
	

	

ABSTRACT 
 

LAUGHLIN, JULIET ADAIR. Assessing the Measures of and Defining Community College 
Institutional Effectiveness: A President’s Perspective Delphi Study. (Under the direction of 
Dr. James Bartlett). 
 
 The purpose of this study included two main goals. The first was to provide a 

common definition for community college institutional effectiveness through a review of the 

literature and from the personal definitions of a panel of community colleges presidents 

leading notably effective community colleges. The second purpose was to review the 

measures of community college institutional effectiveness from a literature review and the 

panel of experts. The findings of this study add to the research base and have assisted in 

building consensus in terminology. 

Research question one asked a panel of experts to review definitions of community 

college institutional effectiveness from scholarly literature to assess how effectiveness should 

be defined. Research question two asked the panel of experts to express how they defined 

community college institutional effectiveness. Research question three asked the panel of 

experts to review measures of community college institutional effectiveness from scholarly 

literature to identify the measures that should be used in assessment. Research question four 

used the same information from research question three to have panelists evaluate what 

should not be included as measures of community college institutional effectiveness. Finally, 

research question five asked the panel of experts to provide additional measures that were 

missing from the list provided by scholarly literature.  

The Delphi technique was used to assess the definitions and measures of community 

college institutional effectiveness. This technique used a panel of experts defined as 

community college presidents from Aspen Prize eligible colleges. This panel provided 



	

	

feedback through two rounds of data collection to rate their level of agreement with eight 

definitions and 29 measures of community college institutional effectiveness. In round one, 

panelists were asked two open-ended questions: 1) panelist provided a personal definition of 

institutional effectiveness; and 2) panelists provided any measures they thought were missing 

from the literature. In round two, panelists were provided the qualitative comments provided 

in round one to inform their ratings for round two. They were also provided a synthesized list 

of measures from the list they provided in round one to rate their level of agreement. An 

analysis of the data after round two showed that there was stability between rounds and 

consensus among the panelists. 

Data analysis started with a review of the literature for definitions and measures to 

include on the Delphi survey. Then two rounds of Delphi surveys were analyzed using 

central tendency statistics of the mean, standard deviation, median, mode, and coefficient of 

variation. After each round an analysis of the central tendencies was conducted to ensure 

there was round stability and consensus. 

The findings of this study indicate that from the literature the panelists most agree on 

the Commission of Community College’s definition of community college institutional 

effectiveness. The definition synthesized from the panelists individual definitions represents 

all of the information they provided. The most agreed upon measures were: student goal 

attainment; licensure and certification pass rates; degree completion; and responsiveness to 

community needs. The measures that should not be used were reported as demonstration in 

citizenship skills; student characteristics upon entry; and regional market penetration rates. 

The measures the panelists would add to the assessment of community college institutional 

effectiveness were: the ability to meet the needs of business and industry through the 



	

	

workforce credentials offered; faculty focused on student learning and success; and the 

successful completion of individual courses. 

 The recommendations for future research include having panelist use a force choice 

instrument to identify a rank order listing of both the definitions and measures including the 

common definition from this study and the measures panelists recommended. Another 

recommendation for future research was to assess the timing of data collection with the 

implementation of accreditation, benchmarking, and other community college improvement 

initiatives to determine if they impact the importance of identified measures. The last 

recommendation is to conduct the same study with a variety of stakeholders and then analyze 

the results between groups to identify commonalities and discrepancies. 

 The most important implication for practice is that this study adds to the literature 

base working toward a common understanding of community college institutional 

effectiveness. Institution effectiveness impacts the creation of policy and goals which in turn 

impact the success of a community college. Through having a better understanding of the 

definitions and measures, policies and goals can more accurately be established and 

measured. Additionally, the findings of the study will be provided to the authors of the Core 

Indicators of Effectiveness for Community College (Alfred et al., 1994; Alfred et al., 1997; 

and Alfred et al. 2007) to be reviewed for inclusion in future editions to add the community 

college presidents’ perspective. The last implication is working to identify all stakeholders 

for the community college. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 

In the 1980’s institutional effectiveness developed from “pressures for institutions to 

document their performance…” and “… have come from within the academy as well as from 

government and political entities” (Sullivan & Wilds, 2001, p. 3).  The institutional 

effectiveness initiative has also continued to grow due to the concern for quality in higher 

education (Welker & Morgan, 1991). Quality and accountability remain concerns and 

contemporary issues for higher education (Dellow & Romano, 2002). Community colleges 

have been changing and this is reflective in institutional cultures that have increasingly 

become accountable publicly (Atwell, 2011; Welker & Morgan, 2001; Wharton, 1997; 

Skolits & Graybeal, 2007; Juhnke, 2006; Welsh, Petrosko, & Metcalf, 2003; Dellow & 

Romano, 2002; Bers, 2011). The economic downturn of 2008 increased the pressures on the 

community college system to increase their effectiveness with increased enrollments and 

decreased funding (Alfred, 2011; Duncan, 2013). The Obama Administration has also placed 

a spotlight on the community college by introducing a goal to have 60% of young adults of 

college age to have a college credential by 2025 (Ewell, 2011; Duncan, 2013; Willen, 2011). 

There is a growing concern of community colleges being held to increasing accountability 

measures; however, there is not a common definition and the measures being used vary 

greatly. 

In 2011, New Directions for Community Colleges published an entire number on 

institutional effectiveness. This number contains nine chapters dedicated to expanding the 

understanding and highlighting the complexity of this topic. Ronald Head served as the editor 

for this number and is a leading consultant for accreditation and institutional effectiveness. 

Head (2011) discusses the need for attention on this topic by showing the parsimonious 
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coverage of the topic up to this point. While this volume of work starts to fill the gap in 

contemporary research, many of the contributors explain the research still lacks a common 

definition taking the opportunity to develop their own definition for the context of their own 

work or perspective (Bers, 2011; Commission on Community Colleges, 2005b; Ewell & 

Jones, 1994; Gallagher, 2008; Head, 2011; Manning, 2011; Welker & Morgan; 1991; Wilds, 

2001). Institutional effectiveness literature is riddled with terminology without a standard 

definition. In the current climate of accountability and funding deficits, a common definition 

will provide a common language for all stakeholders in the community college. This study 

will explore the literature for definitions and measures related institutional effectiveness. 

Through a Delphi study, leading community college presidents will evaluate current 

measures and definitions and identify missing components of institutional effectiveness. 

Origins of Institutional Effectiveness 

 Each of the Community College: Core Indicators of Effectiveness (1994, 1999, and 

2007) publications pose a definition of institutional effectiveness; however, the focus is on 

producing a list of indicators of success. The first edition (1994) clearly states that defining 

effectiveness is evasive and could have as many definitions as there are institutions. The 

focus is on the three P’s. The first P is Publics and having successful transactions with the 

community. The second P is Performance by producing results based on needs and 

expectations. The final P is Perception by using the result of performance to build the 

mission and purpose of the institution. The authors state that they will define institutional 

effectiveness as: “Effectiveness suggests that a college has a discernable mission, is 

producing outcomes that meet constituency needs, and can conclusively document the 

outcomes it is producing as a reflection of its mission” (p. 8).   
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The second edition (1997) again reflects that effectiveness is not a straightforward 

concept or definition. The authors highlight the change in the political and financial factors 

influencing the institution. They suggest a major shift is driven by the perceptions of 

taxpayers and the use of those funds. This shifts the definition toward the idea of 

stakeholders and resources. As seen in Figure 1, the core concepts have changes from the 

three P’s to stakeholders, mission, and results as a function of cost and resources. (p. 8) 

 

Figure 1. The Core Concepts in Institutional Effectiveness. Adapted from Community 
College Roundtable, by Alfred, R., Kreider, P., & McClenney, K, 1994, Community 
Colleges: Core Indicators of Effectiveness. Copyright 1994 by American Association of 
Community Colleges. 
 

 The third edition (2007) again addresses the concern with variety in definitions and 

adds that there could be conflict in the definition of effectiveness. This conflict is born out of 

the variety of stakeholders and that each group would define effectiveness using different 

standards. The 2007 definition of institutional effectiveness retains the understanding that the 
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mission must match the institutions performance; however, as the role of the stakeholder 

increases, so does the role of cost/resources. The model changes again as seen in Figure 2. 

While the previous model includes both cost and resource, they are on the periphery without 

a direct influence on the mission. This model stresses the importance of cost limits and 

available resources and these two factors drive the mission of the institution.  

 

Figure 2. A Comprehensive Effectiveness Model for Community College Institutional 
Effectiveness. Adapted from Alfred, Ewell, Hudgins, and McClenny, 1999, 
Community Colleges: Core Indicators of Effectiveness. Copyright 1999 by American 
Association of Community Colleges. 
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successful accreditation processes, the Commission on Colleges states, “One is the belief that 

the accreditation of institutions should be peer reviewed, a process whereby institutional 

effectiveness and quality are professionally judged by peers from institutions of higher 

education whose expertise and experience are essential to their ability to exercise 

professional judgment” (2005a, p.2). They highlight the positive impact of accreditation on 

community relationships, overall standards, and institutional effectiveness. The North 

Carolina Community College System adopted a policy for all community colleges to create 

institutional effectiveness plans. These plans should be consistent with the college’s mission 

and the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools guidelines. “Colleges have the 

flexibility to develop biennial plans as long as a process of annual review and revision is in 

place” (North Carolina Community College System, n.d.). These plans should also be in 

alignment with the North Carolina Community College System’s Critical Success Factors. 

The League for Innovation in the Community College proposed a standard set of 

benchmarks for community colleges in 2003. These benchmarks address summary outcomes 

and performance measures. The purpose is to allow for the comparison for similar 

institutions based on consistent measures. There are five areas for the National Community 

College Benchmarking project (NCCBP): (1) student performance; (2) student satisfaction 

and engagement; (3) career preparation; (4) access and participation; and (5) business and 

industry and organization performance (Juhnke, 2006, p. 68). Self-selecting institutions 

collect the data on a national level. Participating institutions report information 

electronically, and the data is analyzed to collect descriptive statistics, evaluate missing 

variables, and establish benchmarks. In 2003, the NCCBP was piloted and the official data 

collection process was established in 2004 (National Community College Benchmarking 
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Program, n.d). The first official year (2004) of the NCCBP project 110 institutions 

participated, and the second year of the project (2005) 112 institutions participated (Juhnke, 

2006). In 2007 over 175 institutions participated nationally. The data from the NCCBP are 

used by regional accrediting organizations to assess institutional effectiveness. Overall, the 

NCCBP “established a systematic process by which community colleges can systematically 

collect data and make comparisons to peer institutions that can inform strategic decision 

making, improve quality, and demonstrate institutional effectiveness” (Juhnke, 2006, p. 72). 

Moving forward to 2011, there are multiple outside forces influencing the community 

college and higher education as a whole. The recession that started in 2008 produced growth 

in community college enrollments countered with a lack of funding from state and local 

governments. There was also an increase in the accountability of the funds community 

colleges were receiving. The general public expectation was, and still is, for institutions to do 

more for students with fewer funds while being held more accountable than ever before 

(Alfred, 2011). 

This research study will add a common definition of institutional effectiveness to the 

research base. The Delphi participants will be high-level community college administrators. 

These administrators will be vice presidents and presidents in United States Community 

Colleges. All community college administrators when reviewing and working on community 

college initiatives and overall institutional effectiveness can use the results of this research. 

Statement of the Problem 

Institutional effectiveness is a measure by which all community colleges are being 

assessed without a common definition or understanding. Head (2011) notes that institutional 

effectiveness is at the “heart of both accreditation and accountability” (p.1). Without a 
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common definition or understanding, what standards are community college using? Research 

shows there is a relatively small amount of research on this topic. In repeating Head’s (2011) 

search of the ERIC database, an “institutional effectiveness” search yields 164 peer reviewed 

articles. Searching for “institutional effectiveness” and “community college” yields a total of 

63 peer reviewed articles. A search for assessment yields 58,058 peer reviewed articles. A 

search of assessment and “community college” yields 695 peer reviewed articles. Narrowing 

the search to “institutional effectiveness” plus “community colleges” plus assessment yields 

31 peer reviewed articles. Of theses 31 articles, 10 of the articles are from the New 

Directions for Community College, number 153, which is dedicated to community college 

institutional effectiveness. The most recent article from this search is from 2011 suggesting a 

time gap in research from 2011 to 2015. Repeating this search demonstrates the need for 

additional research in the area of community college institutional effectiveness assessment. A 

common definition of institutional effectiveness would add value to the research that is 

currently available. It would provide high-level community college administrators the 

opportunity to understand what community colleges are to be held accountable for as defined 

by high level community college administrators. Head (2011a) states, “Ultimately 

institutional effectiveness is important not only because it permeates all aspects of a 

community college, but because it strips away the confounding rhetoric too often found on 

the community college campus to illuminate why the college exists (its purpose) and what it 

does well (its quality)” (p. 10). 

Theoretical Framework 
  

General systems theory as presented by Von Bertalnfly (1968) provides the basic 

theoretical framework for this Delphi Study on institutional effectiveness terminology. 
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General systems theory is dedicated to the exploration of the organization of systems and the 

interaction of the parts. A system can be viewed as the interaction of parts to produce results 

(Swanson, 2009). Swanson (2009) states clearly that, “organizations are systems” (p. 130). 

Thus a community college and its surrounding environment and community organizations 

are a sum of all of their parts along with the interaction with their environment (Swanson, 

2009). Swanson (2009) states that systems theory is not a fad; rather, it is a holistic method 

of understanding systems and complex situations (p. 135). Hammond (2005), “Systems 

thinking nurtures a way of thinking that engenders a different kind of practice and cultivates 

an ethic of integrations and collaboration that had the potential to transform the nature of 

social organization…the challenge is to integrate what we have learned, to communicate 

these insights to a larger audience, and to nurture institutional practices that honor the ethical 

principles inherent in the systems view” (p. 20). 

The Core Indicators of Effectiveness for Community Colleges (Alfred, Ewell, 

Hudgins, and McClenney, 1994, 1999, 2007) provides a conceptual framework for the 

community college system and institutional effectiveness. The evolution of this publication 

shows the increased concern about the cost and use of resources in the community college. 

The next section will briefly describe each model in these publications.   

In the original publication (1994) the framework is simple with identifying the key 

factors of that time. These factors are the three P’s: publics, performance, and perception. 

Publics is described as successful transactions. Performance is described as results. 

Perception is described as the use of results data to influence the mission and purpose of the 

college (p. 8). In this model, cost and resources are not shown as external or as internal 

factors. 
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Core Indicators of Effectiveness for Community Colleges (Alfred, Ewell, Hudgins, 

and McClenney, 1999) provides an updated model from the 1994 publication. The key 

changes in the model were introduced due to external accountability in the community 

college. The authors cite new “change drivers include new fiscal and political conditions” 

(p.6). The updated model adds the concepts of cost and resources born out of the increase in 

taxpayer resistance and accountability. Not only are they added in this model, they become 

central components by framing the entire model. The term stakeholder is also introduced; 

instead of publics, the use of stakeholders needs takes a central function in the model. 

Interrelationships are defined between each of the key concepts: stakeholder needs, mission, 

and results (see Figure 3). The Comprehensive Effectiveness Model (see Figure 2) presents 

very detailed information as to the key components. Stakeholders are divided into two 

groups: External and Internal. External Stakeholders include Government Agencies, 

Accrediting Agencies, K-12 Schools, Prospective Students, Employers, Elected Officials, 4-

year Colleges, and Special Interest Groups. Internal Stakeholders include Faculty, 

Administrators, Enrolled Students, Classified Staff, and Board of Trustees.  
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Figure 3. The Key Elements of Institutional Effectiveness. Adapted from Alfred, Shults, and 
Seybert, 2007. Community Colleges: Core Indicators of Effectiveness (2nd Edition ed.). 
Copyright 1999 by American Association of Community Colleges. 
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 The conceptual framework illustrated in Figure 2 connects organizational 

effectiveness as variables, which interact with student retention variables impacting 

institutional retention rates. Organizational/institutional effectiveness can be measured by 

Cameron’s (1978) instrument and correlated with institutional statistics on student retention 

and retention programs. 

 

Figure 4: Conceptual Framework of Institutional Effectiveness, Strategic Planning and 
Student Learning Outcomes. Adapted from “Improving institutional effectiveness: The 
relationship between assessing student learning outcomes and strategic planning in California 
community colleges,” M. Gallagher, 2008, Journal of Applied Research in the Community 
College, 15(2), 101-108.  
 
 Gallagher (2008) completed a study on the California Community College System. 

The study measured the relationship between assessing student learning outcomes and 

strategic planning with the goal of improving institutional effectiveness. Figure 4 represents 

the conceptual framework used in this study. It contains multiple feedback loops and 
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required to do so” (Gallagher, 2008, p. 107). It was also concluded that “California 

Community Colleges need to develop strategic plans that measure institutional effectiveness” 

(Gallagher, 2008, p. 107). 

Community colleges are loosely coupled systems that provide feedback loops to the 

external and internal system influences. Community college institutional effectiveness is the 

intersection of external and internal systems. This intersection is the main area of 

investigation for this study. Through a two-round Delphi Study high level community college 

administrators will participate in identifying the measures, definition, and what is missing 

from community college institutional effectiveness measures and definitions. Figure 5 is a 

visual representation of the focus of the Delphi Study. 

 

 
 
Figure 5: Conceptualized Model of Institutional Effectiveness at the Community College. 
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Purpose Statement 

The purpose of this study is to provide a common definition of institutional 

effectiveness for community college administrators, policy makers, and stakeholders to use 

when assessing community college effectiveness.  The specific area of research is 

institutional effectiveness definitions and measures. Cultural causes and the assessment of 

institutional effectiveness will not be studied. The focus is strictly on the definitions being 

used throughout community college research literature. It is hypothesized that high-level 

administrators will evaluate the research terms they are given and provide evaluative 

feedback to arrive at a common definition of institutional effectiveness. The research on 

defining institutional effectiveness is parsimonious, limited, and lacks a common 

understanding for community college administrators. This study will add to the research base 

and assist in building consensus in the terminology.  

Research Questions 

The proposed study is to develop a common definition of institutional effectiveness 

for community colleges based on literature and expert opinion via a Delphi method.  This 

study will implement a traditional Delphi technique to seek the opinion of community 

college and system level presidents.   

Research Question 1 

How is institutional effectiveness in the community college defined/described by 

Delphi panel of experts representing leadership in community colleges? 

Research Question 2 

How should institutional effectiveness in the community college be defined/described 

by Delphi panel of experts representing leadership in community colleges? 
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Research Question 3 

What are the measures of institutional effectiveness in the community college 

defined/described by Delphi panel of experts representing leadership in community 

colleges? 

Research Question 4  

What measures are included that should not be in institutional effectiveness in 

community colleges, as defined/described by Delphi panel of experts representing 

leadership in community colleges? 

Research Question 5 

What measures are not currently included that should be included as 

defined/described by Delphi panel of experts representing leadership in community 

colleges? 

Limitations 

The possible limitations for this study include the limitation of the audience to 

community college high level administrators. The sample size will be a maximum of 40 

participants reporting from a high level of leadership in the organization. The Delphi study 

will be conducted using an online survey tool. This study will add to the body of research on 

institutional effectiveness; however, there will be limits in generalizing the research results. 

In an effort to minimalize the limitations, I will collect the largest sample of high-level 

community college administrators possible. There will also be future recommendations 

proposed to address areas to conduct further research to include new populations. 
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Delimitations 

This Delphi study will be bound to high-level community college administrators. This 

population was selected to gain an overarching perspective of institutional effectiveness. 

Research on community college faculty and students will not be addressed to keep the focus 

on a broader institutional perspective. Conducting research on how the community college 

faculty and students would define institutional effectiveness are areas of future research. The 

Delphi study is being used because it will provide the framework to develop a common 

understanding of community college institutional effectiveness. The Delphi methodology is 

iterative in nature and will provide the opportunity for participants to reflect on their 

understanding against the research and the understanding of their peers. While there may be 

other delimitations, the population and the research methodology are the most substantial.  

Significance of Study 

This study will add to the current literature base on institutional effectiveness 

providing high-level administrators a broad definition. The current culture of accountability 

requires administrators to have a well-rounded understanding of how to make the best use of 

resources including human resources and financial resources. The current debate of the value 

of higher education mandates that administrators use resources wisely and that they have an 

understanding of what it means to have an effective institution. A common definition will 

help to focus these efforts towards managing public accountability. 

This study will relate to practitioners because it will provide a common definition to 

use when making daily decisions in the workplace. It is practical in nature and can help 

provide a narrower focus. Professional peers will relate to this study because while this study 
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addresses community colleges, many of the same issues of effectiveness and accountability 

are being discussed at four-year institutions.  

The implications of the study are directly related to future research and to policy 

decisions within the community college sector. The population used in this study is high-

level community college administrators. In other words, the population will be community 

college presidents or their designees. Future research should include community college 

faculty and students. These populations should have a unique perspective to bring to the 

common definition. There may be other areas of administration that would also add to the 

perspective of the common definition of institutional effectiveness.  

The other area of implication is community college policy decisions. Community 

colleges are being held to new standards of accountability, as funding sources are more 

diverse than several years ago. More institutions are relying on grant funding and 

government funding. With both of these sources, outcomes and completion rates have 

increased the need to be more effective in delivering knowledge and an education experience 

to students. A common definition could help to focus these efforts and provide a framework 

to establish new policies to improve institutional practices. 

The significance of this study is to clarify the feedback loop in the community college 

open system on the definition of institutional effectiveness; to open the research to further 

investigation with new populations; and to assist high-level administrators to examine their 

assumptions and beliefs. By conducting this research, the data will provide an additional 

feedback loop to the conceptual framework affording high-level administrators the 

opportunity to provide their understanding and working knowledge to defining the term 

institutional effectiveness. Further research would include providing other administrators, 
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faculty, and students the opportunity to participate in a Delphi study to enhance the 

understanding and depth of institutional effectiveness as an open system. The results of the 

study will provide high-level administrators a common definition to guide decision-making 

and policy decisions. The results may also influence grant-funded programs by assessing 

what is meant by institutional effectiveness. With accountability measure increasing due to 

the use of grant funds and governmental funds, policies regarding the results community 

college should produce (i.e. completion and retention standards) could be guided by a 

common definition of institutional effectiveness. There will likely not be great change 

directly from conducting this research; however, high-level administrators possessing clarity 

over the definitions and terms they are using can improve decision-making and overall 

community college culture. It will also give the participants the opportunity to examine the 

current information on how institutional effectiveness is being viewed and provide them time 

to reflect on their assumptions and beliefs. In conclusion, the significance of this study is to 

clarify the feedback loop in the community college open system on the definition of 

institutional effectiveness; to open the research to further investigation with new populations; 

and to assist high-level administrators to examine their assumptions and beliefs. 

The results of this study will be provided to the participants so they can be shared 

among colleagues. The result will also be shared with the authors of the 2007 Core Indicators 

to provide additional material and research for upcoming editions of the publication. 

Definition of Institutional Effectiveness and Related Terminology 

What is institutional effectiveness? The institutional effectiveness literature presents a 

multitude of definitions. The Commission on Colleges states, “Institutional effectiveness is 

the systematic, explicit, and documented process of measuring performance against mission 
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in all aspects of an institution” (2005b, p. 9). They further state, “It is a continuous, cyclical 

process that is participative, flexible, relevant, and responsive” (2005b, p. 9). Accrediting 

agencies have identified institutional effectiveness as leaders within an institution “making 

responsible data-based decisions tempered by current fiscal and political environments” 

(Sullivan & Wilds, 2001, p. 3). Welker and Morgan (1991) state that, “institutional 

effectiveness must be defined in relation to the curriculum and its contributions to society” 

(p. 28). “The approach to institutional effectiveness includes all programs, services, and 

constituencies and is strongly linked to the decision-making process at all levels, including 

the institution’s budgeting process” (Commission on Colleges, 2005b, p. 9). Sullivan & 

Wilds (2001) states, “…the most important element of institutional effectiveness is the 

impact the institution has on the knowledge base of students” (p. 3). Effectiveness has been 

related to the functions of productivity and should be considered in broader terms to include 

social and political contexts (Welker & Morgan, 1991). For the purpose of this study, the 

Commission of Colleges definition will serve as the standard with emphasis placed on the 

continuous nature of the process. 

