DOCUMENT RESUME ‘
ED 256 195 . . e ' HE 018 229

TITLE * Public Policy, Accreditation, and State Approval in .
California. State Relianceron Non-Governmental
Accrediting Agencies and on State Recognition of 2
_— i . Postsecondary Institutions to Serve the Public
. , Interest., Commissioh Report 84-28.
INSTITUTION California State Postsecondify Education Commission,
. . " Sacramento. -t o
PUB DATE . ~Jul- 84 | | :
NOTE ~1l1p. ;
"PUB . TYPE Reports - Descriptive (141) S,
EDRS PRICE MFOI/PCOS Plus Postage. -
DESCRIPTORS *Academic Standards; *Atcreditation (Inst1tut1ons)

*Accrediting Agencies; Certification; Educational
Policy; Educa? onal Qua11ty, Eligibility; *Government

4 Role; *Postsecondary Education; Private Colleges;
Professional Education; *Public Policy; State
Colleges; Student Financial Aid; Teacher Education;
Two Year Colleges

IDENTIFIERS *California; Licensing Examinations; Out of ‘State!
+ _ Ingtitutions :
ABSTRACT

Racommendat1ons concérn1ng postsecondary -
accreditation in California are presented, with attention to public
reliance on nongovernmental accreditation. After a review of the
history of accreditation and its wble in institutional oversight,
attention 1s directed to national accred1tat1on of colleges, regional
‘accreditation by the Western }89001at1on of Schools and Colleges
(WASC) , ecialized accreditation, and lawrschool accreditation,
F1£teen recommendations are offered concerning the following -issues: .
assuring and increasing educational quality, monitoring private °
institutions to assure their compliance with minimum standards,

" monitoring institutional refund policies to assure consumer
protect1on, identifying institutions eligible to part1c1pate in
state-funded student assistance programs, 1dent1Iy1ng institutions
and programs for licensing professional pract1t1oners, identifying
quality teacher education programs, assuring overs1ght of
" out-of-state operations, encouraging agency qperatlon in the public
interest, and relating specialized accreditation to Institutions and
'1nst1tut1ona1 pollcies. Information bn WASC's accreditation standards
for senior- and junior-level 1nst1tut1ons 18 appended as are.lists
of accredated schools. (SW) \

- ¢
-

I

. ’ ‘ -
ﬁ***********************************kﬂ*************ﬁ*******************

* . Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can’be made *
x

from the original document. *
*************************************************************%*********

-~

*

!

W




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

SPERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATFRIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES

INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)” N

POSTSECONDARY

CALIFORNIA

»

COMMISSION

!
D.Nonivan‘a:

N CALIFORNIA

U 8. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCAT(ION
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMA FION
N CENTERIFRIC)

Q""ﬂ—'ﬂm ument hasvyhean  eproduced

un\;vml fram the porson nr arganzatioh

ofayinihing 1y
JMinar changed have been mado 10 improve

praducton Qgdabty

& Paints ol view of apwons stated it thus docy
mymt da nnl necessanly oprosent offical NIE
pasthan ot pohiy

s

R PTRTRINTR FRIREIPRY. LN

.
;
4




. »

v

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

ot

The California Pos&econdary Education Commission was
. _ created by the Legislature and the Governor'in 1974 as the
successor to the California Coordinating Council for Higher
Education in order to coordinate and plan for education n
- : California beyond high school. As a state agency. the
Commussion is responsible for-assuring that the State's
resources for postsecondary “education are utilized effectively
o and efficiently; for promoting diversity, tnnovation, and ~~
‘  responsiveness (o “the needs of students and soctety: and for '
advising the Legislature and the Governor on statewide ol
educational policy and funding. . ,

The Commussion consists of |5 members. Nine represent the
general public, with three each appointed by the Speaker of the i
Assembly, the Senate Rules Committee, and the Governor. The ' . ;
other six ref{reser_tt the major educational systems of the State. - : '
) : .
The Commission holds regular public méetings throughout the. - .
year at which §t takes action on staff’studies and adopts '
. positions on legislative proposals affecting postsecondary
. educatiqn. Further information about the Commission. ils
meetings, its staff, and its other publications may be obtained
. from the Commussion offices at 1020 Twelfth Street,
R Sacramento, California 95814 telephone (916) 445-7933.
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In Public Policy, Aécreditation, and State Agg;oval in California, the .
California Postsecondary Education ‘Commission offers the follow1ng conclusions
and 15 recommendations related to eight issues of public reliance on non-gov- N

ernmental accreditat1on in the over81ght of California's colleges and univer-
sities.  ~

~

Historically, non-governmental accrediting associations and State agencies
responsible for postsecondary education in California have maintained a
positive and constructive relationship. This relationship has been based on
a mutual understanding that the licensure of institutions by the State and
the accreditation of institutions by non-governmental assocliations serve two
very separate but complementary purposes. .
¢ Licensure is a governmental regulatory activity by which the State grants .
institutiong the authority to operate and-award degrees and diplomas, and
. . by which it determines that institutions have met minimum acceptable
gtandards of educational quality and consumer protection.

¢ Accreditation is the'pqocess of ongoing peer and professional review of
institutional operations that institutions may utilize as a means of
. improving their effectiveness and quality.

The California Postsecondary Education Commission believes ‘that the State
should maintain a strong, rigorous process for the qualitative review of
educational institutions as part of its constitutional responsibilities for
the chartering and licensure of postsecondary institutions. This State
process should be sufficiently thorough as to assure the public in general,
as well as other State agencies, that State recognition does identify insti=
tutions with educational programs that meet minimum quality standards.
These responsibilities for quality review should not be delegated by the
State to non-governmental accrediting associations. Accreditation provides
an additional set of standards and a peer review process that institutigns
‘ can voluntarily choose iy developing levels of academic quality that are
above and beyond the State's-basic responsibilities for the licensure of
postseconda institutions. The maintenan¢e of a strong State review process
ne1ther lessens the critical importance of accreditation nor moves the State
into the role of an adcrediting agency. Moreover, it does 'not imply that .
- accreditation and State approval are equivalent.

s
» 1 .

ASSURING AND INCREASING EDUCATIONAL QUALITY

.

California relies on accreditation as an indicator of excellence in education.
Accrediting standards are periodically reviewed and revised through a lengthy

- process of discussion among educators in order to identify the issues and
practices that they feel underlie educational quality and institutional
integrity. "The accreditation. process of the Western Association of Schools .
. and Colleges alone, for example, annually involves approximately 500 educators

from various institutions within California and selected weéstern states

l ' ' /
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‘assumed many public responsibilities.

visiting other educational institutions and talking with representatives of
thosf.institutions about methods to improve their educational program. )

~

When educational accrediting associations initially developed in America, -

"they were clearly voluntary, private associations. This situation - has

substantially changed, however, as a result of both public and governmental
reliance on the judgments of these agencies, with accreditation now having

[y

At the same time, State reliance on accreditation has led to some confusion
between the roles of accreditation and State approval in the areas of consumer
protection, institutiomal eligibility for participation in financial aid
programs, and the licensure of professional practitioners. Independent and
private postsecondary institutions are now placed in the paradoxical situa-
tion whereby they can comply with the highest available level of quality
review by the State agency 5esponsible for their oversight -- the Office of
Private Postsecondary Education in the Department of Education -- but still’
not be eligible to participate in State-funded financial assistance programs,

or enroll students who, upon graduation, are eligible to take State tests:

" for licensure in various occupations.

3

The California Postsecondary Edueation Commission thus concludes that the
State should continue to consider accreditation as a major method to monitor
and promote educational quality. At the same time, the State should not
rely exclusively on accreditation for this purpose. )

The Commission therefore recommends:

RECOMMENDATION 1. Because non-governmental accreditation serves
important functions that should be protected and preserved, accred- -
itation should remain a non-governmental activity, artd the State
should not initiate activities designed to replace or inhibit it§
role in promoting educational quality.

In addition, the State should maintain a strong quality review and approval
process for all independent and private institutions, so that (1) the public

in general as well as other State agencies can rely upon this process in ¢

identifying institutions with yorthwhile educational programs, (2) institu-
tions can have the option to join or not join non-governmental associations,
and (3) accrediting associations can continue their important’ activities
without the fear of intervention by various political and economic interests
within the State. |- '

In order to assure and increase educational quality in, California postsec-
ondary education, the Commission thérefore recommends:

¢
¥

RECOMMENDATION 2. California should continue to utilize the two
separate processes of non-governmental accredjtation and State
approval for independent and private (Jnsfitutions gé they perform
different yet complementary fuactions. Efforts should be made to
strengthen both processes wherever possible. . - '
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RECOMMENDATION 3 The State- approval process for degree~$rant1ng
.. institutions: should continue .to be programmatlc approval, but it - e, .
L should be revised to sL;pulaﬁe that an institution cannot advernlse ) o
. itself as having State approval status until all of its degree ' '
programs have been qyalltatlvely reviewed and approved gx the
State s oversight agency. - - .

RECOMMENDATION 4. To Efov1de an opportunity for an institution
. with institution-wide programmatic approval to ggg a new program
on a tentative basis, after opérating with approval status for at .
. least two years, it should be eligible to offer a maximum of one .
. unapproved program 2 for a perlod—of no longer than three years. )
After that period, the program should be expected to achieve State
, . aggrova or be eliminated. - o ’
.- T » -t

\

) ’ S . - . .

-

. MONITORING INDEPENDENT AND PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS
A ‘ \TQ ASSURE THEIR COMPLIANGE WITH MINIMUM STANDARDS : .

L}
1

. Independent and private degree and non-degree-granting institutipns are
B eligible to operate/in California as a result,either of accredltat:%n by an
' Py, accrediting “association recognized by the U.S. Secretary of Education or qf
. approval or authorization by the Superintendent of Public Tnstruction or
(for selected vocational schools) by the Deparfment of Consumer Affairs.
Institutions that operate in California on the .basis of their accredited
status are not. subject to State oversight of their academic or vocational.
programs, and they are assumed to operate in compliance with the minimum
consumer protection provisions required of non-accredited institutions.

This exemption from State oversight for accredited institutions creates ‘an .
*anomaly in public policy. The ability of the State to remove the license of
an accredited jinstitution which is not in compltance with State law is
restricted by current law, as that authority has been. delegated to the
.accrediting associations. Therefore, the Commission recommends

) . RECOMMENDATION 5. The State should continue to rely on accrediting
‘ associations to exercise primary respon81b111ty for the oversight
of accredited 1ndApendent and private institutions. Nonetheless, ™ .
. : . when ‘available evidence. ‘'suggests: a ‘reasonable probability of . .
non-compliance by an aceredited institution with State standards . N
. ) for approval, the “State oversight agency Should work with the . o |
@ accrediting association to correct the situation. The 'State '
agency should provide ‘the accredltlng association with all javail- .,
able evidence and request the association to provide a written ' N '
0 responge to the specific issues raised by the State. As a last
- regsort, ngever, if the issues Stllj remain unresolyed after the
) . accredit1ng assoc1at10n has had :geasonable period of 'time to
. : _ work 'with the 1nst1tution, the State should have the authorlty,
" after exhausting’all administrative procedures necessary to insure:
‘the involved institution due process of law, to rescind the llcenSe
of an accredited institution which is “not in COmpliance with State
standards. . :

-3~ .
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MONITORING ENSTITUTIONAL REFUND POLICIES . R
TO ASSURE CONSUMER PROTECTION o

»

o

-

State law provides a set of minimum standards for consumer protection for

students and prospective students of private postsecondary institutions. _

Accredited institutions, howéver, are exempted from. compliance with these

provisions, apparently on the assumption that the consumer proteqtion stan-

dards of the accrediting asspciaéions are higher than those maintained by w

the State for non-accredited institutions. o ' : .

. i

This assumption is generally accurate in all areas except for tuition- refunds .
; for a student withdrawing from . -an institution prior to ‘completion .of. the
< e course of study. : Co :

- L

Therefore, in order to assure mbre equitable protection for students attend- . .
ing WASC-accredited institutions, the Commission recommends+ .
1 ' N - I 4 ¢ -
REC NDATION 6. The Senior and Community College Commissions ef - = . .

the “Western Association of Sthools and ‘Colleges should review
their current guigelines for tuition refund as well as the "Policy
' . . Guidelines for Refund of Student Charges' drafted by the-Nationpl
Association of College and University Business Officers, to deter- o
mine if more specific_guiaelines on this issue ‘should be implemented« >
by the two commissions. ~/ ' v e

“

N N .
. . ,
4 : '

(DENTIFYING INSTITUTIONS ELIGIBLE TO PARTICIPATE . .~ °
IN STATE-FUNDED STUDENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS SR

( L) . A -

California State policy of relying on accreditation for determining institu-
tional eligibiljty for particiﬁation in State-funded student agsistance T e
programs has resulted in the . anomaly that some institutions that meet .the
highest existing State standards. for licensure to award degreés or diplomas
cannot benefit from these programs because they hgve not applied for or have
‘been denied recognition by non-governmental accrediting associations. i
Accordingly, the Commission recommends:’ : S ‘ ‘

.

“ .
’ ' M

RECOMMENDATION 7. The State criteria utilized,gg determine insti-
tutional eligibility for participation in State-funded undergraduate ' )
and graduate student assistance 'programs should Qé‘exgmined by the
Student, Aid Commission during the next year. This examina§ion should
. consider the impact of modifying the crjteria regarding institutional Y
5 eligibility sor that institutions qualitafively .reviewed and approved by
' - non-governmental accrediting associatio@s or having institutionwide ' Lo
programmatic approval from the State ovgrsight agency (as provided in .~ .

.

Y

N Recommendation 3 above) are ,eligible for. participation in the State

programs if thei.meet,all other State requirements. In ‘preparing t¥§b
review, the Student Aid Commission should include an analysis of the

o
.
.
” . o hs .

) ‘ . A .

. . ~ )
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" IDENTIFYING INSTITUTIONS AND PROGRAMS FOR
_ LICENSING PROFESSI®NAL PRACTITIONERS

[DENTIFYING QUALITY TEACHER EDUCATION PROG}}QMS

A o 2 P o T . . - e g

total cost for a ny chapges in 1nst1tut10nal e1131b111ty tor Earticiga: ' e
tion in State- flnaQC1a aid | programs, with this information submitted -~
to the nglslature as approprlate . : o : .

. : R .

. . . ‘ - -
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v
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State policy in the licensure, of profe351onal practltioners has generally
béen to rely on speC1allzed accredltlng associations’ in the medical and

;health professions and ‘either reglonal accredltatlon or State approval in .

other occupat1ons This State reliance on- accreﬁltlng associatiens is
generally both appropriate and reasonable © ' .

v . 4

The only exceptions are two occupations, -- educacignal-psycholqkisf‘énd

geologist -- where the applicable licensing board requires graduation' from.
.an institution-with regional accreditation. This requirement, that an indi-

vidual graduate from a regionally accredited institution” befare they can sit

*for the licensure exam is questionable: $ince rggional accreditation appties

to the entire institution and not to specific programs, it does not provide a
explicjt assurance’ that particular programs will have met the specific
educat10na1 standards of that profession. Therefore the Commission recommends:

3 K}
. N .
0

v . _ ,
RECOMMENDATION 8. The expertise of specialized accredltlngraSSOC1-
ations should continue to be used in the health professions as a
means of screening out Qgtentlal practltloners who have not ‘met
spec1£1c predetermined standards. In all other professions, .** _—
graduation from am ‘institution with | regional accreditation or-
institution-wide programmatic approval EZ the State (as Erogosed
in Recommegdation: 3) should continue to be required as a means of
1dent1fy14$ individuals who  have potentlally met the r requ1rements
for licensure. .

.

RECOMMENDATION 9:° The Behavioral Science Examinhers Board and the
. Geologist/Geophysicists Board should review their curPent practices
‘ that require graduation from a regionally accredited institution '
as a requirdment for individuals - ‘to sit for licensure examinations -\w‘;/,///
in educatlonal psychology and geologz respectively. Consideration "
should be &;ven to the utilization of institution-wide programmatic
. apgroval EZ the.State as an additional means to identify institu-
thEE.Wlth adequate educational programsy. ~ v

<~ < X g ’

-
- ! 1
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> California's Commission on Teacher Credentialiné {formerly the Commissgion

for Teaghér Preparation and Licensing) has the dual responsibility of approv-

ing postsecondary institutions whose teacher education program meets its

standards and then issuing credentials to persons who successfully complete
programs at these institutions. State law -does not presgribe 'that the

»
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Commission approve only those programs operated by accredited institutions,

yet the practice of the Commission is to require regional accredi*ation. In
reality, therefore, institutions which have been qualitatively reviewed and
approved only by the State Superintendent of Public Instruction or by national
accrediting associations such as the American Association of Bible Colleges
- are not eligikle for Commission approval. '
By eliminating all institutions without regional accred}tat?b¢ from conside-
ration as potential quality teacher education program current practice by
the Commission on Teacher Crédentilling perpetuates th atradiction that
private ‘postsecondary institutions with programs qualitatively reviewed and
approved by one State agency (the Superintendent of Public Instruction) are
not accepted by 'a different’State agency (the Commission on Teacher Creden-
tialing) as worthy of review for possible approval. In addition, the current
Commission practice excludeSf;institutions with national accreditation,
despite thé directive in the law that it shall consider "agrredited baccalau-
reate degree granting institutiShs." ‘ T

- ) >

Arguments have b®en expressed against changing this current policy of the
Commission on Teacher.gredentialing. Considerable public disquiet exists
_concerning the quality of teacher preparation programs, and the inclusion of
v more teacher education programs for review by the Commbssion ‘might allow
weaker programs to be established throughout the State. It is also argued
that preparation for teaching_requireb a total, coordinated program ‘from the
entire institution and not simply a narrow specialized major. Consequently,
a total institutional review of all academic offerings is necessary, as
provided through regional accreditation. , .

\\While the Postsecondary Education Commission sees merit in these arguments,

it does not feel that regional accreditation should be the determinant of
institutional eligibility for reviey by the Commission on Teacher Credential-
ing, as institutional accreditation by national associations and institution-
wide programmatic approval by the State Department of Education also involve
qualitative judgments by appropriate agencies. o

.
.

ASSURING OVERSIGHT OF 'OUT-OF-STATE OPERATIONS

. California policy regarding the ovegsight of operations by out-of-state
institutions has remained consistent during the past two decades. Non*accred=-
ited institutions from outside California who sought to offer programs “in
the State have been required to meet the standards maintained by the State -,
oversight agency for all non-accredited institutions. The responsibility .
. for the oversight of out-of-state accredited. institutions has been delegated

to the appropriate home accrediting agengy. However, during the past -ten

years, the regional accrediting commissions have adopted dissimilar approaches

in .responding to this issue, and consequently the public interests have not

always been well-served in this area. y

Considerable variation exists in the accreditation standards utilized by the
*3ix regional accrediting associations. The Western and Séuthern Associations,

4 N -
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particularly the tormer, have the most detailed and specitfic set . 5f standards,
At the other end of the spectrum, the NortMCentrz\i‘l Association does not
have standards for accreditation but rather utilizes four "intentionally
general" evaluative ¢giteria to make judgments about institutions. The
accreditation atandaggz of the other three associations are presented in ¢
more general terms than those of the Western and Southern.Assocations. 'his
variation in the accrediting standards is one reason wht the various coopera=
tive agreements ,among the six regional accrediting associations has not
produced an adequate level of oversight ot ¢redited out-of-state institu-
t&ons operating in California.

>

hd -

" N |

The California Legislature took action in 1931, by requiring all out-of-state
Institutions "desiring to operate in Califgrnia as regiqnally accredited L
institutions to have their California-based operations accredited by WASC ¥
ra}her than any of the other five regional accrediting associations. Passed

by the Legislature in 1981, this requ@rement became effective on Juky 1y

1983, thereby allowing institutiéns two years to move into compliance.

The Commission recommends: ' /

~ -

RECOMMENDATION 10. TWo'important principles of the current WASC
procedures for the review of California-based ogeratlons of out-of-
state accredited institutions should be continued: (1) thq utiliza-
tion of WASC standards as the basis for accredifation, with (2) the
final accreditation decision made by ‘the Senfor Commission of WASC.
These institutions should also continue to have the opLLon for .
either authorization or approval by the State overSLghL agency as
an alternative for WASC accreditation.

ENCOURAGING AGENCY OPERATION IN TH'E“.XUBLIC INTEREST

As a result of the close relationship that has evolved between California
State government and non~governmental accrediting associations,sthese associ-
ations have developed legal responsibilities to function in the public
interest, not to act contrary to public policy, and to have fair procedures
reasonably related t% the purposes of accreditation.

<
After reviewing the stp&cture and operation of accrediting agencies on these
criteria, the Commission has concluded that improvements in two agencies
will increase the1r effectiveness as representatives of the public interest.

