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Housekeeping — Poll Everywhere

Directions

= We're going to be using Poll Everywhere, which is an
interactive polling tool and we want to be sure you're
prepared!

= There are two ways to respond to the poll:

Go to www.PollEv.com/erinknepler999 and respond to the poll
Text ERINKNEPLER999 to 22333 to join the poll and respond

N@RC

at the UNIVERSITYof CHICAGO


http://www.pollev.com/erinknepler999

About NORC at the University of Chicago

NORC at the University of Chicago is an independent
research institution that delivers reliable data and rigorous
analysis to guide critical programmatic, business, and policy
decisions.

; : insight for informed decisions™
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NORC and the University of Chicago

While NORC is an independent

affiliate, we maintain deep

leadership and research ties to

the University of Chicago.

For instance...

= UChicago faculty,
administration, and trustees
compose more than half of
the NORC board.

= The two institutions jointly
staff Academic Research
Centers housed on the main
campus.
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Research Areas

Economics, Markets, and the Workforce

Education, Training, and Learning

Global Development

Health and Well-Being : o . >
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Education, Training, and Learning

NORC'’s portfolio provides vital information on the needs and
experiences of learners of all ages, the nature and quality of the
training and education resources available to them, and the impact
education has on other parts of their lives. NORC education
researchers provide in-depth expertise on many important topics.

= Access to Education

= Early Childhood Education
= Education Technology

= Education Workforce

= Educational Attainment and
Outcomes

= Elementary and Secondary
Education

Post-Secondary Education

Professional Development, Job
Training, and Adult Education

School Improvement and
Accountability

Science, Technology, Engineering,
and Math (STEM)

Student Performance

N@RC
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Exemplary Education Projects

Postsecondary Education; Professional Development, Job Training, and Adult

Education; STEM

Survey of Doctorate Recipients

Evaluation of the Graduate
Research Fellowship Program

Campus Climate Survey on
Sexual Assault

National Education and
Attainment Survey

Evaluation of the
Undergraduate STEM
Interventions with Industry
(USI2) Consortium Program

N@RC
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Poll Everywhere

How to Respond

= A quick reminder...

= There are two ways to respond to the poll:
Go to www.PollEv.com/erinknepler999 and respond to the poll
Text ERINKNEPLER999 to 22333 to join the poll and respond

N&RC
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http://www.pollev.com/erinknepler999

To show this poll

Install the app from Start the presentation
pollev.com/app

Still not working? Get help at pollev.com/app/help
or
Open poll in your web browser



https://www.liveslides.com/download
https://www.polleverywhere.com/free_text_polls/A3BQBWMbaabZhugzDSl5d

v

Our work with
CHEA

1. New Approaches to Quality
Review

2. Student Learning Outcomes
(Student Achievement) and
Accreditation

3. Innovation and Accreditation
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New Approaches to Quality Review

Profiles of emerging approaches to judging quality in higher education,
representing a range of stakeholder interests and perspectives.

New Approaches to
Judging Quality in
Higher Education

Profiles of Emerging Methods
Apart From Traditional Accreditation

Authored for CHEA by Tafaya Ransom, Erin Knepler, and
Claudia Zapata-Gietl of NORC at the University of Chicago.

CHEA/CIQG Publication Series CHi _EA
- CIQG

Published June 2018, available
at www.chea.org

Key Highlights

Part 1. Quality Assurance at a Crossroads
highlights perceived challenges for the U.S.
accreditation system in a shifting higher education
landscape and why this topic is of critical
importance.

Part 2. New Models for Judging Quality in Higher
Education features new approaches that have
emerged as potential complements to or
replacements for the existing system of
accreditation. (Including models currently practiced
and detailed proposals.)

Part 3. Comparative Data Sets and National
Rankings as Forms of Quality Review addresses
the potential for comparative data sets to serve as a

form of quality review.
N&RC
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http://www.chea.org/

Survey of Accrediting Organizations

About the survey

= The CHEA Survey of Accrediting Organizations was
organized around two topics.

= The first set of questions focused on student learning
outcomes (student achievement) and accreditation.

Findings from these survey questions are presented in a four-part
research brief series.

= The second section of the survey focused on innovation in
accreditation and higher education.

