceptions regarding the reaccreditation processes on their campus.
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Research Question 4. Are administrator perceptions after
implementation of the new regional accreditation process on their campus (as measured
by Section 4) significantly different from a hypothesized average value of 3?
After analysis of the data for this question, it was determined that the average
administrator scores did differ significantly from the average value of 3 suggesting that
administrator perceptions about regional accreditation after implementation on their
campus were positive. Administrators strongly agreed that their institutions continued to
seek information campus wide for continuous improvement even though the
reaccreditation process was complete (M=4.01) and that everyone was more aware of the
institutions mission and core themes as a result of reaccreditation (M=4.13).
Administrators also agreed that the reaccreditation process helped them to identify
deficiencies or problems that were not apparent before the reaccreditation process
(M=3.54). Administrators also somewhat agreed that the communication between
administrators, faculty, and staff was more fluid after going through the self-study
process together (M=3.30). One respondent to open ended question 38 state that the value
of information gained through the reaccreditation process was “more communication.”
Conclusion: Community college administrators had positive perceptions after the
implementation of the new regional accreditation process on their campus.
Research Question 5. Is there any relationship between average administrator
perceptions of new accreditation standards (as measured by the four sections) and school
size?
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After analysis of the data for this question, it was determined that there
were no significant results observed, suggesting that administrators’ perceptions about
implementing the new accrediting standards were not related to the size of the institution.
This finding yielded an unexpected result for this researcher. The size of an institution
can provide opportunities for differences. An example of this could be in the form of
resources. Larger institutions have the potential for more resource availability in the
form of dollars and staffing. Smaller institutions are perceived as having to accomplish
more with less. This finding suggests that size did not matter.
Research Question 6. Is there any relationship between average administrator
perceptions of new accreditation standards (as measured by the four sections) and the
number of years the administrator has been involved in higher education accreditation?
After analysis of the data for this question, it was determined that there were no
significant results suggesting that administrators’ perceptions about implementing the
new accrediting standards were not related to the number of years an administrator has
been involved in accreditation. This finding did not yield an unexpected result.
Administrators in higher education continue to change and seek improvement, and
change is not a new concept.
Research Question 7. Are administrator perceptions of NWCCU and the new
regional accreditation standards (as measured by the four sections) dependent on
administrator job title?
After analysis of the data for this question, it was determined that there were no
significant results suggesting that administrators’ perceptions about the new accrediting
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standards were not related to administrators’ job titles. This finding did not yield
an unexpected result. The survey population in this research is a population that, based
on job title, should have the same understanding of accreditation and its implications and,
therefore, similar perceptions.
Overall, this researcher observed that the results of the data analysis did not
overwhelmingly acknowledge that administrators’ perceptions of NWCCU’s new
regional accreditation standards were strongly in agreement but, rather, their perceptions
were slightly just above agreement as a whole, with strong agreement about the perceived
value of the new standards.
Implications for Practice
Growing dissatisfaction with regional accreditation has not led to agreement on
the appropriate measures to replace them as evidenced by the existence of different
standards for different regional accrediting agencies (Sykes, 2003). However, the
literature suggests that regional accreditation standards based on quality model criteria
are becoming more widely used in higher education accreditation. Further, quality
improvement models are powerful assessment instruments that help leaders identify
organizational strengths and opportunities for improvement, and the assessment results
can be used to drive performance improvement in organizations (Brua-Behrens, 2003;
Faulkner, 2002; Shakir, 2010). The NWCCU is the latest regional accrediting body to
change their standards to more clearly demonstrate quality (NWCCU, 2010). While
different constituencies envision different criteria for demonstrating quality, the results of
this research support the conclusion that Washington State community college
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administrators that have implemented the new accreditation standards positively
agree that the new standards contribute to quality improvement at their institutions,
helped their institutions achieve improvement, that the year seven report requirement was
useful to meet the accreditation requirement and that they are using accreditation to
assess quality.
The results of this study provide data for NWCCU accredited institutions to
review and use on their campuses. Administrators involved in higher education
accreditation in the NWCCU region should be interested in the results of this study.
The majority of the administrators who are involved with the accreditation
process viewed the new NWCCU regional accreditation standards as very useful and
instrumental in institutional improvements, with only time to implement the new
standards being a concern. They were satisfied with the training provided and having the
ability to provide some input in how this new system was developed. They saw
improvement in communication with staff, which helped in obtaining the necessary data
for the accreditation review. As a whole, these individuals saw the new accreditation
standards as a way for the institutions to never stop improving and to give everyone
involved with the institution a better understanding of what is expected to achieve a
rewarding and acceptable accreditation review.
Additionally, while participation was limited, the results that emerged from this
study provide evidence through the survey responses that the participating institutions are
actively engaged in efforts to ensure quality on their campuses through additional data
analysis and assessment and process alignment. Moreover, with the federal government
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calling for greater quality, accountability, and transparency from accrediting
bodies and higher education in general, the need to remain active with quality
improvement initiatives must continue. Peter Ewell (2009), a leader in higher education
assessment and institutional effectiveness, suggested that accreditation processes can
serve as a vehicle through which institutions can create meaningful and useful
information while maintaining compliance.
The new regional accreditation standards’ perceived value to higher education
institutions as a method to demonstrate quality, accountability, and transparency is
evident. Washington State community college administrators strongly agree that their
institutions continued to seek information for continuous improvement after the
reaccreditation process was complete on their campuses and that administrators, faculty,
and staff are more aware of the institution’s mission and core themes. Additionally,
administrators agree that communication and data gathering was done campus wide,
involving administrators, faculty, and staff. While regional accreditation is voluntary, it
is a necessary requirement to ensure receipt of federal, state, and local funding for a
higher education institution. This research demonstrates the positive perceptions of
Washington State community college administrators about NWCCU’s new regional
accreditation standards. This research can serve as a positive attestation to other
administrators who have not yet completed a Year Seven reaccreditation visit that the
new regional accreditation standards generated a more positive response from
administrators than a negative response. There is perceived value in implementing the
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new standards. A response provide by one of the survey participants provides
insight into the perception of value:
“this new process really is a set of standards and procedures that create
organizational effectiveness and clarity. As a recursive process that focuses
on improvement through ongoing analysis and feedback loops, it is a living
process, unlike the sterile, event-based ritual of the ten-year cycle, which
usually produced nothing more than a catalog rewrite on steroids.”