Committee of Bar Examiners , B /7

The Committee of Bar Examiners plays a crucial role in the oversight of law
schools in California, and because it is the only accrediting association in
California created by statute and functioning clearly as a quasi-govern-
mental agency, it is doubly imperative that its structure and operations be

adequate.  I®s preSent organization and processes have two weaknesses:

\
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e First, its members predominantly include represengatives ot the legal
profession but no representatives of accredited law schools. It is thus
the only accrediting body operating in California that does not include
such representation, and it can therefore be accused of not being sufti-
ciently sensitive to the "educational role of accreditation and of repre-
senting to an unfair -extent the interests of the protession.

At the same time, however, difficulzies would arise if representatives ot
accredited law schools were added to the Committee, as the Committee has
many other functions beyond accreditation, including preparation of the
California Bar Examination, supervision of the grading of these examina-

tions, and action on all applications not decided by staff review. It

representatives of accredited law schools hag access to the examination
process as members of the Committee, the integrity of the process would
be suspect and conflict of interest might arise, While representatives
of accredited law schools have an important and*Qegitimate role to play
in accrediting California law schodls, potentia‘xconflict of interest
situations should be avoided. ' k_

\

e Second, law schools that contend that the Committeexbas violated its own
criteria or procedures in decisions about their denial or termination of
accreditation have no recourse for the appeal of thdee decisions other
than petitioning the California Supreme Court. ‘ x o

\

In contrast, if any other accrediting association appears to violate its
criteria or'procedures in denying or terminating accreditation, an insti-
tution may appeal for review to COPA as well as to a Superior Court.
Thus, law schools seeking or maintaining accreditation Yy the Committee
of Bar Examiners #re unique among California postseconddyy institutions
in not having a formal appeals process available to them.

Accordingly, the Commission recommends: .

[ . ! -

k]
K

RECOMMENDATION 11. The Committee of Bar £xaminers should egtablish
a separate committee with the responsibility for accrediting law
‘schools, with the composition of this committee similar to ‘that of .
the American Bar Association, including significant representation
from accredited institutions. In addition, the Committee should
develop and implement an appeals process for institutions similar
to that maintained by the American Bar Association.

Accrediting Commission for Senior Colleges and Universities .
of the Western Association of Schools and Colleges W '

The Senior Commission of WASC is the only regional accrediting assocjation
in the United States which is not a 'membership organization. The inétitu~
tions accredited by the Senior Commissidn have no direct voice in the selec~-
tion of Commissioners. Moreover, the various constituents of accredita-

tion -- the faculty, administrators, and public representatives -- have no
formal participation in the gselection process, as currently exists for the
Community College Commission of WASC. By placing the authority for the

// RN Al
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selection of the Commissioners in the eXecutive committee of the Western
College Association (an association of accredited institutions from 13
western states), the Senior Commission has adopted a process which 1s unique

. among regional associations and which can justifiably be perceived as rela- - v
tively, closed an% tightly controllei.
. R \ - . : N &
. - Thus the Postsecondary Education Cohmission recommends: ’ - . V'
: . .

.
.

RECOMMENDATION 12. The Senior Commission of WASC should continue | .
to review its Current process for the selection of commissioners
and cxam1ne the p_ocesses used by .other regional accredltlng

— ——— e e et e -

involving the mémber institutions and the various const1tueuc1es"
of accred1tat1on in the selection of commissioners.

\ i | . \ . .

- RELATING SPECIALIZED ACCREDITATION TO ) :
INSTITUTIONS AND INSTITUTIONAL POLICIES ‘. :
In response both to problems associated with spegialized accreditation as

well as the increasing expenditures made by public institutions for membership
in these specialized accrediting agencies, the Commission recommends:

J RECOMMENDATION 13. The systemwide offices 13ﬁ the three public
segments should review their pdlicies regard1ng the role of accred-
itation, with special attention to those specialized accreditlng
associations with standards and criteria for membership that are

. so specific and intrusive as to limit campus authority over curriculum

and resource allocation. Campuses should be 'encouraged to take

’ the lead within specialized accrediting associations tﬁ modify

’- those standards and practices which are particularly ‘intrusive
into éimpus authority. If these efforts are unsuccessful, campuses
‘should consider terminating their membership in these“associations

until such standards are modified, and students and the public
should be informed about the reasons for this voluntary termination.

’

RECOMMENDATION 14. The systemwide offices and the campuses of the

v -three public segments should give special attention to the “need )
: for campuswide coordination of accrediting actgyltles to facili- -
tate coaperation, communication, and common planning for | phased or
joint evaluations by institutional and specialized: aCCreditxng

agsociations in harmony with the institutions' own planning- and
eévaluation cycles.

\ , r'4




INTRODUCTION .

1)
Non-governmental accrediting agengies have played an important and unique
role in the oversight ot Americ schools, colldges, and universities durihg
this century. During the padt several decades, both state and federal
governments have pPaced considerable reliance on them to.monitor, promote,
and identify quality in postsecondary education. Nevertheless, no state.or
‘federal laws regulate the proliferation of these associations or limit their
activities; and in rkcent years, some questions ‘have developed about public
policy toward accreditation:

e How does the state rely on accreditation, and does such reliance serve
public policy? “Are ‘there areas in which the State relies too little or
too much on non-governmental accreditation?

°

e What has been the impact 'in California of State reliance on accreditation
as a criterion for professional licensure? Has this reliance been adverse
or beneficial to the public interest, and are there ways in which this
relationship can be improved? '

e. What has been the impact of the increase in the number ot specialized
accrediting agencies on public institutions in California? Is there
evidence that the current relationship between postsecondary institutions
and specialized accrediting agencies is adverse to public interests, and
are there ways in which this relatienship can be improved?

e What are the direct and indirect costs of accreditation to public institu-
tions, and does this expenditure seem to be a worthWhile investment of
public funds? (

e Are students and prospective students adequately protected by accredita-
tion, -or is consumer protection an illegitimate expectation of the publlc
regarding %ccreditatlon? )

e Do accrediting agencies adequately review the out-of-region and off-campus
offerings of accredited institutions operating in California? Is greater
cooperation between ‘agencies and California's State oversight agency
needed to improve the review of these programs?

In 1980, the Commission's Statutory Advisory Committee, consisting of repre-
sentatives of California's major segments of educdtion, requested the Commis-
sion to ‘undertake a study of accreditation; and the Commission agreed to do
so by addressing such questions as these. When the Confmission began its
study, it foresaw the possibility of recommending some change in State

policy of reliance on accreditation. Since then, it has become clear that °

much of the State's reliance on accreditation deserves endorsement and
continuation rather than change. Only in certain areas does the Commission
believe that this reliance has gone too far, resulting in potential threats
- both to the independence of accrediting asBociations and to the public
interest in general, and leading to unnecessary problems in the heretofore
cooperative and constructive relationships between these associations and
State agencies. :




'
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At the same time, it has become increasingly evident to the Commission that
v, in addition to relying on accreditation to serve the public interest, Cali-
'fornia should maintain a strong rigorous process for State review of educa-
tional quality as part of its comstitutional responsibilities for the charter-
ing and licensure of .postsecondary institutions. From the Commission's
perspettive, non-governmental accreditation and State approval of educational
institutions are two separate, parallel, equally necessary, but not equivalent
means of assuring the public about the quality of California colleges and
universities; and in this report the Commission explains the relationship
that it believes should exist between these two proceéses. Because the
Commission believes changes are needed in the existing approval process,.

this report offers conclusions and recommendations not only about California's .

. dependence on accreditation but also on its current policies$ and prohédures
of State approval. ' ‘..'
Because the processes of accreditation and State” approval ‘are nét widely
understood, for those readers who want an overview of the subject, Part One
describes the origins, purposes, and operation of accreditatjon on pages
13-41 and Californjia's system of State authorization and approval on pages
41-47. Part Two then discusses State reliance on accreditation and offers

13 recommendations for public policy at the State level regarding improvements’

in accrediting and State approval.

In preparing this report, Commission staff has attended accreditation commis-
sion meetings, participated as pbsérvers on accrediting teams, reviewed
accreditation self-study reports, conferred with officials of accrediting
associations,‘State licensure and approval agencies, and institutions, and

.sought to reconcile the necessarily different perspectives of members of "the

Commission's Technical Advisory Committee on Accreditatiqn._;The names of
the members of this Committee are listed in Appendix A, and the Commission
acknowledges .its appreciation of their agg8istance in the preparation of this
teport: "It must be emphasized, however, that the Commission has not asked
their approval or endorsement of the report. It must also be emphasized
that the, -purpose of this report is not to evaluate the effectiveness of
accrediting associations as such in accédmplishing their important and valuable
purposes. Rather, it seeks to assess how the State utilizes accreditation
as a significant factor_ in 4ssuring educational quality and thus serving
State and public interkests, as well as to identify those areas where this
~utilization and tha he State approval process' can be improved.

.
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"PART ONE * - )
/ 8 .
. POSTSECONDARY ACCREDITATION IN CALIFORRIA .".-

> -

Accreditation is a process of peer'review through which the quality of an
institution or program is assessed against pre-established and pre~published
standards. Typically, in the United States, it refers to a non-governmental
process whereby institutions voluntarily form associations for the purpose
of self-regulation and self-improvement of their operations; and thus it

differs both from government chartering, authorization, approval, or regis~
tration of institutions and also from government licensure or certification o

~

of individuals to perform professional services. -

For example, in California, hospitals are accredited by the American Hospital
Association; animal care facilities are accredited by the American Associa-
tion for the Accreditation of Animal Care Facilities; schools, colleges, and
universities are accredited by,the*Western Association of Schools and Coyleges
or one of several national organizations; and professional schools 3jnd .
programs are accredited.by specialized agencies such as the American Dejtal

. _ Association, the Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology, and the
National League for Nursing.

[y

ORIGINS AND DEVELOPMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ACCREDITATION

Table 1 on page 14 highlights major episodes in the development of accredﬁ%a»
tion in American education and its relation to government regulation.

Historically, school and college accreditation began in the 1890s, when )
secondary school principals and university leaders agreed on the need for ”
improved cooperation to reduce the confusion about admission practices. For
example, the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools was initiated in
1895 when,- according to Agnew (1970, pp. 2-3):

- v
Throughout the South there were private academies and- "colleges,'"
most with inadequate faculties and ill-defined curricula. Many -.
college students were at the '"preparatory level." From this
educational anarchy the Southern Association sought to bring about
order by defining the difference between preparatory schools.and
colleges. The major thrust of the Association for the first
‘fifteen years was to establish requirements for graduation from
secondary schools and to establish admission and graduation require-
ments for colleges and universities.

4
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TABLE 1 H15tor1ca1 Development of Accreditation ) >
1787 State oversxght of education began when the University of the State
“ - of New York (the New York Board, of Regents) was established as a

. boadrd for King's Coblege (now Columbia University) and other colleges
and schools in.the state, with the responsibility to visit every
collegq yearly, register each curriculum at each ingtitutibn, and
report yearly to the Legislature. v

1847 The first voluntary non-profit educational association was initiated
with the establishment of the American Medical Association, although

the Association did not begln to accredit medical schools urftil
1906 .

1900~ Specialized programmatic accrediting associations were initiated

1901 by the Association of American Law Schools (1900), the Society of
. . American Foresters (1900), and the Committee on Education of the
American Osteopathic Association (1901). : .

1895- Accrediting standards were established and put into operation by the

1952 . six‘regional associations: North Central in 1895, Southern in 1917,
Middle States in 1919, Northwest in 1923, Western in 1948, and New
England in 1952. (Prior to 1948, the University of California and
the Northwest Association had accredited California schools and
colleges.)

1949  University presidents created thé National Commission on Accredltlng ‘ -
to limit the proliferation of accrediting agencies.

1947 The American Association of Bible Colleges was established.

1952 Congress passed the . Veterans Readjustment Assistance Act and, to
_ protect use of veterans' educational grants, authorized the Commis-
. sioner of Education to "publish a list of nationally recognized
N accrediting agencies and associations which he determines to be
reliable authority as to. the quallty of training offered by an
educational institution" (Public Liw 82-550, Section 1775).

1952~ Three national institutional accr:;iting agencies were established:

1965 The Association of Independent Colleges and Schools (19523, the
Accrediting Commission of the National Home Study Council (1955),
and the National Association of Trade and Technical Schools .(1965).

1962 The Western Association of Schools and Colleges was formed to accredit
colleges and universities, junior colleges, and pedondary schools in
California and Hawaii. ! .

1972 The Higher Education Amendments Act expanded the eligibility for
participation in federally funded financial assistance programs to
vacational and technical institutions that were ineligible for. .
regional accreditation but that were certified or approved by a
federally recognized state agency, such as California's Office of
Private Postsecondary Education. '

1975 The Council on Postsecondary Accreditation (COPAS was established as

. the educational community's oversight agency on accreditation through
the consolidation of the Federation of Regional Accrediting Commis-
sions of Higher Education and the National Commission on Accrediting.
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Beginning - in the 1930s, the nation's six r¢giqnal accrediting associations
began to review 1nst1tut10ns on the basis of their own stated obJeLtlves

rather than on a single set of pumerical criteria used for all institutions.
The North Central Association took the lead in 1934 when it adopted the
(principle that "dn institution wxll be judged {n terms of the purposes it
seeks to ser and on the basisiof the total pattern it presents as an
1nst1tut10nvﬁirhlgher edugation" (Selden, 1960, vp. 41). Since 1975, there
has been some movement back toward the use of a single set of standardized
criteria for all institutions, but the - regional associations continue to
emphasize the 1mportance of distinctive institutional goals in the evaluation
process. X

, ! . : ’
Several attempts have been made by presidents of colleges and universities
to stop what has been perceived as a proliferation of specialized accredit-~
ing agencies or to "limit the influence of those already in existence. In
1924, for example, both the American Council on Education and the National
- Association of State Universities took action in this area. In 1949, the
National Commission on Accrediting was established by university. presidents
. for a similar purpose. More recently, the Council on Postsecondary Accredi-
tation (COPA) -- the successor to the National Commission =~ has identified
proliferation in accreditation as one of its major priorities for action.
There seems to be general agreement among educators, however, that this
problem has not yet been resolved .
An "umbrella" approach to accreditation has evolved during the past 50
years, whereby closely related pPofessional organizations work together in
evaluation. For example, in the 1930s, medically related associations in
such tields as physical therapy and occupational therapy worked with the
American Medical Association to develop accrediting standards and processes.
In 1942, the American Medical Association and the Association, of American
Medical Colleges collaborated to form the Liaison Committee on Medical
Education. Today, the Committee on Allied Health Edfication and Accreditation
serves as an umbrella organization for 16 Joint Réview Committees in the
allied health field. Similar cooperative efforts have been initiated between
the regional associations and specialized agencies to alleviate the problems
of multiple visits and differing review schedules experienced by postsecondary
institutions. Generally, however, this approach has not been as widespread
and as comprehensive as many educators would prefer. The Council on Postsec-
ondary Accreditation has developed and is currently in the process of imple-
menting a policy statement on interagency cooperation that calls for cooper-
ativé visits.and activity among accrediting associations when institutions’
express this interegt.
Although tﬂ% initial purposes of accrediting were to establish requirements
for school programs and college admission and to recognize schools and
colleges that met these requirements,  during the past 30 years these purposes
have expanded substantially. While there is some disagreement among educators
and governmental officials on certain ones, they now include (Harcleroad,
1980, p.-8): . .
. L ]

1. Certifying that an institution has met established standards;

2. Assisting prospective students in identifying acceptable
institutions;

SLe
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3. Assisting \nstitutions in determining the acceptapility of-
, transfer credits;

4. Helping to identify institutions and programs for the invest-.
ment of public and private funds; . '

5. Protecting an institution against h#§mful internal and external
pressures; ,

6. Creating goals for‘seff—improvement ofiweaker programs and
stimulating a general raising of standards among educational
institutions; '

J 7. Involving the faculty and staff comprehensively in institutional
) evaluation and planning; -

N

\

8. Establishing criteria for professional c¢ertificatiog, liceny
sure, and for upgrading courses offering such preparation; and

9. Providing one of several considerations used as a basis for
determining eligibility for federal assistance. ‘

During the past 20 years, there has been a substantial expansion in the °
federal role in the accreditation process. This trend has been the result
of the development of federal student assistance programs as a major source
of student and institutional income, and the resulting need for accountabil~
ity bo the distribution of these funds. Since 1952, the U.S. Commissioner
of Education (now. Secretary of Education) has had the Ytesponsibility of
publishing a list of accrediting agencies deemed to be "reliable authority"
as to the quality of training offered by educational institutions. Institu-
tional eligibility for participation in federal programs requires that
institutions not only be chartered or licensed by the state in which they
operate but also either be accredited by one such recognized accrediting
body or one of several alternatives to accreditation. In 1968, the Commis-
sioner established ,a Division of Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility
in the Office of Education to review the operation of accrediting agencies
so that accreditation' could be used as a major criterion to assess institu-
tional quality and to reduce possible fraud and cheating in the distribution
of federal furnds. As the federal government has become increasingly involved:
in reviewing“the policies and practices of accrediting agencies, the accred-
iting community has become increasingly uncomfortable with what it has
viewed as unnecessary governmental involvement in the oversight of accredit-
ing agencies (see, for example, Jacobsen, 1980).

ROLE AND STRUCTURE OF |
ACCREDITATION IN INSTITUTIONAL OVERSIGHT

The oversight of postgecondary educa;idﬂ’?ﬁ the United States involves
c00perativ¢.and'complementary actions by the state govermments, the federal
government, and non-governmental accrediting agencies.

B
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e The ‘states have the ultimate responsibility for all education except that
provided on military bases, which is a federal responsibility. This
state role includes (1) the chartering or licensure of postsecondary
institutions to operate; (2) the identification or approval of certain
private postsecondary institutions as meeting specific requirements of
educational quality; and (3) the licensure or certification JF-individ-}
uals to perfbrm specitic occupations and professions. For the second and °
third of these fudctions -- institutggnal approval and individual licen~
sure -- California and most other states rely at least partially on the
dacisions of accrediting agencies. (The procedures and standards that
California follows ih approving non-public institutions are described on
pp- 41-45 below.) s '

¢ The federal government has a more Llimited responsibility, as noted.above --
that of assuring accountability and effective use of federal funds. To
this end, the Secretary of Education has the responsibility to "recognize"
accrediting agencies, with particigation in federal funding programs
limited largely to institutions that are either accredited by these
agencies or active candidates for accreditation by them.

e The third element in this triad -- the accrediting agencies -- are typi-
cally nonprofit corporations consisting either of associations of .institu-
tions, such as the Western Association of Schools and Colleges, associ-
ations of professional practitioners, such as the American Bar Association,
or councils of institutional and professional representatives, such as
the Council on "Social Work Education. Currently, some 70 agencies are .
recognized by the ,Secretary of Education and thus perform the function of
identifying institutions eligible for federal funding. Under Calitornia
law, eligibility to participate in State-related programs is limited to’
institutions that either are accredited by one of the accrediting agencies
recognized by the Secrgtary of Education or are approved by the State
Superintendent of Public Instructiof on the recommendation of the Office
of Private'Postsecondary Education in the State Department of Education.

In addition to -the accrediting agenc&es recognized by the Secretary of

Educatjon, a large number of accrediting associations have either not sought

or been denied recognition. Some of these associations are clearly legiti-

mate and have considerable effect on college campuses =- such as the American

Chemical Society, which accredits professionally oriented chemistry programs

in undergraduate colleges, the International Association of Counseling

‘colleges through a less than rigorous review process (Bear, 1982, pp. 39-41).

Services, and° the National Athletic Trainedﬁ-Assptiation. However, since .
there are no federal or state restrictions on the establishment of accredit- ,
ing agencies, several que§ffoﬁéblé'bYﬁEnIzatLGhS“HTSUWE?TEt”tUAﬁatt?Edit“_‘"*“—“f*“*““*

The essential feature of accreditation in relation to state and federal
government is the orientation of their member institutions and individuals.
If they are committed to making accreditation a mechanism for institutional
self-improvement and self-regulation, then the association will have  a
positive impact on instifutions, students, and the public. However, if they
see institutional evaluation as something to be "dealt with," handled rapidly
and infrequently, and otherwise ignored,_accreditQtion will be ineffective
in promoting, maintaining, and identifying educational quality. In=sh3ct{

‘ | “17-

1 - L




. DESTCOPY AVMILABIE .
.. , PR 'i S g -i. ’;,., 1“ j if

~

both the strength and weakness of non-governmental accreditationis that it
functions ‘only ‘as +effectively as member institutions and individuals want it
. to function. : ) -

_V.’
\ v

All recognized accrediting agencies share common purposes, such as identify-
ing institutions or programs that are considered .successful in achieving .
N " their goals and meeting the standards of the accrediting body, and helping
these institutions to improve their educational offerings. Most share
_similar procedures for ingtitutional review, including peiiodic institutional. -
self-sthdy and op-site campus evaluation by a visiting committee. They also .
v gain at least some financial support through dues or fees from accredited or * =

applicant institutions. Despite thdse similarities, however, they differ . .
substantially in other ways. Some agencies actively cooperate with others 3

to coordinate data collection, site visits, and institutional self studies, .~ '
while others work in virtual isolation. Some base their decisions on extreme-
ly detailed accreditation standards, such as the number of hours of instruc-
tion students receive in specific skill training, while others emphasize
more general criterias such-as the achievement of institutjionmal oﬁﬁectiﬁesw'
They differ also in their scope and focus of operation and can be separat
into three distinctive types: . . S

o T
»
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e The six regional accrediting associations, such as the Western Association
of Schools and Colleges, that are depicted on the map below and that are
‘recognized by the Secretary of Education for accrediting "&ducational
institutions in their respective regions. ' ‘ ) .