This section highlights several key terms. Benchmarking establishes an ‘absolute 

standard’ instead of ‘normative standards’. Effectiveness is the success by which the 

institution achieves its mission. Mission is presented as descriptive or philosophic in nature. 

Productivity is defined as a desired level of quality, which is measurable within a timeframe. 

Student outcome is used to describe students’ performance or accomplishments (McLeod & 

Atwell, 1992 & Sullivan & Wilds, 2001, p. 3). Assessment has been transformed into relating 

performance to goals and objectives (Sullivan & Wilds, 2001). McLeod and Atwell (1992) 
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present five pages of standardized vocabulary. It is suggested reading for those individuals 

doing research in the area of institutional effectiveness. 

“Institutional effectiveness is a comprehensive analytical system [that] is becoming 

nearly universal among public and private colleges and universities” (McLeod and Atwell, 

1992, p. 30).  

…I define institutional effectiveness as consisting of a set of ongoing and systematic 

institutional processes and practice that include planning, the evaluation of programs 

and services, the identification and measurement of outcomes across all institutional 

units (including learning outcomes in instructional programs), and the use of data and 

assessment results to inform decision making” (Manning, 2011, p. 14). Manning 

(2011) goes on to state the goal of institutional effectiveness is to improve college 

processes and ultimately student success. 

Alfred, Kreider, and McClenny (1994) define institutional effectiveness “as made of 

three P’s: publics, performance, and perceptions” (p. 8). They go on to further state that, 

“Effectiveness suggests that a college has a discernible mission, is producing outcomes that 

meet constituency needs, and can conclusively document the outcomes it is producing as a 

reflection of it mission” (p. 8). 

Institutional effectiveness literature is replete with terminology that at times has 

different meanings.  

Accelerators are factors that “facilitate movement by encouraging change” (Alfred, 

2011, p. 107). 
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Assessment has been transformed into relating performance to goals and objectives 

and (Sullivan & Wilds, 2001). An alternate definition for assessment is “to gather evidence 

and evaluate quality of learning and progress toward benchmarks” (Gallagher, 2008). 

Benchmarking establishes an ‘absolute standard’ instead of ‘normative standards’ 

(McLeod & Atwell, 1992; Baldwin et al., 2011). 

Decelerators are factors that “constrain movement by constricting resources available 

to college” (Alfred, 2011, p. 107). 

Effectiveness is the success by which the institution achieves its mission (McLeod & 

Atwell, 1992). 

Evaluation is defined as good when it “assesses progress along the way, analyzes that 

progress, and informs programmatic direction, change and improvement. It also measures the 

overall effectiveness of the program, course, and service. Evaluation is exact, well defined, 

and planned” (Manning, 2011, p. 15) 

Growth is “a rise in enrollments, incremental revenue, and anything else that can be 

counted is easily calculated and grasped” (Alfred, 2011, p. 103). 

Interpretation is a “measure of a college’s ability to create (and induce stakeholders 

to accept) new and different conceptions of success” (Alfred, 2011, p. 109). 

Mission is presented as descriptive or philosophic terms the working areas within the 

institution that are often broken down into goals and objectives (McLeod & Atwell, 1992). 

Objective realm “refers to events in the realm of experience that are independent of 

individual though and readily perceptible to all observers.” Some examples include “rate of 

growth, persistence, graduation rate, transfer rate, and performance after transfer” (Alfred, 

2011, p. 108). 
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Outputs are “results generated with learners and stakeholders – are not easily 

calculated nor are numbers measuring them easily understood” (Alfred, 2011, p. 103). 

Productivity is defined as a desired level of quality, which is measurable within a 

timeframe. Student outcome is used to describe students’ performance or accomplishments 

(McLeod & Atwell, 1992 & Sullivan & Wilds, 2001, p. 3).  

Program Review is defined as “a type of evaluation of an instructional, instructional 

support, student service, or administrative program, department, or unit” (Bers, 2011, pp. 63-

64). 

Stakeholder “is broadly defined as a person or entity with an interest in some process, 

concept, or object” (Hom, 2011; Ewell, 2011). 

Stretch measures “effectiveness is a measure of an institution’s capacity to leverage 

its resources” (Alfred, 2011, p. 109).  

Student outcome is a used to describe students’ performance or accomplishments 

(McLeod & Atwell, 1992; Sullivan & Wilds, 2001).  

Subjective realm refers to “whether a college performs well or poorly is as much a 

function of stakeholder perceptions of the outcomes it generates as the outcomes 

themselves.” Some examples include: “values, beliefs, and perceptions in understanding 

performance in organizations” (Alfred, 2011, p. 108). 

Valuation is “a measure of the feelings people hold toward an institution” (Alfred, 

2011, p. 109). 

Summary 

 This chapter provides introductory material to ground a Delphi Study on Community 

College measures and definitions. The problem of a shifting culture of community college 
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accountability along with general systems theory provides a conceptual framework for the 

study. The research questions outline the main areas of investigation: measures, definitions, 

and what is missing from community college institutional effectiveness. The study is limited 

to high-level community college administrator (community college presidents). The 

limitations and delimitations are discussed highlighting potential issues with the selection of 

the panel of experts. This chapter ends with the significance of the study and an overview of 

terminology and definitions. 
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 The literature review has seven major sections with three main areas. The first theme 

is the history of organizational effectiveness and the shift in higher education to institutional 

effectiveness. Organizational and institutional effectiveness will be reviewed along with 

institutional effectiveness within the specific context of the community college. This theme 

will conclude with an overview of the main definitions of institutional effectiveness. 

 The second area is how institutional effectiveness is measured and the current 

initiatives. The literature review identified over 200 different measures of institutional 

effectiveness. The current initiatives focus on the National Benchmarking initiative, the 

Aspen Prize, and Accreditation. 

 The third, and final area, addresses the problems with assessing and the critiques of 

institutional effectiveness. This section is directly influenced by the wide variety of 

institutional effectiveness measures and the external initiatives influencing the community 

college. 

Organizational Effectiveness Shift to Institutional Effectiveness 

This section will provide an overview and historical perspective of organizational 

effectiveness highlighting the shift to the construct of institutional effectiveness within higher 

education. From there institutional effectiveness in the community colleges will be explored 

providing definitions, measures, and initiatives. 

Institutional effectiveness is an outgrowth of organizational effectiveness for the 

higher education sector and the terms are being used interchangeably. The timeline of 

literature publication gives clues to these similarities with institutional effectiveness literature 

beginning in the 1980’s (Sullivan & Wilds, 2001). Cameron is cited in 1978 stating that 
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organizational researchers have been studying effectiveness for the past 50 years, with his 

study transitioning the construct to higher education. Additionally, literature searches of 

“institutional effectiveness and higher education” will result in Cameron’s (1978) study 

being the first citation. Institutional effectiveness studies have also cited Cameron within 

their work (Welker & Morgan, 1991). Finally, studies use these terms interchangeably 

(Cameron, 1978; Cameron & Tschirhart, 1992; Cameron, 1986a; Saunders, 2003; Smart, 

2003; & Skolits & Graybeal, 2007). Therefore, this study will treat Cameron’s (1978) article 

as the transition point of organizational effectiveness from a business construct to higher 

education and institutional effectiveness as continuation of this construct.  

Organizational Effectiveness 

 Organizational effectiveness is a well-researched topic with the issue of lacking 

congruency in scope and definition. Cameron (1978) acknowledges this issue with historical 

organizational effectiveness literature and responds with the first study relating 

organizational effectiveness to higher education. Organizational effectiveness is viewed as a 

“problem-driven construct rather than a theory-driven construct” (Cameron, 1986b, p.541). 

In Cameron’s (1986b) words “it [organizational effectiveness] is an assessment issue” (p. 

541). Organizational effectiveness, a construct to be studied, has not been without 

controversy. In the mid 1980’s there was a growing movement to cease all studies in this area 

because the results did not provide helpful information to understand organizations 

(Cameron, 1986a). Cameron (1986a) concluded that studies were still needed for certain 

organizations, with higher education remaining as a field needing further study. The rationale 

behind this conclusion was that studies would further define effectiveness and provide 

information about colleges’ performance.  
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Clearly defined constructs are needed to conduct a study; therefore, organizational 

effectiveness is narrowed to Cameron’s (1978) study as the starting point establishing clear 

definitions and instrumentation for higher education to study this construct.  

Organizational effectiveness may be typified as being mutable (composed of different 

criteria at different life stages), comprehensive (including multiplicity of dimensions), 

divergent (relating to different constituencies), transpositive (altering relevant criteria 

when different levels of analysis are used), and complex (having non parsimonious 

relationships among dimensions). (Cameron, 1978, p. 604). 

The result of this study (Cameron, 1978) produces a nine-dimension instrument that 

can be used in totality or by dimension to assess organizational effectiveness. The nine 

dimensions are: (1) student educational satisfaction; (2) student academic development; (3) 

student career development; (4) student personal development; (5) faculty and administrator 

employment satisfaction; (6) professional development and quality of the faculty; (7) system 

openness and community interaction; (8) ability to acquire resources; and (9) organizational 

health. Cameron continued to focus and expand the ideas in his first study by identifying 

“critical questions for evaluating organizational effectiveness” (1980, p. 75). This set of 

questions provides a framework to define and narrow future studies as reflected in Table 1. 
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Table 1 
 
Six Critical Questions in Evaluating Organization Effectiveness 
 

SIX CRITICAL QUESTIONS IN EVALUATING ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS 
Critical Question Examples 

1.What domain of activity is being focused on? Internal activities versus external activities 
2.Whose perspective, or which constituency's 
point of view, is being considered? 

Internal constituencies versus external constituencies; 
satisfying all constituencies minimally versus 
satisfying one constituency maximally. 

3.What level of analysis is being used? Individual effectiveness; subunit effectiveness; or 
organizational effectiveness. 

4.What time frame is being employed? Short-time perspective versus longtime prospective. 
5.What type of data an to be used? Perceptual (from individuals) versus objective (from 

organizational records). 
6.What referent is being employed? Comparative—relative to a competitor; normative —

relative to a theoretical ideal; goal-centered — relative 
to a stated goal; Improvement—relative to past 
performance; trait—relative to effective traits. 

Note. Adapted from Critical Questions in Assessing Organizational Effectiveness. 
Organizational Dynamics, 9(2), Cameron, 1980, p. 75 
 

John Smart appears to be leading organizational effectiveness research efforts to 

better understand culture leadership and within higher education (Smart & Hamm, 1993; 

Smart, Kuh, & Tierney, 1997; Smart & St. John, 1996; & Smart, 2003). Contemporary 

studies of organizational effectiveness in higher education have focused on the following 

themes: leadership and culture (Smart, 2003; Smart, Kuh, & Tierney, 1997; & Smart & St. 

John, 1996), data collection and modeling (Lee & Brower, 2006), and community college 

institutions (Smart & Hamm, 1993; & Smart, Kuh, & Tierney, 1997).  

The studies specifically related to the community college (Smart & Hamm, 1993; & 

Smart, Kuh, & Tierney, 1997) conclude that external environments and institutional culture 

impact the effectiveness of postsecondary institutions. An important finding from Smart and 

Hamm (1993) is that Cameron’s (1978) instrument is effective in measuring the community 

college organizational effectiveness. Smart and Hamm (1993) support this in stating: 
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This appropriateness is evident in at least four respects: (1) the dimensionality of the 

instrument is generally confirmed by the factor analysis solutions, (2) 

intercorrelations among the resulting scales are sufficiently low to suggest that they 

are, in fact, measuring distinct, though related, aspects of effectiveness, (3) the 

reliability estimates for the nine effectiveness scales are sufficiently strong to give 

reasonable confidence in findings obtained, and (4) the construct validity of the 

instrument is supported through findings of differences in the organizational 

effectiveness of two-year institutions with decidedly different missions (p. 497). 

While there is not a depth of studies on community college organizational effectiveness, the 

studies that have been published establish credibility for the use of this framework with a 

community college population and further studies can add to this literature. 

Institutional Effectiveness 

The trend for institutional effectiveness has roots in regional accreditation (Head, 

2011b). In fact, the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) coined the term in 

1984 as part of the accreditation requirements (Head, 2011b). As an effort to improve the 

acceptance of the process institutional effectiveness was used instead of assessment due to 

the push for assessment during the mid 1980’s. It was not until much later that SACS 

provided a very broad definition of the term.  

The Commission on Colleges describes accreditation as a “voluntary and self-

regulatory mechanism of the higher education community” (2005a, p.1). In discussing four 

concepts of successful accreditation processes the Commission on Colleges states, “One is 

the belief that the accreditation of institutions should be peer reviewed, a process whereby 

institutional effectiveness and quality are professionally judged by peers from institutions of 
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higher education whose expertise and experience are essential to their ability to exercise 

professional judgment” (2005a, p.2). They highlight the positive impact of accreditation on 

community relationships, overall standards, and institutional effectiveness. The North 

Carolina Community College System adopted a policy for all community colleges to create 

institutional effectiveness plans. These plans should be consistent with the college’s mission 

and the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools guidelines. “Colleges have the 

flexibility to develop biennial plans as long as a process of annual review and revision is in 

place” (North Carolina Community College System, n.d.). These plans should also be in 

alignment with the North Carolina Community College System’s Critical Success Factors. 

The League for Innovation in the Community College proposed a standard set of 

benchmarks for community colleges in 2003. These benchmarks address summary outcomes 

and performance measures. The purpose of this data warehouse is to allow for the 

comparison of similar institutions based on consistent measures. There are five areas for the 

National Community College Benchmarking project (NCCBP): (1) student performance; (2) 

student satisfaction and engagement; (3) career preparation; (4) access and participation; and 

(5) business and industry and organization performance (Juhnke, 2006, p. 68). Self-selecting 

institutions collect the data on a nationwide level. Participating institutions report information 

electronically and the data is analyzed to collect descriptive statistics, to evaluate missing 

variables, and to establish benchmarks. In 2003, the NCCBP was piloted and the official data 

collection process was established in 2004 (Community College Benchmarking Program, 

n.d). The first official year (2004) of the NCCBP project 110 institutions participated and the 

second year of the project (2005) 112 institutions participated (Juhnke, 2006). In 2007 over 

175 institutions participated nationally (National Community College Benchmarking 
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Program, n.d). The data from the NCCBP is used by regional accrediting organizations to 

assess institutional effectiveness. Overall, the NCCBP “established a systematic process by 

which community colleges can systematically collect data and make comparisons to peer 

institutions that can inform strategic decision making, improve quality, and demonstrate 

institutional effectiveness” (Juhnke, 2006, p. 72). 

Institutional Effectiveness and the Community College 

Before the recession beginning in 2008, the future for community colleges was 

challenging but a least understandable. At the beginning of 2011, it is an uncharted horizon 

of simultaneously contradictory forces of growth and opportunity, resource decline, 

intensifying pressure of accountability, and changing rules of competition (Alfred, 2011, p. 

105).” 

Contemporary research in the area of institutional effectiveness at the two-year 

institution level provides perspectives of the strengths, weaknesses, faculty/non-faculty 

involvement, and areas for future research. This section will cover quantitative and mix 

methods studies investigating institutional effectiveness in two-year colleges.  

It is important to draw attention to the lack of congruency with institutional 

effectiveness research because of the disparity of terminology and the lack of consistency 

with the terms that are used (Cameron, 1978). With that preface, there are three themes 

within contemporary institutional effectiveness studies related to retention: the importance of 

institutional effectiveness and surrounding attitudes (Todd & Baker, 1998; Welsh, Petrosko, 

& Metcalf, 2003); single institution research (Skolits & Graybeal, 2007; Woodard, Mallory, 

& DeLuca, 2001); and institutional planning and mission as related to graduation/goal 

completion rates (Borglum & Kubala, 2000; Jenkins, 2006, 2007; McCown, 1994; Wild & 
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Ebbers, 2002). “What seems to have happened is that the term institutional effectiveness has 

become so commonly accepted that few consider it as a separate from it components” (Head, 

2011a, p. 1). 

Definitions of Institutional Effectiveness 

What is institutional effectiveness? The institutional effectiveness literature presents a 

multitude of definitions. The Commission on Colleges states, “Institutional effectiveness is 

the systematic, explicit, and documented process of measuring performance against mission 

in all aspects of an institution” (2005b, p. 9). They further state, “It is a continuous, cyclical 

process that is participative, flexible, relevant, and responsive” (2005b, p. 9). Accrediting 

agencies have identified institutional effectiveness as leaders within an institution “making 

responsible data-based decisions tempered by current fiscal and political environments” 

(Sullivan & Wilds, 2001, p. 3). Welker and Morgan (1991) state that, “institutional 

effectiveness must be defined in relation to the curriculum and its contributions to society” 

(p. 28). “The approach to institutional effectiveness includes all programs, services, and 

constituencies and is strongly linked to the decision-making process at all levels, including 

the institution’s budgeting process” (Commission on Colleges, 2005b, p. 9). Sullivan & 

Wilds (2001) state, “…the most important element of institutional effectiveness is the impact 

the institution has on the knowledge base of students” (p. 3). Effectiveness has been related 

to the functions of productivity and should be considered in broader terms to include social 

and political contexts (Welker & Morgan, 1991).  

Ewell and Jones (1994) define institutional effectiveness as “the extent to which the 

institution as a whole attains its expressed performance goals” (p. 6). 
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Gallagher (2008) states, “The measure of institutional effectiveness exists at the 

intersection of teaching, learning and assessment: Who do we want to be? What are our core 

activities? How do we measure objectives and accomplishments?” (p. 103). Manning (2011) 

states, “Institutional effectiveness is a tem that has been around for more than twenty-five 

years, and although there are commonalities among regional accrediting agencies, no single 

agreed-on definition exists” (p.13). Head (2011) states, “the term institutional effectiveness 

was developed in response to accreditation, and this emphasizes the large extent to which 

accreditation drives institutional effectiveness efforts on community college campuses” (p. 

37). Bers (2011) states the “definition of institutional effectiveness, which I view as an 

ongoing, integrated, and systematic set of institutional processes that a college uses to 

determine and ensure the quality of tis academic and support programs and administrative 

functions” (p. 63). Further to this definition, Bers (2011) suggest that institutional 

effectiveness can be viewed as both a process and a product (pp. 68).  

Manning (2011) defines “institutional effectiveness as consisting of a set of ongoing 

systematic institutional processes and practices that include planning, the evaluation of 

programs and services, the identification and measurement of outcomes across all 

institutional units (including learning outcomes in instructional programs), and the use of 

data and assessment results to information decision making” (p. 14). It is clear that Manning 

is defining a process rather than a simple outcome. It reflects institutional effectiveness as 

greater than a list of objective data collection points with the goal of “improving programs 

and services and improving student success and institutional quality” (p. 14). While there is 

not a unifying definition for institutional effectiveness, Manning (2011) identifies an 
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overarching goal for community colleges from accrediting agencies: “colleges [must be] 

purposeful in their planning” (p. 14). 

The nature of institutional effectiveness is cyclical (Manning, 2011). Manning (2011) 

states, “A key to an effective cycle is giving the programs or units adequate time to reflect, 

make changes, and see the impact of those changes” (p.20). By this viewpoint, institutional 

effectiveness is a process that creates products to create a new process. 

Head (2011b) “institutional effectiveness is an umbrella term covering related terms 

such as evaluation, institutional research, assessment or outcomes analysis (see Figure 6). 

 

Figure 6. The components of institutional effectiveness. Adapted from “The evolution of 
institutional effectiveness in the community college,” by R. Head, 2011b, New Directions for 
Community Colleges, 153(1). 
 

Measures 

Alfred (2011) provides an outline for the future of institutional effectiveness and the 

community college. The changing political and environmental landscapes, starting in 2008 

with the financial meltdown of the United States’ banking system, dramatically increased the 

growth in enrollments in the community college. Simultaneously, funding for the community 

college decreased due to lack of tax revenues. The focus shifted to providing for increase in 
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enrollment and lack of resources by increasing the use of adjunct faculty and creative 

strategies to offer more classes to students. While all of this was occurring, the Federal 

Government issued mandates to increase the completion rates of students. The depiction that 

Alfred (2011) provides is bleak and contradictory. He concludes that the future of 

institutional effectiveness must begin, not only looking at the “objective realm” of numbers 

and outputs, but administrators must begin the process of understanding the “subjective 

realm” of intangibles and human dynamics. The “subjective realm” is comprised of three 

areas: valuation, stretch, and interpretation. Valuation is “a measure of the feelings people 

hold toward an institution” (Alfred, 2011, p. 109). Stretch declares, “effectiveness is a 

measure of an institution’s capacity to leverage its resources” (Alfred, 2011, p. 109). 

Interpretation is a “measure of a college’s ability to create (and induce stakeholders to 

accept) new and different conceptions of success” (Alfred, 2011, p. 109). The result is 

establishing a new lens for defining the “finished products” of the community college 

system. Alfred (2011) identifies five questions to establish this new lens: 

1) What is the reality of completion for students enrolled in this institution? 

2) Do we assign equal importance to completion and access? 

3) Are the hydraulics of our college—its mission, policies, culture, organizational 

architecture, systems and processes, and operations – designed to encourage high 

levels of completion? 

4) Do we have the imagination and creativity to envision new forms of completion 

and devise practical plans for implantation? 

5) Do we have the resources and the wherewithal to convince external audiences to 

accept alternative conceptions of completion? (pp. 111-112) 
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These five questions identify a shortcoming for the majority of institutional effectiveness 

data collection points. This shortcoming is the need for data that is qualitative and based in 

affective questioning. 

 The Community Colleges: Core Indicators of Effectiveness (1994, 1999, 2007) and 

Hom (2011) address the concept of stakeholders in the community college system. In the 

Core Indicators the concept of stakeholders is not expounded upon until the second edition 

(1999). In the second edition stakeholders are identified as internal and external. This 

resounds in Hom’s (2011) identification of two main groups of stakeholders: on-campus and 

off-campus. On-campus stakeholders can be administrators, faculty, students, and trustees. 

Off-campus stakeholders are identified as government and funding groups, future students, 

employers, and taxpayers to name the major groups (Hom, 2011, p. 89). There are further 

categories for these stakeholders with level of interest and influence they have in the process 

of institutional effectiveness. There are high, medium, and low interest groups along with 

those that have high authority (ability to enact change) and those with low authority (without 

the ability to enact change). Bers (2011) identifies external and internal demands for 

accountability while they are not outright defined as stakeholders, they hold the same concept 

in that they are individuals or groups invested in the outcome of program review (p. 65). 

Stakeholders are an important piece to defining institutional effectiveness, as the view of 

what is effective is in their hands. Alfred et. al (1997) identify community college 

stakeholders or important customers in two subsets: internal and external reinforcing the 

notion that community colleges are an open system.  

 In 2011, Ewell revisits his framework of stakeholders in community college 

institutional effectiveness. Referring back to the Community College: Core Indicators of 
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Effectiveness (1994) he outlines current stakeholders as “external accountability players” (p. 

24). These players are “states, the federal government, accreditors, service regions and 

employers, and other third-party players” (p. 25). State governments who provide funding in 

the community colleges are now expecting to have more influence in policies and regulations 

as a result of that funding. States are also charged with understanding how the community 

college fits into the larger education system in the state: elementary, secondary, community 

college, and university education. The federal government provides funding to community 

colleges; therefore, they have an interest in what occurs with the use of those funds. The 

federal government also influences the community college through the association with 

accreditation bodies. This leads to the next stakeholder, the accreditation bodies. Ewell 

(2011) states, “Seeking and earning accreditation would be essential for community colleges, 

even without the federal connection, because it constitutes the generally accepted public seal 

of approval that an institution meets actable quality standards” (p. 26). Regions and 

employers are key stakeholders as community colleges identify as being leaders in their 

communities and creating community growth. Members of the community want to know that 

this community agency is attaining its mission. The final stakeholder Ewell highlights is the 

“third-estate” he loosely defines as the press. This is a new component to stakeholders and it 

is an outgrowth of the transparent society and the speed with which information moves. 

Ewell (2011) is clear that community college administrators can expect an increase in the 

accountability from this group of stakeholders. 

