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ABSTRACT

The federal government has traditionally relied on a
variety of private accrediting bodies and state chartering and
licensing authorities for determining eligibility and exercising
direct supervision and consumer protection in education. As Federal
financial assistance directly to students has expanded (3 millionm :
students received $6.4 milliom in 1974), the{ diffuse and uneven
system of approval and control of educational imsitutions, progranms,
and student financial aid by "voluntary" agencies Jas become confused
and overburdened. As an aid to legislators, the Eligibility Task
Force of the Postsecondary Education Convenin§ Authority synthesized
numerous recent studies and dialogues in the {ield of eligibility and
accreditation. This was done to define key tegfms, sort out the
interests of the various parties involved, delineate the current ’
issues, offer conceptual models of alternative eligibility systens,
and summarize some propbvsed- solutions, including revisions based on
the preseént system, which places heavy reliance for determining
institutional eligibility on private accrediting associations. This
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also includes plans to separate eligibility judgments from’

accreditation. Appendices to this summary of the Task Force findings
include principal participants-in the present eligibility system, a
review of statistics pertaining to the Guaranteed Student Loan

.Progranm (GSLB) and the Basic Opportunity Grant Prbgram (BOGS), and a

list of issues discussed at the U.S. Office of Education National
Invitational Conference on Institutional Eligibility. (JT)
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"deeply grateful,

INTRODUCTTION

What arc the criteria that ‘determine whether a postsecondary
institution can participate in acgsiviticd underwritten by Federal
funds? Who decides -- and who should decide -- whether an
institution is eligible? Should the standards be determined by
government agencics, '"voluntary" or professional bodies, or
perhaps ~consumer+oriented groups? And, even before sensible
policies can be developed, what is the state of the scene?

with appendices, by the Eligibility Task
Force of the Postsecondary Education Convening Authority, a program
bf the Institute for Educational Leadership, was prepnrcd in
response to Congrcsslonal inquiries. In the Task Force's own
words, the report "attempts to define key terms, sort out the
intercsls of the various partics involved, delineate the current
issues and s summnagize maJor proposed revisions 1n the sysLom It
has alrcady been the subject of productive mcetlngs of Congress-
ional staflf members and expert "friends" on April 1 and 18, 1975.
While .expressing our gratitude for their constructive commenté,
the Convening Authority assumes all responsibility for jts contents.
When confronted with the mountains of reports and materials
accumulated in this highly complex field, producing a tightly
condensed synthesis of the literaturc appearcd to be an impossible
task. But it was made a, great deal easicr by the high skill of
the Task Force that prcparcd it. The members, to whom we are

are: : ,

- b .

The accompanying report,

- Pat Dolan, private consultant and’ formerly dean
at Gcoryetown Un1vcr<1ty and St. Louis University;
* .
-~ Fred Pinkham, former president of Ripon' College
and first director of the National Commission on
Accrediting;

- Paul Shnpiro, former policy analyst in the Office
of the Assistant Sccretary for Education and a

member of the FICE Consumer ProLch%on Committee; and

- David Trivett, "a research aesociaLeLof~the—LR%G/A-
Clearinghouse on Higher qucatlon

Thanks also to Jean Levin, onc of tlie authors of the Orlans
report, who researched and wrote Appendix II. .
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The Institute for Educational Leadership and the Convening Authofity hope that

—the report will assist the Congress in its continuing cfforts to frame tht
»sensible policies and mechanisms that are needed in the increasingly important

arca of institutional eligibility. Onc of the Authority's principal charges,
ditectly related to the Institute's larger mission of bridging the.gap between
education and public policy,.is to review research on significant issucs in
postsecondary education and to digest the material for use by policymakers.

This mecans translating the language of research into the language of .policy and
action. We saw the literaturc on eligibility in nced of this kind of reformula-
tion, and hope .that our efforts will lead toward better public policy through

better informed policymaking.

A last word. The report dous not represent an Institute or Convening Authority
point of view on institutional eligibility. While individual members of the ‘
Task Force hold opinions on the subject, it is not the role of an agency such

as the Convening Authority tosset forth its own recommendations. In this
document, the Task Force has summarized a range of policy alternatives as clearly,
fairly, and concisely as possible. ‘ .
This is a complicated subject. If you gel lost, giy¢ me a call (833~2745)
Task Force and I are ready to help.

Kenneth C. Fischer ' . : .

Director .
Postsccondary LEducation
Convening Authority ] ‘ o .




REPORT ON INSTETUTIONAL! ELIGIBILITY . - .~
[ .~ R et H o . . L -
: by, owrl

The Eligibility Task Force
of thé "
.~ Institute. for Educational Leadership

“ June,

1975-
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A. The Problems
The Federal government has traditionally relied upon a variety
of private accrediting. bodies and state chartering and licensin
authorities for determining eligibility and exercising direct

[44
(=4

supervision and consumer protection in education.

As Federal

financial assistance direct to
students received $6.4 million

students has expanded (3 million
in 1974), the diffuse and uneven

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- programs and student, financial

~eligibility and accreditation attempts to define key terms,

. i

-training offcred by an educatfonal institution.

of educational institutions, 3
aid by “voluntary" agencies l.as
become cdnfused and overburdened. ilInteriaced networks of-
approv1ng bodies with COnfllCLln” authorities and self-interests
are scrambling for the right.{or to avoid the responsibilitv) to .
exercise various degrees and kinds of sanction and surveillance

over sévcral varieties of pOthucondary institutions and programs.
Instltutlonal administration of Pederal loans and grants to °

students and reliance on non-Federal agenc1es to enforce Federal

laws compound the situation. 2 ) ' { .

system of approval and control

As an ald to ]cpiqlalors’thﬁ adm]tﬂcd]y tightly condens sed syn- -

thesis of numerous recent studies and dialogucs in the ficld of

sort

out the intercsts of the various parties involved, delincate the
cyrrent issues.and summarize major proposed revisions in the system.

In the Veterans Readjustmept Assistance Act of 1952, a pattern of
Federal reliance on State and private mechanisms of accreditation
for eligibility purposes was firmly set. The Bill required states
to designate State, approving agencies, and if they failed to do so,
the VA Administrator would assumec those functions. State approving
bodies were authorized to approve courses offered by institutions
when those institutiong "have been accredited and approvod by a
natlonally recognized accrcdit:ng agency or aqsociation The same
Bill directed that the Commissioner of Education "shall publish a
list of nationally recognized accrediting agencies and associations
which be determines to be reliable authority as to the quality of
."" Thus, Congress
put the USOE into the business .of accrediting accrodjting agencies.
This buflfer of égoncicq between the government and institutions has
been ‘the basic p]an for accountability and supervision for Federal
funding for over twenty years.

n‘l‘
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co In at lcast nine major .Acts, Congress has reinforced this base by | <
e adapting the original language in boiler-plate fashion, and by =~ --.
expanding the definition. of institutions eligible Ior participation
‘e e " in Federal programs: Health Professions (1963), Vocatignal Educa- '
9 . tion -(1963), Givils Rights (1964), Nurscs Training (1964), State .
- _ *’+ Téchnical Servicés (1965), Higher Fducation (1965), Allied Henlth. PR
. : % ProfessiOns (1966) ,. Educational Professions’ Development (1967), i o
and Highcr qucation Amendménts (l972).d t. . g SRR S

. R
: P .. .

"IN

o s . In 1968, the Commissioner establishied sthe Accreditation and - o
: . o JInstitutional Eligibility Staff - (along with an advisoty PR
) * “committee) to draw up and administer criteria and proéedures for S
approving oxganizations to be included in the mandated, 1&st,’ s
} - . thus thrusting the-USOE through administrative .action dlrectly
e into the accredltation proccss itself. ‘i<u1' -3 .7

g;‘

«
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. . As Federal assistance plans proliferate, so.- do the dlfflcultles E
of exercising arms-length.Federal- -supervision: of zhc students, i h a7
institutions, agencies, and states partlcipatlng in them. The '
shift of primary Federal support from institutions to 1nd1viduals
and the extension of the range of ellglble institutions' have aecen—
tuated the eligibility issues by 1nten51fying consummer protection

and survelllance needs« t .-

Thc practice of utilizing private accrediting agenc1es as a channel . ..
for’ establishing institutional and program approval is thredtened | ’
5 _ by new Federal laws (ciyil rights) with broader ‘than educatignal |,
R significance and application. Much as’ prlvaLe agencies enjoy the.
extra authority and importance accompanylng Federal reliance on
' ‘ , their sanctions, they are not equipped to nor do they wish to
’ & serve as enforcemenr officers for Federal laws. . :
. » .
" The division of authoritv aﬁd intorest among various approving—
agencies has become confused. The capabilities andtpractices in the
states for chartering institutiens and, monitoring sfandards vary ’ «
widely. The National Commission on Accredltlng, the Federation of
-~ Regional Accrediting Commissions of Highcr Education and a new
alliance of specialized accrediting agencies have merged to form a
. single non-governmental representative body cntltlcd The Council
on Postsecondary Accreditation. Meanwhile, the U.S. Commissioner's
AIES is rcaching the limit of its authorization and capacity to
cope with the expleding need for cohsumer protection and the rapidly )
spreadlng diversification of educaLlonal programs Lhroughout the
country.

. * Added to the complex mix of qanctioning agencies in education are
- deep-rooted concerns of the parties involved in determining who
shall benefit, from Federal finincial assistance, how fraud 'shall be
prevented, and how academit effectiveness shall be maintained. The
age-qld issues .of self-interest vs. public good; State vs. Federal
consLiLuLional authority and responsibility in education; nan-
government vs.’ govcrnmenbaregulation' proprietary.vs. non-profit;

- professions vs. institutions; protection for sccurity vs. opporLunﬂty
‘ - for innovation surface immediately in cvery dialogue on determining
- eligibility and accounting for Federal funds., Where does onc end
. ' and the other begin? Who should protcct whom from whom? Is the cost

‘of protection worth the price of principle? _ ’

o




’ It is because thesc types of Ffundamental questions underlic :
the content and form of determining cligibility and monitoring =
e ) .performancc im the competition for Federal dollars in education © ’ -

"7;:_" : . that, the interest of- all'Lypes of benefactérs must be considered ' -
’ - . e before further conf0unding actions are tnken, ‘however lofty and : .
- A . ‘humane the intent. The basic dilemmas arer Who shall get the :

... =, Federal dollar?. Howsshall we determine institutional amd -
L Ta T, student ellgjbillty for Federal support? How shall we prevent
e e «‘7";" fraudulent. prncti%es and protect the consumer? By what transi- .
) ) ., -tional strategy and admlnéstratlve mechanism gan the legitimate , ~
P interests ‘and -needs ‘of ‘the students, the Federal gové?nment and

e ; the.tax—paying public best be servcd through Fedcral subsld17atlon N
3 without undo Fedeza] 1ntervcntlon7 " L .. cul

’-
l« . . .
Ad i R A

B. Principal Participants in the Present Eligibility §ystem - i
v
To" ass:st in sorting out: the pr]ncmpnl participants currently 1n—
PO VOlvcd in determining who is cllglblc for Federal financial
ass1sLance, a chart of abbreviated information about the roles <
played by the Federal government, the voluntary regional and
specialized accrediting agencies, and the States is presented in
Appendix I. In each instance, the source of auLhorlty, the
pa tlcular activities involved, the ctiteria used and a bricf s
- /commenL are included. This document is to be used as a reference
i : chart rather than as a prime source pf documcntatlon Also
provided are a number of exhibits keyed to the chart’ for referral .
These exhibits .include: - s ? . §
X

. . - - . . ‘i"
e ’ ' Exhibit A: ﬁesponsibility Delegated to the U.S. Commissiondr a . <
(‘ -, of. Education Under Statutory Requlrement{s Relat:mg .
to Institutional Academic rllglhlllLy ' e . { f é
¢ L0000 ¥
: g '-‘" M) Vos T
Exhibit B: -Governmental and Non- Governmentdi*Agenchsr .
Utilizing Information About the Aocrpdlltcd -\

r ‘ Status of Instltutlons and Prograﬂs:3 . :

v

Exhibit C: The Federal Eligibility System as Mdministercd
by the Office of Education - . L —
. i ;"
Exhibit D: Nationally Recognized Accrediting jAgencies )
- and Associations. (Criteria and Rrocedures
for Listing by the U.S. Commissioier of
Education and Currcnt List) : .
Exhibit E: SLatc Agencies for Approval of Public Post-
secondary Vocatlonal Education anﬁ;StaLe Agencies
for Approval of Nurse Education. (Criteria #-
“and Procedures for Listing, by thd U.S. & :
ot Commissxoner of Rducation and Cuqrent LLsts)

o

L4

Exhibit F: Institutional Eligibility and cofiad stmer
Abuses. A Status Report and Summﬁry of ) )
1974 Activities, Including a Repgrt on ’
. ‘ ‘ the Boston Globe Series on Proprictary : ’
. ' Vocational Schools and’ the System for
. ) Monitoring Consumer Abuses. TFindings and .
'Reeommcndations

ERIC™ » o 9 -]
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.Exﬁibit‘d: Statemént by: T.H. Bell;~H.S. Gonmlssioner
i " of Education Cgncerning the Proposed Trade ° -
N ‘ Regulation. Rule of .the Fedcral Trade

’ . . Commigsion ‘on Advertising, Dlsclosure,:'
Cooling Off amd Refund chyircm@nto -
Concerning Proprietﬂry VocaLlona] aﬁﬂ Home
. . Study SChools .

! . A4

v

P

C. Fedcrai Assistance Programs: Dol]ars, Students ind” Instikut:ons.-

IS .

Differences in reporLing dates and fo mats used by various govern-
ment agencics and 1ndependent studiei71n postscconddry education '
preclude accurate Cross- -referencing. ["Published € rcporLs normally
containsverifled figures for Lwo—yeags preceding pubILgatlon and
.only estimates for the immediate past -year. Current data just do
not exist.. It is frequently impossible to obtain religble,
information. For example, the total number of 1nst1tut10ns elipible
for certain programs is unknown as is the number of sLudean they

= represent. Estimates concerning: the number of prlvatL proprietary
schools vary from 7000 with aE enrollment of 1.5 million~ to 35, ,000
with enrollment of 5 million.™ ) -

@ N
With so many dollars in fedcralhassistante prografus ‘being handled’
by so many parties in so many bureaus, the lack of .current and
reliable infoymation not only makes national planning and policy
formulatlon difficult, it #eriously hampers analysils of thé nature

) and number of adm1n1strat1&e problémi:

0 . ) .

B In Tables A and’B below current (1974 -75) particip§l Llon in two

major Tederal, student assistauce programs is shown.§”

14

Table A
1974 - 1975

GUARANTEED.STUDENT 1.OAN PROGRAM*

Fducational Institutions Eligible 8?823 ’
tducational Institutions artlcnpatlng i 900
Students Participating ’ 1§0I3 500 -
Educational Institutions Eligible .

as Lenders , ) Ezi@
Educational Institutions Serving . .

as Lenders . - 150,

*As of 5/30/75

Source: Mr. Lang - Division of Insured Loans - ‘ 4@
USOE - 202/245-2731 ' ! o

BeliLsky, fI.A., Private VooaLional’Schools, W. F. Upjohn Institute for
"Employment Research, 1970. .. s

]

o
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<. 7 T In Appcndix TI, the following tables.of information with brief ‘£ '
5 interpretatjonq arc presented: '
. - . w Y
4 Table 1: . Total SLudan Fnrollment at gegree CranLang . ¢
A § ‘ " Higher Lducation InstlLuLlons - Fall 1974. |
¢ .
able 2: - Number of Schools Attended by Student Borrowers
- . . . Under the Tederal Insurcd Loan Program - FY 1969 - .
’ : ! . and TY 1972, . . ' @ :
. Table *3: Percent of Schools Attended by Student Borrowers o
p ’ . ’ Under the TFederal. Insured Loan Program '~ FY 1969 N
/ ,and FY 1972. ‘ o . ‘.
{ : . ‘ ’ “
/ Table 4: Federal Insured-Student Loan Program Distribution T
. of Loans by Type of Institution - FY 1968, 1971,
1973 and, Cumulative Total. : .
Table 5: Federal Insured Student Loan Program Distribution
. of Loans by Institutional Ownership - FY 1968, 1971, -
1973 and Cumulative Total. . '
- ' . Table 6: Percent of I'reshmen in Fall of 1974 Recciving
) Suppoit From Federal Guarantced Student t.oans.
Table 7: Estimated Number of Borrowers.Undér the Guarantced
Student Loan Probram by Type of School Owncrshlp -
' FY 1973 ‘ . ., *
N J - ‘>
Table 8: Basic Grant Expenditures, Recipients and Average . A
Awvard by Type o Institution = FY 1974
’ *D. Explanation of Terms /
Numerous terms and abbrcv1aL10ns;ato emnlovod in the discussion of . e

eligibility and accreditation. Some of these terms and letlers are
often used interchangeably; oLhe{q Jmplv different mcanxngb for .,
| people of different interests and; arc a frequent source of mis- - Y
o understanding. Without intent to prOVJdc technical definitions,
’ we suggest the follOW)ng LnformJ1 definitiong:*
' : EF 1. Chartcring is the pro bss by which a statel graan ' N ;
. ) permission to a new ipstitution to come into being. . _
. P : Tt usually rofers to orporato existence and docs not
'./ - . always carry with it ghe right to grant degrces.

’ | 2. ,Accredﬁtation 1s the urocesq by which an. agency or . .

' organization cvaluatgs and 1ecognx/ce a program of , w
study or an ipstitut én as meeting certain‘predeter-
mined qualificationg//or standards. It applics only
\ > to institutions and(Lheliy proyram of study or their

- | - ) ' ] .
i " ) ? 0 . N
*@ur thanks to George Arnsteln and the Federal Interagency Committee on ..
K ucaLion*s Report on qucationaJ'Con‘umor Protect ion whose definitious of -~
hege terms were uscful “to the Tisk Force. as we'. dcvclopod ouy dcfinleons.
v . ) ‘( . \ .
.l v, N R . & ; . 12 - . P . ..
i . ) . : .

s § -
. . :
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] - < g " gervices. Accreditation normally means that-a . )
’ . - . school voluntarily has applied to an agency or o -
’ organization for evaluation and recognition for o .
‘ . T meeting certain established standards. It is important 4
s - to-distinguish between icgional,aécrcditarion.by an ’ ’
s association of colleges in the area, which looks at’ .
. . “ .+ entire institutions, and specialized accreditation by i
. _ a.national organization of profgssionals er specialists .
. in a specific discipline; which ‘deals with certain
departments, fspecialties or segments within an ) .
, : P institution. \ More than 60 accrediting agencies ‘are '
. .. % recognized by]the U.S. Commissioner of Education.
\ o { ,+ Accreditati is usually conferred for a specified
Vi : ! , perio@ of years and is normally used as an indicator -of .
% y S academic quatity and reliability. -~
L N . 03, Certification is the process by which either A govern- !
' . ‘ mental or a nongovernmental agency or association grants - |
: . - recégnition to an individual who has met certain o -
v predetermined qualifications specified by that agency’ ot )
. . association; e.g. teachers in most states must be !
certified to teach.

-
)
¥
“
3

A

»

4. TLicensure is the process by which an agency or government
" : o ‘7grants“permission to persons meeting predetermined quali-
’ "%« e -..a fications to .engage in a given occupation and/or use a
: T particular title or grants permission to institutions to
: . NN PR perfbrm épecifieq§functfons. jS%metimes this term is
= . BT interchangeéd with. c‘crtificat'iq'n and accreditation.

, .
P - « .

o 5. Approval for veterans. benefits is conferred by the State
.o ﬂ‘ .. Approving Agencies, designated by the governpr but funded
by the’ Veterans Administration under contract to make
. SUrékthatgcdgtses meet specified crité;la bejore they
. - ‘ ) can be approved for veterans benefits. The term is now
" - applied to ‘agencies other’ than those dealing with the VA.

RS

% . 6. Eligibility applies at’two levels: Student eligibility
' ' . deals with the criteria or ‘conditions imposed by a ‘program
L ) ‘ . “that individuals must meet in order to qualify for its’

" ‘ . : benefits. -Institutional eligibility deals with the T

. requirements schools, must' meet in order to participate in

. ) " certain- programs or so that its enrolled students will
- - , . e s p ey .
T become beneficiaries. A student entitled to benefits, .-
o . : for example, can"use them on}ly if he attends a course
e . . ) which is approved by the appropriate State Approving
’ . \ . R Agency or by ‘an accrediting agency approved by the U.S.
: - o Commissioner, of FEducation. An example of an inspitutional

L .\\ . ’ eligibility requirement is: o oo
C o . g For the purpose of this title, the terms
o ‘ . . : Minstitytions of higher education" and
I '1 - o PR rcligiblp institution' meap an educational ) .
:U(. T é% institution in any -State which (1) admits
o

. ] ) ‘as regubn% students only those persons
- , ) . C ey

. : PR '
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4. having a certiffcate of graduation from a

e, ~

y N -, T : ¥« . . - . N i
. .
- 8 ~— M - . . . .

e
. . [ . . }

school proyidifg secondary education (or

" the equivalent), or.,.(4) is accredited by
a national recoyni&cd accrediting agency
or association or, if not.sg accredited,
is an institutioit with 1LQPQLt to which

" the Commissioner has deLvrmlned hat there
is satisfactory assurance. .. that{ the

. - institution will mecet the accrcd

standards... -

Commonly Uséd Abbreviations *
AILS - ) Accredltatlon and Instltutlondl
- F11g1b111ty Staff ‘

BEbG or BOG$ Ba§ic Bducational Oppdftunity

) -Grants
COPA ) Council on P;stsecondary Accrediting
_ECS - ’ "/ Education Commission,of:the State§
FISLP o Federal I;sured Student Loan Program“
_FRACHE Fedefation.of Regional Accrediting

- ' Commissions of Higher Education
FIC ' Federél-Trade‘Commissiop" ‘ ‘
gstb ; Guarantced Student Loan Program
NCA ; .NaE'onél Commissiﬁﬁ"ﬁﬁ‘Accreditiné
NDSL : ﬁa ional Défense Student ioan
PSE t . Posts coﬁdhry ducation
éSLV; ‘Aéﬁppiementnl Student Loan Program
-3—ICG .‘ Tbroe'Lnstitutjonal'Ceétjflcétion

(Transfer of credit accepted by three
. . accredited,institutiops)

-USOL . o United States Offiﬁejofhﬁducation
VA . ,Vet:'er'ans Admini st;'avt ton
Voc.vEd. ’ Vocaiibhal E&uqétibn‘
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E. JIssues in Eligibility - T : ’ ;
= - . )

's . ¢ . .
. i ~ "" *  The availability of Federal funds highkights and exacerbates- : ) ‘/
. v certain basic issues relating to the Federal role in postsecondary /
education. Presented in Appendix III is a list of key sub-issugs e
under the following headiqg Appendix 1IT(A) is a list of similar B
issues discussed at the “MNational Invitational Conference on . v oy
s ' Institutional Eligibility .conducted April 30 - May I, 1975 by AIES.

T 1. Federal responsibility for achieving equal access, choice
. ‘ and oppertunity. The Education Amendnicnts of 1972 and .
subsequent national debate and Federal funding decisions
have firmlv established the Federal rcsponSLblllty for
. achieving these goals. Yet this responsibility brings ¢
e . other issues to the fore and makes it difficult’ to
o - formulﬁge rules’ for determining cligibility.

2. Federal versus State responsibility for 'the regulation of
gpostsecondary institutions. REducation is a function of the
States, but increasingly the Federal government has affected
v : many aspects of education. So far, the states have played
’ , ‘ a minimal role in determing which postsecondary institutions
] v 5 should be ellglble for Federal funds, but this could be‘
e - ‘changed. .

.
f, . -

) ) ) 3. Federal usec of private voluntary associations to make its
e . funding decisions. The primary determinant now of whethcr x
a postsecondary institution is elrglble to receive Federal’
N ' funds is membership in ap accrediting assoéiation which is
*t. . recognized by the I‘edel;al government. Few non- -accredited
institutions are eligible and few accredited institutions
are ineligible. The accrediting associations were t
cPeated for the determination of Federal eligibility®
' they did not ask for this fqnctlon, and mest 'of them
' do not want it, nor can they handle it. When the
‘ ' } Federal government bepan use of this proccdure, very "
. - : little hinged on the eligibility decision.. Now it is
a major decision, and it is time to ask whether some other
3 ’ method would be’ more proper. '

' " &, Federal rcsponsjbility for consumers protection in
postsecandary education. Most of the Feéderal funds
. 1nst1Lut10nq now receive are in the form of student
' aid.' DPecause there is some governmental rcspon51b111Ly
. implied for the pratcctlon of the users of suéh vast <
y . . sums of public funds, and because these funds are
V : . d ahpropriated to achieve spécific 'national goals .
(principally dqual access), the Federal gdvdrnment ‘has
a role in ‘protecting the student frém abuses by post- N
secondary institutions. THese can be ‘abuses of
commission (degree mill) or omission (not living up to
the promised or implied quality of education). Other
' A factors such as declining enrollmefits in certain types of ,
. institutions and a growing natiokal interest in consumey . 4
' . protection bear on this, but this\{s a major shift from the
. situation of just a decadé ago when the balance of student
. funding decisions was almost totally on the side of the
. ., L o ingtitutions. . , 1 ‘ .

<

’ .
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Before specific channce in 1e?dslation
helpful to try to conccptua11/g the rany.

systems.

major thrust-of the ratiOnalég

.
AR
X

o

Y

The following ane:ngg fu]ly dq eBopLd be suggcst Lhc

f@ctors

Lx

~

.

1.

\grOups——as it does now w1Lh th
associations. /

p0551b1e for any of the above

system; 2) an Rproval sys%f
or a combinatién of thcse

" Disclosure System
-~

f var;ou

/

a.

1)

2)

3)"

5)

Premises %N

‘instltutlons.

1 2

é‘d

The information chwlred for e13p1h1]1ty
should not include faLlngq of program
qualdty, which/is what dccredltatlon

is designed tof dp. .

! rd .
Students desetrve and will use, however,
better information about the quality
and performance of posLsecondary
-

’
.

The poq;qceondary system will be self-

rcgq]ating if satisfactory igformation is
diszciosed, both because of the purchasing

power of student aid and the competition
for searce students.

Uniform informatien about postsecondary

institutions can be collected and audited -

with acceptable costs and effort.

PRV
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S ! o= b. HMajor Components . f*% . : '1’ IR .v
2 . - ‘ - - $ - {
B o . 1) “Disclosure Statemgnt; ach instdtution would - .. _ :
.” CoE be required to file with an, appropriate Co k
’ oo - agency and by 4 set date ‘cach year 4 state- h
‘ . . ment con aininr‘pre~d rrmined caﬁegor:es of {
! . . information; This wOu]d be the basls Sor ;,: ;
’ ’ eligibility D3 EE Sy ..
U R - oy CTr T aw
T 2) ;Audit. Somc percentage of* Lhe statemente SN i

.each year vould, be~audlt¢d to; Check their .-
validity and comﬁletenees., leolbility

- . il could be'limired, suspeirded or.-terminated ’
RS based on t ndings'of the audlt.'~,,w¢

- R . . R

Jovr—

PR

e - 3) /Informatlon Dlstribution. Tbe.dlsclosure
e o ‘ statement would- be' made-part of cach . s
’ ~ ' dinstitution’ sfcatalogue and made available
. ) in various ways by the Tederal government L,
v o to students ; ’

.

K { _, .

//' 2A. Approval System (State) L
Pl .
Sy - a. Premises - .

/8] : ’ . \ - .
! o S 1) Since education is a function of the
) - ! : States rather than the Federal govermment, -

b ' . “their rple should be increased in-the L o
- ’ » process of allocating public funds.

o . ) 2) ‘Increased reliance on the States rather
. o . ! - than the accredltlng associations for
) »*,; ; . . 5'1;3: 0' : determining ellglblllgy would recognlze
© * : . " that this is a public not a private. \
' " function.

b ar v -

L L ‘ 3), Using States more fully to détermine
’ ellglbllity would greatly ease the , -
Federal burden. . ' -
- ’ % 4) It is possible to strengthen the capacity
. . of the States to make el;g:blllﬂy determlna-
IS tionse - .

. 4‘ T , - - - B '. * .
. ¢ ‘ % 15) It 4s desirable and possible to increase e
- / o “* " and maintain consistency across SLates in
e ! . the processes gnd/or standards they use
p - I . to detérmine eligibility. ) J e
: $3. . . 1, v - ‘:
Lo 5 ' * ' b. Major Componénts -~ , °° ‘ i
% + - .
. - 1) An officc in-every. SLaLc which is®apprqved , .
Ct ’ * by the Federal govgrnment for making . o Do -
. , , ] , ' institucional eligibility deLerminations, c, "':‘*?”’f
Ny ¥ LT : at least for certain‘classes of institutions. ‘ v,
0 ‘. "‘, . ‘ ' & . . ’ - . "(v . ‘ y
o . . s 7, [ ' . , .
: : ) . - S v,
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~2) The usc of ‘the accrediting associations for
determining the eligibility of institutions
not covered by the/States.
3) A federal office which cnfprccs standards,
provides techndcal assistance to the States, .,
and awards eligibility to institutions as a
. . last resort. . . e

o
4 -
<

' ?B. Approval System (Private)

. a. Premisecs C ‘
»4" L .

» 1) The,accrediting associations arc accepted
by their members and have experiencc in
obtaining information from them.

N ,
'2) * Using accrediting associations eases the
Federal burden because whole classes of
- institutions can be made eligible with
little contact with individual- institutions.
. , ) ’7. o
3) Since this system is in place, it is far
easier to improve it than to cause major
.disrqptiqﬁ‘

]
7

4) Improvements in this system are needed
and possible. ’

b. Maibr Components
i) The Federal government would continue to

7 recognize accrediting associations as the

. P major basis for determining cligibility.

2) Thé processes ' for limiting, suspending and
P terminating the recognition of both associa-
. ’ tions and individual member institutions
would be strengthened.
, . A

3) The Federal government would build up the

- . licensing and certifying capabilities of

the States, to increase the range of -
- eligible institutions. B

4) A private non-Federal organization(s) ‘would
be created or designated to certify the
eligibility of dny postsecondary institutions
which are not served ¢y do not want to be
served by the accrediting assoclations or
the States. ’

o

.

. P .
. .-

~

n ‘v . 1 8 . ;

P
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3. Universal Elipibility System

_ a. Premises
' . 1) This would legitimize all kinds of postsecondary
" : institutions. ) ’
. \ .
2)\ It bases eligibility on current performance,
' not historical standing. :
3) 1t eliminates the entrance checks to
eligibility, which have proved
inadequate.
. 4) It completely removes the TFedenal
g governfient from making any direct or
indircct program quality determination.
5) It upgrades the importance of regulation
in the public interest.
6) It eliminates the usé of private bodies "
from making decisions for the Federal )
goveqhment. ’
b. Major Coﬁponents
/
' 1) ‘Any operating Rostsecondary institution
. whigh has a license or charter from a State
. would be eligible for Federal funds.
o . / ) -
2) A single Federal §ffice would have authority .
i to/limit, suspend Yr terminate eligibility -
on/a case by case basis. N .
B 3) Twe Federal officé'would act on the basis of
qdmplaings received or other sources of
dnformation.
4) Reinstatement of partial ar full eligibility
would be under thq\conditions set by and at
the determination of the federal office.
\ t - A, Some Proposed Solutiong to the Eligibility Question
By R * -
) The 1list, taken from a variety of sources, begins with proposals based (f
upon the present system of heavy reliance for determining institutional
elipibility on private accrediting associations. The proposals move (
toward plans to Separate-ecligibility judgments from accreditation. )
Various prescriptions for consumer protection and servicing by various
: agencies arejincluded. Co . ) -
’
b
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Accreditation Proposal A: Retain the present sybLem in whiuhu
Model . ) the question of e]i?lbl]ity is-tied
directly to the process-of accredi--
tation by private. associatlons, with, -.
of course, prior ‘chartering by the ¢
' _ ;. State. Institutions for whom no AN
accrediting agency exists will be
accredited by an 1ntcrim but equ;valent
proceduxe.

-

. e “~ ‘
Accreditation Proposal B: A sy;tem of ins}itutional evaluative .
Model with " auditing to be ‘performed by tfie private _,/'

~Audit Changes ) accrediting Jagencies (region i o It 5?

. . includes a short-form financla report N;
to bé& includeq 1n4§chool catalogs Jndqf‘
.. thorough long-form reports to the ageq?y
) regularly. TLams of professional .
' educational auditors fielded by the %
accrediting associations perform this
function, along with the traditiona
institutional sélf-studies measuring
instltgtlonal progress ‘toward stated
goals. -

PSP

-

Accreditation Proposal C: A full set”of Fdderally ted criteria

Model with 7 : for institutional eligiffility;\e.g.
Fiscal Disclo- <L \7:§> o / -l

sure i , 1. accept high scﬁoo
) . equivalent; -/
!

o . ) , [

2. 1legal authorizati

as postsecondary

within State .
nstitution;f

1] / M ‘
\ 3. offer six-mohth

.- rogram or '
L longer;

. . : /
‘ 4. accreditation b nationallyﬁ
v o recognized accrediting ageng

)
5. be in exis?enc for at 1eas, 2
- years; -

rs; j / .
. 1 ’r
and . / /

The U.S. LCd miLsioner w1]f provxde
" regulatiouns\for a requlrel fiscal
. aadit of Federal funds -ar/d the es~
, . . 2 - tablishment §f rcasonable standards
o of financial esponsibi i.ry.3 SEEEEY

L4

nd Voluntary Institutional

2¢f, Hlarcleroad and Dickey, Fducational Auditing
merican Association for

Accrediting, FRIC/Hiigher Fducation Report: No. 1,
Jiigher Education, 1975.

3. . .
ef. O'Hara Bill (HR 3471), pp. 65,& 107

.
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Accreditations !
Model with ! \ -
New Organiza- { .

. ... tion ‘Added - 3
'@ b .
. . . AT

Prqposél K4

&

6 TN
< 3
~ ¥ !
;g \

Sepurate 4 . (Proposal E:
o National X
: Commission - .« "
(either public )
or private) to
Determine .
- Eligibility

Federal USOE Proposal E:
Model with ‘
Eligibility :

. Responsibility .,

Minimal Criteria o

Federal Model
with Maximum

Proposal G:

- 1514 R v :
'Continue use of the private A

accreditation process for cllgibility s
and - establlbh a new privabc body to
provfae an alternative means to eligi-- -
bility. This Committee . for ldcntiﬁyluy
Useful Postsecondary Schools, funded by -~
USOF, is gecaved to those institutions
that fall outside the present accvedi-
tation system. Within this ptoposal is
theSstrengthening of State- educaQ1on‘.
agency staff to help in the eqforﬁcman
and compliance of chglal ellgxhillty .
guidelines.® ., Y

4 T

) kS -5
Determine ellglblllty for Federal® ﬁnnds .
by a process that-is clearly d15L1ngu1shed
and separated from that by whlch atcerediting: *
agencies judge 1nst1tut10na1 pé?[ormqncc. A
national procedure for dEtermlnlng ’
eligibility based on:

institutional ‘disclosure with' usefyul
information for students and, . .
.‘- -~

gment that the.institution has the

capacity to perforfn its stated mission.
!

Separate the qucstlon of ellglblllLy for-,
Federal funds from the prlvate acereditatiop
process, and placc;responslblllty in the hands
of the Commjsslonem of Tducation through a
FTC~ SFC type respon51b111Ly and Lruth in

advertisings’

1.

-

«

A Federal Advisory Committece on Actreditation
and Eligibility to puarantec that institutions

Criteria . sadlsfy tha follow1ny criteria for Lllgabjllty
- . ‘clear statement of objectives: .
i i :
A \ .
N . 2. a catalog with comp]etc descerLLonsX
p of courses, financial arrangement s, |
¢ / objectives of programs;
X
. - x
g ) 5
i% '
4 . . I . - . " \l
». %1, Orlan's report on Private Accreditation and Public Fligibflity, R
. 9-18. ‘
Fe . ™
5¢f. Second Newman Report, p. 108.
‘ ber. Report on Undergraduate Fducation and the Education of Teachers,
. Ch. III, and Newman Report. I. . - P L e N
-~ 1]
\"1 N ‘. . o , b
v 14 . i
b '2_'. ., . R : .
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State Ageqéy
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Propos:

¢

Responsible
for )
Eligibility

¢ :

State Agency
Respons1b]e
for

Eligibility

Federal-State
Cooperative s
Mechanism ‘

- H: TSeﬁaraee judgmants of eligibility irom

Pfogbsal I:

Proposal J:

7T7cf. Bell & Pettis Bill,
8cf, Russcll Edgerton comments at Chicago AANE

.

cf. George Arnstein.
. o

-

9

R T
- 16 -
,
3. performance bonds to sccure
financial obligation; . .
-the training and ethics of
professinnals must be appropriaL .

:

4,

¥ judgment of hdcquatc QPGCG,
Vmaterial pcrsonnel .

6. quality and cdntent of each- céurse .
s. ¢ 1s reasonahly adequate to achieve ] 6
* stated -objective; | = i

7. Ast.udents are not enrolled unless
reasonably certain they have
.+ potential to beneflt from tralnlng,

? I3

L~

-

8. aﬁprogriate dredéntials are awarded;

.~ 9. ,no deceptive advertising: . .
- é - . - . . * .

10. fair.refuqé;policy; etc.