Findings from those survey questions are presented in a white

paper.
N@RC
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Forthcoming Research Products

4 Research Briefs on Student Outcomes/Achievement and Accreditation

1 White Paper on Innovation and Accreditation
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Authored for CHEA by Tafaya Ransom, NORC at the Univers

This research brief is the fourth in a four-part series explorir

achievement) and accreditation. Each brief presents resuls from a recent survey of accrediting
the University of Chicago for the Council for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA).

The terms “student learning outcomes* and “student
achievement” are used interchangeably throughout fo

refer to the knowledge, skills, and abilities th
student has attained as a result of engagement in a
particular set of higher education experiences.

After decades of attention to student leaming outcomes as a
proxy for higher education quality as well as increasing focus
on the topic more recently from employers, students and
families, and policymakers, CHEA wanted to explore accreditor
perspectives on the cumrent landscape of student achievement
and i 1. CHEA was i interested in
gathering insights about what the ever-evolving efforts to
evidence student achievement in accreditaion ultimatety mean
for student success in higher education. In the summer of
2018, NORC at the University of Chicago invited 86 accrediting
organizations to participate in a survey.

* 64 out of 86 accreditors responded fo the survey for an
overall response rate of 74%.

= 13 out of 19 insfitutional accreditors surveyed
r (68%) institutional

t of studen
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Findings from a Survey of
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What Is Working?

Authored for CHEA by Erin Knepler, NORC at the University of Chicago

The word cloud shown in Exhibit 1 synthesizes the words the
instit and i iitor survey i

used to describe what is working well for their organizations
with respect to student outcomes and accreditation. The more

included five (5) regional, five (5) nafional career-
related, and three (3) national faith-related accrediting
organizations.

Q| aword was i in their , the larger
and bolder it is in the word cloud. Both accreditor types
frequently discussed the training, coaching, and workshops
they provide as well as the detailed guidance and clear
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Survey of Accrediting Organizations

Who took the survey? How many accreditors responded?

= NORC invited 86 accrediting = Responding institutional
organizations to participate in accreditors included 5 regional,
the CHEA Survey of Accrediting 5 national career-related, and 3
Organizations in 2018 national faith-related accrediting

= The survey was open for 5 organizations

weeks = 51 out of 67 programmatic or
specialized accreditors

= 64 out of 86 accreditors surveyed responded (76%)

responded to the survey for an
overall response rate of 74% = The accreditors who
participated in the survey
authorize more than 6,000
Institutions and more than
22,000 specialized programs

= 13 out of 19 institutional
accreditors surveyed
responded (68%)

N@RC
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Research Brief 1: How are Accreditors Currently

Addressing Student Learning Outcomes?

= Accrediting organizations

address student achievement
through standards, policies, and
formal guidance.

Programmatic accreditors
reported higher numbers and
percentages of student
achievement standards than
Institutional accreditors.

Institutional accreditors’
approaches largely informed by
feedback from institutions,
recognition requirements, federal

policy, and students and families.

= Programmatic accreditors

largely consider feedback from
programs, recognition
requirements, and feedback
from employers.

Nearly all accreditors reported
recent significant changes to
standards, policies and
guidance, and evaluation
practices related to student
achievement.

Changes were to clarify intent,
Improve the rigor, foster
transparency, simplify
requirements, and respond to

feedback N&RC
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Research Brief 1: How are Accreditors Currently

Addressing Student Learning Outcomes?

Exhibit 1. Rate the following in terms of importance for informing your organization's approach
to student learning outcomes or student achievement and accreditation?

Feedback from members 1000% R EsEe
CHEA or USDE recognition requirements 91.7% o 18%
Other accrediting organizations 33.3% _
C-RAC principles 54.5% -6
ASPA guidance 27.3% . 283%
Research 72.7% - a35%
Federal policy 91.7% _
State policies 75.0% 261%
Higher education associations 54.5% . 283%
Students and their families 91.7%  4a18%
Feedback from employers 66.7%  63.0%
KESPONU 10 TEeUDACK ITOM e PUDIIC p—_ Lugger g, wn
Institutional '
Programmatic’ & Very or exifi@brely important Matlerately or shighthynai  Notlt all important

Institutional
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Research Brief 2: What Has Been the Impact of Standards and

Policies on the Evidence of Student Achievement?

Sources, Quality, and Availability of Evidence...