Limitations of Study
After conducting the research, study limitations were apparent to the researcher.
The method of delivery of the survey instrument, a survey time of completion stated at 20
minutes, and the ability to easily delete or ignore the e-mails sent to the administrators,
may have contributed to some administrators selecting not to participate in the study. In
addition, the entire population of administrators surveyed was not involved in the
accreditation process or not involved in the accreditation process on their current campus
and therefore, were unable to complete the survey instrument due to lack of knowledge.
The population of administrators should have been refined to include only administrators
involved with their institution’s accreditation process on their current campus. Also, the
limited number of institutions involved in the survey population potentially provided for
the study results to be biased, contain nested data and has the potential for over
sampling or under sampling from the institutions in the survey which may have had
good or bad experiences that could clearly bias the results of this research (E,
Johnson, personal communication, May 29, 2015). The researcher did not control
for this in the study. Because the number of responses from the sample may be small
due to the number and type of participants surveyed, the results may have limited
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generalizability when compared to those of other states. Additionally, nonresponse bias, can be a challenge in conducting survey research if not addressed
early in the planning of the study. To avoid non-response bias ensure a
representative sample by improving response rates. Method used could be writing
an effective cover letter, provide clear instructions for taking the survey, send
multiple reminders, provide incentives, track respondents and resurvey nonrespondents or conduct a wave analysis (Creswell, 2008; Atif, Richards, & Bilgin,
2012). The researcher did not plan for this in the study. Due to the small sample size
and the participants selected for the study, only the perception of a small population of
administrators can be concluded from this data.
Recommendations for Further Study
The purpose of this quantitative study was to explore the perceptions of
Washington State community college administrators about NWCCU’s new regional
accreditation standards. After reviewing the data gathered in this research, several
recommendations for future research were apparent. First, this study focused only on
community colleges in Washington State that had been reaccredited under the new
NWCCU accreditation standards. This research could be expanded to include other
community colleges in states in the NWCCU region. A second recommendation would
be to broaden the scope of the study to include other higher education institutions, such as
public and private colleges and universities located in the NWCCU region that have been
reaccredited under the new standards. Additionally, this study could be replicated using
all community colleges in Washington State to see if the research results changed over
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time. Lastly, there needs to be additional research that looks at what is happening
with the additional data being generated by the new standards. Is the data helping to drive
decision making and is it being used to demonstrate quality and accountability? This
research hints at that possibility but it is still too early to tell.
Summary
This research demonstrates the positive perceptions of Washington State
community college administrators about NWCCU’s new regional accreditation standards.
The majority of administrators agreed that the new standards and the new process help
institutions achieve institutional quality improvement, enhance institutional
communications, and increase faculty and staff awareness of the institution’s mission and
core theme objectives. Administrators agreed that their institutions continued to seek
information campus-wide for improvement even though the reaccreditation process was
complete. School size, number of years being involved in higher education accreditation
or job title did not significantly impact administrator perceptions regarding accreditation.
This study contributes to on-going national dialogue about the value of regional
accreditation. The new accreditation standards adopted by the Northwest Commission
for Colleges and Universities (NWCCU) are perceived by administrators participating in
the accreditation process in Washington State as a method to demonstrate quality,
accountability, and transparency. Additionally, the results of this research support the
conclusion that Washington State community college administrators that have
implemented the new accreditation standards positively agree that the new standards
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contribute to quality improvement at their institutions, helped their institutions
achieve improvement and assess quality.
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Appendix A
Survey Request Email Introduction

September 14, 2014
Dear Community College Administrator,
I am a doctoral candidate with Oregon State University studying the Perceptions of
Washington State Community College Administrators about the Implementation of the
new Northwest Commission for Colleges and Universities Regional Accreditation
Standards.
Participation in this study would require completing one short survey lasting about 20
minutes. Any information that is obtained in connection with this study cannot be linked
to you or identify you, your participation is anonymous.
I would greatly appreciate your participation in this research study. Please look for the
survey to be emailed to you one week from today. If you have any additional questions or
would like more information, please feel free to contact me. My email address is
thollandrich@gmail.com and cell phone is 509-899-1320, or you may contact my major
professor and principal investigator, Dr. Earl P. “Joe” Johnson, at 541-737-4661 or 503679-1697 or e-mail him at joe.johnson@oregonstate.edu.
Sincerely,
Teresa Holland
Doctoral Candidate
Oregon State University
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Appendix B
Survey Cover Email

September 21, 2014
Dear Community College Administrator:
By means of this e-mail, you are invited to participate in a research project to study
Perceptions of Washington State Community College Administrators about the
Implementation of the new Northwest Commission for Colleges and Universities
Regional Accreditation Standards.
Your participation in this research is encouraged in the hopes that knowledge gained
from this research project were beneficial and enlighten boards, presidents, and
administrators at the community college level about the perceptions of accreditation. This
research project is being administered by me in conjunction with the pursuit of a doctoral
degree from Oregon State University.
Included in this email is a link to the survey that contains a consent form and a short
survey that asks a variety of questions about the research topic. If you choose to
participate in the research, completion of the survey should not take longer than 20
minutes. You may answer all of the survey questions or as many or as few as you prefer.
The link at the bottom of this letter will direct you to the consent form and survey. Your
participation in this research is encouraged in the hopes that knowledge gained from this
research project were beneficial and inform accreditors, boards, and administrators at the
community colleges in the Northwest region about perceptions of the new regional
accreditation standards. Through your participation, I hope to better understand perceived
issues with the accreditation process and for the research to be useful for you and your
college.