»acc1ed1tat10n «and place the former . ¢
judgments with a' State agency. The crlterla ‘ ¥
would apply to the basic decision 'to’ chartet (f
ap 1nst1Lut10n. Questions of contlnued

' qualiry in programs woyld continue in_the ﬁ)a
province of .the accreditation bodies. I TS:

. A

Eligibility judgments rest on the basic
judgment to charter. held-by the State.
States grant a’ basic permit tc operate
and determine. programs qualifying for | g
veteran benefit monies. These two fumctions .
combine to make the basic decision on the i
basis of public disclosure of critical

" information, judgment of Feasonablie Eesources,

and truth 1n\advert191ng

Commissioner of Education setq the criteria

of institutional eligibility around judgment - .
of adequate resources, full disclosure, and s
<" truth in advartlalng, but tiie basic enforce~
menL ‘of ‘such Lriterla is the responalblllty

- 4
. 3

HR 2786. : . ‘ o :
I
mecting, Aptil 25, 1974.

.

-

N
rtn mign s )

D ata

D R ¥ U vttt naiast 3
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~ of the gtates. .USOE scus_critcria for .

K State agencies and isgrnSponsiblc for .

] 4 determining institdgidnal eligibility

: e where no appropriate grate agency exists,
_w T ‘ ii:‘ £and will provide an appsals procedure.’

RN . : &!: ?-for‘SLate decisions and.other special - .

. R ‘ ) A s cases. - Accreditation by ‘private agencies . ’
. S . qualifies institutions: for eligibility Lok

R ‘put not limited to it.™ ) ,

J - . R
Al o
’ ) - < - i *P“ -~
.- « Federal-State-'. " propesal K: N°tripartite syste
K. -, Private L e TR dent “judgments suffice to cstablish
- ! ‘;f ~ .+ eligibility. The three approval mechanisms’
-, ’ are State. licensing, private accreditation,”
—audit system on the part ef USOL

Y

i
oo
.o

1
.
;

B Ry
m in which two indéepen— '
ekt
. j‘,.{ ~

2

Ly {

. o - T - and 'a post
; C Y to limit, suspend, ' 0T terminate,eligibility
»' + 7 o 2 . °
. £ - - of fiscal or administrative abuscs.” i,
P . ,-‘-4‘ ]

This Repért is only a limited reyiew of the
‘ condition. It is hoped ‘that those responsible for decisions which
4 touch upon this complex field. will find ‘it useful as an introduction
je out of which an efficiept and ef fective ’

eligiﬂility/accreditation

to the continuing dialogt
national system will emergc.

v

Fred Pinkham.

T0et.
estimony before the Senate Committee on Labor and

12 and 13, 1974. '

11,¢, Richard Fulton, t
Public VWelfare, September
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Criteria

B L N S S T R L)

VOLUNTARY

. om . . \ * .
See-FRACHE and wnw.namn%
published by each regional

Applies to variety of accrediting
agencies '

3

STATE
——

' Dept. of Education and Licensing

2 }
.w State Board standards. See ECS
* digest of laws and Model State

, (See Exhibixts D and E) accreditipg association or f£ind Legislation
. . . in AIES files ‘ o (See Exhibit F) .
vA . . & PN
) o . . . ; For professional .and specialized ‘State- Apptoving Agencies for Voca-
B "~ Require minimal educational agencies” see standards filed in tional, Education and Nursing - o
o ) resources AIES or contact agency directly Tt e
-l (See Exhibits B and E plus OE °
FIC . . - . / files) - : L
Guides, May '72 . , )
. (See Exhibits B, E, and G) 2N\ * ~
. - UNe
m,ﬂom T . ' ; . ¢ ﬁ L - i
- ) . . o s Lo
) ) Withdraw approval and therefore Wwithhold or withdraw recognition - Withhold or/withdraw institutiomal
. funds Appeal -to regional association then or individual certification
. Enforcement} - Appeal to OE Advisory Committee to OE Appeal to State Boards -and courts
. and ) VA " Professicnal and specialized ’ ¢. . ¥
] T * - N " agencies withhold or withdraw ‘
Appeal Withdrawal of approval and . Trecognition - . "
. C funds . = - Appeal to State Board, VA or AIES -
, Appeal to State Board . : ’ .
. ) - - Appeal® to courts ) . _
FIC . . - . ‘ . -y
Lot - , ) . . > . - vf a, .
. .Prosecute and close ’ ' . L e y
o : Appeal to courts m/H\ T - X - . o ‘ - )
) ) * . __, ) - > =
e , 3 = v R ., .. .v
. . N : N - -~
. R . . ~ - : . . -
.. .o ’ P . :
: | . . - ) - R (@] 3
. . . . . fr\Ul H
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Hnmmmncmnmww mncwﬁvmm no carry’
aut mxvmbmwﬁm roles
. (See Exhibit F)
ummHH:m;nwnocmr‘mmmnanm cumber-
some ‘and _doés not cover mHH

institutions Lo .
Co. o
ya . <
Is Federal Hmnwmn n:md mnmnm M
" programh ' S
Uneven, confused with mnmnm mmmnn%
. brograms: . )
FIC :

New mcwmmwwﬁmw rigid and do not
take into account subtleties of

- educational enterprise

* Inadequaté surveillance for fraud
‘and consumer protection

4

VOLUNTARY

*

Non-proprietary, institutional base

Peer evaluators - gains strength

from mo<mmnsm=n feliance on list
: 3

mnommm ional and mvmowmwwnmm
agencies "apt to be monopolistic
self-serving, control through
licensing~ gain strength through

.~government reliance an list

-

Voluntary nature in question

Tend to m%orcam dmntmn han
wnnwcmm . ,

Shallow -surveillance betweéen .

mnnmmmwnwnm <HmMnm

’

,.,
Unequal capability and.interest °

-

-+ Accrediting, licensing, chartering
roles oyverlap with other agencies:
Constitutional Hmmvmnmwvwwwmwmm.
relation with Federal agencies
still unclear .

©

- Not adequately funded‘or, mncwvvmm

to mxvmnm approval role . -

o
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H
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gy . S " RESPONSIEILITY DELEGATED TO THE -~ . ~
i T+ .. . UiS. COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION UNDER

: D STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO
_INSTTTUTIONAT, ACADEMIC ELIGIBILITY

I. Laws Relating To Programs Administered By The Commissioner
-~ of Education. each O e following, the verm Institution ol -
‘higher education" is defined.as one accredited by a nationally recog-
nized accrediting agency approved by the Commissioner. He is empowered
to gpprove such accrediting agencies by the following sentence?:

“For purposes of this subsection, tjpe Commissioner

. shall publish a list of nationally ‘recognized accrediting
DU agencies or associations which he determines to be reli- ,
Sl able authority as to the quality of training offereq." - }
. . v ,

1. 20'U.S.C. 403(b). This provision defihes eligible institution
. of higher education for purposes of the National Defense Education Ac?
: ~ of 1958.(P.L. 85-86l §103). L, T

A

2. 20 U.5.C. 1085(b). This provision defines eligible institution
of higher education for purposes of the insured student loan program
under Title IV-B of the Higher Education Act of 1965f(P.L. $9-329, as’

:‘ amended, B435(b)).
v

3. ~20 U.5.C. 1085(c). This provision defines eligible vocational
school for purposes of the insured student loan programs It was added
'”Q to Title IV-B of the Higher Education Act of 1965 by P.L. 90=-575. |
' . (P.L. 89-329, as amended, 8435) . "

—r s

L3

. L. 20 U:S.C. 1088(b) (3). This proyision defines eligible pro- ~
prietary institution of higher education for purposes of all programs
of Title IV of the Higher Education- Act of 1965, except the institu-
tional assistance provision. and the insured loan=progran. (P.L. 89~
329, as amended, 8491). . . - ' .

5. 20 U.8.C. 1141(a). This provision defines eligible institu-
tion of higher edncation for purposes of the Higher Education Act.
(P.L. 89-329, as amended, §1201(a)) - . 3 .

a . . 6. 20.0.S.C. ,12h8(il)m This provision défine? eligible .
private vocational fraining institution under the Vocatioral Education i
Act. (P.L. '88-210, £108). <

P . II. laus Relating To Health Manpower. The first three of the
: ifollowing provisions refer to "recognized bodies approved for such
' purposes by the Commissioner of Education". The.fourth carries &

provision similar to that in the education laws, that—

3




¥

Lo WFor purposes of this subsection the Commissioner - g E
w shall publish a list of nationally recognized ' U &
- ' " accrediting agencies or associations which he - : ) ’ :
- % " . ... determines to.be reliable authority as to the - -k

¢

L quality of training offered." - o T ' - f
Lo 1. 42 U.5.C. 293a(b). This provision defines eligible
ts for construction of téaching

_,institution for purposes of gran ; _
facilitisi for medical, dental, and other healtl personnel. (p.L. 88~ o

129 :7:2 p

‘ ]

" 2. L2 U.8.C. 295f-3(b).. This provision defines eligible . _
institution for purposes of grants under the Health Profession o e,
Education Act. (P.L. 89-290 $2(a)). . - i
* . .3, 42 U.5.C. 295h-4(1)(D). This proyision defined eligible o
snstitution for purposes of the Allied Health Professions kct. - )
(P.L.-89~75% 82). s '
Y ‘ ) .
L. L2 U.S.C. 298b(f). This provision defined accredited
. program under the Nurse Training Act. (P.L.-88-581 B2). :
g U.5.C. 1101(a) {159 (F). .

gy ferere sy

w8

-

e ™y N et o

g

.’

' .. TII. Immigration and Nationality Act,
b , This. provision governs visas for alien students seeking to enter the .
T . United States Lo study at a r€cognized educational :institution. .
, . . N (?oLo 82—[;,1)4. §1Ql). . ’ o . T . .

- e " . . .
" IV. Housing Act of 1950 - : o

‘. . 12 U.S.C. 1749c(b). Eligible institution for purposes of the e

'ﬁa ) college housing amendment 'to the Housing Act is oneg-accredited by a

. . - nationally recognized accrediting agency association. (P.L. 81-475, "’

R 4 .

. > as amended, 840L).. . : _ ) : :
: ) ’ L Y . ‘ . ) .0 ‘, R ' ) .

State Technical Services. '

: ’ Vo .‘, L .
’ r . 15 U.S.C.’ 1352205. This provision defines qualified institutions

. for purposes-of grants under the State Technical Services Act and notes
‘., ~ hat— PP » Lo . .

et vt o 20 ) 7 IR G el L )

-

- : npor pupposes -of this subsection the United States
: : Cofimissioner of Education shall publish a list of
nationally recognized accrediting agencies or asso-
}\,, s ', - ciations which he determines t9.be,reliab1e authority + - © -
te : : as to the quality of science, engineefing, or business -
éducation or training offered. (B.L.’ 89-182 82). -

. " oe s
A -

\ S pn . VI. Veterans' Administration.: K . o )
. ' . 38 U.5.C. 1775ta). This provisiph states' that VA approved courses
o shall include courses that’ bave been accredited .and approved by a .
P L ,nd%iqhally recognized accrediting agency or:association and states o
g further that the Commissigner of Education is to publish a list of
’ - such’ agencies he finds to be.reliable authority as to the quality of
. : ., training offered. (P.L. 82-'-'550,‘9‘uperseded by P,L. 88—126‘31). o

.'}q ’ , 'p
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fII. State Postseconda
20 U.S.C. ; 1087-1(b).-. This provision authorizes the

Commissioner to publish a list of approved

State accrediting agencies

in the field of state postsecondary vocational education. (p. L.

, as amended, 8438(b)).
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. GOVERNMENTAL AND NON-GOVERNMENTAL ' : RN

. AGENCIES UTILIZING INFORMATION | R

ABOUT THE ACCREDITED STATUS OF .
INSTITUTIONS AND PROGRAMS ‘

April 1975

. by :
The Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility Staff

:

‘ " ’ - . .’-:
’ ﬁE?ARTMENT OF HEAITH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE ‘ . ,' ;
Office of Edtication . o ;




A number of organizations, both governmental and non-governmental are
_concerned with the accreditation status of institutions of higher ed-. J
_ucation, The Accreditation and Institutional Ellgibility Staff serv- T
" dces these organiza!ions on a continuing basis, providing current in-
formation about accreditation and the- status of educatjonal institu-
_tions. The organizations listed below are. frequently concerned ‘with S
1nformation provided by the AIE Staff: : '

a
\

GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES T - L -

\

Force: Hosgitals. Affiliated institutions must be accredited
by an age cy listed by the U.S. Commissioner of Education.
2. Armed Forces Chaplains Board - Potential military chaplains .
must have earned degrees from institutions accredited by na-
tionally_recognized accrediting bodies.
3. Army Nurse Corps - Supports medical education‘programs ac-
credited by nationally recognized accrediting associations.

1

J

|

I

|

|

\

J

|

, |
1. Air Force - Student nursing programs are affiliated with Air ‘ i ‘}
|

\

4. Census Bureau - Collects basic research data from the AIE '
Staff on the accreditation status of postsecondary educational :

institutlons» ﬁg/’ S
. 5. Civil Service Copmission - Candidates for Civil Service exam~
- . inations must bg graduates of accredited institutions in or-
’ der to si iértain examinations. The Civil Service Com~
L. ~ mission oft a.ne ds historical information on the accredita-.
. %{ ) ~ tion status*offinstitutions for its credential evaluation
work. .

- 6. Department of Defense ~ The Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and

) Coast Guard comsult with the U./S. Office of Education to«de-

e téermine the accredited status of ingfitutions for early re-

. lease programs, for determining the eligibility of personnel
for educational bénefits,. and for granting other benefits to
military personnel and their dependents.

L]

N 7. ‘Department of Housing and Urban Development - Grants are made
) -to acéredited institutions for—the construction of college
‘v . housing. ‘ ) ) ) _ ‘
T, ) » " . .
“ " 8,. Department of Interior - InB®grmation on the accreditation

]

: " . . status and program eligibilify status of postsecondary in-
stitutions is provided for use by Indian students under

1
1}

-




9.

10.

-2- T :

Bureau .of Indian Affairs programs, as well as for micronesian
students from the Trust Territory of the Pacifiec Islands.
Department of Labor,.Bureau of Labor Statistics - AIE pro- .
vides current information to BLS on the accredited status.
of/ institutions which the Bureau uses in the preparation

of research documents.

epartment of State -~ Information on the nature and quality

g;‘bf U.S. institutions of higher education is‘provided to po-

1.1'

12.

13‘

14,

15. "

l6l

/ tential foreign students by the Department of State. AIL
supplies this information by reporting on the accreditation
status of institutions. . -

Immigration'and Naturalization Service - Before the Attorney
General may approve a U.S. institution for the attendance of

" non-immigrant students, he is required by law to comsult with

the Office of Education to determine whether applicant insti-
€ution 1s, considered "an established institution of learning
or other recognized place of study, is operating a bona fide
school, and has the necessary facilities, perSonnel and fi-
nances to instruct in recognized courses." The service re-
quired, is performed by the AIE Staff at elementary, secondary,
higher, and- vocational-technical levels.

L “‘!
The Institute of Internatf%nal Edycation - In its quasi-
official role as the agency facilitating study of students
in countries other than their own, IIE utilizes the services
provided by the AIES in its activities.

Library of angress - Staff members call on AIE for data
necessary in LC research projects and to obtain information
requested directly* by Members of Congress.

Members of Congress ~ Congressional offices continually con-

tact the AIES for information about the academic and eligi-
bility status of higher education and vocational-technical
schools located in their respective districts or states.

.
[

National Institutes of Health - NIH requires current infor-~

- mation on the accreditation status of institutions in order
to. determine the eligibility of applicants for research grants,

- National Library of Medicine - Maintenance of current infor~ .

mation on the accreditation status of educational institutionmns
offering pre-medical curricula is a service performed by the
NLM. " This information is used across the country by medical
schools evaluating credentials of potential students.




17.

. . . . =3=

- N

Office of Education - USOE program staff requires inférmation

about the accreditation status of educational institutions )
for administration of postsecondary programs established un-.
der the Higher Education and Vocational Education statutes, )
The AIES certifies to the NaLional Center for Educational

" Statistics the eligibility of institutions.of higher edu-

-*18.

-19.

-

20.

21,

~

22.

cation on the basis of accreditation or an acceptable
equivalent, for inclusion in the Education Directory; Higher

‘Education,_publishgg annually by the Office of Education,
and probably the most widely used publication issued by the.

Office. Such certification is. also made for other directories.
. : e i .

"Public Health Service - AIES certifies to the Surgeon General,

credited by State nurse approval agencies.

Public Health Service, the accredited or preaccredited-status
of medical, dental, osteopathic, pharmaceutical, podiatric,
and veterinary schools, to facilitate the administration of
The ,Public Health Service Act. It also certifies to the Di-
vision of Nursing, PHS, fbp accredited status (or acceptable
equivalent) in the case of 'nursing schools or programs’at

the hospital, associate, baccalaureate and higher degree
levels. This includes certification of nursing .schools ac-

Social Security Administration - Students attending accred- ‘

ited institutions of higher education are eligible to recéiveﬂ
survivors ‘benefits under Social Security legislation and SSA
sonetimes requests AIES for this information, .

. 3
. .

State Deparfmcnts of Education - Information onm the accredi-

"tation status of institutions of higher education is, requested

by state teacher certification offices. Historical data are
often needed by these officeg. - ‘ .

P Y

State Higher Education Assistance Agencies - Information about

the accreditation and eligibility status of institutions is
constantly requested by these agencies which administer loans
to eligible students in.eligible institutions under the pro-
wvisions of Title IV(b) of the Higher Education Act of 1965,

as amended, .

Veterans Administration - Informaticn on the accreditation

status of institutions is needed by the VA in their’ adminis-

" tration of the War Orphans.Educational Assistance Act of 1956,

1

Publi¢ 'Law 82-550, the Veterans Readjustment Assistance Act,
fiyst enunciated the responsibility of the U.S. Commissioner T

* of Education for publishing a list of nationally recognized ,

_accrediting agencies which he determined to be reliable author-

¢
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ity as to’ the quality of education and training offered by ed—
_ucational institutfons and programs. The AIES supplies the VA
with information necessary for the performance. of its functions
under the provisions of this act. A B :

)

R
e
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‘NON-GOVERIMENTAL AGENCIES ‘ i L

:23. American Association -of University Professor§ ~ Information )

is frequently sought by the AAUP as mcmbership in this organ-

ization is.limited to faculty of accrcdited institutions of -

higher education.

24, CoJlege Blue Book Corporation - Requests for infonmation on
the accreditation status of institutions is made by this com-
pany for use in their. publications.

-

25, Educational Testing Service - ETS requests information for
their own internal research purposes. ‘
26. National Education Associdtion - The NEA utilizes information
"'on accreditation in its research efforts. :

1

27. International Association of Universities, Paris, France - This
organi7ation publishes a world directory every two years and
requests a list from the AIE Staff ,0of accredited U.S. institu-~
tions of higher education, L .

»

28. Peterson s Annual Guides to Graduate Study, Undergraduate Study -
This corporation consults AIES for 1nformation used in compiling
its guides. ! )

'

29, Press (magazines and newspapers) - AIES receives requests from
the press for information about institutions currently in.the
news including enterprises designated as degree mills or subject !

to such designation. /
f .

30. Thes.Public L Many citizens request current and historical iffor-
mation about the accreditation and eligibility status of insti-
tutions of higher education and vocational-technical schools,

s

:
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. ® s .STATUTORY AUTHORITY

‘The Office of Education's system for determining institutional eli-
. gibility for access to Federal fupds derives from a.series of 13 specific
statutory mandatcs, passed over the last 20 years (see attached 1ist).
" Some of the ‘laws have been amended and reamended, providing as many as
ten or more intérrelated eligibility institutions and programs, thereby,
adding to the complexity of the statutory qualifications ‘for funding
eligibility. e
/
However, one can discern a basic common denominator or pattern of
eligibility cmerging from these various enactments, as noted in the
attached eligibility chart. Briefly," the chart relates seven or more ,
basic and distincét component elements of eligibility whic¢h must be con-
sidered in making an eligibility assessment or determination. These
elements include: Admissions; State legél authorization;. Program
offerings and duration; Govérnance or Control; Accreditation, or its’
alternative. A In additiop, there are two "ektrinsic" but universal re-
quirements s to possible institutional exclusion from programs on
religious or sectarian worship grounds, plus the affirmative requirement
é of Civil Rights compliance. Furthermore, the 1974 "Buckley Amendment".

. now, adds the requirement of compliance %ith educational records access.

" and transfer-release standards pursuant to the Family Educational Rights
aind rli\lduy Act of 1974.°

. The five primary elig:bility elements noted above with minor vari-

wtions, reflect n1nimum standards which define institutions in five
broad categories. ‘

Inotitutions of higher educafio“‘ ,

1
1

proprietary'institutions of higher education; . " -
N -~ vocational schools;

— public area vocational schools; and .

hospital schools of nursing.

_ The largest single category providing access to the widest range
of Federal education aid is that of "institution of higher education,
the definition of which focuses upon these eligibility elements:

;' . LD ADMISSIONS: "admits as regular students only high
" gchool graduates or equivalent;"

.

*é [
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2)

3

4)

5)

Variations quickly arise,regarding vocational schools, t /
vwhich can admit persons who have completed or left )

~ elementary or secondary school; s als o”keligibility—com—‘ .

lexities are generated;by those commun1ty/1unior
colleges which actually practice "open door" admissions'
by affording access to students beyond a minimum age .
(e.g. 18 years) -- thereby, producing contradictions

~ with the statutory language above.

AUTHORIZATION: "is legalky authorized (by its State— ‘
to provide programs of postsecondary education'"

PROGRAMS : These" can vary from programs leading to .-
baccalaurcate (or higher) degrees to two-ycar asso-
ciate degrees, to include one year or six month pro-
grams which lead to gainful employment in recognixed
occupations; ) X S -

4

- D]

GOVERNANCE' The usual types of control.considered are: N

© public, private nonprofit, and private-for-profit, or

proprietary; ''nonprofit' is defined as. béing chartered .
on a nonprofit basis, plus achievement of IRS certifica-,
tion as a nonprofit entity. ‘

ACCREDITATION: The qualitative assessment of an insti-
zition 3r program tiaditionally has been dete ed” in

erican education by private, nongovernmen;a ed= .
iting conmissions linked to educational associffions.
In accordance with pertinent Federal statutes, ficcred-
iting commissions which have met specific recognition
criteria. established by the Commissioner of Education
have their accrediting rulings utilized for purpose
of Federal funding eligibility. 1In addition to attain— .
ing accredited or preaccredited status with a nationally '
recogni Fd accrediting commission, the following alter- .
natives 'to meeting the. accreditation requirement have
been legislatively prescribed: )

~4<‘,

a) achievement o& three institutional certifications of-:'” \
transfer of %tudents and credits to three accredited
colleges' N : . .

b) ' interim appréval by the Commissioner's Advisory Com—

. mittee on Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility
for categories of schools which lack access to a-
nationally recognized accrediting agency; this has
produced interim recognition of certain schools ap- .

proved by State procedures in 18 States'

‘.'

. et

e




c) Specific Staté Agenc& approval: - : ’ ’ Y

. : .‘ A..’. : L S ‘ . R ’ .
1) Under the Nurse Trdining Act - 8 States;

2) Under~tﬁe "Honé&ig/Xmendmeqt"Cfor purposes

of certaﬂn student financjal aid programs -
12 Stat7s; ’ ' e

-

d) By a Commissioner's determination of “satisfactory
assurance" of accreditation, via a proccdure recently-
implcmente4 under the Higher Education Act of 1965.

: Thus, it seems clear that accreditation is not tantamounk to, or
synonymous with,'instizutional eligibility for funding., While the
accreditation-eligibility element may be relatively laborious, expensive,

-and time consuming, it is only one of -the range of eligibility factors )
imposed by law which must be satisfied. 1In addition, it should be re-.
called that.these elipibility elements comprise only the first echelon,
‘of requirements which must be considered, since individual funding pro-
grams also impose their own specific, substantive eligibility/reqdire-
ments through Fegplation, after the initial steps have been met.

" THE FLIGIBILITY, SYSTEM IN OPERATION ) \

- . ¢ Sorr
‘ In implementing the eligibility.system, ‘the Office uses the HEGIS
. ® (Iigher Education General Information Survey form #2300-1) for conver-

tional institutions of higher education; and OE form 1059, application
.. for institutional eligibility for all other institutiors.. These forms
| provide basic instituticnal characteristic information, which, together -
. ‘with catalogs and pther materials, provide information to help make
initial eligibility decisions. In many instances, such information is
cross-checked with State approval and licensing agencies, and with
nationally recognized accrediting agencies and'associations to verify
accuracy. A high percentage .of error .is found in the information pro-

vided on these forms. i

-
e

- Primarily, the.USOE eligib@lity‘system focuses upon the seven funda=
. mental .eligibility elements ¢ited above (admissions, authorization, R
programs, control, accreditation), nonreligious status and Civil Rights
. . - compliance. Specific, other data also aré assembled and -assessed vith

N ‘respect to categories of schools such as proprietary institutions; flight
' ‘schools (where both FAA and VA certification approvals are required); and
--in addition, for uraccredited institutions, financial reports also may be
y ~ obtained. St S ' ' ‘ }

©
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Eligibility Prpcedural Steps ' ] '

. 1 ¢ ¢
. . . . Educational institutions may establish eligibility to apply for )
participatibn in the Federal £inancial ald programs provided through
‘current. legislation by meeting the pertinent statutory requirements..
oy . These requiremens differ in some respects from program to program,
but ins stifhtion’s fulfilling the legislated requirements defihing an
"{nstitution of higher eaucaLion" usually are able to qualify for
* most of the pertinent programs administercd by the Office of Education.
| - A.postsecondary educational institution seeking to establish its
& eligibility for program participation is required to supply evidence i
"* for review in order to &eteimine whether or not it meets the requisites
of the particular program.for which it is applying In general, the . ) -
follow1ng _procedure is followed:. ’

i L l) The institution aéks the Office 'of Education for infor- .

: ‘mation and application forms' to deter"ne 1ts eligibility ,n' .

i to apply for p rogram\pérticipation ccreditation and. ‘
o Institutional Eligibility Staff (AI Staff) '

2) The Office of Education supplies guideline s, attachments,

’“1 ' EN and application forms (HEGIS.or OE #1059) plus Civil "
. Rights compliance forms; .. » * . , ‘
- . 3) The 1nstitution returns the ooggleted forms, plus Eopies S T

. . ’ of its catalog; . ° - v 8 e, -

;_ﬁ . " 4) The AIE Staff réviews: the information to discover whether ) fﬁé ;

. . the institution°qualifies under the statutory, definitiois, . ) -
"Q oo including necessary Civil Rights compliance; . . o

<+ P . ’ i ’ ' i.

.w‘S) Vhen institutional eligibility status is confirned the

e AIE Staff, acting for the Commissioner, issues a certi- = ¢
* : wficate of eligibility ligting those Federal programs and ] .
vt titTes to which the institdtion may apply; the original ~ .
nptice is:isent to the institutiom, plus copigs to the . 6

e OE program offices and units. . ..
| The 1nitial determination of institutional elig}bility is merely, !
the first echelon, or first phase,.of threshold eligibility, wherein

Y institutions are certified.to be .eligible to apply -for program partici-

. ' pation. On the basis of such certification, institutions, then. are . ¢
. directly in touch with individual funding program adminidtratars, who S ot
v . frequently require further 1nformation, proposal data‘ and other eliw 4o

) gibility requisites which also musL be nfet o S ’

) : n ¥ L e . ’ v, ¥,
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" Termination of Eligibiiigx - -, | o .

v

L Institutiodal eligibility is éubject to'términation wheneyer- an ,: .
institution is found not.to be in ¢oﬁplianc§ with one of the eligibility -

elements. Past experience indicates that in the public and ronprofit
school sector, withdrawal of accredited status is the major source of
such actions (usually produced by school closures-at the end of an

academic year or other period), while among proprietary schools, a 1argef‘
number of actions stem from changes in ownership and control.
Once an institution's failure to meet a sﬁatutory eligibility re-
quirement is e;tablished, the following sﬁeps:are takens . ’
1. ,AIE Staff notifies the institution directly, via *
certified mail, of the information on which termina-
tion action is being -takeny, effectivecas of the date
. -7 of the:letter...w;’ . .- .,
a T T ¢ ‘ et .
-2, Prpgram-Direcigrs, Regional Offices and Guarantee .
. Agencies for the GSLP are providéd with a copy of’ )
& _‘the above letter’, which is stamped "Eligibility . ,

Termination - Important — Action Required." .l .

v > s

A new "suspension, limitation. and termination" procedure ,now is

beingvdeéelcpcd with regard to the Cuaranteod Student, Loan Program
(only) for which regulations’recently were published tq_implement the

. Commissioner's statutory authority to limit, suspend, ‘or terminate -an
institution's eligibility to participate in the GSLP, ndétwithstanding
meeting the:basic legislated qualifications. The procedure includes
_provigion for opportunity for a hearing and appeal, but it enables;the
‘Commissioner, operating through designated officials, tq suspend an
institution's program™eligibility without notice for a short time; or,
after giving notice, to suspend eligibility up Po 60 days; or to limit
" the institution's participation as to number or'volume of loans, for
cause, and aftér notice and hearing; and ultimately, the Commissioner
may terminate an ihst%tﬁtion's eligibility for cause, after notice and
.& hearing, which. includes’provisions for an appeal. ‘Fhese mew proce-
dures are being implemented as the new regulations become effective in

April or May 1975. ' .

r
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The attached partial listing of agencie, and organizationg cites 29
different agencies and audiences that are known to utilize eligibility
determinations and assessments made by the Office of Tducation.

l OFFLCE OF EDUCAIION ELJGIBILETY SERVTCE
' T0 OTHEK’AGENCIES ‘AND GROUPS™

~n

-

. ! r° .

v <
. - . M

extent of their reliance includes'

‘
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Individual Institutlonal Determinations

,To serve the nédeds. of the National Institutes of Health,

-the Justice Department’s Immigratlon and Naturali7ation ]

Service, the Department of Hou51ng and Urban Development
the Federal Trade Cormission's inqu1r1es into "spurious

. degrees,". the Federal Postal Servicé"g mail fraud actions,
-individual institutions and programs. are reviewed and
Bpecific eligibility determinations are issued,

Lists of Eligiﬂle Institutions:

. - . '
Listings of institutions determined to be eligible for
various Office of ‘Education programs are supplied to

other Federzl agencies, through publications, mail
correspondence and telephoné responses. Among such
activities assisted are the Guaranteed Student Loan
Program, incliding its aduinistrators, Federal and. .
State agencies, lenders and guarantee organizations;
others include the Department of Defense, Federal
Aviation Administration, Veterans Administration,
Social Security Administration, U.,S. Civil Service
Commission and other onganizations as noted in the
attachment.

* Directory Publications:

Tn addition, lists: of institutions eligible for entry

in official publications are provided for various USOE
documents, such as the Education Directory:, Higher
Education, Accreditéd Postsecondary Institutions,
Vocational Education Directory, and Diréectory of Accred-
fted Postsecondary Institutions and Programs.-

s

For example, within the Department of Defense, use of
the Higher Education Directory is known to encompdss
all of ‘the uniformed military services (plus the US
Coast Guard) for such purposes as: early;release from

.

The
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: upon and relies upon, many resources outside of itself. Pertinent

‘ggbi'pdrticibatiéh.ih;Eedenally funded educational programs, The Office

1
’ ‘

“*sa iarficplaf'type»of'inhtitution, the Office calls upon an advisory commit-

R

) tgtibns for information about the credits they will accept from unaccred-
ited sghopls., - o S .

»

" T e . . < : N v Lo, . .

- : ' : o 3 "?"g; d . . g
« ! service'for educatipnal teasons;- admission to the

_ Chaplaincy Corps; Nurse Corps and .other specialized

b E ?\g:agches; nuperous’education credits awarded by the

.+ Pxaining-compands,, and’ for administtafion of educa-

“tional benefits-and services, on a world-widé basis.

Use of ‘the Directory-is supplemented on a-continuing ’

basig by mdil and teléphone inquiries. . =

¥
.
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OFFICE OF EDUCATION USE OF OTHER ACENCIES, FEDERAL, ) W
STATE, AND PRIVATE IN ITS®ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATIONS

"~

[
T

.t ©

« In making its eligﬁbility decisionsy ‘the Office of Education calls |

* e

statutes require that an institution mist bé accredited by 'a recognized .

,accrediting agency, or associationy béfore .it.may be declared-eligible

of Educétion‘hbg'xééoghiZed 63 Sugh'ggedcieﬁi and is considering additional
ones which have requested recogpition, If no accrediting agency exists for

‘tee, or upeon other organizations fot assispance, such as State approval
agencies. IThese agencies are becoming incgeasingly'important as the OE
intensifies its efforts:to protect the educational consumer. ’

4 .-

@

, In the private sector, “4n .addition to the 63 accrediting agencies,
_the Office enlists the help of organizations such as the Council on Post-
secondary Accreditation; the Institute, of International Education, and
similar organizationps.' It calls upon embassies. for information—about
foreign schools in’ determining their eligibility for participation in
programs such,as the Federally ;nsuréd §tudént Loan Program. y

¢ since an unécc;édi;ed nor-profit cdllegiatewinsfituffbn can be de-
clared eligible if three accredit’ed schools will accept its credits for

student transfer, the Office calls upén registrars of aceredited insti- .

v

.#=already mentioned, the Office relies upon

4

-~ and

" Regents, and by State Boards in specialities such as Cosmetology or Nursing. -

-

_' Administration in evaluating £1ight schools for e:;Fibility purposes.

cooperates with the Veterans Administration and its !
It, calls upon the Department of State for information about foreign insti-
tutions. It has used the services of the Department of Housing and Urban. - -
. Development ‘in assessing institutional financial stability. PN ”

At the State levei, in addition to the State approval agengies
actions taken by State licénsure

charter offices, by State Departments of Education, by State Boards of «

’ ' -

At the Federal level, the Office cooperates with the Federal Aviqtibn ' R
It Lo
State approval agencies. '

A4
a R -




- ’ . In its efforts to safeguard the educational consumer, the Office..
W ... of Education cooperates with the Office of Consumer Affairs; the U.S.
Postal Service, the Federal Trade Commission, and the Justice Depart-
nent, Finally, ‘the Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility Staff
of the Office of Education served as. the lead agency in the preparation
of,a report by a subcommittee of the Federa Interagency on Education
entitled Toward a Federal Strategy for Protection of the Consunmer of '
Education, = | .. ] ) [

’ ’ . . ‘o
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-0 e THEsINCREASING IMPORTANCE OF THE EVALUATIVE - oo o
o N FUVCTION AND PROCESS IN ELIGIBILITY DETERMIﬁKTIONS . wt e

3 - . ‘.
3 . + .

. . * b ° 7 .

Y

- . The need for evaluating educational offerings is-basit, The classic
P example is the Flexner study, which in the early 1900's’ convince both
the public and the medical profess1on of the need for reforn in édical .
' * education. So significant wére ‘the findings of . the Flézner study, that ' y)
. many medical: schools closed in its wake; and a system of evaluatlon vas
, quickly developed to continue the evaluative process which was begun in ﬂi§§
the report. The situation which prompted the Flexner study 1s.;ot unlike
. ‘that shich confronts' the Office today, given the diverse univeﬁse of post-
secondary educational 1nstitutions and activities, where there'is a growing
- . ccope and, range of copcumer complaints and abuscs '6f Federal fﬁncing PO
' grams, requiring a more penetlating evaluation of institufiions and programs
Dn ' participating in Federal programs. Indeed, contrary to a body of opinion
vhich believes that the present system.for establishing eliggﬁility for ',
hfﬁ v "Federal programs is overly conplex, cumbersome, and discriminatory, the )
. . sitwation is one in which there are clcar and evident deflcigncies which S
s call for immediate corregtion, . » .

) o v Educational 1nstitutions or programs in this,cogntry ave all subject , *+ | 'S
»to the States in which they are located, or in which they db business.

.When “institutions or programs apply for eligibility for va ious Federal o
funding programs of assistance to education, they are subj cL to the eli- ° . .
gibility requirements of each funding program,,and, in so e instances, to
additioral administrative requirements, for each program, uch as the pro-

‘posed Guaranteed Student Lean Program regﬁlatioﬁs. For, the large majority

. of institutions and programs participating in the postsegondary funding

< programs administered by the Office 6f Educa;ion, acered tation is the ,

. . key eligibility factor. - .

.. . , .
. > ‘ - ..

Fes

o, The triad of State, Federal, and accreditation ove sight is by
* + necegsity a complementary one. The ideal State, such as .envisioned by
the Education Commiesion pf:the States in its proposed model legislation
for approval of private postsecondary educational ins?itutions, sets
*  forth minimum standards which include the institution’s ability to enable’

students to reach its educational bbjectives, and assurance that it has
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- system vulnérable to various kinds of enLrepicneurlal and educational abuses.

t « / [ ’
L. . s 3 . [ s

' . ment to invest the.public funds wisely. Although the Office of Edication

" that institutions which the Government has’ deemed eligible for Iederal
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Such standards also encompass adequate, fair;
and accurate information for prospective students in regard to the ob-
- Jectives, costs, and conditions involved. They require not only truth a ‘
in advertisiug, but also divclosure of relevant informatioa. The major , ' | .
‘emphasis is fo provide a minimal floor for protection of the ‘public. -
,n current reality, the States are not varying levels of sophistication
“in ‘approving educational institutions or programs, and even if all States ,

" were performing at'jthe optimum level, there would still be variance .

among the States in “interpreting and enforcing requirements. Federal
regulations, such as the proposed FISLP regulations, primarily require .
the keeping of records and reports for the purpose of efficient program ’
 adminis tration, 1though the FISL regulations also require the mainte—

nance of a, reas o;able refund pollcy and the provision of basic, statig— = =
 tical data to the student. Accrediting agencies dq not have the

regulatory function inherent in State and Federal program regulation.