FIGURE 1 Regional Accrediting Associations of the United States
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o The four national lnstitutional accrediting associations recognized by
the becretary of Education =- the American Association of Bible Oq{éeges,'
t 1A

the. Association of Independent Colleges and Schools, the Nationa soci-
‘atiomnvof Trade and TZchnical Schools, and the National Home Study..Council. .
e And some 60 specialized programmatic atcrediting agencies currently .
© recognized by the Secretary for accreditation of college-level programs
ranging from architectws® and art to.cytdtechnology, engineering, medical
record 1ibrarianship, music, public health, and spc1al Work .

\The next three sections of this' report discuss ;he relation of these" three
types of accrediting agencxes to California institutions and State government

)

REGIONAL INSTITUTIONAL ACCREDITATION IN CALIFORNIA

The Western College Association, established in 1924 as a forum for the °

discussion of common problems by repredentatives of-. California colleges,
assumed the responsibility of accrediting Califormia colleges and universi-
ties from 1948 until 1962. This responSibility was then transferred to the
new Western Association of Schools and ‘Colleges (WASC), which was formed to
accredit colleges and universities, junior colleges, and secondary schools
in California and Hawaii. The Western College Association has since expanded
its membership to, include accredited colleges from 13 western states and
Guam, and continues to sponsor research and hold annual meetings to provide

opportunities for discussion among educators, .

-

The Western Association of Schools and Colleges, whose geographic service

area now includes California, Hawaii, the territories of Guam and American

Sampa, the Micronesian Islands, and American overseas schools in East A51a,

is actually three separate accrediting commissions:

¢ The Accrediting Commission for Senior Colleges and Universities (often’
called the- Senior Commission), which currently has accredited 132 four-
year and graduate institutions;

o The Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges, which has’
accredited 140.one- and two-year postsecondary institutions; and

o The Accrediting Commission for Schools, which has accredited approximately
1,400 elementary, secondary, and adult schools.

All three commissions are recognized by the U.S) Secretary of Education, and

the two postsecondary commissions are recognized by the Council on Postsec-

ondary Accreditation. Each of the commissions develops its own standardsgy

procedurqs, and fiscal policies, subject to the approval of the WASC Board

of Directors, and appoints its own executive director. The Board of Directors

cotfsists of nine¢ membefs -- three representatives from each of the Commissions.

4

The folloWing paragraphs describe WASC's two postsecondary accrediting
commissions,’ ‘and Appendix C lists’ the institutions opérating in California

"that were accredited by them as of February 1984, A description of its

-19- | ‘L
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© ‘Agcrediting Commission of ;Schools appears in thg,Qalifﬁiﬁéé/?oshsecondary

Education Commission's report 84=2, Improving College Pre aratory Programs
Through High School Accreditation” (January 1984). B

4
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Structure. of the Senjor dnd Comhunity College Commisstons

)
~®

The two postsecondary . commissions of the association differ.in structutre,
with the Senior Commissioh centralized in, authority and organization, while
the Community College Commission is. decentralized both in its‘apﬂbintive

‘\ powers and authority. ' B

-~
r ~ b
-

Accrediting Commission for Senior Colleges and Universities: ‘For the Seniory
Commission, ‘the primary appotnting authority is the Executive Committee of

' the Westgrn College Association, which dccording to the WASC constitution
may appoint at least six’ members, including representatives from-the Pacific
Basin, the Northwest Asso¢iation of Schools and Colleges, and the general
public. ft~hps currently appointéd 16 of all 18 mpmbers,ﬁthree of whom
represent the public. Thé other two members are ones appointed by the

. Junior College and School Commissions.

Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior .Colleges: Fifteen members
on the l7-member Community College Commission are appointed for three-year
overlapping terms by the WASC Board of Directors from candidates nominated
by a special nominating committee’, with the Chancellor &ikthe California

Community Colleges and the President .of the Universiky of waii each appoint-
ing ope of the remaining members. The 15 members are expe ed to include at
least five faculty members, three representatives of thef§public, one repre=’
sentative of iddependent institutioris, one representative of Pacific Basin
institutions, and a member of both the Senior and School Commissions. The
spe¢ial nominating committee, approved by the WASC Board in June . 1984,
.consists- of six members -~ two faculty, two administrators, and two public
representatives. The Commission chair appoints tyo'of these members from
the Commission. The Academic Senate for California‘:Community Colleges, the
* California Chief Executive Officers, and'the California Community College
Trustees, respec;ﬂ&ely, appoint whatever additioqal faculty, ‘administrative,
and public members are required to complete the composition of the six~member
committee. ‘ :
f -~ ',l -
As a result of these differences in-the appointment process, faculty members
_are much more directly involved .in the operation of the Community College -
Commission than in the Senior Commission because of their membership on both
the nominating committee and the Commigsion. The use by the Community
College Commission of a special nominating committee provides a formal
process to involve the several constituencies of accreditation in the selec-
tion of CHmmissioners. In contrast, the Belection process utilized by the
Senior Commission concentrates considetrable authdérity in’ the executive
committee of the Wéstern College Association,frdm a region much larger than
that covered by WASC and from an organization' that -has no involvement in
‘accreditation or instftutional review. Moreover, since the executive secre-
tary of the Senior Commission also holds the position of executive secre-
tary-treasurer for the Western College Association, he can exercise consider-
able influence in the selection of Commissioners and thus in the operation
of the Senior Commission. : ' ' .

4
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. Purposes and Procedures of WASC Accbiadita_tion

~

The stated purposes of the Western Association of Schools andfColleges are:

(l) to improve educational programs, (2) to-foster close coopera-
tion among the schools, colleges, -and un1versxtles within its
region, (3) to cert1fy accreditatioh &r candidacy status, and (4)
to develop effectiye working relationships with other educational
organizations (Andérsen, Swenson, and Siverson, 1978, p. 386).

The Senior Commission's statement of purposeé fpraaccreditation are:

‘e To assure the educa pal community, the general public, and
other organization& and agencies that an institution has clear?® i .
ly defined educational objectives appropriate to higher educa- : A
tion and consistent with Commission standards, has established,ﬁ: '
copditions under whlch achievement of these: objectives cap . LR
reasonably be expected, appears in fact to be accomplishing
them substantially, and is so organized, staffed, and financed
that it can be expected to cog}inue to achieve these objectives.

o)

e To foster integrity and excellence in higher education by
developlng and using standards for assessing educational effec-
SN tiveness.

e To encourage institutional improvement through self study and
periodic evaluation by qualified professionals. R

e Insofar as Commission resources permit, to promote honesty and
integrity in institutional relations with students and other
consum&rs, thus both supplementing state agency protegtion for

. the educational consumer and prov1d1ng some protection for

sound institutions. - , '

) . To promote cooperative efforts of public and independent insti-

] “ < ‘tutions in opposing encroachments by governmental or other,

- agencies that threaten to jeopardize educational effectiveness

or academic freedom (Accrediting Commission for Senior Colleges
o and Universities, 1982, p. 1).

. ’ _ b .

- Four-year colleges and universities in California seeking accreditation by
the Senior Commission must first have each degree program approved by the
California Superintendent of Public Instruction pursuant to Section 94310(b)-

.~ of the Education Code., They may then apply directly for accreditation or
, seek "candidacy for accreditatlon" from .the Commission, after which, they
T have a maximum of six years to become accredited. \ , o -

S .One- "and two-year institutions seeking Community College Comm1881on accredi-
. » © tation must be approved by the Superintendent of Public Instructivn or
" " . authorized by the Legislature to award degrees, diplomas, or certlticateg,
and at legst onfe-fourth of their units or courses for all degree progxams
must be in general edycation at the postseconddry level. After one year of
o candidacy., they may seek accreditation. : ’

4
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' Procedures of both the Senior and Community College Qommissions {oY nitial
. accreditation as well as reaffirmation include the following steps:

e The institution prepares a self-study report following the criteria and
_guidel{nes provided by the Commission. Staff from the Commission provide
some gssistance to the institution during this phase.

e The Commission organizes a team of peerf{evaluators who review the self-
study report and then make a site visit at the institutﬁpn.

e During the ‘site visit, the team meets with administratorﬁ, faculty,
‘classified staff, and students; reviews additional materials provided by
the institution; seeks "to identify problem areas not discussed in the
, sélf-study report; assesses the quality,of the educationaf program using
standards provided by the accrediting agency; and makes an oral report to
the administrators, faculty, and other staff about their initial conclu-
sions.. The formal recommendations of the team are not,- discussed with the
¥ institution at. this time but are indicated on a confidential recommenda-
tion form. - : :
. g
¢ The team, under the direction of the chair, prepares a report with con- -
- clusions and recommendations, with the institution provided the opportun-
ity to correct errors of fact. The final team report .and the institu-
tional response (if any) are then forwarded to the Commission. '

e The Commission reV;ews the report and makes a determination for candidacy,
accreditation, reaffirmation, deferral, warning, probation, show cause,
denial or revocation of candidacy, ot{denial or withdrawal of accredita-
tion, as appropriate,. :

) 4Q§ the time of Commission action, the chief executive officer of the
hstitution and the visiting team chair can appear before the Commission
to discuss the report. The opportunity for institutional appeal comes
N only after final Commission action has been taken. ) :

e Within ten years, the process is repeated, unless evidence exists to
justify an earlier review. Between:scheduled visits, the institution is
expected to respond to the visiting team's recommendations and submit
annual reports to the Commissien. In addition, institutions on a ten-year
‘cycle are required to file a fifth-year report, which for senior institu-
tiohs may be followed by anather visit and for Community Colleges must be
ollowed by a visit. - . '

i

.m he Senior and Junior Commissions "make public, when and as appropriate,
through its Executive Director . . . the status of each institution subject
to a negative action . . . . In all cases of negative action, the Commission
will give the institution written reasons for its decision and will work
with the institution on a statement for publ?c release" (Accrediting Commis-
sion for Senior Colleges and Universities, 1982, p. 151). ’

Standards for WASC Accreditation

v
’

The accreditation standards utilized by the two WASC ﬁostsecondary commis-
'sions essentially represent a statement by the educational community itself
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on the. issues and practices that underlie educational quality and institu-
tional integrity. Each standard has been reviewed repeatedly betore adoption
by institutional representatives and then periodically revised as’ needed.
For example, the standards that the Senior Commission adopted in 1979 were
completely reviewed and substantially revised in 1981-82, leading to -the
current March 1982 version. The adoption of these formal accrediting stand-
ards has moved both Commissions away from evaluating institutions exclusively
in light of their stated mission and toward providing.a common foundation
tor all accrediting actions. . ’ : "
Accrediting Commission for Senior Colleges and Unlver51t1es T Senior

Commission has nine standards for accreditation. These standards, which are

excerpted in Appendix A, and with which its member institutions are expected ol
to comply include: (1) institutional integrity, involving ethical principles
and practices, commitment . .to academic freedom, and truth in institutional
publications and representations; (2) clea stated and distinctive purposes;
(3) effective institutional gowernance and administration, including a
clearly defined and substantive role for faculty; (4) quality in educational
programs; (5) faculty and staff qualltled by training and experience to work
at the academic levels required by the ‘institution's purposes; (6) current
library,. computer, and other learning resources sufficient in quality,
depth, "and diversity; (7) adequate studeént services; (8) adequate physical
resources, including instruction and support facilities; and (9) sufficient
fina'ncial resources. R Y

‘

During the past six years, the Senlor Commission has made several important
revisions in these standards: ’

¢ The addition of the first standard on institutional integrity, directing
institutions to demonstrate honesty in thelr relations with constituencies, .
including*®tudents and the publlc '

4/\_'
-

e The inclusion of language regarding the review of off-campus and other

special programs -- "All off-campus and other special programs providing
academic credit, whether leading to a degree or for non-degree purposes,

-are integral parts of the institution . . . . Institutional policies and

- procedures designed to assure and maintain high quality/ services off
campus or in nontraditional modes are,of utmost importance in accredita- o
tion and are a direct and unavoidable ‘responsibility of every accredited
institution . . . . The institution maintains direct quality and fiscal
contkol of all aspects of all programs amd provides adequate resources to
maintain this quality." ’

. The addition of,a policy statement regarding credit for'prlor experi-
ential lebrning which provides that an institution must have a "well-de-
fined philosophy regarding the awarding of credit, a clear statement on
evaluation procedures, and a definitive plan to evaluate the amount of
academic credit to be awarded." o ; . ¥

- . )

e 'The revision of a policy regarding instructional contracts with unaccred-
ited organizations, stating that accredited institutions are solely f
responsible for tHe academic and fiscal elements of all instructional ‘

programs and courses for which they provide credit.
1) ” . .
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. e The addition to Standard Four of a specific requirement that in

undergraduate programs, '"normally, no more’ than one~half of the student's

studies toward the baccalaureate deglee is in the major field, with the

rest of the program allocated to-general education ang electives."

Standard Four also, includes the provision that '"the standards for academic

credit are the same for degree and non-degree credit. Any work recognized ’

by the institugion as having standards different from those for academic

credit is not classified as 'credit,' but offered as Continuing Education N

Units (CEUs) or under some other designation which clearly distinguishes

such work from that offered by the institution for academic credit.”

. ) v . o .

e The adoption of a policy statement on the purpose, content, and quality

of baccalaureate education, as well as policy statements on collegiate
athletics and collective bargaining.

Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges: The Community
College Commiaatoamuseswxhemtonwptandardnmﬁnmmarized in Appendix B, which
include: (1) clearly statad general goals and specific objectives consistent
with the historical and legal mission of the public Community Colleges and
appropriate to the usual functions of postsecondary education; (2) clear
relation of the educational -program to these objectives; (3) qualified
faculty and staff; (4) adequate student services that "reflect an institu-
tional concern for students' physical and mental health, developing their
capacities and talents, motiviting their educational progress, and helping
them to relate to others .in the canfpus community"; (5) polictes and proce-
dures of Community Colleges that®encourage public use of facilities; (6)
sufficient learning resources,” including library materials, media equipment,
and staff, to support all of the institution's educational offerings; (7)
adequate physical resources; (8) “sufficient financial resources.to support
institutional objectives,"maintaiq"pnquam quality, and serve the anticipated
number of students enrolled; (9) effective institutional governance and
administration, including a governing board with broad policy responsibilities:
and a clearly defined faculty role in governance; and (10) effective system-
wide governance of multiicollgggﬁdistricts, including explicit objectives,
_Qefinitions of system-colnge"rplatioqships, lines of authority, and assigned
respongibilities. . B

. During;the past six yesrs, the Community College Commission has made these

. important revisions in the standards: -

e .The revision, in January 1978,‘6f-a policy on postsecondary educptional
programs conducted by institutions on military bases.

¢ The addition, in June 1980; of"a"policy on credit for prior experiential
learning in undergraduate programs that supports principles developed by
the Council for the Advancement of Experiential Learning.

’ .
e The addition, in June 1981, of a statement on the transfer and award of
academic credit designed to‘“develop a common policy among Commission-
accredited institutions for students who ;ransfer between these institu~
tions. . ' .

e Additions, in‘'January 1982, of (1) a policy on collective bargaining

, that, while-taking no position on the desirability of collective bargain- T
ing laws,- directs accreditation teams to consider the impact of - , M
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collective bargaining on the: quallty and effectiveness of institutions,
and (2) a pollcy on collegiate athletics directing that athletic programs
"be conducted in a manner consjstent with institutional objectives and .
educational mission.

Costs of WASC Accreditation , .

Accrediting Commission for Senior Colleges and Universities: [our-year
colleges and universities seeking candidacy or accreditation by the Senior
Commission must pay a one-time application fee of $2,000 plus all expenses »
for the visiting team during its evaluation. Their annual fees thereafter
range from $800 for institutions with fewer than 100 full-time-equivalent
students to $3,500 for institutions with more than 10,000 FTE students.

Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges: The ev ation

service charges for one- and two-year institutions accredited by the Community »
College Commission range from $1,200 to $3,600 depending on enrollment and

number of specidlized program8. Annual fees range from $600 to $1,400
depending on.enrollment.

The annual direct costs. for WASC accreditation for the public colleges and
universities in California is approximately $500,000. This estimate does

not include the cost of staff time involved in the visits and the self-study

report, as it is limited to the annual fees to the Accrediting Commissiqn

and the salaries and expenses of the visiting tgams. :

In a study completed in 1976 for the Senior (Qommission, Keith Warner surveyed
presidents, chief academic' officers, and other staff at 111 accredited

senior colleges and universities in the western region. Among his findings

was the faqt that 62 percent of the chief academic officers and 81 percent *

of the fresidents reported that the benefits’gf accreditation exceeded its

costs, while only a small minority of each reported that its costs were

greater than its benefits. More representatives of public and private _
religious institutions than of Pprivate-secular institutions reported that ' '
the benefits exceeded the costs,  while somewhat more representatives of
private-secular institutions repoxted either that the costs and benefits

were equal or that the costs exceeded the benefits.

Cooperative WASC Community College Project

WASC's Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges initiated a’
joint project in 1981 with the Chancellor's Office of the California Community
Colleges to improve the evaluation and planning capabilities of the State's

public two-year colleges. The objectives of the three-year project, which

is financed primarily by a grant from the Fund for the Improvement of Postsec-
ondary Educatdion are:

e to define the appropriate roles of State agencies and the Accrediting
Commission in the.evaluation of Community Colleges, =~ ;

e to provide better evaluation and planning information for use by the
colleges, the Commission, and the agencies, and

P .l v J
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e to develop a plan for coordinated evaluation visits by the Accreditaimg
Commission and the Chancellor's Office staff. '

esponse to the first objective, during 1982-83, the Accrediting Commis~

has assumed the responsibility of assessing the quality of each Community -
Coliege, including the range, depth, and.effectiveness of its programs and
services, its governance, and how well it. serves its students; while the
Chanckllor's Office has taken the responsibility of assessing the extent to
which /the colleges in the aggregate meet statewide objectives. This approach
has been tested in 20 Community Colleges through a process that included (1)

a college self-study during 1982-83 within the framework of both accredita- -
tion standards and statewide objectives, and (2) a visit to the collegé
during 1983-84 by a team made-up of both Actrediting Committee and State
agency representatives., The current final year of the project is emphasizing
both the improvement of planning capabilities at college and statewide’

levels and the formal assessment-of-the-project—generally.— e —

The central thesis of the project has been -that Commﬁnity College programs
and services should be evaluated locally; that each college and its district
should be evaluated through accreditation; and that the Chancellor's Office
and Board of Governors should assess what-the districts and colleges are
doing as a group with regard to State interests before making broad policy
decisions affecting them. This approach emphasizes that the responsibility
for assessing how well districts are meeting their own objectives rests with
local boards of trustees, -district staff, and accreditation agencies, and
not Wwith statewide agencies. According ‘to the Board of Governors (1983),
this approach will be reviewed by the Board during 1984 in preparation for
Board adoption of a policy on comprehensive planning scheduled for June
1985.

, NATIONAL INSTITUTIONAL ACCREDITATION IN CALIFORNIA
’ 2

Four national associations recognized by both the U.S. Secretary pf Education
and the Colincil on Postsecondary Accreditation accredit specialized postsec-
ondary institutions in California: .the American Association of Bible Col-
leges, the Association of Independent Colleges and Schools, the National
‘Association of Trade and Technical Schools, -and the National Home Study

. ’Council. All four of these associations are similar to the regional -assoc-
iations in that they accredit entire institutions rather than specific
programs. However, the postsecondary institutions they work with offer
educat}on either in limited ateas -- bible colleges, business, or technical-
vocational subjects -~ or solely via correspondence.

