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S -The forma1 ;$1at1onsh1p between the U S Office of Educat]on and. the
private accreditation community began with the passage of the. Veterans
Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 otherw1se known as the Korean War
G.i:,Bili. The ‘Act provided, for the first time, that‘the U.S. Commis-
sioher'of Education grant formai Federal recognition to accrediting

- agencies through pubiication_of'a 1ist of recognized agencies. .

During the hearings that took‘piace in development of Veterans' Readjust-
ment Assistance Act, members of Congress made clear that. Congress could’
not to1erate'a’repetition'hnder this Act -of the fraud and abuses of

"educational’ benefits which hadboccurred~under the World War II Veterans

* Benefit Program.

In“order to meet this.concern then, spokesmen for education associations .
made presentations during the Congress1ona1 hearings urging that the |

. Federa1 governmeqt re1y upon accrediting bodies for the purpose of '
identif}ing educationai institutions of qua1ity and 1eg1t1macy Thee

h resuit was the charge to. the U.S. Comm1s51oner of Education to pub11sh a

list of nationally recognized accrediting agencies and associations that

the Commissioner determined to be re1iab1e authorities concerning the

qua1ity of education or training offered by educationai institutions or-
a progranscr The Veterans Act also estabiished_a systen of State approval -
. agencies funded by the Federal goyernment thatrfdnction to. apprové courses
‘of study for‘enroiiment of veterans. These State:approval agencies evaluate
unaccredited programs of study. ~Where there are reCogniied accrediting
agencies State VA approvat agencies have the option either of accepting the

judgnents of the accrediting.agencies concerning educationai qua]ity or of -

eva1uat1ng the educat1ona1 ofrerings as if they are not accredited
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] rOver the past 28 years, the Commissioner's charge to determine the reTiahiIity

-

o ° ’ : ' ' ‘ . : .
of accrediting agencies and-associations has been reaffirmed in 25 other"

statutory authorities relating to the needs of at least six Federa]‘agencies

k] >

B have assurances provided concerning the. qua11ty of education or train1ng

offered by educationa1 institutions or programs These statutory authorit1es
.inciude four citations concerning the determination of an eligible institution

of higher ec: cation--or an e1ig1b1e vocationa1 schoo]--under the Higher

'Education Act of 1965, as amended. Today, within the 0ffice,of Education °

' a]one, accreditation by a pationa]]y recognized accrediting agency or

association is 1ntegra1 to an educationa] institution's or program s
aestablishment of e1igibiiity to app1y for participation 1n some 25 Federal

programs of support to education. Wh11e a1ternatives to meetjng the statutory

requ1rement for accreditation are provided for in most instances - but not

in a11 - the great maJority of postsecondary 1nstitut1ons that are e11gib1e

to participate in OE- administered programs--approximately 7,300 out of sone

8 200 u.s. institutions--are eligible by virture of their accredited status

‘with an agency or assoc1ation recognized‘by the.Commi551onen ‘of Education.

In order to carry -out the Commissioner' s mandate to determine which accrediting
agencies and ass c1at1ons are reliable author1t1es concern1ng the quality of
education or tra1n1ng offered by educational institutions or pregrams, the

Commi551oner of Education pub]ishes Criteria. for Nationa11y Recognized

' Accrediting Agencies and Associations. The first Cr1ter1a were published

'in the Federal Register of 0ctober 4, 1952 The Office of Education

deve1oped the Criteria in consultation with an advisory group of educators}

The or1g~"~1 Criteria have withstood the., test of time rather well. Their °

Lt

nine ba51c e1ements are =t111 ident1f1ab1e in the third edition, pub11shed

in 1974, which is current1y 1n use. Findings emerging from a study of the.

-

‘\



1974 Criter1a 1aunched 1n 1977 by the Educat1ona1 Test1ng Service under
-~Eontract with USOE,_1nd1cate a high degree of va11d1ty regard1ng the current
.‘Criteria,_ The.fnna1 report of.the-ETSc§r1ter1a study will be ‘issued in