The Core Indicators of Effectiveness for Community Colleges (Alfred, Ewell, 

Hudgins, and McClenney, 1994, 1999, 2007) provides a conceptual framework for the 

community college system and institutional effectiveness. The evolution of this publication 
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shows the increased concern about the cost and use of resources in the community college. 

The next section will briefly describe each model in these publications.   

In the original publication (1994) the framework is simple with identifying the key 

factors of that time. These factors are the three P’s: publics, performance, and perception. 

Publics is described as successful transactions. Performance is described as results. 

Perception is described as the use of results data to influence the mission and purpose of the 

college (p. 8). In this model, cost and resources are not shown as an external or as an internal 

factor. 

Core Indicators of Effectiveness for Community Colleges 2nd edition (Alfred, Ewell, 

Hudgins, & McClenney, 1999) provides an updated model from the 1994 publication. The 

key changes in the model were introduced due to external accountability in the community 

college. The authors cite new “change drivers include new fiscal and political conditions” 

(p.6). The updated model adds the concepts of cost and resources born out of the increase in 

taxpayer resistance and accountability. Not only are they added in this model, they become 

central components by framing the entire model. The term stakeholder is also introduced; 

instead of publics, the use of stakeholders needs takes a central function in the model. 

Interrelationships are defined between each of the key concepts: stakeholders needs, mission, 

and results (see Figure 1). The Comprehensive Effectiveness Model presents (see Figure 2) a 

detailed information as to the key components. Stakeholders are divided into two groups: 

External and Internal. External Stakeholders include Government Agencies, Accrediting 

Agencies, K-12 Schools, Prospective Students, Employers, Elected Officials, 4-year 

Colleges, and Special Interest Groups. Internal Stakeholders include Faculty, Administrators, 

Enrolled Students, Classified Staff, and Board of Trustees.  
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The core indicators are then explained and then the mission is found to be central to 

this model. Indicators include student goal attainment; persistence; degree completion rates; 

placement rate in the workforce; employer assessment of students; licensure/certification 

pass rates; client assessment of programs and services, demonstration of critical literacy 

skills, demonstration of citizenship skills, participation rate in service area, responsiveness to 

community needs, number and rate who transfer, performance after transfer, and success in 

subsequent or related coursework.  

The indicators in the second edition are representative of the accountability 

framework for the late 1990’s. Looking toward the future at the end of the edition, there are 

several suggestions for improving the then current systems for reviewing institutional 

effectiveness. There is a call for next steps in the institutional effectiveness process. Many of 

these next steps include being proactive in the process. They also involve collaborating with 

stakeholders, both internal and external, to assess measures and define new measures. Alfred 

et al. (1999) conclude this edition by stating, “The question for community college is no 

longer ‘Should we be accountable?’ but ‘How can we take advantage of the current emphasis 

on accountability and performance to demonstrate the responsiveness and effectiveness of 

our colleges’” (p. 40). 

The most recent edition of the Core Indicators of Effectiveness for Community 

Colleges (Alfred, Shults, & Seybert, 2007) turns the focus to the “red-lights” mentioned at 

the end of the second edition. It is clear that by 2007, external accountability influences are 

of greater significance than in the previous editions. Several of the key factors have been 

renamed and core indicators have shifted to other key areas. It is important to note there is a 

great emphasis on community indicators. The community indicators start to account for the 
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for-profit institutions and the impact they have on enrollment and subsequently funding. 

Additional competition requires all institutions to be held to higher levels of accountability. 

Along with addressing for profit institutions of learning, measures were included that address 

community outreach. For the first time in this publication, student satisfaction is now 

included as a measure for effectiveness. The major change to this edition is the measure of 

market penetration and responsiveness to community needs. Appendix A provides a more 

detailed overview of the measures. Moosai et. al (2011) reinforce the use of this list of 

measures. 

Figure 7 is the comprehensive model of assessing effectiveness of community 

colleges from the 3rd edition of the Core Indicators. The change in the visualization of this 

model places emphasis on the changing role of external accountability. 

 

Figure 7. Comprehensive model of assessing the effectiveness of community colleges. 
Adapted from Alfred, R. L., Shults, C., and Seybert, J., 2007. Community Colleges: Core 
Indicators of Effectiveness (3rd Edition ed.). Copyright 2007 by Community College Press. 
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In a case study of an urban community college, 95 individual measures of 

institutional effectiveness were identified and grouped into three major areas with 14 subsets 

(Alfred et al., 1997). The three major areas were outcome; process; and fiscal, material, and 

human resource variables (see Table 2). The stakeholders in this study were identified as 

faculty and staff. At the conclusion of the study the stakeholders identified important 

measures based on their role at the institution. Alfred et. al (1997) state “Yet indicators, 

however multidimensional, are not absolute measures. They are meaningful only to the 

extent that college educators study them with a broader understating of the internal and 

external community the college serves” (p. 53). 

Table 2  
 
Variables/Measures for Community College Institutional Effectiveness 
 
Outcome Variables 
Student/Client Development 
Retention and Persistence 
Employment Success 
Student Client Satisfaction 
College Effects on the Community and Society as a 
Whole 
  
Process Variables 
Curriculum and Instruction 
Student Services and Activities 
Context and Culture for Work 
Relations with External Constituencies 
  
Fiscal, Material, and Human Resource Variables 
Finances 
Facilities 
Faculty and Staff 
Student Characteristics Upon Entry  
Community Characteristics 
 

Note. Adapted from The multiple dimensions of institutional effectiveness: Faculty and staff 
views at an urban community college district. Alfred, R., Carter, P., & Palmer, J. (1997). 
Journal of Applied Research in the Community College , 5 (1), 45-53. 
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 The Oregon State University System’s Achievement Compacts measures include: 

outcome completion measures, quality measures and access measures (Ducan, 2013). The 

measures of student learning outcomes are a theme in the literature (Gallagher, 2008). 

Initiatives 

Benchmarking 

Student success is ultimately the goal of the community college system and is at the 

very heart of institutional mission statements. Baldwin et. al. (2011) suggest that not only is 

student success at the heart of the mission, but institutional effectiveness is also at the center 

of the community college mission. In their article “Measuring Student Success” Baldwin et 

al. outline how Achieving the Dream funded by the Lumina Foundation spurred an inter-state 

initiative to further understand the intricacies of measuring student success in the community 

college where the benchmarking standards of the federal government were incomplete. 

Through this inter-state initiative, they determined that data system needed to expand to 

include part-time students, increase the years for tracking students by two years to a total of 6 

years, and to use transfer rates to four-year institutions as a measure of success (Baldwin et 

al, 2011, p. 76). This group also evaluated the foundation of student success measure to 

establish a set of milestone questions and with the questions they “developed benchmarks for 

student success – a common set of final and intermediate measures with the consistent 

descriptions and elements” (Baldwin et al, 2011, p. 76).  

The benchmarks can be viewed as either performance (course completion) or 

diagnostic being more holistic inquiries about access to course material. This benchmarking 

created a process of inquiry. One of the cornerstones of Achieving the Dream Initiative is for 

institutions to instill a culture of making data-driven decisions. The culture of inquiry is a 
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step in this direction; however, Baldwin et al. (2011) critiques the data-driven decision 

making process by offering that it is the decision makers making the decisions, not the data 

(p. 79). Baldwin et al. (2011) conclude with this statement, “No one formula ensures student 

success” (p. 86). Student success and institutional effectiveness are moving targets that must 

be constantly monitored. Baldwin et al. (2011) then call for future research working with 

faculty members and staff to expand the viewpoints of student success and institutional 

effectiveness. 

Aspen Prize 

 “The Aspen Institute is an educational and policy studies organization based in 

Washington, D.C. Its mission is to foster leadership based on enduring values and to provide 

a non-partisan venue for dealing with critical issues” (The Aspen Institute, 2015). A branch 

of the Aspen Institute is the Aspen College Excellence Program. The College Excellence 

Program sponsors the Aspen Prize for Community College Excellence. The Aspen Prize was 

established 2011 and is awarded every other year (odd years) to one outstanding community 

college in the United States. There are four main measures that define excellence: 

completion, labor markets, learning, and equity. The process of assessing these measures 

begins by reviewing nationally housed quantitative data through IPEDS and the National 

Student Clearinghouse and then moves to assessing institutional data and state 

unemployment records are also reviewed. Qualitative data is also collected though site visits 

and panels of experts. Contextual information is also gathered through IPEDS, the U.S. 

Census, U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, and institutional data on developmental education. 

 The Aspen Prize selection process begins by using a formula to identify 150 

community colleges from over 1000 by a panel of experts assessing the quantitative data and 
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the results of the formula. In round 2, the 150 community colleges are notified and 

encouraged to complete an application. For the 2015 Prize, 106 community colleges 

completed applications for review. The applications are then reviewed by a panel of experts 

based on data collected in round 1 and the application. The 2015 round 2 Prize process 

yielded 54 community colleges that were then narrowed to 10 finalists. The final round, 

round 3, results in a winner, finalists-with-distinction, and a rising star. During round 3, all of 

the data and applications are reviewed along with a site visit by a panel of experts that 

interview and collect additional data. The goal of this process is to highlight excellence in the 

community college sector and establish a culture of both access and success (The Aspen 

Institute, 2015). 

Accreditation 

 According to Head (2011), there are two types of accreditation: institutional and 

programmatic. The former is the process for evaluating the entire university or college while 

the latter focuses on a particular element of the college or university. Head (2011) conducted 

a literature review of the six major accrediting agencies to gain an understanding of how 

institutional effectiveness is defined and used in the accrediting process. His research shows 

that only two of the six accrediting bodies provide a definition of institutional effectiveness. 

The remaining four have overall themes and ideas for what should be included in the 

institutions self-study, but no definition or solid methodology for how to study this seemingly 

critical piece to the accreditation process. The consistent theme “centers around a three-phase 

process: developing expected outcomes, assessing actual versus expected results, and using 

the results to process to make improvements” (Head, 2011, p. 46). It is later reported in the 

same article that including institutional effectiveness in the accreditation structure will add to 
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the improvement for programs (Head, 2011, p.50). It is critical for community colleges to 

evaluate institutional effectiveness as a process rather than a task. Head (2011) contends that 

if institutional effectiveness is viewed as a task to complete for accreditation versus an on-

going institutional process then the goal may be lost. While accrediting agencies do not 

formally agree on one definition of institutional effectiveness, they do emphasize that it 

should be an on-going process and not a terminal goal (Head, 2011). 

 The accreditation process is an arduous task for most community colleges and occurs 

in ten-year cycles. Program reviews occur more frequently and on a rotating basis within 

individual community colleges. Bers (2011) expounds on the role of program review in 

relationship to institutional effectiveness. It is identified that program review and by 

extension, institutional effectiveness, can be view as both a process and a product. The 

process includes identifying who is responsible for the program being reviewed, how does 

the institutional normally conduct reviews, and does the program being reviewed have a 

‘high-stake’ in the institutions success (Bers, 2011, p. 67). Through this process, products 

will be created. These products can be identified generally as reports that may be deployed 

through various mean; however, they are reporting on their findings (Bers, 2011, p. 68). 

 Furthering the inclusion of institutional effectiveness in the accreditation process, 

Ewell (2011) ties in inception of institutional effectiveness to the Southern Association of 

Colleges and School’s adoption of the term. He cites that the original intention of 

institutional effectiveness was to include the entire institution instead there was a shift to 

assessment. 
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Problems with Assessing Institutional Effectiveness 

Current methods of assessing institutional effectiveness rely on data collection points 

that are objective in nature and discount the inclusion of qualitative data collection points that 

focus on affect (Alfred, 2011). Hom (2011) illustrates this concept by capturing the 

viewpoint of faculty members as stakeholders. He contends that this group of on-campus 

stakeholders may have a high level of interest in institutional effectiveness; however, they 

have low authority to enact change. Further, if given the opportunity to enact change, the 

variables they would consider to be important in defining institutional effectiveness may vary 

widely from faculty member to faculty member. Some faculty members would focus on 

quantitative data points, while other would desire to use qualitative feedback to define 

effectiveness (Hom, 2011). Thus, illustrating the concern that there is not a common method 

for assessing institutional effectiveness. There is a cyclical nature to accreditation and 

program review that may yield a cycle for collecting data on effectiveness; rather than an 

ongoing process it is an on and off process (Hom, 2011; Head, 2011; Bers, 2011).  

Ewell (2011) outlines three major challenges to the assessment of institutional 

effectiveness: multiple missions, distinctive and diverse patterns of attendance, and a broad 

range of student characteristics. The challenge of multiple missions is difficult because there 

is not a single mission of the college and depending on the region, there could be many 

competing missions all with critical ties to the community. These missions range from 

providing the liberal arts core requirements for transfer students to providing developmental 

education, to providing specific training for area industry. Due to the diversity in the 

missions of the community college, there is diversity in the student population. The 

community college has a larger population of part-time students (Ewell, 2011; Gallagher, 
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2008; Moosai et al., 2011). An additional issue with attendance is students bring credit from 

other institutions and the final degree they will earn may not be from the community college. 

The final challenge is the broad range of student characteristics (Ewell, 2011; Gallagher, 

2008; Moosai et al., 2011). This may also be attributed to the many missions of the college. 

There is a diverse group of students working through the different missions of the college. 

Head (2011b) presents the institutional effectiveness as a cyclical process.  

 

Figure 8. The cyclical nature of institutional effectiveness. Adapted from “The evolution of 
institutional effectiveness in the community college,” R. Head, 2011b, p. 8 and p. 10, New 
Directions for Community Colleges, 153(1). 
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graduation/transfer rates (Bailey et al., 2006; Townsend, 2002; Welker & Morgan, 1991; 

Welsh et al., 2003; Wild & Ebbers, 2002) and the full-time, first-time cohort (Dellow & 

Romano, 2002). Townsend (2002) summarizes this point by asking this question: “Is the 

purpose to capture students’ attendance patterns or measure the community college’s 

institutional effectiveness in preparing students to achieve the baccalaureate?” (p. 21).  When 

benchmarks are set it is paramount to understand the reaching implications and the need to 

revise these standards overtime (Bierema, 2003; Camp, 2001; Mulej, et al, 2003; Orton & 

Weick, 1990; Swanson & Holton, 2009; Weick, 1976) . 

Welsh et al. (2003) assess two major challenges with institutional effectiveness and 

two-year institutions: (1) technical issues must be overcome with the data collection and 

proper documentation, and (2) institutions must “cultivate organizational support for 

institutional effectiveness strategies” (p. 76) through the incorporation of faculty, 

administrators, and other stakeholders. Wharton (1997) offers a balanced perspective of 

institutional effectiveness and the role of leadership. He identifies effective community 

colleges as those that ‘delight’ in the needs of the stakeholders, drawing the connection to 

effective leadership behaviors (p.15). Leadership in this context is defined as “the ability to 

develop in people a willing, enduring, and dedicated commitment to the achievement of 

organizational goals” (p.16). It is the upper administration’s duty to balance potentially 

conflicting needs while providing high quality services to all stakeholders. Upper 

administration is not solely responsible for providing these services; rather, they are to ‘work 

through’ others to secure these results. Wharton (1997) asserts that institutional effectiveness 

should be a balanced approach of measurement and implementation and effective leadership, 

which is critical to the implementation process. 
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Welker and Morgan (1991) question the use of evaluation without a certified standard 

by which to judge. This could still be considered a legitimate concern because, with the 

exception of the National Community College Benchmarking Project, the evaluation of 

effectiveness is largely subjective and left to individual institutions. A concern with highly 

standardized evaluations becomes the loss of institutional individuality; which is part of the 

very community college foundation. 

Community college institutional effectiveness is often judged on benchmarks of 

transfer and graduation rates (Townsend, 2002; Bailey et al., 2006; Wild & Ebbers, 2002). 

This is a controversial topic as there are complex and complicated issues surrounding 

community college students and the reasons for low transfer or graduation rates. While 

caution should be used with setting rigid benchmarks, it would be wise to have standards by 

which to judge the validity of this measure. Bailey, Jenkins, and Leinbach (2005) devised a 

comparison study of the student right to know data with the Beginning Post Secondary 

Education data. This study reveals there appears to be a discrepancy between the data sets for 

the same cohort of students; however, the discrepancy is proportional throughout the data 

sets. Townsend (2002) summarizes this point by asking this question: “Is the purpose to 

capture student’s attendance patterns or measure the community college’s institutional 

effectiveness in preparing students to achieve the baccalaureate?” (p. 21).  When benchmarks 

are set, it is paramount to understand the implications and the need to revise these standards 

over time. 

Another standard benchmark for community college assessment is the progress of the 

first-time, full-time cohort of students. Dellow and Romano (2002) provide editorial 

commentary on the use of this cohort. The argument against using this cohort is similar to the 
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use of graduation rates. The nature of the community college student is not consistent with 

first-time, full-time status and thus this may be an invalid measure. The study Dellow and 

Romano (2002) completed at a New York community college illustrates the inaccuracies of 

this measure since it did not capture two-thirds of the students enrolled in degree programs. 

While their study cannot be generalized to the larger community college population, it is also 

suggested that institutions develop measures that are consistent to state and federal 

regulations and there should be multiple levels of assessment addressing the same measure 

(Alfred et al., 1999; Dellow & Romano, 2002). 

Alfred et al. (1999) coined the terms “red-lights” as popular organizational functions 

with external influences that are not accounted for in how community colleges define 

institutional effectiveness (p. 33). There are for major “red-lights”: faculty workload; 

instructional costs; degrees granted; and time to degree and excess course taking. All of these 

are potential measures for the next edition of the Core Indicators. Following the “red-lights”, 

there are suggestions for managing externally imposed measures. The overarching theme in 

posing a response to the “red-lights” is to be proactive and involved in the process (Alfred et 

al., 1999). 

Johnston (2011) outlines the role of institutional research (IR) office at the 

community college. The role of IR offices has transitioned with the increase of 

accountability, benchmarking, and accreditation. These offices are responsible for 

warehousing institutional data and producing reports to support the community colleges 

efforts. Johnston (2011) notes that there are three issues as a result of his research: (1) “not 

all community college presidents are taking full advantage of the possibilities that exist in a 

fully functioning IR office”; (2) “more members on the self-study team, should be trained as 
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a peer reviewer in their regional associations”; (3) “IR offices should become more active in 

their state and national IR associations” (p. 60). The role of the IR office is critical in the 

production of reports and data that impact the perception of institutional effectiveness. The 

issues related to function, training, and membership could dramatically impact the measure 

of institutional effectiveness for the community college. 

Continuing with IR offices, Manning (2011) provides additional details the reporting 

structure, processes, and the cyclical nature of institutional effectiveness. In the reporting 

structure, Manning indicates that IR office range from very small office of one-two people to 

much larger offices. IR offices report to high-level administrator: the president or a chief 

academic or administrative officer (p. 16). While the reporting structure seems simple, the 

processes carried out by IR office appear more complicated. The formation of an institutional 

effectiveness committee is a capstone group to carry out various function of the group. The 

committee should be composed of administrators, faculty, and ‘frontline’ staff members 

while representing all areas of the college. They are divided into subcommittees based on 

tasks: strategic planning, academic program review, support unit review, and general 

education committee. Using a variety of methods (discussed in the assessment section), this 

committee is a larger group that spans all areas of the college to ensure institutional 

effectiveness is a college-wide function. 

These concerns also have implications for community college system changes since 

many state and federal organizations are now setting the standards for local institutions.  

Ewell (2011) provides potential solutions to some of these challenges: student 

progression, student-learning outcomes, measures of good practice, and institutional 

benchmarking. With regard to student progression, Ewell (2011) offers there has been a 
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breakthrough in understanding the “education pipeline” from high school, college (many 

institutions), and then the workforce (p. 31). Collection of longitudinal data may provide 

important and relevant information to track students through this ‘educational pipeline’.  The 

potential solution to student learning outcomes is a shift in the data that is being collected. 

Instead of relying heavily on quantitative assessments (ACT, SAT) increasingly institutions 

are gathering more qualitative data on students with the collection of common assignments as 

related to course learning outcomes. There has been “widespread adoption of the Community 

College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE)” (Ewell, 2011, p. 34). The data housed in 

the CCSSE has been used in demonstrating effectiveness through the accreditation process. 

The final possible solution is institutional benchmarking and more importantly 

“interinstitutional benchmarking” (Ewell, 2011, p. 34). This provides another point of data 

collection for institutions to gain a deeper understanding of their success and best practices.  

Although there are many issues with institutional effectiveness (Bers, 2011; Ewell, 

2013; Head, 2011; Hom, 2011), there are also potential solutions on the horizon (Ewell, 

2011). 

Summary 

The literature review addressed seven major sections with three main areas. The first 

theme addressed was the history of organizational effectiveness and the shift in higher 

education to institutional effectiveness. Organizational and institutional effectiveness was 

reviewed along with institutional effectiveness within the specific context of the community 

college. This theme concluded with an overview of the main definitions of institutional 

effectiveness. 
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 The second area addressed was the measure of institutional effectiveness and the 

current initiatives. The literature review identified over 200 different measures of 

institutional effectiveness. The current initiatives focused on the National Benchmarking 

initiative, the Aspen Prize, and Accreditation. 

 The third, and final area, addressed the problems with assessing and the critiques of 

institutional effectiveness. This section was directly influenced by the wide variety of 

institutional effectiveness measures and the external initiatives influencing the community 

college. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
 
 This chapter will provide an overview of the study methodology for assessing the 

measures of and defining community college institutional effectiveness through a Delphi 

study. The history, purpose, and characteristics of the Delphi will be discussed. The critiques 

and benefits of the Delphi will be outlined. The construction of the panel of experts and the 

process will be explained. Finally, an overview of the study will be provided. 

History and Purpose 

The Delphi Technique emerged in the 1950’s from research at the Rand Corporation 

(Dalkey, 1972; Dalkey & Helmer, 1963; Hsu & Sandford, 2007; Ludwig, 1997; Sproull, 

2002;). The Delphi Technique was not published until the files surrounding the research were 

declassified. The original Delphi Study examined the use of United States atom bombs in 

Russia (Custer, Scarcella, & Stewart, 1999; Dalkey & Helmer, 1963;).  The purpose of the 

Delphi Technique is to build consensus among a panel of experts (Dalkey, 1972; Dalkey & 

Helmer, 1963; Hsu & Sandford, 2007; Linstone & Turoff, 1975; Ludwig, 1997; Sproull, 

2002; Weaver, 1971). 

Characteristics of the Delphi 

 “Delphi may be characterized as a method for structuring a group communication 

process so that the process is effective in allowing a group of individuals, as a whole, to deal 

with a complex problem” (Linstone & Turoff, 1975, p. 3).  

The Delphi Technique is structured with three major features (1) anonymity, (2) 

controlled feedback, and (3) statistical group response (Dalkey, 1972; Weaver, 1971). 

Anonymity is impacted by questionnaires being distributed originally through the mail and 

contemporarily through digital survey software. Controlled feedback is impacted by how the 
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previous rounds are communicated ‘reducing noise.’ Noise reduction is key in this process as 

it fosters respondents’ ability to think creatively and independently (Dalkey, 1972). 

Statistical group response is impacted by everyone’s voice being represented in the final 

work. There may be some variation in these three features of the Delphi Technique; however, 

these are the main features of the Delphi Technique. 

Sproull (2007) identifies four assumptions in the use of the Delphi Technique. The 

first is that experts are the best source of information and feedback. The second assumption is 

that it is best if the panel of experts respond independently and anonymously. The third 

assumption is that the study will improve when the panel of experts is gives the opportunity 

to change their ratings after receiving feedback. The final assumption is the overarching 

assumption of the Delphi Technique; many rounds of questionnaires and feedback will result 

in consensus building (Dalkey, 1972; Dalkey & Helmer, 1963; Hsu & Sandford, 2007; 

Linstone & Turoff, 1975; Ludwig, 1997; Sproull, 2002; Weaver, 1971). 

Critiques and Benefits of the Delphi 

 Sproull (2002) and Hsu and Stanford (2007) outline the major critiques of the Delphi 

Technique. The first critique is that after the first round questionnaire there can be a lack of 

independent responses or a molding of the responses. The second critique is there is a heavy 

investment in time with this method. It is noted that with more contemporary technology, that 

the time investment can be minimized; however, there is still time between the rounds. 