However, they prov1de a depth and consistency to the evaluat1ve process X
which, is not present to any great degree in Federal or State regukagfons,

and their judgments are relied upon by Federal and State authoritie
Coverlng a wider geographic area than that of a single State, such
agencies have direct agcess to educavional expertise on a natienal or
regional baszs. This ensures agains§ provincialism and facilitates, the K
frec movement, atffiong the States of students, faculty, and graduates in the

various profe°s1ons. Also, far ﬂore than establishing a minimal hase of °

quality, such as would be accomplished by good State regulations, adered- ’ '
iting standards, are designed to foster constant educational improvement. ’
Removal of the special evaluatlve services provided Ly accreditation, or

the faildre of any part of the Federal, State, acereditation triad to

function in, an optlmal manner, leaves our loosgly-constructed edvcational ’

- / ‘ ) - i - - " . ;]
/ o : ) H . N
. 4
) / CONSEQUENCES OF ‘'E ABSENCE OF THE EVALUATIVE E
J FACTOR FROM THE ELIGIBILITY SYSTEM ‘ _— .
J . . ‘ . - 4 s

!

The educational. consumer and the Laxpayer expect the Federal Govern-

has stressed that institutional ellglbnllty for Federal funding does not .
insure quality education, the consumer ‘and, the ‘taxpayer appear to'assume ' i .

assistance have been appropriatcly evaluated and’ meet at least minimum ° T,

level; of operational performance and quality. ; ’

The student who invests in an institution with the Government s .o ,

stamp, of approval expects that the training offered by that institution ' [

will help him to achieve his particular goals; he needs assurance-that .

thd/educational program of the school is current and that its faculty
/

,

-are qualified. He wants to know that the school is financially stable

. -~ . - e
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qualiyy cducation. The need for addirional concurrent but independent
judgrents. 1s required. ° . .
. L4 . . B

,miﬂimally acceptable levels of performance. “Accereditation has tradigion-

.gibility system would mislead the

s for the’ improvement of their educational programs.

', . i .y * .

and that its faéilities and equipment are adequatc and appropriate for -
the goals of the institution. The public expects that schools for health
professionals, engineers, architectsy and technicians prpduceigraduatcs ’ .
who are competent to protect the health'and safety of thé public. Any | - i
system which dctcr%%nes:eligibility an the basis of quantitative data or !
single~purposé indicators, and«e;qludeé'the evaluative process, fails to,

provide these assyrances to the public. , . .

e Whenever’ the evaluative proccss‘is absent from or deficient in, eny |
one of the three components of the eligibility system -- State regulations, |
accreditation, and Federal program requirements —~- ong consecquence 'is the .

" exposure of the public to a variety of educational congumer'fraudk.

The States,. for example, play'a critical. role in attesting to an 't
institution's ability to function as a bona-fide institution. In States ’
wherce there 1s no mechanism to evaluate school facilities, advertising,
-and financial stability, the public is particularly easy prey to dishonres
school operators. Even in States where there are licensing requirements,
some institutions which are very similar to degree mills flourish. Thes
schools are able to meet the minimal licensing requirements, but provide
education of dubious quality. As it becomes more difficult to distin-. .
guish between Tontraditional educational institutions and quasi-legitinafte S
enterprises, it is evident that the evaluative apparatus of many States [is .
not adequate to guarantee the public that it is spending ite money for

- : : 3
Even when State approval sysfems do contain an adequate evdluatiye ’
mechanism, .they may fail to stimulate’institutions-to improve beyond |- i

ally been relied upon to perform this function. Evaluation in the
accreditation process is partly a matter of institutional or progran
self-cvaluation, which requires the institution to identify and ‘coryect N
its deficiencies. Self evaluatdon, which is an element not usually/ -

found in the State approval process, places considerable responsibjlity
.for improvement upon ‘the institutions or programs, thenselves. Acfred- ,
itation also provides for €valuation according to one set of natignal

standards. Employers and students can thus make judgments on the/basis .
of a school's compliance with one, rather than 50 sets of standayds.

., * Elimination or reduction of the evaluative functior from tHe eli- .

?ﬁblic, who rely upon the Government

to provide access to minimally acceptable education. It leads /eventually

to frauds and the waste of public funds. It also permits instftutions, o .

which also reap the benefits of public funding, to shirk respgnsibility

~
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In response to the increasing dwareness of educational abuses, there,
have been recent measures .to shore hp the evaluative functlons wvithin each
facetof the Federal, State, accreditation_triad. As mentioned prcviously,
the Education Commission of the States has developed proposed model legisy
1ation\ or approval of the private postsecoridary educational . institutions,
vhich contain standards relevant to the attdinment of educational objec—
tives, truth in advertising, and the disclosure of certain, basic data.

It. should\be noted also, that the model legislation affords recognition I
. to the <':Lg‘xixiflcz:mce of private accreditation, and permits State agencies -
. °to accept the determipations ‘of the accrediting agencies listed by qhe '
U.S. Commigcgioner of Education, prov1ded that -the State agency may wa}e
. any further Qccessaly investlgatlonp as in its judgmcnt nay be nocesqary.
On the Federal side, the proposecd ‘Féderal Insured Student Loan Program
Regulations reguire such evalqatlve techniques as the asscssment of a
prospective st dent's ability to, benefit fro® a course of study, prior
to his enrollmuent, and establish requirements for the cvalpation of a
participating 1nK;:tutlon s financial status. Accrediting agencies which | |

12

desire rccognitioy, or continuation of' recognition, by the Commissioner -
) of Tducation must \demonstrate ccmpliance with the revised, Criteria for
. Nationally Recoé1ided Accrediting, Agencies and Assoc1at10ns, publishcd
on August 20, 1974, which contain such new elements'as! consideration

of the rights, respo sibilities, and interests.of students, the gcncfal

! " public,  the acadcmlc, professional or ochpatlonal fields involved, and’

b . institutions sécurlré\of in;ormatlon which dcmonstrdteo that the insti~

L tutions or urocram cenducts an, on- -going prog ruw of evaluation cf educa-

K ‘ _tional- outputie; and mai Lenance of 4 program of validity and reliabil ity
of educational standards\ The various agencies sponsoring the Tederal

Interagoncy Conmittee on Education have participated actiyely on -the

, x Committee's Subcommittee on Educational Consumer Protection, wirtch ]
'Q . recently developed a report on Toward a Federal Strategy foreProtection . .
-« .of the Consumer of Ldvcation. The report gives recognition to- the usc- , T
‘ fulness of each facct of the Federal, State, accreditation triad, and | C e
recommends vays for-improvement of the system, iucluding improyved cdoper~ /
. ation of the various components within it. - s
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. One of the dJ.st:.nctJ.ve features :0f American- educat:.on is that the development i
- - ‘ Y~
P - © and maintenance of ed,ucat:.onal standards are the respons:.b:.l::.t:.es of nongovern— ok
mental, voluntary accred:.t_ng assoc:.at:.ons. The Off.‘:.cet of Education is cogni~ ;
zant of the mvaluable contm.but:.on which the voluntary accred:.t:.ng associations 3
i
have made to the development of educat:.onal qual:.ty in the Nat:.on. It is the A »
J. L
pol::.cy of the Off:.ce of Educat:.on generally to support and encourage;pthe various' ,;/,62
’ o
. 47
recogm.zed voluntary accredlt:.ng assoc:.at:.ons 1n the:Lr role as the prlma.ry -1
i
agents :Ln the development and ma::.ntenance of educat:.onal standards in the United :
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NATTONAL 'RECXJGNTI‘IOlt OF*NCCREDITING AGENGIES AND ASSOCIATIONS , ;
. W ] -

. , , ™ . .

" ACCREDITATION IN THE UNTTED STATES ° . o X

|

Te———

exercising single national control over educational institutions in this country.
The States dssume varying degrees of contrdl over education, but, in general, insti-
tutions of, higher education are permitted to operate with, considerable_independence

and autono}nv.‘ As a consequence, American educational institutions vary widely in the
: character “and quality of their programs. ) - O

- 4 o [ " . i
* In order to insure a basig' 1ével of quality, the practice of accreditation arose in
the United, States as a means of conducting nongovernmental, peer ‘evaluation of educa-
tional institutions programs. Private educational associations of regional ‘or

"W"" o national .scope have ,adopted criteria reflecting the qualities of a sound educational

program and have devgloped procedures for evaluating institutions or programs to .
determine whether or not they are operating at basic levels of quality. '’

b L. 4

i

}
FUNCTIONS OF Accn'zJITATION . ' * '
! - .

5 1. Certifyifig that an institution has met established standards; - v
ing prospective students in identifying acceptable institutions; y
3, Assistipg institutions in determining the acceptability~of transfer //ﬁ\ R
" he Helpin
public and private funds; '
5, Protecting an institution against harmful internal and external
preéssures; . )
6. Cresting goals for self-improvement of weaker programs and stimulating
-8/ general raising of standards among educational institutions;
- 7. Inyolving the faculty and staff comprehensively in institutional
evaluation and planning;
8.

9.

' for upgrading courses offering such preparation; and . .
Providing one basis for determining eligibility for Federal assistance.

L] . s

TTING PROCEDURE:
/ - J

7 .

Accrediting procedure usually involves five bas:‘l,c steps: . . . ) ’ .

S

-1, Standards: The accrediting agency, in collaboration with educational’,
. institutions, establishes standards. ¥ .
2. Self-study: The institution or program seeking accreditation prepares .
a self-evaluation stud§ that measures its performance against' the
" standards established by the accrediting agency. V-
- 3. On-site Evaluation: A team selected by thé accrediting agency visits v,
! the institution or program to determine first-hand if the applicant

. meets the. established standards. e . .

J L. Publication: Upon being satisfied that the applicant meets iys | ,

! ) standards, the accrediting agency lists the institution or progmmf N

’ in an official publication with other similarly accredited institu- o
tions- or programs.’ ’ e, . s 7!

5, Reevaluation: Tha accrediting agency periodically reevaluates the -
“institutions or'programs that it lists to ascertain that continuation

-'of the accredited status is warranteds ' . .

] , . .
to identify institutions and programs for the investment of \\‘

tablishing criteria for professional certification, licensure, and” . . \\
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. ’ - TYPES OF.ACCREDITATION

' £ d

In genefal there are two types of accreditation: institutional or general, and special~
ized or program. . sn .

v

.* Institutional accreditation i{s awarded by the gecondary and postsecondary commissions
) of six regional accrediting associations which together cover the United States,
, . American Samoa, the Canal Zone, Guam, Puerto Rico, the Trust Territory of the Pacific -,
Islands and the Virgin Islands. The six regional accrediting agencies and States oo
- . within their jurdsdictions are: ' - .

L.

Middle States Absociation of Colleges and Secondary Schools:
Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland, New Jersey,
New York, Pennsylvania, Candl Zone,, Puerto Rico,
Virgin_{slands.' ' . .

. New England Association of %chopls and Colleges: | .
Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshir x T
Rhode Island, Vermont. ! . ) *

’ Nortﬂ Central Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools: ,
T / Arizona, Arkansas, colotado, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, ’
Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, . {
New México, North Dakots, Ohio, Oklahoma, South Dakota,
West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming.

Northwest Association of §écon§afy and Higher;Schoolsa
Alaska, Idabo, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington.

‘ ‘ - Southern Association of ‘Colleges -and Schools: '
. T Alabama, Elorida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana,
¢ g Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, :

* fTennessee, 1exas, Virginia, Mexico.' o : ' oo

- . : Western Ag%ociation of Schools and Colleges:
-‘Califprnia,\ﬂawaii, American Samoa, Guam, 'Trust’” .
Territory of the Pacific. '
. ” . o
N ¥ -0 : .
L Regional, o¥ institutional, accreditation applies to the total institution and signi-
oy fies that the institution as a.whole 1s achieving its objectives satisfactorily. While -
the procedures of the regional accrediting commissions differ somewhat in detail, their
/ rules of eligibility, basic policies, and standards are similar. The nine postsecondary
. commissions of the regional associations appear on thd Commissioner's list of nationally
. N recognized accrediting assocjations. The regional as ociations also maintain seven
; commissions dealing with secondary education, four of which are recognized by the
Commissioner. One association’has established a commissdiqQn for accrediting elementary,

schools.

»

# -

¢ Specialized or program accreditation is conferred by a number of organizations which
are national in scope, rather than regional, and éach of which represent a specialized
area, such as architecture, cosmetology, Law, practical nursing, teaching, of trade and

s technical education. A primary purpose of specialized accreditation is to protect thg

public against professional or occupational incompetence. o
/.

p—————

&
SO R

-While many of the specialized accrediting agencies accredit schools, depattments; OT

5 programs situated yithin collegiate or other postsecondagy institutions, some of these T

agencies also perform»evaluntions of eﬂtire,institutioﬁs. Such is the case when cer— A '
tain single, purpose Or other postsecondary i{nstitutions are not €ligible for regional . s
accréditation. Unlike the regional corimissjions, the specialized accrediting agencies ) .
and associations demonstrate marked variation among their criteria qu accreditation,’
definitions of eligibility,,and operating procedures. There are 49 national specialized

accrediting agencies and gsﬁociations recognized by the U.S. commissioner of Education, |
one of which functions at the secondary ;eygl. ) . .

r
Full Tt Provided by ERIC. . " .
T ‘ .
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'Further, while accreditation.by. a nationally‘récogniied accrediting agency listed by

o

In view of the diffdring emphases of the two types of accreditation, institufional T
accreditation by the regional commissions should not be-considered as being equivalent - L.
to specialized accreditation. Institutional accreditation does.not validate a special-

ized program or institutional diviﬁion in the same manner and to the same extent as

does specialized accreditation. ; -

s

v

the U.S. Commissioner of Education is one of the most reliable indices of ‘educatiohal
quality available-&n this country, and signifies that an instifution or program has:
met certain sbandards of educational quality, accredited institutions or~programs
should not be considered to be equal in quality. - =,

. ® . . > . N
Also, neither institutional.nor specialized accreditation necéssarily giveg assurance’
of the transferability of credit earned in one institukiOn to 'another or of acceptance .
of graduates.by employers. Acceptance of students or graduates is always the preroga- / .
tive of the receiving institution or employing ofganization. '

For these reasons, studenté éhould‘take'other measures to determine whether their edu-
cational goals will be met, prior to enrollment. These measures include checks with
prospective employers or institutions to which trgﬁéfers are desired and personal
inspection of the institution in which enrollment is contemplated,

. ] - '

’ . -~ -~

NATIONAL RECOGNITION . =
. -

-~

For purposes of determining eligibility ‘for United States Government assistance ynder
certain legislation, the U.S. Commissioner of Education is required to publish a list
of nationally recognized accrediting agencies and assoc.ations which he determines to
be reliable authorities as to the quél%py of training offered by'educationél institu-
tions and programs. Most institutions,thus attain eligibility for Federal funds by
way of accreditation’or preaccreditation by one of the accrediting bodies reéognized Sy
by the Commissioner of Education. In some legislation, provision is made for special o
qualifying steps that may be taken as.alternatives to the normal accreditation process. ’ !

s I . ) f . . . H]
The commissions of thesregional associationg and the national accrediting agencies g

which are recoghized by the Commissioner have no legal control over educational insti-

tutions or programs. They promulgate.standards of quality or criteria of institutional
excellence ‘and approve or admit to membership those institutions that meet thé standards

or criteriad ; .
‘ ] B

. L 5
THE ACCREDITATION AND INSTTITUTIONAL ELIGIBILITY STAFE -
/ . . . y\{ ’ ’
. { . v ‘
Tn the summer of 1968, the Commissiorer of Education established a special staff to
deal, with accreditation and eligibility matters: Locdted in the Bureau of Postsecond—
ary Education, the staff, the Accreditation-and Institutional Eligibility Staff, has
the following major functions: PR ' - .

- - N

%

1. Continupus review of procedures, policies, and issues in the area- of
°the Office of Education's intereSts and responsibilities relative 3 .
to accreditation and eligibility for- funding; ! ’ .
2. Administration of the eligibility for funding processj ' a
3, Administration of the process whereby accrediting associdtions secure
initial and renewed recognition by the Commi$sioner of Education;
?LiaiSOn with accrediting associations; . . e
>6onsultative services to institutions, associations, other Féderal
agencies, and Congress regarding accreditation and eligibility for
funding considerations; .

‘e

.
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Interpretation and dissemination of policy relative to accredltation
ond eligibility for funding issues in the case of all appropriate
programs administeréd by the Office -6f Education;

7. anduct and stimilation of appropriate research; and H

Support for the Gonmissioner's Advisory Committee on Accreditation
- and Institutional Eligibility.

4
'«

.3 . ' - .
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON ACCREDITATION AND’INSTITUTIONAL ELIGIBILITY . |, ; ’

. .
" y -
R )

Established by charter under the Federal Adv1sory Committee Act (P.L. 92-463), the
Adv1sory Committee is composed of 15 members selected from various Yegments of the
secondary and postsecondary edufation community, the student/youth population, State
departments of education, professipnal associations andyihe general public. .t

.

l

The Committee functions to*assist the U.S. Commissioner of Education in the perfonmance .
of eligibility determining duties imposed by P.L. 82-550, the Veterans' Readjustment’
Assistance Act of 1952, and’ subsequent legislation. It also serves to.advisg him on
broader policy matters.and specific issues.relating to acpreditation and institutional
eligibility for Federal fanding. Specifically, the Committee is mandated to:

1. Revaew Al current and future policies rel ting td the responsibility

.. of the Commissioner for .the recognitidn
_* ing agencies and associations wishing 4o

< designation of accredit~—

designated as nationally

:

t 2,

'Ll»-

8'

recognized accrediting agencies and assocjations, and recommend
desirable changes in criteria and procegures; : -
Review all current and future policies relating to the responsibility
of the Commissioner for the recognitior: and listing of State agencies
wishing to be designated as reliable authority as to the quality of
public postsecondary vocational education, and of nurse educauion,'
and recommend desirable changes in. criteria and procedures;

Review and advise the Commissioner of EducatiOn i the formation of
all current and future policy relating to the mattér of institutional
ellgibility, . . , . .
Review‘the provisions of current-legislation, affecting Office of Edu-
cation fesponsibility in the area of accreditation and institutional
ellg;blllty and suggest needed changes* ) - g

Develop and recommend to the Connussioner of Bducation criteria and
procedures for the recognition and désignation of acerediting agencies
and associations in accordance with legislative provisions, PneSi—
dential directives, or interagency agreements: -

Review anid ¥écommend to the Commissioner of Education for designation i

as nationally recognized accrediting agencies and as$ociations of
reliable authority all applicant’ accrediting agencies and assoCmations
which meet criterla established under_ (5) above, .
‘ Vs M r
Develop and recommend to the. Commigsioper of" Educaﬁion crrteria and. *
procedures for the recognition, designation and listing of State .
agencies in aceordance with statutdry provisions, Executive Orders,

or interagency'agreements, ) .

s

Review and recommend to the Commissioner of Educaﬁion fof de91gnatidn
as State agencies of ‘reliable authority as to the quality of public
postsccondary vocational education, and of nurse education, a1l appli-,
~cant State agencies which moet criteria -established under (7 z ) above,
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. 9.. Develop, under the apthority of the Voeational Education Act.of 1963, . .
. as amended, and: recopmend for the approvdl -of the Commissioner of Edu- .
catign, standards and criteria fer specific categories of vocationalr ‘
"\trai&z" ng-institutions which have no alternative route by which to ° S
. . .establish eligibility for Federal funding programs; ~  ~° & ° R

"0, Develop, under the anthority of the. Higher Education Act of 1965, as . . o
ce amended, and recommend for the approval of-the Commissioner of Educe-
’ tion, standards and criteria for specific categories of institutions ~ " ¢
. 4@ higher education, for which there is no recognized ‘accrediting * -
+ #Fency or association, in ord;;‘”bo establish eligibility for Federal e

funding programs; . :
11." Maintain a cohtinuous reviéew of Office of Education administrative - o -
practice, procedures and judgments and advise the Commissioner of = )

»

. heeded changcs; CT e

A 4

- : . < o . O i} ’ . ’ ; .
12, Keep within its purview the accreditation”and approval process as it
develops in all levels of educationj - ’ -
13. ] Advise the Commissioner of Education con'cerning tire relations of the
Offite with accrediting agéncies or associabions, or other approval
bodies as the Commissioner may request; - ~ . .
) 1 Lo i L
14, Advise the Commissioner of Education, pursuant to the Bureau of the. . -
Budget (Office of Management and Budget) policy dated December 23, ° . -
1954, regarding.the-award of ‘degree-granting status to Federal, = - oo
agencies and inst}tutions; . o )

* - ~

15. Not later than-March 31 of each.ydar, make an anmpal report of-its . R

™ » .
- + . . LIS
< . .
. ¥ ' . .
t 4 e
.

activities, findings. and yecommendations. . . ' S

CALTERTA, AND PROGEDURES FOR 'REGOGNITION OF NATIONALLY .
s RECOGNIZED ACCREDITING AGENCIES AND ASSOCIATIONS
- A’ S , o P
u‘ ’ :“" W : . . .
s / .
. LI . * . . -
The followipg information.concerning the criteria and procedures for recognizing natioral
accrediting bodies was published in the Federal Register on Augdst 20, 1974, under Zitle °
L5—Public Welfare, Chapter I~-Office of Education, Department of Health, Education;
and Weli‘)are. o - : . .

-

PART 149-—COMMISSIONER'S RECOGNITION PROCEDURES FOR NATIONAL ACCREDITING

_ DODIES AND STATE AGENCIES . , .
« Subpart A—Criteria.for Nationdlly Reco‘gnized%wrediting Agencies and - - e o
a _Associations * -
Sec. ‘ ) , ._ o . N ) )
149.1 Scope. - . ’
1 149,2 Definifions,™ "\ ’ . ot

149.3 Publication-of, List¢
. 149:4 Inclusion on list. . .
. 149.5 Initigl recognition; renewal of recognition.
149.6 Criteria, ) .

o,
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.- yariety of Federally supported programs. The recognititn of such agencies

- ‘satisfactorily; d

+ to the @nstitutions or programs being evaluated;

" §449.5 | Publication of list. L - Lot 3}
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"~ Authority: 20 U.S.C. 403(b), 1085(b), 1141(a), 1248(11); 42 u.s.d;«zgaa
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SUBPART A~—Criteris for: Nationally 'hei:oghizieg_i\ Accrediting Agencies and

Acereditation.of institutions or programs of institutions by agencies or
associations nationally recognized by the U.S. Commissionér of Educdtion
is a prerequisite to the eligibility for federal financial assistance of
institibtions and of the students attending such institutions.under a wide

is reflected in lists published by the Commissioner in the .FEDERAL REGISTER.
Inclusion on'such list.is dependent, upoh the Commissioner's finding that any
such recognized agency or association is reéliable authority as to the qual-
ity of training dffered. The Commissioner's recognition is granted and the
agency or association is ingludéd on the list -only when it megts, the chite-

ria established by the Commissioner and.set forth in B 1,9.6 of this part. S~
§ 149.2  Definitions. -~ ' *

.

npccrediting' means the process whereby an agency or association grants
public recognition to a school, institute, college, university, or special=- _, -
5zed program of study: which meets certain established qualifications and
educational standards, ‘as-determined throughiinitial and periodic evalia~
tions. The essential purpose of.the accreditatdon prucess is to previde a . P
professional judgment as to the quality of the educational institution or . -
progran(s) offered, and to encouragé continual improvement thereof; :
wAdverse accrediting action" means denial of accreditation or preaccred-
itation status or.'the withdrawal of accreditation or preagereditation status;
T M"Agency or association' means a corporation, asspciation, or other legal
entity or unit thereof which has the principal responsibility for carrying
out the -aceréditing function; o . ’
"Institutional accreditation" applies to the total institution and signi~ .
‘fies that the institution as’a whole is achieving its educational objectives

-"Regional" mears % conduct of institutional accreditation in three or
fiore States;’ / - ‘ . .
"Representatives of the public" means representatives ‘who are laymen in .
the sense that they are not educators in, or members of the profession for
ich the’ students are being-propured, nor in any way are directly related

- #States" inctudgs the District of Columbia and. territories and posi_:‘ess'ions
of the United 'Statest L . . e R
(20 U.S.C. 11%41(4)) . e L .

»
‘

. I i . . I - Lt e ’ . v
Periodically the U.S. Commissioper of Education will publish a 1list dn R

tHeWFEDERAL REGISTER: of. the accrediting agencies afld associapions which , , =
he de}ermines”to be reliable authoritics as to the quality of trdiying o :
offered by educational Anstitutions or programs, eigl;ner in.a geographical ™ ]
area or in a specialized field. 'The general scope of the refognition’’ | ...~ ° -~
. pranbed. to gach of the Yisted acqge@iﬁ.’!.ng Bodies will also béListeds L

g

50 0,840, 1142(a)) L
. : . { Y A ’

B o . . R
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§ 149.4 , Inclusion on list.” ... oy . LRt ol 1
- T, ) el - - -

Any acderediting agency\’ r "aséo,c:;a@icp.jwﬁi;(:ﬂh“g;égireﬁb be listed by:the.. . 7 Sk
Commissioner as meeting the criteria 86t LoFLl iniB. 149.6 shquld apply-in 'y vl
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. W . . * 5 ~ , - -
: ‘, .- 2 - ., ) ~ ’ - l- : ) . . . .
e L writing to the Director, Aceréditation and Institutional. Fligibility Staff, . g
) ozl _ pureau of Postsecondary Education, office of Education,. Washington, D. C. . o
TR a2 . L
. iaseet v B K9S Initial Yecognition and rerewal of recognition. L

L) hd , 4

= % . J77.L7 ¢ {a) For dnitial recognition and for renewal of recognition, the accredi~’
T ‘iting agency or.association will furnish iriformation establishing its com~
feT . ...  pliance with the criteria set forth in.B 149.6, -This information may be - :
S supplemented by personal interviews or by reviev of. the agenoy's facilities, . . o :
ot T records, personnel qualifications, and administrative maragemernt. - Bach i . N £
1. . 7 ~*. . . agency listed will be reevaluated by the Commissidner ab His . discretiont o
T . 7 Jut at least, once every four years...,No adverse decisiorrwill become fipal . g
Lot -+ “without affording oppertunity for a hearing. , : .
O _ .. (o) Inview of the criteria set forth in 6 149.6, it,is unlikely thav. : .
g, . (. pore than one association or agency will qualify for.recognition (1) ina - . . 1
% .  defined geographical erea of jurisdiction or (2) in a defined field of” LR s
- program specialization witp:'n'seconda.ry\or post secondary education. If two | d
4 - ‘or more separate organizations in a defined field dé seék recognition, they
E ~— willcboth be expected to domonstrate- need 'for their activities and show that : v |
: . their accrediting activities do not unduly disrupt the affected institution P . .
L1 - l

.~

I

or programe. ’ . .
(20 UoSoco ~]-]-lel‘(a)) v : >

-f . " B149.6 . Criteria. < - R . ' ; -k

[y

. _ P In requesting designation by the ¥.S. Commissioner of*Education as a na-
R, tionally recopnized accrediting agency or association, an accrediting agency

) . . . or association mmst show: ) ) S T - .
. e T e gag Functional aspects. Its functional aspects will be demonstrated by: Tt

<]

1) TIts.gcope of operations: :

. . i) The agency or association is national or- regional in its scope of

S EE et L _operations. e ' . -

. . "t - . % (ii) The agency or association -clearly defines in its charter, by-laws or

2 A e . ‘decrediting standards the scope of, its activities, including the geographi~

AT Sse v - 7 cal area and-the types and levels of institwtions or programs covered.. -

R : ’2; .Its organization: . .

N 25, The agency or association has the administrative personnel and proce-
dures to carry out its operations in a timely-and éffective manhiers. , -

- (ii) Thd -agency. or association defines its fiscal nceds, manages its ex-

o " penditures, and hg’s. adequate finencial resources to carry out its operations, .

s - ‘as shown by an externally audited financial statement.' - . -
3 M .- (iii) -The agency's' or association's ‘fées, if any,- for the accreditation ,

7

o . - .’+ process do not exceed.the reasonable cost of - sustaining and improving the - R .
N P B . R . . '- .

-‘t)l A

co- cess. . ) o .
- - e, *" (iv) The agency or associabion uses a:’ﬁmpepent. and knéwledgeable persoris,
. . ’ qualified by experience and training, “and selects sich ;pers:oné"'in- accordance” -
’ T . with ‘fondigérimindtory practicess: (k) to partiéipate on .visibing evalua~
tion teams; {B) tg. engage im consultative .services for the evdluation and #° . . -
AT -, acgredition process; and {C) "to serve on policy and decision-naking bodies. T
L .+ (3) "The‘agenéy or apsociation Ancludes on each visiting ‘evaluation team ° :
o * at.least one person who is nojr a meriber of its policy.or decisionmaking L
RTINS body or itg administrative spaff.. ) o=
S ?; Tts procedures: . . % o L - Sl
L s i (1) The aggney-or association. maintains. clear dpf'i;ni’(}ions pf- eaclt Level Co ek
. ) <-of ;acereditation status and .clearly written procedures for granting, o - I
IS GNP . denying, reaffirming, revoking, and ‘reinstating such accredited statuses. ¢ ,%.° 1k
B R (31) “The dpency or .asgociationy if ik has;developed a preacereditation’ . L. - ARSI §
ofec T T e | batugy provides- for.the application.of: criteria and 'prpc_ed\'zms ‘bhat’ &g, . R
é T related in ap qppropriate,mz‘mnex;, to those employed for actreditation.. - e e T

~ - .
o

. (411) The agency or associatidn requixes, as 27 integral phrt of its v s e
V. - © accrediting processy 1j.gstitut:i,ogwl ofs program’ sgl,i_‘_-mnafl.ysiq and amcon-site . . ..v ad P
c g . o Yeview by a visiting team. 4 ; B I R T RUTN
. o L N L ) . o [ :-:( L . DR - ~‘ ‘ . i . . "_';".1 o s

£ . . %

Cng e . . . ' ; o
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-

o

portion of the institution's administrative staff, teaching faenl
' dents, jgoverning body; and other appropriate constituencies. .
B) The agenty or association provides written and' consultative guidance . -
td the institution or .program and to the visiting team.” -
(v) Responsibility, Its responsibility will be demonstrated by the way
in which — " B :
(1) Its accreditation in the field in which
identified needs, as follows: . .
i) The agency's or association's gccreditation program takes, into ac-
-count. the rights, responsibilities, and interests of students, the general
. +publit, thé ‘academic,.professional, or occupationgl fields involved, 'and

ty, stu= .

it operates serves clearly

*7 *institutions.

-

’ o takqs:-acﬁiop;lbnﬁ..hé rep

*

* are adequate to provide timely ¢

*. {ii) The agency!s or association's purposes end objecti
defined in its charter, by-laws, of dccrediting standards:,
2. It is responsive to the public interest, in that: e
-(1)} The agency or association includes representatives of the public
in it's policy an decision-mhaking bodies, or in' an advisory or consultative
capaeity that assures attention by the policy and decision-making bodies,
"y (ii) The agency or association publishes o1 otherwise nakes’ pablicly

ves are-clearly

available: . . .
gAg The standards by which institutions or programs.are evaluated; °
" {B) The procedures utilized in arriving at decisions regarding the ac-
" creditation status of°an institution or program; "° . .- .
¢ (€) The curtent-avcreditation status of institutions or-programs and® ¢ _
the dabte of ‘the next currently scheduled réview on reconsideration of E
accreditation; : . L Lo e
(D). The names“and affiliations of members of its pdlicy ard decision~ .
making bodies, and the name(s) of its principal adiministrative pérsommel; . °
. (E) " A description of the ownership, control:and. typs of légal organi~ .
zation of the agehcy or assoviation, oy Foooemt
.(1i1) The agency or association provides Zdvafice. nofice of. proposed or:
revised standards to.all persons,” institutions, and organizations signifi- .
cantly affected by its accrediting pioégis’s,.'gnd-pfovidés’ ‘such persons, " --.’.
institutions and organizations adéquate épportunity-to comment. on such - |
standards’ prior to ‘their adoption. - - - e T BRI

N
A

+

(iv) The agency or association has written procedures -’forj,hef r’éﬁéﬁ"“ - /-

of complaints pertaining to instifutiopal o‘g program quality, as these . i
relate to the agency's standards,” and-defhstrates’that cuch procedures . c
reatme /

thay is fair and equitable to, the ‘complaifant.-and to the institution or .
program, co e SR ST T . - e
. (3) 1t assures dye process’ in its-agerdditing prodedares, as demon< .., ' /
strated in part bys . © f. o i Ui D ST L
. (1) Affording inifial evalugtioh of the Anstitutions or programs only. P
when the chief- exécutive offfcer ©f-the institition applies for aécredi-- /
tation of the institution or pny ofiits progpams;. . . T

(i1) Providing for.adequate discussion darirg an on-Site yisit between. . |
the visiting feam'and: the £ Ly administrative staff, students, and 7,
other appropriabé persons; - R S e . ’/

(dii) Furnishing, ag’ a resilt of “en evaluation visit, a‘written report /
to the institution or program- copienting on areas of.strengths, areas
needing imprdvement, dd,- ‘when appropriate,” suggesting means of improvemen
and includirig s}aecﬁ;ijj.c,gréas,fig -any, “where the institution or program may -
not be in compliance” Cuh, Lhe agencyts- standards; . ’ .

iv) “-Pioviding the chicf executiye,officer of the dnstitubion or piogram
with an opportunity. Lo comment- upghithe vritten report and to file supple—<".
mental-matefisls pertinent o phe facts and conclusions in the written re~-
port -6f the visiting team:before the .accrediving agency or association

-
.
23

s

L

opt of-such complaints in a.mapner © = - /

|
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(o)

'. TLoe 4‘ -_9_ i . . »
IS P T =
" (v) Evaluating, wherd appropriate, the report of the visiting team in the ,
- (vi) Providing for the withdrawal of accreditafion only for cause, after
review, or when the institution or program does not’ permit reevaluation,
e -,after ‘due notice;
e - {vii) 3roviding the chifef executive officer of the institution with a
: specific statement of xeasons for any adverse accrediting action, and notice
" -, of’the right to_appeal such action;
(viii) Establishing and implementing published rules Qf procedure regarding
‘appeals ‘Which: will ‘provide: for: ° -
QA) ‘N6 change in the accreditation status of the igstitution or program
- pending diqusitinn of .ap appeal; |
. (B) Right“to -a: hearing,hefore the appeal body, .
(C). Supplying the "chief executive officer of the. insgitution with a written
decision of the appeal body, incIuding a statement of specifics.
* (4) 1t has demopstrated capability and*willingness to foster ethical practices
among the institutions or programs, which #t accredits, including equitable student

1

tuition refunds and nondiscriminatory practices in admisslons and’ employment. Kl

; (5) It maintains a program of evaluation of- its educational standards designed
to assess, their validity and reliability. - N *

. . (6) . It secures ssufficient. qualitative informxtsen regarding the institution'or
program which shows. an on-going ‘program of evaluatiod of outputs corisistent with
the educational goals of the*{nstitution-or program. .

(7¥ it encourages experimenkal -and innowative programs to the extent that these

e are conceived and. implemdnted in a manner which ensures the quality and integrity

’ of the institutipn or*program,
ot (8) . It accredits.only those institutions’ or programs which meet its published '
N standards‘ and ‘demonstrates that its standards, policies, and procedures are

Y. fairly ayplied and that 'fts eValuations are conducted and decisions rendered under
- conditions, thatoassure an ippartial and objective judgment
Vo +(9) It reevaluates at reasonable interbals institutidns or programs which it

v Mas -acéredited. s

(1Q) it requires that any reference to.its.aecreditation of accredited 1nstitu~

LI tions and -programs clearly specifies thé areas, and levels for which accreditation

- pasAbeen received, )

Reliabilitg" Its reliability is démonstrate by, '

. Ty Acceptange thrpughout tHe .United Statéds of its poligies, ‘evaluation methods,

© and, deatsfons by educators, educational institutiqgsa‘lieénsing bodies practi~ . =
tionéta, and: émployers;

f'_ (2) Regular review of it5 standards, policie¥ qnd prddedures, in order that the

. » evaluative process shall support honstructiVe analysis,” emphasiZE'factors of cri-

. tical importance,qand re£lect the. educational and traiuing néeds-of the student;

+ 7 .+ (3), Not less than’ twd years® ekperience as apn accrediting agency or association;

Cy {4) Reflection in.the composition of its policy afd 6ecis$onmaking bodies of the

»1-'+  community of interests df¥ectly affected by the scope of its accreditaxion.