.June or Ju1y of this'yearr_ B

° :
n -

. The first of 1ts lists of nat1ona11y recogn1zed accred1t1ng agencies and
':assoc1at1ons, which the 0ffice of Educat1on deve1oped in cooperat1on with
‘P'the Nat1ona1 Comm1ss1on on Accred1t1ng, contained the names of the. s1x
regional accred1t1ng assoc1at1ons and. twenty-two nat1ona1 specia11zed
W;accred1t1ng agencies.  The act1v1ty of the U. S. 0ff1ce of Educat1on during
iﬁj“the fhitial 15 years of the Commissioner's 1ist was m1n1ma1. 0n1y e1ght
arcrediting'agencies were'added toithe 1fst during this time.. And no agency.,

or assot1atxon once listed, had 1ts recogn1t1on status agaTn rev1ewed by

the 0ff1ce,

<

'Oversight of the Comm1ss1oner s recogn1t1on author1ty was at first an- |
‘ "in- house“ respons1bi1ity, a1though toward the end of the f1fteen-year
i period, then U.S. Comm1ss1oner of Education Haro]d Howe, created a’ sma11 |
T Accredit1ng Rev1ew Comm1ttee This was a group of five- educators from |
Iouts1de the government who prov1ded |nva1uab1e po11cy advice to the Offfce
'of Educat1on dur1ng the two-year per1od it funct1oned This group,., wh1ch
was cha1red by Frank G Dickey, then Execut1ve D1rector of the Vat1ona1 ‘
- Commission on Accred1t1ng, js cons1dered to be the forerunner ‘of the

o '_current Advisory: Comm1ttee on A: cred1tat1on and Inst1tut1ona1 E11g1b111ty.

 The year 1968 brought changes affecting the Office of Educat1on s accred1t1ng .
agency review process In that year, part1y due to the urg1ngs of educat1on
associations such as the.Nat1ona1.Comm1ss1on-on Accred1t1ng, the Comm1ssjoner

o of Education created the'Accreditation and Instftutiona1 Eligibility,
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Staff--now the Division of F’l'igibiiity and ‘Agency Evaluation. The

e

At the same time, the Commissioner created the. Advisory Committee on Accred-

itation and"Institutiona1 Eiigibi1ity, which now\p1ays an essentia1 ro1e in

the entire 1nst1tutiona1 e11g1b11ity process, 1nc1ud1ng activities, regarding

accrediting agency recognition. MAmong other matters, the Adv1sory Comm1ttee

recommends action to the Comhiss1oner regard1ng petitions for uecogn1tion

' submitted by accrediting agencies, and'by-State approval agencies for nursing

education ‘and pub11c postsecondary vocat1ona1 educat1on It also reviews a11"

.current and _future po1ic1es re1ated to the Comm1ss1ooer s responsib111t1es

perta1ning to overa11 e11g1b111ty matters, 1nc1ud1ng recogn1tion of accrediting

7: agenc1es and State approva1 agenc1es Add1t1ona11y, it reV1ews the prov151ons

of current neg1s1at1on affect1ng the 0ff1ce of Education's respons1b111ty
in the area of accreditation and 1nst1tut1ona1 e11g1b111ty and suggests
needed changes to the Comm1ss1oner |

Initia11y, the Advisory COmmittee_consisted of nine nongovernmental
- . . : S

[

educational ]eadérs from the fiers.of accreditation and postsecondary i

©

“Staff s centra1 purposes remain those of the current Div1s1on =
_ 1, . Cont1nuous review of procedures, po11c1es, and issues in the area .
of'the Office of Educat1on s interests and responsibi11ties re1at1ve7
to accreditat1on and e11g1bi1ity‘for fund1ng, ' j |
'AZ._r Administration of the e11gib11ity for . funding processofor postsecondary
- educationa1 institut1ons,
-»3,. Adm1n1strat1on of the process whereby accred1ting assoc1at1ons serure
_ fnitial and renewed recogn1tion by the Comm1ss1oner of Education, and
t4.A Providing adm1nystrat1ve support'for ‘the Adv1sory Committee on Accred-
itationuand Institutional E1igibi1ity. _ L ':A el
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-;education.u Later, a;athe work- of the Committee increased the Committee
'grew in’ size and representation -- first to, twelve and then to fifteen-
members, representing both secondary and postsecondary education, the
;tudent/youth popu1ation, State departments of education, professiona1

associations and the genera1 pubiic

By mid-1969, the Advisory Committe had formualted poiicy positions' .
relative to accreditation:and institutionai e]igibiiity that were adopted .
by the Commissioner These po1cies form the core of the policies and

procedures current1y affecting the recognition process. Two of them

”impact -upon the. character of the Commissioner s list.

a '

"--First, each accrediting agency iisted by the Commissioner w111 be
reeva]uatéd by the Cormissioner at his discretion, but a least once

~every four,years.

q

_--Second in each instance where the Commissioier grants recognition or

\renewal of recognition to an accrediting agencv or, association, he wil]
;specifically define the scope of such recognition An agency desiring
to~modify the scope of its recognition must petition the Office of “'-v "]

’

‘Education for the desired change.