No known risks are involved with your participation in this research. Your responses will
not be identified with you personally, and your responses will remain anonymous. Your
participation is voluntary, and there is no penalty if you do not participate.
If you have any questions or concerns about completing the survey or about participating
in this study, you may contact me at 509-899-1320 or e-mail me at
thollandrich@gmail.com, or you may contact my major professor and principal
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investigator, Dr. Earl P. Johnson, at 541-737-4661 or 503-679-1697 or e-mail him
at joe.johnson@oregonstate.edu. This project has been approved by the Oregon State
University Institutional Review Board.
Sincerely,
Teresa Holland
Doctoral Candidate
Oregon State University
Click the link below for access to the consent form and survey.
http://oregonstate.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_eKZM1IWMK3j7EmV
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Appendix C
Survey Follow-Up Email

September 28, 2014
Dear College Administrator:
Recently, I e-mailed you an invitation to participate in a survey designed to study
Perceptions of Washington State Community College Administrators about the
Implementation of the new Northwest Commission for Colleges and Universities
Regional Accreditation Standards. If you have already completed and submitted the
survey through Qualtrics, please accept my personal thanks. If not, please consider doing
so today. This link,
http://oregonstate.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_eKZM1IWMK3j7EmV, will direct you to
the consent form and survey.
Your participation in this research is encouraged in the hopes that knowledge gained
from this research project were beneficial and enlighten boards, presidents, and
administrators at the community/junior college level about the perceptions of
accreditation. Through your participation, I hope to better understand perceived issues
with the accreditation process and for the research to be useful for you and your college.
Your responses will not be identified with you personally, and your responses will remain
anonymous. Your participation is voluntary, and there is no penalty if you do not
participate.
If you have any questions or concerns about completing the survey or about being in this
study, you may contact me at 509-899-1320 or e-mail me at thollandrich@gmail.com, or
you may contact my major professor and principal investigator, Dr. Earl P. “Joe”
Johnson, at 541-737-4661 or 503-679-1697 or e-mail him at
joe.johnson@oregonstate.edu. This project has been approved by the Oregon State
University Institutional Review Board.
Sincerely,
Teresa Holland
Doctoral Candidate
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Oregon State University
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Survey
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Appendix E
Open Ended Responses
Q38 Describe the value of the information gained through the re-accreditation process.
1. It aligned very well with what we had already begun through Achieving the Dream so
there was no duplication of effort or additional staff and time required.
2. While it was not entirely new information, it reinforced what we had already learned to
be true.
3. Through a combination of external and internal forces, with accreditation being a major
one, our institution has worked very hard over five years to identify and generate
needed data to assess student outcomes, our institutional effectiveness, and our
decision-making. These data are now used for a variety of purposes, and they strongly
support our work on accreditation.
4. It helps inform the college where we are missing on fulfilling our mission.
5. Accrediation always supports improvement efforts. I believe that the new process has
the opportunity to make accreditation proccess even more effective.
6. Better able to assess program viability.
7. I prefer the approach of what are we doing to improve over what did we accomplish.
8. Our college already had a well-developed institutional effectiveness process before the
new standards. Our biggest task was to align our existing process with the accreditation
process. Over the course of three years, we wrote Core Theme outcomes, then
conducted our year & study, then rewrote our mission statement, then wrote new Core
Themes. We then rewrote our Academic Master Plan to align with the new mission &
core themes. For our institution, the value of re-accreditation was less about specific
information (since we were already pretty data-rich) and more about updating and
aligning our processes.
9. The re-accreditation process mandated that we do a comprehensive survey of our
processes and their success. In doing so, we learned where our strengths and
weaknesses were as an institution.
10. Our institution is much more data-driven now - almost everyone seems to be datahungry and thrilled to have access to relevant information.
11. The data forces us to be systematic in evaluating our Core theme performance, and
makes sure we move forward with Program Reviews and assessment of SLOs. I see
the standards as giving me (as Dean of Institutional Effectiveness) leverage to move
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forwards with evaluation activities.
12. Improved the knowledge of all staff, faculty and administrators of the colleges cores
themes.
13. Knowledge gained with the mission and core themes including the process was very
informative with each indicator.
14. It contributed to an institutional culture that increasingly values evidence based
decision making (collecting good data for making important decisions).
15. I believe the value lies in the analysis of information in the re-accreditation process.
Often the information has been there but it was not analyzed or studied at any level.
The data showed some trends and where we lacked information for sound decision
making.
16. Enhanced the ability to measure progress-to-date against benchmarks
17. Discussion of the information at various committees, cabinet and board meetings
created broader understanding of the issues in other areas.
18. The information was gathered as part of being an Achieving the Dream college, which
helped us inform the re-accreditation process. So ATD was the catalyst for change
more than the accreditation process.
19. The process of defining core themes, objectives, and indicators, and developing a
mission fulfillment model with acceptable levels of performance really pushed us to
identify what it means to be achieving our mission. By looking at performance in this
way, we could identify and focus on areas for improvement - it was more than a selfevaluation in that it gave us direction for the next round of planning and assessment.
20. Awareness of the new standards, a chance to focus on the data in relation to college
success and challenges, a chance to make changes
21. Good process for administraton. The information is good but using it to make changes
is not likely to happen
22. The re-accreditation process allows an institution to perform a self-assessment. It can
help an institution find areas of weakness. These areas of weakness can eventually be
turned into strengths.
23. Helpful in organizing procedures.
24. The emphasis on continuous improvement forced us to more rigorously assess our
feedback mechanisms. We are doing a better job of "closing the loop."
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25. The information was an affirmation of what we were already working on.
26. The value of the information gained will enable YVCC to strive for the best ways to
serve the ever-changing needs of our students-- a central mission to all that we do here.