Another critique centers on the panel of experts with two major issues. First, if the panel is 

too large, then there could be a low response rate. Secondly, it is likely that some respondents 

drop out after the first round. An additional critique from Dalkey (1972) is idea convergence. 
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It is possible for the expert panel to converge on ideas that are not central to the study. 

Finally, Dalkey and Helmer (1963) cite that the Delphi Technique may lack reliability. 

 The benefits of the Delphi Technique outweigh the critiques. The first benefit of the 

Delphi Method is that it can provide “preliminary insights into the subject matter at hand” 

(Dalkey & Helmer, 1963, p. 467). The Delphi Technique is a method to gather information 

from knowledgeable sources (Dalkey, 1997; Sproull, 2002). It can also be motivating to the 

participants as an avenue to express opinions. The anonymity of the process can be 

refreshing to the participants (Dalkey, 1972).  

Sproull (2002) highlights three benefits to the Delphi Technique. The first benefit is 

that the panel of experts “reflects the most up-to-date consensus” (p. 242). The second is that 

due to the anonymity of the process it can limit conflicts between the panelists. The final 

benefit is that the Delphi Technique fosters ‘innovative thinking” (p. 242).  

Construction of the Panel of Experts 

This study with be conducted with a purposeful sample of community college 

presidents from institutions who have proven to be effective by the college being selected as 

an Aspen Prize eligible institution or being an Achieving the Dream Leader School. Sproull 

(2002) defines a purposeful sample as “a nonrandom sampling method in which the sample is 

arbitrarily selected because characteristics which they possess are deemed important for the 

research” (p. 119). While the main advantage will be that these community college presidents 

will have institutions with a proven record of effectiveness, a purposeful sample lead to 

sampling errors (Sproull, 2002, p. 119). 

The literature recommends a variety of panel sizes ranging form studies having 7-50 

respondents (Dalkey & Helmer, 1963; Hsu & Sandford, 2007; Ludwig, 1997). Hsu and 
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Sanford (2007) also caution against having too many respondents as this can cause a low 

response rate (Ludwig, 1997). For the purposes of this study, the community colleges that 

were invited to participate in the Aspen Prize will be explored. The winners and top 10 

finalists will be examined first. Hsu and Sandford (2007) discuss the importance of expert 

panels being comprised of individuals who are “highly trained and competent within the 

specialized area of knowledge”(Ludwig, 1997, p. 3). Focusing on this population will meet 

the goal of having a knowledgeable panel. The goal is to have 25 respondents participate in 

the study. This is the mid-point of the information presented in the literature on panel size. 

The Delphi Process 

Through experimentation, Dalkey (1972) found general outcomes of Delphi Studies 

include: (1) on the initial round, a wide spread of individual answers typically ensued; (2) 

with iteration and feedback, the distribution of individual response progressively narrowed 

(convergence); (3) more often than not, the group responses (defined as the median of the 

final individual responses) became more accurate (p.22). “The Delphi can be viewed as 

simply another data collection instrument recognizing that it yields nonindependence of 

responses after the first round and that selection of the experts is critical to the results” 

(Sproull, 2002, p. 244). The objective of the Delphi Method is to obtain consistency between 

rounds and it is this consistency that assists the researcher to know when to terminate rounds. 

Yang (2003) states that when less than15% change between round exists, it is appropriate to 

end the study (p.1). English and Kerman (1976) provide a decision rule for consensus for 

conducting further rounds. If the coefficient of variation (CV) is less than 0.50, then this is 

considered to be a good level of consensus and no further rounds are needed. If the CV is 
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above 0.50, then more rounds may be required. Table 3 provides an overview of English and 

Kerman’s (1976) Decision Rule. 

Table 3 
 
Delphi Technique Consensus: Coefficient of Variation (CV) Decision Rule 
             
Coefficient of Variation (CV)   Decision Rule      
0 < CV ≤ 0.50 Good degree of consensus; No need for 

additional round. 
 
0.5 < CV ≤ 0.8 Less than satisfactory degree of consensus; 

Possible need for additional round. 
 
CV ≤ 0.8 Poor degree of consensus. Definite need for 

additional round.          
Note. Adapted from “The Prediction of Air Travel and Aircraft Technology to the Year 2000 
Using the Delphi Method,” by J. M. English & G. L. Kernan, 1976, Transportation 
Research, 10(1), p. 6. Copyright 1976 by Pergamon Press. 
 

Skulmoski, Hartman, and Krahn (2007) present an overview of the Delphi process as 

used in graduate research in Figure 9 using three rounds.  

 

Figure 9. Three round Delphi process. Adapted from “The Delphi method for graduate 
research,” G. Skulmoski, & F. Hartman, 2007, Journal of Information Technology 
Education, 6.  
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Study Approach to the Delphi 

 This study contained two rounds of data collection and analysis. The first round of 

data collection included participant’s demographic information. The panel of experts were 

also presented measures and definitions of community college institutional effectiveness 

found through a review of literature. They were asked to rate their level of agreement with 

the measures and definitions. Participants were then asked an open-ended question to provide 

a list of measures they believed should be added to the list they were presented with in round 

one. They were asked an additional open-ended question which was to write their own 

definition of community college institutional effectiveness.  

 The second round included all of the measures and definitions from the first round 

along with a list of measures as reported by the participants. The comments from round 1 

were added to each measure in round 2. Participants were asked to review the comments 

along with the central tendency data for each measure (mean, median, mode, standard 

deviation, and coefficient of variation). They were asked again to rate their level of 

agreement with each item. No open-ended questions were asked in round two.  

After both rounds of data collection, the participants’ demographics and responses 

were reported. After each round, the means and standard deviations for each item were 

reported.  After each round stability and consensus was assessed.  According to Boylan 

(2015) “Stability is achieved between rounds when aggregate changes in a study’s mean, 

median, and mode are less than 15%” (p. 99).  According to some, research group stability is 

more important than individual stability (Dajani et al., 1979; Scheibe, Skutsch & Schofer, 

1975; Von der Gracht, 2012).  In terms of consensus, that literature provides estimates as low 

as 51% to 80% agreement (Loughlin & Moore, 1979; Sumison, 1998; Green, Jones, Hughes, 
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& Williams, 1999; Ulshak, 1983). For this study English and Kerman’s (1976) Decision Rule 

will be used by calculating the Coefficient of Variation (CV). Using the cut off of CVs ≤ 

0.50 (see Table 3). The Delphi continued for two rounds to achieve consensus and stability.   

Research Question Data Analysis 

Research Question 1 

How is institutional effectiveness in the community college defined/described by 

Delphi panel of experts representing leadership in community colleges? 

To assess research question 1, definitions were examined from scholarly literature. 

Eight definitions from scholarly literature were presented to participants who rated their level 

of agreement with each provided definition. Data analysis included central tendency data for 

each definition (mean, median, mode, standard deviation, and coefficient of variation) for 

both rounds (Hsu & Sandford, 2007). The comments were also review for common themes. 

The definition with the highest mean and lowest coefficient of variation was reported as the 

common definition. 

Research Question 2 

How should institutional effectiveness in the community college be defined/described 

by Delphi panel of experts representing leadership in community colleges? 

To assess research question 2, the open-ended question comments were analyzed. The 

content was analyzed to assess common themes and terms used. Then the common themes 

and terms were synthesized into a common definition citing usage of each theme and term 

parenthetically. 
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Research Question 3 

What are the measures of institutional effectiveness in the community college 

defined/described by Delphi panel of experts representing leadership in community 

colleges? 

To assess research question 3, measures were examined in scholarly literature. A total 

of 29 common measures were assessed and presented to the participants for review. The 

participants rated their level of agreement and provided comments on each measure. The data 

analysis included measures of central tendencies (mean, median, and mode) along with 

standard deviation (Hsu & Sandford, 2007). The level of agreement was analyzed using the 

coefficient of variation (CV). The measures with the highest mean and lowest CVs were 

reported as the measures that should be used. 

Research Question 4 

What measures are included that should not be in institutional effectiveness in 

community colleges, as defined/described by Delphi panel of experts representing 

leadership in community colleges? 

To assess research question 4, measures were examined in scholarly literature. A total 

of 29 common measures were assessed and presented to the participants for review. The 

participants rated their level of agreement and provided comments on each measure. The data 

analysis included measures of central tendencies (mean, median, and mode) along with 

standard deviation (Hsu & Sandford, 2007). The level of agreement was analyzed using the 

coefficient of variation (CV). The measures with the lowest mean and lowest CVs were 

reported as the measures that should not be used. 
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Research Question 5 

What measures are not currently included that should be included as 

defined/described by Delphi panel of experts representing leadership in community 

colleges? 

To assess research question 5, the participants were asked to add their list of missing 

community college institutional effectiveness measures. After round one was closed, the 

common themes from the items provided by participants were added to round two. During 

round two, participants were asked to rate their level of agreement with these new measures. 

The data analysis included measures of central tendencies (mean, median, and mode) along 

with standard deviation (Hsu & Sandford, 2007). The level of agreement was analyzed using 

the coefficient of variation (CV). The measures with the highest mean and lowest CVs were 

reported as the measures that should be added to the list of community college institutional 

effectiveness measure. 

At the conclusion of the study, a report of the final data analysis including finding and 

recommendations will be furnished to the panel of experts.  

Summary 

This chapter provided an overview of the study methodology for assessing the 

measures of and defining community college institutional effectiveness through a Delphi 

study. The history, purpose, characteristics of the Delphi were discussed. The critiques and 

benefits of the Delphi were outlined, and the construction of the panel of experts and the 

process was explained. Finally, an overview of the study was provided. 
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS 

Introduction 

 This chapter provides the findings for the definitions and measures of institutional 

effectiveness. This chapter will cover the following topics: a review of the research 

questions, data collection, consensus and round stability; participant demographics; and will 

conclude with a discussion of findings by research question. 

Research Questions 

These are the research questions that provide the structure for this study: 

Research Question 1 

How is institutional effectiveness in the community college defined/described by 

Delphi panel of experts representing leadership in community colleges? 

Research Question 2 

How should institutional effectiveness in the community college be defined/described 

by Delphi panel of experts representing leadership in community colleges? 

Research Question 3 

What are the measures of institutional effectiveness in the community college 

defined/described by Delphi panel of experts representing leadership in community 

colleges? 

Research Question 4 

What measures are included that should not be in institutional effectiveness in 

community colleges, as defined/described by Delphi panel of experts representing 

leadership in community colleges? 
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Research Question 5 

What measures are not currently included that should be included as 

defined/described by Delphi panel of experts representing leadership in community 

colleges? 

Review of Data Collection, Round Stability, and Consensus 

 This study used a two round Delphi technique to assess the measures and definitions 

of community college institutional effectiveness (Appendix F and G). The scholarly literature 

presents eight definitions and 29 common measures of community college institutional 

effectiveness. The measures and definitions were included on the survey to community 

college presidents whose institutions were eligible for the Aspen Prize. The survey was 

administered electronically using Survey Monkey.  

 A total of 227 institutions were eligible to apply for the Aspen Prize. Data was 

collected on each institution including: the name of the president and email address. Of the 

227 eligible institution presidents, 202 had their name and contact information on their 

college website. All 202 presidents with contact information were sent an email with the 

study information (Appendix K) and link to the Informed Consent (Appendix E). Of the 202 

eligible, 26 presidents completed the Informed Consent for a total of 13% participation rate. 

Of the 26 who completed the Informed Consent, 22 presidents completed round one, 

representing fall off rate of 15%. Of the 22 presidents who completed round one, 17 

presidents completed round two, representing a fall off rate of 23% (see Table 4). The fall off 

rate is acceptable as the sample size remained well within the acceptable range for a Delphi 

study as described in Chapter 3. 
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Table 4 

Construction of Panel of Experts, Fall Off Rate, and Participation Rate 

  Number Fall Off Rate 
Eligible Institutions 227   
Eligible Institutions with Contact Information 202 

 Completed Informed Consent 26 
 Completed Round One Surveys 22 15% 

Completed Round Two Surveys 17 23% 
 

Round Stability 

The objective of the Delphi Method is to obtain consistency between rounds and it is 

this consistency that assists the researcher to know when to terminate rounds. Yang (2003) 

states that when less than 15% change between round exists, it is appropriate to end the study 

(p.1). The percent change of interest is in the mean (), median (MD), and mode (MO). After 

round two was complete the analysis of these calculations (change in =4.52%, MD=3.02%, 

and MO=4.82%) yielded a <15% change in all areas. These results illustrate the stability of 

the measure between round one and round two. Additional information on individual stability 

measures and descriptive statistics for the measures and definitions of community college 

institutional effectiveness can be found in Table 5. 

 
Table 5 

Instrument Stability Measures of Mean, Median, and Mode Between Rounds 

Community College 
Institutional Effectiveness � SD MD MO % Δ�

� 
% Δ 
MD 

% Δ 
MO 

Measures 
 
Student goal attainment  

       R1 4.50 0.60 5 5 3.16% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 4.65 0.49 5 5    
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Table 5 continued 
 
Licensure and certification pass rates  

R1 4.45 0.67 5 5 4.14% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 4.65 0.61 5 5    

Degree completion rates  
       R1 4.18 0.85 4 4 5.21% 0.00% 0.00% 

R2 4.41 0.51 4 4    
Responsiveness to community needs 

R1 4.32 0.65 4 4 2.12% 20.00% 20.00% 
R2 4.41 0.71 5 5    

The performance of students who transfer 

R1 4.41 0.50 4 4 1.29% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 4.35 0.61 4 4    

Placement rates in the workforce 

R1 4.27 0.88 4 4 0.50% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 4.29 0.47 4 4    

Employer assessment and satisfaction of student’s performance 

R1 4.41 0.50 4 4 2.68% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 4.29 0.47 4 4    

Client assessment of programs and services 

R1 3.95 0.65 4 4 7.91% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 4.29 0.59 4 4    

Access and equity 
       R1 4.36 0.66 4 4 1.62% 0.00% 0.00% 

R2 4.29 0.69 4 4    
Transfer rates of students to 4-year institutions 

R1 4.05 0.90 4 4 4.48% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 4.24 0.56 4 4    

Graduation rates 
       R1 4.00 0.82 4 4 5.56% 0.00% 0.00% 

R2 4.24 0.75 4 4    
Student satisfaction 

       R1 4.18 0.73 4 4 1.26% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 4.24 0.56 4 4    

Program learning outcomes and mastery of discipline 

R1 4.32 0.65 4 4 3.39% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 4.18 0.81 4 4    
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Table 5 continued 
 
Internal/On-campus stakeholders include: administrators, faculty, students, and trustees. 

R1 4.36 0.58 4 4 5.97% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 4.12 0.60 4 4    

Student persistence (fall to fall) 
R1 4.00 0.82 4 4 2.86% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 4.12 0.70 4 4    

Demonstration of critical literacy skills 
R1 4.32 0.65 4 4 4.87% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 4.12 0.70 4 4    

Success in subsequent and related coursework 

R1 4.36 0.58 4 4 5.97% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 4.12 0.70 4 4    

Demonstration of general education competencies 

R1 4.09 0.75 4 4 0.79% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 4.06 0.66 4 4    

Value added to the community 
       R1 3.73 0.94 4 4 6.82% 0.00% 0.00% 

R2 4.00 0.79 4 4    
External/Off-Campus stakeholders include: government and funding groups, future students, 
employers, accrediting bodies, press, and taxpayers. 
 

R1 4.18 0.73 4 4 6.11% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 3.94 0.75 4 4    

Relationships with external constituencies 

R1 3.86 0.99 4 4 1.97% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 3.94 0.75 4 4    

Finances 
       R1 4.14 0.71 4 4 4.95% 0.00% 0.00% 

R2 3.94 0.75 4 4    
Participation rate in the community college’s service area 

R1 3.64 0.90 4 4 6.34% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 3.88 0.60 4 4    

Facilities 
       R1 3.82 0.80 4 4 0.14% 0.00% 0.00% 

R2 3.82 0.53 4 4    
Curriculum and instruction 

       R1 3.95 0.84 4 4 5.04% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 3.76 0.75 4 4    
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Table 5 continued 
 
Student services and activities 

       R1 3.86 0.71 4 4 2.63% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 3.76 0.66 4 4    

Regional market penetration rates 
R1 3.32 0.95 3 4 9.02% 25.00% 0.00% 
R2 3.65 0.79 4 4    

Student characteristics upon entry 
R1 3.41 1.10 4 4 1.77% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 3.47 1.07 4 4    

Demonstration in citizenship skills 

R1 3.45 0.67 3 3 1.25% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 3.41 0.71 3 3    

Definitions 
       Institutional effectiveness is the systematic, explicit, and documented process of measuring 

performance against mission in all aspects of an institution that is a continuous, cyclical 
process that is participative, flexible, relevant, and responsive. (Commission on Community 
Colleges) 

R1 4.27 0.83 4 5 0.50% 0.00% 25.00% 
R2 4.29 0.59 4 4    

Institutional effectiveness as consisting of a set of ongoing and systematic institutional 
processes and practice that include planning, the evaluation of programs and services, the 
identification and measurement of outcomes across all institutional units (including learning 
outcomes in instructional programs), and the use of data and assessment results to inform 
decision making. (Manning, 2011, p. 14) 

R1 3.86 0.71 4 4 6.17% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 4.12 0.60 4 4    

Bers (2011) states the “definition of institutional effectiveness, which I view as an ongoing, 
integrated, and systematic set of institutional processes that a college uses to determine and 
ensure the quality of this academic and support programs and administrative functions” (p. 63). 
Further to this definition, Bers (2011) suggest that institutional effectiveness can be viewed as 
both a process and a product (pp. 68). 

R1 3.95 0.58 4 4 3.43% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 3.82 0.53 4 4    

Institutional effectiveness is made of three P’s: publics, performance, and perceptions. 
Effectiveness suggests that a college has a discernible mission, is producing outcomes that 
meet constituency needs, and can conclusively document the outcomes it is producing as a 
reflection of it mission. (Alfred, Kreider, and McClenny, 1994) 

R1 3.82 0.66 4 4 1.42% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 3.76 0.90 4 4 
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Table 5 continued 
 
Ewell and Jones (1994) define institutional effectiveness as “the extent to which the institution 
as a whole attains its expressed performance goals” (p. 6). 

R1 3.73 0.98 4 4 2.20% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 3.65 1.00 4 4 

    
Institutional effectiveness is a comprehensive analytical system [that] is becoming nearly 
universal among public and private colleges and universities.  (McLeod and Atwell, 1992, p. 
30) 

R1 3.55 0.91 4 4 5.74% 33.33% 33.33% 
R2 3.35 0.93 3 3    

 
Gallagher (2008) states, “The measure of institutional effectiveness exists at the intersection of 
teaching, learning and assessment: Who do we want to be? What are our core activities? How 
do we measure objectives and accomplishments?” (p. 103). 

R1 3.68 0.72 4 4 22.73% 33.33% 100.00% 
R2 3.00 0.87 3 2 

   Head (2011b) “institutional effectiveness is an umbrella term coving related terms such as 
evaluation, institutional research, assessment or outcomes analysis 

R1 3.32 0.89 3 3 15.12% 0.00% 0.00% 
R2 2.88 0.86 3 3    

                
 

Consensus 

English and Kerman (1976) provide a decision rule for consensus for conducting 

further rounds. If the coefficient of variation (CV) is less than 0.50, then this is considered to 

be a good level of consensus and no further rounds are needed. If the CV is above 0.50, then 

more rounds may be required. The CV values for round one (minimum=0.11, 

maximum=0.32, and the average=0.19) were all well under the 0.50 threshold for a good 

level of agreement. The CV values for round two (minimum=0.11, maximum=0.31, and the 

average=0.18) were also well under the 0.50 threshold for a good level of agreement. A 

comparison between round one and round two illustrates a slight increase in the level of 
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agreement with the average CV value decreasing from 0.19 in round one to 0.18 in round 

two. Additional discussion on the levels of agreement will be discussed further in this 

chapter. 

Participant Demographics 

 The demographics collected for this study included the following: gender, age, 

highest level of education, college of most recent degree, race/ethnicity, U.S. Region of their 

institution, number of years in the community college, and number of years as a community 

college president. There were five female participants and 17 male participants (n=22). The 

average age of the participants was 56 years of age (SD=8.06). There were two participants 

whose highest level of education was a Master’s Degree. There were 19 participants whose 

highest level of education was a Doctorate. There was one participant whose highest level of 

education was Post Doctoral work. Appendix M provides a listing of institutions where the 

most recent degree was earned. All of the participant’s self identified as White/Caucasian. 

All of the U.S. Regions were represented with a minimum of one participant and a maximum 

of four participants. The number of years in the community college was a minimum of one 

year to a maximum of 41 years with an average of 26 years of experience in the community 

college (SD=11.47). The number of years as a community college president was a minimum 

of one year to a maximum of 27 years with an average of eight years of experience as a 

community college president (SD=7.23). The average participant was a White/Caucasian 

male with an earned Doctorate and 26 years of experience in the community college with 

eight years of experience being a community college president. Table 6 provides an overview 

of the participants’ demographic information. 
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Table 6 

Summary Demographic Data for Expert Panelists 

  Frequency Percent 
Gender 

  Female 5 23.00 
Male 17 77.00 

   Race/Ethnicity 
  American Indian or Alaskan Native 0 0.00 

Asian / Pacific Islander 0 0.00 
Black or African American 0 0.00 
Hispanic American 0 0.00 
White / Caucasian 22 1.00 
Other 0 0.00 

   Education Level 
  Associate degree 0 0.00 

Bachelor degree 0 0.00 
Master's degree 2 9.00 
Educational Specialist 0 0.00 
Doctorate 19 86.00 
Post Doctorate 1 5.00 

   U.S. Region 
  New England: Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts,   

New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont 4 18.00 
Middle Atlantic: New Jersey, New York, and 
Pennsylvania 2 9.00 
East North Central: Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, 
and Wisconsin 1 5.00 
West North Central: Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, 
Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota 3 3.00 

South Atlantic: Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Maryland, 
North Carolina, South Carolina, Virginia, Washington 
D.C., and West Virginia 4 18.00 
East South Central: Alabama, Kentucky, Mississippi, 
and Tennessee 4 18.00 

 
 

 
 

 
 



	

	 70 

Table 6 continued 
 
West South Central: Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, 
and Texas 

 
 
4 

 
 

18.00 

Mountain: Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, 
Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming 1 5.00 
Pacific: Alaska, California, Hawaii, Oregon, 
Washington 1 5.00 

      SD 
Age in Years 56.23 8.06 
Number of Years in the Community College 25.93 11.47 
Number of Years as a Community College President 8.09 7.23 

 

Findings by Research Question 

Research Question One: Consensus with Definitions Provided from Literature 

This section presents the findings for the first research question. How is institutional 

effectiveness in the community college defined/described by Delphi panel of experts 

representing leadership in community colleges? A table of descriptive statistics including the 

mean (), standard deviation (SD), mode (MO), and coefficient of variation for round one 

and round two is presented in Table 7. The table is ordered from highest mean from round 

two to the lowest mean. A detailed description of the most agreed upon definitions is then 

provided. 
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Table 7 

Summary Descriptive Statistics of Mean, Standard Deviation, Mode, Median, and Coefficient 
of Variation for Community College Institutional Effectiveness Definitions Round One 
(n=22) and Round Two (n=17) 
 
Definition  SD MD MO CV 
Institutional effectiveness is the systematic, explicit, and documented process of 
measuring performance against mission in all aspects of an institution that is a 
continuous, cyclical process that is participative, flexible, relevant, and responsive. 
(Commission on Community Colleges) 

R2 4.29 0.59 4.00 4.00 0.14 
R1 4.27 0.83 4.00 5.00 0.19 

Institutional effectiveness as consisting of a set of ongoing and systematic institutional 
processes and practice that include planning, the evaluation of programs and services, the 
identification and measurement of outcomes across all institutional units (including 
learning outcomes in instructional programs), and the use of data and assessment results 
to inform decision making. (Manning, 2011, p. 14) 

R2 4.12 0.60 4.00 4.00 0.15 
R1 3.86 0.71 4.00 4.00 0.18 

Bers (2011) states the “definition of institutional effectiveness, which I view as an 
ongoing, integrated, and systematic set of institutional processes that a college uses to 
determine and ensure the quality of this academic and support programs and 
administrative functions” (p. 63). Further to this definition, Bers (2011) suggest that 
institutional effectiveness can be viewed as both a process and a product (pp. 68). 