American Association of Bible Colleges s

The American Association of Bible Colleges (AABC) was established originally
‘ in 1947 as the Accrediting Association of Bible Institutes and Bible Colleggs
and adopted its current name in 1973. It accredits professional or special-
purpose colleges in the United States and Canada whose function is ''to
prepare students’ for Christian ministries or church vocations through a
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program of biblical, general- and professional studies" (AABC, 1980, p. 9).
It has accredited approximately 80 institutions in North America, five ot
them in California. Among its stated purposes of accreditation are "to
improve the quality of bible college ‘education generally by describing as
explivitly as possible standards of excellence, thus encouraging self-eval-
sation and stimulating continuous growth,' and '"to provide and circularize a
list of approved colleges for the use of . . . various organizations inter-
ested in the educational ratjngs of schools and their students" (pp. 9-10).
The ten members of AABC's Aecrediting Commission are appointed by the AABC
Board of Directors for three-year terms and may be reappointed consecutively
once. Nine of the Commission members are from accredited institutions, and
the tenth public member is not emplo%ig_bg_g bible college.

To be eligible to apply for accfeditation by AAB¢, an institution must
demonstrate a minimum of five years of continuous operation, . fesound. bible

college program, and general continuity in administrative leadership, student
enrollments, and faculty staffing.’

‘AABC's accreditation standards are generally similar to those of other
accrediting agencies, covering institutional objectives, administrative
control, library and other institutional resources, currlculum, faculty and
student life, and personnel. In many areas, however, they include more
specific requirements than usual, such as regarding faculty qualifications
("the first graduate or professional degree beyond the bachelor's degree in
the area of one's teaching field is normally considered the mipimum in
academic preparation'") and college curriculum ("at least 30 hburjof\ bible
and theology is required of all programs leading to graduation"). As might
be anticipated, particular emphasis is placed on institutional commitment to
Christian principles and "the cultivation of Christian life andgexperience"
(p. 72).

AABC's operations are funded through membership dues, with each accredited
institution annually paying a minimum of 3650 plus an additional amount
dependent on the annual income of the institution. To fund-an accreditation
visit, the institution pays $750 plus the®travel expenses of the visiting
team members. Member institutions.are expected to submit annual reports to
the Association, and AABC visiting teams re-evaluate institutions either
when the annual reports indicate that a re-inspection is advigable or approx-
imately every ten years after membership is granted.

Association of Independent Colleges and Schools

The Association of Independent Colleges and Schools (AICS) wa§ established
in 1952 for institutions offering preparation for business careers in indus-
try, government, or the professions. Its Accrediting Commission, which was
initially recognized by the U.S. Commissioner of, Education in 1956, currently
accredits approximately 550 institutions nationally, including 52 in Califor-
nia. AICS views accreditation as an "independent appraisal of an institution
during which its overall educational quality, its professional status, and
its integrity is judged by its peers'" (1982, p. 12). Its Accrediting Commis-
sion is composed of 11 members from accredited institutions who are elected
by the total AICS membership and five public members who are appointed by
' 3
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the AICS Board of Directors.'.Members serve terms of three years, with two
consecutive terms maximum, :

. Institutions that desire AICS accreditation must (1) be predominantly organ-—
ized to train students for business careers; (2) have been in continuousf N
A operation for not less than two years; (3) have in operation at least one .

instructional program of not less than one academic year in length that is
principally residential, on the postsecondary level, and leads to an occupa-
tional objective or an academic credential; and (4) be organized as a corpor-
ation.

AICS's accrediting standards include gederal provisions directing that (1)

educational programs are consistent with institutional objectives and accom-
. panied by adequate resourceg; (2) competent faculty are active in the total

educational program of thd institution; and (3) adequate resources are

Tvatiabie forttbrary—and—taboratory—facilities—Meore—epeeific—otondards
are provided for business and specializéd schools (regarding, for examf'le,
faculty teaching loads and library resources) and for junior and senior
colleges (regarding, for example, degree requirements for the academic

staff). For junior colleges awarding degrees in business, a minimum of 25 ~ ',
percent of their total 60 semester-hour program must be in general education.

For senior colleges, 30 percent of the total 120 standard semester-hour
program must be in general education.

AICS's accreditation process is the usual four steps of (1) the institutional
self-evaluation, (2) on-site visit, (3) identification of institutional
strengths and weaknesses by the team, and (4) action on the team report by
the Commission. Accreditation is granted:(for a maximum perlod of six years
for institutions "which are judged to be substantially in ‘compliance with
accreditation standards" (p. 29). .

Institutional fees for AICS accreditation vary by the annual net tuition
income of the institution. For example,.schools with net tuition income
between $50,000 and $100,000 pay an annual fee of $900, while those with
income between $900,000 and $1,000,000 pay $2,400.

National Association of Trade and Technical Schools
The Natifhal Association of Trade and Technical Schools (NATTS) was estab-

~ " lished in 1965 to provide inBtitutional accreditation for private residen-
tial schools offering occupationally oriented trainjpg in vocational and
technical careers. It currently accredits some 623 vocational schools,
approximately 90 of them in California. NATTS accreditation "is intended to
be a means of (1) assisting good private trade and technical schools to
become better schools; (2) assuring the public of high quality trade and .
technical education offered by private schools; and (3) setting standards to
which all private trade.and technical schools can aspire" (p. 1)

- '  The NATT% Accrediting Commission is composed of nine members, five of whom
are employed by trade and technical schools and four of whom are identified -
as "public persons'" from outside the industry The members are selected by
the Association with the stated purpose of providing a balanced representa-

tion of "the interests of society generally and of the students and schools .
that are an inextricable part of the total educational scene.”
N
-28~ . '

ERIC . = ¢ = BT |

S e




r  NATTS accreditation process and standards are generally similar to those of
‘other recognized agencies. Its typical visiting team consists of five
members, including (1) a management specialist frpm an accredited school in
a different geographical .area and teaching non~competitive subjects; (2) an
education specialist familiar with occupation instruction methods; (3) a
subject specialist for each major occupational area for which training is
offered; and (4) a representative of the Commission who facilitates the -
on-site review.

e

NATTS accreditation is awarded to institutions for a maximum of five years
after ‘'which a new review is conducted. Institutions are also required to
file annual reports with thd Commission. Most NATTS-accredited institutions
grant certificates or diplomas to their graduates, but those that award

academic degrees must offer at least 25 percent of the curriculum in general
education or in general education related to occupational subjects, and

require a minimum of 60 semester hours for an associate degree or 120 semester

hours for a baccalaureate degree. Those awarding occupational degrees are
required to include at least 75 percent of“"the curriculum in occupational
areas and admit only students having a high school diploma or the equivalent

NATTS accreditation fees include the expenses of the visiting team during

its review (§175 for each member for one day, plus $60 for each succeeding N
day). Institutional fees vary with the gross tuition of the institution,

and Association members do not pay additional fees for reaccreditation

expenses. - '

National Home Study Council

. The National Home Study Council (NHSC) was established in 1926, but its
* accrediting was established in 1955. The Commission accredits both degree
and non“degree granting correspondence institutions. Currently, approximately
80 institutions are accredited, 14 of which maintain their offices in Cali-
fornia.

The Council defines its accreditation.as ''certification by a recognized bbdy
that a school has voluntarily undergone a comprehensive study and examination
which®’has demonstrated that the school does in fact perform the functions
that it claims . . . " (1980, p. 2). ‘' Its Accrediting Comm1ss10n, composed
of four senter executives of accredited home study schools and five members
selected to represent the public, is the only nationally recognized accred-
iting agency with a majority of public members. Membership terms are three
years long, with the public members limited to three terms and the industry
representatives limited to two.
The NHSC accreditation process includes (1) the preparation of a self-evalu-
ation report; (2) a review and evaluation of all courses by subject matter
. specialists selected by the Commission; (3) a survey of state departments of
education, consumer agencies, federal agencies, and randomly selected former g
students to.ascert@in the school's reputation; (4) a visit to the school by
an examination team; (5) the preparation of a team report; and (6) review
and action on the report by the Accrediting Commission. Institutions are
. expected to submit annual reports to the Commission, and they are re-exam-
, ined every five years unless a change of ownership "or eVidence of serious
problems indicate a need for more immediate review.
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NHSC standards for accreditation include general provisions concerning
institutional objectives, instructional materials, qualified faculty, insti-
tutional financial resources, as well as more specific provisions concerning
tuition refund policies, advertising and promotional literature, training
«and ‘control of sales representatives, and admission policies?‘
Each school accredited by NHSC pays an annual fee based on its total cash
receipts from home study enrollments during the preceding calendar vyear,
plus annual membership dues.

(o2 ~

SPECIALIZED ACCREDITATION IN CALIFORNIA

h J

Specializedﬁaccréditatienr(also knewnvas-p:ofessional*orwprngrammaiigwgcngd\'

itation) involves the approval of specific programs, disciplines, or curric-
ula within postsecondary institutions, rather'th%p approval of the entire
institution. All specialized accrediting agencies 'recognized by the Secretary
of Education are national in scope, but the number of programs they have
accredited vary considerably, from fewer than 25 in the fields of construc-
tion education and osteopathy to more than 500 in nursing, teacher education,’

and music. '

Thirty-four specialized associations recognized by the United States Secre-
tary of Education accredit programs in colleges and universities in California.
These associations range from the Foundation for Interior Design Educational
Research, which accredits a program at one college, to the Committee on
Allied Health Education and Accreditation, which accredits programs at 49
different colleges and universities in the State. Table 2 on pages 31-32
lists these associations and indicates the number of California programs
that they have accredited. ' ~

Specialized accrediting agencies differ among themselves primarily in terms
of their membership or sponsoring organization. Some, such as the National
Association of Schools of Art and Design and the Association of Thpological
Schools in the United States and Canada are associations of instfitutions
-organized primarily for the purpose of accreditation. They tend to be

~similar’ to regional accrediting associations in philegophy and policy about

the functions of accreditation. However, the majority of specialized accred-
iting agencies are sponsored by and related to associations of individual
members of professions, such as the American Bar Association, the Americdn
Dental Association, and the American Library Association. The remainder-are
jointly sponsored by individual and institutibnal associations and include ’
the National Architectural Accrediting Board, the .Council on Education for
Public Health, and the National Council for the Accreditatien of “Teacher
Education, which has ten congtituent member organizations, among them the
American Association of Colleges for .Teacher Education and the National
Education Association. ' ) _ ’ _ -
This differerfce among sp@¢ialized accrediting agenties in sponsorship results
in differences of influence, with associations .of institutions tending . to
involve educators in decision making and individual-membership organizations
tending to involve professional practitioners. As a result, according to

. . o
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T/\BLE 2 Specialized Accrediting Associations R ognized by
the United States Secretary of Educhtion and
. . Operating jn Callt'ornla

~

|

: Number of California
. . s Collages Wher2 “rograms
Association, Yeir Accreditation Undertaken, and Scope of Accreditation 414A Were Accredited, 1382
= - - ) F)

\ccreditation Board for Engineering and Technology, luc., (1932) accredits efi-
gineering and engineering tachnology programs in the Uniced States, Puerto Rico, ]
ind American territories and possessiona. . ’ 26

. Accrediting Commission on Education for Health Secrvices Administration {(1968)
_accredits graduate programs in health administration in the United States
and Canada.

v

ﬁccroditxng Council vn Education in Journalism and Hass Communication ("943)
accredits professional journalism programs at the undergraduate and master's

degree levels in the United States. . 7
American Assembly of Collegiate Schools of Business {191Y9) accredits basccalau- ‘
reate and master's degree programs in businesa administration and managemeat

1n the United States and Canada. 19

American Association of lurse Anesthetists (1931) accredits programs in- nurse
anesthesiology through graduate levels ln the United Statas.

[ 5]

American Bar Association (1923) accredits law schools in the United States. 15

smerican Board of Funaral Service Education (1946) accredits programs in
funersl szervice education on the certificate, agsociate degree, and paccalaurceate
Jegree levels .n the United States. . 2

American Council on Pharmaceautical Education (1932) grsats accreditation to

programs leading to tihe first professional degree lbaccalaurcate or docturate)

tn pharmscy. 3
. . Il 4

American Dental Associarion (1940) accredits: (1) dental education programs;

{2) dental spacialty programsy (3) dental hygiene education programs; %) dental

assisting education programa: and (5) dental laboratory technology education

programs in the United Statas. A reciprocal sgreement with the Council on Ed- oy

ucation of the Canadian Dental Assoéiation provides for recognition of Canadian

education programs ac:reditad by that agency. 37

Anerican Dietetic Associatinn (1927) accredits coordinaced undergraduate programs
1n dietetics and post-baccalaureate degree internship programs in the United
States and its tarritories. 9

, .
American Librarvy Asszociation (1924) accredits .programs in librsrianship leading
to the flrst professional degree in the United States and Canada. . 4

American Medical Recoed Association (1328) accredits programs in medical record
administration and medical record Eechno{pgy in the United States and its.terri- )
tories. ) (<]

American Occupational Thecapy Aasociation 1917) accredits educaticnal programs
for occupstivnal therupiits in the United States. . 3

: (
American Optometric Association (1934) accredits profersional programs in
optomatry (0.D.), associats degree optcmetiic technician programe, nn%@ppCOmatric

residency programs (a the United States and Tansda. . 2
American Physical Therapy Association (1921) accredits associate degree through
graquate programs for physical therapists and assistance i{n the Unitad States. 8
. American Podiatry Association (1912) accrredits cnlleges of podiatric medicine,
resi1dency, and assistaat progrsms. and continuing pcofessional education programs
1n the United States, and Canldax : 1
American Fsychological Aagsocistion (1952) accredits doctoral training programs .
. in professionsl psychology and pre-doctaral internahip training programs ia ‘ﬁ*
clinical a?d-counneliou psycholcgy in the United States ind Canada. 3 J$
ry
-American Society of Landscape Architects 71899) accredits baccalaureate degree '
. N and graduate do.:oe programe in londscape avchitecture in nhe United States and- .
Canada, . . 2
. = “y- a . BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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TABLE 2, Continued

’ » wumber of California
( . ' . Coilages Whare Programs
Asfdciation, Year Accreditation Undertakean, and Scope-of Accreditatiom Are Accredited
N 1

American Spaach~Language-Hearing \asociation (1925) uccraéits master's degree
programs in speech language pathology and/or 1udiology in the United States and
~4nada : 11

v

Aerican Veterinary Medical Association (1863) accredits programa leading to the ‘
€irst professironal degree (DVM or VMD) in veterinary medicine in” the United Co
States and Canada. j 7

. ~
. Aszocistion of Theological Schoola (1918) accredits free standing theological

, the AM\* fhe American Medical Alnoctltion alao accradi:s pcograms in two-year
}onu . . . . W%

seminariea and schoolas, or achoola/departmerts within institutiong offering
sraduate programs in education for ministry/priesthond ia nhc Lnited Scates R
and Canada. » 16

Committee on Allied Health Education and Accreditation (1933} accredita post-

secondary programa in ‘25 areas of allied health ranging- from the certificata/

diploma lavel through the baccaiaureste level and/or graduate certificate

level throughout-the nation. . _ 49
The Council va Chiropractic Education (1971) accredits institutions offering pro-~

fessional degrees in chirdprsctic education in the United States. . 2

Council on Eddcation for Public Health (1974) accredits grnduate nchools and
programa of public health in the United States. . 5

Council on Social Wnrk Education (1952) accredita baccalaureate: and master's
degree -programs of schoola of soctal work in the United States and Canada. i3

Foundation for I[nterior Deaign Education Reaearch {1971) accredits proguams
in interior design and interior architecture :rom the junior college throu;h . N

the graduate levela in the United States. 1
Liaison Cormittee on Medical Education of the Council on Medical Education of

the .\marican Medical Ausociation and the Executive, Council of the Association

of American.Madical Collegea (1942) accredita all progrnmn in m-dical education

leading to the M.D. degree. Prior to 1942, beginting in the late nineteenth

century, medical schools ware reviewed and approved separateiy by the AAMC and -

L)
institu

V.tionnl Archxtectural Accraditing Board, Inc., (1940) agcredits first profai- s

sional degree programs {n architecture, in the United Staten - o « 4
National Assoctation for Prncticnl Nurse Zducation and Service, Inc., {1941) accredits
basic (crrtificato/d)piowa) progrlﬁs ano post-baasic coursea in practital/voca-

o

tional nursing in the United Stltes and its territories. 35

&
National Association of Schools of Art and Design {1944) accrcdits foatitutions

- and unita (dcpar'maltn/ptogra-l) within iastitutions which: offer -assoctiate,

baccalaureata, and/or gruduxte degree programs in act, design, and related disciplines. 15

National Assmociition of Schools of Muaic (1924) accredits .nstitutions and pro-:

grams which offer aasociate, baccalaureace, and degreu-gtunt ng programe in N

music sod music-relnted diaciplines. - ; o ) . 24
1 . .

Natironai Cyuncil fog Accreditation of Teacher Education -(1954) accredits bacca-

laurcate and gruduncn degree progams for the preparstiof of teachers and other

penfesaional school persounel tn the United States. - A 14

National League for Vursiug. Inc., (1952) accrodits progrhms in nursing from tne

diploma through tha gruduuta levela 1n the Uaitcd\Stntel. - YA
< »
jociety of American Fornlter! (1900) accradica grograas which culminate in a

‘{rat profeaaional degree (B.A. or highcv) in forestry in the UnitedaStatza. R 2

*Includes programa sccredited 'by the AMA at the Community Colleges.

Source: The c:hncil on Pontntcoan;y Accriditation, 1983a, and U.3. Department of Education, 1980ai.

/ L | .
| ~32- |
38 I N

N L8
N




¢ e . Y

Robert Glidden, "one review is likely to be oriented more toward the interests -
of the institution and the other toward the interests of the profession‘

. Certainly, one of the principal causes of tension that is reported between .
1nst1tutiona1 leaders and specialized aCCrest‘tlon is~ the question ‘ot who

_vis being served by the accred1tat1on process, the Lnstltutlon or the profes-
" sion" (1983, p. 196).

Procedures of Specialized Accreditation’

All specialized accrediting agencies generally use the ;%me procedure in
reviewing and accrediting programs ‘as other recognized accrediting agencies
(Petersen, 1979, pp. 74-99). -However, unlike the six regional associations
that evaluate institutional performdhce primarily in terms of institutionally
stated objectives, they are more concerned with program compliance with
national standards established to assure adequate professional preparation.

" All specialized accrediting agencies require institutional self study, “but
some impose the use of quite specific self-study guidelines, leading Glidden
to comment, ''one of the commonly'heard complaints aboiut specialized - accredi-.
tation is that self-study requirements are excessive, calling for information
and particularly quantitative data that are superfluous to the task at hand"
{p. 198). On-site vi%its, Which may involve anywhere from two to nine or
more participants, may cost the institution between $1,500 -and $2,000 in
direct expenses. .Length of accreditation averages five years but varies
considerably among the agencies, ranging from a maximum of ten years for at
least six agenc1es to only one‘year for two agencies.