; (d) -Autonomous. Its autonomy is demonstrated by evidence that — - - .
‘ (¢)) ig performs'no function that would be inconsistent With the formation of an
independent judgment of the quality of an educational program or institution;
Co(2) 1t providesein its operating procedures against conflict ‘of intetest in the .
- rendering of its judgments and decisions._ . . ~
“+ " (0.u., s, C,,llél(a)) P St T
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presence of a member of, the team, preferably the chairman; -
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. . RECOGNIZED.ACCBEDITING AGENCIES
) -, ’
. ) Regional Accrediting Commissions

.
4

Middle States Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools

. Harry W. Porter, Executive Secretary
: Commission on Higher Education
Gateway One, Raymond Plaza West
- Newark New Jersey 07102

QS? New England Association of, Schools and Colleges
Robert R. Ramsey,, 3r., Director of Evaluaticn
Commissfon on Institutichs of Higher Education
131 Middlesex Turnpike - N :
Buriington, Massachusetts 01803 ..
Ralph O. West, Director of Evaluation
Commission on Independent Schools
¢ 131 Middlesex Turnpike
. Burlington, Massachusetts 01803

Richard J. Bradley, Director of Evaluation
Commission on Public Schools

B 131 Middlesex Turnpike
Burlington; Massachusetts 01803

Daniel S. Haloney, Director of Evaluation
- Commission gn Vocational Technical Institutidns

131 Middlesex Turnpike
Burlington, Massachusetts 301803

North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary Schoéls
Commission on Institutions 6f Higher Education
‘Horman Burns, Director gf the Commission
Joseph J. Semrow, Executive Director
5454 South Shore Drive .

* Chicago, Illinois 60615

Executive Secretary, (Vacant) .
Commission on Secondary Schoold-
5454 South Shore Drive

Chicago, Illinois 60615

. Northwest Association of Schools apd € lleges'-",;_
Jameg.F. Bemis, Executive ‘Director. :
o Commission on Higher' Schools

3700-B Uniyersity Way,. N.E. EYE o fi;~

. ; Seattle, Washington 98105 , - e LT

.. o,

Southern Association of Colleges, and Schools ) o

\ Goddon W. Sweet, Executive Secretary - . AL
Commission on Colleges . B ) .

795 Peachtree Street, N.E.
. Atlanta, Georgia 30308

‘Bob E. Childers, Exccutive Secretary '
Commigsion~on™ Occqpational Education Institutions

795 Peachtree Street, N.E. P
! Atlanta, Georgia 30308
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* ARCHITECTURE

ART

_ASSISTANT TO THE PRIMARY CARE PHYSICIAN

- .
_ Western Association of Schools and Colleges ’ - . ;
Harry.D: Wiser, Executive Secretary
. Accredi'ting, Commission” for Junior Colleges c,

. * Post Office Box 4065 . .
.Hoﬁggto, California 95352

- + J. Wesley Berry, Executive Director
Accrediting Commission for Secondary Schools
, ~* 1499 Bayshore Highway r
Burlingame, California 94010

Kay J. Andersen, Executive Director

Accrediting Commission for Semior Colleges
. and Universities o

c/a Miils College -~ . :

Oakland, California 94613 - , .

. Board -of Regents (for inst;fufions within New York State

registered by the -0ffice of Higher Eduatiom, the State - ;
Education Department) : - )

Ewald Hyquist, Commissioner of Education.
State Education Department . -
The Upiversity of the State of New York

+  Albany, New York 12224

rd

& ‘ - :
National Specialized Accrediting Agencies and Associations

-

(5-year programs leading to a professional degree)
National Architectural Accrediting Board, Inc.
Hugo G. Blasdel, Executive Director ’
1735 New York Avenue, N.W. ]
Washington, D. C. 20006

-

- ' ‘ ) o . .

(professional schools and programs) . .
National Association of Schools, of Art

Wwilliam Lewis, Director

Commission on Accrediting

College of Architecture and Design

University of Michigan

Ann Arbor, Michigan 4&104-
‘ A

1

(programg for the assistant to the primary care iysician)
Council on Medical Education, American Medical Assocﬁgtion, in
cooperation with 'the Joint Review Committee on Educational Pro;
grams for the Aséistant to the Primary Care Physician, which 1is
sponsored by the American Acadenmy of Family Physicians, Ame ican
Academy of ‘Pediatrics, American College of Physicians and leri~
can Seciety of Internal Medicine .

C. H. William Ruhe, Secretary -

Council on Medical Education

535 North Dearborn Street -

'_Chicago,,Illinois- 60610 .

*
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BL . BIBLE COLLEGE EPUCATION : ' BN
. : . .(3-year institutes and 4~ and 5-year colleges) . . TR
g . American Association of Bible folleges- ’ . ; Y g
John Mostert, Executive Director ’ ) : Lo
A &
Box 543 . . . . - o5 :
Wheaton, Illinois 60187 . . . o~ T
1 ‘ M
Y .. BLIND AND VISUALLY HANDICAPPED EDUCATION .. o -
(residential schools for the blind) N o . .-
National Accreditation Council for Agencies Serving the Blina/ L.
and- Visually Handicapped . . .y
* Alexander F. Handel, Executive Director : BN a
. 79 Madison Avenue el : STy
i . T New York, New York 10016.° : . Ce
1 . . ’ . o T e ;, 4,. : s
BLOOD BANK TECHNOLOGY > o

(programs for the specialist in blood- bank technolégy)
Council on Medical Education, American Medical-Association ‘iﬂ
-~ cooperation with the National Accrediting Agency for Clinical
Laboratory Sciences, which is sponsored by the American Society - , ¥
for Médical -Techndlogy and the American Society of Clinical

-9

B ; - , ' Patholagists, and in collaboration with the American Association . F
; . of Blood Banks e S =
. C« H, William Ruhe; ﬁecretaty R s
i ] Council on Medical Education - R
‘ 535 North Dearborn Street. ) o %

- : " Chicago, Illinois 60610. -

P BUSINESS . . : o ) :
. . (baccalaureate.. and master s degree programq) ) ) - B
f American Assembly of Collegiate Schools of Business . .
. ) . Jesse M..Smith, Jr., Managing Director , '
’ ' o760 Office Parkway, Suite 50 . : .

st. Louis, Missouri 63141 ' -

, (private junior “and senior colleges of business, and private
] ' business schools)
SR Association of Independent Colleges and Schools
; Dana R. Hart, Executive Secretary
i - Accrediting Commisoion
. 1730 M Street, N.W. . -
i Washington, D. C. 20036 . .o

CERTIFIED LABORATORY.ASSISTANT EDUCATION

F ./(educational programs for the certified laboratory assistant) §
i : / Council oh Medical Education, American Medical Association, in A
o N N cooperation with the National Accrediting Agency for Clinical
T , - Laboratory Sciences, which is sponsored by the American Society : RS
f ! for Medical Technology and the American Society of Clifnical . '
; n ’ ‘Pathologists . . RS
v . &.% C. H. William Ruhe, Secretary o,
CoL S . < ' Council on Medical Education -
. ' . ' 335 North Dearborn Street ’ - i z
, i Chicago, Illinois 60610
. . - . .
! »
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CHIROPRACTIC ’ C e - . X~
' (programs leading to the D c. degree) . . :
Coungil on Chiropractic Education . .
.. + °  Orval L, Hidde, Chairman .
Commission on Accreditaticn e . S
. 1434 East Main Streét . . : ;
s Watertown, Wisconsin 53094, - - G .o

-

had

2 CLINICAL PASTORAL EDUCATION . -, ey - *
. (p:ofessional training certers) ¢ 2 PR . -
© Association for nClin,{cal ‘Pastoral Education ' . - - e
.- ., Charles E. Hall, Jr., Exefcu'five =Director , o T e
R "Interchurch Center, Suite #50 . : ' - - RN
- © . 475 Riverside Dkive i ) cL R )
e © " New York, New ‘York' 10027 T . g ; . S . . -

cosm:ror.ocy ryov o = . ) R ¥
(cdsmetology schools: and programs) . * ; £

RS Cosmetology Accrediting Commission : ¢ 3

. James R, Taylor, Executive Director .o

Yoe 25755 Southfield ‘Road ‘ . . . .

i "+ . Southfield, Michigan 48075 - ?
L4 -
cworzcm«or,ocy . :

. P (educational. programs for the cytotechnologist) .

{ Council on Medical Educaticn, American Medical Association, in .
cooperation with the National. Accrediting Agency for Clinital ) <7 :
Laboratory Sciences, which is sponsored by the American Sotiety .° J
for Medical Technology and the American Society of Clinical
Pathologists : i

. C. H. William Ruhe,* Secretary ’ . ¥

Council on Medical Education . . ‘ &

535 North Dearborn Street . sy ’ X

Chicago, Illinoi.s 60610 p

:DENTISTRY |,
' (programs leading to D.D.S8. or D.M.D. degrees, advanced .
; o e dental specialty programs, gene.ral practice residency . T,,;z:‘;wj ¢
Sl b LA programs and programs in dental hygiene, dental assist— *" = .
o e © - ing 4pd dental technology) . ; - ok
7. " ".s  Ametican Dental Association | ’ ) ‘ .
T Thomas J. Ginley, Secretary i
’ Commission on.Accreditation of Dental . ' 3

M T

; C st m;,): “_ .. P ‘ ‘and Déntal Auxiliary Programs . . ®
N . "{',,/ . 211 East Chicago Avenue - .
. . e Chicago, - Ill:tnoi:;M 60611 . - ®

-

" +- DIETETICS : ‘ ' g
Lo, (coordinated undergraduate programs in dietetics ‘and ‘o : - . q.
dietetic internships) . \ . S ) 3
American Dietetic Association = - - ;
- "y Glor,ia Myers, Coordinator, Program Evaluation ¢
H

PR c , : "620 North Michigan Avenue , .
TR e ¢ . Chicago, Illinoikx 60611 . o 5 |
: . i e E 3 . . £, . e . . 4
by - ENGINEERING o " - |
e ’ I (first professional degree programs. in engineering, graduate’ .. f
4 L e . prbgrams’ leading to advanced entry ‘into the engineering
@ T .. «profession, and associate and baccalaureate degree programs 4
- e : in engineering technology) .o ,
T T Engineers Coqncil for Professional Development |, . . :
A R David R. Reyes-Guerra, Executive Director :
T ’ 345 East .47th Street |

. “ . 4 .
.’ AP 'n{..; . New York, New York 10017
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3L ) ‘e . FORESTRY - . e R o
- LS . (professional school’s) - U T AR
<! E o o Soéiety 'of American Foresters ° : AR e
2 - . . Donald R. Theoe,. Director of Professional Programs s i
o AR v , 1010 - 16th Street, NoW. © 4o 6% ., 1 T R
s oo - i, Washington, D. §. 20036, DL Ay
: - - - ' - T IR
: A FUNERAL SERVICE EDUCATION - \ . R T
3 P et A (_indegéndént"gs\g:boolsgand collegiate departments) - ...
o - _ Anmerican Board of Fumeral Service Education * - &
. ¥ i * 1 yildiam H. Ford, Administrator . ‘. o
; T . Lt « 201 Columbia Streat ; . 1 g . . -
- ‘ oL . . " Fairmont, West Wirginia. 26554 REAE TR G B
L ; y . - . . - ; . . " , - . . :‘,L(. e Ve
| ; _HISTOLOGIC TECHNOLOGY, . = = *“ e . o
" - o (programs for ‘the histologfc thchniéian) . - '
_ i . Coungil\ on Medical Educat'.iotn_, American Medical Assoéiatid‘ft}, ;9:,-_« e, s
) ‘ - cooperation with the th}grxél Accrgditing Agency fok Clirbgics‘xig' . »
B : Laboratory Sciences; which*is spongored by the Amerdcan Society +
Lo . for Medical Technology, and the American Society of -Clinical ’,;,,“’
) .’ Pathologists « L. .t w
' > ¢ == 7 Co H, Willdanm 7 Secretary : P
o . - . Council on Y Education ‘ \
4 ‘9 . 535 North Dearborn Street ! Voo 0 SR
v - i ) . Chicago, Illinois 60610 T, v, oo T
- . .o - . - - ¢ . . ! .
oA : HOME STUDY EDUCATION . ~ -
R e - (private correspondence schools) . L
Ly .- h National Home Study’Cour}_@il i - . ‘e
. , S0 0T - William A. prler', ‘Executive Secregaryu L .
j e . Accrediting’ Commissioh ' P e
e s 1601 » 18th §geet, “N.W:'. , : RS
P e \ - Washington, D. C. 20009‘6». o s ',-%‘
. . s e % s T
Lt HOSPITAL ADMINISTRATION e, * « PRI e e
: N Lo (graduate programs) ¢ , s R
by . . ¢ * pccrediting Commission om, Graduate'.'Edt;cation'for'Hpspitalf PR A
o . P Administration . . ,”°° LY e, e
: " T s '+ Gary, L.; Filetman, Exegutive. Secretary." v R
v AR : One Dupont Circle, NiW. =« ¢ L.
s . -, Washington§,D. C. 420036 = : I e NN
oo Ce g, T S S >
e JOURNALISM -, . ot e e
Lo . : ° (baccadaureaté professional progra@s)g s .- ’s
i ) ) . American Council on Education for Joutnalism . v § °,
! . e Bagkett Mosse, Executive Secretary ef ) e R
{ - : 4Ac<:re'cliting' Committee - o’ o ! P Coe
‘ . o AR " g Northiwespern University e T ’ ‘ - i
. v A 215 Fisk Ball ® 4 . _ " - ‘
) 2 g Evanston, Illinois 60201, ¢ U
H . - ’ (S ¢« - " Y .. - ’
: LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE ! , I U
o (first pfofessional degree programs) s -
. g p . Americah Society of Landscape Architects ° e - -
. L ‘ . Gary g. Robinette, Associate Executive Director - o
" , < » ' 1750 01d Meadow Road . .- ’ L
3 s+ " McLean, Virginia *22101 coee 0
s " ’ e . u.‘ .
- . ' (/" . X . 4
. : ' ‘ B : X : L
L t ' . * )
, . - a“ - : o . - v D) : .
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> “:'1‘ _ (professfonal schools)
- . ' American Bar Association
- Prederick R. Franklin, Staff Director

'1. ' Section of Legal Education and Admissions to the Bar ‘ '
S 1155 East 60th Street ) v - '
e chicago, I1linois 60637 . - e

'LIBRARIANSHIP S - . )
; . (S-year programs leading to othe master s degree) N .
.1, “American Library Association ‘
¢ . Agnes L. Reagan, Accreditation Officer
AP Cormittee 6n Accreditation - ’ . ) -
50 East Huron Street - N . o
Chicago, Illinois 60611 , N : : )

'ﬁEDICAL-ASSISTANT , Yoo : )
(private medical assistant educational institutions and '
- programs) ' . .. o
-Accrediting Bureau of Medical Laboratory Schools > s,
- Hugh A. Woosley, Adnministrator , . ° Vs
> 3038 West Lexington Avenue, Oak Manor Offices
Elkgarg, Indiana ﬁ6514 - . JP
-, (one- ‘and two-year: medical assistant‘ programs)“ !
- -._CouriocL'l on Medical Education, American Medical AdsBciation, in N
L coqperation with the Curriculum Review Board, American Associa- . ro
on-6f Medical Assistants ' L ¢
“:Ci H. yilliam Ruhe, Secretary - ’ <, .
Council on Medical Education , . ‘ . , ,
:535 North'Dearborn Street - '_" ! : ) .

!Chicago, Illinois 60610 ’ Vs
: . :

J .- (technical schools and programs)
.1 AG¢rediting Bureau of Medical dLaboratory Schools ) ] £ .
o "‘Hugh A. Woosley, Administrator ° . S ",
73038, Vest Lexington Avenue, Oak Manor Offices . -
‘Elkhar‘t , Indiana 46514 C . ; . .

‘e, N i -

'ﬂEDICAL‘ BGRATORY TECHNICIAN EDUCATION “

. - -
]

} .
P (Eechnical programs) : ,
Cogn&il’ o‘ri Medical Education, American Hedical Associa;ion, in
cooperation with the National Accrediting Agency for Clirical - ° -
Lab’ora;:ory Sclences, which is sponsored by the American Society T l
"foraifedical Teghnology and the Americah*‘Society of Clinical ‘

2
- bl Pathologists ' . S

o G H; Ruhe, Secretary { ) a . '

‘ ,‘~’~’i:‘ .Council on Medical Education . ’ . a ’

e u’ '535:North Dearborn Street. "
Ghic'ago, I1linois 60610° °

MEDICAL Rﬁcoﬁb EBUCATION » ‘

%7 tecord- technicians)uims .
Council on ’Medical Education, American Medical Association, in '
= ¢oop‘eratfion~yith the Edueation "and Registration Committee, Ameri-
L léan MedicalgRecord Association . . . o b
'/‘ ¢, 'H.'Réhe, Secretary. - ., . " e , .
,' Oouncil on Medical Education - . . S '
535 North Dear;born Street ' v ; ’
: i Illinois 60610 , . .

Y 4 C N ‘g

SO A b

-

(ﬁrograms for me.dical record adminstrators and medical ’ " T




MEDICAL TECHNOLOGY - : . p

) (professional programs) . : B : f

Council on Medical Edutatiom,’ American Medical Association, in ' ‘

cooperation with the National Accreditding Agency for Clinftal . Y . }

Laboratory Sciencesh which is sponsored by the American Society ’

for Medical Technology and,the American Society of.Clinical . . Voo !

. Pathologists | ’ i

S U C. H, Ruhe, Secretaty - *ﬁ T, - o : .

' Council on Medical Education .. s .

K ®  * 535 North Dearborn Street ST . T .

A Chicago, Illinois 6’06,10 %",, -, .

[ . s . i e PR , . .

IQEDICINE Coer SRR . e e
(programs leading to the H D. degtee) oLt ’ .-
Liaison Committee on. HedicaI’EducationAmepresenting the Council on -
- Medieal Education, Americdn: Medical, Association, and the-hxecutive .o
*" Council, Association of. Amerisan Medicél Cbilegea e
(in even-numbered years) < L
C. H. William Ruhé, Secretary
? 'Council on Medical Kducation e
' American Medical kssociatipna. R S .
. . 535 North Dearborn’ Streeb -»'.f"'-ﬁ R ] s
s Chicago, Illinois 60610r RN .

I L

-

s v . . we
© (in odd—numberee yeazs) L SO TR T . :
John A. D. Cooper,’ Pnesident ! ¥ '_3~,,-W JETE . Vj:"'* 3
Association of American Medical Colleges e L . .t
* One Dupont Cirdle, 'N. W., Suite 200 AR o R
. Washington, D= ¢. 20036 SL s, Pl - - ,';
wsic C W e
(baccalauréate and, graduate degree programs) / C < .E
National Association of. Schools of Music . o~ . ;
Robert Glidden, Execlitive Secretary = ) . )
One Dupont Circle, ‘N:W., Suite 650 ° o R
Washington, D. ¢. 20036 --.: o : . . T o
. . . - ’ . >
NUCLEAR MEDICINE. TECHNOLOGY ' N : IR
L. (programs for the nuclear medicine technologist and nucléar. . <
o medicine technician) Lo
Council.on Medical Educatioh, American Medical Association, im X Lo
cooperation with the Joint Review Commiittee on Educatdonal-Programs ’
¢ ' in Nuclear Medicine Technoldgy, which is sponsored by the American . h
s _ College 'of Radiology, American Society of Glinical Pathologists, o
American Society for Medical Technology, American. Society of Radio-
logic Technologists, Society of, ‘Nuclear Medicine Teshnologists and
Society of Nuclear Medicine - ., . . oty
C. H. William Ruhe,.Secretarxd ) .~ ' -
* +  Council on Medical Educationd . ; L by
535 North Dearborn Street ° . Lo,
Chicago, I1linois 60610 e ) L.
NURSING - ; o, . .
(professional soﬂools of nurse anesthesia) a )
" American Association of Nurse Anesthetists. .,
Bernice. 0. Baum, Executive pirector . . o,
’ 111 East Wacker Drive- < ‘ .
* Chicago, Illinois 60601 e . . T e

(practical nurse programs)
National Association for Practical Nurse Educetipn nnd Service

Lucille L.' Etheridge; ExecutiveADirector T
. 122 East 42nd Street,. . . . .
New York, New York lOGlW ‘A

L .
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- h -t N A ~ '
& " ! w0, . o . BN
. S, e . , R _ - . ,r,asﬂﬂ”’ oL , :Ig
. . - . ‘ ' - . g |
. P . . La ‘= < !
. L, S ' g3
. - . : , -17- L v -~ ~ o 1?}
K { ) ¥ N * R . * ° E 1
~ , p ~ ; . H
) ; . (profegsional’, technical and practieal nurse prog;ihé). ' K
: National League for dursing ’ - T , o !
- . Margaret E. Walsh, General Director and Secretary. --. - i
. ' 10 Columbus Circle . RN ! ¢ !
) v - © . New York, New York 10019 , ', A - T
( - s . >~ l . ) b
_OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY . : ’ Co. - , :
(professional programs) . . T ) o &
I Council on Medica;,Education, dmerican Medical Association, in ° . ! A
) cooperation'yith_thelAccfeditatiqn Committeg, American Qccupar : t .
- . b . tional Therapy Association . R . >
- : - . C. H,.William Ruhe, ‘Secretary: . e -
couneil o Medfcal Education .« ¢ S . .
c . ~.535 North Dearborn Street . _- ‘v 7 ) ' .
‘ . Chicago, illinois 60610 *.'* = , Y ' r}
. . . . L, . : . -
" L QCCUPATIONAL, TRADE AND TECHNTCAL EDUCATION . o SR |
) . N [(private trade and technical-schools) )
‘ National, Association of Trade and Technical Schools _ - " . ’ ?
v . William A. Goddard, Secretary % - ~
b Accrediting Commission = ! oo .
2021 L Street, N.W. B ’ .
Washington, D.ﬁg. 20036’ . . . . L
) OPTOMETRY : ' :
(professional»programs) : R
. ) . American Optometric Association
I} . Ellis S. Smith, Jr., Executive Secretary T L. : .
Yo : 3 Council on Optometric Education ) . b
. ‘ ) . 7000 Chippewa Street R e
. St. Louis, Missouri 63119 \ - ]

U OSTEOPATHIC MEDICINE N '
Yo . . (programs leading to the p. 0. degree) -~ .,
TP i American Osteopathic Aésogiation ]
: . Philip Pletchery Director -
o ' . - 0ffice of Osteopathic Education . .
o ~ - 212 Fast Ohio Street : S . : .
) : ‘Chicago, Illinois 60611 ' . . Lo
) . . PHARMACY s :
- . (professional schools) . - : ‘ .
° jmerican Council on Pharmaceutical Education ) M
red T. Mahaffey, Secretary o, ) : -3
’ - West Washington Street . = ’
. Chicago, Illinois 0602 :
. PHYSICAL THERAPY . .
« . . N (professional proframs) o7
N S . Council on Medical Education, American Medical Association, in
“o et ' cooperation with the Committee on Accreditation in Education,
T co sAmerican Physical Therapy Association . g - '
Vo . ¢. H. William Ruhe, Secretary . . o, )
’ . : Council on #fedical Education . : - s
545 North Dearborn Street - - o
R . ‘ Chicago, Iljinois 60610 ) -_ .
] ' N M r ‘ -
. -
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~....-.§n..
o
Y
oL

FROOEN
Bl vy e o

e

»
T e D e e o e v—

S

e ——
»

A

s .

s

\
!f"‘
a,.
i
—e
[oommemnay

e o T P SV

A et

mp o = aan e e

- -

e v e e ———— e

Nt e

A«

L R T

P R L ~
U I

L FODIATRY _ A o
‘ : (baccalaureate an groduate degree progrm) / o Cv e

- . . American Podiatry Assoeiation C e

Johm L; Bennett, Director L )
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I : C. H. William Ruhe, Secretary )
Council on Medical Education ...
535 North Dearborn Street: - . .
Chicago, Illinois 60610 ¢ : o
1
* RESPIRATORY THERAPY SRR ' :
(programs for respiratory therauiots ind respiratory ‘
therapy techniciansj, . . .
Coun on Medical Education, American Medical Association, ’ 5
R ~_ in coopera h_the Joint Review Committee fof Respi- . ‘
. ratory Therapy Education, which is sponsored by the American :
Association for Respiratory Therapy, American College of . °
Chest Physicians, American Society of Anesthesiologists and !
. American Thoracic Society J - :
C. H. William<Ruhe, Secretary : IR .
Council on Medical Education ; . c.. ) .
. 535 North Degrborn-Street * i .ot
* Chicago, Illihois 60610 I N o,
* e ’ .
! ) ‘ . . .
g
— . o
. . T — ' v

. Council on- Podiatry Education . : ' o
- 20 Chevy Chase Circle, N:W. . - - S« )
Washington, D. C, '20015 °-' . ) ’

PSYCHOLOGY S : ' . ,
(doctoral and internship prograns in cIinical and counseling.

. - psychology, and doctoral programs in school poychology) v
- American Psychological Association
Ronald B. Kurz, Associate Educational Affairs Officet. ..
1200 ~ 17th Street, N.W. . , ’
Washington, D. C. \ '

20036 b fer '

PUBLIC. HEALTH ) e

. (graduate professionsl schools o: public health)’
¢ Council on Eu"-atiotZor Public Health . { — .

Janet Strauss, €xecutive Director . . :
g/o American Public- Health Alsochtion .

1015 < 18th Street, N.W. . : e
Huhington, D. C. 20036 . s ‘ * o .

mnmc.u. AND m_uumc EDUCATION o L S
(rabbinical and Talmudic schools) \ .
Associstion of Advanced Rabbinical-and Talmudic Schools £, s

. Abraham J. Tannenbaurf, Executive Director R l
¢ Accreditation Commission ) . ‘ o,
175 Fifth Avenue, Room 711 . Yo . .
New York, New York 10010 . . -

MDIOLOGIC TECHNOLOGY y o
(two-yeor programs for radiologic technologists and rodntion
therapy technologists) v - T
. Council on Medical Education, American Medical Association,’ in .
cooperation with the Joint Review Committee on Education in Radio- -
logic Technology, which is sponsored by the American College ‘of .
Radiology and the American Society of, Radiologic Technologists

’

ERIC™ e DAL AT
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(master™ 3 gndfbaccalauregte degree prograns)
A Council ‘on Social Hork Education
Alfred Stamm, Director :
Division of Educacional Standards and Accreﬁitntion
« 345 East ‘46th chqet: .
lcw York, New York 10017

‘SOCIAL WORK

hd ¢
M {

——

1]

. B R4
© . SPRECH PATHOLOGY AND AUDIOLOGY

(masper's degree prograns)

- American Speech and Hearing Associdtion
Gene Powers, Chuirman
- Education and Training Board
9030 01d Georgetown Road .
Washington, D. C.. 20014

3

>

[N

TEACHER° EDUCATION
(baccalaureate and graduate degree progrims)
National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education
* Rolf W. Larson, Director )
1750 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D C. 20006

THEOLOGY )
. (graduate professional schools)
iation of Theological Schools in the United States and Canada

Jesse H. Ziegler, Executive Director \
_ VETERINARY HEDICINE

Post Office Box 396
Vandalia, Ohio 45377
(programs leading to D.V.M. or V.M.D. degrees) !!
American Veterinary Medical Association
W. M. Decker, Director of Scientific Activitiel
600 South Michigan Avenue °
Chicago, Illinois 60605

>

.

P ~*~4/\\, .
ASSOCIATIONS AND AGBNCIES RECOGNIZED FUR
THEIR PREACCP.EDITAT&ON CATEGORIES

i4

. . .
The following nationally recognized accrediting agencies and associations are currently
recognized by the Commissioner as reliable authorities to establish satisfactory assur-

ance through awarding preaccreditation status to educationpl 1nstitutions and programs.

.
-

_ Regional Accrediting Commisé!nna

B

Hiddle States Association of Colleges and Sgcondary Schpols
Commission on iigher Education - 'Candidate for Accreditation"

s

)

New England Association of Schools and Colleges
Commisgsion on Institutions of Higher Education -- "Candidate
for Accreditation"

. ’

. Commission on Independent Secondary Schools —— "Recognition
.of Candidacy for Accreditation," "Correspgndgnt" .

- Y
. oas
.
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Comnissich on. Public Secondsry Schools -;-‘"Recognition‘of ;,
,Cendiduy for Accreditstion <;;/,} Ry

Co-i’uion on Vocetionsl Tecpnil : e
Candidate for Accteditetion o TR

lorth Cehttil Assocd.stion of Colleges sud' Secondery Schoolss L
¢ Comiission en .Institutions of- Higher"Edunation -t 'Csndids:e . ; 4
for’ Accreditttion" .o : . e e
lorthwest Associstion of Seeondst)r and Bighet Schools: f" o \
Cmiuion on Higher SeBOols ~= "Candidate for: Kecreditstion
‘Southers Association of Colleges and Schools - - 7w U
CO-iuion on Colleges - "Csndidste for Acc:;ed’itstion o

.

Commission on Occupetionsl !ducscion Institutione -

P w e o

"Affiliate" » o ‘ )

Western Mlocistion of Schools snd Colleges .
Accrediting Commission for Junior Colleges — "Cendidete S -

for Accreditation" - ‘ ‘ .

: Acqtediting Commission® for Secqndsry Scbools - "Candidate s
fof Accteditstion" ¢_‘ . .

£
Accrediting. Comissrion fot Seniot Colleges and Univetsities -

"Candidate for Accreditation” , .

- National Specialized Accrediting’ . .
genéies and Associations

5

Aleticsn Anocistion of Bible Colleges -~ "Associate"

Americar Association of Nurse Anesthetists .-
Approval of Schools Committee -~ "Preaccreditation”
. "provisional Accreditation"

Meticsn Dentel Association
Comission on Accreditation of Dental and “Dental
© Auxiliary Ptogrsms -- "Accreditation Eligible
“Reasonable "Assurance"
"Preliminary Apptoysl" .

. . L. . a R .
American'Optometric Association ‘ ‘
Council -on Optometric-Education -- "Accreditation Eligible"

o ' "Preliminsty Apptoval"

¢

American Osteopathic Association .
Office of Osteopathic Educstion -= "Preaccreditation Status
~ _ "provisional Approval"

4
L

American Veterinary Médical Auocistion
00unci1 on Education -- "Reesonsble Assuunce of Accreditetion
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. The Directory is ai armual- publicatiop‘prepared by the A¢cPeditation-and Institutional K
- F1igibility Staff of the .S, Offite of, Edudation. It comtains lists of educatioral . - YL
] - 4nstitutions and programs having accredited stdtus or recognized preaccredited status - | .
e+ .7 * yifh the regional and specialized Hccrediting agencies and ‘associations listed by dhe .- ’ ]
’ . U.S. Commissioner of Education. €opies of the Directory may bé purchased from the L

PO
.

y i B P A N - . .
. - ; R Superintendent T Documents, U:S. Government Printing Offide, Washington, D.C. 20402,
‘: . . % ) . (g & P ] - . L . - . U '..,
.« " § . . s ~. o . - * : .~ : - - A
' - . - f , - . - - I .t . L. e L, X
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. s . .- R ’ -
Sifel Accrediting Commigsiéns. serves ‘hs the Sobrdinating agency . - -
on secondary education of the regional: assbclations. Its ., S
' L genersl pyrpose is to ide an organization through which the- regional commissions -+ ; K
o <P A for secondary ‘schools unite and communicate to, advance the cause’ éf voluntary jnsti=- -

" .. - .* tutidn-based evaluation ‘and accreditation £0r public end non-public schools and for & - - o

L - . diyersity of other types of secondary schools. ' . o T e e,

» .- T A .;~‘ . * "z,,'-."' - . S ..‘—_,L 4 Q’,_‘/_‘\,"\— ]
' .- - < The Federatior:of Regiohal Accréditing Gommissions.of Higher Education, which was e~ < 17
AR PR .- £ablished in 1964, coordinhates. the work of the postsecondary commissions .bf 'the; regional,* , ¢
BT - 2+, sccrediting associations. Currently, the Federation functions to eskablish prinéiples . ~ * 7 .
B - : ax\d'pol.{gie's,qt) the national level to.be-administered by the regioriak commissipns -in YT
T <r. v cdrrying on their-accrediting activities, It also codrdinates the #tivities of phfse: st
R . °  commissions, ..The Federation functions to assist institubiofis of, highet education in .
1 7 © . . meeting Ethe problems of changing times and sponsors variQus ‘pesearch prajects- atmed -at -
. © 3 the development and improvement of-institutional, evalyation {echniquése. . = - .7 R

. 4 .' B "«:-'.‘*—‘: « T L. . .
- T. T The Council of Regio
’ .. for the seven commissions
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i ¢ The -National ‘Commission on'Accrediting wad established in 1949 by‘*éoﬁé,g‘es And ppdver- "0 7
I ’ - sities to serve as a coordinating agency for specialized. acrediting activities in - M-
- o - '.* colleglate education. A private agency, the Nationak Commission hias worked agthe ~ - - .,
' #%g . sgency-for its member educational institutions in granting recognition-to acerdditing v T -

- .. .. 4gencies, helping to improve accrediting standards and practices, fostering increased - ' :

. "+ 7" cyoperation among dscrediting agencies, and recommending action concerring specialized " A

* 7 accreditation to its members,’ R o S T
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" ."For purposes of ‘détefmining eligibility .for United+-Sta tes Government. , -
Yot -assistance under ;éi.tain'r'leg_islaf_:ign-, the U.S.. Commissigier of .7, < .
Syt 7T Education iis régmired’ts publish 1ists of State agencies for approval’ .
¥ .- 4%, of:public postsecondary vocational education, afnd for approval of .- . -
© .z, 7 7 ,-<nurse.education,’ which he has determined to be Teliable authorities’ - - -
v _r- i w-goncerning the quality of education or training offered. by..educational. .
.7 -7 -institutions orprograds.” Statk ‘agencies desiring, to be listed by .. ' > -
-+ the Commissioner of Education, must _submit petitions fof recugnition.- .-, !
TS, dggdnst—ut1ng compliafice with the Televant criteria <ontained in.-this, .
vt 7 decument.  All petitions dre received-grid reviewed by the Accredit rion. -
Tl TS T N Institutional Eligibility Staff s-Bureau of Postsecondary: Educé%igon,
ceeo ot - which, amofrg its “other duties, ‘proyides administrative services td.the,
AL Comnlissionér-of _Edqqation";é“Adiisqry Committee on Accreditation.and /.
Caemto o Institutional Eligibdlity. -.v-- = 5. -t T A

>t Lo 2

T

" " The Commissioper®s Advisoty. Compitfes on Atcreditation. and Institutional
<, Eligibility.was.established in May 1968,.z«i‘x'_id-’,isn»’g:ha';-;ej‘cdq’ r the ..
... Federal Advisory Committee, ACt'-(P.L. 92-463): , It is comfosed o A
_ - members:selected from various segients. f the secondary.fand. postsecondary: ..
wp., - community, the -student/ysuth population, State ﬂg’pa_r’tm;‘ 1t3. of .edycation;:
‘et - professional assgciations' and ‘the ‘general public’ - The fommittee - * -
., *. fynctions to assiSt ‘titk Commisgioner of Education in’ the pérformance. -
" voof eligibility detgrmining duties imposed by P.L..82-55¢, the Veteran's *

Readjustment Assistance Act -of 1952, and subsequent. legislatipn.” It ..

" also serves to advise hjim qn broader -polity matters-and |specific .. ° -
., issues relating to accreditation, mnd institutional eligibility-for:
- E .V Fedeéral, funding. ‘Specificaily, ‘the .Committée is mandatdd :
. ; . . [ . . "' L - , e ) "."2‘_" Jewe L Ve ; . .
};Q;‘ U . .1, Review all ciirrent,-and future policies:relagping ‘to., wte LT
v g "5, . responsibi¥ity,of the Commissioner’ for .the cognirion and . . .
G S \ aesignzt;iqg of accrediting agencies and ass #tfons- wishingel . 5 -
i R to be désignated as nationally recognized at rediting.agencies . .- o
» §i ¢ < '-f< i, - and assocjatipns, and recommend.desirable -ch nges in criteria. ...
- - .' . - and progedures; - Co, T Y I e Sy
;.‘.,;,: . - - ) R - . - . £ W

il Y .7 ) 2. Réview all &yrrent and future policies ¥eldting 3:6. the =
a ' y : .Tesponsibility.of the Commissioner for the recoghition:’. ...

o o o "and listing of State-agencies wishing to- be, designated.
22" 3 R A * . . as telidble aUthority as to the quality of public'~ A7 o
S E N ; © . postsecdndary ‘vocational edugation, and -of. nurse .ediication, *
R L .. ~and recodmend desirable chapges.in criteria and-procedures; :
o ! : ’ LT e, ! .7 - . .o 4 . I'l',‘t L w '
P T 3. ‘Reyiew and advise the Commissioner of E,d.ucatioé‘ in.the 77 7. :
Vo ' - - formation, of all.current dand future polity’ relating to the -
1LY -1ng -

b e , matter of institutional eligibility;

AN A T .., L 4 e . ) PR B :., ekl L o )
N EURT 4. Reviéw the provisions of ‘current legislation affec‘:t@‘ﬁg‘,of_f,ice Sl
A . ‘of Education responsibility in the area of saccreditdtion and’
& . . ' 21 sam e 4 » . : R . N
A . < .- institutional eligibility and suggest needed changés;...... - © .
. - o . . e . 4 . ‘:,‘,"'- S i »1*‘:‘
Y Develop and recommend to the Commissioner of Education, driteria -~ . -
“H PR and-.procedures for the récognition dhd. designaticn of accrediting -~
s, - N agencies and associations in accordance with legislative proyis;&ns@~_,
: : e L .~ Presidential directives, or interagency agreements; . _ - L
+ - - -t T ” - ’ - - ;" sk s @ “j*..\
! ‘ ..~ 6. Reviewrand recommehd to the CommisSioner of. Education for SR

S % * designation s ‘nationdily recognized accred'it—ingtja‘gencigs and
; . ‘ associations of reliable aythority all applicant ‘accrediting oo LN
2 % ‘ ) ' .  agencies. and’ associations ‘which meet ¢riteria established under ' . .- ™ -

. P y DR R,

s - v.- (5) aboye; - .. .. S R P R
- : o p "l PO ¢ N T e SET TR vy . '.n' 'z
SN P - LT 'Devélop; and 'rec.omménd_" to ‘the Commissioner. of Educationp ., ., % v ‘

e = criteria and procedures. for the fecogpition) designation , -, "~ .. - L e
- - i and listing of State agencies. in accordance with®statutory -, ... & .

i -, *~ . provisiong; Executive Ordérs, or - interagency: agreéments;. . -7 ¥ F

. s . = ° A 2 7 g B J I N

y N . A . CAR A iy L E n e
' 8. ’Review and ‘recommend .o 'the ‘Commissioner of,Bdu_catAi’oﬁ_",)ajar_ .
R "aesi_gnatiqn as . Staterdagencies of.reliable authdrity @s.to .-~
-+ the qudlity .of publit postsedondary "yocational education, . », =
-7 ¥ and of nursg’education, alkl applicant,State agéncies whichk - .7 .-
* .. meet dritérda established under (7). ’aﬁove;j,-j . R
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Develop, under the authorlty of»the Vocat10na1 Educatlon
Act’ of 1963, as amended,- and recommend for approval of
the. Comm1551oner of Educatlon, standards. and criteria e
for specific categorles,of vocational training institutions |

which have no-.alternative route by which to establish . .