R2 3.82 0.53 4.00 4.00 0.14 
R1 3.95 0.58 4.00 4.00 0.15 

Institutional effectiveness is made of three P’s: publics, performance, and perceptions. 
Effectiveness suggests that a college has a discernible mission, is producing outcomes 
that meet constituency needs, and can conclusively document the outcomes it is 
producing as a reflection of it mission. (Alfred, Kreider, and McClenny, 1994) 

R2 3.76 0.90 4.00 4.00 0.24 
R1 3.82 0.66 4.00 4.00 0.17 

Ewell and Jones (1994) define institutional effectiveness as “the extent to which the 
institution as a whole attains its expressed performance goals” (p. 6). 

R2 3.65 1.00 4.00 4.00 0.27 
R1 3.73 0.98 4.00 4.00 0.26 

Institutional effectiveness is a comprehensive analytical system [that] is becoming nearly 
universal among public and private colleges and universities.  (McLeod and Atwell, 1992, 
p. 30) 

R2 3.35 0.93 3.00 3.00 0.28 
R1 3.55 0.91 4.00 4.00 0.26 
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Table 7 continued 
 
Gallagher (2008) states, “The measure of institutional effectiveness exists at the 
intersection of teaching, learning and assessment: Who do we want to be? What are our 
core activities? How do we measure objectives and accomplishments?” (p. 103). 

R2 3.00 0.87 3.00 2.00 0.29 
R1 3.68 0.72 4.00 4.00 0.19 

Head (2011b) “institutional effectiveness is an umbrella term coving related terms such as 
evaluation, institutional research, assessment or outcomes analysis 

R2 2.88 0.86 3.00 3.00 0.30 
R1 3.32 0.89 3.00 3.00 0.27 

  

The means for the definitions for round one range from a minimum of 3.32 to a 

maximum of 4.27. The coefficient of variation for round one ranged from the lowest 

agreement at CV=0.27 to the highest level of agreement at CV=0.15. The definition with the 

highest mean (x=4.27) and the lowest coefficient of variation (CV=0.19) for round one was 

the Commission of Community College’s definition below. 

The means for the definitions for round two range from a minimum of 2.88 to a 

maximum of 4.29. The coefficient of variation for round two ranged from the lowest 

agreement at CV=0.30 to the highest level of agreement at CV=0.14. The definition with the 

highest mean (x=4.29) and the lowest coefficient of variation (CV=0.14) was the 

Commission on Community College’s definition as follows: “Institutional effectiveness is 

the systematic, explicit, and documented process of measuring performance against mission 

in all aspects of an institution that is a continuous, cyclical process that is participative, 

flexible, relevant, and responsive.” 

A mean of 4.29 identifies this as a definition the panel of experts agrees matches their 

personal definition. The level of agreement (CV≤ 0.50) means that the panel of experts agree 
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on this definition. Panelists comments for round one and two cited the other definitions 

presented were “to vague” or need additional information to be effective. 

Research Question Two: Panelist Definition Through Content Analysis 

This section addresses the second research question. How should institutional 

effectiveness in the community college be defined/described by Delphi panel of experts 

representing leadership in community colleges? 

There were a total of 22 responses to the open-ended question in round one to write 

their own definition of community college institutional effectiveness. The panel of experts 

provided 18 different personal definitions of community college institutional effectiveness. 

While three of the panelists stated, “The Commission on Community Colleges definition fits 

my liking” and did not provide a personal definition. These three responses were not 

included in the content analysis. Appendix K provides a complete list of the 18 definitions 

provided by the panelists for the content analysis. 

The remaining 18 definitions were reviewed for keywords and repeated terms. The 

following definition is a synthesis of the keywords and repeated terms. After each term there 

is a parenthetical notation of how many times the word or term was repeated. Community 

college institutional effectiveness is a set of mission driven (5) measures (7) which are 

transparent to the public (1) including internal (4) and external (4) stakeholders. It is an 

ongoing process (4) to assess (3) and evaluate (3) institutional intentions (1) to: guide 

decision-making (1), improve processes (2), allocate resources (2), and engage in continuous 

improvement (3). Critical measures of effectiveness include graduation (2), retention (1), 

persistence rates (1), student goals (4), and how the community college meets the needs of 

it’s community (5). 
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Research Question Three and Four: Consensus of Measures Provided from Literature 

This section will discuss the findings for research questions three and four as they are 

both tied to the measures as found in the literature. What are the measures of institutional 

effectiveness in the community college defined/described by Delphi panel of experts 

representing leadership in community colleges? What measures are included that should not 

be in institutional effectiveness in community colleges, as defined/described by Delphi panel 

of experts representing leadership in community colleges? First, how the measures were 

identified to present to the panelists will be discussed. Then the responses of the panelists to 

the measures will be reported in findings from round one and round two.  

The scholarly literature on community college institutional effectiveness was 

extensively reviewed. Chapter 2 presents the literature review for this topic and highlights the 

fact there is very little research on the topic. Through this review process, 29 measures were 

identified and used commonly in the literature base. Six of the measures were present in 8 or 

more articles: placement rates in the workforce (10); student goal attainment (10); student 

persistence from fall to fall (10); employer assessment and satisfaction of student’s 

performance (9), transfer rates of students to 4-year institutions (9); and performance of 

student who transfer (8). The parenthetical notation is the number of articles citing this 

measure. All of the measures from the Core Indicators of Effectiveness for Community 

College were included. Appendix A presents a detailed list and information on these 

measures. Table 8 presents the measure and a list of references for the measure.  
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Table 8 

Measures of Community College Institutional Effectiveness as Provided in Literature 

Measure Reference 
Access and equity Bragg & Durham, 2012; Duncan, 2013; Head 

& Johnson, 2011; Juhnke, 2006; McCown, 
1994; Roueche, Roueche, & Ely, 2001 

Client assessment of programs and 
services 

Alfred et al., 1994; Alfred, 1998; Alfred et al., 
1999; Alfred et al., 2007; Alfred et al., 2011; 
Juhnke, 2006 

Curriculum and instruction Alfred, 1998; Gallagher, 2008; Lau, 2003; 
Manning, 2011 

Degree completion rates  Alfred et al., 1994; Alfred et al., 1999; 
Baldwin et al., 2011; Duncan, 2013; Moosai, 
Walker, & Floyd, 2014; Townsend & 
Twombly, 2001; Siedman, 1993 

Demonstration in citizenship skills Alfred et al., 1994; Alfred, 1998; Alfred et al., 
1999 

Demonstration of critical literacy 
skills 

Alfred et al., 1994;  Alfred et al., 1999 

Demonstration of general education 
competencies 

Alfred et al., 2007 

Employer assessment and satisfaction 
of student’s performance 

Alfred et al., 1994; Alfred, 1998; Alfred et al., 
1999; Alfred et al., 2007; Duncan, 2013; 
Ewell, 2011; Head & Johnson, 2011; Juhnke, 
2006; Townsend & Twombly, 2001 

Facilities Alfred, 1998; Alfred et al., 2011; Lau, 2003; 
Townsend & Twombly, 2001 

Finances Alfred, 1998; Alfred et al., 2011; Lau, 2003; 
Townsend & Twombly, 2001 

Graduation rates  Alfred et al., 2007; Alfred et al., 2011; 
Baldwin et al., 2011; Ewell, 2011; Lau, 2003; 
Moosai, Walker, & Floyd, 2014 

Licensure and certification pass rates Alfred et al., 1999; Alfred et al., 2007; Alfred 
et al., 2011; Juhnke, 2006 

Participation rate in the community 
college’s service area 

Alfred et al., 1994; Alfred et al., 1999; Head & 
Johnson, 2011 
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Table 8 continued 
 
Placement rates in the workforce 

 
 
Alfred et al., 1994; Alfred et al., 1999; Alfred 
et al., 2007; Alfred et al., 2011; Duncan, 2013; 
Ewell, 2011; Head & Johnson, 2011; Hom, 
2011; Juhnke, 2006; Townsend & Twombly, 
2001 

Program learning outcomes and 
mastery of discipline 

Alfred et al., 2007; Alfred et al., 2011; Ewell, 
2011; Head & Johnson, 2011; Manning, 2011; 

Regional market penetration rates Alfred et al., 2007 

Relationships with external 
constituencies 

Alfred, 1998 

Responsiveness to community needs Alfred et al., 1994;  Alfred et al., 1999; Alfred 
et al., 2007 

Stakeholders External/Off-Campus 
include: government and funding 
groups, future students, employers, 
accrediting bodies, press, and 
taxpayers. 

Alfred et al., 1994; Alfred, 1998; Ewell, 2011; 
Hom, 2011; Townsend & Twombly, 2001 

Stakeholders Internal/On-campus 
include: administrators, faculty, 
students, and trustees. 

Alfred et al., 1994; Alfred, 1998; Ewell, 2011; 
Hom, 2011; Skolits & Graybeal, 2007; 
Townsend & Twombly, 2001 

Student characteristics Alfred, 1998; Ewell, 2011; Moosai, Walker, & 
Floyd, 2014; Roueche, Roueche, & Ely, 2001; 
Siedman, 1993 

Student goal attainment Alfred et al., 1994; Alfred et al., 1999; Alfred 
et al., 2007; Ewell, 2011; Gallagher, 2008; 
Head & Johnson, 2011; Juhnke, 2006; Lau, 
2003; Siedman, 1993; Townsend & Twombly, 
2001 

Student persistence (fall to fall) Alfred et al., 1994; Alfred, 1998; Alfred et al., 
1999; Alfred et al., 2007; Alfred et al., 2011; 
Baldwin et al., 2011; Ewell, 2011; Juhnke, 
2006; Lau, 2003; Moosai, Walker, & Floyd, 
2014 

Student satisfaction Alfred et al., 2007; Head & Johnson, 2011; 
Juhnke, 2006 

Student services and activities Alfred, 1998; ; Juhnke, 2006; Lau, 2003; 
Moosai, Walker, & Floyd, 2014 
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Table 8 continued 
 
Success in subsequent and related 
coursework 

 
 
Alfred et al., 1994; Alfred et al., 1999; Alfred 
et al., 2007; Alfred et al., 2011; Baldwin et al., 
2011; Juhnke, 2006 
 

The performance of students who 
transfer 

Alfred et al., 1994;  Alfred et al., 1999; Alfred 
et al., 2007; Alfred et al., 2011; Baldwin et al., 
2011; Duncan, 2013; McCown, 1994; 
Siedman, 1993 

Transfer rates of students to 4-year 
institutions 

Alfred et al., 1994; Alfred et al., 1999; Alfred 
et al., 2007; Alfred et al., 2011; Baldwin et al., 
2011; Duncan, 2013; Hom, 2011; McCown, 
1994; Siedman, 1993 

Value added to the community  Alfred, 1998; Alfred et al., 2007; Head & 
Johnson, 2011; Townsend & Twombly, 2001 

 

Measures Which Panelists Rated to Include 

The measures with the highest reported means were those which the panelists most 

strongly agree. The lowest coefficient of variation indicates the highest level of agreement. 

Table 9 provides the rank order of highest to lowest means. The standard deviation, mode, 

median, and coefficient of variation are also provided in Table 9.  

The top third of the list of measures includes means from 4.29 to 4.65. The standard 

deviation ranged from 0.47 to 0.71. The coefficient of variation ranged from 0.11 to 0.16, all 

well under the acceptable level of CV≤0.50. 

The measures with the highest means are: student goal attainment (=4.65 and 

SD=0.49); licensure and certification pass rates (=4.65 and SD=0.61); degree completion 

rates (=4.41 and SD=0.51); responsiveness to community needs (=4.41 and SD=0.71); 

performance of students who transfer (=4.35 and SD=0.61); placement rates in the 

workforce (=4.29 and SD=0.47); employer assessment and satisfaction of student’s 
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performance (=4.29 and SD=0.47); client assessment of programs and services (=4.29 and 

SD=0.59); and access and equity (=4.29 and SD=0.69).  The median and the mode were 

five, equaling strongly agree for student goal attainment; licensure and certification pass 

rates; and responsiveness to community needs. The top third of the measures are highlighted 

in grey in Table 9. A complete listing of comments from round one appears in Appendix H 

and from round two in Appendix I. 

Measures Which Panelists Rated to Not Include 

The measures with the lowest reported means were those which the panelists had a 

neutral response, disagreed, or strongly disagreed with the measure presented. The lowest 

coefficient of variation indicates the highest level of agreement. The bottom third of the list 

of measures includes means from 3.41 to 3.94. The standard deviation ranged from 0.47 to 

0.71. 0.53 to 1.07. The coefficient of variation ranged from 0.14 to 0.31, all well under the 

acceptable level of CV≤0.50. 

The measures with the lowest means are: external stakeholders (=3.94 and 

SD=0.75); relationships with external constituencies (=3.94 and SD=0.75); finances 

(=3.94 and SD=0.75); participation in the community college’s service area (=3.88 and 

SD=0.60); facilities (=3.82 and SD=0.53); student services and activities (=3.76 and 

SD=0.66); curriculum and instruction (=3.76 and SD=0.75); regional market penetration 

rates (=3.65 and SD=0.79); student characteristics upon entry (=3.47 and SD=1.07); and 

demonstration in citizenship skills (=3.41 and SD=0.71). Only the last measure had a 

median and mode of less than four. These measures are highlighted in light grey at the 

bottom of Table 9. A complete listing of comments from round one appears in Appendix H 

and from round two in Appendix I. 
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Table 9 

Summary Descriptive Statistics of Mean, Standard Deviation, Mode,  
Median, and Coefficient of Variation for Community College Institutional Effectiveness 
Measures, Round One (n=22), Round Two (n=17) 
 

  Measures Provided by Literature  SD MD MO CV 
1 Student goal attainment            

  R2 4.65 0.49 5.00 5.00 0.11 
  R1 4.50 0.60 5.00 5.00 0.13 
2 Licensure and certification pass rates            

  R2 4.65 0.61 5.00 5.00 0.13 
  R1 4.45 0.67 5.00 5.00 0.15 
3 Degree completion rates            

  R2 4.41 0.51 4.00 4.00 0.11 
  R1 4.18 0.85 4.00 4.00 0.20 
4 Responsiveness to community needs            

  R2 4.41 0.71 5.00 5.00 0.16 
  R1 4.32 0.65 4.00 4.00 0.15 
5 The performance of students who transfer            

  R2 4.35 0.61 4.00 4.00 0.14 
  R1 4.41 0.50 4.00 4.00 0.11 
6 Placement rates in the workforce            

  R2 4.29 0.47 4.00 4.00 0.11 
  R1 4.27 0.88 4.00 4.00 0.21 

7 Employer assessment and satisfaction of student’s performance  
  R2 4.29 0.47 4.00 4.00 0.11 
  R1 4.41 0.50 4.00 4.00 0.11 
8 Client assessment of programs and services            

  R2 4.29 0.59 4.00 4.00 0.14 
  R1 3.95 0.65 4.00 4.00 0.17 
9 Access and equity            

  R2 4.29 0.69 4.00 4.00 0.16 
  R1 4.36 0.66 4.00 4.00 0.15 
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10 

Table 9 continued 
 
Transfer rates of students to 4-year institutions  

     

 R2 4.24 0.56 4.00 4.00 0.13 
 R1 4.05 0.90 4.00 4.00 0.22 
11 Student satisfaction       

 R2 4.24 0.56 4.00 4.00 0.13 
 R1 4.18 0.73 4.00 4.00 0.18 
12 Graduation rates       

 R2 4.24 0.75 4.00 4.00 0.18 
 R1 4.00 0.82 4.00 4.00 0.20 

13 Program learning outcomes and mastery of discipline  

 R2 4.18 0.81 4.00 4.00 0.19 
 R1 4.32 0.65 4.00 4.00 0.15 

14 Internal/On-campus stakeholders       

 R2 4.12 0.60 4.00 4.00 0.15 
 R1 4.36 0.58 4.00 4.00 0.13 

15 Student persistence (fall to fall)       

 R2 4.12 0.70 4.00 4.00 0.17 
 R1 4.00 0.82 4.00 4.00 0.20 

16 Demonstration of critical literacy skills       

 R2 4.12 0.70 4.00 4.00 0.17 
 R1 4.32 0.65 4.00 4.00 0.15 

17 Success in subsequent and related coursework       

 R2 4.12 0.70 4.00 4.00 0.17 
 R1 4.36 0.58 4.00 4.00 0.13 

18 Demonstration of general education competencies  
 R2 4.06 0.66 4.00 4.00 0.16 
 R1 4.09 0.75 4.00 4.00 0.18 

19 Value added to the community       

 R2 4.00 0.79 4.00 4.00 0.20 
 R1 3.73 0.94 4.00 4.00 0.25 

20 External/Off-Campus stakeholders            

  R2 3.94 0.75 4.00 4.00 0.19 
  R1 4.18 0.73 4.00 4.00 0.18 

21 Relationships with external constituencies            

  R2 3.94 0.75 4.00 4.00 0.19 
  R1 3.86 0.99 4.00 4.00 0.26 
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22 

Table 9 continued 
 
Finances 

          

  R2 3.94 0.75 4.00 4.00 0.19 
 R1 4.14 0.71 4.00 4.00 0.17 

 23 Participation rate in the community college’s service area       

  R2 3.88 0.60 4.00 4.00 0.15 
  R1 3.64 0.90 4.00 4.00 0.25 

24 Facilities           

  R2 3.82 0.53 4.00 4.00 0.14 
  R1 3.82 0.80 4.00 4.00 0.21 

25 Student services and activities            

  R2 3.76 0.66 4.00 4.00 0.18 
  R1 3.86 0.71 4.00 4.00 0.18 

26 Curriculum and instruction            

  R2 3.76 0.75 4.00 4.00 0.20 
  R1 3.95 0.84 4.00 4.00 0.21 

27 Regional market penetration rates            

  R2 3.65 0.79 4.00 4.00 0.22 
  R1 3.32 0.95 3.00 4.00 0.28 

28 Student characteristics upon entry            

  R2 3.47 1.07 4.00 4.00 0.31 
  R1 3.41 1.10 4.00 4.00 0.32 

29 Demonstration in citizenship skills            

  R2 3.41 0.71 3.00 3.00 0.21 
  R1 3.45 0.67 3.00 3.00 0.19 

 

Research Question Five: Consensus of Missing Measures Provided from Panelists 

This section addresses the final research question of this study. What measures are 

not currently included that should be included as defined/described by Delphi panel of 

experts representing leadership in community colleges?  

The panel was asked to answer the following question: What should be added to this 

list of measures to assess community college institutional effectiveness? There were 22 total 

responses with 18 of the responses providing a list of 28 additional measures. Four panelist 
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stated, “they had nothing new to add.” The list of 28 measures was reviewed for common 

themes and compared against the original list. From the list of 28 measures, 15 were original 

measures provided by panelists. A complete listing of the panelist comments can be found in 

Appendix J.  

The 15 new measures were added to round two for the panelist to rate their level of 

agreement. The top third of the list contains the measures with the highest reported means. 

The measures with the highest reported means were those which the panelists strongly agree 

with the measure presented. The lowest coefficient of variation indicates the highest level of 

agreement. Table 10 provides the rank order of highest to lowest means. The standard 

deviation, mode, median, and coefficient of variance are also provided in Table 10.  

The top third of the list of measures includes means from 4.12 to 4.82. The standard 

deviation ranged from 0.39 to 0.72. The coefficient of variation ranged from 0.08 to 0.16, all 

well under the acceptable level of CV≤0.50.  

The measures with the highest means are: ability to meet the needs of business and 

industry through workforce credentials offered (=4.82 and SD=0.39); faculty focused on 

student learning and success (=4.47 and SD=0.72); successful completion of individual 

courses (=4.35 and SD=0.61); relevancy of programs (=4.29 and SD=0.69); and outcomes 

from non-degree educational efforts, such as continuing and professional education, short-

term occupational training, basic skills, etc. (=4.12 and SD=0.60). There were two measures 

with reported medians and modes of five: ability to meet the needs of business and industry 

through the workforce credentials offered and faculty focused on student learning and 

success. A detailed list of the measures including all of the descriptive statistics appears in 

Table 10. 
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Table 10 

Summary Descriptive Statistics of Mean, Standard Deviation, Mode,  
Median, and Coefficient of Variation for Community College Institutional Effectiveness 
Measure that Should Be Added Round Two, (n=17) 
 
  Panelists Recommended Measure  SD MD MO CV 
1 Ability to meet the needs of business 

and industry through the workforce 
credentials offered 

4.82 0.39 5 5 0.08 

2 Faculty focused on student learning 
and success 4.47 0.72 5 5 0.16 

3 Successful completion of individual 
courses 4.35 0.61 4 4 0.14 

 
 

4 

Table 10 continued 
 
Relevancy of Programs 

 
 

4.29 

 
 

0.69 

 
 
4 

 
 
4 

 
 

0.16 
 
5 

Outcomes from non-degree educational 
efforts, such as continuing and 
professional education, short-term 
occupational training, basic skills, etc. 

4.12 0.60 4 4 0.15 

6 Campus safety, security, and 
emergency preparedness 4.06 0.90 4 4 0.22 

7 Operational efficiency/prudent use of 
resources 4.00 0.61 4 4 0.15 

8 Strategic Planning 4.00 0.87 4 4 0.22 
9 Average starting wage of graduates 3.88 0.70 4 4 0.18 

10 Time to degree completion 3.82 0.81 4 4 0.21 
11 Employee satisfaction 3.76 0.75 4 4 0.20 
12 Work with veterans 3.71 0.77 4 3 0.21 
13 Dual enrollment 3.38 0.81 3.5 4 0.24 
14 External fundraising both in grants and 

private gifts 3.35 0.49 3 3 0.15 

15 Student loan default rate 3.18 1.07 3 4 0.34 
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Summary 

This chapter provided the findings for the definitions and measures of institutional 

effectiveness from the two round Delphi study. An overview of the stability and consensus of 

the Delphi surveys was provided along with the demographic of the expert panel. 

The findings from the first research questions narrowed the desired definition of 

institutional effectiveness from literature to reflect the Commission on Community College’s 

definition. The panelists had a high level of agreement with this definition. 

The findings from the second research question provide a definition of community 

college institutional effectiveness from the perspective of a community college president. 

Each of the panelists were given the opportunity to provide their personal definition. The 

definitions were then evaluated to identify common terms and phrases, then adapted into a 

cohesive synthesis. 

The findings from the third and fourth research questions were reported together as 

they both pertained to the measures of institutional effectiveness found in the literature. The 

third research question findings identified nine measures that the panelists had a high rating 

and a high level of consensus. The top measures of community college institutional 

effectiveness are student goal attainment; licensure and certification pass rates; degree 

completion; and responsiveness to community needs. The findings from the fourth research 

question identified what the panelists thought should not be included in the measures of 

community college institutional effectiveness. These measures were identified using the 

lowest means from the panelist responses. These include demonstration in citizenship skills; 

student characteristics upon entry; and regional market penetration rates. 
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The findings from the final research question provided a new list of 15 measures the 

panelists identified that should be added to the list of measures in the literature. The top 

measures to added were: the ability to meet the needs of business and industry through the 

workforce credentials offered; faculty focused on student learning and success; and the 

successful completion of individual courses. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 This chapter presents a summary of the research questions, a short overview of 

chapters one through five, a review of stability and consensus, followed by conclusions and 

discussion for each research question. Then the implications for future research and practice 

are discussed. The chapter will conclude with a review of the study’s limitations. 

Research Questions 

 Research question one asked a panel of experts to review definitions of community 

college institutional effectiveness from scholarly literature to assess how effectiveness should 

be defined. Research question two asked a panel of experts to express how they defined 

community college institutional effectiveness. Research question three asked the panel of 

experts to review measures of community college institutional effectiveness from scholarly 

literature to identify the measures that should be used in assessment. Research question four 

used the same information from research question three to have panelists evaluate what 

should not be included as measures of community college institutional effectiveness. Finally, 

research question five asked the panel of experts to provide additional measures that were 

missing from the list provided by scholarly literature.  