, Each of the accrediting agencies and associations recognized by the

_ Commissioner feels the impact of these tiﬁ policies. The accrediting . ;“
agencies that were\l\sted prior to the development of- 1969 policies were #

| p1aced on a schedule that has brought each of them before the AdVisory
Committee for review at least twice in th° past nine years. The process

is a healthy and necessary one\beciuse of the dynamic character of - the

: field of accreditation and of Nnerucan education in genera1 Furthermore,
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the'Federa1rneed in obtaining fe1iab1e"1nformation'on*educationa1 quality
“remains 1ntense. . | |

. The character of the Comm1ss1oner 3 1ist also changed dur1ng the ear1y
<&

_months of the Adv1sory Committee's operation For the regiona1 accred1t1ng

-

faSSociat1ons the decis1on to defignate the scope of the Comm1ssioner s

' »recogn1t1on meant that the 19%5 1ist included only the seven higher

K education comm1ss1ons as being recognized instead of the six assoc1ations.
The two reg1ona1 vocat1ona1 school commissions and four of the secondary
'commissions were added 1ater, after they separate1y estab11shed comp11ance

; with USOE's Cr1ter1a. In 1969, the Southern Association's Comm1ssion on’

; 0ccupationa1 Educat1on Inst1tut1ons became the first regiona1 non-co11eg1ate :{

' _educatlon conm1ss1on to be added to-the Comm1ss1oner s 1ist. In 1976
the New Eng1and Assoc1at1on of Schoo1s and Eol1eges was rev1ewed as a

| whole and rece1ved recogn1t1on as a reg1ona1 accredit1ng assoc1ation.

It is tpe only reg1ona1 accred1t1ng assoc1at1on current1y recognized by ‘
~ the Comm1ss1oner. For the Spec1a11zed accred1t1ng agenc1es the pol1cy
'l:* a regard1ng des1gnat1on of scope meant that the 1eve1 and type of educat1ona1
,programs or 1nst1tut1ons that they accred1ted wou1d be specﬁ#ied by the
Comm1ss1oner on the 1list of recognized agencies, and'that requests for
mod1f1cat1on of the designated ° scopc woujd be rev1ewed in terms of the $

i rfbriteria'for Recognition.a

The ear1y meet1ngs of the Adv1sory Comm1ttee a1so found the Comm1ttee
- 1nvo1ved in rev1ew1ng and mak1ng recommendat1ons concerning new Cr1ter1a .

S “,for Recogn1t1on. Because of the many changes 1n the art" of accred1tat1on

5

q\g since 1952 as. we11 as changes in Federa1 fund1ng 1aws .and, in public

2

texpectat1ons of accred1t1ng agenc1es,'1t was ev1dent that the 1952

Crzter1a were bad1y in need of overhau1 and modern1zat1on., ,ﬁ“l ‘




'The revised Criteria were pub1ished in January 1969 Eui]ding upon the‘ ‘i |

base. estab]ished by the 1952 Criteria this second edition incorporated”fh

requirements concerning such additiona1 aspects of the accreditation o

process as institutiona1 se1f-study and on- site visits the accrediting' - N\

agency s or association S accordance of due procesd to appiicpnts for’/ ' '_'»

:7”4*“”“”—accreditation periodic review by the accrediting agency of its eva1uative
‘:criteria and the agency s enforcement of ethica1 practices among its )

L
' ‘_\accredited.institutions or.programs.

-

P
- . £
Also, severa1 of the funding programs that were put into p1ace in the 1960'
permitted institutions or eduCationaT programs to satisfy the statutory .
~requirement for accreditation by demonstrating "reasonab]e assurance of’
'accreditation . Some accrediting agencies deve1oped preaccreditation status 0 .
" categories to satisfy the requirement for demonstration-of satisfactory |
assurance of accreditation In order -to establish if a preaccreditation
category was a viable index of "satisfactory assurance,@ a requirement was
added to the Criteria for Recognition- that "f the agency or association
V maintains a preaccreditation status, it sha11 havexadequate procedures and
trequirements for .the award of\such status comparable to those employed for .