92% of institutional and 89% of
programmatic accreditors
encourage or require specific
indicators.

Only 15% (Inst) and 23% (Prog)
explicitly discourage or prohibit
particular sources of outcomes
evidence, such as grades and
indirect measures like student
satisfaction.

54% of programmatic and 46% of
institutional accreditors reported
setting bright line quantitative
threshold requirements for at least
one indicator.

= 23% of programmatic and 8% of

institutional accreditors require
members to set their own threshold
requirements.

Most accreditors feel like members
currently provide adequate evidence
of student achievement for
accreditation purposes and that the
guality of evidence has improved in
the last five years.

Most accreditors provide formal
training and a selection of other
resources to assist members in
examining student learning and
achievement

N@RC
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Research Brief 2: What Has Been the Impact of Standards and

Policies on the Evidence of Student Achievement?

Exhibit 1. Pl Exhibit 3. Does your accrediting organization require institutions or
or encourage programs to meet bright line student learning outcomes or achievement

reniliremante in nrdar tn nhtain nr ratain arcraditatinn?
Exhibit 4. To what extent has the overall quality of evidence of learning and
Grad achievement that your institutions or programs provide through the
accreditation process changed over the past five (5) years?

Cert/licensure/,
Pr¢grammatic 45% 45% 11%
Subse
Ipstitutional
54% 46%
o Much better Somewhat better
About the same m Somewhat worse

B Much worse

Accreditor does not set or require members to set
thresholds

B FTOBIrdaimmimduic IMsLLuLongi

N&RC
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Research Brief 3: Is Evidence of Student Learning Affecting

Institutions’ and Programs’ Accreditation Status?

s Exhibit 2. Roughly what share of accreditation actions (including ongoing monitoring) taken by
your organization during 2017 were at least partially due to institutions or programs failing to
provide adequate evidence of student learning outcomes or achievement?

to problems with evidencing student achievement.

8%
|
15%
9% Programmatic Institutional
= 0%
= 1-25% \
_ " 26:50% . 23%
51-75% 21%
76-100%

= | don't know.

N@RC

at the UNIVERSITYof CHICAGO



Research Brief 4: What |Is Working, Needs Improvement, and

Concerns Accreditors about Student Achievement?

= Working Well...

Training, coaching, workshops,
detailed guidance and clear
expectations (Both)

Review processes and
evaluation strategies (Inst)

Flexibility in defining student
outcomes and publishing
student achievement metrics

(Prog)

= Needs Improvement...

Quality of measures used to
evidence student learning and
achievement

Balancing act: quantitative vs.
gualitative measures;
institutional/program diversity vs.
recognition requirements;
“student learning” vs. “student
achievement

= Concerns about the future...

Trend toward standardized
“cookie cutter” definitions and
approaches

Use of “blunt” measures without
regard for the rich heterogeneity
of the missions, cultures, and
student populations of institutions

and programs.
N@RC
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Research Brief Series Conclusions

What have we learned? What does it all mean?

These results mainly
speak to the

processes accrediting

organizations employ
rather than insights
about whether the
processes yield
valuable information
about student
success.

= Directions for Future Inquiry

To what extent are processes
meaningful for assuring quality?

Do improvements in evidence
correspond to real
Improvements in higher
education quality?

What is the full spectrum of
actions or strategies that
accreditors use in working with
Institutions and programs to
meet student outcomes

requirements?
N&RC
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Innovation in Accreditation & Higher Education

White Paper — Key Takeaways

Frequency of Review of Accreditation Practices

We never review our accreditation 0%
processes 0%

Every five years or more

Less than yearly, but more
frequently than every five years

Around once a year

More than once a year

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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Poll Everywhere

How to Respond

= A quick reminder...

= There are two ways to respond to the poll:
Go to www.PollEv.com/erinknepler999 and respond to the poll
Text ERINKNEPLER999 to 22333 to join the poll and respond
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Innovation In Accreditation

For the purposes of this research, innovation
In accreditation refers to the role of
accrediting organizations in engaging,
leading, and enabling new ideas and new
approaches both in their own work and in
higher education.
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To show this poll

Install the app from Start the presentation
pollev.com/app

Still not working? Get help at pollev.com/app/help
or
Open poll in your web browser



https://www.liveslides.com/download
https://www.polleverywhere.com/multiple_choice_polls/1xGihcgJnkBNy5hSEX98F

White Paper — Key Takeaways

What did the data show?