Chapter Summaries 

 Chapter one provided the introductory material to ground a Delphi study on 

community college institutional effectiveness definitions and measures. The shifting culture 

of accountability from external stakeholders along with general systems theory provided the 

conceptual framework for the study. The five research questions identified the areas for 

focused research. The limitations and delimitations were discussed which defined the 
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generalizability of the study. The chapter concluded with an overview of the studies 

significance and an overview of terms and definitions.  

 Chapter two addressed the parsimonious literature on the topic of community college 

institutional effectiveness definitions and measures. The major themes discussed were: the 

shift from organizational effectiveness to institutional effectiveness; the current institutional 

effectiveness initiatives; measures from scholarly literature; and critiques of institutional 

effectiveness. 

 Chapter three provided an overview of the study methodology for defining and 

assessing the measures of community college institutional effectiveness using the Delphi 

Technique. A history, purpose, and characteristics of the Delphi Technique were discussed 

along with the construction of the panel of experts. Chapter three concluded with an 

overview of the dissertation study. 

Chapter four presented the findings for the definitions and measures of community 

college institutional effectiveness from scholarly literature and from practitioners. The 

research questions were reviewed along with data collection, consensus and round stability; 

and participant demographics. The findings were then discussed by individual research 

question. Community College presidents agree that the Commission of Community College’s 

definition of institutional effectiveness is the most representative from scholarly literature. 

The definition created by the panelists adds additional details and measures to the 

Commission’s definition. The most agreed upon measures were: student goal attainment; 

licensure and certification pass rates; degree completion; and responsiveness to community 

needs. The measures that should not be used were reported as demonstration in citizenship 

skills; student characteristics upon entry; and regional market penetration rates. The measures 
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the panelists would add to the assessment of community college institutional effectiveness 

included the ability to meet the needs of business and industry through the workforce 

credentials offered; faculty focused on student learning and success; and the successful 

completion of individual courses. 

Chapter five presented a summary of the research questions; a short overview of 

chapters one through five; a review of stability and consensus; and conclusions and 

discussion for each research question. The implications for future research and practice were 

discussed. Chapter five concluded with a final review of the study’s limitations. 

Discussion and Conclusions 

The purpose of this study was to provide a common definition of community college 

institutional effectiveness for administrator, policy makers, and stakeholders to use when 

assessing community colleges. The panelists evaluated definitions from scholarly literature 

and provided a personal definition which was synthesized into a singular definition. The 

other purpose of this study was to add to the parsimonious literature base in community 

college institutional effectiveness. The study used the Delphi Technique to evaluate 

information using a panel of experts consisting of community college presidents (n=22 and 

n=17) from Aspen Prize eligible schools. The purpose of the Delphi Technique is to build 

consensus among a panel of experts (Dalkey, 1972; Dalkey & Helmer, 1963; Hsu & 

Sandford, 2007;Linstone & Turoff, 1975; Ludwig, 1997; Sproull, 2002; Weaver, 1971). 

Through two rounds of data collection stability and consensus were achieved. 

Study Stability  

 Study stability can be found when the there is less than 15% change between rounds 

in the descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation, median and mode). If there is less than 
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15% change then the study can be concluded (Yang, 2003). After round two was complete 

the analysis of these calculations (change in =4.52%, MD=3.02%, and MO=4.82%) yielded 

<15% change in all areas. These results illustrate the stability of the measure between round 

one and round two and the study was concluded.  

Study Consensus 

 The decision rule for conducting additional rounds and agreement during the Delphi 

Technique is a coefficient of variation (CV) of less than 0.50 (English & Kerman, 1976). If 

the CV is less than 0.50 then no further rounds are needed. The CV values for round one 

(minimum=0.11, maximum=0.32, and the average=0.19) were all well under the 0.50 

threshold for a good level of agreement. The CV values for round two (minimum=0.11, 

maximum=0.31, and the average=0.18) were also well under the 0.50 threshold for a good 

level of agreement. A comparison between round one and round two illustrates a slight 

increase in the level of agreement with the average CV value decreasing from 0.19 in round 

one to 0.18 in round two. The CV values are well below 0.50 indicating a high level of 

agreement and eliminating the need for further rounds of data collection. 

Research Question 1 and 2 

 Research questions one and two are discussed together as are both centric to the 

definition of community college institutional effectiveness. Research question one 

investigated the definitions of community college institutional effectiveness found in 

scholarly literature and ultimately had the panelist identify their level of agreement with the 

definitions. Research question two provided the panelists an opportunity to personally define 

community college institutional effectiveness. From the definitions they provided, common 

themes and terms were identified and then synthesized into a common definition.  
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Discussion 

 The literature was reviewed for definitions of community college institutional 

effectiveness revealing eight major definitions. There are many common themes within the 

definitions with one of the major themes delineating the effectiveness as a process or a 

product. In fact, the literature is divided on this notion. Many community colleges strive to be 

effective against benchmarks and goals and many times it is the Department of Institutional 

Effectiveness who produces the data and documents. Thus, reflecting that community college 

institutional effectiveness is both a process and a product. 

 This study is the first to compile all of these definitions in one place for review by a 

panel of experts. It is also the first panel of experts constructed of Aspen Prize eligible 

community college presidents. This presents the community college president’s voice along 

with an identified high level of effectiveness which is currently missing in the literature. 

Community college administrators responsible for effectiveness strategies and reporting can 

use this information to gain a deeper understanding of the criteria being used by various 

agencies to assist producing the necessary reports and documents. The findings for this 

question point directly to the Commission on Community Colleges definition (2005b, p.9). 

While all of the definitions were from scholarly literature, the Commission’s definition is 

likely the most widely used among this population. There were very few comments on this 

definition in round one; however, in round two there were far more comments. Some panelist 

cited, “the words flexible, relevant, and responsive are critical for me.” At least three 

panelists cited the Commission’s definition when given the opportunity to write their own 

personal definition. Several stated, “The Commission on Community Colleges definition fits 

my liking.” These underscore the agreement and high rating on this definition. If given the 
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opportunity to force rank the definition the likely result would have the Commission’s 

definition at the top. 

There are no previous studies addressing the creation of a definition of community 

college institutional effectiveness from a panel of experts. All definitions presented in 

research question 1 are based on researchers identifying key components of institutional 

effectiveness and then providing their definition. The panelists wrote their own personal 

definition of community college institutional effectiveness. The definitions written by the 

panelists highlight some of the information from the definitions in the literature. It was clear 

by the panelists comments they were looking for more detail and specifics in a common 

definition than what was being provided in the literature.  

Below is the definition synthesized from the community college presidents 

participating in this study.  

Community college institutional effectiveness is a set of mission driven measures 

which are transparent to the public including internal and external stakeholders. It is 

an ongoing process to assess and evaluate institutional intentions to: guide decision-

making, improve processes, allocate resources, and engage in continuous 

improvement. Critical measures of effectiveness include graduation, retention, 

persistence rates, student goals, and how the community college meets the needs of 

its community.  

Research Questions Three, Four, and Five 

 Research questions 3, 4, and 5 are discussed together as they all involve the measures 

assessing community college institutional effectiveness identified from scholarly literature 

and the panelists. Research question 3 addressed the measures that panelists agreed with the 
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most while research question 4 addressed the measures the panelist agreed with the least. 

Research question five provided the panelists the opportunity to identify measures they 

would add to the scholarly literature. Panelists provided their list in round 1, then in round 2, 

panelists were presented with a synthesized list of these additional measures and were asked 

to rate their level of agreement.  

Discussion 

The framework provided in the scholarly literature establishes multiple breakdowns 

in how the measures of community college institutional effectiveness can be categorized. 

Alfred (1994) uses the following three main categories. The first is outcome measures: 

student/client development; retention and persistence; employment success; student/client 

satisfaction; and college effects on the community and society as a whole. The second 

category is process measures: curriculum and instruction; student services and activities; 

context and culture for work; and relations with external constituencies. The third category is 

fiscal, material, and human resources measures: finances; facilities; faulty and staff; student 

characteristics upon entry; and community characteristics. Each of these areas has a 

minimum one measure and as many as 13 measures with an average of seven measures for a 

total of 95 independent measures. Alfred et al. (1994) use the following categories: student 

progress; career preparations; transfer preparations; developmental education; general 

education; customized education; and community development. Alfred et al. (1997) use the 

following categories: student progress; workforce development; general education; transfer 

preparation; developmental skills; and outreach. Alfred et al. (2007) use the following 

categories: student progress; general education; outreach; workforce development; 

contributions to public good; and transfer preparation. Baldwin et al. (2011) highlight the 
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benchmarks used for Achieving the Dream and break them down into the following 

categories: final outcome measures; first-year milestones; and second and third-year 

milestones.  

The Aspen Institute (n.d.) evaluates community colleges using four major categories: 

(1) completion outcomes; (2) labor market outcomes; (3) learning outcomes; and (4) 

equitable outcomes. While there is a great variety in the breakdown of the measures, the four 

major areas presented by the Aspen Institute provide an overarching breakdown that aligns 

closely with the highest rated measures in the findings of this study. The measures with the 

highest ratings are: student goal attainment; licensure and certification pass rates; degree 

completion rates; responsiveness to community needs; performance of students who transfer; 

placement rates in the workforce; employer assessment and satisfaction of student’s 

performance; client assessment of programs and services; and access and equity. The 

measures with a strong level of agreement were for student goal attainment; licensure and 

certification pass rates; and responsiveness to community needs. 

The measures in the bottom third of the list were: external stakeholders; relationships 

with external constituencies; finances; participation in the community college’s service area; 

facilities; student services and activities; curriculum and instruction; regional market 

penetration rates; student characteristics upon entry; and demonstration in citizenship skills. 

These measures appear to be more related to final outcomes and items outside of institutional 

control. There were many comments about student characteristics upon entry to the 

community college. Several panelists in round one and round two highlighted that 

community colleges by design have open-door admissions policies therefore, there is little 

control over the entry characteristics; rather, it was the community college’s responsibly to 
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provide support and assistance to aid in the success of all students. The panelists suggested 

creating baseline data as a way to assess the success/improvement of students. This thought 

is echoed in the literature (Baldwin, Bensimon, Dowd, and Klieman, 2011; Hom, 2011). 

While the findings of this study present a top grouping of measures the panelists most 

agreed upon or the top nine measures, it is important to note that the top 19 measures had a 

rating of agree or strongly agree by having a mean of 4.00 or higher. Thus, of the 29 measure 

presented, they agreed with a total of 19, while the top nine had a higher level of agreement. 

This illustrates the need for a force ranking of the measures. Many have the exact same rating 

and a forced ranking would tease out what is most important in measuring community 

college institutional effectiveness. 

The measures the panelists agreed to add were: ability to meet the needs of business 

and industry through workforce credentials offered; faculty focused on student learning and 

success; successful completion of individual courses; relevancy of programs; and outcomes 

from non-degree educational efforts, such as continuing and professional education, short-

term occupational training, basic skills, etc. There were two measures with very high 

rankings and levels of agreement: ability to meet the needs of business and industry through 

the workforce credentials offered and faculty focused on student learning and success. These 

added measures are clearly reflected in the Aspen Institutes (n.d.) breakdown. These 

measures are highlighted in the college effects on the community and society as a whole 

(Alfred, 1997). It appears that this group of community college presidents values the 

relationship the college maintains with the community. These measures all tend to present a 

more specific, measurable item. The feedback from panelists through round one and round 

two highlighted the need for measures to be specific and measureable. Many comments 



	

	 95 

questioned items as to how they would be measured noting they were important and should 

be examined, but it was unclear how data could be collected. Alfred (2011) relates there are 

subjective and objective measures of community college institutional effectiveness. It is 

possible that there are some measures that should be addressed in a qualitative manner versus 

treating all measures as a quantitative data point. 

Conclusions 

The most agree upon definition from literature was from the Commission on 

Community Colleges: “Institutional effectiveness is the systematic, explicit, and documented 

process of measuring performance against mission in all aspects of an institution that is a 

continuous, cyclical process that is participative, flexible, relevant, and responsive.” The 

definition synthesized from the panelists personal definitions was:  

Community college institutional effectiveness is a set of mission driven measures 

which are transparent to the public including internal and external stakeholders. It is 

an ongoing process to assess and evaluate institutional intentions to: guide decision-

making, improve processes, allocate resources, and engage in continuous 

improvement. Critical measures of effectiveness include graduation, retention, 

persistence rates, student goals, and how the community college meets the needs of 

it’s community.  

The most notable difference in the definition from the Commission on Community Colleges 

and the panelists definition is the inclusion of multiple measures in the panelist definition. 

This underscores the desire of the panelists to have specific and measurable indicators of 

community college institutional effectiveness. The panelists definition is focused on 

community college institutional effectiveness being both a process and a product. 
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The measures to include, to exclude and to add all adhered to the Aspen Institutes’ 

breakdown of the measures of community college institutional effectiveness. The measures 

to include and add focus on the relationship with the community and positively impacting 

students. The measure with low rankings identify measures that are to some degree out of the 

control of community college administrators. They are still valuable; however, it becomes an 

important goal to support and enhance the student experience rather than focusing on what 

cannot be controlled. 

 The foundation for this study was posited through a conceptual framework that 

community college institutional effectiveness was at the intersection of external and internal 

stakeholders both as a product and a process. This framework is supported through the 

findings of this study and is best summarized by a panelist who stated: “The true measure of 

IE lies somewhere between the perspectives of internal and external stakeholders; thus what 

both perceive as the Institution’s Effectiveness are critically important in one’s overall 

assessment.” 

Implications for Future Research 

 The purpose statement in chapter one provided the main implication for future 

research by outlining the parsimonious literature base for community college institutional 

effectiveness. The findings in this study also work toward gaining consensus on the 

definitions and measures of community college institutional effectiveness. Overall, this study 

adds to the current literature as well as provides additional suggestions for future research 

expanding the literature and understanding of the topic. 
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Recommendations for Research 

 This study provides new information on community college institutional effectiveness 

definitions and measures. It scratches the surface of the topic and provides the community 

college president’s perspective which is missing from the current literature. There is a vast 

amount of research to conduct to add to this line of scholarly literature which in turn through 

practical application influences institutional policies and procedures. 

Recommendation One 

 The first recommendation for future research is to extend the research on the 

definition of community college institutional effectiveness. This study reviewed the current 

scholarly literature for definitions identifying eight separate definitions. While panelists had 

the opportunity to establish their level of agreement with these definitions, this should be 

extended to provide panelists the opportunity to conduct a force ranking of the scholarly 

definitions along with the definition that was synthesized from the panelists personal 

definitions. This additional research will provide clarity as to the definition that most 

resonates with the population being studied. 

Recommendation Two 

 As with providing a forced ranking for the definitions, the measures of community 

college institutional effectiveness should be assessed with a forced ranking system. The 

panelists were presented with the common terms in the scholarly literature and then they 

were able to add what they thought should be measured. These list should be combined and 

panelists should be given the opportunity to rank order all of the measures together. This will 

provide a clear sense of what the population being studied believe to be the most important 

measures of community college institutional effectiveness.  
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 The population could impact what measures are believed to be important, thus there is 

a need to have further research expand the size of the stakeholder group reviewing the 

information. A larger group of community college stakeholders could provide the 

opportunity to breakdown the data in multiple categories and have a more holistic view of 

community college institutional effectiveness measures. 

Recommendation Three 

 The timing of data collection could also influence the perception of the population 

being asked to participate. A suggestion for future research is to add questions that identify 

the timing of the most recent accreditation process; benchmarking participation; and level 

and recent involvement in Achieving the Dream or Completion by Design initiatives. While 

this study focused on general information, information about recent participation in 

accreditation and other initiatives could provide a deeper understanding of the population 

being studied and identifying why measures or definitions are important.  

Recommendation Four 

The final and possibly most beneficial recommendation for future research is to 

change the stakeholder while conducting the same study. The two main categories of 

stakeholders are internal and external with many different groups within each category. The 

stakeholder in this study were internal, high-level administrators. The result of the same 

study could change dramatically with a group of community college faculty members being 

asked their level of agreement with definitions and measures of community college 

institutional effectiveness. The faculty members would still be internal stakeholders; 

however, their lens of viewing the community college may be vastly different than a 

president. Future populations to study would include, but are not limited to the following:  



	

	 99 

1) Internal Stakeholders: community college faculty, administrative staff, students, 

and trustees. 

2) External Stakeholders: lawmakers, funding agencies, accrediting bodies, 

employers, and taxpayers. 

Implications for Practice 

 The area of community college institutional effectiveness has not been fully 

researched. There are gaps in the literature as explained in detail in chapter two. These gaps 

are areas of practical application: a common working definition; the lack of knowledge on 

how colleges are being measured; and confusion over institutional effectiveness being a 

product or a process. This study’s findings are an attempt to reduce the confusion and add 

unheard perspectives to the literature base. 

Implication One 

 The most important implication of this study is the findings provide practitioners the 

opportunity to examine their understanding and level of knowledge on community college 

institutional effectiveness. By examining this information, there is a better understanding of 

the presidential perspective of effectiveness. Community college institutional effectiveness is 

both a process and a product (Ber, 2011).  As such, it can have a profound impact of how 

administrators translate this information into policies which change and improve institutional 

practices; guide improvements; and identify goals. Having a better understanding of how to 

define and measure community college institutional effectiveness, practitioners will be better 

equipped to make changes, set goals, and improve the community college.  
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Implication Two 

 The publication of Core Indicators of Effectiveness for Community College was 

originally written in 1994 with updated editions in 1999 and 2007 as discussed in chapter 

two. This publication is the main literature on the subject. The gaps in publication show that 

a new edition of this work may be on the horizon. Furnishing the authors of that publication 

the findings of this study could be beneficial to having these presidents’ thoughts and ideas 

on effectiveness added to the Core Indicators of Effectiveness for Community College 

(Alfred et al., 1994; Alfred et al., 1997; and Alfred et al. 2007). As practitioners are reading a 

publication, if their voice is included, they may find more value and validation in the findings 

and be more invested in their practice. 

Implication Three 

 The final implication of this research is to work to identify the wide variety of 

stakeholders for the community college. The panelists comments on the internal stakeholders 

for round one and round two echo similar thoughts of wanting more detailed information 

about who is considered a stakeholder and how they would measure the effectiveness of the 

institution. They also indicate that “unions do not provide a clear picture.” Interestingly one 

panelist stated, “These groups (external stakeholders) have a vested interest in the outcome 

and could be objective, but they are often not knowledgeable about the true meaning of 

institutional effectiveness.” The findings of this study can help to educate stakeholders about 

community college institutional effectiveness to better understand what can and should be 

expected from goals, community impact, and overall performance. Many of the stakeholders 

have influence on funding the community college, particularly the external stakeholders. This 

makes education about what an effective community college is very important. 



	

	 101 

Limitations 

The limitations of this study include: Delphi method and panelist demographics. The 

Delphi method seeks agreement among a panel of experts using an online survey. The 

construction of the panel of experts was a relatively small purposeful sample of community 

college presidents whose institutions were eligible for the Aspen Prize. The sample size of 

for round one (n=22) and round two (n=17) while meaningful for the Delphi method, reduces 

the generalizability of the study to the entire community college population. 

The demographics of participants also limits the generalizability of this study. All of 

the panelist self-identified as White/Caucasian. The gender of the panelists was represented 

by a male majority. The panelists also had an average educational level of an earned 

Doctorate. The panelists also had a high number of years of experience working in the 

community college (mean=25.93 years). While all regions of the United States were 

represented in the panel, the Eastern seaboard had more representation.  

The focus on community colleges also limits the study within the context of higher 

education. This means caution should be taken when generalizing the findings of this study 

to other populations within higher education. 
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Appendix B 