27. some of the information was not of value. Information was not clear nor defined.
28. The re-accreditation process led to engagement of staff, faculty and administrators
across the college around concepts of evidence for mission fulfillment that increased
attention to collecting information at the local/program level and linking it to overall
institutional goals and objectives.
29. The re-accreditation process created a benchmark that the institution and its community
will adhere to, confidently. The institution has enhanced its re-accreditation process by
investing in new software, qualitative and quantitative measures.
30. More communication. Better understanding of strategic planning, core themes and
indicators.
31. Helped to define what we thought we knew and identify areas where evidence was not
being collected.
32. The opportunity for individual and collective reflection, discussion, and concurrence
about institutional priorities as they relate to our mission fulfillment.
33. From my small corner of the college I haven't seen any value to date.
34. The value of the information provides the college with new and improved ways to
measure student success and meeting our mission.
35. There was much discussion and focus on the college's mission and determining the
core values that represent the elements of the mission. This process involved
administrators, faculty, and students. Then, much time was spent looking at college
procedures/practices and how they fit within the mission/core values. The value is the
intense focus on what we are trying to do (the mission) and how do we have evidence
that we are being successful or not.
36. I was not an administrator at the time of re-accreditation and was minimally involved.
37. There was certainly valuable student success information. In addition, looking at the
behind the scenes processes for needed clarity and efficiencies is valuable as well.
Because I work in the administrative area (not instruction or student services), student
data was interesting and helped me understand the challenges faced by both students
and instructors. I was impressed with how hard our faculty works to assure success.
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38. confirmation of both strengths and weaknesses
39. The process reinforced the institution's efforts in data based policy and decisionmaking.
40. The value is intangible in a way; the primary value was the reminder that we need to
think in terms of outcomes and that ideas need to be executed and assessed.
41. We were able to focus on areas needing improvement. Areas with commendations
were more appreciated.
42. Our college realigned our strategic planning to reflect the Core Themes. /
43. The recommendations highlighted areas that the college needed to improve upon.
There is general consensus that the recommendations were appropriate and the college
community was glad to see them addressed.
44. Helps identify institutional strengths and weaknesses
Q25: Describe / as many challenges as you can recall that you faced during the
implementation process.
1. Some of the challenges were related to the evolving process but it was our choice
to proceed with the new standards so I accept some of the responsibility for the
challenges.
2. We were the first non-pilot school to go through the year seven process in one
year. With very few examples to work through, an entirely new administration,
and a new accreditation process, there was significant campus confusion about
core themes, objectives, and indicators. We also had an IR and assessment office
of 1.0 FTE, with very little pre-existing data available. In an effort to be very
inclusive, several sections were assigned to individuals with limited institutional
knowledge and/or weak writing skills. Without separate sections for different
academic departments, it was difficult to authentically involve faculty in many
parts of the process.
3. The constant changes to the NWCCU's procedures and expectations as we were
going through the mid cycle report.
4. As our college was part of the pilot for the new process, our challenge was
working through the process first. We definitely received the NW accreditation
support that was needed, however.
5. It feels ongoing, as if it will never end. As we chase around trying to meet
various standards, i.e. federal, state, NWCCU, we have less time to fulfill our
mission to students. That's a challenge that will be our undoing.
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6. I think the biggest challenge....training faculty and staff while still
performing their jobs. The shift from the old to the new did not provide enough
training for all, just those heavily involved.
7. Once challenge was the accelerated time frame: we had Year one, Year seven &
Year one all in three years. That meant we spent a lot of time & resources on
accreditation activity for several years in a row. We also got a new president at
the same time that we submitted our year seven study. We knew we needed to
rewrite our mission statement--it was outdated & not easily assessable--but we did
not want to do so during the last year with our old president. It made more sense
to do that work when the new president came in, which made it more challenging
to apply the core themes approach. In addition, these same years were times of
ongoing budget cuts, so we lost some capacity in Institutional Research, as well as
in most other departments on campus.
8. Change is always difficult, but made easier when supported by core
administrators who all share a common vision. Administrators who state they
believe in institutional goals, but pursue goals for their portion of the overall
institution are a drag on the process.
9. We were one of the first colleges to do a full 7-year review, so we had only the
first 4 pilot colleges to look to as models, which was difficult
10. Getting committment from Departments to perform Program Reviews / Finding
good data to support indicators for each Core Theme / Working with the faculty
Teaching and Learning Committee to measure SLOs / Getting adminstration
acknowledgement of problem areas in math performance, getting admin support
to develop and implement changes in the math program. / Explaining our
measurement system to new administrators, Board members / We were one of the
pilot colleges-- we were trying to write our first accreditation report before the
standards were even drafted / We received inconsistent evaluations from
accreditation teams-- one year we got a commendation for our measurement
process, the next time we got a Recommendation. I doubt the ability of
accreditation teams to comprehend measurement issues.
11. Many long meetings. A lot of negotiations on core themes and measurement of
quality of standards. / Lot of research of demographics of students, retention,
success rate of students.
12. Personally, I had no challenges - but institutionally we would have had challenges
without the addition of a campus researcher and connected staff. The new process
required more attention to data and shorter timelines - both challenges that were
addressed by additional staffing.
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13. Time! With any new process, it is a change and this is another duty added
to people who already have full-time + jobs. It is simply difficult to find the time
to do what needs to be done.
14. Short notice on changing standards
15. The process is being revised even as we're going through it. There didn't seem to
be consensus within the Northwest Commission so advice was not consistent.
16. I was not at the college during the implementation process. I came the year in
which we had our campus visit, which was very smooth. The accreditation team
was impressed with our data, process, etc., and we received a glowing report. The
big challenge that others have told me about was trying to collect, track, and
analyze data during times when budgets and staffing were being reduced.