' accredited status." _ BN : i | ¢

‘3During the next five years the’Accreditation and InstitutionaT’E1igibi1ity
Staff and the Commissioner s Advisory Committee worked in partnership to
freView approximate1y 85 petitions for renewa1 of recognition and 40 petitions'
(some repeat efforts) for inatial recognition by the Commissioner. At the
arecommendation of the AdVisory Committee the Commissioner removed two
’ o agencies from his 1ist for failure to demonstrate comp1iance with the Criteria‘#

“-‘Q'for.Recognition : No agency vo]untarily withdrew from the 1ist During_ o




« ' k. *
o this period the first secondary schoo] accrediting agency. received initia]
/ o recognition from the Commissioner,fthe Natioﬂa] Accreditation Counci] for

" 'AgenciesvSerVIng the B]ind and Visua]Ty Handicapped It was foliowed by
| four regional secondary schoo] accrediting commissions. A]so, by the end
of the 1969-1974 :riod there was a significant expansion of the scope oﬂ
xthe Commissioner s recognition of the American Fedica] ASSociation S accred-
itation program for a]]ied hea]th education due to “the rapid deve]opment of .

b

accreditatio. programs for new1y emerging a11ied hea]th professions ’“«i: .

‘ B § is not possib]e to move out of a discussion of the 1969-74 period
without mentioning, at least in passing, the so ca11ed Mondale Amendment,
.¢f which was contained in the Education Amendments of 1972. The Mondale .
-Amendment offers public postsecondary vocational institutions an alternative
"T in meeting the accreditat\on requirement.contained in the eligibility pro-
viSions of the student financial assistance programs. It reguires the ﬂ
‘Commissioner of Education to pub]ish a 11st of State agencies that he has
T N recognized as reliable autgorities concerning the qua1ity of education or
| training offered by pub]ic postsecondary vocat1ona1 inst1tutions. In. 1974
an in1t1a1 1ist of eight such State agenc1es was pub]ished by the Commissioner
L Some of the State_agenc1es that achieved 1n1t1a1 recognition 1ater voluntarily
withdrew. from the 1list, as the.dnstitutions'they approved achieved status with

‘a regional accred1t1ng commission.} Today that list contains ten State agencies

The Criteria for Recognition of State Agencies for Approva] of Public Post-

i secofidary Vocational Education were deve]oped in tandem with the third edition |

- of the Criteria “for Naiionaily Recognized Accrediting Agencies and Associations. -
The evo]ution of the third ed1t1on which was adopted: in hugust 1974 aiong '

with the State agency Cr1ter1a, 1nvoived a consensus bu11d1ng process 1ead1ng

& e
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to the fina] product Drafts wer?\?idely circuTated prior'to pub]ication of

C e

the reVision~Jor formal comment undEr\Notice of Proposed Ru]emaking, These

Fe

pre]?hinary drafts were circulated to the recognized accrediting Agencies and o

associations, to potentia] app]icants for recognition, to nationa] Education ,

L4

~ '5' organizations State education officers, student groups and se1ected heads -

=
of institutions and other interesf%d and know]edgeab]e persons In addition,

s 0

Office of Education 0ff1CIa1S he1d several meetings w1th the accreditation

.

' community,to discuss proposed revisions.

Sti]] in effect the third edition of the Criteria for rationaliy '
J
Recognized Accrediting Agencies and Associations bu1]ds upon the two

} earlier verSions The events, trends, groups,’ persona1ities studies,

“\

» and organizationa1 deve]opments that’ impacted upon the 1974 Criteria . ’;S_

/?( are too numerous. to catalog here ~But the most . iﬂ“ortant.ampact upon. -
ifi " the Criteria was- acceptance. of the theSis that the private accrediting ' s
: agencies had -become quasi-pubiic in character This thesis was-acknow]edged

-4

in the acceptance, by the. organizations and indiViduais whom the 0ffica
t"“invo'lved in rev1ew1ng the proposed Criteria of additiona1 due process
requ1rements of requ1remeuts designéd to protect the ¢onsumer of education S L

and of prGVision for better information, about the accreditation process to
the public_at Jarge, - "llé." - e I “.I; o
~ : ~. : -"‘.
The 1974 Criteria are organized into four sections.concerning first the"
functiona1 aspects ofoaccredit::g agencies«~their respoasibility,.their R o
reiiabiiity, and their autonomy. . A comparison of the 1969 Crrteria w1th the ‘\