Innovation in Accreditation Practices

: : Moderately I.\IOt Not
Accreditor Type | Innovative : Particularly .
Innovative . Innovative
Innovative
23% 69% 8% 0%
11% 66% 21% 2%
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White Paper — Key Takeaways

Likelihood of Innovation Standards or Policies for Innovative Offerings

® In most cases, we have
- - separate standards or ]
Institutional policies for innovative Programmatic

offerings

® [n some cases, we
have separate
standards or policies for
innovative offerings

We do not have

separate standards or

policies for innovative

offerings 61%

This does not apply to
my organization

N&RC
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White Paper — Key Takeaways

Transparency of Accreditation Material

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%

30% 17%

R

0% ]
Yes, all accreditation Some materials are No, materials are not
materials are available available, but not publically available

everything. (Please
specify what is
available.)

M Institutional M Programmatic
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White Paper — Key Takeaways

Review or Accreditation of Nontraditional Providers

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
Institutional 38% 62%
Programmatic 17% 83%
Yes No

Plans to Expand the Scope of Accreditation Activities

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
Institutional 25% 759
Programmatic 21% 799,
Yes No

100%

100%
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White Paper — Key Takeaways

Changes to Accreditation Standards in the Past Five Years
We have not made any broad changes to our 99,
accreditation standards
M Institutional
Revised standards to accommodate recent
innovations in higher education
Revised standards to require more evidence that
outcomes are being achieved
Revised standards to be more focused on
educational outcomes
Decreased the number of standards for which
your institutions or programs are accountable

N@RC
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White Paper — Key Takeaways

Drivers of innovation in higher education

= When asked about the top drivers of innovation in higher education,
Institutional accreditors indicated their top three drivers are:

changes in employer/workplace demands

changes in student demographics

changes in economic demands for higher education and concerns
about sustainability.

= Programmatic accreditors indicated their top three drivers of innovation
In higher education are:

changes in economic demands for higher education
changes in student demographics
cost of traditional higher education providers.

N@RC
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White Paper — Key Takeaways

Barriers for innovation in accreditation

= When asked about the top barriers of innovation in accreditation,
Institutional accreditors indicated their top three barriers are:

1) federal regulation

2) state regulation

3) funding constraints and the traditional higher education business
model

= Programmatic accreditors indicated their top three barriers of
Innovation in accreditation are:

1) funding constraints

2) federal regulation

3) the traditional higher education business model.

N@RC
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White Paper — Brief Conclusions

Institutional Accreditors

= Most institutional accreditors

reported being moderately
Innovative with their
accreditation practices.

The factors most cited by
accreditors for driving
Innovation in higher education
and accreditation were
changes in student
demographics and employer
and workplace demands,
whereas federal regulation was
cited as the top barrier to both
higher education and
accreditation innovation.

“‘We have initiated a cohort
sharing model to foster and
encourage cross-collaboration
between and among our
member institutions. Members'
successful practices in topical
areas are showcased in
quarterly webinars.”

“Benchmarking to focus on
outcomes in context of student
population and additional
graduate rate measures to
complement and avoid the
limitations of IPEDS and get a
more complete picture of grad

rates.”
N&@RC
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White Paper — Brief Conclusions

Programmatic Accreditors

= Similar to the institutional = “[We] instituted outcomes-

accreditors, most programmatic
accreditors reported being
moderately innovative with their
accreditation practices, with most
organizations (96%) indicating
they reviewed their substantive
change procedures at least every
five years or more frequently.

Programmatic accreditors cite
changes in economic demands
for higher education and
changes in student
demographics as top drivers of
both higher education and
accreditation innovation.

based accreditation, which
encourages the programs to
set their own program
educational objectives and
student outcomes such that the
Institution and programs set
their own goals, plans, and
means of meeting those goals.
We show that we value
iInnovation by providing awards
for innovation, and publicity for
the same through [our]
publications.”
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White Paper — Wrap-up

= Directions for Future Inquiry

Do innovative accreditation practices correspond
to real improvements in higher education quality
and access?

Does innovation in higher education improve
equity?

How can innovation be used to excel
transparency initiatives?

How will innovation impact the relationship
between higher education and nontraditional
providers?
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