311g1b111ty for' Federal fundlng programs;

Develop, under the authority -of the Higher EduCatlon Act
" of -196%5,.'as amended, and’ recommend - for the approval of
-the Commr351oner of Education, . standards. and criteria for

) spec1f1c ‘categories of institutions of higher education,

g

for which there is no recognlzed accrediting agency or .
association, in ordz to establish, ellglblllty for Federal
fundlng programs; .

’
Malntaln a continuous review of Offlce of Educatlon'
admlnlstratlve practice, procedures and judgments and
advlse the, Commlssioner of needed changes;

Keep wlthln 1ts purv1ew the accreditation and approval .
process -as*it develops 1n all levels of educatlon, :

“Advise the Commissioner of Education concernlng the

- relations of the Office with accrediting agencies or

-associations, ° or other approval bodies as ‘the Comm1551oner
may ‘request; . “ -

* . ’

Advise the Cemmlssloner of Bducatlon, -pursuant to the

7 . , '
% 1 PN
N :"I
U N A T T o

Bureau of the Budget (Office,of Management and Budget) . -
" policy dated December 23, 1954, regardlng the award of
degree granting status to Federal agencies and.lnstltutlons,

——

15. Not later than March 31 of each year, make an annual report
of its activities, flndlngs and -recommendations. !

»

CRITERIA AND PROCEDURES FOR RECOGNITION OF STATE dﬂ

. AGENCIES FOR THE APPROVAL OF PUBLIC POSTSECONDARY SR
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION - . .

9
The folloW1ng information concerning the criteria and procedures
for recognizing State agencies for the approval of public
postsecondary vocational education was published in the Federal
" Register of August 20, 1974, under Title 45--Public Welfare,
Chapter I--Office of Educatlon, Department of Health, Educatlon,
- “and Welfare, These criteria and proceédurés are companion to -
Subpart A of Title 45, Chapter I, Part 149, which outlines the
" Griteria and, Procedures for Llstlng of Natlonally Recognlzed
Accredltlng Agenc1es and Associations.
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- PART: 149:—COMMISSIONER'S RECOGNI-
TiON

PROCEDURES FOR ' NATIONAL
%EC?EI‘IS’ING BODIES AND STATE

.

Subpert B—Criteria for State Agencies
Sec. .
14920 * Scope.
. 14031 Publjcstion of list.
14022 Inclusion on list.
14823 Initial recognition; reevajuation.
140.24 Criteria:
- AUTRMORITY: Sec. 438(b) of the Higher Edu-
_eation Act of 1965, Pub. L. 89-329 as amended
by Pub. L. 92-318, 86 Stat. 235, 264 (20 US.C.
1087-1(b)). . ,

Subpert B—Criteria for State Agencles

$ 149.20 Scope.

‘(a) Pursuant to section 438(b) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 =as
amended by Public Law 92-318, the
United States Commissioner of Education
is required to publish a list of State agen-
cles which he determines to be reliable
suthorities as to the quality of public
postsecondary vocational education in
thelr respective States for the purpose of
determining eligibility for Federal stu-
dent assistance programs administered

by the Office of Education. -

(b) Approval by a State agency in-
ciuded on the list will provide an_slter-
native means of satistyipg statutory
standards as to the quality of public,
postsecondary vocational education to be

* undertaken by students receiving assist-
ance under such programs.

10 US.0. 1087-1(b))
§ 149.21 Publication of list.

Perlodically the U.S. Commissioner of
Education will publish a list in the Fep-
xzAL RecisTer of the State agencies
which he determines to be reliable au-
thorities as to the quality of public post-
secondary vocational education in their
respective States. 4

(20 U.8.C. 1087-1(b) )
§ 149.22 Inclusion on list,

Any State agency which desires to be
listed by the Comimissioner as meeting -
the criterla set forth in § 149.24 should
apply in writing to the Directof, Accredi-
tation. and Institutional Eligibility Staff,
Bureau of Postsecondary Education, Of-
gggo 20( Education, Washington, D.C.

(20 UB8.0.1087-1(b))

§ 149,23 Initial recognition, and reeval-
uation.

Por initial recognition and for renewal
of recognition, the State agency will fur-
pish information establishing its compli-
ance with the criteria set forth in

- §149.24. This information may be sup-
plemented by personal interviews or
by review of the agency’s facilities, rec-
ords, personnel quguncauom.- and ad-

P . . >

ministrative management. Each agency
listed will be reevaluated by the Com-
missioner at his discretion, but at least

once every four years. No adverse de- ’

cision wiil become final without afford-
ing an opportunity for a hearing: )
(20 T.5.0.1087-1(b))

’l 149.24 Criteria for State agencies.

The following -are the criteria which
the Commissioner of Education will
utilize in designating a State agency as’
a relisble authority to assess the quality
of puble postsecondary vocational edu-
cation in its respective State. :

(8) Functional aspects. The functional
aspects of the State sagency must be
shown by: .

(1) Its scope of pperations. The
agency: L .

(1) Is statewide in-the scope of its op-
erations and is legally authorized to ap-
prove public postsecondary vocational in-
stitutions or programs; N

(1) Clearly sets forth the scope of its
objectives and activities, both as to kinds
and levels of public postsecondary voca-
tional institutions or programs.covered,

* and the kinds of operations performed;

(i11) Delineates the process by which
it differentiates among and approves pro-

* grams of varying levels.

(2) Its organization. The State
sgency:

) Employs qualified personnel and
uses sound procedures to éarry out its
operations in a timely and effective
manner,; e

(1) Receives adequate and timely
financial support, as shown by its ap-
propriations, to carry out its operations;

(§1§) Selects competent and knowledge-
able persons, qualified by experience and
training, and selects such persons-in ac-
cordance with nondiscriminatory prac-
tices, (A) to participate on visiting teams,
(B) to engage -in consultative services
for the evaluation and approval process,
anfd (C) to serve on decision-makin,
bodies. .

(3) Its procedures. The State agency:

(1) Maintains clear definitionis of ap-
proval status and has developed written
procedures for granting, reaffirming, re-
voking, denying, and reinstating ap-
proval status;

(i) Requires, as an integral part of
the approval and reapproval process, in-
stitutional or program self-snalysis and
onsite reviews by visiting teams, and pro-
vides written and consultative guidance
to institutions or programs and visiting

ms.

(A) Self-analysis shall be a qualitative
assessment of the&'strengths and limitd-
tions of the instructional program, in=
cluding the.achievement of institutional
or program objectives, and should in-
volve a representative portion of”the in-
stjtution’s sdministrative staff, teaching
faculty, students, governing body, and
other appropriate constituencies.

(B) The visiting team, which includes
qualified examiners other than agency
staff, reviews instructional content,
methods and resources, administrative
management, student services, and facil-
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ities. It prepares written reports and rec-
ommendations for use by the State
agency. | .

(iii) Reevaluates at reasonsble and
regularly scEeduled intervals institutions
or p. which-it_has approved.

(b) nsibility and reliability. The
responsibility and reliability of the State
agency will be demonstra by

(1) Its veness to the public ing

terest. The State agency:

(1> Has sn sdvisory body which pro-
vides for representation from public em-
ployment services and employers, em-
ployees, “postsecondary vécational edu-
cators, students, and the general public,
including minority groups. Among its
functions, this structure provides counsel
to the State agency relating to the de-
velopment of |standards, operating pro-
cedures licy,
educational n and 'manpower projec-
tions of the State’s public postsecondary
vocationak eguca.tlon system;

(i) Demonsjtrates that the advisory
body makes aireal and meaningful con-
tribution to the approval process:

(i) Provides advance public notice of
proposed or revised standards or regula-
tions ough its regular channels of
communications, supplemented, if neces-
sary, with direct communication to In-
form interes members of the affected
community. Iniaddition, it provides such
persons the op, rtunity to comment on
the standards|or- rogulations prior to
their adoption

sufficient qualitative in-
g the applicant insti-

enable the institu-
tion or program to demonstrate that it
has an’ongoing program of evaluation of
outputs consistent with its educational
goals; .

(v) Encoursges experimental and in-
novative programs to the extent that
these are conceived and implemented in
2 manner which ensures-the quality and
integrity of the institution or program:

(vi) Demonstrates that it approves
only those institutions or programs
which meet its gublished standards; that
its standards, policies, and procedures
are fairly applied; and that its evalua-
tions are conducted and decisions are
rendered under conditions that assure 20

. {mpartial and objective judgment;

(vil) Regulsrly reviews its standards,
policies and procedures in order that the
evaluative Pprocass shall support con-
structive analysis, emphasize factors of
critical importance, and refiect the edu-
cational and training needs of the
student;

(viii) Performs \no function that would

be inconsistent with the formation of an -

independent judgment of the quality of‘
an educational institution or program;
M(ix) Has written procedures for the re-
view of complaints pertaining to instis
tutional or program quality as thesé
relate to the agency's standards, and
demonstrates that, such procedures are
adequate to provide timely treatment of
sich complaints in & manner fair and
equitable to the complainant and to the
. institution or program; '
. Pd
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(x) Annually makes &vailable to the ¥ (i) Murnish ;
public ‘(A) its policies for approval, (B) u,&'o’n visit, & written ,’g‘;’r‘t gg t‘}“‘ i;‘;ﬂ'
reports of its operations, and (©) list of  tution or e nsh-
institutions or programs which it has program commenting on areas
approved; P :fl ;tmh th, areas needing improvement,
. (xi) Requires each approved school or ‘of tmprovens n:pria;e,i;uggm;ng means
prograim $o report on changes instituted  areas, if mymwh:?e thghllg;rt,i%u:&e:mc
to determine continued compliance With program miay not or
standards or regulations; the agen e ?:ndbe in, compliatice with

oD Confers regularly with counter- s oe oy aRrds:
part agencies that have'similar responsi- oo 410 mug‘?‘o‘he chief executive officer
bilitles ‘in other and neighboring States . -/ . o program with op-
about methods and techniques that may POrtunity to comment upon the written
be used to meet those responsibilities. report and to file suppiemental materials

(2) Its assurances that due process is fherti::‘x:t to the facts and conclusions in
accorded to institutions or programs e Written report of the visiting team
seeking approval, The State agency: betorr:.the agency takes action on the

(1) Provides for adequate discussion
during the on-site visit between the visit- (V) Provides the chief executive officer
ing team and the faculty, administrative
staff, students, md other appropriate

’ J

ment of reasons for any adverse action,
and notice of the right to appeal such

of the institution with s specific state-
. appraved institution or program. v

(1) Continues $he approval status of <
the institution or program pending dis- ;
position of an appeal’ ¢

(vll) Furnishes the chief executive ot- - }
ficer of the institution or program with -

a written decision of the appeal body, in- #
cluding s statement of its reasons
therefor.

{©) Capacity to foster ethical practices.
The Statk agency must demonstrate its
capabllity and willingness to . foster
ethical practices by showing that-it:

(1) Promotes a well-defined set of ethi-
cal standards governing institutional or
programmatic practices, including re-~ .
cruitiment, advertising, transcripts, falr
and equitable student tuition refunds,
and student placement services;

(i) Maintains appropriate review in
relation to the ethical practices of each

- persons;
’ - 2, action before an appeat body designated
) . 'iﬁ‘ for that p (20 TU.S.C. 1067-1(b) )
A “w ‘“p“; ‘rules of ‘procedure re- [PR Doo.74-19298 Plled 8-19-74;8: 45 unr
wdlnz appeals ) - .
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. COLORADO State Board for Cdmmunlty C011eges-and 0ccupat10na1 Educat;on
-+ M. G. L1nson,2D1rector,met;upatlonal ‘Education
. 207 .State Service- 5u11&1ng, ISZS»Shpfman St R
‘Li‘ - Denver, ‘Golo.. 89203 S

PR

°F QRIDA State Board of Edpcatlon §3,- HE
, Floyd T. Chrlstlan, Comm1551oner Ty
- - Department. qf Educations .{1 2T

- Taliahassee, F10r1da 32304

+
»

“,’IQWA Staté Boaid- of Publlc Instzuctlon o
ARIECEE AL Robert D:rBefrtom. © v eliil Tuagn U
L -State Superintendent of Pub11Cj;nstru
Lot liGrimed -State Offlce’Bdild1ng ?’ ’

A JDeSwaznes, Iowa SOS&Q¢.;hH, S

‘Bepartmeni of-Edications .
Ggpltol;Sguare,Buliaang,‘
P Minny 551017

“31 : Aipat : (
(0ff1¢e df;the Sta e Snperlntendent of
P . "'Hei 2 iMon'ty: 01" ‘ »
;5”. NEW’MEXICO State Bpard of‘Educaticn '1 PEEL N D T ey
£ oo Tames B, Nest % et S
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: For the‘pnrpose o§ defermanxng eimgxbilzty*f,t
.pursuant to Piublie Lok 88+S81, vas’ amﬁnded,.ﬁhe‘unxtgdf
“Commissionercof Educdtion - 1s*v§qp1re&&t6‘pﬁb11sh ; 3;2,0f
urecognize&'accgedltxng bndne§,han tof Staﬂb agexc1e§, iCh;
- vdetermines, -toshe. reiiapie anthorities’ a§ to ;the quality ofy

.training offered by’schdols and pregrams.for-dlploma,.associate
- wdegree; agﬁabaccakaureate andwgraduatev&egrﬁéﬁ in nurSing...
pursugnces; bﬁwthis*mandate, “the folioW1ngx£r1tér1a for. recpgnitd
"> of State- agencies ‘were: esxdﬂl1shed and pub hed in the’ January.

'16 }969 ederalﬁ&gngtez
AU Y
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- The fQIIOW1ngeareafﬁe cﬁit
.szl utilzze in determinim
author t7 as +to: the quallty
nunsrng. - Lbf g-;ﬁk. Ve ok

et N P i-)|

.f gthe-State agencyA

Is jtatewxde'ln the scopé of.. 1t5abperatxpns-and 15 1ega11y\_;
3&th0§129& to accredit schoois of nur51n X . -

[ s,.
% - e

"C . £

AT :“ ‘\ v{'“

. i ‘\ o " )

e ﬁinu,%f Current xnformai;on Qovernng 1ts crxteraajbr stand%rds
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EARNS :.,b@f‘Reports df Lts c:pf.a.*rat::ma‘xs'0 % F L .
A S Dol e s - ;] -‘.‘
'23*'?¥rﬁfz§1 L;sts of schoolseof nursi H"whmh 1t has«accreérted. I
O A S g Gy i Sy e

AT W . Has ,am adeqqate organlzaxion.and effectlve procedures, R
s admlnlstere& by..a qualified board and staff, to mag¢ntain’, AEPRIV:
BT f: :1ts-openat10ns on a'ﬁrofe551ona1 bas;s.» Among :the B
Miﬁfj-, s itas ‘be conslderegbln{th;& conpect1on gre that the agenc ]
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in the Nurse Tralnlng Aet those-apnroprlate acoredltlng

‘ 'assqcxatxons designated by the GCommissioner as™ iNationally
Recognazed Accrediting Agéﬁties'and Associations' (the seven
reg1ona1~eccred111ng commissions. and the National League for

NurS1ng, Inc:) wWill: be llsted‘ R IR

Any other assoc1a11on OrAState agency whlch de51res to be -
: included Jon_the Ilst~shoﬁld request 1nclu51on in -writing
_ZBach assocxatuon ‘or -State "agéncy listed may be re- evaluated

. from* tzme to;t1me by the Commzssroner, j l;,,i" : s,- R

__"Vf\» B =

.For init1al~recogn1tlon and for extens;on of recognltlon Y
(1n conpéction with .re- evaluaxlon),ﬂthe-assoc1at10n or
© State ageney will be requestea.toffurnlsh 1nformat1on'

“, estabdighing ‘its. compliance with: the stated: criteria.” . . - T -

" This -inlformation may- be supplemented by‘personal interviews ..
or investigation of the association's or agency’s. facilities, )
records, personnel ‘qualifications, and.administrative pr cedures;
= No. adverse decision will be: flnallzed*WJthout affbrdlng )
opportunlty £or a hearing. )
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REGIONAL ACCREDITING COMMISSIONS‘FOR HIGHBR EDUCATI"

Mlddle States AssoC1atlon of Colleges and Secondary Sé ools )
CarL L Harry W. Porter, Executive Secretary {' ,

S Commission on Higher Education [
':”v',_ . Gateway One, RaymondgPlaza Wast . ] ’
B < Newatrd, N. J. 07102 ~ ;/
New England ASSOC1atlon-of Schools and Lolleges / N
. .Robert.R. .Ramsey, Jr., .Diréctor of Evaluation
; L - Commission on"Institutions of Higher [Education

131 Mlddlesex Turnplke, Burllngton, fass. 01803

SchooIs'

North Central Assoc1at10n of Colleges and Secondar
- e ,  C Joseph Semrow, Executive, Secretary
- ‘" Commission on. Institutions of Highef Education
’ .“" 5454 South Shore Dr., Ch1cago, Ill 60615

, James F. Bemis, Executive D1rector'
K ) Commission on Higher Education .

3700-B University Way, NE., Seattlle, Wash 98105 -

!

Southern Association of Colleges .and Schools j
‘Gordon W. Sweet, Executive Secret Ty
Commission on Colleges

. 795 Peachtree St., NE., Atlanta,/Ga. 30308
Western Association of Scﬁools and Colleges J ‘
] Kay J. Andersen, Executive Direcftor
-Accrediting Commission for- Seni T Colleges
. . . and Universities i / <.
- < «cfo Mills Co11ege, Oakland) Cal/f 95350

- ' ' Harry D. Wiser, Secretary - . '
Accrediting Commission for Junjor C%lleges
. Post’ Offlce Box 4065 Modesto, Cal;f 95350
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}NATIONAL SPECIALIZEB ACCREDITING AGENCIES * y

BRI Natlonal ‘League for Nurs1ng, Inc. : .
l;~ e . . Margaret E. Walsh, General D1rector and Secretary -
§

A 10~ Columbus‘Clrofe, New York, N.Y. 10019 )

‘.
I. - : - . - '
H . . .t : [

G oo . : : STATE .AGENCIES

L. o California Board of Nurs1ng Education and Nursé*Reglstqat1on
' Business and Professions Building
R 1021 O Street, Sacramento, Calif. 95814 Jone

\\

3 v Iowa Board of Nur51ng : ’ '-‘,F ) ’ ‘
4 S State Office Bu1ld1ng T
; . T 300 4th St., Des Mo1nes, Iowa -50319

. Louisiana State Board of Nurse, Exam1ners ' .
907 Pere Marquette Building ' '

"n ot

vwﬁ ' : S 150 Baronne St., New Orleans, La. 70112 - -t
'+ Missouri State Board of Nursing . S T .
) Box 656, Jefferson City, Missourg 65101 . , -
A - Montana State Board of Nursing ' 1
’ T : Wheat Building, Su1te 201, Helena, Mont..~ 59601
Lo ) New,Hampsh1re Board of Nurs1ng Educatlon and Nurse Reg1stratlon
’ - _ Stlckney Ave., Concord, N. H, 03301 .
'—1( Vo . , —~
b « New. York Board of Regents ‘ : |
R . Board of Exam1ners of Nurses, Albany, N.Y. 12204 ki |
' S - " I
! - .West Virginia Board of Examiners for Reglstered Nurses 2 |
| ' 408 Davidson Building |
- 910 Quarr1er St., Charleston, W.,Va. - 25301, ‘
- k4 ! ‘ 4" . ¢ ‘ ‘% \- -
Ce e *For certain purposes Sther than the adm1n1strat1on~of P.L. 88- 581 .
. the National Association for ‘Practical Nurse Educxtion and Servi ce,

! ' ) Inc., has been listed by the.U.S. Commissioner of Educatlon as.
’ : nationally recognized accrediting agency.~ ’




" Exhibhit F

,

' - Office of Educationm:

S . : Bureau of Postsecondatry Education

- Accreditation and Institutional Eligibillty Staff
v - _ January 28, 1975

- N .
. . . L

INSTITUTIOFAL FLIGIBILITY AND CONSUMER ABUSES

A STATUS REPORT AND SUMMARY OF'1974 ACTIVITIES, INCLUDTNG
A REPORT CN_ THE BQSTQON CLORE SERIES ON PROPRIETARY VOCATTUNLL
M SCHOOuS AND LLE‘SYSIEJ IOR MONITORING CanUhLP APUSES = -
] - ‘

A ‘_ . FINDINGS ,:u:n RECOIMMENFATIONS - - T

-

e .
’ . L] . AN L.

L] -. . - . " . < . ‘o . .
" /‘L oo . Subm*ttoapto the Dircctor of the hcereditation and BN »
' ~In stitutional Eligilility Staff .

T . Prepﬁréd by:
- - T, Ronald Fug ley, Chief, '"Accreditation Policy Unit, AIES,-and
' ' - .. member of the FICE Subcommittee on Educafional

Consumer Pretection” .
N , Joeeph Hardman, Chief, Inst itutional Bligitiliry Unit—-Junior
. ) Oolleges, Accreditation and Institutional

K EYigibility Staff ’ ‘ :

k-4 . .
) . ¢ P ‘ .




-
» n
Y
-
4
-
~
.
»

\
2t SESPEIR
~

TAELE OF CONTENTS

L Summary and Recommendations.:....,,.,....,

ltlllllllolllloollli

i . ' . 7
'.‘- ' I..\Introau. \.ll’l.l..ll/ll..llll...lllllll.lll.l.llllllll

‘ - \/‘ ' Goveminental ActivitieSlllllllll.l.lll.llllll’l’.ll‘l‘illl
I

Nationally Recognized Aécrediting Agencies...,,.2

State Regulation or .Approval of Postsecondary’
Institutions., Yy

. lllllllll.lllllllll‘.l.l"lll3
® i \ -~ .

. Federal Eligibility Requirements and Program
4* . 2 A Regulations- oo ,

l.lQllllllllolllllolllll/tlé

Proposed- Legislation and Regulations.................6

'II. BOStOﬂ ReVieW.--o.o-------o-;-o--..a.--

lllllllllllllllllg

v

: ;o III, Suggestions for Change.............m...................18
N . o -
* . i

. Strengthening the Tripartite System.................19
L

- : u / Changes in the Federal Eligibility Requirements.....Zl

,J ~ Appendices: R ) (\ /. 4/ ('l;ﬁ

1,. The Boston Globe Series On Proprietary Vocational’Schools'
k . B Preliminary Report, Prepared by the Accreditation Policy
L . ) .. Unit, AIES, July-1974, . .
N L ‘2, "Report of Findings" !
RN . NATTS Accrediting Commission oL ;o
) — NHSC Accrediting Commisssio : Y
S -3 Criterii: for Recognition and LEsting of National Accrediting
o ‘ / Bodies and State Agencies, Federal Register, Vol 39 No. ,

Tt . w 162, August 20, 1974, . -

A 4, Educational Consumer Protection Featuﬂés of ¢ %evised‘Cri-.
‘/ 3 o ‘/ . teria for Nationally (Recognized Accrediting Agencies and

) ; .Associations, prepared by Accreditation‘and~Institutional
y. e . | Eligibility Staff, April 18, 1974, '

-




-

' 5.

[ ' . . Q
. . .

Education Commission of the States, eport No. 39, June,
1973. Co, I '

1974.

Toward a Federal Strategy for Protection of the Consumer of.
Education, A Report from thé Subcommittee on Educational
, Consumer Protection to’the/ Federal Interagency Committee °

-» on Education, December 18, 1974. L

"Trade Regulation Rule for foprietary Voeational and Home

* Study Schools, Notice /of Public Hearings, Federal Trade

Commission, Adggust 15, 1974, 5




& _‘ , e

%he ReEOrt .- . _.' : ~ . . ) " :.-’.: -..- v N ‘ ": . . ; -,

. 1y ‘

- . . * LT . .. - L N R L]

The ' age»of consumerism" has made the Federal government increasinglx‘ i __-'ﬂ

. . .

. : . aware of the abuses of educational* consumers resulting from unethical

[ ¥ o .

operations of some educational institutions. Rising, educational costs,

the limited prospect for increases in Federal funding support for edu- 4/

) . . - T Y

%,‘.)
cation, and the decrease in the population available for postsecondary-

education are tempting all sectors of postsecondary education into_unw-
/ . )

3

ethical, or "grey-area,"

competitives practices. Within this milieu,

~ the review of the Boston Globe series on private vocational schools.was

one point in a 12 month process” of evaluating the strengths and 1;&1:2-

\
7
br, L. " tions of current eligibility requirements and regulations governing

Federal aid-to-education programs. The series, However, provided a L

- : setting for reviewing a number of malpractices that had been‘identified

. within the postsecondary private school sector, as well as an occasion o

o

to review the e?forts of/éederal State,’ local and private agencies.in,
¥ i

tackling the abuses which affect educational consumers.
/ - :

’

' ) In addition to a summ vy of the Boston Globe's allegations and a éﬁmmary
. . . % o hd . .

. .
7

- 0 " of the schools' responses and recommendations, the report indludes the

.

/ findings of accrediting agencies, a ré@iew of ﬂederal and State respon-

sibilities in protecting the consumer of education, an analysis of the ) ’

-

) issues aS/perceived by responsible regional, state and local leaders,
Y t and some recommendations designed to prevent furqéer abuses of the edu-
, ". ' ’ ) c L. Iy
-@ /o ;o | , e R
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bationailcnnsumer and'mieuse~of edhcational programs.- In.aﬂdiﬁion, the

IR} s,
nf& r - - - :. -":t I.

recommendations should provide a means toward achieving better-eoordin

e .u~ e : "
. N 'o,_~-‘.."

tion among the agencies which ﬁorm.the qriad of eﬂucational.ove;sight.

r‘o‘ -
. .

ReCOmmendations

... ..

. .o

The report submitted to theaDirector of the Accreditation and Institu—‘~:

- p) ,._. - .

tional Eligibility Staff OUtlines a nunber oF action steps which: mav be con-f
:~ - sidered by the -u.s. Office of Education in providing protection to edu--

D e

cational consumers. The reeommendations focus upon measures to~improve
.
the regulatory functions of State, changes in’ fhe Federal eligibility “

. . 7 ',.-__ . -

requirements, and measures, to’ improve the communication linkages among

] ..
the primary agents'inuolved in providing an oée;sight mechanism for / .

+
‘e .

ostsecondary occupational schools and programs. Ourhreconmendations'

’
3 -

are as follOWS: . Lo ; ) .
. ‘ . hd s -

~~The Office of Education shoulﬁ'play a'd#talytic role in develop-

‘ ~

ing’and/implementing an.”earlx,warning systew'' among .the agents
# [ -

responsible for'certifying that accredited and/er approved insti-

tution7 are acting in the public interest.. ] Lo
M l .
--As an initial step, a national conference should be . con—/

-
-« .

vened by ghe Office to cons1der the n d for and ways to

[P
', 4.

'implement an effect've communicxtlons network among the

affected: partﬂ/ _ C N L S

v --The Office of Education should consider(requiring, as one change..
to curren£ statutory eligibility requirements, that postsecondary
. 5 a 0‘ . \ N 2 ®

1 . 4
vocational institutions be’ chartered licensed and/or approGed by

»

'State a eﬁciestreco nized. for such, purpose by the u. S Commissioner
] g .___Ji_,___

v

'of Educatiqn.
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N ’ -The Offdce of Education should develop proposals for tightening

. e eligibility requiredentStthat (¢D) create safeguards ensuring that

the interests of students, ‘the public¢ and the-Federal government

_.\

_are properly protected; (2) provide the Commissioner of Education

N

with sufficient power _and authority. that he now lacks commensurate

with | his explicit and 17plied responsibilities for administering

programs of student financial aid- ‘and (3) add specificity and
/
- flexibility to the range of remedies avaiiable in dealing with

individual institutions and particular, ¢ircumstances.- . . = .
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. . © © 1. INTRODUCTION - ' T

@

g T . In March 1974, the Bosgoniclobé published a éeries of articles‘alleging
. I o K T . , 3 - .
- serious educational malpractices by.selected proprietary vocational

- %

. schools located or operating in the Poéﬁon &ea, * 'Esséntiéigy; fiveﬁ‘«k
major kinds 6f,educational malpractices were highlighted in the Globe \‘\;V

articles:
misleading advertising

indiscriminate recruiting . ‘ -
- poor’course completion rates ’

‘false job-placement promises

insufficient tuition refunds °

.
1

4

1 % - »
! ] Action by the Office of Education in response.to the'specific issues

1 ..
raised{py the Globe articles was in‘two principal areas:
1)

Y A . .
. “( The Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility Staff requested
. ‘the two nationally recognized accrediting agencies inyolygd,Qp o

.‘ : . *. conduct a full-scale review of the accredited schools cited in,

3o - v *the articles, and K | ’ R
) °“¥ , (2)"~ The schools cited in the series which were eligible for'pgitici—
. : pation in at least one Federal aid to education program, admin-

.. ( . " istered by the Office, were asked.to respond specifically to

. - " the Globe allegagions. ] s
Attachment 1 provides a sq&maryzpf gé; Globe's ailega;ions and # summary,
g . ! ~v 4 %

Q

2

of the éché;}s' respoises and recommendations. Attaéhment 2 ingludes ’

oL Y ' . - | .
/.// 1f' "Report of indings" by two. nationally recognized accrediﬁ&ng agendies: .
'}/ the Accféditing/Commission of the National Home Study Council and the

[ 4
. P A
. .G/

’ : /A *In addition to the Globe series, other comparable articles éssértihg
e "-abuses affecting the educational consumer have also appeared, such as
_~ the four~part series on the trade school industry by Eric Wenttorth of /

.the Washington Post (June 23-26, 1974) and an article by Sylvia Kronstadt,
A"zzudgnt Loans: How’the Government. Takes- the Work Out of Fraud," The" /

A
»

/ Washington Monthly. {November 19'73).

* ' N kS

~ ’ [

.-
-

o f
‘-
\\.
e
.
i
-
»
N
N
- &
-t -
g
X
tos
?
’é’
’
——
I~
*
- t
%




5, . LT ' . 2 '
Accrediting Commission of the National Association of Trade and Teéhni-
[]

cal ‘Sthools. ' - ) .

(9

Governmental Actiwities »

Coincidental with the review of the Globe s charges during this period :

were a series of governmental actions and studies designed to address

clear and evident deficiencies which exist in present monitoring de“vices'ﬁ

[ i . - : "

used to assure the quality and capabiliti'oi schools whose students re-

- a

ceive Federal funds.* tlore specifically, attention focused upon the triad

of educational oversight which includes:"
¢ 5 . R

; (1) Nationally Recognized Accrediting Agencies. Current laws and

statutory regulations governing institutional eligibility re-
flect the conviction of the Congress that the Federal Govern-

ment, through the U.S, Office of "Education (USOE), should not

. , f
be in the business of directly accrediting schools. . The Com-

missioner's function is to recognize accrediting hodieg that
: ’ v

do establish schools as'"accreditedﬁ and, therefore, eligible

/ for Federal funding. These same regdlations, hovever, are si- |

-

,/' .lent on the issde of educ;?ional consumer protection.
/ : .

On Ahgust 20, the Office published in the Federal‘Registerfre—

E

vised Criteria for Listing NLtionally Recognized Accrediting.

e ——

T

a

'Agencies, wh:7h place increasing emphasis upon the need for( ’ i

responsibilitly and reliability in the accreditation process, A
,

/

copy of the revised Criteria is attached, along with a list of
/ . . :

*It should be noted that the Office of Education contracted with the Brookings,

Institution in June 1972 to study the use of accreditation to establish the
eligibility of postsecondary institutions for: Federal programs. The resulting
study, Private Accreditation and Public Eligibility, by Harold Orlans et. al.
(October 1974) provideg useful background and informational data regarding,
educational consumer protec;}on issues.
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the educational consumer protection features of the~proposed

requirements for recognition (See Attachments 3 and 4),

(2) State Regulation or Approval of ?ostsecondagy Institutlons.

.Too. often ' accreditatlon is equated with "eligibility" thus

. overlooking the imgortgnt co~equal. statutory responsibility

.l-'\
.

< of the individual States to effectively charter, license and
{
regulate schools. ‘More precisely, acéreditation by itself is

3
4

only one of a series of requirements which must be met to es-

.
ot

tablish "eligibility" for USOE administered programs. Statutory

] .
definitions of eligibility for proprietary schools require two

° . , o
concurrent but independent judgneqts;/one from the States and

.

one from the accrediting agencies., -

R T
’

1,

. , ‘ ]
Because chartering,.licensure and approval practices vary wider o

»

among the Sta{es, USOE' and several other Federal agencies pro-

. q

vided consultative and f1nancial support for the development by

»

the Educatioh Commission of the States of WModel State Legisla-

.

tion for Approval of Postsecondary Education afd Authorization
-y." i f" . -
to Grant Degrees.” The purpose of the "Model Legislation" is

to enhance, embellish and/reinforce the States' capacity to reg-

‘hlate éué license postsecondary educational institutions both

o

-proprietary and tax-exempt (See Attachment 5), ! ,
; PR ; 5 7

view for possible adoption in other States, Currently, there

Since'ite/pnblication,and distributign to the States, the "Model .-
. , . - K . i -

' // Legislation" has been adopted in several States and is under re-




“are 46 States which exercise sore authority over;postsecondary -+

}. : .r . s } ./‘c A ..' : _s‘ ‘ "

J -trade, technical, business,: professional anq<corfeSpdndgnée : .
education, with 45 ‘States having funding

mission and four*Stapes.having no statutory provisions for j‘

to support their.

. such schools. In some few States, the proprietary. schools
.. are reviewed by the State approving agencies for veterans 3
trgining and education. In five Sfates, the responéibil?ty

%s exercised by independent Boards, Agencies or Commissioms.

[l N “

i ' . ‘ . Findlly, 39 States place the oversight mechanism within the

. - I

! EI
respective State -Departments of Education.* . [
£ . . . -

>

. ' ~ .Federal statutes andbregu};tions, while, requiring State aur
‘thorizatioq of proprietary schools, do not ‘address the fact
. v !

. ' A that the quality of oversight varies frem State to State, This
'y A ., problem is addressed by the "Model Legislation" which focuses

. ‘ V upon standards whereby the States can ensure that institutions \
o . ! P s "%

« A adhere to approved practices.

L

o (3) Federal Eligibility Requirements and Prdgram Regulatioﬁs.

R e

{ - As noted above, curregt Federal statutes and statutory regula- /
tions governing the participation of bdstsecondaty proprietary

. voca qn;l schools in studént financial assistance programs

' . ) P X ’ N - . o ‘ N

v gk L= : o -
*For an excellent summary of State regulations pertaining to
private schools, see "Brief Study Related to State Regulations

g , . ‘of Private Schools (Post-Secondayy)," prepared by .thé National
. AR “ﬂ‘f"f’*} . *  Association of State Aﬁministra7zrs and Supervisors of Private

- oo . a //gchools (January 1, 1975))/ [
) . /
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A FullToxt Provided by ERIC
! L4
N 4.