 
Aspen Prize Eligible Community Colleges 

 
Aaniiih Nakoda College in Harlem, MT 
Alamance Community College Graham, NC 
Alexandria Technical & Community College Alexandria, MN 
Allan Hancock College Santa Maria, CA 
Alvin Community College Alvin, TX 
Arizona Western College Yuma, AZ 
Arkansas State University - Beebe, Beek, AR 
Ashland Community and Technical College in Ashland, KY 
Augusta Technical College in Augusta, GA 
Bellington Technical College, Bellingham, WA 
Bergen Community College, Paramus, NJ 
Big Sandy Community and Technical College in Prestonburg, KY 
Blinn College in Brenham, TX 
Brazosport College Lake Jackson, TX 
Bridgemont Community and Technical College in Montgomery, WV 
Broward College Fort Lauderdale, FL 
Burlinton County College, Pemberton, NJ 
Butler Community College, El Dorado, KS 
Calhoun Community College Tanner, AL 
Cape Fear Community College Wilmington, NC 
Carl Albert State College in Poteau, OK 
Cedar Valley College Lancaster, TX 
Central Lakes College-Brainerd Brainerd, MN 
Central Piedmont Community College Charlotte, NC 
Chief Dull Knife College in Lame Deer, MT 
Chipola College Marianna, FL 
Chippewa Valley Technical College Eau Claire, WI 
Citrus College Glendora, CA 
City Colleges of Chicago-Kennedy-King College Chicago, IL 
City Colleges of Chicago-Wilbur Wright College Chicago, IL 
Cleveland Community College in Shelby, NC 
Cochise College Douglas, AZ 
Coffeyville Community College, Coffeyville, KS 
Colby Community College Colby, KS 
College of Central Florida, Ocala, FL 
College of Ouachitas, Malvem, AR 
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Colorado Mountain College Glenwood Springs, CO 
Columbia Basin College Pasco, WA 
Community College 
Corning Community College in Corning, NY 
Costal Carolina Community College in Jacksonville, NC 
Cowley County Community College in Arkansas City, KS 
Crowder College in Neosha, MO 
CUNY Hostos Community College Bronx, NY 
CUNY Kingsborough Community College Brooklyn, NY 
CUNY LaGuardia Community College Long Island City, NY 
Dabney S Lancaster Community College Clifton Forge, VA 
Darton State College Albany, GA 
Davidson County Community College in Thomasville, NC 
Dawson Community College Glendive, MT 
Del Mar College Corpus Christi, TX 
Delta College University Center, MI 
East Central Community College in Decatur, MS 
Eastern Florida State College Cocoa, FL 
El Paso Community College El Paso, TX 
Elgin Community College Elgin, IL 
Ellsworth Community College Iowa Falls, IA 
Enterprise-Ozark Community College in Enterprise, AL 
Erie Community College in Buffalo, NY 
Estrella Mountain Community College Avondale, AZ 
Finger Lakes Community College, Canandaigua, NY 
Florida Gateway College in Lake City, FL 
Florida SouthWestern State College Fort Myers, FL 
Garden City Community College Garden City, KS 
GateWay Community College Phoenix, AZ 
Genesee Community College Batavia, NY 
Herkimer County Community College Herkimer, NY 
Hinds Community College Raymond, MS 
Holmes Community College Goodman, MS 
Hudson Valley Community College, Troy, NY 
Hutchinson Community College Hutchinson, KS 
Illinois Eastern Community Colleges-Olney Central College Olney, IL 
Illinois Eastern Community Colleges-Wabash Valley College Mount Carmel, IL 
Imperial Valley College Imperial, CA 
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Indian Hills Community College Ottumwa, IA 
Indian River State College Fort Pierce, FL 
Itawamba Community College Fulton, MS 
James Sprunt Community College in Kenansville, NC 
Jefferson Community College, Waltertown, NY 
Kellogg Community College, Battle Creek, MI 
Kennebec Valley Community College Fairfield, ME 
Kilgore College Kilgore, TX 
Kirkwood Community College, Ceader Rapida, IA 
Kishwaukee College Malta, IL 
Lake Land College, Mattoon, IL 
Lake-Sumter Community College Leesburg, FL 
Lakeshore Technical College Cleveland, WI 
Lane Community College Eugene, OR 
Lee College Baytown, TX 
Linn State Technical College Linn, MO 
Lorain County Community College, Elyria, OH 
Madisonville Community College Madisonville, KY 
Manchester Community College Manchester, CT  
Massasoit Community College Brockton, MA  
Maysville Community and Technical College in Maysville, KY 
McHenry County College Crystal Lake, IL 
Metropolitan Community College-Business & Technology Kansas City, MO 
Miami-Dade College Miami, FL 
Middlesex County College Edison, NJ 
Miles Community College Miles City, MT 
Milwaukee Area Technical College in Milwaukee, WI 
Minnesota West Community and Technical College Granite Falls, MN 
Mississippi Delta Community College in Moorhead, MS 
Mississippi Gulf Coast Community College Perkinston, MS 
Missouri State University - West Plains, West Plains, MO 
Mitchell Technical Institute Mitchell, SD 
Moberly Area Community College Moberly, MO 
Moraine Park Technical College Fond du Lac, WI 
Morton College Cicero, IL 
Mott Community College Flint, MI 
Mountain View College Dallas, TX 
Mt. San Antonio College in Walnut, CA 
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Mt. San Jacinto Community College District San Jacinto, CA 
National Park Community College, Hot Springs, AR 
Navajo Technical University, Crownpoint, NM 
Nebraska College of Technical Agriculture in Curtis, NE 
New Mexico State University - Dona Ana Community College Las Cruces, NM 
New River Community College Dublin, VA 
North Central Kansas Technical College Beloit, KS 
North Central Missouri College in Trenton, MO 
North Dakota State College of Science, Wahpeton, ND 
North Hennepin Community College Brooklyn Park, MN 
North Iowa Area Community College Mason City, IA 
North Lake College Irving, TX 
Northampton Community College Bethlehem, PA 
Northcentral Technical College Wausau, WI 
Northeast Alabama Community College Rainsville, AL 
Northeast Community College, Norfolk, NE 
Northeast Iowa Community College - Calmar, Calmar, IA 
Northeast Wisconsin Technical College, Green Bay, WI 
Northern Maine Community College Presque Isle, ME 
Northern Oklahoma College Tonkawa, OK 
Northland Community and Technical College Thief River Falls, MN 
Northwest Florida State College Niceville, FL 
Northwest Iowa Community College Sheldon, IA 
Northwest Kansas Technical College Goodland, KS 
Northwest Louisiana Technical College Minden, LA 
Ocean County College Toms River, NJ 
Oklahoma State University Institute of Technology - Okmulgee in Okmulgee, OK 
Olympic College Bremerton, WA 
Onodaga Community College in Syracuse, NY 
Ozarks Technical Community College in Springfield, MO 
Palm Beach State College Lake Worth, FL 
Paradise Valley Community College Phoenix, AZ 
Pasco-Hernando Community College New Port Richey, FL 
Phoenix College Phoenix, AZ 
Pierce College at Fort Steilacoom, Lakewook, WA 
Pratt Community College Pratt, KS 
Pulaski Technical College North Little Rock, AR 
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Rainy River Community College International Falls, MN 
Rend Lake College Ina, IL 
Renton Technical College Renton, WA 
Ridgewater College Willmar, MN 
Salina Area Technical College Salina, KS 
San Jacinto College Pasadena, TX 
San Joaquin Delta College Stockton, CA 
Santa Barbara City College 
Santa Barbara City College , Santa Barbara, CA 
Santa Fe College Gainesville, FL 
Scottsdale Community College Scottsdale, AZ 
Seward County Community College and Area Technical School Liberal, KS 
Skagit Valley College Mount Vernon, WA 
Snow College Ephraim, UT 
South Florida State College Avon Park, FL 
South Mountain Community College Phoenix, AZ 
South Texas College McAllen, TX 
Southeast Community College Area Lincoln, NE 
Southeastern Illinois College in Harrisburg, IL 
Southeastern Iowa Community College West Burlington, IA 
Southern Arkansas University Tech Camden, AR 
Southern RegionalTechnical College Thomasville, GA 
Southern State Community College Hillsboro, OH 
Southwest Mississippi Community College Summit, MS 
Southwest Texas Junior College in Uvalde, TX 
Southwest Wisconsin Technical College, Finnimore, WI 
Sowela Technical Community College Lake Charles, LA 
Spokane Community College in Spokane, WA 
Spokane Falls Community College in Spokane, WA 
Spoon River College, Canton, IL 
State College of Florida-Manatee-Sarasota Bradenton, FL 
State Johns River State College, Palatka, FL 
SUNY Broome Community College, Binghamton, NY 
SUNY College of Technology at Canton, Canton, NY 
Surry Community College Dobson, NC 
Tallahassee Community College Tallahassee, FL 
Texarkana College in Texarkana, TX 
Thaddeus Stevens College of Technology Lancaster, PA 
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Trinidad State Junior College Trinidad, CO 
Trinity Valley Community College Athens, TX 
University of Arkansas Community College-Morrilton Morrilton, AR 
Universty of South Carolina - Union, Union, SC 
Valencia College (Orlando, FL)  
Victoria College in Victoria, TX 
Virginia Western Community College Roanoke, VA 
Walla Walla Community College (Walla Walla, WA)  
Wallace State Community College - Hanceville, Hanceville, AL 
Washington County Community College Calais, ME 
West Kentucky Community and Technical College Paducah, KY 
Western Texas College Snyder, TX 
Wharton County Junior College Wharton, TX 
Whatcom Community College Bellingham, WA 
Wytheville Community College in Wytheville, VA 
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IRB Approval 

 
Juliet Laughlin <jalaughl@ncsu.edu>  

Bartlett - 5976 - IRB Protocol assigned Exempt status  

IRB Administrative Office <pins_notifications@ncsu.edu> Reply-To: 
debra_paxton@ncsu.edu�To: jalaughl@ncsu.edu  

Dear Juliet Laughlin:�IRB Protocol 5976 has been assigned Exempt status  

Mon, Sep 28, 2015 at 5:55 PM    

Title: Assessing the Measures of and Defining Community College Institutional 
Effectiveness: A President's Perspective Delphi Study  

PI: Bartlett, James  

The research proposal named above has received administrative review and has been 
approved as exempt from the policy as outlined in the Code of Federal Regulations 
(Exemption: 46.101. Exempt b.2). Provided that the only participation of the subjects is as 
described in the proposal narrative, this project is exempt from further review. This approval 
does not expire, but any changes must be approved by the IRB prior to implementation.  

NOTE:  

1. This committee complies with requirements found in Title 45 part 46 of The Code of 
Federal Regulations. For NCSU projects, the Assurance Number is: FWA00003429.  

2. Any changes to the research must be submitted and approved by the IRB prior to 
implementation. 3. If any unanticipated problems occur, they must be reported to the IRB 
office within 5 business days.  

Please forward a copy of this notice to others involved in this research, if applicable. Thank 
you.  

Thank you, The IRB Team  
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IRB Approval for Round Two Changes 

 
Juliet Laughlin <jalaughl@ncsu.edu 

Bartlett - 5976 - IRB Protocol approved  

IRB Administrative Office <pins_notifications@ncsu.edu> Reply-To: 
debra_paxton@ncsu.edu�To: jalaughl@ncsu.edu  

Dear Juliet Laughlin:�IRB Protocol 5976 has been approved  

Mon, Oct 12, 2015 at 4:29 PM  

Title: Assessing the Measures of and Defining Community College Institutional 
Effectiveness: A President's Perspective Delphi Study  

PI: Bartlett, James  

The project listed above has been reviewed by the NC State Institutional Review Board for 
the Use of Human Subjects in Research, and is approved for one year. This protocol will 
expire on and will need continuing review before that date.  

NOTE:  

1. You must use the approved consent forms (available in the IRB system with the documents 
for your protocol) which have the approval and expiration dates of your study. � 

2. This board complies with requirements found in Title 45 part 46 of The Code of Federal 
Regulations. For NCSU the Assurance Number is: FWA00003429. � 

3. Any changes to the protocol and supporting documents must be submitted and approved by 
the IRB prior to implementation. � 

4. If any unanticipated problems occur, they must be reported to the IRB office within 5 
business days by completing and submitting the unanticipated problem form on the 
IRB website. � 

5. Your approval for this study lasts for one year from the review date. If your study extends 
beyond that time, including data analysis, you must obtain continuing review from the 
IRB. � 

6. If you have any questions, please don't hesitate to call us.  
 

Thank you, The IRB Team  
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IRB Informed Consent Form 

North Carolina State University  INFORMED CONSENT FORM for RESEARCH 
 
Assessing the Measures of and Defining Community College Institutional Effectiveness: A 
Delphi Study 
Researcher: Juliet A. Laughlin, Faculty Advisor: Dr. James Bartlett 
 
1. What are some general things you should know about research studies? 
You are being asked to take part in a research study. Your participation in this study is 
voluntary. You have the right to be a part of this study, to choose not to participate or to stop 
participating at any time without penalty. The purpose of research studies is to gain a better 
understanding of a certain topic or issue. You are not guaranteed any personal benefits from 
being in a study. Research studies also may pose risks to those that participate. In this 
consent form you will find specific details about the research in which you are being asked to 
participate. If you do not understand something in this form it is your right to ask the 
researcher for clarification or more information. If at any time you have questions about your 
participation, do not hesitate to contact the researcher named above. Contact information 
listed below. 
 
2. What is the purpose of this study? 
The purpose of this study is to develop a common definition for community college 
institutional effectiveness and its measures. 
 
3. What will happen if you take part in the study? 
If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to participate in a Delphi Method 
study that will address the measures of and the definition of community college institutional 
effectiveness. The Delphi method involves the administration of three iterations (rounds) of a 
survey instrument delivered electronically. After each round results will be collected, 
summarized, and disseminated back to study participants; the ultimate goal will be reaching 
consensus among the group. 
 
4. Risks 
The Delphi method poses no substantive risk to the participant, though it does require a 
meaningful investment in time. 
 
5. Benefits 
Participation in this study may not have any direct benefit to the participants but it will 
benefit the research on the measures of and definition of community college institutional 
effectiveness. Participants will also have opportunity to reflect on their understanding and 
knowledge of community college institutional effectiveness. 
 
6. Confidentiality 
The information in the study records will be kept confidential to the full extent allowed by 
law.  Data will be stored securely in Survey Monkey. Survey Monkey utilizes encryption,  
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user authentication, and audited data centers governed by a comprehensive privacy policy. 
The names of the community colleges participating will be part of the final report; however, 
your name or the name of the community college will be directly linked to any of the data 
reported. No reference will be made in oral or written reports, which could link you to the 
study. 
 
7. Compensation  
For participating in this study you will receive you will not receive anything for participating. 
 
8. What if you have questions about this study, or your rights as a study participant? 
If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures, you may contact the 
researcher, Juliet A. Laughlin, at 704/7374122 or jalaughl@ncsu.edu. If you feel you have 
not been treated according to the descriptions in this form, or your rights as a participant in 
research have been violated during the course of this project, you may contact Deb Paxton, 
Regulatory Compliance Administrator, Box 7514, NCSU Campus (919/5154514). 
 
9.  Consent To Participate 
"I have read and understand the above information. I agree to participate in this study with 
the understanding that I may choose not to participate or to stop participating at any time 
without penalty or loss of benefits to which I am otherwise entitled.” To verify your consent 
to participate, please select the "next" button below and continue with your survey. 
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Round One Delphi Survey 

 



	

	 124 

Appendix F continued 

 



	

	 125 

Appendix F continued 

 



	

	 126 

Appendix F continued 

 



	

	 127 

Appendix F continued 

 



	

	 128 

Appendix F continued 

 



	

	 129 

Appendix F continued 

 



	

	 130 

Appendix F continued 

 



	

	 131 

Appendix F continued 

 



	

	 132 

Appendix F continued 

 



	

	 133 

Appendix F continued 

 



	

	 134 

Appendix F continued 

 



	

	 135 

Appendix F continued 

 



	

	 136 

Appendix G 

Round Two Delphi Survey 
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Appendix H 

Round One Comments 

Question Round 1 Comments 
Internal/On-campus stakeholders are an 
important measure in assessing 
community college institutional 
effectiveness. Internal/On-campus 
stakeholders include: administrators, 
faculty, students, and trustees. 

• for satisfaction�
• The college must involve such stakeholders in strategic planning 
if they are to contribute meaningfully to assessment of institutional 
effectiveness. 
• Morale is an important factor for student success.�
• Not exactly a measure, but a source of insight.�
• I am confused by the wording "are an important measure."  Does 
that mean they are important measurers--that is, do they assess 
effectiveness? Or are they themselves something to be measured? 
• IE is everyone's concern and part of everyone's purpose in 
community colleges. Just as assessment is everyone's role in some 
way, so is Institutional Effectiveness. 

External/Off-Campus stakeholders are an 
important measure in assessing 
community college institutional 
effectiveness. External/Off-campus 
stakeholders include: government and 
funding groups, future students, 
employers, accrediting bodies, press, and 
taxpayers. 

• External measures are important. They include such measures as 
meeting labor market demand, improving employer satisfaction, 
and external environmental scanning as part of strategic planning. 
• A community college is there to serve its community�
• same as above�
• same problem as before�
• The true measure of IE lies somewhere between the perspectives 
of internal and external stakeholders; thus what both perceive as 
the Institution's Effectiveness are critically important in one's 
overall assessment. 

Student goal attainment is an important 
measure in assessing community college 
institutional effectiveness. 

• although difficult to define and usually based on behavior rather 
than stated goal 
• With the emergence of college scorecard system, improving 
student attainment is an essential measure of institutional 
effectiveness both the the college and for policy makers and the 
public.�
• The question really is WHEN the student goal attainment is a) 
identified, and b) assessed. Most students indicate their desired 
goal attainment at their point of entry into the system of learning at 
a community college. But for many students - especially 
traditional, first-time students - their initial stated goal and their 
ultimate goal attained evolve over time. So while goal attainment 
by students are critical to mission fulfillment measures, their use as 
an IE measure can be limited by time (and other student variables). 

Student persistence (fall to fall) is an 
important measure in assessing 
community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

• For those with an academic intent that requires multiple 
semesters�
• Particularly for community colleges, reducing dropout rates is 
critical to success. If students do not stay in school, they cannot 
fulfill their educational potential. 
• I do not disagree that persistence helps with student success; I am 
just not convinced a student's ability to persist (which often 
includes factors outside the control of the student let alone the 
college!) is an effective measure of Institutional Effectiveness. 
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Degree completion rates are an important 
measure in assessing community college 
institutional effectiveness. 

 
 
• Earning degrees is important but many times a degree or a badge 
or a university transfer without a degree is more in line with a 
student's educational goal. Consequently, goal attainment is a 
better gauge of institutional attainment. 
• credentials other than degree, also�
• Most common feature between community colleges' missions is 
having students complete degrees (though we may want to define 
that more openly than simply 2-year degrees - I consider stackable 
certifications and technical certificates as completions); therefore, I 
don't know how a college could measure its Effectiveness as an 
Institution without measuring completion rates. 

Placement rates in the workforce are an 
important measure in assessing 
community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

• especially given the mission of community colleges 
• The term "placement rate" carries the connotation that the student 
has found employment in the specific area of their degree or 
certificate. Today's labor market is not that linear. Better measures 
are gain in income after a college award. 
• If aggregated with transfer data�
• For AS, AAS, and certificate students�
• A more refined, and ultimately more relevant, measure of 
effectiveness is measuring the success of our students in the 
resultant workforce. Placement is one key measure of that post-
graduate success. 

Employer assessment and satisfaction of 
student’s performance is an important 
measure in assessing community college 
institutional effectiveness. 

• Employer feedback is most useful in improving specific aspects 
of a college program. That feedback often includes concerns that 
are not directly related to the value added by the college and are 
thus not as useful in assessing the overall effectiveness of the 
institution. 
• Hard to aggregate, it is a better measure of Program Effectiveness 
• While we have made headway on this aspect of our mission as 
community colleges, our students' success in the workforce is 
important to be considered in our own effectiveness; albeit that 
measure includes both subjective impressions of employers who 
may not be fully aware of the learning outcomes from our students' 
programs of study, and also includes characteristics (especially soft 
skills that we still grapple with communicating and measuring in 
our students) beyond our control and influence. 

Transfer rates of students to 4-year 
institutions are an important measure in 
assessing community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

• especially if you are a comprehensive community college with 
transfer function 
• Transfer rates are important as they measure the actual 
enrollment of our graduates into universities. However, a better 
measure is transfer readiness. Many times the lack of transfer is 
due to issues beyond our control such as a university's limitations 
on the number of transfers accepted or student barriers such as 
finances, geography, time away from work, and family 
commitments. 
• 4-year institutions still place unfair burdens on cc students.�
• Whether a student transfers or not is not in and of itself a measure 
of our own effectiveness as a community college.  
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The performance of students who transfer 
is an important measure in assessing 
community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

 
 
• results have shown that are students do better than native students 
at our transfer partners which helps with articulation agreements 
and quality of instruction perceptions 
• One of the criteria of a useful institutional effectiveness measure 
is that it provides evidence that our college can use for 
improvement. If the performance of our transfer students includes 
such evidence, then that measure is effective. If not, it would be 
best not to include that in our institutional effectiveness portfolio. 
• Unlike the previous question about measuring how many of our 
students transfer, measuring our transfer students' effectiveness is 
indeed a good indicator of our own institutional effectiveness in 
preparing these students for next level success in higher education. 

Demonstration of critical literacy skills is 
an important measure in assessing 
community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

• This question is not focused enough in its wording. Of course, we 
all have communication skills as institutional learning outcomes. 
Students do not graduate without them. Such skills are taught, 
learned, and assessed throughout our curriculum. Does this 
question imply some measurement beyond this? 
• Of paramount importance to the entire enterprise�
• I indicated agree under the assumption that we were considering 
only those students who entered our "open door" admissions 
lacking in one or more aspects of critical literacy. While we may 
measure all of our students' critical literacy skills in our learning 
outcomes assessments, these skills may not be a result of our own 
effectiveness but rather the pre-disposition of skills our students 
possessed when they entered. 

Demonstration in citizenship skills is an 
important measure in assessing 
community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

• This question presents the same quandary for me as mentioned 
for the question above. 
• Hard to measure and not sure the students would agree with this�
• I believe we educate the full person, and preparing our students to 
be engaged in the citizenry of our society is one aspect of our 
mission. Therefore, a demonstration of those skills should be part 
of what we measure in assessing our effectiveness. 

Responsiveness to community needs is an 
important measure in assessing 
community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

• It is essential that colleges do an annual external environmental 
scan to assure that trends in community needs are being address, 
from training needed employees to improving regional economies, 
to improving civic engagement, to supporting leadership 
development. 
• We are the community's college and especially if we receive local 
funding 
• Also hard to measure, but important�
• If we are truly community colleges then we must assess our role 
in the community, including our responsiveness (as well as our 
leadership!) to community needs. I would especially consider 
factors of local and regional economic development in this area of 
assessment. 
• capacity issues can be a limiting factor 
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Participation rate in the community 
college’s service area is an important 
measure in assessing community college 
institutional effectiveness. 

 
 
• It is also important that participation rate be disaggregated by 
demographics, particularly race/ethnicity, gender, socioeconomic 
status, and disability.�
• Measuring against a context-specific goal, but not absolute 
participation rate 
• Unclear on whose participation we are measuring here - is it our 
students through service learning projects, our internal 
stakeholders as examples to our students of active and engaged 
citizenry, or the institution as a whole in fulfillment of our 
community outreach and service mission. Any service area 
participation that can be linked back to our vision, mission, and 
values as an institution can play a role in assessing our 
effectiveness; however, rigorously defining and articulating those 
links can often prove difficult. 
• many elements here beyond control of the institution�
• Unclear as to what this means. 

Licensure and certification pass rates are 
an important measure in assessing 
community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

• Occupations that require state or federal licensure or certification 
must have a high rate of passage of these assessments or our 
graduates cannot participate in that segment of the workforce and 
our training and their study time and energy are wasted. 
• Better measure of program effectiveness.  Hard to aggregate at 
the college level 
• I see these rates as aspects of completion rates which I have 
addressed previously. These are integral to the common mission of 
virtually all community colleges. 

Client assessment of programs and 
services is an important measure in 
assessing community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

• None 

Graduation rates are an important 
measure in assessing community college 
institutional effectiveness. 

• Depends on how the rates are calculated and the cohort defined  
• See the answer to the above question on degree completion rates.�
• as long as all the others mentioned above are part of the 
assessment metrics�
• Many elements beyond graduation to consider, transfer before 
degree, etc. 

Student satisfaction is an important 
measure in assessing community college 
institutional effectiveness. 

• Student satisfaction is a good corollary to student engagement 
which is a key factor in retention and persistence. However, 
measures of student satisfaction to not track well with student 
success. 
• Student feedback on matters where they are "experts"�
• satisfaction measured after a period of time post-completion is 
best.�
• Student satisfaction (and employee satisfaction for that matter) 
are highly subjective measures and therefore prove unreliable as 
true indicators of institutional effectiveness. The more important 
component to student satisfaction is consideration of 
dissatisfaction in persistence rates. If trends show increasing 
attrition due to some level of dissatisfaction, then knowing this and 
seeking from students leaving the cause can help make quality 
improvements to the institution. 
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Success in subsequent and related 
coursework is an important measure in 
assessing community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

 
 
• Success in this regard depends on the extent of the relatedness of 
the subsequent courses. For prerequisites to target courses, 
definitely. Most other, less so.�
• More of a proximate measure - again, better at the program level 
than institutional 
• Next level achievement is a critical assessment factor in 
Institutional Effectiveness (IE). 

Program learning outcomes and mastery 
of discipline are important measures in 
assessing community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

• Internal assessment 
• Again, these measures are of value only if they contain 
assessments which produce actionable results. Pro forma PLO 
assessments are not of much use. Unfortunately, this latter 
approach seems to dominate. �
• At the program level, but how do you aggregate? 
• These measures are directly connected to the college's mission. 
However, there can be gaps between the stated outcomes and 
mastery criteria and the ability to assess these adequately. In these 
situations, they become less functional and useful as IE measures. 

Demonstration of general education 
competencies is an important measure in 
assessing community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

• internal assessment�
• Yes, but the same issue exists as with PLOs.�
• This cannot get lost with the workforce and economic 
development context 
• General education should be treated as a "program"�
• Insofar as these are stated student learning outcomes in a degree 
or certificate program of study. 

Regional market penetration rates are an 
important measure in assessing 
community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

• Yes, It is important to reduce gaps between labor market demand 
and training output where they exist for regional occupations.�
• This is a strategic goal, not an enduring and universal outcome�
• Less important where students are coming from - and at what rate 
- than the college's effectiveness in providing the full breadth and 
depth of the education sought by those students who actually 
enroll. 

Value added to the community is an 
important measure in assessing 
community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

• we have economic impact and very few seem to care about it�
• As a measurement, there are many other factors than just 
education that add value to the community�
• Yes, but hard to measure�
• Value added sounds good, but is more difficult to quantify 
consistently. As a subjective measure, it can contribute to an 
overall impression of effectiveness, but does not easily lend itself 
to productive and clear response for effectiveness improvements. 

Curriculum and instruction are important 
measures in assessing community college 
institutional effectiveness. 

• The wording of this questions seems imprecise. How does one 
"measure" curriculum and instruction? Scope? Capacity? Faculty 
performance? Content needed for employment? 
• Is this an outcome?�
• These are building blocks to the structure and identity of our 
college. 
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Appendix H continued  
 
Student services and activities are 
important measure in assessing 
community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

 
 
• maybe more of a prospective student and engagement measure 
for retention�
• Same problem of clarity as with the question above.�
• The effectiveness of their services should be measured�
• Support of students during their academic progress is an 
important ingredient for student success; as such, it contributes to 
the measure of an institution's effectiveness - more so than other 
contributory services and features of a students' community college 
experience. 

Relationships with external constituencies 
are an important measure in assessing 
community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

• important how defined and measured�
• This is a strategic issue, not IE�
• I view this as similar to the role our external stakeholders plan in 
assessing our IE. 

Finances are an important measure in 
assessing community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

• as long as college is financially strong and sustainable�
• Fiscal stability both in the short and long term are hugely 
important. So is efficiency and effectiveness in the use of 
resources. 
• This is a business metric, a means to an end, but not a mission 
outcome�
• While finances will from time to time fluctuate, strong financial 
health as a trend is an important component to demonstrate IE; 
shows that cost are contained and operations are run optimally. 
• The decrease in state support must be taken into consideration 

Facilities are an important measure in 
assessing community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

• internal measure and quality of instructional effectiveness�
• Important are capacity, designs that meet needs, efficiency, 
security, and accessibility. 
• See above�
• While I agree modern facilities help with student success, I do 
not see them as a measure of IE.�
• You can do a lot with a little, but you need some 

Student characteristics upon entry are 
important in assessing community college 
institutional effectiveness. 