Issues Regarding-Specialized Accreditation
N ‘ : ' :
Considerable disagreement exists in the education community about the overall
merits of specialized accreditation. The Council on Postsecondary Accredi-
tation endorses specialized accreditation in certain fields, stat&ng that
"specialized accreditation exists primarily for the purﬁose of providing
some assurance to the public of the quality of the education professionals
receive, a responsibility for which members of an organized or licensed
profesgion have traditionally been held accountable' (1981, p. 1). However,
.some leaders in postsecondary education argue that since specialized accred-
itation does not actually assess the competency of individuals who complete
professional programs, institutional accreditation should suffice for attest-
ing to the quality of an ipstitution's total offerings, while professional
associations should abandon specialized accreditation and concentrate on
improvi the licensing, certification, and continuing education of practi-
tioners{ (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 1982, pp.
78-79). Such disagréements about specialized accreditation are substantial
and relate to the following issues:

e Professional associations tend to view accreditation as one of several

« tools for protecting and promoting the status of the profession and its

: p?bct1tioners Emerging -specialties may view accreditation of their
e programs as a means to. gain leverage for resources within institutions,
E . while established professions may see it as a means of retaining leverage,

. " 'since more faculty, facilities, equipment, or higher salaries can be
. L . :
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cited as necessary for meeting and maintainipg accreditation by the

agency. Critics of accreditation argde that, in this wayy—programs in

fields with specialized accreditation may gain considerable power over

other fields in decisions about the allocation of resources within insti-
tutions. On the other hand, supporters of specialized accreditation

argue that specialized accrediting associations generally exist in occupa- ¢
tional or professional fields in which educational programs are designed

to prepare persons for effective entry-level practice or employment. The
integrity of such programs is at stake in a unique way, since the health;
welfare, and expectation of the public regarding professional proficiency . '
are involved. The role of specialized accreditation is thus to identify
occupational or professional programs with sufficient resources to prepare
practitioners adequately for the fields in question. If an institution
has inadequate resources, the choice facing it is to either give greater
priority to the field in order to attain the expected level of professional
preparation or else get out of the field. Part of the function of Spécial-

ized accrediting associations,.- therefore, is to call attention to the ‘.
fact that some institutions offer inadequate occupational or professional
programs .- o .

e College and university officials express concern about the ‘iricreasing
- . number of specialized accrediting agencies. The .Council on Postsecondary
) Accreditation currently recognizes 37 specialized agencies -- only one~
) - more than the number recognized by the Natjional Commission on Actéred-
iting, one of COPA's forerunners, in 1975 =-- but during the past five
years, more than 70 new specialized professional groups have inquired, of
COPA about applying for its recognition as accrediting agencies. Moreover,
as noted above, 60 agencies. dre now recognized by the Secretary of Educa- - ‘
. _tion for- specialized accreditation.” (Thesé numbers would appear to - -; ,
indicate a great difference in the number of specialized agencies recog-
nized by COPA and the-Secretary of Education, but the numbers are in fact
relatively close. The Secretary_ of Education separately recognizes all
16 Joint Review Committees under the Committee on Allied Health Education
and Accreditation, while COPA ;ecognizes'the Committee as a single,
umbrella agency. If COPA counted the Review Committees separately, its
total would increase to 53.) . . ’
g . N -

e Specialized aEcreditation is not a totally voluntary option for postsec-
ondary institutions in those fields where graduation from an accredited
program’ is a réquirement ‘for indivigual licensure to practice. These
institutions feel pressure to offer programs that qualify their graduates

- to sit for the licensure examipation. : ’
® The costs of multiple .specialized accreditation are high, particularly
when faculty and staff time in the preparation of self-study reports:are
added to) agsdciation membership fees and the expenses of site vigits.
< Among respondents to a recent opinion survey about accreditation conducted
. * for COPA, only 22.percent of the 483 presidents or chief academic officers
and only 16 percent of the 1,167 program heads agreed that "accreditation
is too costly for what it accomplishes (Pigge, 1979, p. 33). However,
costs could be rfeduced through greater cooperation and coordination among "
agencies, particularly for universities that offer a number of specialized
programs eligible for accreditationm. . '

. T
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_ ‘e Specxalized accreditation stahdards are gftan crxtxcized as unnecessarlly
. % - .7 "quantitative, thereby inhlbiting educatxonal innovation and experi- -

* mentation and restricting institutional«autonomy A 1979 COPA study
concluded that /the standards which particularly infringe on institutional
autonomy include requirements on speci¥ic numbers of faculty members,
‘faculty-student ratjos, and faculty teaching loads (Peterscn, 1979, p.

.+ 155). And in a recent report on "The Contggl«df the Campus," the Carnegie

. . Foundation stated that '"the issue here is not whether professional programs

--shoyld meet high academic standards. It is, rather, how detailed those

~stéhdards should be; how they should be enforced; and most importantly, ..
whether specialized programs are to fit within the larger purposes of the -
campus" (1983 p. 78). . E '

o

; Issues such as these are of concern not only to educators and the accrediting
agencies but also increasingly of the non-governmental and government agencies
that oversee and rely on accreditation.

[
° .

*: ' ACCREDITATION OF LAW SCHOOLS IN CALIFORNIA
_ - o \ .
! . .

California is one of six states that does rot: require gradﬁation from, a law

. school approved by the American Bar Associatfion {ABA) as a requ151te for
'-admission to the bar (Georgia, Indiana, Vermont, Washington, and Wyoming are

the other five). This is one of the major feasons why non-accredited law

schools developed in California to a much larger extent than in most other

states. , To provide an altermative to ABA accreditation, California has
developed its own accrediting program through the Committee of Bar Examiners

.of the State Bar of California. Consequently, there are three types of law
schools in California: those accredited by the ABA (16 institutions); those
. accredited solely by the Committee of Bdr Examiners (18 inst1tut1ons) and
‘”'[L _ 16 -non-accredited law schools. Law schools which are either’ provisionally
R or fully accredited by the ABA are automatically accepted as fully accredited
.. by the *Committee of Bar Examiners. Consequently, there are technically 34
‘ “institutions accredited by the Committee of Bar Examiners.

R 4

'The Ai'ﬁerican Bar Assoctation ‘
e The first.accreditation st
“ . 1921. Its Accrediting
- : Admisg;ons to; ,the Bar we
Gete o o and "effeq;uate measuresg .
. legal education in_the Un )
B ‘}' the sinqere jegard for th¥we¥hics and morals of the profession pecessary to
nE - ts high calling; and means -for the establishment and maintenance in the
Tl i Tseverdl states . of adequate and proper standards of general educatiaon, legal
o, '.~ training,‘end.moral character of applicants for admission to the Bar .
e ‘(American Bar Asaociation, 1983, p. i). The 13-member Accrediting Committee
K is tomposed of-six medbers' from accredited institutions, two professional
_ practitdofiers,. two public members, two State Supreme Court justices, and one
T Staté Syperior Court judge.. Membef% are appointed by the, chair of the '
. N Council of the Section of- Légtl Education and Admissions to the Bar for
Cy o one~year tegus wiéh anrnnlimited number of terms permitted, .

P 9
W S f AR .
s . " . .
o

:Jderds for law schools were adopted by {he ABA in

;:blished with the responsibility to recommend
.he improvement of the systems of pre-legal and .
‘Btates; methods for inculcating in law students
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vi# e Currently, 173 law schools in the nation are accredited by the ABA, with
almost one-tenth of them in Califernia. Schools that desire ABA accredita-
tion must (1) operate. as a non-profit educational institution, (2) have
completed the first academic year of its program, and (3) if they are for
university-based, be housed in a ':chionallsg‘accreditedainsti.tution. #Khe
ABA's accrediting standards include specifi¢ provisions in the areas of
educational programs, faculty, admissions,, library, physical plant, and
principles of academic freedom and$tenure. Among -these . standards afe the
requirements that a school (1) not grant credit for study by correspondence,
(2) not offer to students, for academic credit or as a condition to gradua-,
tion,'iditruction-thq{ is designed as-a bar examination review course, .(3)
employ no fewer than six full-time faculty members, in addition to a full-time . .

- dean and a full-time law ‘}ibrarian, (4) maintain a law~school library .that -
contains all of the publications and materials identified by the Accrediting
« Committee as necessary for ﬁﬁp proper conduct of an gducational progrgm,'(sﬁ Lo

. .provide each full-time faculty member with a private office, and (6) assure

study space in 'the law school library for at least 50 percent of day-school
‘enrollment or 35 percent of evening-school enrollment. - -

ABA!s accreditation ptocess_éonaists of (1) completion of a comprehensive .
feasibility study by instiﬁutiona not yet accredited or a se%f-ptudy by
institutions undergoing\ reaccreditatiof; (2) on-sitd inspection ugually
lasting four days by a four-mgmber team; (3) distribution of a written team
report to members of the® Accrediting Committee, with the chief executive
officer of the inntitutio@_receiving a copy to confirm 4ts accuracy; and (4)
action on the application\first by the Accrediting Committee and second by

) th? House of Delegatés of;pﬁéaABA.

R

The Committee of Bar EXaminers of the State Bar of California )
The Committee of Bar Examiners of the State Bar of California was established
in 1927 through the ‘passage of the State Bar Act. The State Bar of Califor-

- nia is a public corporation, and the Committee of Bar Examinexs is the part .
of the corporation empowered to- accredit law schools in Califprnia. “The *. .
nine lawyer members of the 11-member Committee are appointed by-the Board of T
Governors of the State Bar. The two non-lawyer members are appointed by the '
public members of the Board of Governors of the State Bar. Lak schools are
not represented on the Committee. ’ ' T

.

To be accredited by the Committee, "a law school shall establish that its
ramount objective is to provide a sound legal education and that it'is
accomplishingethat objective. It shall do so by showing that it substant-
ially complies with the standards" established by the Committee (Committee
of Bar Examiners, 1983{ p. 1). These 11 standards appear in "Rules Regulating -
Admission to Practice Law in California" as Rule XVIII. They include provi-
sions regarding an adequate library and physical plant, a sound educatiqngl
program and-admission policy, and & competent administrative head and_faculty;
and - they include the statement that "preferably, the school shall #ot be
operated as a commercial enterprise or for private profit. In no event

shall a school permit profit considerations to dictate the quality of educa~ Lo
tion the school provides . . ." (Standard A, Section 182). '
“ . ‘ - oo
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An ‘institution that desires accreditation by the Committee’ ‘must first ‘be
authorized by the.State Superintendent. of .Public Instruction to award degrees
in California.. It must then file a written petition stating that it is _
. qgmplies with the Committee's standards and submit any othemginformation
quested by the Committee. It is then inspected by a Committee consultant, ‘
with membe#s of the Committee participating in the visit. The consultant .o
files a written report with the Committee, and the school has the option of .
commenting on the report prior to Committee review. - The Committee does not . .
charge accreditation fees, but the school must reimburse the State_ Bar for’
the actual expenses of the inspection visit or 4ny consultation. .
Q-
During the past ten years, the Committee has not withdfswn accreditation _
from any accredited school. .Upon initial grant of agcreditation, “a schiool
is on annual inspectiog until the further order of the committee and an
accredited school may be put on annual inspection {f there is cause for
believing the school is not complying with the standards.‘ Accredited schools
are visitefl at least once every five years. Its accreditation' processes and . °
decisions are subject to review by the Supreme Court of,OCalifor'xiis; but thus - . /
far, only one school has petitioned the Supreme Court, for review of the :
. Committee's determination, and its petition was'deniedi‘ X
) ° . Q . 4
Besides its accrediting function, the Committee of Bar Examiners also has
' responsibility for the "oversight' of non-accredited law schools and corre-
spondence law schools which operate in California. It requires these schools e .
to (1) file an annual report, (2) file a certification of all perspns admitted "ng
to the institution for each academic period, (3) maintajin specified stident
records, and (4) be open to -‘visitation and inspection°®°by the’ Committes at
any time that the school is open for any purpose. If the Committee detd des
that the,school is not in compliance with the, requirements of Supreme Court
Rule 957 and Rule XIX of the "Rules Regulating Admission to Practice Law in
California' and is.not taking action to move' into caomplignce, it has the A .
authority to publish its findipgs and send thgm to students enrolled in the
gchool, to the Supreme Court: of California, and to the Attorney General.

hd <
Four important differences exist betweqp the Committee 'of Bar Examiners and - _
other  major accrediting.associations operating in California in terms of e

) l

structure and operation. X
‘e First, in contrast with other associations, the Committee is not recognized
. and has not sought recognition by either the Secretary of Education or
» . .. COPA. Consequently, students 8ttending institutions accredited solely by
" " the Committee are nmot eligible for federal student financial assistante !
i programs. (Such students are eligible, however, for State-funded gradyate .
' fellowships )

e Second, representatives of accredited schools are included in all accred-l

iting associations except the Comnittee of Bar Examiners. LT

¢ Third, law schools are limited to_petitioning the California Supréme 'j!r
Court for review of a Committee of Qar Examiners determination, whereas ‘k‘“
if other accrediting agencies appear to violate their criteria or proce-

Y dures in denying or terminating accreditation, an institution may appeal 0

for review to COPA as well as the Superior Court.
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ojéFourth the Committee of Bar Examiners is the only accrediting association

.in California created by statute and functioning clearly as a quasi-gov-
‘arnmental agency.

NON-GOVERNMENTAL OVERSIGHT OF ACCREDITATION

»
Non-governmental review and coordination of college- and upiversity-level
accreditation is the function of the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation
(COPA), the educational community's accrediting agency of accrediting agen-
cies, which was created in 1975 by a merger of the Federation of Regional °
Accrediting Commissions of Higher Education and the National Commission on
Accrediting. Despite.some success in limiting the proliferation of new
specialized accrediting agencies, the National Commismsion on Accrediting had
functioned as a rival:to the loose national confederation of the six regional
accrediting” bodies. By the 19708, it was increasingly clear that some type
of' strgng overarching national organization for all ‘accreditation was needed
in order to avoid expanding fedgral and state governmental involvement in
postseeondary education. It was within this context that COPA came into
being (Puffer, 1970); - . . ~

As a non-governmental organization, COPA works to "foster and facilitate the
role of accrediting agencies in promoting and insuring the quality and
_diversity of American postsecondary education" (1982, p. 3) More specif-
"ically, its pbjectives are to:

“ /

° recqgnize accrediting asnociations that accredit institutiomns -

"~ and programa of postsecondary education on the: basis of demon-

strated nead and specified standards / :

e provide hational leudership for and understanding abput post-
secondary accreditation .

° provide aervices to the accrediting associgtions, postsecondary

+  educational institutions, and the public through such’'activities
as sponsoring and conducting research and facilitating coordi- -~
nation among accrediting‘asaociationa (1982, p. 4).

~

The governance of COPA involves shared authority among groups that frequently )

have divergent interests: the regional and natipnal institutional accredit-
ing' agencies, specialized accrediting agencies, national postsecondary
organizations, chief executive and academic officers of postsecondary insti-
tutions, and representatives of the public. COPA firgt sought to represent
these vVaried interests through a 40-member governing b¢ard but in 1981
moved to a more efficient 19-member board and a five-member Executive Commit-
teg. Its funding comes primarily from annual dues of accrediting agencies

it has recognized and member national postsecondary organizatious.

During the initial years of COPA's operations, irs governing board identi-
fied five. priorities for attention:

. . “ . . . . . W, ' . h
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e dealing with the progiems of proliferatxon and specialization
of accreditation

‘ e evaluating educational quality and assessing educat1onal out-~
o comes

e coping with the role of federal and state government in accred-
itation _x ‘

¢ establishing "a nationwide education-information program on

accreditation
e selecting, training, and cvalﬁating individuals who would . !’,
volunteer to work in accreditation visits (Council on Postsec-

ondary Accreditation, 1979, p. 7).

Regarding the first of these.priorities, since its creation, some 120 groups
have expressed ipterest in gaining COPA's recognition as an accrediting ’
body. Accdrding to Charles Chambers, former acting president of COPA, "all .
these brganizations have been advised by COPA's staff that their’ aspiratiops
are premature, in one way or another, and that they are so grossly out of
compliance with key COPA provisions that recognition would probably not be
granted' (Chambers, 1983, p. 402). However, since COPA recognition is
voluntary, many of these groups have actually started accrediting without

. itd approval simply by establishing their own eligibility requirements and
seeking invitations to visit campuses. (An example is the National Associa-
tion for Private Nontraditional Schools and Colleges, which has accredited
California-based degree-granting institutions ‘among its dozen or so members )

COPA' s pos1tion concerning the establishment of new accrediting agencies is
threefold: (1) a need must be .demonstrated for any new accrediting agerncy; .M
(2) every program within an institution does not need to be accredited; and '
(3) the time demands, costs, and conflicts of multiple accreditations should
be minimized. Agencies seeking COPA recognition must successfully complete )
a two~phase preapplication process prior to making formal application. In
.+ the first phase of the process, the agency is éncduraged to demonstrate in ',
o some detajl the need for accreditat in its field. If it can do this
satisfactorily, it is encouraged in Phase IT to demonstrate its accrediting
, ‘ capacity; otherwise it is discouraged from continuing further. Since comple-
tion of the preapplication process is a requisite for formal application to
COPA, relatively few agencies actually apply for COPA membership., Techni-
cally, only one agency has applied for rgpognition “during the past four
years +- the Association for Advanced Rabbinical "andTalmudic Schools, which °
way’ granted recognition in 1982. However, since 1982, 16 agencies have '
expressed serious interest in seeking COPA recognition, and four of these
are currently in the preapplication process. :
' Regarding its second  priority, COPA has worked on the issue of evaluating
educational quality with emphases on nontraditional education, off-campus
programs, and graduate education. It raceived funding from the W. K. Kellogg,
Foundation to study the accreditation of nontraditional educgtion and) con-
cluded that accrediting bodies should expand their asseasment of educational
outcomes aqd use the same approach for all types of institutions and programs,
K . 'whether conventional or nontraditional. It has also developed policy guide~
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lines for use by the Department of Defense and the regional:accreditingéa
commissions.in reviewing of{:campus programs on military bases.

COPA has also played an active role in seeking to delimit and clarify the
‘federal and state roles as they affect non-governmental accreditation. For
‘example, 'in 1974, the Office of Education had begun to require that for,

continued recogni}ion,.qccred{ting agsociations demonstrate their capability
and willingness to "foster ethical practice such as nondiscrimination and
equitable tuition refunds, encourage experimental and innovative programs,
and include representatives of the public in . . . decision making' (Federal
Register;, 1974), despite the fact that no statatory authority existed for

. these requirements. Through COPA, the accrediting associations have resisted

this federal government requirement while at the same time placing greater
emphasis themselves on monitoring the ethical practices of postsecondary
institutions as a means to avoid further federal intrusion in postsecondary
operations.

Thus far, COPA has not made as much progress on its other priorities of
establishing a nationwide effort to explain the role and value of accredita-
tion and designing a large-scale effort to train volunteers for accreditation
visits. Nonetheless, during its eight years of operatiog, it has demonstrated
that it can play an important role in the non-gover;&ental oversight of
accreditation, seeking to balance the roles of institutional and specialized
accrediting agencies and providing assurance that its reécognized agencies
fulfill an appropriate need and meet established criteria designed to protect
the integrity of postsacondary institutions. It has achieved this success

despite the fact that it functions both as an advocate for and monitor of

accrediting bodies and despite its significantly different influence in
comparison with that 'of the Secretary of Education regarding agency recogni-
tion. Its recognition is voluntary and signifies peer approval of the
agency, by, other members gf.the atademic and accrediting communities, whereas
recognition by the Sacretary of Education is directly related to institutional
eligibility to receive federal funds and is, therefore, a mandatory govern-.
mental review if an institution desires federal funds. Thus being recognized
by the Secretary of Education as a "reliable authority as to the quality of
training offered by an educational institution" presents new accrediting
associations with an expedient route to achieving national acceptance and
reputation without seeking COPA recognition. .

. & _ . _

'As might be expected, iomk'alsociations thus tend to organize themselves to

match federal regulations 'and guidelines rather than those of COPA and spend
considerable time, effort, and money to get on the government's recognized
list. According to Charles Chambers, ambitious associations prepare documents
"{n the form required by federal staff¥uo that a sgtisfactory recommendation
for listing will be forthcoming. Regardless.of the social need for a new
accrediting body or its commitment €o the educational and public sector

_mission of accreditation, its byldws, handbooks, standards, and review

procedures can be made to contain all the right words, be arranged in the
right order, and be presented in the right fashion. This appreach is clearly
only a pantomine of academic principles" (1983, p. 354). 1In short, the
impetus for them to seek COPA recognition through responding to demonstrated
educational nkeds has been replaced by seeking to achieve inflnence through

i federal recognition. )
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In addition, since the federal ‘government and COPA d¢ not®recognize all the
same  agencies -- with the Cosmetology Accrediting Commission, for example,
recoknized only by the Secretary of Education and the American Council for
Construction Education recognized only by COPA -- questions naturally exist
about the reliability and quality of those agencies recognized by only one.
Some accrediting associations recognized by COPA have chosen not to seek
federal recognition since they operate in areas in whigh federal ‘recognition
for funding purposes is.not relevant. Of the acc iting assogiatioqns
recognized by the federal government but not by COPA, at least three are not
eligible for COPA recognition because they are not clearly postsecondary.

In the late 19708, the Carter Administration sought to sever the link between
accreditation and institutional eligibility for federal funds by basing
eligibility entirely on other criteria than accreditation. Its efforts’were
opposed and ultimately defeated, however, through vigorous lobbying by
accrediting agenties -- despite their complaints about their quasi-govern-
mental role because of this link. Today, both federal officials and those
of accrediting agencies and COPA acknowledge significant problems with the
current ‘arrangement of)| separate. federal and COPA recognition, but there
seems. to be a general commitment to work for the improvement of the current
relationsh{p rather than attempting to eitablish‘an entirely new one.