- X i
. - . DA
¢ - < -s" ¢
.o reqnire, among other elements, that such schoois are - .
S Y -"legﬁlly authorized ‘to provide, and provide«within' e o .
‘ ‘that . State, a program of postsecondary vocational . x;‘ﬁ' .
. N of ‘technical. education designed to fit indiv1dnals w b
R o for useful’ employment in regognized occupations"; A
ot and are Vil s e L o .
’ 'f‘ ‘ accredited by nationally recognized accreditﬁng * -
‘ agencies or associations. . S
. . - ¢ ) h v ® Al ,L‘j s
oo The eligibility mbdel-for proprietary vocational schools thus
- presumes a tfipartite‘strUcture-or relationship which can be .
. . oo . T o m
_diagramméd by three'overlapping circles,or in,the form of a = - 3 X
: ‘ triangle., o o ' ’
. . 3o . R = ’ ’
] . ‘ .
7 ‘s -
- ACCREDITATION :
” ! . . i} ' *J.
7 .. // 4 4
/ ELIGIBILITY HIREMENTS e :
¢ " -1\0 _/ N . ' oo ) e
&K : :. '7 ooty LT )
. P\ ) é’é d Y” T s, (%%?é? i S I/' ,- C .
N /’¢, <§9>/~ . j‘°‘\%%, . - ¢y ; B
g c’ . ... ‘\1 L4 - . . 7‘
. . . SN - . ’
; v/' / Sf " - .. ‘ .
FEDERAE, 7 J e e
ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS : i - i ‘e )
| K " ‘1 ., ' . './ c
- > .o . " o, ” ‘A' lj’p ’ < , 4
S /Vp' ‘ #/ﬁ "
’ v Y A ’

pate in educ ion programs administered by‘the Office of/Educa- .
- ot -. [ . K Je . N . [
" /[ : ’ ~ . ! J '
/ [} . I o : H
* - ; )i )
* S . 7 3y

Before any'school{or institmtion cdh become eligible to partici—-“ o

N




i tion, certain minlmum.statutory or” regulatory requirements must
N 1
be met, ~These eligibility elementSLfall’into three catégories

4‘ * .

‘which are: .. ﬁirst, factual information such as type. of school,.

‘length;of programs,.andtlegal authorization; second, the»gualif{3

- _tative aspects.of schools_orfprbgrahsﬂ including,accreditétion,

’ or the use\ofnone ofkthe.alternatives,to aceredited status; and%
- third,lspecial requirements established by.prograh adninistrae ‘
i tors under:broader‘provisions of lau, through regulati:n speci— )

fying' provisions which.participating schools must meet.

v

Ea ~
- .

In other words, the statutory system for establishing postsecondary
institutional eligiblllty among_ proprietary schools for pa:tici—

pation in USOE administered education programs consists of three ,

ik

complementary elements. (1) State chartering, liéensure or ap-

e

proval; (2) accreditatlon by a nationally recognized accreditlrg

agency; and (3)-Federal program requirements. Whenever oné or

. more of these .elements is defective; the probabilfty of educatiohal
. . - . Lo - r ,
consumer ‘abuse- increases. ' .
-, Y 3

- . ' ' t
1 e *
» 4 ,

DA I ?roposed Legislation and Regulations

I’
. 0

" - Beyond the stated reference'to State authorization and accredita- -
v

. e

/’ tion, current statutory regulations governing institutional el-
‘ . R
igibility are silent on the issue of educational cong umer pro-

k ftection. For this reason, USOE in. January, 197% began to study

the folldwing legislative options.

1 L, . -, . :
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. f , .
» RS N - 1. Requiring a.national tuition policy as a condition
. A o of par}:icipating in Federal' Student Aid Programs.

2. Broadening the provisions of the Higher Education,
Act (Section 438 b) to enable the Commissioner to
Jecognize State agencies for the monitoring of pri
- ~vate, as well as public, postsecondary vocational .
T - . "education. . . . . -

3. Broadening the Commissioner's autherity to limit, *

suspend, and terminate the eligibility of a school

in all OE administered postsecondary education pro-

grams, -- not just GSL, as presently authorized by .

Section 438 (a) (3) (called "LST").

<7 ) 4, Requiring participating proprietary schools to pro-

o " vide the Office of Education, on a regular basis,
with validated ‘information regarding student drap-
v . g out, course c¢coémpletion, apd job placement rates.

e In addition fo the above important‘legislative_consideration;

[ . . 7
= and the publication of revised Criteria for Listing Nationally
. ; N - .

N

Recognized Accrediting Agencies (see above), USOE'op October

. . . ' ’ 17, 1974, published under 'Notice of ! Proposed Rule Making' in
- ;/\ e s

S - the Federal Register revised require?pnts and standards for

L;. . ) . the Guaranteed Stwdent Loan Program (GSLP).* These proposed new
* . \ regulations for administering the GSLP are designed to protect

students wpo borrow under the~foan program. Among otfier -items,

-

!

1 .
the rules would require educationalazzétitutions to providengro-

d accurate statement! about

- -

spective students with'"a complqte
programs, faculty, facilities, sal ry level,.and vocational-
LI -

' school students placement. Trade or vocational schools’would

5 / . £ .
C oo also be required to make Jure that ap?licants had the ability to‘
. S |
.
/ benefit from tngir training (See Attachment 6). Finally, the
N
. . ° ! . ) ’ ’ /
. os . * *In March 1973, the Office contracted with Systems Group, Inc.’
’ o ’ - -to develop a historical summary'of borrowers, instjtutions, and
. lenders partigipating in the’ Federally Insured Student;Loan (FJSL) -
.‘ o ' Program. This stud,y, published in November 1974, :forecasts the/ .
T ’ ' probable volume of future defaults under the FISL program. '
! . ’ ! d ' 7 N

-
/
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—

Office served as the lead agency in the work-of- the Federal
' A

. -

$ . ,
.. Interagency Committee on Education's Subcommittee on Educa-
L4 - ¢ )

tional Consumer Protection, which issued Sepoember 18

(o)
l974 a report entitled Toward A Federal(:tratepy For Pro-

. N -~ -

tection' Of The Consumer Of Education. Adoptedrby'the full
. N /

FederalaInteragency Committee on Education (FICE) inzDecem—'

ber 1974, this report advances a Federal strategy for consumer

protection designed to work in conjunction with the efforts

of the States; localities, consumer groups,;andsother private

o?ganizations. To this end, four principles were enunciated

v

. and twenty-two action steps’recommenaed which soliaify the.

emerging concept of the student as a consumer and which ad-
, N

~

7/

" dress some of the areas requiriﬁg action and attention by the

[N
v

W

‘",

S

|

.

- o

Federal government in helping to protect the\incerests o£ the

educational consumer (See Attachment 7).

3 . . E . “ . /

On August\ls,.l974,ﬂfhe Fedzral Trade Commission promulgated

-

2 .

a proposed Trade Regulation Rule (TRR) concerning proprietary

-
»

vVocational and home study schools.

v
T

The*proposed TRR contains, .
I

2

a’pro;rata refund formula and, a ten-day "coolingéoff-reaffirma—

» <

- 4 -

tion prbvision for, students[f Additionally, there are numerous ®

*
L1

detailed disclosure and advertising substantiation requirements

1 ty

-(See Attachment 8).. These actioms, 7onsiderafions  proposed

. -1y .
) rules anderégulations regarding the policy area of consumer pro-

A] . ’

/ tection generally, and with respect to the GLOBE artic}es in:par-,

-
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%

‘ _ : ticular, ?ormed theubackdrop for the Boston review.

4 -~

N

"II. BOSTON REVIEW ve

A2 TR

\ , L ‘Purgose‘" : . ’ “ . : .

» F ’ “ ~
T - . R e

P e In'September a four¥person Federal team-was designatedfbyz

. ‘ v N ' . - 0

the Director of the Accreditatidn and Institutional Eligi-

.
N v

. bility Staff to meet with selected regional, State and school

Pt

officials to gain a local perspective on the_Boston Globe's

.

"Spotlighth series on vocatiopal education, énd to obtain

. . - -

insights into the validity of the charges and allegations =~ ..

4 .

3
v

' //made.* Several snall informal working sessions were scheduled

primarily;to solicit opinions, atticudes and perspectives as

L ,/ 3

seen by the New England regional State and private organiza—

tions and individuals in various conferences held in Boston, ’

AN -

. ) _ September 18—20,~197£;"Agencies represented included:
‘ / : .. .

*Team members included: ' i ,_ﬁ .

-

.

John Driscoll, Special AssisJant
of Postsecondary ﬁducation

‘to the Deputy Commissioner

- Alice Hansen, Chief, Management Information Branch, Office
h f Guaranteed Student- Loans -
« Joseph Hardman, zhief Institutiondl Eligibiility Unit——Junior .
n . Colleges, Acq&editation and Institutional
. ;- - e < . ¢ Eligibility -Staff- -
- cx Ronzld Pugsley, Chief, ?acre itagion Policy Unit, AIES, and
‘ v (€hairman) member of the FICE Subcommittee on Edycational /
Py Srsta

- ’ . : Consumer Protegﬁi , / ,

K . . +
@ / e . .
f . > 4 ? v b l/

7 :
, .
4
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——— e e

DHEW/ Office of the Secretary

- Office of Education - : e ' s
Office of-Guaranteed Loans L L
DHEW Audit Agency )
Federal Trade Commission, ]
Veteran's -Administration. <.
Department of Treasury ’

Commonwealth of MassachuSetts/ Office of Attorney General
State Department of Education
. ’ Higher Education Ass't Corp.
— Financial Aid Admin1strators
. and Guidance Counselors

- .

Connecticut/ Department of Education
[ Student Loan Foundation

" Maine/ Depat'tment of Education T ‘

New Hampshire/ Department of Education
z Higher Education Ass't Corp.

¢

‘Rhode Island/ Department of Education
x| . Highér Education Ass t Corp.y _?;J L

©

- New England Association of Schoolsuand Col&eges

1 ” i ‘L ' N‘ t; kA .
. Massachusetts Association of Business Schooﬂs . %
- k] > '
% ' Massachusetts Association of Private Vocatlonal Schools V‘ )
- - Selected school representatives, public and private . T '
. . ' \ ) - . A' - ) ] . ’
< The;visiting team had three major objectives: (1) to assess

" , . ‘ T -

whether the consumer abuses in the six-State région were,in- =~ -
. B B - * . ‘
deed, as serious in nature and as pervasive as the Globe series. f

would lead one to believe; (2) to discuss the series with Rer

- glonal Federal personnel, a variety ofhstate officiais,%and with

.8chool associations; and (3) to obtain Regional and State're-

actions to current Federal policy options, and suggestions for p

other improvements, which might stem from State and local ex-

e - s




'kﬁaiiéﬁcé7j~$he~thinkigg”§g& opinions of the various groups - .
. p ) . ]

and individugls copsn%techere mixed, out;'in géneral, it e
appea;eﬁ_that;hétgﬁteozetgoblic aod,agency awareness. of cer-‘"l ‘
tein conseﬁgtiabuses wete‘cocnterBEIeﬁced by.ce:tein negative
results;citgé.beiow,. : 7 ‘ : - L
I .Globe's Impact

P

- s, . -

/"’ b . . ' 4 . »
gihe educationdl type of abuses. identified in thé Globe's
series were seen as real by 5;1 of the gtoups consulted.

'While‘the,kind.of‘abuse and practice uncovered apﬁeered to

have taken place, the.aliegations often lacked depth, ac- ,

cording to conference participants. The extent of mal-

bractice, either at the particular institution investigated

.
<

or for the postsgcondary vocational school sector as a whole,

as was clearly implied in the series, was not substantiated A . 1

o, e

in the discussions. However, most of the participants

.dfteed that the Globe's calling attention to.the existence of .

.
3

mal—pfactices in some schools was a public service. These

‘a

include: ' - ! ,'H: . :ZF
‘misreoresentatioo-in’adveﬁtisingi' L /
misrepresentatidh in selaing; o 'f/
misrepresentatioﬁ in placement and employmeéi opportunit a0

.
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e Globe investigation which ultimately/involved charges N

against 22 schools began several mdnths before the actual

publication of the "Spotlight" serigs.. "In the disducsions‘

that the series highligh 3F negative aspects of certain insti-

tutions, while ignoring good practices displayed by reputable

institutions.~

Several schools reportegf/ contacted the Globe .requesting that
‘ . , . L . e i

somé equivalentjengSgge be given'to institutions operating
aocording to proper g%a dards which are free of the abuses

cited-—to noé avail./‘ihe local associations of private schools |

advised the Feé eral ‘tean that they had attempted, without suc-
, ' s




Y - I3
.

- cess, to place articles or to encourage ‘the Globe to pre-

'*”"'
sent a balanced picture of the practices actively occuring

in the industry.. In the' seven-month period'following'the
,publicaeion‘of the_arsiclés, the Federal Trade Commission's
Boseon reglonal office received only sevenkstudeht eomplaintsJ

This low level oflcompleints may reflect the type of individ-

ual usually stused (disadvantaged and not cognizant of com-’

plaint and recourse mechanisms), but this small number could

be judged as some indication that the abuses tend -to be iso-_ ’

lated and identified with certain specific institutions. Most
, officials interviewed'By the Federal team congﬁrred that the fizf

type of abuses are correctly identified but the practices are
o . «* C o MY _
confined to a limited number of fnsti;utionsg ,ihe opiniop’mest
. . » - ‘/ “’-
commonly expressed was.that schools which are relativelj nevw,

linked to nation-wide chains,and which utilize commissioned

‘'sales personnel, have a higher propensity to be qﬁfenders:

The team's conversations with the school qssociations revealed
L] *% . .sl ) ) '
that schools in the technical and.trade category (rather than
.ox oL Ny . t
business schools) were most severely affected by the Globe

’ L

. series. Enrollment and prespective student inquiries in these
schools rapidly declined after publication of the series, by

estimates ranging from 35 to .50 percent. While some of this

.
4 i . A

decrease may be attributed tQ economic factors and the energy
/

problem, ‘most of the drop appears to correlate with the publi-

| cation'ef the series, School officials who met with the Federal .

’ - ' .




v
%4

: T , 1. g

-

. }eaﬁ contended that the Globe articles used ""profit making"

2n a derogatory gense ‘but without reference to the actual
profiyﬂpositiongof such ﬁchogls. These references, it was
. . .

argued, have adyersely affected, in ‘addition to enrollment

applications; withdrawals and completions, the pdblic's ac- .

3

ceptaﬁce of graduates, and the public dttitude towﬁFd‘féculty,
students and other persons associated with these institutioﬁé.

Some'highly_specialized technical schools provide the only
‘'source of trained manpower for certain industries. Instances

of recruiting outside New England to seek trained graduates
v - M 1

> . .
of similar schools to meet local industry needs were reported. '
. - ( . .
These same school officials displayed a real bitterness over

the_Globe's running of misleading educationalzédvertising in

. »

its classified section at-the same time the "Spotlight" was

e, L

desc;?bingithe misrepresentation and hard sell technique used -

-~

by the inVEStiéated schools. Similar advertising has. contin- - -
ued.to'appéa; in-the_Globe since the series.\ A .

H . - . ' / Co.

The_%;nhg_élso was highly critical of the Massachusetts State

_Department of Education,which is responsible for licensing pro-
A

1 . -

prictary‘SChogis and salesmen, and, the Consumer Protection Divi-

sion of the Massachusetts Attorney General's Office,which is , . ,
{ . - .
Py . . , .

charged with taking action against abuses. The Education De-

)

MR

partment was cited as not enforcing licensing laws and regula-

qiphs‘including thg review of finan()al statements and adver-— . ,

’
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1974,

“law as "knee-jerk reaction" legis

vocational) reasons.

) . ‘ .
- . N . I N , . . .

15

with failure to carry out its responsib lities% While these,

allegations can be substantiated ih;part, they are a reflection

LIRS

of the lack of manpewer and other. resources assigned these activi-

ties aé ‘the State level; ‘In this respect

the Globe impact has

been positive in that ‘the State has recognized and proposed a

, -

commi tment of additional reSources to worL in these For

example, the Globe s highlighting of problems and abuses dssocia-
» ;

ted with' tuition refund practices had an immediate impalt. State

signed into law in June, with an effective date of Octdber 1,

i

¢

Theylegislatidn is quite” controversial. Some suggest that

/ .
political corcerns were over-ridirg rather than the ultimaté wel-

fare of student consumers., Proponents view this provision as a

Opponents categorize the
\

tion that was not fully ana-

quick cure to prevent flagrant abules.

/.

lyzed as:to}its real implications,

have already been raised/to cover projected loss of income;

Tuition fees were stated to

. These additional costs will apparently be borne by students who

’

complete schooling. Incentives, it is alleged, now
exist for students sﬁ drop out when the need for money
for other reaspns occurs, or for other personal (non-

The bpsiness and trade

S,
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. edly is discriminatory, i.e., a studenc attending a two or

s . :
A . R

achool assoclation representatives felt that lack of similar

legislation for all types of educational institutions assert~-

»

four-year collegiate institution could only receive a tuition

refund if withdrawal occurs during the first week or two of

.
L]

attendance, -7

‘Perhaps the most significant positive effect of the series was

“that it contributed to the intensification of a review of the

problens. The Federal Government in both the executive apd

-

legislative branclies had several activities under way,.but re~

view efforts were Stimulated by publication of the series and
} . o

subsequent introduc;ion into the Co;gressional Record by Senator

.‘.), (’

Brooke. *Several congressional committees have since held hear-~

¥ f

]
f I
ings on%aﬁﬁSe g dénd’ pxactices and’ possfble remedles in instltu-
tioﬁal éfigibility and the vocational education field The

Lg’
Federal Trade Commission’ recently issued a proposed rule on adi#

v

verJising,vdisclosure, cooling off and refund requirements.

The Office o ducatien-haslpublished revised regulations for

criteria for recpgnition of national accrediting bodies and
State agencies, and has issued a proposed rule on requirements
for participation and procedures for the limitation, suspension,
and termination of school eligibility for the Guaranteed Student

Loan Program. . : ) £

b
1

-

N
-t
N
™~
e




-
:)

< - - . -~ -~

‘ Copcurrent with the Federal review are similar activitiss to

a5 .
e T

sfrengthen protection for education consumers 4in some States, .

o - -~

~

In addition, private school associations, high school counselors

and other groups in vocational education orJallied fields are™
seeking ways to imprfve the deliveryJof quality education and

training. Instancesiof smaller schools banding together with

a much needed cohesﬁveness were' noted Clearly, a problem iden— g

4

tified by all groups at all levels is the critical need for im-" >

:

provedrcommunications. The institutional e1igibility and ac-

creditation pgdcess itself which involves the Federal Govern—

‘ment, State licensing boéids and recogniaed accrediting agencies
is’ grossly deficient intits communications network. Similarly,
adequate conmunication witnin the Federal Government %et;een .
Federal and State governments, among the Eif%eﬁent agencies in,
each of these levels, among and between asgociations of variou=

-

schools and related groups is lacking.

Participants at the ﬁoston Region I meetings responded at length
. to,questépns raised by tHe Federal team regarding measures which °
‘ the Federal goverpment should consider‘in providing protection
“to education consumers. Primary attention was’ directed to (l)

’

the existing oversight" or monitoring system, (2) Federal (USOE)

eligibility requirements for institutional participation in Fed- -

eral funding programs, and (3) USOE program regulations ~fn ad-

“dition to ways to lmprove the communication network, A number

« A ‘
P\?‘f" R ...n,‘.ﬂ"rr:'y‘ e ‘:’v Pl ’W":V' ES "7;,;:" ""m-‘ ' K . h ! !r
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3

of participants_also commented on the FTC Proposed Trade Regﬁlg—“~ '

tion Ruleiand on several’ items contained in the FICE report

\
v ~ ~ .

Toward A Federal Strategy Fo* Protection Of Zhe Gonsumer of "

. Education.’ . - Ce e T

It appeared to the Federal team that a

s

broad consensus. existed

"among, the participants regarding the need tovstrengthen the

existing tripartite system for monitoring postsecondary'voca;

tional programsf For instance, seldom was the argument”ad—

vanced for a need to develop a new oversight mechanism, such- as
- [‘t‘,{_‘}’ - <. 5 :‘ .

S e

direct accreditatibn or approval of institutions by the 4.s.

Office of Education. Many individuals did hoWever, strongly

urge that USQE monltor ‘more closely nationally recognlzed ac-~

. crediting bodies,and State agencles, refleoting a view that

.

1I,

5 Vad

such agencies are lax in applying publisHed standards.

-

L. -0

 SUGGESTIONS ‘FOR CHANGE ' ;

< : . . , s -
. For discussion purposes the following recormmendations reflect

&

not only the fruits of the’Boston review, but also represent

the culmination ‘of lengthy and inten%ive efforts by ‘the AIE
Staff in grappling with the problems. and abuses affecting ed-

ucational consumers. ‘ o : ’

» ' ©
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Stiengthen;ng-the Tripartite S§Stém_

- L ‘

.

o ’ .y ’ . v

.t - . . o ‘. o
The primary deficiency in. the current monitoripg system 1s seen

) , .
parties, The Boston -

as a communication gap among the responsible

.

‘ 2 ! .“' . ‘.' ’ T N
discussion revealed that in ane case < fully.disclpsed by the < ~n

’ e 3

Globe - bits dnd pieces'oﬁ'iﬁformstion,regarding certain mal-
AR ' . R

.
.

practices and shortcomings at an "approved, accredited, and _
. eligible" institution were known separately to. Federal, State

and accrediting personnel 8 to 12 months in advance of ;he,Globe's:

disclosures. Had this information been shared among the three

L] "

Ed

parties, each wog}d have realized the seriousness of the situa> - ;.

tion and egch would have acted individually or in concert to re-

® move the deficiencies. We believe that the Office of Education

5
4 .

should biay a catalytic role in developing and implementing an

ol

“early warning system' among Federal, State and accrediting of-

T o wtne b (T

ficials responsible for certiﬁyingfthat accredited and/or aﬁprévéd

"* institutions are ‘acting in the public interest, We further recom-.

.

. mend that the Office sponsor, as an initial step, a national con-

" .

- ference to consider the need for and ways to implement an effective *

communications network among the affected parties. Y

The limited resources of State agehcies to administer State laws

governiﬂg postsecondary vocational educatio is identified as a

'y

e@féccivenesé
. z .
b of the tripartite gystem. All parties argue that fgg‘Stﬁtes have”’
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secdng, but most serious, impairment to the over
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. to® function as a bona-fide educational-institution,

’ 4ﬂstitution s cOurses and quality

B

. ] ‘g
N .

Pan

a critical role to play in attesting to ah' institution s ability

P {
and .by con~ °

trast, accrediting agencies attest to’ the-educational worth of the

P ' .

In tu1n, it seems clear tPat

the standards approximating the following §t ould comprise. 'the

=,

-

State 5 minimum rules and regulations for p stsecondary vocational
¢
educational-institutions:

|

ith-

] sufficient-resources for its continued support. :

> , : . - \
(2) The school has satisfactory training or eduyatignal/’//J

facilities with sufficient tools, supplies, or-

(1) The school'has a sound financial structure w

equipment and the necessary number of work sta- °

tions or classrooms .to adequately train, instruct,

N

: -8 y
.or educate the number of students enrolled or pro-

.Pdged to be-enrolled. n . ' f

bt
’

(3) The school has an adequate number of qualified

ipstructors and administrative staff suffic1ently

r

trained by experience and/or education, to give

the instruction, education, or'training contem- i

‘

, - -

plated, .

¢ .

.

(4) The advertising and representations made on behalf

~

L%
' of the school to prospective students are truthful -

and freE\from misrepresentation. or fraud.

{n'-‘* i
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(5) ~The’charge for the‘training, instrudtion or edud ‘
Y PEEE SN -

Cationlis clearly stated and based upon the services

»
* L (53

~

rendered

RS . -
- + oS : -

(6) Thenpgemises and - conditlons und=§vwhich the students

¥,

: : work and study are sanitary, healthful and safe ac- P
/2{ ) ~‘cording to modern standards.” ‘: ) .
‘{‘ ° - > .

X 2T ~
* (7)) The school has and follows,a refund policy as estab—

. N
. , »

-

lished by the State... s )

A4

. “(8) The school and its-représentatives'are'bonded to

o . .

provide indemnification to any student Suffering

loss as a result of any fraud or misregresentation £

- 4 ’ > L
* ’ -

r

z: h Changes in ‘the Federal Elig bil1ty : ST
- ‘ﬁ” Requirements N . oo

Fa Rl

» ’ N

\'o

gibility for. Federal student assistarce programs, the int rests .

of the Federal government and ‘studerits are not~be1ng adeqqately

protected

<

X This generally accepte point was discussed at lenth
/ 3
by those at the Boston meetings.{/Proposals for tightening eli-

gibility réﬁuirements vere ‘also

s

appeared to\agree on the direc;fons which'hew eligibillty re- .

eviewed and the participants

L omi

_quirements should take, such a e

H

" m=create safeguards’ ensur ng that the interests of . )
i students, the publig aw the Federal government o
: are properly protected R '

R}

--provide the Commission r of Education with suffic-
i%nt povwer and’ authori y that he~now lacks commen- “oe e
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surate with his explicit and, implied responsib:lities .,
for administering programs of student financial aid;

e <~add gpecificity and flexibility to’ the range bf
“ ., temedies available in dealing with individual if- | -
stitutions and particular tircpmstances. . CE

Two Chinese aphorisms seem apropos fo the study. With respect ]
; -t R -

. to the Globe series, "It is better to light a candle than to

T

curse the. d;rkness and regarding the report s findings and -

o

T
4

recommendations, "Even a journey of a. Ghousand miles begins
2 s < S
‘with put a s$ingle step." - s B Y
Y .
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- N Statement by:

, T. H. Bell ™
U. S: Commissioner of Educatlon T
Concerning the Proposcﬂ Trade'Regnlation Rule
of the Federal Trade Commission on Advertising,
Disclosure, Cooling Off and Refund Requirements
Concerning Proprietary Voczaticnal and Home Study
Schools . .
“onday /December 16, 1974 10230 a.n. SR
. Room 532° : ' ¢
’ * Federzal Trade Conm1q51on' .
Sixth and Peonsylvania Avenue, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20580 :

-

. * -
. . ‘.
. s . y

Pr. Bell is accompanied by: c -
b ’ . . -4

Gzegorv Fusto, cial Assistant to the Commissioner
s. }. Herrell, Agting Deputy Cofnjssioner for *
Postsecondarv‘ ducation ’

Kenneth A. Kohl,(Associate Comnlss:oner for Guaranteed
Student Loans

John D. Phillips, Aqsoclate Commissioner for Student =~ - * .
Assistance ! . - ’

John R. Proffitt, Director, Accreditation and Institu-
tiodé%.Eligibility Staff | — U

!
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Mr. Chairman, Members of the Heafing Réncl, I want to thank ybu for the

— - i - - - o e— - — ‘]
‘
|
\

. LA

' ; opportunity to preseﬁt this statement té.you. It is a.pléasure for me . 'J
. to neet with you this morniag to discuss the Federal "Iradc Cdmmission:s

Propo;ed Trade Regulatioﬁ Rule’ for Proprietary.Voéatiqnhl §ndluome Study
Schools. The probosed Trade RggulaLion Rﬁle (1RR) is far-reaching and . by
addgzesses, 1 bélicye,'a number of key issues which, in brief, pertain teo

s

the salg or proxotion of any course of inStruction by a proprietarf,homc

—
study or residential vocational school. ~ ' ! |
3 N s B . .. i . .":;
As you know, Mr. Chairmaa, the vast majority of postsecondary schools and . .
. \5: . . ‘ . C

prograns are doing an hororable job of serving the Nation. However, a

q .

i ’ : )
number of schools. They are found not only in proprietary (private, for- 1

number of common malpractices have been identified in a relatively‘snall

profit) institutions but also in public and private-nonprofit institutibps. '

.8 -
,

R These malpractices include:.
: : (1) mnisleading and inaccurate advertising; , ;

(2) indiscrininate and overly aggressive recruiting;

v

. . (3) 1lack of full disclosure of salicnt institutional :
charzcteristics and information needed by the-
student consurer; : .

(X3

‘ , (&) inferior faciiftieﬁ, course offerings, and staff; ; - ,:
. ' (5) false promiscs of job placement and earning . :
opportunities; ‘ : ’ { ‘

(6) inadequate réfund éolicies kor failure to abide by
' stated policies). ’ .

1

The Proposed Trade Regulation Rule is one of a number of efforts by Federg&,w

‘ . , ‘ _ S
State, and private agencies to activate consumer protection mechanisms,where

< - ’ - “'é‘!")

. . consumer problems exist. Since coopération between Federal, State, and pri- % .
. " ’*(' X . . ’ r‘ . . , .
¢ . vate agencies is essential.if such mechanisms are to become a reality, . ‘\
R . ’ s : " .
by N [} . ..
. x S : , "
N | T j‘ 5 ~ , 12‘.
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as I view them, in pretectin
: ) 1 .

. - | B ..,
These rcmarks will ﬁbcus upo

on develonments unocrwav, foll ving hthh 1 will kéorcss

sent problcms af well as gerspcctives

I

@ measyres

.
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encompassed in the P+od6<ed R¢\

i

.

St 2 ST
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v

! - Overv1ov cf- Svevem for Deterrini
2 . Institunlcﬂul r1vs~oilzty
L4 /{ ‘(- . . R Y

-, .

Let me say at the outset that ve welcore FfC's eff

-

educat;on universé, =~ , ) -

. !

t v ] ' “
e . . P . f A = - - . :
Passage of the Eigher Educagzen st of 198¢GY, and gelated statutes, in- r’ >
' A}

tensifiee the nced for the U.S. Offijce of Frducation (USOL) to -cor pile
and publish Lists'of institutiqns eligible to participate in various -

.
H

Federal education programs adwlnlstered by USOE.
Culmination of thesd cfforts may be seen in the list of over 8,300 insti-

. ' . . i - N '
tutions tited as eligiblg to participate in one of the largest and most

broadly based Offlce of Education programs of aid to students: the

v

‘Guaranteed Student Loan Program, alqo known as the rederally Inbyred Stu-

" dent Loan Program, To date this program has provided Federal, Stage, or




. Live
{ - /
’ non-profit private guarantees to Ienders through nearly 7.1 milllon

,‘.

) ‘ separate student laons arro(mtms, Lo approxmatcly 7.5 b1llion doll‘.rs.

;-‘I‘he universe of. eliglble fnstltutlons in the Guaranteed .,tpdent ‘Loan

of eh":h}e J.r,stlt;utlo'xs, -

B

}’Iogran, uhlch is c}ur lar st v’mgle» hsting

'X

can be dlvlded mtio e\'efr rain vacs' " L ‘e
: i!, s . . * ..
1. 4-year and h.Lg er,, E N 1;730 -
3

PR . 2. -Ifropr’i‘e‘,t(ary. . . .\\.f_j Y B . 71,685

3. MedicAl technology and related . . . .. I 1,353

4, ‘Jtmior Colleges and Institutes . . . . . . . -.*1,360

: 5. Public Area Vocational Schools, . . . . . . .¢.-1,000
. i L -~
L, , ) ¢ 6. Forelgn Schools. Coe e e e s 800 '
o - 7.7 Hospital Schools of ’\urs.mL. c e % e i v e .. 450 .

) /"- B i . ' . A Total 8,318 T i
s L. " ;, . 3 . ) . —’ ) . o ‘ §
., - Figure 1 dcv"?)z‘..,jtx'?}:{ es in rougn tcrms ho" USOR's ;‘o"r"—:ﬂatlc concerns

' \«1th eccred,?g;af p.opnet«..ry schools overlaps wlth the FTC's regulato“y .
LI . Jjurisdicticn cwizr this seetor. Tbc chart also shows that each agc..c*y 's
. ) . { ) -
3 . :
. area of seplréte, interest greatly exceeds that’ of their joint cor}cern.
R /_,-_,_.__. i FIC o e e ey
. . ' ‘ A
- 83;5 : - 1685

U\ACCREUILI‘D P}\O"RILTARY ACCREDITED PROPRILTARY

X . 4
SCHOOLS [ a¥h PROGRAMS (BST.) 1 SCHOOLS AND PROGRAMS (FST.) 4
' - - 6633 : {tesLp
‘ . , o © " OTHER SCHOOLS AND

t , ' PROGRAMS (EST.) - -

4 - !
. .




. e
‘ education brograns administered by the Office of qucation, certain ;
. . ) o .oe s
minimun(statutory or regulatdry requirements must be met. These Lli- . \I
Lo : . . . _ -
gibilitx,elerents falkl into three categories which are: first, factnal ‘?
Y ‘e T ) (:
informatxon such ‘as t"pe of school, length of progxams, ‘and lcg autitor- Y
. y p . :
izationf\secénd‘ the qualitative aspccts of schools or prograus }jnclud— o i
- ing accredigation, or thefuse of cne of the alternatives to accredited'r “ 'é.
status; and,’ third, specual requ1reﬂents established, by progrenAadninis- '}V
tretors‘ender broader pr9v1sions cf law, through regulation specifying é;:
provision% which participating schools must meet. - o .{
; (I N ) \>.

/’ s

In ot&er xords, the statutory system for establishing postsecnndcr} insti- )

4
oy
~

,tutional jgligibility aﬂong proprietﬂry schools for particioation in U°Oh

adninistered education programs con51st° of thre¢ complerentary elcrean.
i . : . .
(1) Statc lﬂcenSLre or approval (2) accrediLation by a naLionallyi;ecow--v T 1

T oy
-, .«

nized éctred tipg egency; & (3) chcr°1 progran Pequirements., We have

e . {; - U
found that wienever one or more of ti.cse elements is dcfect1v~%‘ he proLa- ‘ ‘
LR ¢ . e . [y
- bility of educational consumer abuse increases. . Iy T sm——
* " ‘ N " s,
i - e . . .. B
& S < - e
Another way to empress these elements might be. as a "TrJangle*of Gover—
Cy o
~nance. . The triangle has as its three sides (1) the State approval <

<

agencies, (2) the nationally recognized accrediting bodies, and (3) the - - -

L

Federal agencies. This tripartite arrangement is predicated on the

premise that each side of the triangle has an important role to play in.
’l ” o’

establishi 3 and maintaining 1nstitutional cligibikity fqr Federal aSglst'

.!
ance progréhs, .and thus in assuring protectiOn of the educationalghiconsumer,
A

. Py
. .
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. . Lo o
S ., For this reason, Mr. Chairman, the Office of Education has been working . d
. - over the past several ycars to shore up each of the three elements which . |
. . : ) |

~ .

. ) ; . . R .
- comprise this system of "oversight'" for both public, aenprofig, and pro- .
:. v e . : . ’ 3 .\\‘ .
prietary postsecondary institutions. My remarke regurding the, I'reposed
: ‘ . ' . 0 \\
Trade Regulation Rule, accordingly, arc based on our efforts Lo\inprove

» the present system for ppstsccondary institutional eligibility Jifermina-
. - . \ N
tion. These efforts havg included the followiﬁg:;hrustg: . ﬁl

1. Efforts to strensthen the State approval process. g
: : . 3
In 1973, three agency mewbers of the Tederzl Interagency :

o

Committee on .Education (E}CE) - the U.S. Office of Edu- . ;

s

‘ - cation, the Veterans Administration, and the Department
. ) . ' L i

: _ . . 1
of Defense -- provided a grant to the Education- Commission . -
- Ed
4 . v

of the States (ECS) to.help study-the -protlens pof uncthical

-, Y

. . . _ .
. or fraudulcnt practices in postsceendary elucation. This ‘
. . - . . . ‘-‘
- Federal incentive was based upomn the premise that gover- |
% B nance of education is a fundatentzl regpensibility of the = V-
<+ 5 . R \ ’
3
i States. . - , » .
B e s X .
. . i
. . - ~ N © W ’ "
. Al
. Responding to the challenge, the Education Commission of . ;
' the Suateé-e;tablished a Task Force onpﬁbgcl State Legis- )
. ‘ ’ lation for Approval of Postsecondary Edicational Institu-
- - . ) . -~ . e
‘ L tions and Authorization to“Grant Degrees. The Task Force,

~

which drew its membefship from respresentatives. of ECS

. ] .
.~
3 /
;

)
y " ’ - *
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Federal and State governments, major accreditipg

R
v

a?éngies;

LY

-and postsecondary education, isiued its report- in June,
. . . : e e A .

. oy
3 W T t

19?3:3 T am pleased to acknowledge the conéfjgu;ioh made

N - Na

. B o -
. . 4 .
B 2

in the repert. = . ) ’ /

- . ' . PN
] .

. 1 + _ -:'.‘:, .‘I’_ o
The "Model Legislation” sets forth minimunjstandards whi
- . M

. . N N T '. R
State agencies are encouraged to use for determining

H - —

whether or not postsecondary educaEiona%iiﬁstitutions of

. 1

any type may operate within a .State. ?ﬁése:standards focus

«

[N
upon an institution's ability to enablé students to reach
T 8

¥

their éducational objectives. TRey calﬂ’ﬁor providing fair

g

and accurate information for pro%?ecti e students in regard

v

. - , )
tp the. objectives, codts, and Jeconditions involved. The

- - F
te
"4odel Legislation” requires nat only
: %

truth in advertising,

¥
but glso cisclosure of relavant information. Firally, the

- N v
B fheo * ‘? ot
‘ A

vodel Legislation" prowides =~

’

--that institutions establish fair and equitable cancel-
lation and refund policies; and

»

v

'-—that thé‘Séate“agency develop conditions for licensing
--sales. agents, provide procedures for|the review of con-
sumer complaints, and insure the preservation of academi.c
.. records at institutions' which cease fo exist. )

<
1 )

e

*Model State Legislation), Report of the' Task Fotce on Model State
Legislation for Approval of Pestsecondary Educational Institutions
"and Authorization to Grant Degrees, Education Commitcion of the

. States, Report No. 39; June, 1973.

by the FIC te the resulting "Model Légis ation” cqntained .