1974 Crpteria qUickly reveaﬂs that near1y a11 the 1969 Criteria were incors

porated into the sections of the 1974 Criteria dealing with functiona1 aspects,

re1iab111ty, and autonomj It is ‘the section deaiing w1th the responSibility =

. ‘ : i ‘ ‘ . s, e j»‘ L .
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53' ' ‘of accreditgng agencies that contains the additiona] criteria--the criteria

that ref]ect the Quasi-Public nature of . accreditation e = S

) . = P . o
I8 - L

The foice of Eduation s experience in admihistering the Criteria over the
past four years confirms their broad app11cab11i¢y During the period
'from September 1974 through June 1979, the Adv1sory Committee conducted
“approximately 225 reviews Of aCcrediting bodies seeking either initia] |
: recognitiozior renewal of recognition Today, the Commissioner s 1ist of p"3 v
- recognized accred1ting agencies contains 75 agencies in fields- as diverse

o &'

as cosmeto]ogy, 1nterior des]gn theo]ogy and med1c1ne The number of "Q‘.'L_Z

e

: vregiona] accred1t1ng commissions recognized by the " Commissioner stands at

' { ff thirteen " Of the 62 necognized nationa1 institutiona] and programmatic

o ,agencies,,a‘little over Galf function in the hea]th area.' The” latest add1tions

! .. to the Commissioner s lis\\are agencies accred1t1ng dance “and theater educatioh
| | nd postdoctora. degrees “in medica] microbioiogy u:-ﬁt o Sy

L] - N N
N
. - B - . . . - .
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. When proposed revisions to the Criteria for Pecognition were being prepared

last year for forma] pub11c comment under the Vot ce of Proposed Ru]emaking

procedure, the-scope of the commissioner s 115t of nationa]ly recognized [
accrediting agenc1es and associations was cha]]enged‘by certa1n parties and fn A

became a. subJect of much distu551on and review Some factions argue that

o’

‘ USOt has exceeded the Commissioner s authority~by 1ist1ng accred1t1ng agenc1es-.1'

~ ~ |
-and associations that do nét have a d1rect Q&ﬁg1bi]1ty for funding function
)
They further argue that the "broadened" recognition author1tyw (1) creates
add1t10na1 costs ‘to the taxpayer for unnecessary rev1ews, (2) generates pro-

i?- - Iiferation of accrediting agenc1es, -and (3) imp11es that USOE" serves 95 an

enfranchiser" of accred1t1ng/bad1es. e T s




';Federa1 goa]s. In -addition to the Federa1\qgenc1es that uti]ize the .

."',Regarding the 1dea that USOE serves as an "enfranchiser" of accred1tat1on,

fij'FederaJ statutes requ1re the Comn1ss1oner of Education to pub11sh a 11st

. of- accredit1ng agenc1es and assoc1at1ons wh1ch he determines to be re]iab]e o
--author1t1es as to the qua11ty of tra1n1ng or educat1on offered by educat1ona]
.1nst1tut1ons or programs. A]] the agencies listed by the Comm1551oneﬁ

) fu]]y or substant1a11y meet the pub]ished Cr1ter1a for Recogn1t1on

7Moreover, the va\jety of Federa] statutes and, regu]at1ons ut111zing

accred1tat1on status somet1mes provides a shift1ng p1cture regard1ng the

manner ang degree to wh1ch an accred1t1ng agency s Judgments are ut111zed

1)

;in determ1n1ng e11g1b111ty for Federa] fund1ng, or in fac111tat1ng other

~

Q:

,vComm1ssioner s list of accred1t1ng agencies to fulfi1l ‘educational :
‘°qua1ity determ1nations decreed by statute, at :\ast 23 other Federa] IR
."agencies, by adm1n1strative ‘custom or regu]at1on utq11ze 1t for fund1ng

. e11g1b111ty, emp]oyment status and other re]evant purposes The Comm1ssioner s

N

11st shou1d continue to be such that 1t can be ut111zed byxa]] redera]

'y'agencies that need to 1dent1fy educat1ona1 qua11ty and 1ntegr1ty.

. s °

o n R . AL
\

LA

"

L .thereby creat1ng pro11ferat1on of aceredit1ng act1vit1es, We note that there T

K

are numerous educationa] accred1t1ng agenc1es and associat1ons'that current]y

‘ are 1n operat1on a]though they afe not 11sted by the Comm1ss1oner, 1nc1ud1ng

. ;two agencies wnich have been removed from the Comm1ss1oner s 1ist for cause

‘____‘_.,.