• motivation and character often difficult to measure�
• Because college is a value added experience, measures of 
institutional effectiveness should be disaggregated by student 
characteristics. 
• Depends on goals, such as access;  also important to measure 
value-added�
• We accept all comers. As such, we cannot measure our 
effectiveness to where students start with us but where they end up. 
Again, student preparedness is an important measure for student 
success (especially intervention and support), it isn't in and of itself 
a measure of effectiveness. 
• Open admissions means meeting students where they are  

Access and equity are important measures 
of community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

• mission related�
• Less so than what they once were, they remain a cornerstone of 
our mission. 
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Appendix H continued  
 
Institutional effectiveness is the 
systematic, explicit, and documented 
process of measuring performance against 
mission in all aspects of an institution that 
is a continuous, cyclical process that is 
participative, flexible, relevant, and 
responsive. (Commission on Community 
Colleges) 

 
 
• Parts I like are systematic and documented, against mission 
should be transparent and used for improvement 
• none�
• The measurement of performance against mission is not 
sufficiently operational and does not meet typical college or 
accreditation practices. Rather the measurement is against 
aspirational goals expressed as strategic objectives with 
measurable outcomes associated with key performance indicators. 
• I would add that the measures need to be enduring.�
• Agreed, but there is no indication that continuous improvement 
through learning--and adaptability is an essential feature of a 
complex system--is embedded inside this definition. 
• Mission is usually too broad. Mission drives strategy, so I'd 
suggest performance against strategy. As for the relationship of 
mission to strategy, that's a board - public evaluation�
• The words flexible, relevant, and responsive are critical for me. 
• I would use the phrase 'measuring performance relative to 
mission.....' 

Institutional effectiveness is a 
comprehensive analytical system [that] is 
becoming nearly universal among public 
and private colleges and 
universities.  (McLeod and Atwell, 1992, 
p. 30) 

• Every college operates slightly different.�
• Unfortunately, this statement implies that this "analytical system" 
includes making decisions based on those analyses. Current 
practice falls quite short of this implication. 
• Accreditations bodies make this a requirement�
• It is present nearly everywhere, but the quality of the work is 
very uneven.�
• Joe Friday definition that is allegedly empirical.  Nothing to 
agree or disagree with.�
• It's so comprehensive and common that it's not as effective 
• has been for years�
• Less effective as a working definition. 

Institutional effectiveness as consisting of 
a set of ongoing and systematic 
institutional processes and practice that 
include planning, the evaluation of 
programs and services, the identification 
and measurement of outcomes across all 
institutional units (including learning 
outcomes in instructional programs), and 
the use of data and assessment results to 
inform decision making. (Manning, 2011, 
p. 14) 

• yes this is part of it�
• none�
• The missing component of this statement is "closing the loop." 
The decisions must feed back to the operational units (funding, 
facilities, staffing, etc.) who then must evaluate the impact of these 
decisions in an ongoing CYCLE of evaluation, planning, resource 
allocation, and implementation. 
• They may be consistent, but their rank order often changes�
• Especially agree with the statement "use of data and assessment 
results to inform decision making." 

Institutional effectiveness is made of 
three P’s: publics, performance, and 
perceptions. Effectiveness suggests that a 
college has a discernible mission, is 
producing outcomes that meet 
constituency needs, and can conclusively 
document the outcomes it is producing as 
a reflection of it mission. (Alfred, 
Kreider, and McClenny, 1994) 

• suggests that a college has a discernable mission is not strong 
enough�
• none�
• First, I have no idea what the first sentence means. Meeting 
"constituency" needs is a very incomplete descriptions of the needs 
that colleges meet.  
• Less effective as a working definition. 
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Appendix H continued  
 
Ewell and Jones (1994) define 
institutional effectiveness as “the extent 
to which the institution as a whole attains 
its expressed performance goals” (p. 6). 

 
 
 
• This is too internally focused 
• none�
• Goals are almost universally seen as aspirational and visionary. A 
more precise statement of what colleges do is to "make progress 
towards its goals through attainment of specific, measurable, 
strategic objectives."�
• The key here is "as a whole," to distinguish IE from program 
evaluation and other more discreet performance improvement and 
accountability systems. 
• Not always helpful to think of IHE's as homogeneous. Can be 
effective in one area and not in another.�
• Too simplistic 

Gallagher (2008) states, “The measure of 
institutional effectiveness exists at the 
intersection of teaching, learning and 
assessment: Who do we want to be? What 
are our core activities? How do we 
measure objectives and 
accomplishments?” (p. 103). 

• certainly one part of it 
• none�
• This speaks well to the teaching and learning aspects of a college, 
however, we also must measure effectiveness in the other areas of 
the college.�
• Too many questions and not enough definition�
• Acceptable as an abstract conception of IE, but not effective as an 
operational definition of the practice of measuring IE. 

Bers (2011) states the “definition of 
institutional effectiveness, which I view 
as an ongoing, integrated, and systematic 
set of institutional processes that a college 
uses to determine and ensure the quality 
of this academic and support programs 
and administrative functions” (p. 63). 
Further to this definition, Bers (2011) 
suggest that institutional effectiveness can 
be viewed as both a process and a product 
(pp. 68). 

• this is the most accurate�
• This is a good, general statement.�
• Part 1 reads like it's missing a word "this academic"? Part 2 is 
right - it is both product and process.�
• Workable definition�
• There is a typo in the second line.....'tis.' 

Head (2011b) “institutional effectiveness 
is an umbrella term coving related terms 
such as evaluation, institutional research, 
assessment or outcomes analysis 

• part of it�
• none�
• Not useful, complete, or accurate.�
• Yes, but this definition is so broad as to be of very little help. 
• Too general�
• Too simplistic 
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Appendix I 

Round 2 Comments 

Question Round 2 Comments 

Internal/On-campus stakeholders are an 
important measure in assessing community 
college institutional effectiveness. Internal/On-
campus stakeholders include: administrators, 
faculty, students, and trustees. 

• They are quite important, but are vested in the outcomes; 
measures have to be objective. 
• internal stakeholders are important but don't understand 
how you measure them?�
• Depending how you classify employees, there are a great 
number of support staff that are key in assessing 
institutional effectiveness.�
• depends upon which stakeholders 
• Institutional effectiveness must be a core evaluative 
function accomplished through both administrative and 
shared governance processes.�
• Their involvement in and responsiveness to assessment is 
vital, but they aren't "Measures."�
• Unions do not give you a clear picture 
• Board of Trustees? 

External/Off-Campus stakeholders are an 
important measure in assessing community 
college institutional effectiveness. External/Off-
campus stakeholders include: government and 
funding groups, future students, employers, 
accrediting bodies, press, and taxpayers. 

• These groups have a vested interest in the outcome and 
could be objective, but they are often not knowledgeable 
about the true meaning of institutional effectiveness�
• same as above; what kind of measure? how do you 
measure people? 
• depends upon which stakeholders (often reflect range of 
opinions)�
• Accreditation is the major external process for evaluating 
institutional effectiveness. However, it is the institution's 
response to the accreditation evaluation process that is the 
measure of the institution's effectiveness. Scorecard type 
evaluation are really communicating with customers and 
are not comprehensive enough to be an actionable 
evaluation. Employers are important for program 
effectiveness rather than institutional effectiveness. For 
other stakeholders, their confidence in the institution is very 
important, but that confidence is based on many factors of 
which institutional effectiveness is just a part. 
• Knowing what the external stakeholders perceive and 
think can be very useful 
• I don't agree with including the press 
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Appendix I continued 
 
Student goal attainment is an important measure 
in assessing community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

 
 
• While student goal attainment is an important measure of 
institutional effectives, the difficulty in measuring goal 
attainment lessens its significance. The common measures 
of degrees, certificates, and transfers leaves out many 
important achievements of students. These include adult 
literacy, acquisition of English as a second language, skill 
upgrades not part of college awards, and achievement of 
college readiness. 

Student persistence (fall to fall) is an important 
measure in assessing community college 
institutional effectiveness. 

• It is a measure of student effectiveness not the institution 
• Only to the extent that Fall to Fall persistence is aligned 
with the students goals.�
• Not ideal for all, but for students who start out with a cc 
and seek an associate degree, it's very important�
• Commitment to community college attendance is fragile 
for many students. Higher priorities such as jobs and family 
often cause students with ability to drop out. While these 
are external factors, colleges have the responsibility to help 
students overcome external challenges and stay in school. 
The effectiveness of these efforts is an important measure 
of overall institutional effectiveness. 
• Academic momentum is an important predictor of 
ultimate success, so persistence is what we call a 
"proximate indicator."�
• Depends on what student pool is identified for the 
measure 

Degree completion rates are an important 
measure in assessing community college 
institutional effectiveness. 

• Again, only to the extent it aligns with the students goals�
• Has to be more complete and nuanced than first time full 
time students 
• Degree completion rates cannot be used in isolation. Goal 
attainment includes degree completion but must include all 
other successes of value.�
• Need to include other kinds of credentials in the definition 
of a "degree" 

Placement rates in the workforce are an 
important measure in assessing community 
college institutional effectiveness. 

• Of course�
• Again, not in isolation. And again, difficult to get reliable 
data.�
• Other related employment variables should also be 
included - 
• Depends on the student pool being measured; this works 
for career and technical programs primarily  

Employer assessment and satisfaction of 
student’s performance is an important measure in 
assessing community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

• very important if you can figure out how to get it.�
• This is at the core of career & technical education, its 
what makes us viable�
• best for specialized programs�
• Program measure more than an institution measure. 
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Appendix I continued 
 
Transfer rates of students to 4-year institutions 
are an important measure in assessing 
community college institutional effectiveness. 

 
 
• as long as it is measured alongside a stated goal of 
Transfer�
• For AA and AS students whose plan is baccalaureate�
• If that is a mission driven outcome 
• The fact that some of the factors are beyond our control 
doesn't diminish the importance of this measure.  This is 
true of most measures.�
• Depends on the student pool being measured 

The performance of students who transfer is an 
important measure in assessing community 
college institutional effectiveness. 

• We share responsibility for this with our university 
partners. 

Demonstration of critical literacy skills is an 
important measure in assessing community 
college institutional effectiveness. 

• Very difficult to measure.�
• More measure than important measure - too vague�
• To be considered higher education, community colleges 
must find ways to ensure this and measure it  

Demonstration in citizenship skills is an 
important measure in assessing community 
college institutional effectiveness. 

• This is difficult to accept accountability for because in 
many cases this is measuring an attitude as opposed to 
knowledge or skill�
• without consensus on citizenship skills, this is impossible 
to answer. Civic engagement is a better measure. 
• Certainly for an AA degree and some AS degrees this is 
an important outcome.  But not necessarily for certificates 
and other credentials. 

Responsiveness to community needs is an 
important measure in assessing community 
college institutional effectiveness. 

• Yes, but what does that look like?�
• As long as the community need is aligned with our 
mission�
• "Community" is central to mission�
• As the community's college, it's important to find ways to 
assess this 

Participation rate in the community college’s 
service area is an important measure in assessing 
community college institutional effectiveness. 

• Service area can be many different things 

Licensure and certification pass rates are an 
important measure in assessing community 
college institutional effectiveness. 

• At program level 

Client assessment of programs and services is an 
important measure in assessing community 
college institutional effectiveness. 

• yes, but more as internal measure & means of 
improvement 
• Yes, on matters in which the clients are especially 
qualified to respond. 

Graduation rates are an important measure in 
assessing community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

• To the extent it aligns with student goals.�
• But has to be more than first time full time 
• There are about 15 different graduation rates that are 
meaningful, depending on the question being asked.�
• Depends on the student pool being tracked, critically 
important for some segments 
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Appendix I continued 
 
Student satisfaction is an important measure in 
assessing community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

 
 
• Depending on when you assess their satisfaction. It's more 
valid a year or two after they leave.�
• It is a rich measure, reflecting more direct work at many 
other levels 

Success in subsequent and related coursework is 
an important measure in assessing community 
college institutional effectiveness. 

 

Program learning outcomes and mastery of 
discipline are important measures in assessing 
community college institutional effectiveness. 

• you don't master a discipline after 60 credits�
• These are the MOST important measures.�
• mastery of discipline is far too ambiguous 

Demonstration of general education 
competencies is an important measure in 
assessing community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

• essential to transfer�
• Critical to maintaining our status as a member of the 
higher education community and cannot get lost in the 
political emphasis on preparation for jobs 

Regional market penetration rates are an 
important measure in assessing community 
college institutional effectiveness. 

• Varies greatly with the educational opportunities available 
in a given area.�
• Yes but difficult to measure�
• Not an absolute measure, but against some institutional 
objective. 

Value added to the community is an important 
measure in assessing community college 
institutional effectiveness. 

• yes, but how do you measure it?�
• Measurements are often subjective�
• yes but difficult to measure�
• Important but very hard to find appropriate measures that 
external audiences will trust 

Curriculum and instruction are important 
measures in assessing community college 
institutional effectiveness. 

• what about it?  not sure what is being measured?�
• Central to mission�
• What about C&I do you propose to measure? 
• Agree in general but not quite sure what this question is 
getting at 

Student services and activities are important 
measure in assessing community college 
institutional effectiveness. 

• will perhaps be reflected in retention and completion but 
difficult to show direct effect. 
• Has to be contextualized�
• Critical for many community college students but often 
gets lost among academic priorities  

Relationships with external constituencies are an 
important measure in assessing community 
college institutional effectiveness. 

• Relationships are subjective for the most part.  �
• depends upon which constituencies 
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Appendix I continued 
 
Finances are an important measure in assessing 
community college institutional effectiveness. 

 
 
• So many factors regarding State, local, & Federal funding 
as well as legislative controls on tuition rates.  Depending 
on what State you are located in. 
• must be sustainable, transparent, and have support of 
community�
• Means to an end. 

Facilities are an important measure in assessing 
community college institutional effectiveness. 

• Important measure, but can be over done.�
• What if you are 100% online?�
• Depends on what facilities; health science and technical 
program facilities should be the focus 

Student characteristics upon entry are important 
in assessing community college institutional 
effectiveness. 

• don't understand what we are seeking to measure..?�
• Many schools are challenged with the populations they 
serve.�
• If one has goals for the profile of students served.�
• We need to have some baseline data in order to be able to 
determine whether we are impacting learning outcomes 

Access and equity are important measures of 
community college institutional effectiveness. 

• We're not meeting our mission if we aren't effective in 
doing this  

Institutional effectiveness is the systematic, 
explicit, and documented process of measuring 
performance against mission in all aspects of an 
institution that is a continuous, cyclical process 
that is participative, flexible, relevant, and 
responsive. (Commission on Community 
Colleges) 

• should be processes 

Institutional effectiveness is a comprehensive 
analytical system [that] is becoming nearly 
universal among public and private colleges and 
universities.  (McLeod and Atwell, 1992, p. 30) 

• universal?�
• Issue isn't whether you have one, but whether it makes 
any difference. 

Institutional effectiveness as consisting of a set of 
ongoing and systematic institutional processes 
and practice that include planning, the evaluation 
of programs and services, the identification and 
measurement of outcomes across all institutional 
units (including learning outcomes in 
instructional programs), and the use of data and 
assessment results to inform decision making. 
(Manning, 2011, p. 14) 

 



	

	 174 

Appendix I continued 
 
Institutional effectiveness is made of three P’s: 
publics, performance, and perceptions. 
Effectiveness suggests that a college has a 
discernible mission, is producing outcomes that 
meet constituency needs, and can conclusively 
document the outcomes it is producing as a 
reflection of it mission. (Alfred, Kreider, and 
McClenny, 1994) 

 
 
• Three Ps do not move together�
• Very broad way to conceptualize this, but it does allow for 
measuring impact on community better than some.�
• I don't believe we will ever be able to "conclusively 
document" our most important outcomes 

Ewell and Jones (1994) define institutional 
effectiveness as “the extent to which the 
institution as a whole attains its expressed 
performance goals” (p. 6). 

• Succinct is good�
• This is a definition of what we hope our systems can 
measure and document.�
• This is the heart of it 

Gallagher (2008) states, “The measure of 
institutional effectiveness exists at the 
intersection of teaching, learning and assessment: 
Who do we want to be? What are our core 
activities? How do we measure objectives and 
accomplishments?” (p. 103). 

• Too vague�
• But we do many things in addition to teaching and 
learning.�
• An institution really can't be a "who." Much learning 
happens outside and around our core activities, especially 
for a commuting community college student.  Measuring 
objectives and accomplishments is on target.  

Bers (2011) states the “definition of institutional 
effectiveness, which I view as an ongoing, 
integrated, and systematic set of institutional 
processes that a college uses to determine and 
ensure the quality of this academic and support 
programs and administrative functions” (p. 63). 
Further to this definition, Bers (2011) suggest 
that institutional effectiveness can be viewed as 
both a process and a product (pp. 68). 

• This leaves "quality" undefined.  I prefer indexing against 
specific performance goals.�
• I like the "process and product" part, as it gets to 
institutionalizing assessment into the culture of a college 
rather than occasionally taking measures but the overall 
definition here is convoluted.   

Head (2011b) “institutional effectiveness is an 
umbrella term coving related terms such as 
evaluation, institutional research, assessment or 
outcomes analysis 

• Too general. 
• Too simplified 
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Appendix J 

Round One Participant’s List of Measures to Add  

What should be added to this list of measures to assess community college institutional 
effectiveness? 

 
• dual enrollment, link between employer needs and programs to meet those needs, reducing 
equity gaps,�
• Course success rates�
• Transfer rate percentages, student success indexes 
• Wages of graduates�
• Industry satisfaction�
• I think you have covered most all items�
• Time to degree  Environmental responsiveness  Campus safety, security, and emergency 
preparedness  Operational efficiency�
• Faculty focused on student leaning and success 
• External fundraising both in grants and private gifts. It won't rank high but that's the 
problem. �
• Outcomes from non-degree educational efforts, such as continuing and professional 
education, short-term occupational training, basic skills, etc. 
• I think the first couple of questions need to be clarified about what is actually going to be 
measured.�
• Ability to change as conditions change (a measure of institutional effectiveness); prudent 
use of resources�
• The ability to meet the needs of business and industry through the workforce credentials 
offered. 
• Average starting wage of graduates�
• Nothing new to add�
• NA�
• Strategic Planning  Assessment  Budgeting  Accreditation  Credentialing (nano-degrees)  
Relevancy of Programs 
• ok�
• Successful completion of individual courses�
• Work with veterans.  Support of business and industry.�
• Student loan default rate�
• Employee satisfaction. 
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Appendix K 

Round One Participant’s Definitions 

Please write your own definition of community college institutional effectiveness. 
• IE is an institutional set of measures that is mission driven, demonstrate outcomes 
important to internal and external stakeholders, is transparent to the public, is used to 
improve processes and guide decision-making including resource allocation. 
• The extent in which the institution achieves the outcomes stated in its' mission, generally 
measured through a set of metrics defined by stakeholders in the communities served by the 
institution. 
• Institutional effectiveness is holistically preparing students for success academically, 
professionally, and ensuring they are ready to be productive members of society. The 
institution demonstrates this through graduation, retention, persistence rate; these serve as 
critical metrics.  
• The extent to which the organization helps students achieve their goal 
• The extent to which an institution achieves a mission directly related the the community it 
serves. �
• IE measures the degree to which we achieve and realize our vision, mission, core values 
and strategic priorities  
• Frankly, my creativity is flagging after reading all these other definitions.�
• Institutional effectiveness is the measure of how well you are meeting the educational needs 
of your community.�
• Set reasonable annual outcome goals, reviewed at least annually, for students and the 
institution and develop a procedure for determining if you achieve your goals.  
• Institutional Effectiveness describes the systems of ongoing assessment of outcomes against 
explicit goals at the institutional level.�
• Institutional effectiveness measures the difference between institutional intentions and 
performance and uses an ongoing analysis of gaps to create continuous improvement. 
• I'd go to the definition at the top - and vary it according to audiences�
• The Commission on Community Colleges definition fits my liking. 
• The institution's ability to produce graduates and services that meet the needs of the 
communities it serves. The evaluation and measurement of that effectiveness is directly 
related to meeting those communities' needs. 
• These definitions sum it up, but we need to determine the level of detail in the definition, 
and the clarity of the definition across different sizes and types of institutions.�
• The extent by which community colleges evaluate all processes and outcomes to be 
accountable to themselves, their students, stakeholders and those that hold community 
colleges accountable. (i.e. local boards, taxpayers, state legislature, federal government, 
accrediting agencies. 
• Anything I would try to write would mirror most closely the Commission on Community 
Colleges' definition. 
• Measuring the institution's success in achieving student learning outcomes and the support 
necessary for students to be successful and taking those results to improve instruction and 
institutional processes. 
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Appendix K continued 
 
• Do we achieve our mission?  How do we know?  What are our metrics and Means of 
Assessment.  Plan, Do, Check, Act.�
• Institutional effectiveness is a measure of both the actual and perceived success in serving 
all of the organizations stakeholders in the multiple aspects of achieving the institution's 
mission. 
• Institutional effectiveness is developing and implementing a process that evaluates overall 
effectiveness of an institution's goals. This planned process is organized, systematized and 
sustained while being useful, cost effective and accurate.  
• Assessing institutional effectives is an interactive process in which an institution, through 
its governance processes, thoughtfully uses its values and vision to set priorities and deploy 
its resources and energies to achieve institutional changes and improvements.  The process 
also includes a systematic assessment of the institution's processes.   
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Appendix L 

 
Doctoral Dissertation Research on Community College Institutional Effectiveness 
Definitions and Measures    

Dear Community College President,  

You are a part of a select group of individuals with unique knowledge about the community 
college. With this in mind, I invite you to participate in a research study entitled Assessing 
the Measures of and Defining Community College Institutional Effectiveness: A President’s 
Perspective Delphi Study. I am currently completing my dissertation in the Adult and 
Community College Education program at North Carolina State University. The purpose of 
the research is to develop a common definition of Community College Institutional 
Effectiveness and a corresponding list of common measures through the Delphi Technique.  

The Delphi Technique is an iterative process that assists a panel of experts to come to 
consensus on important topics. You will be asked provide your feedback on the measures and 
definitions of community college institutional effectiveness in an effort to identify agreed 
upon measures and definitions. If you choose to participate, each round will take 20-30 
minutes of your time to complete through an online survey. Based on the results of the first 
round, additional rounds will occur until consensus is reached between the rounds. For each 
round you will have a 7-day window to complete the survey. Your participation in 
consecutive rounds is important to the integrity of this study.  

Your participation in this research project is completely voluntary. You may decline 
altogether, or leave blank any questions you don’t wish to answer. There are no known risks 
to participation beyond those encountered in everyday life. Your responses will remain 
confidential. Data from this research will be kept under lock and key and reported only as a 
collective combined total. No one other than the researchers will know your individual 
answers to this questionnaire.  

If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures, you may contact the 
researcher, Juliet A. Laughlin, at (704/737 4122) or jalaughl@ncsu.edu. If you feel you have 
not been treated according to the descriptions in this form, or your rights as a participant in 
research have been violated during the course of this project, you may contact Deb Paxton, 
Regulatory Compliance Administrator, Box 7514, NCSU Campus (919/515 4514).  

Thank you for your assistance in this important endeavor.�Please click on this link to 
complete the informed consent form: https://www.surveymonkey.com/IECCinformedconsent  

Please respond by Sunday, October 4, 2015.  

Sincerely yours,�Juliet A. Laughlin  
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Appendix M 

Participants’ Most Recent Degree Granting Institution (n=21)* 

Cambridge University 

East Texas State University 

Fort Hays State University 

Gonzaga University 

New Mexico State University 

New York University 

North Carolina State University at Raleigh 

Northern Arizona University 

Nova Southeastern University 

Nova Southeastern University 

Oklahoma State University 

Pittsburg State University 

Rice University 

Texas Tech 

UC Riverside 

Univ. of Southern Mississippi 

University of Georgia 

University of Massachusetts/Amherst 

University of North Carolina 

University of the Pacific 

UW-Madison 

*One participant listed their graduation year and on the institution. 