During the past two yei}s, COPA, in cooperation with the State Higher Edqu:
tion Executive Officers Association (SHEEO) has initiated an important

project concerning the utilization of telecommunications in the delivery of

Koatsecongary education services. The primary‘objective of the Project on
ssessing Long Distance Leasaning Via Telecommunications (Project ALLTEL) is
to develop a set of common standgrds and policies by which accrediting and

State authorizing agencies can review educational programs delivered .by

electronic media. This project, which is supported by a grant from the Fund
for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE) should be completed
in 1984, and provide the basis for both reasonable and consistent regulation

"by State oversight agencies of the new technologies, as well as a process

for quality assurance and self-regulation through non-governmental accredi-
tat1on

COPAqhas received a grant from the Ford Foundation to work with accrediting
aspociations on the development of a common data base for use in connection
with self-studies and institutional and program reporting. The three-fold
‘vbjective.of this common data base is to (1) reduce the cost to institutions

.of different forms of data requests, (2) help institutions internalize both

the institutional and professional accrediting processes, and (3) facilitate
interagency cooperation. COPA has also established three different task
forces to work on the issues of validity and reliability, disclosure and
confidentiality, -and institutional and association rights and respons1b111ties
in the accrediting process. ) :

-

CALIFORNIA STATE REVIEW OF DEGREE-GRANTING INSTITUT'IONS

»

a

Independent and private institutions in California ard/eligible to award
academic degrees if they meet one of three requigehents: (1) accreditation

4
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by a national accrediting association recognized by the United States Secre-

‘tary of Educ n, by the Western Association of Schools -and Colleges, or by
the California (ommittee of Bar Examiners; (2) approval by the State Superin-

tendent of Pubdic Instruction; or (3)

(Summary inforwation about these three
3 below.) As cussed below, the aptho
existed in California as a means by which

review by the State ovarsight agency -- the O

Education in the Department of Education.

¢

uthorization by the Superintendent.
assifications is provided on Table

zation provision has historically
oth new educational institutions
can be started and existing institutions' can operate with little or no
governmental oversight. The approval -provision is the highest level of
State review, with an assessment made of the overall quality of each program.
As discussed previously, the accreditation provision allows an institution
to substitute periodic peer review through an accrediting associatdon for

\.

\

ffice of Private Postaécondary

o
Y

TABLE 3 Provisions for Degree-Granting Authority in California

by Private Postsecondary Educati

January 1984

Provtsion Accreditation

Agency Responsible 1. A nationally rec-
for Oversight . ognized accredi- .
' ting association;
2. Western Associa-
tion of Schools
and Colleges .

! : ' 3. California Com-
- mittee of Bar ,
. Examiners
Type of Review Institutional
Components of  Self study; peer
g the Review - . evaluation; qual-

Process - ity assessment
. through the use

¢ of standards

developed by
member institu-

tions
Length of Time '
Recognition ~Ten years
) Granted by the
o Agency \Lh,ﬂ .
Number of ;_185'inntitgtions
Institutions " are currently

Involved *- A  aderedited -,

Education.

Source: Office of Private Postse[ondary Education, Californis Débartment of

» ’
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Aggrgva1

California
State Department
of Education,
for the Super-
intendent bf
Public Instruc-
tion '

t
el
i
.

Programmatic

Self study; peer
evaluation;
quality assess-
ment through use
of practices

and standards

of accredited
institutions as
as criteria

Three years

69 institutions
currently offer
approved degree
programs -

Y :

on Institutions as of

Authorization

Californjia

State Department
of Education,
‘for the Superin-
tendent of Public
Instruction

G

Institutidnal

Full disclosure
,statement; veri- -

cation of truth-
fulness and
accuracy of this
statement, but
no evaluation or
quality assessment

Three iears

190 institutions
are currently
authorized

4




The approval process by the Department of Educatigh involves the review of ° °
the institution and whe certification that it has the facilities, financial
resources, administrative capabilities, faculty and other educational exper-
tise and resources necessary for the degree programs. Education Code Section
94310(b) states that the Superintendent shall determine both’ that "the
curriculum is consistent in quality with curricula offered .by established
institutions" and '"the course for which the deg}ee"is granted achieves its
professed or claimed objective for higher education." As of January 1984,

69 institutions have been reviewed by the Superintendent and approved to
grant degrees pursuant to this section of the law.

The yardstick &ti}ized by the State*Department of Education in the evaluation
of educational programs is the practices and standards of "accredited insti-
tutions of higher education, publlc and private, which offer similar programs'
(California StateLDepartment of Education, 1982, p. 21). Five criteria for .
approval are stipulated in the law and developed in more detail in the
Administrative Code which the Department uses in its evaluation (California
State Department of Education, 1979, p. 7):
. [
. " (a) Financial Stability. The institutions shall maintain assets
. sufficient to ensure capability of fulfilling the specific program
' to enrolled atudents:‘ ‘
(b) Facultys Faculty resources shall include personnel who Lo
, T possess degrees from .United States Office of Education recognized
accredited institutions in the proposed degree major fields(s) and
in sufficient}number to-provide the proposed educational services.

A}

(c) Coirse of Study. The educational services shall clearly "
relate to the proposed degree(s) objectives, be- comparable in
s . scope and sequence to minimum standards of comparable degree
programs in accredited institutions recognized by the U.S. Office
of Education, and shall, in the judgment of the visiting committee,
ensure quality educational services to the degree candidate.

'
i

(d) Facilities. Facilities must relate to the defined degree
objectives. The stated educational services define the needed
facilities, and the visiting committee must express a judgment
that the facilities available are sufficient to ensure the student
quality educational ‘services,

N H
(e) Degree Requirements. The specified institutional require- °
ments for the degree(s) shall be evaluated against established
" standards for similar degrees in accredited institutions. The ( o
. _ student is to be assured that the "degree so approved shall not ' '
-deviate substantially from all other such degrees as a mark of
learning, although the processes in a -particular institution may
deviate markedly from those occirring in other institutional
settings, K ‘ -

The procedures for review utilized by the Department are similar to those

used in the accreditation review process. After the institution prepares a

self-study report, the Department assembles a comittee of educators from
’ accredited and appnoved\rnstgiutions to visit the institution and review its

+ : : : A .
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educational program. The committee ‘report and staff recommendations are
submitted to the Council for Private Postsecondaty Educational Institutions
for its review and comment. (The Council is a 15-member advisory committee:
to .the Superintendent of Public Instruction on issues regarding private
postiecondary education in California, Its members, which include. seven
individuals who represent private iniiitutions, are named either by the
Senate Rules Committee, the Speaker of the Assembly, or the Superintendent
of Public Instruction. Three ex-officio members also serve on the¥ Council,
including the director of the California Postsecondary Edpcation Commission
or his or her designee.) Based upon the report prepared by the review team
and the comments of the Council, the Superintendent can decide to approve v

none, some, or ‘all of the institution's degree programs by the institution.

-while similarities thus exist in the standards and procedures of State
. approval and non-governmental accreditation, the two procegsses are not

equivalent. For example, accreditation standards include several criteria
such as instjtutional integrity, governance and administration, and student
services that are not included in the approval process. In atidition, regional
accreditation reviews the entire institution, while State approval reviews
each program separately. For example, an institution that applies to have
ten different degree programs . approved by the Department may end up with

only two determined to have met State standards. However, under current

State 'law, the institution may contjinue to offer the other eight degree ,
programs through the State authorization process, which includes no qualita-

‘. tive review of the institution.

This aspect of the law is particularly confusing to the publik, since an

. institution which carties the label of State approval for its educational

offerings may have only one of a full range of programs actually approved by
the State. Thus of the 69 institutions currently approved to offer degrees
in California, 25 have also been authorized to offer other degrees without
any qualitative review by the State. Among these 69 institutions, 25 offer
degrees primarily in the behavioral sciences, 12 offer degrees primarily in
religion and theology, and eight offer degrees primarily in allied health.
During the past four years, the Department has approved approximately 60
percent of the degree programs for which formal application has been submitted.
(Appendix D contains a-detailed explanation of the State approval process
and standards and lists the degree programs approved by the Superintendent
of Public Instruction.) ' al : °

+

This Stntc-approvallptocess is substantially different from State "authoriza-

tion'" for the recognition of degree-granting institutioms. MAuthorized"
ihstitutions essentially operate in California without meeting any educational
standards. They are required to demonstrate fiscal responsibility by mdin-
taining $50,000 in net assets solely for the purpose of education and to o
make a public disclosure about several items  including institutional objec- {
tives, the curriculum, faculty and their qualifications, physical facilities,
and administrative personnel. But the authority of the State oversight

.agency is limited to verifying the accuracy of the disclosure statement, and

the authorization to operate may be denied only if the disclosure is inaccur-
ate. . ) _ . ' R

Approximately 180 authorized institutions currently offer degrees in Califor- -
nia. While some institutions use this status as a means to beg‘n an operation
. [] : ' N
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before moving toward ejther State aPP}oval or non-governmental accreditation,

many choose to remain as authorized institutions, thereby operating relatively
" free of government regulation. The California Postsecondary Education
Commission has been critical of the authorization provision of the Education
Code, concluding in a 1981 report that "there is reasonable evidence to
conclude that the integrity of academic degrees is being threatened by the
educational program offered by some of the authorized institutions" (p. 11).
In a iubsequent report (1983a), the Commission supported recommendations.
from a legislatively mandated committee to implement standards for the
quality review of authorized institutions.

»
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PART TWO e
CALIFORNIA' STATE GOVERNMENT AND ACCREDITATION

\

Historically, non-governmental accrediting associations and State agencies
responsible for postsecondary education in California have maintained a
positive and constructive relationship. This relationship has been based on

" a mutual understanding that the licensure of institutions by the State and
the accreditation of institutions by non-governmental agsociations serve. two
very separate Hpt complementary.purposes. C -

e Licensure is a governmental regulatory activity by which ‘the State'grants ) |
. institutions the authority to operate and award degrees and diplomas, and
X by which it determines that 1nstitutions have met minimum acceptable

e ,Accreditation is the process of ongoing peer and professionEI review of
institutiofal operations that institutions may utilize as a means of
improving their effectiveness and quality.

!

: : : »
‘When educational accrediting associations initially developed in America,

‘they were clearly voluntary, private associations. This situation has
substantially changed, however, as a result of both public and governmental ,
reliance on the judgments of these agenaies, with accreditation now having - *
assumed many public responsibilities. For example, in California the State s
has increasingly turned to accrediting associations. for specific assistance
in the fgl gwing seven areas: . _
° assuri;g and increasing the quality of educational programs offered by

n public, independent, and.private:iostsecondary'1nst1tutions 'in Califotnia;

. ? . .
e monitoring independent and private institutions to assure‘their»comgliance

. * . with minimum standards for consumer protection and educational quality;
e monitoring institutional refuhd policies to assure consumer protection; R
N\ -
N
° ¢ identifying institutions pnd programs which are worthy of participating

. in State-funded student assistance programs, '

o identifying institutions which offer professional training programs of

. sufficient quality that they can be relied on in the licensure of practi-< \
Jgioners; ~ _ . .

) ideptifyiﬂg teacher education programs offered in-California which are .=~ .
considered to be of sufficient quality to merit review by the State -
Commission on' Teacher Credentialing, and

° 'monitoring the voperations of out-of-state institutions offering educa-
-, tional programs in California, to assure that these programs comply with
‘ » migimum stpndards within the State far educational quality.




! : _ .

But af the same time, State reliance on accreditation has led to some confu-
sion/between the roles of accreditation and State approval in the areas of
consumer protection, institutionsal eligibility for participation in financial
aid programs, and the licensure of professional practitioners. Independent
and private postsecondary ingtitutions are now placed in the paradoxicail
situation whereby they can comply with the*iighest available level of quality
review by the State agency responsible for their oversight -- the Office of
Private Postsecondary Education in the Department of Education =-- but still
not be eligible to participate in State-funded financial assistance programs,
or enroll students who, upon graduation, are eligible to take State tests
for licensure in various occupations. ‘ '

4

The- California, ,Postsecondary Education Commission believes that much of the
State's reliance on accreditation deserves endorsement and continuation
rather than change. At the same time, it believes that the State should
maintain a strong, rigorous process for the qualitative review of educational
institutions as part of its constitutiohal responsibilities for the chartering
" and licensure of postsecondary institutions,.and that change is needed in

the existing process to achieve this goal. As a result, in the following
pages the Commission offers conclusions and recommendations not only about /
the State's dependence on accreditation but also on its current policies and '
procedures for State approval. '

ASSURING AND INCREASING EDUCATIONAL QUALITY

U - i
- /

Célifornia relies on accreditation as an indicator of excellence in education. /

Accreditiag standards are periodically revieyed and revised through a lengthy
process of discussion among educators in order to identify the issues and /
practices that they feel underlie educationa quality and institutional.
integrity. The accreditation process of the Western Association of Schools
and Colleges alone, for example, annually involves approximately 500 educa~
tors from various institutions within California and selected western states
visiting other educational institutions and talking with representatives of
those institutions about methods to improve their equcational program..

In addition, accrediting asspciations have a seriég of alternative actions
available to them in helping stimulate accredited institutions to make

changes necessary to maintain association standards, including the requirement

of interim reports from or visits to institutions. Thus during the past ten
years, the Senior CBmmission of WASC has issued 40 negative actions =~-
"either warning, probation, or show cause orders =-- with some of these negative
sanctions agplied more than once to the same institution. In two instances,
-uccred_it.atiﬁn was terminsated but reinstated after the review process.

During the same time, the Community College Commission has issued nine ,
negative actions and has terminated the accreditation of four institutions.

Thus the major accrediting association operating in.California not only has

a process in place to work with institutions to maintain educational standards

but utilizes sanctivns when they are needed. ‘
Even though major independent and public institutions probably rightly
assume that WASC will neither terminate their accreditation nor use major

w ‘- ) | - P g - o s-/
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Y sanctions of warning, probation, or show=cause orders against them if it ’
identifies weaknesses of quality, for them the accrediting process prowides
a- means for institutional self-study and peer consultation to improve their
educational program. _\
Another indicator of the role of accrediting associations in assuring quality
is the number’of formal complaintg filed against accredited and nonacciedited
institutions with the State oversight agency -- the Office of Private Postsec-
. .. ondary Educatibn in the State Department of Education. As Table 4 shows, in
" the p4&t three years 46 complaints were filed against institutions accredited
by WASC, of which 24 (52%) were dismissed as invalid, four (9%) were corrected
by the school, and 15 (33%) were referred to WASC staff for resolution.
. [Information is not available about thie status of the remaining three com-
plaints (8%) ] During the same period, 417 complaints were filed against
institutions accredited by national accrediting bodies (NATTS, AICS, and
NHSC), with 176 of them (42%). dismissed as invalid 91 resolved by the |
schools' corrective actions or by mutual compromise (22%), 45 referred to - .
the accrediting agencies for resolution (11%), and seven were referred back -
. to the complainant for personal civil action (2%). Finally, a total of 936
complaints were filed against non-accredited institutions. These data
indicate that although accredited ipstitutions enroll more students annually
' ©in Qa'lifornia than gon-accredited institutions, considérably more complaints
" (approximately 67 percent in the past three years) are f1led against non-
accredited thhn accredited institutions.

AN

The Callfornia Postsecondary Education Commission thus concludes that the
State should contlnue to ‘consider accreditation as a major method to monitor
and promote educational quality. At the same time, the State should not -
rely exclusively on accreditation for this purpose. Among the State'h :
and unlversitles, campus and systemwide' offices have :3n
important role to play in monitaring and promoting quality, and their respons-
ibilities should not be delegaﬁed to accrediting associations. The Chancel-
lor's Office of the California/Community Colleges is curgently working on a
joint project {with the Accrediting Commission for Community an¢ Junior

- Colleges to define more explicftly their mutual responsibilities for monitoring

TABLE 4 Total Written C mplaint Allegations Filed with the\State
versight Agenc Against.Accredited and Non-Accredited ,
Institutions i ) California, 1980-81 ~ 1982-83 '

Institutions Azcredfted \Institutions
h \ by Institutional ‘Accredited o '
Accrediting Agencies hy Other  Non-Accredited. ' <
' - WASC NATTS AICS NHSC Agencies Institutions Total -
A ; .
1980-81 8 31 3/ // an 504 Y
1981-82 27 66 8 L /3064 582 ~;*
1982-83 11 38 2 | 2 326 -
Total -~ 46 135 936




_interests within the State. - _ S
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_éﬂugqtiqpal‘qqqlity. Similar public diséulsigg;'éhould be initiated by the
systemwide adm of

h Californ{a‘with'the Senior Commission of 'WASC. But neither the Boarg of
.“Governors-of the Califoxnia’Communit?anllsgeq,nor the governing boards and

nistrations of the State .Universify and the University of

ddministrative officers of the University and State University should dele-

gate to.accrediting commissions their own rétponsibilities of assessment and

improvement. The Commission therefore recommends:
L o - T o S

[ 2 ] é R . . N r .

;'3"FWR£QQHMENDATION 1. “hecause'hon-ggybrhmentai ccreditation serves
d"p

important functions that should be protected and“preserved, accred=

. .itation should remsin a non-gdévernmental . .activity, -and the State '
should not initiate activities designed to replace or inhibit its
role in promoting educational quality. = .~ ’ o

In addiciqn, the State should maintain a sufficiently thorough quali;j
review and approval process, for all independent and private institutions, so

(2) institutions can have the option to join or not join non-governmental
associations’, and (3) accrediting associations can continue their important
activities without the fear.of intervention by various political and economic

T

-~

The State Depdrtment of Education, in carrying out its approval responsibil-.
ities, has taken a major step in this direction by using some.of the-standatds
-and practices of accredited institutions as gdidelines for the review of

. non-accredited institutions. Mos#over, it includes educators from accredited

institutions in its visiting committees at most institutions.. 'A major

‘weakness in this process, however, is that an institutioa may operate and
advertise itself as approved when only one of several programs have' 'been
approved as meeting State standards of quality.” Many of the schofls which

- operate in Lhis category are attempting to be creative and innovative in

educational delivery systems, in range of programs offered, and "in methods -
of assessing learning. These institutions -timerefore need tiffe to start °
programs in order to determine whether or not they are going to be successful.
At the same time, the public is entitled to protection from an institution
that continually advertises itself as "State approved" but that offers only
a few approved degree programs among its several afferings. )

The Commission believes that the maintenance of a-strong State review process

neither lessens the critical importance of accreditation nor moves the State

into the role
State approval
quality in Cali
recommends :

f an accrediting agency or implies that accreditation and
e equivalent. In order to assure and increase educational
rnia postsecondary education, the Commisgion therefore .

-~

" N .
RECOMMENDATION' 2. California should continue to utilize the two
separate processes  of nog:governmqptil accreditation and State
approval for independent and private institutions as they pexform
different yet complementary functions. Efforts should be made to
strengthen both processes wherever possible. ' .

e 50m
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. that (1) the public in.general as well as other State agencies can rely upont
this process in identifying institutions with worthwhile educational programs, .

[
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-RECOMMENDATION 3, The State-approval procass for degree-granting

~institutions should continue to be programmatic approval, but it
should be revised to atipulate that an institution cannot advertise
itself as having State approvad status until all of its degree
programs have been qualitatively reviewed and approved 22 the 4

e State's overnig__ agency. . ’

-

oo e w RECOMMENDATION 4. To provide an opportunity for an institution
with inntitution-widg programmatic approval to add 4 new program
on a tentative basis, after. operating with approval status for at’
- _least two years, it should be-eligible to offer a maximum of one
e L o unapproved program n for ‘s period of no 1ong_£ than three years.
: After that period, the program should be expected to achleve State .
approval or be eliminated

MONITORING INDEPENDENT AND PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS
‘TO ASSURE THEIR COMPLIANCE WITH MINIMUM STANDARDS

. Independent and private degree and non~degree—grant1ng institutions” are
eligible to operate in California as a result either of accreditation by an
accrediting association recognized by the U.S. Secretary of -Education or of-

— vapproval or authorization- by the. Superintendent of Public Instruction or
(for selected vocational schools) by the Department df Consumer Affairs.
Institutions that operate in California on the basis of their accredited
status are not. subject'to State oversight of their academic or vocational
programs, and they are assumed to operate in compliance with the minimum

- . consuger protection provisions required of non-accredited—ingtituhions

. This exemption from State oversight for accredited inltitutlons creates an
anomaly in public policy. While accrediting associatiqums- requixe that an
w institution be approved by the State before it can be accredited, California
' o policy provides that after an institution is accredited, .it. is thereby .
automatically licensed, and only in situatioms when thefe is "kubatantial
evidence of violation" by the institution of ‘the Qtanda:ds of”the respon-
sible accrediting agency can the State approval agency make'fhrther investi-
'*gation In those situations when its investigation leada 9. &pevcopclulion‘
that the institution is violating these accrediting s@'ndarda, .the State
agency has .the option of publicizing the results of the invVestigation,
requesting that the institution improve it$ operations, or submitting the
evidence to the Attorney General for possible fourt action. .However, accord-
ing to an opinion of the Attorney General, it has "no~iuthority to deny,
suspend, .or revoke, for cause, an authorization to operate' with respect to

- : ~a private postsecondary educationdl institution holding -an accr’editationl

" (No, 79-415, October. 10, 1979). The ability of the State to remove..
the license of an accredited institution.which is not in complaance with
State law is restricted by current law, as that authoritv has be@n delegated
to the accrediting associations. ‘

Since the enhctment of the California 1eéiblation in 1977, the Office of .
Private Postsecondary, Education has sought unsuccessfully to remove the

fﬁi-




license of an accredited institution-that it congidered to be in non-com-
pliance with the State's minimum standards. This inability of the State to

* remove the license of an institution that is not in.compliance with State
law differs significantly from the situation in other states. A Commission,
staff review of such other states as Florida, Illinois, Massachusetts, New
Jersey, New York, Ohio, and Pennsylvania demonstrates that California is
unique among them in giving up its statutory redponsibility for the continued
licensure of private institutions to a ‘non-governmental agency. Similarly, -
its practice differs from the recommendation of the Education Commd"don of
the States in its 1973 Model State Legislation that although state¥W should
use ‘accreditation as possible evidence of compliance with statutory minimum
standards, a state should not abrogate "its statutory responsibility through
substitutionof accreditation for independent review and action" (p 12).
Therefore, the Commission recommends:

A o 9

RECOMMENDATION 5. The State should continge to rely on accrediting
“agsociations to exercise primary responsibility for the oversight
of accredited independent and private institutjons. Nevertheless, . . :*
when available evidence suggests a reasonable probability of
_ non-compliance by-an accredited institution with State standards
. for approval, the State oversight agency should work with the
- accrediting association to correct the situation.. The State
agency should provide the sccrediting association with all available
evidence and request the association to provide a written response
to the specific issues raised by the State. &g a last resort,
howeVer, if the issues still remain unresolved after the accrediting ‘
association has had a reasonable period of time.to work:with the
.institution; the: 'State should have the authority, after exh8usting .
all administrative procedures necessary to .insure the involved
institution due process of law, to rescind the license .of an
accredited institution which is not in compliance with State
-standards .