17. Short timelines. Trying to get the right people together to first define the
indicators and objectives, and then to plan in response. Figuring out that the
Board view and the administrative/staff view of continuous improvement don't
align - the Board wants the big picture but staff need the granular data to make
decisions about resources.
18. The time frame of writing Chapter 1, then turning around and writing a whole
report was difficult and didn't prove useful. The challenges of getting a cohesive,
trained, and knowledgeable team was difficult. There was much interpretation of
the standards and not a lot of previous experience.
19. Timee commitment. Involvement of faculty and staff
20. One challenge was being notified of issues in certain departments. For example, a
separate department might have wrote something pertaining to another
department. Sometimes, it was hard to decipher which accreditation standard
period we were working on.
21. Difficult for faculty to understand an follow guidelines
22. We were a pilot college, so time was a constant enemy, but after that, I personally
feel, you are either doing this or not. It is, I believe, an organic process of
intending, planning for those intentions, and then assessing and improving your
outcomes. The biggest, and only real, challenge was getting the new standards
late in the pilot process. That was just the nature of the beast, though...kind of an
unavoidable aspect of being a pilot institution is the willingness to build the plane
as you're flying it.
23. Misunderstandings about the new terminology - Core Themes and how those
should be measured. We still don't fully understand how to demonstrate mission
fulfillment, and based on the information I have from other colleges, I'm not sure
that the commission understands it either. Also, we were one of the first colleges
to prepare for the 7 year comprehensive study and visit. That resulted in a great
deal of work in a short period of time.
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24. For me personally, there weren't many challenges during the
implementation process as communication from various administrators, faculty,
and staff seemed to be consistent and fairly direct.
25. Again, communication was not clear, concise or defined. Miscommunication
from the accrediting body occurred at the start of the process.
26. Lack of clarity on the part of evaluators as to what is meant be "meaningful"
indicators, and vagaries in interpretation, particularly as manifested in the form of
recommendations, that appear independent from how well the college is actually
performing in carrying out its mission.
27. Our institution was one of the pilot institutions..the timeline was very condensed
and that was difficult. Many departments around campus still not participating
fully in assessment
28. As a unit (institution), it was difficult to reach a consensus when deciding on
values, core themes and outcomes.
29. SHORT time-line and with such a dramatic shift, we were not able to fully
implement changes in the process. It would have been nice to have more time to
re-create how the institution prepares and assesses itself for accreditation.
30. Time, realizing data was not being collected to support a chosen indicator.
31. Time and other resource scarcity, lack of definitive and competent institutional
leadership for implementation, changing leadership, and the simple process of
accepting change.
32. In the first years it seemed to be a time consuming exercise that did not have an
impact on our services to students. I think that may be in the process of changing
now as we look at new ways to measure our effectiveness.
33. There was much to learn about the new process and how it related to the old
process. Our college Office of Institutional Effectiveness did a good job
presenting information and leading conversation about the changes with
administrators, faculty, and students. The challenge was reaching agreement on
the core values and then the objectives for the core values.
34. I was not an administrator at the time of re-accreditation and was minimally
involved.
35. Time, time, time. Especially preparing for the new standards and the 7 year
report. Now that we are on schedule, time issues have improved but are still
present. Because I work in the administrative area (not instruction or student
services), I struggle to feel helpful when reviewing student outcomes and
planning ways to improve student success. Instruction is not my area, and, while
I am interested in the outcomes, I felt too much of my time was used in areas over
which I have little knowledge. I thought it was a challenge to fit my department
into our core themes and objectives. I understand how what I do benefits the
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institution as a whole and student success, but this is not readily apparent
in our core themes and particularly hard to quantify. Why make me try? I get it.
36. Constantly changing requirements this past year regarding the year three report. /
Mis-information and lack of communication about the year three report. / No
follow up on prior recommendations in the year three visit. Going all the way
until year seven to have closure of prior recommendations is too long.
37. The primary challenge was changing to a process closely focused on assessment
and demonstration of effectiveness. this focus required institutional leadership to
engage the college faculty and staff in thinking in a very different way about our
claims to success.
38. Timing.. timing... WAY too short a time. Lack of good writers preparing the
core theme statements
39. Too short of a timeframe. We had 3 reports in 3 consecutive years. Very
challenging for a small college with limited resources, during this same time with
budget cuts IR staff was cut by one person.
40. Unfortunately, I was not at my current college during the implementation process.
However serving at a previous institution there was a lot of confusion about the
switch to core themes.
41. Limited staffing to gather and report data / Some still don't see accreditation as
related to their daily work / People are very busy and it is hard to keep their
attention long enough to help them understand the implications of the standards
Q39: Describe how you responded to the challenges faced during implementation.
1. We held meetings with the Assessment Team and others, revised the
themes/indicators, and changed course as needed.
2. We formed committees for each of the standards. Most of them were not
effective, but the standard one committee identified the core themes and started
the work on the objectives and indicators. This was critical for most of the report.
We formed an unofficial leadership team that really took over the editing and
synthesizing of information. We sent teams to the NWCCU training sessions.
These were not all that useful until a few years ago, at which point they became
much more focused and valuable.
3. Constantly regrouped the college leaders and shared with email updates with our
constituents.
4. We developed an excellent local team and the resources needed. Our president
and our administrative team worked closely together and sought to communicate
the new process to the campus on a regular basis. Repersentative of a cross
section of the campus meet on a weekly basis during the pilot process.
5. I provided whatever information was requested and enlisted the help of staff.
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6. I have previous TQM, process management and training experience so it
wasn't a difficult transition for me.
7. We moved ahead in spite of the challenges; we knew that we could let the perfect
become the enemy of the good. We knew that we would likely have at least a
couple of recommendations, but we had no surprises. We identified our
challenges to the evaluators and laid out our plans for addressing them. As an
institution, we took the attitude that accreditation is an ongoing cycle, not a one
time event.
8. Fix problems where we find them and improve the rest.
9. We worked through all of the challenges, except the issue of improving math
performance.