1‘iPr011ferat1on of accred1tat1on is generated by broad socia] forces over wh1ch

‘ —__“~__*__________ _,;w;
the 0ff1ce,ofsEdueat}on—has~11tt1e or.no contro] Wh11e 1t is desirab]e to S

prevent unnecessary pro]iterat1on and dup]icat1on of accred1 1ng act1vities,

m'i‘

?ﬁ":[




: .however that might be defined, it must ‘be remembered that accred1t1ng agenc1es ‘
" are se1f-generated organizations : The u.s. 0ff1ce of - Education has no
authority to determine whether’ or not an accred1t1ng agency or assocnation

should ex1st, and we_do not seek such author1ty

'A1though the 1979 Cr1ter1a revision project has been overtaken -“and over-
shadowed - by other events of 1979 that- impact upon the accred1t1ng agency .
vf-u~ > recogn1tion function, the Office of Education s concern for the effectiveness
. of the Criteria by which the Commissioner determines whether or not accreditinJ
i. agencies are re1iab1e-author1t1es concern1ng educationa1 qua1ity has not _'\
d1m1nished 1 a1ready have referredﬁto “the Educat10na1 Testing Serv1ce s
project wh1ch we hope wi11 support both the substance of the current Criteria
'and the re11ab11ity of our accredit1ng agency rev1ew process When the resu1ts
of that study are published th1S summer,_we will have an important task before

o

" us as we_con51der,the find1ngs and conc]usions of the study,

In the meant1me, there are two events of the past year that may have a

v

‘:significant impact upon the Federa] Government s re1at10nsh1p with pr1vate
.‘accrediting agencies and associations. First there‘is the Administration 's
"July 1979 proposa1 -to remove accred1tation as an eIigib11ity requirement |
.for institutions and programs that apply for e1191b11ity to. part1c1pate in -
the fund1ng programs provided by the H1gher Education Act, 1n favor of an -
eligib11ity system consisting of State author1zat10n agenc1es and oversight by
Federa1 program administrators However, both the House of Representatives_
";tand the Senate have reJected the propooal, and it 1s apparent that the

A‘reauthorized H1gher Education Act w111 retain. the 11nkage between accred1tat10n

" and e1igib11ity.




The second event of great importance to accrediting agencies is,the forthcoming
1aunching of the new Department‘of Education. Presumably, the new'Department
wil] have an. opportunity for re-~ eva1uating the Administration S 1979

‘ proposa1 to remove accreditation as an e11gib11ity factor for- Higher Education
: A §

Act programs.

Critics of the Office of Education's re1ationship hith'the nationa11y7

recognized accrediting agencies sometimes’ fail to look.beyond the requirements
'and procedures cf the USOE recognition process for an understanding of how the

various functions of the Office and DEAE serve to support accreditation in the

United States . _“; .. AA : . _ ;

A"In addition to_the e]ementary;fact that OF recognition conveys statué to -
; the recognized accrediting agencies through 1inkages to Federal fundingul'
.:programs':it can bg noted- that the Diuision'of Eligibility and Agency
.Eva1uation has - served QQ.2351st other governmenta] bodies, both Federa1 and
) State, in developing an understanding of the accreditation process Whenever
;- : various Federa1 components have deve]oped positions or proposa]s which DEAE _f
| 'zf be]ieves to have the potential ‘for adverse: 1mpact on accrediting agencies,
‘”f:‘; '“the‘Divisaon has attempted to- educate these other parties regarding the L
1nappropr1ateness of their proposa]s and to c1arify “for them the'true o
5gnature and purpose of accreditation.. 0n a number pf occasions, DEAE has gi Ai»
counse]ed state officha]s regarding proposed State 1egas]ation affecting
) faccreditation, and has worked with accrediting agencies and educationa1 |
.associations on a‘number}of occasions in-a ro]e aslbuffer between accred-

© " itation-and inappropriate governmental intrusion.
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’ Another;facet of the Office of Education's.role‘in supporting'accreditatfon'
| 1s.its capabiIity for funding.research projects whjchvcan be'directly
. heneficiai«to"the accreditationicommunity; One such USQOE-funded project,'

which was‘initiated in_1977vunder3thevdirection of_the~American Institutes
for Research,'inv01ved‘the co1iege and occupationa] schoo1 conmissions of |

’ the New an]and Assoc1at1on, the co11ege comm1ss1on ‘of the North Central
Assoc1at1on and the sen1or college commiss1on of the Western Assoc1at1on’
1n a f1e1d test of new 1nst1tut1ona1 se1f-study.forms. This proJect ‘

proved successful, and accred1t1ng agenc1es now have ava11ab1e a usefu1

new instrument for the eva1uat1on process.
. \

Over the years, the Division of E11g1b111ty and Pgency Eva1uat1on, e1ther
1n cooperat1on with other organ1zat1ons or‘by itself, has Sponsored

. numerous special conferences dea11ng w1th a- var1ety of top1cs of 1nterest
to the accred1tat1on commun ¥t Among these were the ear11er conferencesi
.on the se1f-study as an eva c1ve techn1que due process 1n accred1tat1on,'- :
accred1tat1on and the pub11c 1nterest and educat1ona1 consumer protect1on .