¥
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'- A S -.“.- - - . -7L - =
3’9‘- ., ) ’ -, - 7 — . .
Soine e v RN A
5 * . - ~ . i o
&,-2 . Ve see, MNr. Chaitman, considerable effort these days within S
o ' 1) -1 . L _'_ . < - N
Z L i - ' . - L .
S : the States "h;ci should lead toverd creation of rmore consis- . R ,
7 - - /- . .

tent machinrery to adecquately protect: (1) students and

oL prosneetive studencs from victimidation; ﬂWu“{’) reputable
e PR . ’ v : . . . o . * .
~ institutions Ifrom the unfair CO.“OtILIO of those engagizy .
= 4 : 7 ’ ¢ /
. o _in! %?an! tent or unethical rechntrcnt. Indecd, the isstes, -
4 - : W t - " . -

o

-~

\ LT 4 tnat covf"ont us Loday 1nc1udc nnt ovlv tie devclppront of . . .

reg laLor laus, bu; a]so how quch laws are adm nlstvled
¥ <

. ”

and enforcﬂo. o
{

2. Effarts to strenction the svstier of self-r ?ulqtlon.

aticn&is (R edupational cormuniiy's own means of

itself accouatable, znd it has been traditionally

. , oy

definea\ us u process of self-zvaluaticn .y .a ‘school
‘ . ‘ ’ . A . .
. couplaed with cppraisgi.by a pecer group, independent el - , ‘

! -avern ot egencizs.  The i f Tducation supports th
govern .o ~eencd The Officde of Fd tion supports the
coucep nc“—énvernnentai sacrceditetion and believes that .

ng of cach JuetitvL:c1 and to postqeconcary edu-

cation gcne ally. For these reosons the Office supports

i
accreditatidn as one significant factor in establisbing the
’ eligibility of educational institutions and programs to
' participate ih Federal, ffnancial aid programs. ’
. L 4

;,;f' 7
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-
7 i "]  Although accrediting ageneies have nelther the power nor p

< ‘ .

t\ . désire to be policiug ¢r regulatery bodigs, ﬁhey have ,
e T ) e -
i - dénwnstfatqd at increasing ni&lln"nchs o be responsive,
. - b v\\l‘&~

DS : R S . . .
to the pug fgrinterest end to prdtcctxng the cducational -
. 1 "

- P : - N _
reensurer,’, Changes in tUs procedvres and epcralicfis af
)

nationally<recssnized accrcdlgiug bodies vhich bear uppn . o
. ' v - v 7 ‘.': : ’,"
: . the interasts of the edt caL onal consumer 1uc1udC' 1) T
- measures to inprove the self-asse sanL process; (2) de- .

s

. N - L3
velopment of work-shops for evaluators; (3).clhznges in N
. ) + ), . ‘i ¥ ‘ /
evaluative cr i eria: (4) adostion c¢f due process and re~ . :
' ~3
. dress proce kuzes: (D) inclusion of ldy pergons o decision- ‘f

- making bodies;”and (6) stronger eLhica+.practhe coces

- for accredired institutions.

> PO .

2 . » 3
- .
- .

. On August 20, 1974, 'reovised Criteria for Lationally Recog-
, e :

N . . . B

t

. nized Accraditing Alger .c;es and Agsocilations, end Criteria . ,

M ]

-for Recownition of Stote Aupdoadl \éa' ies for Fublic Posti-

secondary vcntlo“al Eﬂucatlon, were published in the Fede al

¢ P | P . . . s o PP
. . Register.* e believe that the new Criteria sxgnlflcant]y

- enhance our abilify to-encourage ifmprovement in the accred-

itation process, pafticulﬁrly in the areas of responsiveness.

Pa— P

*Federal Registel, Vol. 39, No. 162; Tuesday, August'ZQ, 19743 ‘ 5
pp. 30041-30045. | : :
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'&,‘ - to the public interest and proteetion of the student. But ot '
-, - N ¥

we also rcalize that we are in a pcn;od of evg]ving policy = . o

..

-

. development, c’ordinﬂlv, we will be mouxtorxng the L
e . " B < N
; effectlveness of the rew Criterla c]o ely. : ’ :
A

- . )
.
: R ' . t . . ot

° P , - i <
3. Attention to OF program regulations and eligfikility " #ﬁ”
requircmcnts. i - : oo . . .
- . The thﬁtd olenent in the "111<&g1§ of Gov;r?awge' consisfs Y A
. T ;\\ . 1 .t-'(‘
'Aof Federal st”tutes def1n1ng nstitutlonol eligibility and et .

U prograni@egulatious. o L.
r\'é. . ]
54 i " ° . ¢ . ra

)

s - On October 17, 1974, undér'Kotice of Proposed Rule Making,

the Cffice published in the Federa Register ndw require-
. R : ‘—t"_""“ B el

. . i -

ments and standards o{.instluut cnal eldgi blllty for the oo

1
.

- iy
b
1

Guaranteed Student Loan Program.® These new rcgulations, ’

: - -
. . . .

Mr. Chairman, are desigred not only to improve the Office's

o4 ~
5 : . .= J .
. aorln-atration of this major student assisrancc pregram, but "
. . , 3

also ‘to provide consumer ;afeguards'to students participating B
in this program. !Among the consumer-oricnted foatures<kf the

. .

proposed GSLT regulations, these items are .dncluded: . AR '
\\\ ‘ ©  ~-Eligible institutions seeking to participate in .
~ ‘ " the loan progran rust sign 2 '"Terms of Agrecment” .
! - acknowledging their obligation to comply with all .-
p . applicable laws and all applicable GSLP regulatious. s
R -

R . .

.*Federal Rerister, Vol, 39 No. 202; Thursday, October 17, 1974;
. pp. 37154-37161 ) ; :

'

» .
"W: "x‘j""’f" R rdl ..,‘,s.’r:.,.-.
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-=In cases where the student does not enroll in the ;
nstitution for an academic period for which he - P
has received a-loan, the institution must promptly’ ;

. , . “motify the lender and retura {hc procecds nf the A

o '¢oan to the lender. » . .

- F . . ) i / ) Ja-r ] t -

- G
«jf‘ <. =-=FEach pnrticipating jnetitution mast establih 3ud
- ralntoin such administrative and Tlscal yrocvdlﬁxﬁ . )

e and records as rsy ke nedsegary ty wntyre '

/A ) C4Gnd cfFicient adn pistiotion of e fuaun rodeipved ' . :

% . :  from students who have oltained, loans, to assure L,

LS that the rights of students are n“n.crted and to - SR

boes nrotect the Unjted States from v1""¢u“ able risk -

b of loss due to defaulls. Concernin: record rain- - ;o

‘ . tenance if an institution provides placecnent : c e

service, it mugt maintain placemcnt gcordu. -

y . . b
'
.

~-Tn the case of an institutien of cr:ng+to prepare .
studencs for a partlculgr vocatibﬂ or trade, tte

) instituticn tust provid: irfor.iction revsvdinn the

¢ enplovuent o£ 1ts graduates in such vocation or

o ‘trade.

ForeT ) -

votw e

e
58
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ST --Each participating inscitution cifering tc prcpare -
' ' students for a particular vocation or trade shall,
/. ; prior to tue tirz the p10f"~c**“- ctudent otligztes
hirself to pay tuiticn or fees t¢ the inctitution
ce 2 determination. Tosed enoan *"nro“ri"nc C -

o . ination or ovhexr aprrepriate critls -ia, thial such

P . wverscn has the ab111tf~to benefit fvowm the instruc- . ,
‘ *

- . tion or training to le proviicd.

4 ‘ -

wd )
:‘ . --Eall p&rtici;atihg fnstituticn nort iaintzin a falr
\X and equitable refund policy, . In catermin ning, whether
‘ a refund policy is fair and cquivirle, six facters L
: are cited in the regculsiicue which the Office will
. « . considet. ‘

[ ' .
Flnally tue pronos ad GSLY rogulationk provide significant due process .

. progedures for the limitation, suspension or termination of ellglbillty

x

for participating institutions that do ot cqnply ‘with program requircrents, ,

These measures, 1 believe, will go a long way toward deterring the consurer

.
’

abuses whxch have afflicted this impottant sfudent,aauistancc program.

. -
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e Mt. Chairman, I have spent sone time describing the present] system of” o
: : « .- . . R = - v .
» . eevernance, includi ﬂ“”ﬂlg)“le effor rig to strrngthgn'and‘jgyrbve it, 1 . )
. . . , - . A -
» °  have outlined the major clem&nts-o{_the'ﬁystem as esigned to func- - (
vy e S ripiame pever g C : '-.1‘ 15w Tk ek s . ’
. tion urdsr ontiruwm conditions, bviously, this nvt,cntlrrly -
N \ M ) ;“‘5 ‘:‘ . ) PO
., perfected, nor do the- Ulg]ﬂhﬁ condxb:oun4pfbva; . 6x;w; tould noL b - .
by - . .
> . & .
‘meeting here today. In 5ll candor, 1 must admit tbaL “nllc all threc 7 S
’ e . . ot ! . v ¥ \‘ .‘ 4
partners in the "Trianglé.of Governzncel are raking strovveﬁ'c forts to <.
i ’ . .. t L,
i

protect educational consumers, they each still bave a long way to go.
N ’ N R -~ . ! e B _ T

# 1 wmsin e

. . -
N e ot

LY . . . . N ”;.' ‘_ ,L. ; ‘ .
Consicerations Regardin® the $1(¢'s Propossd " vy Y -
et o iy < ramt ot [ N,
. . Trade.lesulatica 2ul: A : S
1, iy - s "
Lurn*nr now to the FIC's Proposed Iruuc Regu]arloﬂ fuley my vemar<s are, ot
. . R ’ R . ’ :' N e T ©® . s . ;. . Ty .
- east in terms of considerations vhich-the Cc"W1 sibn nigv wvant .to veigh. e
<t . ., I . .}f " . R » - .
At the outset I want to censend the trederal Alufu “Cofmiruivh tor its <
: . Y- e * N ~ LN : L3
o G e . e .
‘zetions-over tite past o vears desipned to prel cerfain neods for hre- a .
‘ A r - .

.. - - . .
& . >
.

tecticn of tle edugatin

LY - ¢ A a.“ y .
> 1972; second, the puleCﬂ*xon of consumer Jngor“ationlliyernture a%cut -
private vocational schools;'andt finally; the iséuancL of Commisslon
2 4 . ' "
conplaints: -and cease urﬂ desist oxders to help aosure propcr bus1n;ss N ,
-
. ) . : > 5 o o
practices among proprictary vocgtional schools. ‘ o : ’ '
- ' ¢ .’_

. .
. ’ e

. . . . TR
The Office of Education supports what we perccive to be the major thrusts

s

. ' N -

of the Proposed Rule, namely to: . ) ' . ‘

‘ ¥ . .
. . . . ~ v
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o : ° =12~ 8 oL R WLt
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. ; o vy \ , I . r § . )
D , '\’ § ' . N . 4 .
ST ! . =-require factual-documéritation of earnlngs or employment claims; L
~ ; . --require disclosure of aomieelon/ attritlon, and completion rates; T
e . 1
< . S --requirc d*sc'osure of pJL...\.. ent ra tr..,, if tany placement clapims . . ‘
] : .. are rade; e . s " . e
et .. -==require.a "cooling—qff? period before. contracts become effective; +  °
C’ - ! ‘ B . and '4 N ‘e . .. “: . . - . .
o ‘ . --previde for fair.and equitable refunds to students vho do not . ' o
. N \ o owplete cour:es. < - s
. ‘o A . o - . ) . .
. s .
M . B . 7 ) “ .
. .~ As ve rove from ohjectives fp iu plcmcntation, let me suggest & frame of
o " . t"’}; . .. K -1 . P K3
. .. referenzc, Oro an educatl%?al perspedtive, which reflects the fact that the :
' { ‘ ‘ . ‘_‘1'5‘; RN I/ q - . R

///,1 . ‘educaticnzl environment ai% its prodess constitute a complex, iyterrelated
. .. : -

2 L. , '.. ) 4 Ly . . o ’0 .
“ . . \ , ; . . 5

"« .+ _ " univetgse. Yor illustration, let rejcite a fevw sa%i ent’.points: - ‘
e L e (1) ”Educatlon is not a seanless web. There are sigrificant
o, . P .w.~3,., .. ‘ .
’ o -, . differences arong types 2pd levels of institutions and
T . programs. -In implezfptin general pninciplcs of educa;z ‘ §
< . : . R ' Lol ' 1
- \ P . ‘ ' .
' d tional consurmer profecti n, .allcuances should be ﬂude" \ - .
s Ce . for specizl circurstanceg and factual situctiors. = - it
14 i . . . .- % "' :};' . . . . . )
- o (2) | Education itself is g vepy specialized, intanzible sefvice, .
""'%1 + R R : . ' o NI
' N : : not g tanrgihle piece of ha*d"ﬁrc or wcrchhvdL<* ”blc? ce e P
< o Lo . - / .
- C . . - - _ . , A
. . easily recalled by the manufacturer’in order to-cure defects. - | trL
. . . Educatfénal services arp not alvays susceptible to tradi-.
. ¥ ' o, )
- . 7. tional, tried and testdd mdrketplace deviees for ‘assuring
«’, *
¢
0}1‘5“
’ .
' ¢ T .
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¥ith the above considerations iﬁvminf; I hépe.the Commission will under>

. N ~ > )

/

stand.that wy comeepts, vhich|follow, are designcd to ivprove the
. ?
Prozcsed TRR. !y thoughts on ithe Rule are as follows:
L4 '-' .. ;r
first, the froposed lule eppears to be based wpen 2 wvrcsise that propri.-
tacy schools cm rrise a untisry Vindusreys” that o1l prepritt ry schocls
have a similar structure aond operitioun and thus fure similarly likely Lo
éngezee in the zbuses with viich the dule is concerned. ¥n fact, hovever, ’
there -are many levels of corplexity in cducationel progrdms, and varying
degrees of sophisiication rerarding <Jucaticnal approach ard oifering, in
1) .
the diverse vniverse of pregrietary scbeole., The Cormission rey wish to
t - .

(29
1

. » - =z : 3 o . . : 4 .
iffzrentipte heifween different kinds of educational institutinus based

upcn the diffcrent nature of their operations. The consumer has a right,

° . "
: s

however, to tasic fairness and eguity in his dealings with &l] Winds of

vt : ecunzcricon, I would

- * o as,e, sas g m % ey 3 )
vtions and Lyoovooa. had, inoohd

:
€
W
~y
[
%
.

v
p
~ie

acte there are indications that sorme junstitutions in the prhlic and

A o

-

praivarz-aonpios Ll sectors are eigaging v wislidding prouw: henal grnctices
/.‘ .. ’ = .
and sbusive Pefund policivs of the type which the Proposed Kule is designed
to reuedy. ‘ , y . . g
. *
* -
A second observation pertains to the Proposcd Rule's prohibition against
1
the dissemination of inforzition concerning the general conditions or
Tt , A ~
employment demand in any oc¢cupational sector. We fully apprcciate and
. . i . : . - ,
share the Commlss;on s concern in this area. There is no quéstion that
the generalized cwployment and earnings data, based upon industry or
" . . Ny
government sutveys, have been subject to abuse in media advertising.
. . , . y
" v , »
' ) )
- M ‘ n : * -
A e i ndeid R [ 2s ko B At . ‘1£})’ -y LI 2 g
S, T . ] . )
, & \ . h B 3., 1. ?
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. However, we suggest that the /[issue is not that the'idﬁbrhation_is used’,

. . ’ : . N . . :) .
v . * which indecd way be .inmpertant carm_t information to prospective students, '’

but’ rather how the information:is ‘used. ’In short, the Govcrnment's con-< [
: - . ! R N = . ' ; - . o
v cern should be with the decsptive use of such di¥ta: - : Iy

- . B .
. .
hd \ J v . e O : o s - 1
( N . R . . M

. - N

We support the Rule's provision that spicific elployanL and carnl 8b i

-2
~

claims nade in written or brcadcaCt advertiserents nust be3based uron

the school's aclua al kncwledge of the cmployment experibuce_beics sth—-

2

-

dedrs. The "form and content" prescribed in the p.oposed rule itself

nay b¢ mlslead’pg in that it does not ta ke into gccnu. .
.»‘-q-"l [ )

(1) justifiable reasons for failure of studgdts,to corplete
. prograns; , _ . , . . .
A} il . . .

Y - . . s *
(2) students vho obtaincd employnment in tbe occupatich or , “

’ 4 o .

profession for «.iich traired prior to ”IaGUGLlOﬂ, .. .

e ., (3) gradnates vho o‘% ed .employzent in a closely rcl.ted e :
tTeesd

in
. : occupaticon or srglersion] . Lo

S (&) “graduates vho®-oye not availeble for enployment; N

. . > . ., , i . . !

Y . (5) graduates 116 roleived adwiicemcnt in present crpl

. ) ’ . whicii can be divderly attriiuted fo genplection o;

' program; , ) _ . o . .
N : .

! - -, .\ s

(6) graduates vho obtlined ewp]ovncxt in an occupat:on or -
profession not r;E“Led to the tralnjrg pregrary;

§ e

* (7) graduates for vhich employment information is not avaidable.
. i : : . e, A
: . - o o

A further frailty in the prdposed reporting requirement is that it may acy,

. ] _tually encourage distorted data recerding, because, it mbyignducé'schoéls o e
broadly define occupational fields and objectives in order to show nigh S
percentage of graduate placement. ' . ; R . .

’ . N . .

¢ ' : . [
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, Mr. Chairmén,Athege is pressing need for the development of & comprehensive

AR At . .
— ©  systen of presenting education iufornayicnéto the public. S%ch an ‘fuforma-

- ~ - v M
»

tion system would ideally resh carcer or occupational infogagtion with

N
. .

' infermation about training cpportunitiecs, and provide detailkd descriptions

3 . ... . 4 . -
of those instititions =nich co o

tors of institutional effcrtivenese, including performance gf graduates.

cr o tiios~ erpditeiitics os peil as ivdica-

e,
~n

-Any effort to dcsign; develop, and implement such a public inforration

s

system pertzining to postsecondary vocational opportuhities chould, I

3 -

L]
believe, take inte consideraticn a number of issves. Among these issues -

b I would cite are: : % ' .
~~that consvitutes .a common mininum bascrpf -informatiod which . -
all isstitutions might be ezpccted tq provide to sthcents .

‘ " ard the public? . i
. . : . .
--vhat do prospective students necd to know in order to rake e

. . ‘an informad choice about ecucation, occupation and cireers? N
kS . v - . -

in preooring and updating sulh infor-
bear tuese costs? - ‘ «

R . --what costs are invelwad
' ' metion, and who shoulid

‘* -zt anencies, through vrat rrocounres.s saculd variliv the
L 4 - - . T e - . b
city of such informifion, once drvaleped?

¢

. c . —~ ,
. N . s
R I have dealt at length on the area of disclosure of educatiduzl infermation -
- i

"because it is such a.critical issue in the public debate surrourding c¢du-
. cational consumer abuses:: A regulatory response to this issue must, I

’believe, flow.from a cooperative review and analysis of the underlying =~

» issues by State and Federal agencies, accrediting bodies, students, con-

.- v

sumer groups, professional and éducational associations, and the general

! ’ ﬁU'bl i’c . . ' -

?
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Considerationq which the Commissﬁon mlght want to take lhto account re-

-
%

. LomT
gardinc other parts of thc PrQHCﬁPd Iule aro ’umﬁ1fldbd 4r1efi; as fol lf"s: i
s . ‘Y - - ‘ *

o (1) Under the "Ca nccllation Policy and Pro—RdLa Refund Fornula,"

.attention wizht be givea to the fhctors, citcﬂ-iu the pro- j§

. -

posed GSLP regulations, fer dctcrnining a fair awgl equitable ) '

refnnn policy. It is‘in’the se Lc&uldrlons that? the Officc

- . gf EducaLion has attcnptcd to dcfinc nd outline its own

conception of 4 "fair and eqnitable " tuition vefund poliey,
and in this connection we include such factors.as:
v . . - .
, --the *time period for which tuition and feas are
paid; auvd the time for which the student was
‘enrolled; . -
. t
--the amounts of instruction, equipment and other
i services prov1dc — . .
+ ]
--whetécr:thc refunds are rea 2senable and equitable ’
vaen comsared vith "Ll above; g
N ’
~~provision for a reasonzable cnio11“:n or ie”istra—
tion fee of up tc $50 to be vafeined by tbe schoo?

~-allowauce for refund DCliClLb mandated by individual
State law; and ;

.

" --consideration of refund policy standards set by
nationally recognized accrediting agencies,

b .- R4
P ‘s v

The pro-ratz rcfund formula contained in the Rule would appear

ety

to fully relieve the student who(withdraws of any obligation

Coe i to pay any share of the "ﬁixed"'costs of a course. As you

,well know, students may w;thdra“ from a course for numerous

;‘ . ’ o " _reasons, many of which are olely within the studcnt s
control g . , ’ '

’ .,! ’ . 7 %

«

«
-
L
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means,

’

¢S

the Coruai
tion, fraud,

rather than the

‘1 would recommend that, if adepted,

It is inportant, 1 be}icve, to fuuhion

;)-

v*sion which doc¢ noL

unduly bCﬁn,i

because of a lack

. ) - . [N
for succcﬁﬂxu3 compietion of- tirw covrse
subsid
[ 4 ‘*\.

higher tuition charvcs than tho“ othe

<

v . o

'Tbc TAR requlrenent compplllng a.schbdl,

nent or carninrs clairs, to submit a statedent that

-~
-

information ray prod

Has no such

PP

. 1 - . - -
e el -oid

Qifice of Yducction erppoils

period" within whick a

his mind.

a

t s:t::dg at. who_withiravs

3

ized by thé studants o rioain and 1ast consequ

vea results tending

cupt of o M

ant ray

~and vho is, .

owhidh makes

placenient

‘“ M-

pro-rata refund pro~

F 2l

.

a7

of conmitnent. tc the work Unlch is required

.

- '['L'

s

W

\WOu]d pay.
¢

-

11D

‘

services

reprrratle

[ S o4

o ‘ |
‘
. 1

7Y e ne e
C; SALTeLL.

S

coLaider

ay

- ¢ -
¢l ping

e also believe that he should?be given prorer yotiée_

of his right to do so. Concerning the rcnffirmasion recuivencent

similar or appliéabld‘?edcral and Statc
: Ty

place.

.
v . '

and deception. My comments

N
Y

.

standards already “in

have been directed towar

% ."f

-

Jds the

. ) ® ’
In summary, Mr. Chairman, the Of fice of Education applauds the c{forts of

‘objectives, ,of the PEOposed Trade chula{ion Rule.

it be consistent witi otuer

in effect,

e

{

%

pu—

ssion to help protect the educational comsumer from misrcpresentar
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“fully with the issucs xaiced Ly thess proccodinoe, ataer, it will,
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and

require @ concerted effqrt by.Federal, State,
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“r, Chaireen, for the orpertrn ity te discuss vith you the
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v

pirivate agencies, work-
-~

- . I.
, . ) . . s
Proposed Irale Fegulation Rule. | i
- . b
) 5 -
l.‘
t
, .
.
t .
. o
- .
. 4
)
X .
2 .
. . L
®
. ) ? ’
¥
v
I3
.
. .
[N ' ¢ a2 v ) ‘
.
‘
LY v .' -
L Z el et —1::"0»- ’”‘T.ﬂ‘!‘”“ -:. . -".p‘-’;-«q ~ y-" . --o-..-‘. R X LTI PR N . . e e \.,’.p,.'r. ..rm——_-.—-—.-—-——u.,
" I P S . s -, . . Lt 4e
e ’ SR " - . R .. .".»;‘.' Loa
. v e [ :i fv K . " . ' 4 .’ N




7

’ i ‘ - . <. * < . APPEN.DIX\..I :
. . - N . bl “a' ) + . . .

- .

© ~ A Review of Statlstics Pertaining to‘}'
* GSLP and BOGS *

The- Universe of Postseéondary Institutions
) ’ — . L™ ;
A. 'Degree-Granting Institutions and Their Enroliments - .

The degreeioffering schools of postsecondary instruction' are fairly. 1
uniformly defined and counted. The Orlans study, Private Accreditation

and Public Eligibility, estimated a total of 2850 institutions in the fall

‘of 1972 which offered associate or higher level degrees for two or more

years of postsecondary work. The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education
estimated 2948 for the same period, counting branch campuses as separate
schools. Roughly 2/3 of these schools held reéional accreditation, 13%

held preaccredited status, and 15% held no regional status. In April 1975,
the Accreditation and Instit&tional Eligibility Staff of the Office of
Education (AIES) counted 3100 degree-granting schools, 1781 with four-year

—

and higher programs, and 1319 junior col;eges:%ngfinstitutes.

Enrollment at these higher education:ins;ituti'ns rose from 3.6 million

in 1960 to over 10 million in fall of 1974. However, this figure compiled

by the National Center for Educational Statistics is inflated by the
inclusion of part-time ‘@s well as non-degree students. In the fall of 1974,
6.4 million students were enrolled on a full-time basis, while 3.8 million
attended part-time. Of this grand total, 5.8 million or 56% were full-time
degree—credit stydents, The rest were part-tﬂme degree and non-degree credit
students. Ninefy-eight percent of the 6.9 million full-and part-time students
in four-year agd higher institutions were enrglled in degree programs,

as compared with 65% of the 3.3 million at thg two-year junior college level.
Three quarterstof all students were ‘enrolled in public institutions, with

one quarter at private, non-profit schools (Table . -

B. 'Non-Degree Postseéondary Sehools and Their Engollments

ﬁy contrast, the non-degree sector of postsec&ndary instruction is ill-
defined and poorly counted. The estimated nudber of private non-degree
granting institutions ranges from 7000 to 30,0b0. The higher estimate
_includes proprietary avocational and recreatiohal schools, but these cannot
be totally discounted, for what is avocational to some is vocational to others.
The number of public postsecoﬁdary non-degree schools is also unknown. Programs
and courses have been counted, but nct schools. For example, many of the 1081
public area vocational schools‘considered'pdsﬁsecondary non-degree schools '
' by the Office of Education operate also at the secondary or associate degree
.levels. “ / ) -
/
The public vocational sector is confounded by the presence in many
institutions of vocational and liberal arts instruction, of students
under and.over the statutory age of "postsecondary' puberty, of courses
which are and are not acceptable for collige credit, and of programs .
which do and do not terminate in degrees. ‘

.
'
-

* Gathered and' reported by Mrs. Jean Levin, May 1975.
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. Summary

-2 - .

A 1971 Office of Education Survey identified 11,731 postsecondary schools with
vocational programs. Evelyn R, Kay's Directory of Postsecondary Schools with
Occupational Programs, 1971, Public and Private, U. S. Office of Eduaation, _
1973, listed 8182. The published directory included 5000 proprietary schools. -
But, 3549 proprietary schools excluded from this OE directory were ineligible
for either the guaranteed loan program or veterans benefits, but may have .
had students enrolled in other government spousored programs such as vocational ,
rehabilitation or manpower trdining. ' i : !

’
T .

Enrollment estimates at vocational schools are also sketchy. Estimates of
ﬁgtudents at private non-degree schools range from 1.5 to. 15 million and,

statistics painfully fail to convert enrollment and cost estimates
into comparable terms, adding in one merry sum full-time year-round,
»full-time short-term, part-time year-round and part-time short-term

students. 21

-

The 1973 report of the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, Toward a Learning
Society, Alternative Channels to Life, Work, and Service, attempted to convert
enrollment data in non-degree postsecondary instruction, to comparable terms used
in counting "students at degree-granting schools. Accordingly, an estimate of
10.7 million non-degree enrollees in postsecondary programs was deflated to a
full-time equivalent of 2 million. . ‘ ‘

The total universe of postsecondary schools tabulated by the Office 0f Education
is 14,000; (3000 degree-granting institutions and 11,000 non-degree granting
schools). Roughly 8000 of the non-degree institutions are proprietary schools,
about 1500 of which are accredited. Another 1000 are public vocational schools.
The remaining 2000 are non-profit or sectarian in ownership. Roughly 10 million
full- and part-time students attend degree-granting institutions. Another 2 to
10 million are enrolled at non-degree schools, depending on who, how and when

g

. . one counts.

Guaranteed Student Loan Program . . .

Eligible Institutions

-

For funding and scope, the Guaranteed Student Loan Program is currently the -
largest Office of Education student assistance program in terms of both eligible
institutions and eligible students. Currently, of the 8459 eligible schools, 823
are foreign and 7636 domestic; 3714 are considered institutionms of "higher"
education; and 3922 are classified ''vocationall Of the total, 5875 are accredited.
For purposes of the loan program, eligible institutions of higher education exceed

by 600 the degree-granting universe described in Section 1. This difference is
explained by the inclusion of hospital schools of nursing and allied hecalth

programs. By law, ineligible degree-granting institutions are excluded because

they are less than two years old, without legal authorization, unaccredited, unable
to demonstrate "preaccredited" status, or unable to demonstrate the acceptance of
Transfer credits from three regionally accredited schools (known as 3-IC). T

. 3
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t _Vocational institutions award-certificates or diplomas, not degrees. The 4000 y
institutions recognized for this program are eligible by virtue of two-year
existence, legal authorization, and accreditation by a redognizedaagéncy. 3 In
1975, the vocational universe included 1500 proprietary srhools and 2500 public - -
and non-profit schools, including hospital schools and allied health programs. J

. accredited in collaboration with the American Medical Association.’ In the early:
days of the loan program, Advisory Committee action included various classes .

-of vocational schools totaling some 500 institutions which offered training in programs
not properly accredited. 3 In the absence of national accrediting agencies recognized ,
to accredit for-profit trade schools in certain fields, the AIZS Advisory -
Committee also rendered eligible some 750 proprietary trade, flight, aeromechanic,
barber and cosmetology schools licensed by states and meeting criteria acceptable
to AIES. After the National Association for Trade and Technical Schools (NATTS-1967)
and the Cosmetology Accrediting Commission (CAC-1970) were placed on the ) ST
Commissioner of Education's list of recognized accrediting agencies, schools % ° o
rendered eligible in this alternate manner were advised that they had five years
to gain accreditation or lose their eligibility.

Since 1970 almost 1000 schools have had their eligibility terminated. Of these
. 10% were degree-granting; 65% were either degree-granting or non-degree-granting
proprietary institutions, 21% were public or non-profit vocational schools.
Reasons for termination include clos e (43%), loss of Advigory Committee
approval (31%), loss of accredited stdtus (21%), merger (2%), and loss of 3-IC (1%). o
I '

Over 800 schools are eligible undér G LP, but how many have'éctually pértiéipated?
The Office of Education does not know|because, unlike NDSL and BOGS, loans undégm,t-
GSLP are disbursed through the lender not the institution. Thus'OE can oqu

. quantify loans to students at schools|which also serve as lenders._‘ o .
B. ‘Number of Participating.'Schools in the Guarantee Student Loan’Program, ‘o
In 1973, the Orlans group contracted with Phoenix Systema; Inc. to process data o
collected by the AIES vn the number of .schools participating in the loan program. Y e

Because of the uneven quality of the AIES information system, which staff membgrs
readily. acknowledged and attributed to insufficient manpower, the printouts.
obtained were useful only in portraying trends. Since then, the Office of
Education has improved its information on the loan program with the development
of the 'GSLP, Loan Estimation Model® in September, 1974. Combining both studies
.produces a clearer picture of the uni erse of partic¢ipating institutions.

> S

- The AIES printout (Table 2) showed 324 schools with students holding one or mére
loans in 1969. One percent of the schbols had more than $1 million in such
- outstanding loans while 10% had more than $100,000 outstanding. In 1972, the
participating universe expanded by 35%|to 4399. The students at 2% of these
institutions held over $1 mill¥on in paper obligations and 21% held over $100,000.
In 1969, 93% of the participating schopls with over $1 million were public colleges
and universities. By 1972 this figure| dropped to 71% with the remainder divided
e between private non-profit schools (8%) and proprietary schools (21%). 'Thus,
between 196? and 1972, the number, of p rticipating schools with over $1 million
in outstanding loan paper- jumped 275% [for public institutions,.450% for private
non-profit schoels; and an astounding 2400% for proprietary schools (Table 3).

" ) ’ ~ i ” . - K
- s ; . 4 ]




' : In the same three year period the number of participating schools with over
$100,000 in outstanding loan paper increased 80% at public institutions, 2977
= at non~profit institutions, and 5587 at proprietary schools (Table 2).

D

The number of schools participatinv pertains only to the federal portion of
thé idsured loan program. The stdte agencies keep their ‘own data and Qnly
~ submit institutional information to the Office of Education when making claims
! for insurance. To extrapolate on a hunch, combining both the federal and
state agency programs, one could guess that three quarters of all schools
petentially eligible for the program are participating or have participated.

C.- Number of Loans and Annual Loan Disbursement -—- Federal Program

Atcording to data progected through sampling in the GSLP Loan Estimation Model,
in FY 1973, some 577,000 ‘loans were disbursed through the Federal program:

59% to students at junior colleges, four-year colleges and universities; 35% to
students at specialized and vocational schools. In 1968 approximately 77% of the
loans went to college and university students. This proportion declined. by .
1973 to 53%, although the actual number of loans increased from 50,000 in 1968

to 302,000 in 1973.

In FY 1968, specialized and vocational students accounted for 3361 loans, 5% of
all loans made that year. By FY 1973 due to statutory changes merging an
earlier program of.guaranteed loans to vocational students with the Higher

d Fducation Act and provisions for federal insurance benefits -to interstate

lenders, this percentage'increased to 35% or 209 371 loans. During the same

. . period, the number of loans to students at junior colleges and, institutes

remained at an annual level .of 8% (Table 4).

¢ ' . 6 > . -

Moreover, in terms of ownerShip patterns of schools attended by student
borrowers, students at. public institutions accounted for 65% of all federally
insured loans in FY 1968. This percentage declined to 43% in 1973. (Table 5)

. Students at private schools had 21% of the loans in 1968, declining to 16%Z in
l973. Student borrowers at prOpr1etary schools increased from 4% to 36% during .
the same period. In FY 1973, the largest average loans were\made to students
"in proprietary schools ($1022) while Dublic school students‘borrowed the smallest
average amount ($894). . . T

L

* - -

' - D. Percent of Postsecondary Students Borrowing under the Guaranteed Student Loan ,
&

Program . . o -

4

I

No one knows the total number of students enrolled at schools eligible for the
‘GSLP. Using data prepared by the National Center for Educqtional Statistics,
all 10.25 million students are potentially eligible for loans, including part-
time enrollments, since loans are avdilable to sfudents attending school on .
at least a half-time basis. In the vocational sector, a ball park figure might
be 3 1/2 million potentially eligible postsecondary students enrolled in 1974.
S The public vocational universe is estimated at‘over 1.3 million, but these

" students, generally do not borrow iinder the loan program. «By the count of

accrediting agencies of proprietary schools, in FY 1973 accredited private

proprietary schools serviced.an estimated 'l. 5 million students, including about
. -» 664,000 in home study programs. Most of the remaining 700,0Q0 students attend

. . - +
\ . . .
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. accredited non-profit aIlied health institutions or unaccredited proprietary
- schools. . .
A letter from T. H. Bell, Commissioner of Education in the Washington Post on E
5/10/75 stated: "In less than 10 years more than 4 1/2 million students have
received 7.7 million individual loans totaling more thap $8 billion," These are
cumulative figures for the entire .program including the portion loaned through
state agencies.  Accordipg to a survey published in the Chronicle of Higher
Education in January, 1975, 10% of the 189,724 freshmen surveyed at degree-
granting institutions in the fall of 1974 said they received tuition support
from the GSLP (Table 6). The_GSLP Loan Estimation Model gives percentages
of postsecondary students receiving loans by type of institution (Table 4).
Under the Federal program in FY 1973, over 1/2 million loans were disbursed.
State and private guarantee agency programs for the same period added another
1/2 million loans. Table 7 describes this distribution by type of school ownership.

K

1. Borrower Characteristics under the Federal Insured Student Loan Program.

LGross’family income. More than 85% of student borrowers belong to families
with gross incomes below $15,000 per year. Over 60% are from families with
gross incoﬁes.below.slz,OOO per year.
ks N - % » A 1 -
Racial and ethnic background. The proportion of loans to minority students
. is increasing, jumping from 5% of total loans in 1968-tc 23% in FY 1972,

Sex. Menrhave consistently accounted for almost 2/3 of all loans granted. '

Age. aThe average age of the student borrower has increased. Students
over 27 borrowed 35% of all loans in FY 1973. The proportion of students
receiving loans between.the ages of 17 - 22: has declined from 56% in FY
1968 to 42% in FY 1973. ;

Marital status. The rise in the age of the borrowing population corresponds
with the increase in the proportion of marriéed student bSorrowers.

2. School Characteristics . S . ‘ ,

Most of the 734,000 loans going to students in pub¥ic and private institutions
are likely to be channelled through higher, education institutions, sirce
students at public aréa vocational schools do not generally participate in the
loan program and the remaigdkeg private non-profit vocational schools are
probably small operations.vhus, perhaps 7% of the estimated 10.25 million
eligible part-time and full®time higher education enrollees borrowed through
the loan program in FY 1973. An estimated 18% of eligible proprietary
vocational students were on loans in 1975, if one accepts_the hypothesis that
90% of the borrowers weré enrolled in accredited proprietary schdols with
estimated enrollments of 1.5 million

E. Defaults under the Guaranteed Student Loan Program
%, Default rates, or claim payment rates, are percentages hf the total volume of

&4 loans to borrowers who have left school and should be repaying. The following
¥ analysis of claims by student borrowers'is derived from the GSLP Loan;Estimation -

N 1
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’ Hbdel, which examined defaulters uy characteristic and school.‘ It applies only
to the Federal Insured Loan Program. ) g -~

1.