10. Spent many hours at meetings, negotiating measurable qualitative standards.
11. The college met with faculty to discuss implementations on recommendations.
12. I wasn't directly involved in the implementation - so there was little response and
little challenge.
13. One has to prioritize and do what is most important. This was important so it was
a priority and got done. It did take some late hours and weekends.
14. Collaboration across campus
15. We discussed them within the institution and with colleagues at other colleges and
looked for best practices. We committed some additional resources to support the
data collection and analysis.
16. The institutional research office's staffing was reduced by .5 FTE, and the
remaining two employees simply did more on their own and enlisted the help of
faculty and staff members to assist. Although a very difficult time and process, it
brought people together and built on a climate of collaboration and team work
that persists today.
17. More data. More reporting. More "transparency" - talking about core themes and
indicators in all kinds of venues across the college. Long work sessions with the
Board. Revisions and refinements in each cycle of core theme reporting. More
work on planning at the department level to make sure that connections to the
core themes were understood.
18. We did our best to interpret, made a stab at what we could to implement to meet
the standard and then expected to get recommendations on those things we
couldn't make happen fast enough such as changing to the core themes.
19. Work with faculty and staff to provide time to meet and discuss challenges.
Review material that were writtten but not involved in development of report.
20. We had a person dedicated to accreditation that sorted through the challenges with
staff.
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21. We spent a lot of time working with Commission staff to understand what
we were being required to do. Once we understood it, we did some work until we
got confused, then talked some more. This isn't brain surgery, but it is still
difficult work. Human organization systems are the most complex phenomena
around.
22. We gathered as much information as possible from as many sources as possible,
and did the best we could to meet the requirements.
23. Again, not a ton of challenges with implementation-- the only thing coming to
mind is the time management necessary to juggle the re-accreditation and
implementation processes with the other mandatory duties of our jobs.
24. We were frustrated at times, but managed through the process. At times we
interpreted the language how we perceived it to read then asked for clarification
as needed. Thus, time consuming and not efficient.
25. Communication with colleagues at other colleges in the state to share experiences
and strategies, working towards more collaborative approaches to helping present
a unified voice on issues of common concern, and to develop systems to support
more consistent practices.
26. The institution was proactive in holding key meetings that eventually brought
stakeholders together and narrowed down priorities.
27. Exciting - we needed to do things differently and are slowly moving in that
direction. /
28. Conversations, made cross-campus connections to support indicators.
29. Focusing on the objectives and outcomes, and striving to reconsider established
paradigms.
30. I complied with what was asked but without enthusiasm.
31. Being informed, reading information, and attending meetings about the new
process helped alleviated some of the challenges with the implementation.
32. I was not an administrator at the time of re-accreditation and was minimally
involved.
33. The “not enough time in the day” challenge was met by prioritizing and working
extra hours to make it happen. The review process is important to the institution
and it needs to take place. Because I work in the administrative area (not
instruction or student services),I struggled to feel helpful when reviewing student
outcomes and planning ways to improve student success, even creating core
themes and objectives. I did the best I could to be involved in the process.
34. Long hours of work, but limited cross campus input for some issues as the most
recent changes happened after our faculty went on break.
35. We appointed people to lead the self-study who could take up the issues with the
appropriate focus and engage others to do the same.
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36. We had just completed our initial accreditation process under the old
standards and were then almost immediately expected to produce a complete
packet under the new standards. The core themes concept was challenging, it felt
amorphous.
37. MANY meetings. Too much demand on department heads
38. We had to push through. A few people carried the burden.
39. My previous college held a number of forums and it was helpful. The college
community embraced the core themes which seemed to dissipate any concerns
about the initial confusion of the process.
40. Lots of conversations
Q26: Describe as many successes as you can recall that you identified in the reaccreditation process.
1. We closed retention and completion gaps for our Hispanic population and
improved the rate of progression through the developmental math sequence.
2. The actual act of completing the documents was a excellent collaborative effort
for a college in the middle of major administrative transition. The report was wellwritten and well-received. We were able to identify what we expected the
recommendations to be in the writing of the report, so there were no real
surprises. The focus on student learning outcomes changed our college's
assessment process to a much more meaningful process, although this has taken at
least 6 years of intense work. The recommendations we received served as a
major drivers for our strategic planning and work planning for the next few years,
and we were able to turn several of them into commendations by the time of the
year three report.
3. Linking our core themes, annual evaluation, and our mission fulfillment
documents!
4. Our campus was able to integrate the request to expand our accreditation to our
new bachelors degree seamlessly into our pilot process. / We see the advantage of
a process that is iterative and happens throughout the accreditation process not the
previous way when it was just every ten years with review in the fifth year.
5. The biggest success came when data was reviewed and the value of data based
decisions were validated.
6. We had six commendations and two recommendations. Both of the
recommendations were on issue that we had identified prior to our visit. Our
ongoing process of institutional effectiveness was instrumental in the
recommendations that we received for supporting student success and for the
engagement of the Board of Trustees in effective governance.
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7. In our case, we had discovered an issue with faculty backgrounds being
sufficient to teach in their fields, and re-designed the process to have a check and
balance system. When the revised system was checked during re-accreditation, it
was discovered to be successful.
8. New focus on data; first year experience initiatives
9. Regular schedule of Program Review was adopted, accomplished. More PRs than
ever before,and faculty enjoy the process. / The Teaching and Learning
committee completed a 3-year study of the Critical Thinking SLO. Our writeup
of the process has been accepted for publication in a peer-reviewed journal. /
Great progress in improving indicators and finding data so that nearly all
indicators are evaluative, rather than descriptive
10. Coming to agreement on the Core Themes and then getting that message out to all
members of the college. / Going through the accreditation and listening to the
accreditors talking about our college's good points.
11. Better data; better staffing to collect/analyze/report on data; improved college
comradery.