- x

In 1975 DEAE sponsored the National Inv1tat1ona1 Conference on Inst1tut1ona1

- L]

E11g1b111ty, wh1ch aff1rmed accred1tat1on s role as an essent1a1 element in.
the Federa1 e11g1b111ty for fund1ng process..’Fore recent]y, in conJunct1on
: w1th the June 1977 meet1ng of the Comm1ss1oner of Education's Adv1sory
COmm1ttee on Accred1tat1on and’ Inst1tut1ona1 E11g1b111ty, an 1nv1tat1ona1
41 conference on‘the'Federal government,s're1at1onsh1pvto the‘Nat1ona11y_h
| hecognized Accrediting Aﬁengies'was convened.in”order-to provfde members N
. of the Adv1sory Comm1ttee on Accred1tat1on and Inst1tut1ona1 E11g1b111ty

and representat1ves of. accred1t1ng agenc1e5'w1th an opportun1ty to rev1ew

-
1

and_d1scuss-Jssues of mutua1:1nterest. As ev1dence that this conference

o
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. did-serve to enhance a constructive re1ationship‘between the accrediting
ﬂagencies and the U S. Office of Education the accreditation community _
offered its support for a continuing diaiogue between DEAE and the Advisory |
‘Committee, on the one hand, and’ the accrediting agencies, on the other.

iThe first of a series of’ workshops invo]ving small- groups of-accrediting
‘dgency representatives and Advisory Committee memoers was held on’

. November 2-3, 1977, with an agenda suggested by the accrediting agencies.:

.In April 1980, the Division co- sponsored the National Forum on-Accreditation
of Allied Health Education. Among other issues, the Forum focused on those

of proiiferation and costs of accrediting activities in postsecondary education

-

_ Among'the educationa] organizations which haVe joined in.a partnership
_: re]ation w1th DEAE by co=- sponsoring conferences w1th the Division are the*
fo]]owing Nationa] CommiSSion on Accrediting, Federation of Regiona]
Accrediting Commissions of Higher Education, Counci] of Regiona] Schoo]

l_ Accrediting Commissions, American Vorational AssoCiation, Nationa] Study N

- of Schoo] Eva]uation, Education Commission of the States American Society :

"'for A]]ied Hea]th ProfeSSions, Accrediting CommisSion for Senior Co]]eges o

and Universities of the Nestern Association of Schoois and Co]]eges Commission f
on InstitutiOns of Higher. Education of the, New England Association of Schoois
and Co]]eges, Commission on. Institutions of Higher Education of .the North

Centra] Association of Co]ieges and Schoo]s, and the Commission on Vocationa]

",Technicai, Career Institutions of the New Eng]and Association of Schoo]s and .

A ]

. Colleges.

-

": A fina1 area “for conSideration 1nV0]V1ng the. DiviSion 3 support of private

accreditation is one which some aCcredqting agencies find distressing at
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:-.times. This is the one- to one relationship of the Office to the individual
..accrediting agency in the review f0l recognition process. Yet here, too can
f be found eVidence of poSitive working relationships For‘example, current
- Criteria for Nationally Recognized Accrediting Agencies and Associations L
(published dn August l974) were developed by a consensus -building process
involving -a wide range of constituenc1es, including both recognized accrediting
.vagenCies and potential applicants for recognition As a result of DEAE's . |
‘ Circulation of the proposed reVised Criteria on at least four separate
occasions during the period l972 74, the Criteria were developed and published
as final regulation with only foJr letters of further comment requiring '
response In. addition to the consensus- building process used in the 1
_development of the l974 Criteria, the Division has taken a further step
' designed to ensure their validity by contracting With the Educational
nTesting‘Service for a validation study. ﬂThe report of this proqect”is.' )
espected'to be puhlished hy July'lséo Its direct benefits,to accreditation‘
_-will be reflected in the potential improvement of the quality of the Division's
own- reView process Indirectly, the proJect may suggest to accrediting

agencies directions which they may take in constructing programs for validating

their own standards. o 9 T,
. . . . : R - N . .

3

: Tha DiViSion §7involvement of the acc reditation community in development of
the Criteria for Recognition has helped make the reView process a positive e :
experience for the individual accrediting agency applying far initial
‘recognition or renewal of recognition by the Commissioner of Education
Based upon the practices generally accepted w1thin the awabditatiOh community,
‘ithe Criteria provide an evaluative tool by which the individual accrediting ,‘;”

agency Can assess its own operations. In many respects the completion of

R a. petition for the Commissioner s recognition of an’ accrediting agency is

w T . , . Y . ) K . .
» ) . - . . . . . - S




~aspects of,an accrediting agency's operations.