L

0

MONITORING’ INSTITUTIONAL REFUND POLICIES
’TO ASSURE CONSUMER PROTECTTON ‘

State law provides a set of minimum standards for consumer protection for
students and prospective students of private postsecondary institutions.
Aceredited -institutions, however, are exempted from compliance with these -
provisions, apparently on the assumption that the consumer protection stan-
dards of the accrediping associations are higher than those maintained by
_ the State for non-accredited institutions,

This assumption is genérally accurate in a11 areas except for tuition refunds
" for a student withdrawing from an institution prior to completion of the
course of study, "Non-accredited institutjons are required by the State to
provide tuition refunds until ® student has completed at least 50 percent of
the course ,of study. Both the National Association of Trade and Technical
 Schools and the Association Jf Independent Colleges and Schools require, as
" a miniimum, thatr students be entitled to tuition refunds until they have
completed over 50 percent of the course. However, public and independent
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degree-granting institutjona accredited by other agenclea vary Conaiderably
from the minlqym standar required for non- accredited degree-granting insti-
tutions.

The Senior Commission of .the Western Asaocxation of Schoola and Colleges .
requires that institutions have "a well- publicized  and- unifOrmly admin~
istered policy regarding fee refunds, consistent with customary - standards"
(1982, p. 50). Hobever,!in practice, most refund policies of WASC- -accredited
institutions are less oriented toward the needs of the student than are
non-accredited, degree-granting schools, and the policies vary considerably
‘from the requirements maintained by national accrediting asaoc1ations for
their member institutions.. : "

) ent’ institutions has been recognized by the American Council on Education
v o and other national associations as well as by ‘the California Postsecondary
s Education Commission. For exafiple, in the Council's "Policy Guidelines for
:;g},;: Refund of Student Charges," which were drafted by the National Association
o of College and. University Business Officers, the Council has recommended
that "the institution should refund at least 25 percent of the tuition
charge if written notification of withdrawal is made during the first 25
percent of the academic period." The Council also concludes that it is
reasonable to '"refund tuition charges on a.sliding scale if a student with-
.. draws from his or her program prior to the end of the first 25 percent of
. ' the academic period unless state law impoges a more restrictive refund
policy" (American Council on Education, August 1979, p. 2). And in a previous
report on State regulation of private postsecondary institutions, the Post-
secondary Education Commission concluded that "private and public degree-
granting schools vary considerably in their refund provisions; most are less.
oriented toward the .needs .of the studbnt than are accredited nondegree-
granting private schools . . . . There is a need for greater uniformity in
oinimum refund provisions so that students recejve equal treatment in -all
postsecondary institutiona"’ (1976, p. 94). The Commission then recommended
that policies should be adopted so that all accredited and non-accredited
. institutions provide partial tuition refund until the student has completed
. 51 percent of the aCademic program.

)/zye need for some uniformity in refund policy among‘both public and indepen-

With one exception, students who attend ull accredited and non-accredited
degree-granting institutions in California are entitled to some refund of
P their tuition charges until they have completed 50 percent of the program.
The only exception is students at those institutions accredited hy' WASC
which have not voluntarily adopted such a policy, since WASC does not require
any specific policy from its membet institutions. In contrast, the other
institutional accrediting associations operating in California have chosen
. to adopt policies which are even more restrictive than that required by the
State. Because WASC-mémber institutions, differ greatly, ranging from lagge
public universities to small single-purpose private institutions, a specific Y
uniform refund policy is probably not desirable. Nevertheless, WASC guide- M
lines for its member institutions could be more helpful in stimulating/the
revi'ew of existing policies to assure that diversity among the institutions
does not jeopardize the legitimate rights gj students. .

T erefore, id order to asaure more equitable protection for students attend-
' WASC-accredited institutions, the Cdumission recommends:
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RECOMMENDATION 6. The Senior and Community College Commisaions of
the Western Association of Schools and Colleges should review
thair current guidelines for tuition refund as well as the "Policy
Guidelines for Refund of Student Charges" drafted by the National .
Associatiod¥of College and University Business Officers, to deter-
mine if more sppcific guidelines on this issue should be implemented
by the two commissions. ‘

IDENTIFYING INSTITUTIONS ELIGIBLE TO PARTICIPATE

.IN STATE-FUNDED STUDENT ASSISTANCE QEPGRAMS

California State policy of relying on accreditation for determtining institu-

tional eligibility for participation in State-funded student assistance

programs has resulted in ‘the anomaly that some institutions that 'meet the
highest existing State standirds for licensure to award degrees or diplomas

“cannot benefit from these programs because they have not applied for or have

been denied recognition by non-governmental accrediting associations.
At the undergraduate level, State law currently restricts eligibility for
State aid prégrams to those institutions that participateé in at least two of
the federal government's three campus-based student aid programs and whose
students participate in the federal Basic Educational- Opportunity Grant
Program. The Legislature adopted this policy in order to maximize financial
aid resources for students by requiring that institutions participate in the
iull range of federal assistance programs, with State student aid funds used
o supplement, rather than supplant, federal funds. - One implication of this
policy, however, is that the State has thereby adopted the federal eligibil-
ity requirement that institutions be either accredited or candidates for

‘accreditation by a nationally recognized accrediting agency or have their

credits accepted on transfer by at least three accredited institutions.

At the graduate level, State law specifically limits institutional eligibil-
ity to instYtutions accredited by WASC, the California Committee of Bar’

Examiners, or the American Osteopathic Association. In practice, the Student
Aid Commission ha
accreditation. Ye

at the undergraduste level, institutions approved

only by the Superintendent of Public Instruction are ineligible.

While the State should continue to utilize accreditation as one indicator of
institutional quality, accreditation should not be mandatory for participa-
tion State-funded aid programs. Instead, State-approved imstitutions
with all’ of phéir programs qualitatively reviewed and approved by the Super-
intendent of Public  Instruction should be eligible for consideratiom for.
participation in State aid programs. The current State policy of reliance
on accreditation to determine institutional eligibility for financial assis~
tance p%ograml does not relate to the State's financial aid goals to maximize
aid resources for students, and it may exclude students who atténd institu-
tions which have been qualitatively reviewed by the State. Accordingly, the
Commission recommends: .
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RECOMMENDATION 7. The State criteria utilized to determine insti-
tutignal eligibility for participation in State-funded undergrad-
uate and graduate student assistance programs ghould be examined by
.the Student Aid‘'Commission during the next ye8r. This examination
should consider the impact of modifying the criteria regarding
inltitutional'eligibility so that institutions qualitatively reviewed
and approved by non-governmental accrediting associations or having
institution~wide programmatic approval from the State oversight
agency (as provided in Recommendation 3 above) are eligible for
participation in the State) programs if they meet all other State
requirements. In preparing this review, the Student Aid Commission
should include an snalysis of the total cost for any changes in
.institutional eligibility for participation in .State financial aid
programs, with this information submitted to the Legislature as
appropriate. . S . ] '

~

IDENTIFYING INSTITUTIONS AND.PROGRAMS FOR

" LICENSING PROFESSIONAL PRACTITIONERS - -

A}

. State policy utilizes non-f§overnmental accreditation as one criterion for

licensihg practitioners in the ten professions and specialized occupations

identified in Table 5 on page 56. In seven of these ten fields =- dentistry,

medicine, ‘physical therapy, podiatry, optometry, pharmacy, and chiroprac-
tic -~ applicants must complete their education in programs accredited by
the appropriate specialized agency. In the other three -- clinical social
work, educational psychology, and geology -- graduation from ap institution
with regional accreditation -is required. In 11 others (Table 6, pages
57-58), applicints must graduate from-either an accredited institution or an
institution whose programs have. been approved by the Superintendent of
Public Instruction. :

As the information on Tables 5 and 6 indicate, State policy in the licensure
of professional practitioners has generally been to rely upon specialized
accrediting associations in the medical and health professions and either
regional accreditation or State approval in o;Ser occupations. This State
reliance on accrediting associations is genefally both appropriate 'and
reasonable, In the medical and healing artg professions, it is desirable to
utilize the expertise of the specialized actrediting associations as a means
of determining that practitioners have met some predetermined standards
prior to initiating their practice. It is also appropriate to utilige

regional accreditation as an altéfnative to State approval as a means of <
identifying institutions with adequate educational programs, . . ‘ ———y -

ey

¢ghe only exceptions to this policy are two occupations ~- educational psychol- )

ogist and geologist -- where the applicable licensing board requires gradua-
tion from an institution with regional accreditation. This requirement ,that
an 'imﬂu&l graduate from'a regionally accredited institution before’ they
can 8
appli to the entire ingtitutién and not .to specific programs, it does not

provide explicit-assurance that particular programs will have met the specific

educational standards of that profession, Therefore the Commission recommends:

w——
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TABLE 5 Occupations TXat Require Education at an Accredited
Institution as a Requisite for Licensure

Board . Occupation * Licensure Requirement
Behavioral Science 1. Clinical Social Requires degree from a program
Examiners Work ~ accredited by the Council on

. ,Social Work Education or an
institution with regional
R accreditation

Requires degree from an inati"\\_////0¢

2. _Educatiénal

Psychologist tution with regional accredita-
. tion “ T
Dental Examiners Dentist Requires degree from an insti-

of California

Medical Quality

Assurance

Optometry

'Pharmacy

beologists-
Geophysicists

[ P N

Chiropractic
Examiners

/ .

!

Sq»roa: California Postssconda

\\

\

v

Physician and
Surgeon

Podiatrist

Physical
Therapist

Optometrist

. Pparmacist

Geologist and
Geophysicist

Chiropractor

N
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tution accredited by the Ameri-
can Dental Association

Requires degree from an insti-
fution accredited by the Liaison
Committee on Medical Education

Requires degree from an insti-
tution accredited by the Ameri-
can Podiatry Association

Requires degree from an insti~
tution accredited by the Ameri-
can Physical Therapy Association

Requires degree from an insti-
tution accredited by the Ameri-
can Optometric Association

Requires ‘degree from an insti-
tution accredited by the Ameri-
can Council on Pharmaceutical
Education

Requires graduation and 30 units
in geological sciences from an
institution with regional '

- accreditation

. ”lequires two years pre-~chiro~

practic education from-an insti-
tution with regional accredita-’
and graduation from a chiropractic
college recognized as a candidate
for accreditation or accredited
by the Council om Chiropractic
Education

ry Education Commission staff analysis.




OCgupitions That Utilize Accreditation as One of

TABLE 6 \ i
Various Alternatives to Meet the Educational
‘Requirements for Licensure |

‘Board Occupation Licensure, Requirement .
Accountangy : .~ 1., Accountant Requires'graduation from either

Architectural 2
Examingrs

" Bar Examinérs of . 3.
the State of ‘
California
L 8
Behavioral Science . 4.
Examiners

Forestry S.

P

Architect

Attorney

~

Marriage, Fami-.

ly, and Child
Counselor

PR

Forester

-

’

an accredited or an approved
institution, with a specified .
number of semester hours re- .
quired in the study of accounting
for graduates of .the latter in-.
stitutions.

Requires five years of education.

and/or experience and more quali-

fying credits are given if the
degree is from an accredited
rather than a non-accredited
institution

a A
Requires graduation from an insti-

.tution accredited by the Cali-

fornia Committee of Bar Examiners
or the study of law for not les
than four years, and not less

than 270 hours per year in °*a law
school authorized to confer pro-
fessjonal degrees or, four years
of study of law by correspondence
at a school recognized by the

Board or, four years of experience

in California office of 'a member
of the bar or chambers of a judge
or, four years in a combination

of the above,

Requires degree from an insti-
tution with regional accredita~
tion or State approval

College or university degrees
in forestyy may be substituted
for some b¥X the required quali-
fying experience. A degree in
forestry will be accepted from ,
any college or university that .
qualifies for transfer credit
in the accredited forestry
programs of either tha Univer-
sity of Californin, Berkeley!,

| or Hunboldt Stata University.

{continued)



TABLE 6" Continued

-

Liéensure

Board- Occupation Requirement
Medical Quality . 6. -Registered\Dis- Requires graduation from a
- Assurance program offered by a school

8.
. 9.
Osteopathic 10.
Examiners ’
L ]
Professional 11.
Engineers
. ’ ‘,;
Veterinary 12.
Medicine
]

pensing Optician

Speech Patholo-
gist/Audiologist

Psychologist

Research’
Psychologist

Osteopath

,,,,,,

Veterinarian *

with regional accreditation .
or State approval

Requires MA in the field from
institution accredited by the
American Speech and Hearing
Association, or from an insti-
tution with regional accredita-
tion with a degree program in

the field with at least one full-
time staff in the area, or a nomn-
accredited, school approved by the
Speech Pathology and Audiology
Examining Board

Requires doctorate from an
institution with regional
accreditation or State approval

’. .0'
Requires doctorate from an
accredited 5E_State approved
institution -

Requires. graduation from an insti-
tution accredited either by the
American Osteopdthic Association
or the Board of Osteopathic
Examiners

Requires graduation from an in-

* gtitution accredited by the
. Accrediting Board for Engineering -

and Technology.and two years of
experience, or graduation from a
nonaccredited program and four
years of experience -

Requires graduation from a
school accredited by the Ameri-
can Veterinary Medical Associ-
ation or, for graduates of non-
accredited schools, one-year .
of clinical experience approved
by the Board

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission staff analysis.
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' tions with adequate educat10nal programs.

REC NDATION 8. The expertise of specialized accrediting associ-
atioms should coatinue to be used in the health professions as a
means of screening out potential practitioners who have not met
.spccific predetermined standards. In all other professions,

graduation from an institutiomn with regienal acckeditation or

institution-wide programmatic approval Ry the State (as proposed
in Recommendation 3) should continue to be required as a means of

identifying individuals who have potentially met the I requirements
for liCenlure

RECOMMENDATION 9. . The Behavioral Science Examiners Board and the
Geologist/Geophysicists Board should review their current practices
that require graduation from a regjonally accredited institution
as a requirement for individqals to sit for licensure examinations
in educational psychology and geologx respectively. Consideration
should be given to the utilization of institution-wide programmatic
gproval by the State as aa additional means to identify institu-

The intended ;ffect of Retonmendation 9 is to promote a consistent policy

.among the State's licensure boards in their reliance on accrediting associa-

tions, whild also allowing students from institutions with State approved
programs to present themselves for the same' type of evaluation .made of
graduates from regionally accredited institutions. Neither Recommendation 8
nor 9, however, assume that Statelepproval and non-governmental accredltation
processes are equivalent.

IDENTIFYING QUALITY TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAMS

N

California’ s'Commission on Teacher d%edentialiné (formerly the Commission
for Teacher Preparatlon and Licensing) has the dual responsibility of approv+
ing postsecondary institutions whose teacher education program meets its

'standards and then issuing credentials to persons who successfully complete

programs at these institutions. Current State law implies that accreditation
should be used as a criterion to identify institutions which merit review by
the Commission. To illustrate, Section 44227 of the Education Code states
that "the Commission may approve any institution of higher education whose
teacher education program meets the standards prescribed by the Commission"
and Section 44226 indicates that it is the intention of the Legislature .
that the Commission consider for approval for‘credentigl purposes 3¢ redited
baccalaureate degree granting institutions ( . . ." State law does not
prescribe that the Commission approve only those programs operated by accred-
ited institutions, yet the practice of the Commission is to require regional
accreditation. In reality, therefore, institutions which have been qualita-
tively reviewed and approved only by the State_Superintendent of Public
Instruction or By national accrediting associatidns such as the American
Association of Bible Colleges are not eligible for Commission approval.

’ \
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By eliminating all institutions without regional accreditation‘f}om consider- .
ation as potential quality teacher education programs, current practice by . '
the Commission on Teacher Credentialing perpetuates the contra iction that
private postsecondary iastitutions with. programs which. are qu litatively
reviewed and approved by one State agency (the Superinendent of Public
Instruction) are not accepted by a different State agency (the Commission on
Teacher Credentialing) as worthy of review Qor possible approval. In addi-

tion, the current Commission prdctice excludes institutions with national :
accreditation, despitesthe. directive in the law that it shall consider /
"accredited baccalaureate degree granting institutions." :

. Arguments have been expressed against changing this, current policy of the -
.Commission on Teacher Credentialing. Copsiderable public disquiet exists
. concerning the quality of teacher preparation programs and the inclusion of
' more teacher education programs for veview by the Commission might allow :
‘ weaker programs to be established throughout the State. It is also argued o/
fthat preparation for teaching requires a total, coordinated program from the /
’enbire institution and not simply a narrow specialized major. Consequently,
a total institutional review of academic offerings is necessary, as provided

thfough regional accreditation.
)]

while the Postsecondary Education'Commission Sees merit in these arguments,

it does not feel that regional accreditafion should be the so e determinant

6f institutional eligibility for review by the ‘Commission on ;eacher Creden-

tialing, as institutional accreditation by national associatioms and institu-
! tionwide programmatic‘approval‘by the State Department of Education also
/ involve qualitative judgments by appropriate agencies. j - C

: / ‘
ASSUR»ING OVERSIGHT OF OUT-OF-STATE OPERATIONS /

L A}

During the mid-1970s, colleges and universities began t/e extensive develop~-
‘ment of off-<campus programs, extending their operatioﬁﬂ atross both state
" boundaries and regional accrediting association boungdaries. Some of these
educational programs, however, were not offered’at U\cheptable level of
76 :

quality, as COPA indicated in a statement in October p. 1):

' there is increasing evidence that at least a/handful of colleges
and universities apparently ‘hgve established off-campus degree
programs that are not equaivalent academically to similar programs .
on campus, and further that they have allowed these off-campus
programs to operate without adequate supervision from the sponsor-
ing institution. ' '

4

The probléms identified by COPA included: ' . L

e institutions sponsoring programs off campus for which they had no counter= '
/ parts on Campus; '

institutions offering off-campus programs that required little or no
involvement or oversight by on-campus faculty, and in some cases, contract-
ing out responsibility for the off-campus units to a non-academic authority;

J




Ql'institutions formalizing a differential standard of quality for credits
eatned off campus compared with those earned on campus; and

e off-campus offerings ranging from relatively large petmanent educational
units to short-term programs consisting of one course, ‘one faculty mgmber
hited locally, and a handful of students.

California policy regarding the oversight of operations by out-of-state
institutions has remained consistent during the past two decades. Non-accred-
ited institutions from outside California who sought to offer programs in
the State have been. required to meet the standards maintained by the State
oversight agency for all non-accredited '{institutions. The responsibility
for the oversight out-~of-state accredited institutions has been delegated
to the appropriaté home accrediting agency. However, during the past ten
years, the regional accrediting commissions have adopted dissimilar approaches
in responding to this issue, and consequently the public interests have not
always been well-gerved in this area.