12. The successes were information and data that validated what you knew were true.
Conversely, some things need additional work to reflect what is true, i.e, student
coding.
13. Clarified the college mission / Highlighted interventions which should be scaled
up or should be eliminated / Increased collaboration / Increased campus
recognition of the link between each job on campus and its importance to the
mission
14. We got through it. We revised our planning and budgeting processes to build in
core theme support criteria. We proposed governance committee changes to more
closely tie governance to the core themes.
15. Improved data collection and tracking on student success measures. / Improved
student success outcomes. / Institutional commitment to continuous improvement.
/ Improved collegiality, transparency, and inclusiveness on campus.
16. Shared understanding of and commitment to mission. Higher profile in the
community; more connections. The process of identifying and responding to core
themes broke down some long-established silos.
17. We received many commendations for our work and data. Most of that was due
to our executive leadership, our participation in the Achieving the Dream grant
and a couple of other federal grants with high data demands.
18. Little changes has taken place. The only changes made were to help meet
standards that we identified during the onsite visit.
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19. The self-assessment helped look at gaps in certain areas that could be
fixed. Ultimately, it gave the institution feedback needed to provider better
services for the students.
20. Finishing the report! Building an institutional capacity that focused on
meaningful assessment and improvement. Building Core Themes goals and
indicators that focused on student success. Working closely with the writing
team.
21. It helped us to focus more on evidenced based decision making, which we are still
working on, but are much further ahead than we might have been without it. We
also became an Achieving the Dream college during that time.
22. Most of the information my department gathered during the re-accreditation
process centered on our program following existing YVCC academic, admission,
and financial aid standards in addition to state fundraising procedures.
23. Uncertain at this time
24. Improved strategic planning
25. Stakeholders that were new to the institution possessed qualified experience that
was exploited.
26. Biggest success was to feel a solid connection campus-wide supporting
themes/mission.
27. The fulfillment of completion, despite the challenges of pursuit and process;
Establishing institutional clarity about our core themes; refreshing and refocusing
the institution on our mission.
28. We identified that students are very satisfied with the counseling they receive in
our office. However, we knew that already from previous evaluations.
29. The successes was identifying where our area fit into the core themes and
indicators and then being able to write to our contribution to the institution.
30. I was not an administrator at the time of re-accreditation and was minimally
involved.
31. Clarifying procedure and policy. Gaining more knowledge of the institution and
instructional/student service goals. Meeting staff and faculty. Updating data.
Student success.
32. The campus worked collaboratively to address recommendations and identify
ways we are using data to make improvements.
33. Many. We received commendations for our work in assessment, for our
institutional effectiveness processes, for our commitment to student success, for
our engagement of faculty and staff in institutional effectiveness and planning
efforts, etc.
34. I refer you to our accreditation report.
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35. Student Success has been an institutional priority for years. The
accreditation process helped bring that to light.
36. The process continues to focus the college on continuous improvement at all
levels.
Q40: Describe how you responded to the successes you identified in the re-accreditation
process.
1. We worked to bring to scale the interventions which promoted the improvements.
2. We used the recommendations to drive a need for improved assessment, use of
data, and review of programs and services. The accreditation team became a
strong leadership team for other activities, including work on grants and other
institutional projects. The successes were widely shared with the campus
community and were well-received, particularly during tough economic years.
3. Continued good work shared with our board of trustees.
4. We were already in a change process with our annual reviews of campus efforts
teamed with the effort to loop back for improvement efforts. This process was
supported and improved by our accreditation efforts. The parallel process is very
effective.
5. We are just completing our first full institutional effectiveness cycle after
rewriting our mission and our academic master plan. This work is directly aligned
with our core themes assessment, so it would be relatively easy for us to complete
another accreditation cycle at any time.
6. Put our heads down and kept working.
7. I share info on successes to the President, Board members, etc as widely as I can
8. I was very pleased. The divisions of the departments that I manage were
acknowledge as doing a good job.
9. Not sure how to respond to this question. I guess we responded positively in
celebratiing the successes (even as biproducts) of the implementation.
10. Document successes, celebrate them, and see if they can be duplicated.
11. The accreditation documents are being used on a regular basis
12. We re-evaluate planning and budgeting to make sure we are still incentivizing
best practices.
13. Board of trustees praised the many commendations received during the 10-year
accreditation visit and in the report. / Faculty and staff members were proud of the
many successes, and they were eager to begin work on improving areas noted in
the recommendations. In fact, steps to improve in those areas were launched
before the team came to campus.
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14. Communication in multiple formats. More faculty and staff commenting
that they understand their role in relation to mission and can see how their work
contributes.
15. We celebrated...then got back to work to continue building on those successes.
16. Meet with faculty and staff to review changes and the need to constantly review
our programs for improvement
17. We implemented changes into policies and procedures or made a plan to insert
them into future plans.
18. We said, great! and then rolled up our sleeves to get better.
19. We used our new focus to restructure our planning and measurement of college
objectives. We clearly focused the college on student success, and continue with
that effort.
20. Our response was basically that we identified our department's consistent
adherence to local, state, and federal rules and regulations.
21. Faculty, staff and key administrators continued to work collectively even after the
re-accreditation process. There was shared commitment from all involved.
22. Promote the successes, celebrate. Use the information to make improvements.
23. Noted them with appreciation while planning both how to sustain successes and
also how to improve upon recommendations.
24. We haven't really changed anything so far.
25. Information was shared with our department/division. All staff had a role in
identifying what they do for the college and how it fits into the college mission.
26. I was not an administrator at the time of re-accreditation and was minimally
involved.
27. Respect for the institution, faculty and staff. Some new ideas for data tables or
formats that might be more meaningful. More knowledge of our student base.
28. Called this out at multiple campus meetings and all-college emails
29. Our accreditation visit and report was a resounding affirmation of our efforts, and
the institution celebrated in various venues
30. I'm not sure how to respond to this question. We talked about them and slapped
ourselves on the back.