’20

~

F. - Interpretation . - .

Several factors explain the high rates at proprietary vocational schools and
public junior colleges and institutes. In the first place, vocational programs
.are shorter in duration than many degree programs, and students enter the
repayment status faster.

“'Ag . On the average, . the higher the age, the higher the percentage of

" highest annual volume of claims. . »

"~ The highest annual percentage of the matured loan amount in claims is

-

. Characteristics of "Qefaulters" under the Federal Insured Gtudent’Loan
_Program. - . S \

‘Gross family income. Students from families with gross incoﬁes of $6000
and under account for more than 50% of all claims. Those in the.$6OQO—12,000
group aceount’ for more than 25% of all ‘claims. o

Racial and ethnic background. Between FY 1968-1973, white students
accounted for an average of 53% of claims, Spanish-American students for
an average of 27%, and black students for an average of 20%..

claims. )
Marital status. Single students’ account for an average of 414 of all

claims, married students for an average of 25%. The balance are classified T
as "Other and '"No response. i

JE—

- 1

School Charatteristics

- Student borrowers attending public and proprietary schools have the

from 70% in-FY 1968 to 20% for FY 1972. The percentage of claims for students
attending proprietary schools rose from 10% for FY 19 o 68% for FY 1972.

The percentage of claims for students atteéending private degree-granting schools
decreased from 20% to 67 over the same years:

- Tﬂe percentage of claims for students at publicly ozgii schools decreased
6

.

found -for students attending specialized and vocational schools followed )
by students attending public junior colleges and institutes. o

Y
.
t

Tuition refund policy appears to be a key link between high dropout

and high default rates. A borrowér who drops out of school is contractually
obliged to repay his entire loan within 9-12 months. Failing to obtain
what he deems to be an adequate or timely refund of his tuition, he may

~be unable or unwilling te do so. Another type of borrower completes

his course of study but then stops payments because he feels that Zz

did not really learn anything or that héJdid not get ‘a job he has
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led to expect . . . One troublesome, if infrequent qﬁg§é of lodn
* default -occurs when a school loses its eligibility for Toans... 6

.
v

. Y,
Another problem arises when a school closes before students finish their studies.
There are higher concentrations of high-risk, low-income students at épecialized

vocational schools and public junior colleges and institutes. ﬁlso, students

. may be deliberately exploited.and euchered into contracts they do ngot understand

‘for poor training they may riot even receive. N . Lo

A 1974 estimate by the General' Accounting Office put the proportion of potential

insured loan defaulters at 24% of all student borrowers and almost half of all

borrowers at proprietary schools. Defaults have been lower in the programs’ run
by the state and private agencies because the states Have “screened out, or given
grants rather than loans to more high-risk, low-income students. Jay Evans,
president of the National Council of Higher Education Loan Programs, told
Senator Pell's Edwcation Subcommittee in September 1974 that the state, agency
rate ranged from 5% to 7%. - ’ - Lo ‘

Ps ’

G. Lender Schools

Some 200 schools have obtained federal insurance contracts and become direct
lenders, in part to avoid residency -or school restrictions in state programs.
Direct lender schools can lend mgney to half-time, poor-risk, low-income students
whom banks may be reluctant to’ serve, and their abilitv to offer loans togefher
with education can,be advantagesus in recruiting. Ofy the 208 schools qualified
as direct lenders in December 1272, about half were @& rofit universities and
colleges among which were Ivy League.schools,_6thlr known colleges and
thirteen state.universitiés, The rémaining half werefporoprietary schools, all
but two accredited by proptiegax& VOcationaL.accrediﬁ g agencies. Looking at
the number of bgrrowers who defaulted, by lender types, it becomes obvious that
proprietary lender schools have a sigmificantly greater default percentage than
the higher education lender schools: From 1969-1971 approximately 27 of the
borrowers obtained loans through. higher educatiort lender schools. The default
percent from these lenders for the same years remained steady at .6%. For the
vocational scHool-lenders, the number of borrowers rose from .2% in 1969,

11.1% in 1971, 26.4% in 1972 and 26.4% in FY 1973. Ther percentage of annual
defaults from this lender source increased from 3% in 1969 to 27.37% in 1972.
Considering the fact that thesé 100 proprietary school lenders are among a group
of- 19,000 lenders of all types, the results should be of special interest to

policymakers. . 2

. . L~

-

-

" The Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Program. ' .

BOGS first provided funds in 1973-74. Eligibility is based on-financial need, and
grants. are awarded by a Congressionally approved formula. The BOGS appropriation in
its first year was. $122.1 million but actual expenditures totalled only 50 million.
Because of limited funding, grants were restricted to first-time students enrolling °
full-time after July 1, 1973. Data'on institutions participating in BOGS comes

from end-of-year institutional progress reports. To summarize the first,ycar’of

. of operation, 35% of the 5372 institutions eligible for BOGS were public schools, .

whose students received .$33 millidn of available funds or 667%. Students at private’

. pon-profit institutions received $13 nillion while 7% of the~grants went to students

at proprietary schools (Table 8). The averagé award was $247.

. . e ’ ) ' - )
In the survey published by the Chropiele of Higher Education oh college freshman of
1974 cited earlier, 257% of those responding reported support under BOGS. - :

J . ,
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_ . s T TABLE 1 - . S
. TOTAL STUDENT ENROLLNENT AT DEGREE GRANTING HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS - FALL 1974
R . (Thousands) oo
- . \J
Full Time ___ Part Time =~ Public Private . TOTAL
.Hoan Ummﬂmm OHmaHn L o . L . ) ,%. - ’ o
mSHOHHBmSn ' m.mHu , A,w,Nom , 6,838 2,185, . 9,023
-4 year .- 4,854 1,968 © - 4,734 ——27090;,° ~ 6,825 o
~-.  2year . / 960 1,238 - © 2,104 9% . 2,198
) 3 » ' w 1- . . O ,
- Total Non-Degree. - - A o ~ ‘ - vl
"¢ Ctredit Enrollment 1V - -533 647 . 1,150 = - 50 ‘ . 1,200 - -
4 year Y57 .30 - 59 28 - 87 A
SN . . f -
. . 2 year - 496 - 617 ‘1,091 - 23 . 1,113 ,
. \\\... ) §
Total . 6,370 © 3,853 7,988 - . 2,235 10,224 T .-
4 year . 4,914 1,998 4,793 . 2,118 " 6,912 . < |
2 year _ 1,456 1,855 . 3,195 117, 3,311 o
— - p— < : 5

AR " Source' < Vante QHNSn zmnwosmH OESan for macomnwos Statistices, ﬂmmwwsmnos D. »o May 1, qum }
’ Interview = ~° . . .o . .
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“* TABLE 2 - °

“~:..NUMBER OF SCHOOLS ATTENDED BY STUDENT BORROWERS

(4

Source;

1 ,
;- . ., Program.
*. .tion and

Public El H.deHH,Hnw

.Gathered by Phoenix Systema,Inc,

tonnoﬁvmn. 1973 for Orlans, et.

- LI N »
L

,csmch.hmrm%,nwnm compiled from files of Office of Education,Accreditation & Institutional Eligib-
~iltey- staff onm participating educational institutions undex the Federally

Insutred Student Loan
#l., Private Accredita- .

\

. . - .- .+« UNDER THE FEDERAL INSURED LOAN PROGRAM . L CR
C P FY 1969 and FY 1972 -
¢ - FY 1969 - TY 1972 — = Per Cent Increase :
- . -~ Number with.: Total  Number with - v Total: between FY 1969 & FY 1972 -
: o more than more than # of = more than -more than # of more than more than -Total #of -
SCHOOL TY?PE $1 million $100,000 Schls. = $1 million $100,000 Schls. $1 million,. '$100,000  Schools
Public - Total 29 199 - 1382 81 - 359 . .. 1697 | 275% 80% 227,
Colleges & ) ' - . - - |\ = - — .
Universities' 28 149 522° 78 232 576 | 27177 55 10
Junior Colleges . . ., . ) -7
. & Institutes 0 41 464 1 98 610 100 239 31 -
Specialized & ) o , - : !
. Vocational . 0 4 197 1. . 23 282 100 ;» 575 43 - ot
Unkncwn Program } . , . )
type. 1 5 - 199 1 6. _ .223 - . 20, - —12 -
2¥rivate-Non-Profit . N . _ T .
tocal : <. 2 87 1349 8 259 1611 450% - 297% . 19%-
_Colleges & - - T R 1611 | 430% lml&.N 1%
7 Universities = 2- 80 1014 9 " 243 1132 | 450 303 " 11 -
Junior Colleges . -
& Institutes 0 R 6 241 . 0 A 10 - 330 0 56 . 36 :
Specialized & * o P ‘ " o]
Vocatiénal ] 1 . 86 0 - 6 140 - |. O~ - 600 62 )
Unknown Program oo T : ... o, P
type 0 0 8 0 0 9 |-0 - 0 ‘12 )
. oy ‘ - . i .
2roprietary-Total O SR | 509 2% 285 365 |2500% - 558% 0% .
Colleges & : - T R LA =
Universities 0. - 1 - 6 1 6 7 100 €00 16
Juaior Colleges - . . -
& Institutes O 1 15" 0. 8" 20. 0 §00. v 33
Specialized & R L . . . :
Vocational 0 49 488 23 . 271 838 2300 553 71 .~ -
Unknown Program . ’ T : . - .
type .- 0. 0 2" |- .0 - 25 #2 0. 200 no' change
Mistellaneous- . . i . - ‘ i
Total E 1 8 0 35 0 232 0% 3500% -2900% .
*  Unkéwn Program- . v e o ’ - w0 = N
3 Ownership , § 3 . s - _ Do,
7 ToTAL .. 3L . 338 3248 114 . 938 4399 |-367% . 277% 3% ¥
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S _ _NUMBER OF SCHOOLS ATTENDED BY STUDENT BORROWERS TABLE 2  °

. . : c bmw THE FEDERAL INSURED LOAN PROGRAM ' . T e s

I e SR . FY 1969 and FY 1972 - . : .
e ¥Y 1969 i , FY=1972 . Per Cent Increase* - i
"Number with ...+ _ , Total Number with Total between FY 1969 & FY 1972

. . ) more than more than # of ' more than more than # 6f more than .moxre than Total # om.
HOOL TYPE, $1 million $100,000 .Schls. $1 million $100,000 Schls. MH BMHPHOﬂ wwoo 000 Schools _ _
. a_ Co. v R ’ i . v N . ] - :
blic - Total 29 7 .- 199, 1382 | 8L © 359 . 1697 | 275% . .80% - . 22% .
Colleges & . o g B N T . -

Universities . 28 149 522 78 . 232 576 277 55 10 S
Junior Colleges o . : .

& Institutes o - L 41 464 1 . 98 . 610 | 100 © 239 - 31 - )

Specialized & - " . . : . o . Am > -
‘Vo¢dtional 0 -t A 197 1 .23 282 | 100 . 875 43

cﬁxmozp.mﬂomﬂes . : _ T . . . . -, -
_type 1 5 199 1 .6 223 | -~ . .20 12 -, -

Hdmnm:zms|mﬂomwn . — . ¥ NE ,
—Total 2 T 87 1349 9 259 1B11l . | 450% 297% . -, 19%
noHHmmmm & T A , - \ Ww; - % Mw i
-Universities 2 , "80 . 1014 9 243 1132 | 450 303 11 ~ |
Junior Colleges . .

& Institutes - « 0, 6 241 - 0 - *10 330 0 66 36
Specialized & . , . - o e :

“Vocational 0 R | 86 | o 6 +140 0 -  .600 - 62
Unknown Program . SRR . ‘ , . . . :

. type C 0 0 - :} 0. -0 < -39 . 0 . 0 12
Sorietary-Tomal T ST 509 | 2% 285 B85 |Z&00% B35BT 70%
Colleges & . g : ) - S . , N
~ Universities 0 . 1 6 1 .6 7 100 - . ., 600 16
Juntor Colleges "R 4 o ~ }

& Institutes .0 1 15+ 0 8 & 20 [ o . 800 . .33-.
Specialized, & s . : , . < C
 Vocational™ o 49 488 23 271 838 2300 . 553 - 71
Unknown Program™ e - — . v . -t . .
type. - 10 . . 0 2. 0 ‘2° 2 0 ___ 200 no ovmnmm‘
zhmmmwﬁmﬂmmeu R S N . : . - e v
Total * - 0 1 1 87 .0 35 232 0% - 3500% NmooN !
Unkown Program- . .- - . S . o ll . - T o
ossmﬂwwwﬁ..i R - N ) e -t ) . C ) s =
aoaﬁ. ... 3L o . 338 348 | 114 938" 4399 367% 277% - 35%
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SR s a2 TABLE 3. =~ . | o , . .
X g .. PERCENT OF SCHOOLS ATTENDED BY STUDENT BORROWERS . . . T el
: . o _ UNDER ‘THE FEDERAL INSURER LOAN PROGRAM . - S e .
; L . . ~~ . BY TYPE : E « LT

X B ; FY 1969 and FY 1972 . e .
S B . R : L P
: T s FY 1969 oL FY 1972 . LT
. - Total % of" ‘ ‘ Total % of . -

.

~ more than

more than gchools with’
mwoo;ooc 1 or more loansg

‘more thdn

$1 million

- ‘more than

schools with ;

.$100,000 - 1 or more loans”’

:4,:. wmmOOH Type~ = . $1 million

-y Public ST 93y

SRS

58% 42% .

©71%

wﬁN. T -

N

38%

,MRb¢mnwnzosm&omwn 7

23 4l

78 E .

- Proprietary . 0 IS5~ IS A —30 19
' ,&Hwomﬁwwnwptm . . . . . T -l
Unknown type 0 .. 2 2 0 4 7 <, @
‘ - o . - - ) i

L
—~

. '.L# .
Tomap | -

100% ©  100% ;

< k1 —k

100% . 100%

<

~,

. -
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' . .

3 -

Source: Unpublished data‘ compiled from.files of Office of Edudation, Accreditation and .-

~
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Federal Insured Loan Program. Gathered by Phoenix Systema, Inc. in October, 1973
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TABLE 4 )

FEDERAL INSURED ,STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM
. . DISTRIBUTION OF LOANS BY H&mm OF INSTITUTION. (thousands)

m& 1968, 1971,

1973 and Cumulative Total .

- Academic Program FY 1968 FY 1971, " °FY 1973 Cumulative Total 1968=I973 .
N % number of | %  number 7 - number /AR chvmﬂ of Loans
) , loans *  .of loans ‘of loans °? . )
. . (thousands) ;.Anwocmmﬁmm ﬁhnwodmmsamv i - T \.~4
Colleges & Universities , 77 58" 58 270 53 ©.302 58 ™7 1,352 .
. i S . o)
LT , - ) N \ ' 5‘.
. o : : , : > vt
Junior Colleges & - 8 .5 8 38 - 6 -“36 8 " 177- |
Institutes™ A . .
- . - * \ o -
- —— - = . . - . .
Specialized and 5 -~ 3 30 . 137 36 209 28 ** 660 .
Vocational, . . ) ’ .
 Unkown - not available 10 6 4 20. |5 29 6 L34 .
. - & i R :
TOTAL . ,. . 100% 65 100% 466  [LOOZ 577 1002 . 2,323 .
Source: ommwnm of Education, GSLP Loan anwsmﬂwos Model, <0Hc8m H Hsnﬂomconwos and’ chBMH%..
uwmvcﬂmmsmsn Data, mm@nmsvmn. 1974, pp. VI-10, <H -11, o
.o - . C ' - ¥ BN ,
RS
\l
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.“ . TABLE 5 : ~ . .o
._ o . FEDERAL INSUMED STUDENT LOAN PROGRANM® | CoT -
DISTRIBUTION. OF LOANS BY MNSTITUTIONAL OWNERSHIP QwroCmmﬂamv o ' ' .
] : . - FY 1968, 1971, 1973 and Cumulative Totral . ) - A
. 7Y 1968 TFY IO CFYCIg73 - 1988-1973 - Cumulative |
o number of % ,number of % number of .-~ Total -
-~ 'School Type % loahs loans > "loans - % number of loans )
: - . (thousands) Anrocommsamv Anrocmmsamv , (thousands) -
Public 65 42 52 241 43 C247 47 1,163
t . \ . .
" Private ‘21 L4 17 81 116 N\ 95 _ _ [18. 401 -
- ° \ ‘ I N ) S
. i - T ™ . EY ] = ..;./ ~ - ] -
"+, . Proprietary" 4 3 27 127 36 209 " - %30 : 638 -
. . Unknown 10 6 . 4 18 -5 - .26 ! . 5 - - 120
. TOTAL 100% 65 . | 100% - 465 T1o0% -+ 577 100% . 2,324
: Source: ommwom of Education GSLP Loan anvsmnwon Model, <ou.¢8m H HSnHoaconHos and mgmﬂwu ) _
. ) Uﬁm@ﬁﬂmmamﬂpn Data, mmvnmsvmﬂ 1974, pp. <H:No <H NH C a -
.... s . . J. a:m - B .
R, S, . . © T )
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o Ce 'PEK’ CENT OF FRESHMEN IN
- : .- FALL OF 1974 RECEIVING
@ . : SUPPORT FROM FEDERAL GUARANTEED

. \ - , . .STUDENT LOANS ,
’ ‘None . . . . . ... 90.0%
$L - $499. ... . . . . . 2.6% -
: ) " ’ \ -
$500 - $999. . . . . .. . o 2.3%
$1000 - $1,999 . . 4.1%
$2,000 - $4,000. 0.6%
over ‘$4;000. C. 0.1%
: X PR
Source: ”The American Freshman Natlonal Norms for Fall 1974,"
: Published by the Américan Council. on Education and-
, University of California at Los’ Angeles, in The Chronlcle
i of ngher Educatlon - January 20, 1975 pg 8
’. U ,
’ ’ . v :f.' . - ) -~ . ,: . -
. , g ’ "rz i
' ‘; B af. o "
‘ " » ': .




ESTIMATED NUMBER .OF

BORRDWERS UNDER THE GUARANTEED ‘STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM
© ° BY TYPE OF SCHOOL OWNERSHIP - FY 1973

1973 -y a
iR State and Private :
Federal Loan Program Guarantee Agency - Total
: ' % a. *number of d. % ‘b.number of d. % number of d..
T . ‘borrowers . borrowers / ~ borrowers-
‘g (thousands)‘ (thousands) . ' . ? (thousands) *
33.7 19 S4.4 272 |43 . 466
13.2 . 76. 138.4 192 | 24 268 .
. 48.7 281 5.1 25 | 28 306
6. 34. - 2.1 10 b b
100.% &~ .577 - [l00% . 500 . |.100% 1,084

. " a. Office of Education, GSLP Loan Estimation Model, Volume‘II,
-Borrower, Lender and Instltutlonal Characterlstlcs September,
. 1974, Appendlx A-5. 4 .

- b. Ibld Appendlx B-5.

c. Offlce of Education, GSLP Loan Estimation Model, Volume 1
Introdgitlpn and Sunmmary- Dlsbursement Data, September, 1974 .
p. VI~ . ~ .

T

d. Number of borrowers chlculated from perCentages - Results may

.not be accurate due to rounding . .

*: The‘percentage and numerical distributions on the Federal
_portion of this table do not agree with those on Table 5,
although the total is derived from those data (See Source C).
They are based on cross tabulations of a different sample
extracted from GSLP files in February 1974. . The other .
figures are based on a 100% sample run in June 1973. These |,
data are used because they parfllelplnformatlon given on
the -Stdte Agency Programs.




e . TABLE 8

BASIC GRANT EXPENDITURES RECIPIENTS AND AVERAGE
' AWARD BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION (1973- 74) ;

*

Total - ‘Total $ L Total

' ' ! # of Expénditure .+ Student

SCHOOL TYPE A Schls. % (thousands) (thousands)
Tqtal Public 35% 1869 | 66%  $32,949 120

Universities. ° 357 . ~ 16,365 60

Other 4 year - 233 , . 170 15

2 year’ . 980 12,035 44

"1 year plus 23 - 84. ‘ 3.

6 months plus 276 ' 293 .., .1
Total Private - ~ \'$
Nonprofit 31% - 1698 - 26% 13,077 - 48

Universities 234 - ° 4,125 ‘ 15

other 4 year ! 9lp 6,865 . 25

2 year : ; 419 1,772 6

1 year plus 29 ) : 65 negligible

6 months plus - 100 C 160" , / .5 \

3}
Total Private . s - - _ , :
Profit-making _ 15% 827 7% $ 3,505 4. - 14 - o )
~Universities 3y " 5 ¢ .. negligible

other 4 year: 22 125 - .5

2 year 397, "1,390 ; 6

1 year plus- 185 © 1,000 : 4

6 months plus 221 de e . 984 ? - 4
Other e esr | Loser - w3 .2

TOTAL © 5373 s49,874 . 185
. ' , » L
.‘ 7

Sourcé: Offi;:e of Educatiqn, -BOGS, End-of-Year-Report (1973-74 Academic
yearx). .. N o ¢

R

' . . . ,

% © . . @
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Footnotes .

. . .
¢ . -
-~ I

T 1. .Harold Orlans et al., ,Privdue Accreditation and Public
- Eligibility, National Academy of Public Administration 1
: Foundation, October 1974, Volume 1, p.278. - -

o
-

.- ‘2. 1Ibid., p.280

3. In 1967-68, regional accredifing associations. did not.
. accredit public or nonprofit vocational schools, and some
- 500 public-area vocational schools listed by state -
agencies for participation in the 1963 Vocational .
Education Act accordingly-bgqame eligible under GSLP.-

4.  The following profile is drawn from Office of Education,
*GSLP Loan Estimation Model, Volume II, Borrower, Lender’
-+ - and Institutional Characteristids, September 1974,
pp;‘ll-}l to 11-30. : A .

+

.»5. Ibid., Volume III, Claims Characteristics, 1ll-1 to 11-40
‘6. Orlaﬁs, op.cit.,'Volﬁme 11, pp. 407-408. ’ -
7. Figurés'deriﬁéd from GSLP Loan Eétimation, op.cit., ' J
‘ Volume II,® A-2l-a~- (borrowers), Volume ILL, A-17-a
- (defaults), _ ) . . k
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e : - . . Appendixk III - -
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o Issues in Eligibility

.+ The availability of Federal funds highlights and exacerbates certain
{ssues rclating to the Federal role in postsccondary cducation. . .

- (1) Federal responsibility for achicving equal access, choice and
(o] Eortunity. The Education Amcpdments of 1972 and subseéquent nationul de-
Pate and Federal funding decisions have firmly cstablished the Fedezarl re-
sponsibility for achieving thgse goals. Yet this responsibility brings .
other issues to the fore and makes it difficult 'to formulate rules -for
determining eligibility. . Numerous issues comprisc this problem:’

i

NS
R

Y

. 1., -‘How can iaual choice be realized if whole classes of institu-
tions are not eligibld for Federal funds? - . < e

. . & . -,

-. Does use of accreditation for eligibility impede innovation

o

and éhange (the response to new social conditions)? . .

’

’

.3. With growing importance of voc-tech education, how is it .
served with present system?

‘- . 4. Is access to new institutions-affected by a ‘¢onflict of ianterest, ,
) wherein old institutions are accrediting the new? : ’

..

5. Does lack of accréditation proscribe the choice of certain
jnstitutions for classes of individuals? - , - ‘ ’
' . ¢ ! -
‘ (2)° Federal vergus State responsibility for the regulation of post-
secondary institutions. Education is a function .of the States, but incrcasing-
e 1y the Federal -government has affected many aspects of cducation. So far the
States have played a minimal role in determining which postsecondary institu- . \

tions should be eligible for Federal funds, but this couid be changed. Some
issu¢§ are: . © oo o [

‘ %

PRI T T NeTTY

.

., ., 1. What'is the proper role of 0.E.?

- .
< ey

. . 2. What is the rclationship of accreditation to-licensuyre, certifi-
cation, registration'in eligibility? . : . , .y

/
’
A v

. Y 3. .. How doecs the present system respond to the demand for account- . ,
. abi%itjsarising from the cxpenditures of huge sums of money? L X
N . ! ;‘.#,. -' ' . . . ‘
“4. What is the federal role injcdiication? . !

. . . 3 - ' .
. 5, Is the present role of 0.E..in. regulation®recognized? las it ‘ -,
.‘ been expanded beyond' authorization implied by lcgislation?. . U
L . C g B . , ¢ . h * “

.




':A(

-

4?;7"

! . - -
.~ state) and private accrediting.

,
. ’ ! 4
. B
. . . - -
,

- . B S I . . s
. "6. Should O.E. be reglafory? . - . -t
. co W .
' o 7. 1s there:a need for” ."ter dis-eligibility’ proccdures?

8. How should thesc eligibility dilemmas be handled?
- eligibility for opern universities, external dégrees, non-tra-
. _ ditional progrums. - )
o - . - small special purposc instigions - ) )
- parttime study and continuing cducation ’ - -
- postsccondary occupational techiiical education?
b 9. Should accreditation bg used as the eligibility mechanisms for
_ proprictary schools? B .

10. Is 0.E. too dependent on accreditation for its regulation and

assessment of quality?’ , b
o e : - R
- . o ® B : + -
' t:2§5>' . 11, If state officials insist that they are the appropriate accredi-
t

-%*regulate and police, how can this be recontiled with a federal reliance on
private accreditation? ' ’

. (3) Federal usc of private voluntary associations to make its funding

tors, by virtue of their power to create,dishand, charter, license, administer,

decisions? Thc primary determinant now of whether a postsecondary institution

tion which is recognized by thc Federal government. Few non-accredited ins
. stitutions are eligible and few accredited institutions are ineligible.
accrediting associations were not creatca for the determinjrion of Federal
eligibility, they did not ask for this. function, and most &f them do not .
want it/ When.the Federal government began use of this procedure. very little
monty ‘hinged on the eligibility decision. Now it is a major deccision and,
."time to ask whether some other method would be more proper. | - .

i5*Eligible to receive Federal funds is membership in an accrediting asse;;;zﬁfﬁx
i ' A
e

. 1. ﬁacﬁ 6f‘rciationship between chaf&ering new institutions (by

. i
3 2. How many masters can private accreditation serve? Socict,,
+  public welfare?. Students?'- Professionals? - Federal government? State
governmert? or only the institutions? LA
' 3. Is the usc of fees for’éccrediting proper?
. 4" Should private accreditation be éﬁpgligﬁéaction?'
@ , "" L - ' ’ ) , ) 2
. :is. Does use of the private accrediting agencics mean that .they
have broken with ‘their autonomous tradition? . ’
. [ -~ s . .
<~ . 6. How many agencics should. be msed to accredit progrdms or insti-’
tutions, in the same ficld or recgion? ‘
4 o ‘. ’

2

!
A i~

e . 7. Private regional accreditation is' not really voluntary since

A

.

'
-

- ‘ .

.°f‘-%,;.

-




' ‘ real® alterhative to recgional accreditation). ) .

-

-
)

. D . K . : i
many othc¥ forms of acercditation arc dependent on it (hence they provide no

13

3

8. What happcils when the federal monitor -(A1ES) docs mot agree with
proccdural or substantive.decisions of accrediting agencics? i

>

9. 1Is'it fair that proufcssional acércﬂ;tatjon may depend on regional
accreditation? . . , . .

. e . o~
10. Docs' the ,use of private accrediting agencics represent a monopo-
listic practicc subject to future lcgal attack? las this condition been ‘ag-
gravatcd by the use of supcr-accrediting agencies? ’

11. Is due progess followed adcquatcly in accreditation procedurcs?

12. Aren't accrediting agcncies'pcrforming quasi-governmental functions?
‘Maintaining influential government contacts? = To wit:
T a. state reliancc on standards developed by accrediting agencics
o b. denial of accrediting - a government function
. ¢ ¢. power of accrediting agencies derived from uses by govern-
: ment ’ ' :
- . ’ d. state tax funds-indirectly support accrediting agencies
o " e. state administrators €ligiblc to serve as accreditors,
’ . f. state disburscment of: federal funds is affected by accredi-

x % _ tation status. . . . -

< .
. ‘s R

-

.‘, ‘ i3. Do private accrediting agencies do what they are authorized to do?

\

14. Do ac®editing agencies act only in their own intercst?’ L

,‘ ’ '
+* .. 15, Should private aggncies be concerned with federal priorities?

A . . . v . ’ .
16. Should accreditation be the only e}emcnt.in eligibility?

\: . 17. Is"it appropriate for regionals te refuse to accredit proprie-
ary institutions? - . ' - _ y

(4) Federal responsibility for consumer protection in postsccondary cdu-
cation. Most of the Federal funds institutions now cceivg are in the fomm of
student 'aid.  Because there is somg’ governmental resp sibility implicd for —
the protcction of thc¥users -of such vast sums of public - , and becausc
these funds are-appropriatcd to achigve specific nationa¥ goals (principally

. equal actess), thc Federal goverament has a role i protecting the student
from abuscs by postsecondary-institutions. -Thesc €ani be abuses of commission
(degree mills) or ommission, (not living up To the .promiscd or implicd quality
of education). Other factors such as declining enrollments in certain types
of institutions and a growing natdional  intcrest in consumer protcction bear
on this, but: this is a major shift from thc situation of just a decade ago
when the balance of student funding decisions was .almost<totally on the side
of the institutions} Other issucs include: BT o

b ' L v

P e by




s

e

-

I. Are consumcr protcction,méasurcs (as in'GSﬁP) adéqugte?

» - 5 .

-
. . 2
.

i

L X

. Does reg1ondl accrediting prov;dc closc cnough or any scrut1ny
. of actual cducational programs? ! S

s

s

SL‘ With profcsslonal gccrcdltdtlon, is therc sufficient performance
evaluation? -Arc. thosc trained represented 'in the accreditation process? Is

- there adequate mcasurcmcnt of the product bcfﬁxe accreditation is given?

4. Accrcdltatlon is opgrated as a pr1VJtc function Whth°d public
purposc, is pub11c interest neglected? information on partla} and full ac-
creditation 1s not d1sburscd students do not servc on accreditation tcams,

S, If accrcdltatlon ls not the key to consumcr protcctJon will.-

dzsclosure serve the purposc’< ' : o s

-

6.

If the federal government has a responsibility to reduce ex- -

plo1tat1on of educational consumcrs, how should that respons1b111ty be re-

solved in terms of the opp051t10n to federal intervention in educatlonal

.ERIC

A FuiiText Provided by ERIC
LA -

administration? . 2 ) I s .
7. 1Is accreditation so widespread that it is a mean1nglcss indi-
cator of quality? . .
8. Should loss. of any element of ‘cligibility resultfin-the‘loss
of eligibility? _ ‘ : . | v .
e "N S "
L -~ . ’
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. .‘ . . - N . . * PR A
L. . <o DLepartment ofé Health, Education and Welfare f
. w. 1. U.S. Office of Education . :
L ‘ CT ‘Nétional Invitatiional Conference on L . ;
des , : o Institution“al Eligibility p
p ’ " 1. Increasingly, institutional leaders complain about a growing number ’ r
'of%varying sets of Féderal regulations to which institutions must |+
- A ' 3 _— v :
. " address. themselves. ) " o~ :
. . . A., To thefextent, feasible, should the Office of Education develop. }' )
. an expanded singular set of eligibility requirements appl}able
to mulitiple programs--%osed to separate sets of require- h
,\\ne,nts for each program? v ) ) ' ”;
» ' B, -Should the Office de_velop a basic "terms of agreement" eligibil- N
’ ‘ g . ¢ ity d eume'lt which 4n Ji“s”tuticnyould gxecute in oider of es- "
. . N ., . \ -
. tabli hed elig1bility st‘.atus for all funding programs?’
“.'Q . "‘ N ¥ ",
< - II., Federal ducatio'lal program funding involves: . ]
v ‘ 1) Determinatfon of 'who‘ is eligible; ‘
. ’ 2) Award of funds; and . A L .
« é A - ¢
. 3) Ultimate responsibllity?’ for the proper use of the funds. '
v ,’. ~ _A. How might the Office strengthen its administrative efforts “in ,
‘ . . AR . . . {
! areas related to eligibility? ) ' 4 )
< % ‘ . -— e : ‘ - ’ a~ * . . N A
. _ K 1T, The COmmissionér of Education s statutory authority, to-limit, :
. . P o
(4
% . suspend pr terminate (for specified reasons) the eligibility. N - .
- ) ! K ., . .'.( ‘ ’ : ' 3
" - ' . statis of otherwise eligible institutions <currently ds appli-~ E
N - ., “ . . . ' . ) . ] {
L et . . cable only to the ‘Guaranteed Student ‘Loah Program, B . : 3
o ; - -‘ B | ‘ \ ‘ / :
w‘.* . ) ‘ -I \A . -.,‘ q‘ . 150 . . . “:“.
L ‘ : °
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- . A, Should this-authbrit& be'expanded reiative to all etudent.:ﬁ :.
R aid programs? - ;' N . ' " \\\;
.B. s;ooiﬁ it be expanged relative to all postsecondatL funding
. programs edministered oy the Ofrice of Edotation? .

-~

It g alleged in the Orlans Report that accrediting agencles are-’

it

not reliable aﬁthorities regarding éither educational quall;y

*or institutional probfty., o e -

v o
- .

AJ Does the Orlans Report substantiate‘this thesis adequately?

'
s

B. If not, is it- true anyway" ) . ’ _— . .

L2N

C. What of the Newman Report recommendations (1971) that ac-~ ;

“+

creditation be not considered at all in eligibility deter- ) :

" minations?

»

>

N ~

) , . . . .

V. Assuming that "the Office of Education should continue to use ac-

T creditatlon as one elemént in the eliglbility determlnatlon pro-

cess: .

‘A, ,Should it recognize more than one an association (1)

" in a defined geographical area 'of jurisdiction or (2) in J?he-

- * A

. fined field of progrdm specjalization? In other wordstqis b = .
L4 > ° i .

. . 1
advisable to create "competition" for existing accrediting or- ’
ganizations? ’ _ .
_B. Should there be a private committee "to offerien alternative

channei of eligibility for useful unaccredited schools"? '

[The Orlans Report suggests thers be a 5—year experiment with

. this. ]

- ‘ .
a8, ) ot ‘
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C. 'Should the’Office of Education expand the role of State agen-

cies in,eligibility determihations’ If the Office of Education T .

< g oo
encourages expansion of the.eligibility functions of State - L
e .

Tagencies, is this likely to- undermine the role of regional e
and national accrediting agencies? ’ c. *
1D. Should State agencies which. approve, license, or charter, ed- ; ; ;

‘- . . 5

\ucational-institutions (and therefore.give them one of the - s .

"'!

’ prerequisites for eligibility) be recognized by the Commis-. . ]

.
- .

sioner of Education in the same way accrediting agencies are
K

, now recognized?, .o
. : /T .

7 ¢ E. Has the time come to/establish clearly.deﬁined boundaries for

P

.

the three elements in the’ e1ig1b11ity triad? The three ele-

4 r,

ments gre (a)ﬁaccrcditing agencics, (b) Stata’'sgencies, and

»

~

»

’ (c) FedeFaljagencies.

VI. If a centrairset'of eligibility requirements'ﬁor institutions is o
. EE V- i , . :
! established through provision by statute and regulation, should it

inéiude,the foiloying;elenents in addition to current requirements?
P . ’(/ H ‘ )

A."?fouef public disclosure of student attrition and completion -

' ¢ ’ . » - ! ‘o, > Lo ,

. / rates. | . ' , . - .
r. t . 3 .

R . ’ 1]

-,?;I'Eair and/equitabléjtuition refundsfto students, - o
- Z .

"‘fc;"Proﬁ

6 4

rollnen- practicesiof any. type which are erroneéus, decep—

. H
PR , . . ) N
o«

St tive or/misleading. , ' H" . o

“.énf Public disclosure, by vocational schOols, of job. piacement data Y

‘
v i LY

ey

“ave

-y
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VI,

VIII.

. IX.

kY

-0 .. . N . - o

regarding graduates; . ce .
Spéuld recognized accrediting and state approva% agencics addreés.
» ! : B

the issues listed abeve in their,standards? S N

The functions.and impor;aﬁce of the Commissioner's Advisory Com- .

® . !

mittee on Accfeditatigﬁ and Institutional Eligiﬁility'haye-expandqd

.gdnsideraﬁly since its establishment in 1968: - (Sée'chgiter lis&}ng'

. - - & N t * ~ ‘

% . ’

e . 11
current functions.) : P

'

A. Given the significance of its operatioms, éhoulq thé’gole and

-

' functions of the Advisory Committee be specified by.sfatute?'

- . ® . -
| I -

The Oflans Report proposes the recognition function ®f the Com- )

missioner's Advisory Committee (and. of the Commissioner?) be' trans-
ferred to the new Council on POStsqpquary Accreditation, and that
the Advisory Committec beécome anzappgilaée body for COPA actions?

P L]
o
.

A. Would such a ‘scheme be: ° : ' .

‘;?ractical'or Functional; . -

: QL) Desirable to all affected pértieg;" )
kB) ‘Legal? T -
/ T
B. /What advantages and disadvantages %ould such a scheme offer?":
Lo - . . ’ '

Tﬂ% thrée institutional certification systém has, in the opinlon

of USOE administrators been subjected to considerable abuse.

-
- . ,

- A.?«Shqulﬁ'fhis.procﬁjgis,be abolished as an alternative to the. ac—

f . -

_,g%gﬁifdg@aﬁ{p:dvision for gligibilit¥ for funding?

‘5 . ] .

{
s P L

<
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. . s . »
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