] ¥ 2SN

| parallel to the accreditation se1f-eva1uation process undertaken by . 1nstitutions;

Accrediting bodies often find they gain additiona1 1nsight into their own

-0perations from the Office of Education rev1ew process. Frequently, the '

process w111 provide the rationale or 1mpetus for. 1mprovement of one or more

}

_‘The 1974 Criteria‘for'Recognition are highly significant because.of specific'

content. which serves to" strengthen accrediting agencies make ‘them more.
effective agents of. educationa1 se1f—governance, and estab]ish them as vaf\i\

and re11ab1e organizations in the pub1ic mind Concerning the functiona1 \5\

'aspects of accreditation the Criteria seek to ensure that an accrediting

agency or association has adequate administrative and financ1a1 support,

'that it engages individuais in the accreditation process who are competent R

;and kowledgeab]e, that its procedures are both clearly written -and. provide -

'-4for two major e]ements of the accreditation process--1nst1tutiona1 or program

1

Se1f-eva1uation and on site review by representat*ves of the accrediting

3

: agency The Criteria seek also to ascertain the respon51bi11ty of an :

) accrediting agency or association, and, in this connection, inc1ude 1mportant

considerations regarding responsiveness to the pub1ic 1nterest due p*ocess
in accrediting procedures and’ the review and va1idation of educationa1
_standards An accrediting agency s acceptance on a nationa1 basis by the

e

various constituencies to whom 1ts services re1ate, and its ref1ection

~'of the community of 1nterests directly affected by its operations in ,"

_ the composition of its poiicy and decision-making bodies are 1ndicators
.inc1uded in the Criteria to assess re1iab111ty Finally, the Criteria e

:-,‘indicate the Office of Education s expectations regarding the autonomy of s

"the accreditation process It is the p051tion of the foice of Education '

: h

<

that an accrediting agency which 1s in compliance with the 1etter and spirit

bn!lsjlﬁlif ;j>H
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of the Criteria'is indeed'a reiiabie authoritykconcerning the qua1ityiof. .
'the ¢duc3tionai in$titutions'oribf59rams_which it-accredits. oo -
There a1ways w111 be tension points between the Federa1 Government and the
nationa11y recognized accrediting agencies and associations. Such tensaons
~are inherent in 51tuations where private agencies are called upon to perform
ﬂfunctions in the pub11c arena w1thin a 51tuation of interface with Government
However, the Office of Education, particu1ar1y its D1V1S10n of E]ig1bi]i§y and
“':_ Agency Eva]uation, has a we]]-established record of prov1d1ng support for :
’ private accred1tation and of attempt1ng to ease tensions as: they’ emerge ir
: No study in the twenty-eight year: history of the Commissioner of" Education 's
' 1ist of nat1ona11y recognized accrediting agencies and assoc1at ons ha*
. ,:"ever arrived at a viab1e substitute for accreditation concern1ng Judgments
i about the qua1ity of educationai institutions or. programs seeking to _
\\\\\ participate in Federa1 funding programs. So long as the Office of Education T
A and the aEEreditatlon community are bound together in the re1at1onship L
"constructed out of the' Commissioner s scatutory recognition authority, and

\\\\

i -~ ' sQ- iong as accrediting agencies are functioningxin\a responsib]e ‘and effective

’
m—— .

: "nanner. the Office wi11 continue to work with the nationa]Ty\recognized

accred1t1ng agencies and associations in. a constructive and supportive fashion.f\

'It is important to note ‘that._ this commitment of support for accreditation by-- -
'the 0ffice has the operationa1 effect of prec1ud1ng the development by the

i 0ff1ce of any p1ans to contro], supp1ant or compete with the recognized j
f-accrediting agencies. This very we11 may be the most significant benefit.of :':,

"’;,:fw. all fiowing from the re1ationsh1p between the 0ff1ce and the accrediting .“,'];

community _‘ : e




In conc]us1on, I wish to pay tr1bute to the professiona11sm and cooperatlve e
" "spirit of the great major1ty of the off1c1als of accred1ting agencies with

vwhom we have dea1t. Our re]at1onsh1ps genera]]y have been ﬁsnstruct1ve and o
E mutually beneficia] when we have made m1stakes with 1nd1v1dua1 accredit1ng

'agencies, their 1eaders have not felt. constra1ned to call this to our 1;

attention - but nearly always in a profess1ona] manner.