31. We have celebrated the successes and looked for opportunities for growth.
32. At my current institution, a lot of very positive communications are going out
thanking the many staff and faculty involved with the preparation of accreditation
reports and the ongoing continuous improvement.
Q27: Add any other comments related to your perceptions about the re-accreditation
process.
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1. I believe it was very valuable to us as an institution and very much in-line
with what we have been doing with Achieving the Dream and with our state
performance measures.
2. The process is much more meaningful than it used to be, although there is still an
opportunity to reduce a tremendous amount of redundancy in the criteria and the
standards. The process effectively challenges an institution to reflect on its own
effectiveness and student-centeredness but, in reducing the specifics about the
academic areas of the college, it now feels like a more administrative report than
it once did.
3. The new process is more continuous as opposed to just every five to ten years.
The iterative nature of the process also helps higher ed to respond to the
improvement process on an annual basis.
4. Most of the difficulties we experienced with the accreditation process in our most
recent cycle were due to ongoing changes at NWCCU. In particular, there still
seem to be some ongoing changes/uncertainty with regard to years 3 and 5 in the
seven year cycle. In addition, there seemed to be some inconsistency in applying
the standards at different institutions as the evaluators tried to learn the new
standards.
5. This new accreditation structure is so much more useful for colleges than the old
system.
6. I think there is considerable doubt about the reliability and validity of the
evaluations of our accreditation reports. There are no specific rubrics for
identifying good versus poor performance on assessment of Core Themes,
Mission Fulfillment, for conducting Program Reviews, measuring SLOs, etc.
Without rubrics accreditation teams are forced to make wild judgments about the
reports they are reviewing. Poor reliability is built into the system.
7. I believe it was a good learning process for our college and it makes the college to
continually assess it's self and my hope is this will make the college more
successful in the retention of students and the success of our students to
completion of their Associates degree.
8. I suggested four core themes for community colleges: transfer education,
workforce education, basic skills education for adults, and community services &
education several years ago. These were taken from the Community College Act
of 1967. This is much more straight forward and understandable. The previous
Standards were too convoluted and redundant.
9. We have a year 3 report due next month, and found out after the end of last spring
quarter that the report need to be different than the template we had as we worked
with faculty in the spring. I think we have a very good report, but the late
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changes mean we didn't get as much faculty involvement. Confidence in
the accrediting body was shaken throughout this process.
10. We were grateful for the visiting team's focus on formative evaluation. The reaccreditation process also highlighted the value that institutional research was
adding to the college. The re-accreditation process emphasized the benefits
derived from participation in the ATD program and strengthened the college's
commitment to excellence in teaching and learning.
11. As an ALO, I felt there was a significant effort made by the Commission staff to
communicate and seek input during the roll-out of the new standards. As we are
moving into a second cycle of reporting, that feeling is disappearing. The multiple
versions (so far) of the new mid-cycle report and the lack of apparent discussion
across the membership before these changes were instituted are evidence of this
change.
12. This new process really is a set of standards and procedures that create
organizational effectiveness and clarity. As a recursive process that focuses on
improvement through ongoing analysis and feedback loops, it is a living process,
unlike the sterile, event-based ritual of the ten-year cycle, which usually produced
nothing more than a catalog rewrite on steroids.
13. Some serious consideration ought to be given to Mission Fulfillment. I'm not sure
that it's worthwhile for a college to need to demonstrate that. If we have
established objectives for our Core Themes, measure those, and use those
measures in our planning and budgeting, that represents Mission Fulfillment. We
still struggle with that concept.
14. None really, other than to say that the re-accreditation process done on an annual
and semi-annual basis allows the college to better flexibility and allows us to
adjust to potential concerns much better than to do the process once every ten
years.
15. It is very heartening that the original onerous accreditation reporting cycle that
envisioned full reports at years one, three, five and seven has been reduced.
Experimentation with virtual visits seems to have gone poorly - good that the
Commission is revising its approach, but college's that were evaluated under that
model still carry the effects. That this fall's year-three reporting colleges found out
in June about the change from a Year 3 report to a Mid-Cycle Review (rather than
an accreditation affirmation) and that those guidelines and expectations are still a
work in progress is a little challenging but better than the previous version. So:
things got off to a complicated rocky start, but look like they are settling down
and will be better going forward.
16. It was informative, in a self-reflective manner, to take this survey, Thanks for
helping remind me of the work we need to do and what we have accomplished.
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17. The new process is fluid and allows institutions to really measure against
their own improvements; not really enough good explanation or guidance though.
Individual institution experiences rely heavily on their ALO - a positive strong
lead probably ensured a better campus experience.
18. I sincerely appreciated the humane interactions with the visiting site team, who
helped remind us of their collegial intentions in supporting institutional quality in
a kind and respectful manner. That experience helped to integrate much of the
prior work as we moved through completing the process, and will remain with me
as a reminder of why this work is important for achieving student success and
community enrichment.
19. I think as we learn more about flexible ways to measure success, we can start to
make this a process that will actually lead to an improvement in services. So far
it's just been more work.
20. I was not an administrator at the time of re-accreditation and was minimally
involved.
21. I am proud of the fact that YVCC had been gathering student data for some time
before. We also update our processes and policies.
22. THE new process has potential to work better than the old process, but the midpoint changes need to stop. It is too confusing and frustrating.
23. the new process was a much needed revision of the former process and provided a
focus that institutions needed to adopt in order to achieve improvements
24. I believe the new process with its annual reporting requirements is infinitely
superior to the old "batch" process. Its consistent with the concept of continuous
improvement.
25. The seven year cycle seems to be a good idea. Ten years is too long between
comprehensive visits.
26. The recent changes to the former third year visit/ now mid-cycle evaluation
caused a lot of concern on campus. Most of the third year work was already
completed with the Mid Cycle Evaluation was announced leaving a lot of initial
confusion.