The regional accrediting associations, working through COPA, have made
several generally unsuccessful efforts at agreement in response to this

problem. The first was based on a '"Memorandum of Agreement on Accreditation -

and Off-Campus E@ucational Activities" adopted by COPA in August 1977 that
provided polxcy gu1de11nes for the regional aS&oc;atxons, including the
provisions that institutions file a report with.them at least 90 days prior
to opening any new off-campus sites and that tepresentatives of the accred-
iting commission in the new region "be invited to'participate in any on-site

evalu.tion conducted by khe accrediting ,commissiop of the region in which .

the parent institution is\ located" (COPA 1977, p.{2). A major weakness of
the memorandum Jas the absence of a requirement thdt all off-campus sites be
reviewed, and in practice, the regional associatfons adopted different
Btrategies in implementing the memorandum. -

In 1981, in response to indicationg that the ovexsight of outeof-region °
operations was still inadequate, a COPA sub-assembly of regional accrediting

-agsociations approved a statement of joint visitat#on procedures when the
. home regional association vigits a program in another region. This agreement,
- which was actually a statement of current practice}, provided that in the

review of.out-of-region operations, the home regionphl association standards
should be used and the accrediting deciffjon would be jnade by the home regional
association in reference to the entire institution.} In an effort to develop
new policy directions, a proposal was adopted in principle "for each regional
association to be responsible for all education programs operating in its
region, including those programs of institutions from outside the region,
with reports of evaluation going to the home regional for institutional
action." This proposal was discussed further at subsequent meetings of
COPA, but in Spring 1982, it was dropped because of a lack of consensus
among the regional associations.

The third and most recent effort was thg approval in principle in October
1982 by the directors of all six regional associations that (1) the home
regional association would retain accrediting authority for all branches of
an institution, wherever located; (2) while the standards of the home region
would be used 1n making a final accrediting decisgion, the standards of both
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associations wauld be used in conducting the visit; and (3) the accreditation

. teams would include evaluations from both regions. While this qgreement was

modified to some extent in April 1983, it remains the current policy recom-

. mended by COPA.

‘Considerable variation exists in the accreditation standards ugilized by the

six regional accrediting mssociations. The Western and Southern Associations,
particularly the former, have the most detailed and specific set of atandards.
At the other end of the spectrum, the North Central Association does not .
have standards for accreditation but rather utilizes four "intentionally
general" evaluative criteria to make judgments about institutionsx The

accreditation gstandards of the other three. associations are presented in

more general terms than those of the Western and Southern Associations. (A
summary of the purposes and standards of accreditation utilized by the six
regional associations is presented on Table 7 on pages 64-65.) This variation
in the accrediting standards is one réason why the various cooperative

_agreements among the six regional accrediing associations has not produced

an adequate level of oversight of accredited out-of-state institutions
operating in California.

A
The California Legislature took action in 1981, by requiring all out-of-state
institutions desiring to operate in California as regionally accreffited
institutions to have their California-based operations accredited by WASC
rather than any of the other five regional accrediting associatjons. Passed
by the Legislature in 1981, this requirement became effective on July 1,
1983, there@y allowing institutions two yearS to move into ‘compliance.

During the six months in which the Senior Commission of WASC has been carry-
ing out this new responsjibility for accrediting out-of-state operations in
California, it has found that of the six institutions which applied for WASC
accreditation, only one had ever been visited by its home accrediting asgoci-
ation. The other five had been operating as accredited institugions without
any on-site review by their accrediting association. Of the 32 accredited

- out-of-state institutions operating in California when the statute was

adopted, 11 withdrew from California; five gained accreditation by national
institutional adcrediting associations, ten have applied for State authori-
zation to offer degrees, five were granted accreditation by WASC for their
California activitieg, and one was denied WASC accreditation.

The efforts by WASC to cooperate with the legislative request for an expanded
role for WASC in the accreditation of out-of-state institutions has been met

" ¥ with considerable resistance from the other regional and programmatic accred-

iting associations. The Recognition Committee of COPA has indicathkd that, -
as a result of these new activities, WASC might be "engaged in accrediting
activities which exceed the scope of its recognition," and has requested
that WASC officials explain if there has been.a change of scope, and, if so,
to file an application for change of scope to include programmatic accredita-
tion. In addition, the new WASC actions are viewed as a challenge to the
existing inter-regional cooperation among the regional associations. To
date, the Recognitiog Committee has not made any finding on this issue, and
the Senior Commission has argued that no change in scope is involved. It is
expected that over the next year, this issue will receive considerable
discussion by various accrediting associations.
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Based on the above discussion, the Commlss1on offer§ the followlng conclu=~

sions: 3

. | « A

1. “Existing inter-reg 1 cooperative agreements among.the six regional

+accrediting associat¥ons do not provide necessary oVersight of accredited

out-of-state institutions operating in California because the accredita-
tion standards vary among the six associations, with the Western Associ-
ation having the most detailed and specific. Moreover, while the regional
associations have tried to work together wherever possible, they have
not always adopted a common strategy to implement the cooperative agree-
ments.

2. The change provided in the legislation calling forg the California-based
. operations of out-of-state institutions to be accredited by WASC rather
than the other regional associations was necessary in order to accomplish
State oversight of these institutions. Thus far,- the process developed
by WASC to implement this policy seems to be working effectively.
: a , ‘
3. It should be anticipated that WASC officials will need to discuss this
process with representatives of COPA and other regional and specialized
accrediting associations, and therefore the possibility exists that
WASC's current accrediting procedures for out-of-state institutions may.
be altered. However, it is essential that two key principles of these

> procedures be retained. Therefore the Commission recommends:
. [

RECOMMENDATION 10. Two important principles of the current WASC
procedures for the review of California-based opgrations of out-of-
state accredited institutions should be continued: (1) the utiliza-
tion of WASC standards as.the basis for accreditation, with (2) the
final accreditation decision made by the Senior Commission of WASC.
These institutions should also continue to have the _option for
either authorization or approval by the State oversight agency as
an alternative for WASC accreditation.

v

4

ENCOURAGING AGENCY OPERATION IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST

As a result of the close relationship that has evolved betweep Califormia
State government and non-governmeéntal accrediting associations, these associ-
ations have developed legal responsibilities to function in the public
interest, not to act contrary to public policy, and to have fair procedures
reasonably related to the purposes of accreditation. The-continuéd success
of this relationship requires both careful actions by the State not to place
overwhelming demands’ on the accrediting associations as well as continued
respon81venesa by the accrediting associations to act in the public interest.
Among their responsibilities as reﬁ’esentat1ves of the public interest,
according to William Kaplan (1982), are these attributes:

” . ' '
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TABLE 7\ Sunmary of the Purposes and Standards of Accreditation o

4

_Eriterion

Middle States Assogiation

. New England Assoctation
nstitytes

of “gmm_mmmmm -

1. Purposes ot‘

appropriste objectives, that
ic is accomplishing them

To attaec that an institution To wignify that an institu-
is guided by well-defined and tion has been carefully

evaluated and has baen
found to follow basic edu~

¢ substantially, and that it-is cational policias, prac+

s ". so organigted, staffed, and
) ' supported thiat Lt can be
expected. to continue to do
so.
2. Standards of  Standards are presented in
1) ereas: purposes and ob-
Jectives; program; outcomee;
admissions and student ser-
vices; faculty; organizacion
and adminiscration; board of
trustees; resourcee} library/
. learning center; plant and
equipment; financing and ac-
counting; Llnhovation and ex~
X perimencation; and cacalogs
and other publications.
“These standerds are rela~-
tively general. '

Paculty must cousist of

1. Jpacific
Standards compstent, professfonally
on Faculty prepared, interested indi-
Qualifications  viduals, each fully ready
and ' ** to accept responsibility
Coapetency for matntaining the highast
: lavel of ‘professional com~
petence.
4. Specific ‘“Th. overall control and
3candards on support of an {astitution's
Instizutional plans and operation are the
Governance vesponsibilicy of the board

of trustees. The board is
responsible for seeing that
the institution is what it
ia iotended to be, thst it
fulfills the purposes for
wvhich it wvas founded, and
setisures its continuance.
The board is entrusted with
the insticution's property

- and assécs, as well as for
upholding the inscitution's
reason for being.

All traditionsl and non-
traditional institutions
are expectsqd to demongtrete
they comply with the :;
"charscterietice of exésl- =
lence in highar education"
" which ate pressnted as tha?
qualicies and characteris-’
"tics that distinguish
supesior- cducutionnl insti-

S. Provisions
for Nontradi-
tional
Institutions

FA

tut“uu
o i u
4. Yasr Whea 1978
Standards Were ©
Mepcad
L) . a A

‘assignments.

.tices, and atandards
compatable to those of

other member 1nlt1tution|
of its type.

Standards are presented in

“12 areas: objectives;

eveluation and planning;
organization and govern- -
ance; programs and instruc-~
tion; special activities;’
faculty; student aurvices;
library. and learging te~
sources; phyeical resources;
financial resources; aethi-
cal standards; and publi-.
cations and advertising.
These standards are rcll—
tively general.

The preparation and qualf-
fications of all members of
tha inscructional staff
should be suited to the
field .and level of their
Those in the
conventional academic .
fields should hold advanced
degreas or present evidence
of scholarship or creative
achiqvement appropriate to
their posicions.

.The governing board is the

legally conscituted body
vhich holda the property

and assets of the ;n-tttuf
tion in trust. It is re-
sponsible for sustaining

the institution and its ob-
jectives; it should axercise
ultimate and general control
over its affairs.... The
faculty should have a major
role in developing and con~
ducting the academic program

and in maincaining the scan- -

darde and cohditions which

pertein directly to instruc-

tion and research.

Nontraditional institutions
are sxpected to demonstrate

- that they comply with the

{ntent of the standards.

:"Instifutions whose poli-

cies, . .practices, or resour-~
ces differ significantly
from.those described in the
Stsndapdg or which make ex<
tensive use of nontrnditionb
. al formats, nodda, or tccho
rilques of ;education, must
present ¢vidernce that these
ara approprfste to higher

edueation, snd are effective

(though alternscive) means

_ for schidving the intent ot

the standerds.”
1979

o ———

TR

‘has adequate human, {inancilal,

accomplishing its purposes; and’
" (4) it tan continue to accom-

. 1981 .

To provide public certifi~
cation thet an insticution ]
is of acceptable quality. 2

L}

Standards for accreditation

are not provided. Instsad,

four intent: lly general
evaluation criteris are usad:
(1) che fnstitution has clear
and publicly stated purposes,
consistent with its uission and
appropriate to a postsecondary, .
institution; (2) the institution

and physical resources to accom~
plish ics purposes; (3) it is

plish its purposes.
No standards ip this avea.

(I‘. l’.‘

ok

No standards in this ayes.

“~
Esch institution is co be
judged On the basis >f Lcs
own purposes, and the evalu-
ation critetria are ,*trnmnly
genefalized. so that they arpm
applicable to all ctypes of
inscicutions. :

LLol’ 'W’AVAWABLE
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- . 'Utilized by the Six Regional“Accrediting Assoriations ‘ -
. . " '1.',‘
o . R ‘ . . | i
. _ : 4 Southarn Association’ e .Western Association ‘ \
Northwest Association {Colleges Comi;;jo;& (Senigr Commisgsion) o,
Ty \tc,lr'thnt an lnntigution'l To attaet that an institution haa To assure that an institution has ‘;. ‘\ .
own goals are soundly conceived, clear educatjonsl goals and objec- clearly defined educational objec-
‘its educational programs have _tives, osintains a system of educa- tivas appropriate.to higher educa-

been intelligently devised, {te tional delivery that embraces and af- tion and coneistent with Commission
purposes arw Laing dccomplighed, fords che necessary learning, and em~ standards, that ir appears in fact

: and tha institution is eq ploys instrukents for the assessment to be accomplishipg them aubstan~
- organized, staffaed, and supporg~ of ths attainments of' wtudente that tially, and can be expected to
#d thet it should continua to  would be acceptable 1f independently continua to achieve these objactives,
-t marit such confidencae. examined ‘by experts in the fiaeld. '
’ Eleven standarde are utilized: Elavan standarde of accreditation are Nine standards of accreditation are
institutional objectives and utilizedt institutiomml objectives utilized: institutional integrity;
! statsment of purposes; financa;. and statement of purposas; finance; purposee; governance snd adminiatra-

physical plant, materiale, afid physical plant, mgterials, and equip~ tioﬁ; educationsl programs; faculty
' © equipment; library and learning ment; library and learning resources; ang staff; library, computsr, and
resources; aducational program; oducntiéh;&,yro'rnl; continuing edu- ~ other leatning resources; student

] continuing education and cation and spsaisl instructional ac~ services and activitias; physical
special instructional activities; tivities; instructiqnal staff; admin- rescurces; and financial resourcea.
{nstructional staff; adminietra~ 1ietration; students; research; and These standards are preeented in
tion; students: résesrch; and graduate program. The etandards are considerable detail, with spocific"
graduats program. The -tandnrd. presented in considarable: datail. requirements inoluded. ' o
are relatively genaral. . . ’
h + B - - et ”
+. .. = The'preparatiph and experiance All teaching faculty members must’ Membera of ﬂd:“taculty are qualified
of the faculty ara significant: have lpocinl competance in the by -training and experience co serve
7 factors {n determining che - -lioldg in which they teach. This at the levels that the institution's
’ quality of an {institution and - opoc(’l compatance 1is attested to . purposes require. For example, doc~- .
should bs such as to furthar . . by advenced study, culttinating in ‘toral tandidatee have research super- <"
the purposes of the inatitu- - - - -appropriste advanced degrees, or " wvision from faculty who have research
tion. . by extensive work experience in the experisnce and/or appropriats fisld
N ' teaching fields or in a profession- experiance well bayond their own
N al practice which is demonstrably dissertations.
’ - . ~of higheat quality. .
: N
oo The govarning board should have The responsibilitiqge of the governing The governing board selects a chief
° ' a cleer ides of its general” board include astablishing broad in- aexecutive officer, approves the pur-~
duties and responsibilitias stitutional policies, securing finan- posee of the inetitution, and concerns
and, should seak to define them cial resources to support adequately itself with the provision of adequate’
in an official policy state-. the institution’s program, and selec- funds. The board is nltinately re-
‘mant. A clear differentiation ting the chief administrative officer. sponsible for the quality of the in~-
" between the policy-making fune= ...There ahould be a clear differen~ .stitution through an organized system
tion of the board and the ex-~ tiation betwean the policymaking func- of inetitutional planning and evalua-
acutive responsibilities of tions of ‘the poverning bosrd and the tion. The role.of faculty in institu-
_those who carry out these .responsibility of those in charge of - tional Sovaernance is hoth substantive
policies 18 eseential. administering these policies. The and claarly defined. Tha role of
chief adminietrative office should be students i{n {ngtitutional governance
L free to adminieter the inetitution is clearly statdiend publicired.
\ P vithin the broad policiea laid down
- N by the board. :
A separate set of policies Nontraditional institutions are ax< Nontraditional fnstitutions are ex-
and principles are praesented pacted to meet the same standards ae pacted to neat tha sgme utandnrdl ae
« for nontraditional institu~ all other institutions. Variances all other institutions. ''Some insti-
tions, basad on the balief with ths standards ars allowed on the tutiona may find ft difficult to
that, "at tiuls eardy stage . beeis of (1) credible svidenca that - comply precisely with the standards |
in the develdpment of non- " one or more ipecific- ealaments of the which .are uaually more closaly {den-
traditional degres programs, standarda 1is educationally dysfupc- tified with treditiona] practice. In
he principles, policies, and tional with refarence to the uacon- such cases, demonstration of equiva-
procedures specified for ac- vantional charactejdstics of the in- lency of quality or accomplishment of 0
creditation must be flexible _stitution or i¥s program, and (2) the objective of the standards le Fh‘ X
, . and of an interim nature.!  °  credible evidance of evaluation pro- responsibility of the institution.”
* . : . v, cedures vhich cercify the effactive :
o 4 s3]

; learning outcomes of students so aa
" °  to validate tha unconventional nft%;;
1
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o Impartial and open membarship available to both ‘traditional and non-tra-Iy'
ditional educatiomal inskitutions, requlrrng only that they comply with
specific¢ standards of quality.

o Freedom of their repregent,g%bes from any actual or apparent personal or
pecuniary interest in the outcome of their decisions.

- §
~ e Autonomy from political and economic inferests either from within the
<« organization or from the larger community outside of the organization 8o

that decisions about accreditation are based solely on educational goals
and standards. ,
: ' ,
e Responsiveness to changing educational methodologies, learning strategies,
and educational policy and needs.
) , .
e Adequate eucational and professional expertise to make informed decisions
together with sufficient public representatives to protect the impartial-
ity of their decisions. n

‘After reviewing the structure and operation of accrediting agencies on these
criteria, the Commission has concluded that improvements in two agencies
will increase their effectiveneBs as representatives of the public interest.

> '

Committee of Bar Examiners

The Committee of Bar Examiners plays a crucial role in the oversight of law
schools in California, and because it is the only accrediting association in
California created- by statute and functioning clearly as a quasi-govern-
mental agency, it is doubly imperative that its structure and operations be
adequate. Its present organlzation and processes have two weaknesscs

e First, its members predominqgtly include representatives of th legal
profession but no representatives of accredited law schools. It/ is thus
the only accrediting body operating in California that does not include
such representation, and it can therefore be accused of not being suffi-
ciently sensitive to the educational role of accreditation and of ropre-
senting to an unfair extent the interests of the profession.

At the same time, howeveg, difficulties would arise if representatives of
accredited law schools werq added to -the Committee, as the Committee has
many other functions beyond accreditation; including preparation of the
‘California Bar Examination, supervision of the grading of these examina-
tions, and action on-all applications not decided by staff review, If
representatives of accredited law schools had sccess to the examination
process as members of the Committee, the intégrity of @he examination
process might be suspect and ‘conflict of interest might arise. While
representatives of accredited law schools have an important and lagitimate -
role to play in accrediting California law schools, potential conflict of
interest situations should be avoided. :

) Seoond, lag¢ schools that contend that the Committee has violated its own
" criteria §r procedures in decisions about their denial or termination of
. y ,

[
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accreditation have no recourse for the appeal of those decisions other
than petitioning the California Supreme Court, andjhearlngs by the Supreme
Court are discretionary.

‘ . :
In contrast, if any other accrediting association appears to violate its
criteria or procedires in denying or terminating accreditation, an insti-
tution may appeal r review to COPA as well as Yo a Superlor Court,
.Thus, law scheolsijieeking or maxntaxning accreditation by the Committee
of Bar Examiners are unique among California postsecondary institutions
in-not having a formal appeals process avaxlable to them

Accordingly, the Commission recommends :

RECOMMENDATION 11. The Committee of Bar Exin?\ho‘ulgi establish

. 4 Separate committee with the responsibility fo Ebcredfgig; 1aw
schools, with the composition gﬁ this committee s\milar to-that of
the American Bar AssoQiation, including signific representatxon
onm accredited institutions. In addition, the Committee should

velop and implement an a eals | process for institutioRs sxmllar
tp that maintained by the Amerlcan Bar A880c1ation N \

Voo

Accredltmg Commission - for Senior Colleges and Universities -
of the Western Association of Schools and Colleges - s

. T,
The Compunity College Commission of WASC has implemented an'important’ refOrm
during the past year to provide a formal process for the sélection of ‘Commis-
sioners that guarantees the involvement of faculty, administrators, and
public representatives in the selection process. This process helps to
maintain the image of this accrediting association as impartial, open, and

autonomous.  In contrast, the Senior Commission of WASC is the only'regional-

accrediting association in the United States which is not a membership
organization. The institutions accredited by the Senior Commission have no
direct voice in the selection of Commissioners. Moreover, the various
constituents of accreditation -- the faculty, administrators, and “public-
representatives -~ have no formal participation in the selection process, as
currently exists for the Community College Commission of . WASC By ‘placing -
the authority for the selection of the Commissioners in the executive committee
of the Western College Association (WCA -=- an assoc1at10n of accredited
institutions from 13 western states), the Seéiior Commission has adopted a
process which is unique among regxonal associations and which Lan justifiably
be perceived as relatively closed and txghtly controlled.

During the past six months, the Senior Commission has made two changes in
the process by which its'members are selected. (These changes are presented
in Appendix E.) For the first time, in Spring 1984, all mepber institutions
were solicited for nominations to the Executive Committee WCA and to the
Senior Commission itself. In addition, a Western College Association Nomi-
nating Committee has been eatablxshed to select members of tha Senior Com-
mission, with a faculty and a public representative in addition to the
President-Elect of the WCA, the Chair of the Senior Accrediting Commigsion,
and the WCA Executiv® Secretary-Treasurer. Both of these changes are steps
in the right direction 8o make the governance of the Senxor Commlssxon a
more open process,

/ “67" ' .
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Thus the Postsecondary Education Commission recommends:

» ‘
RECOMMENDATION - 12. The Senior Commissipn of WASC should continue
to review its current process for the selection-of commissioners
and examine “the processes used by other regiopal accrediting

‘associations to determine if there is 'a method of more directly
involving the member institutions and the various constituencies
of accreditation in the selection of commissjoners.

' 'RELATING SPECIALIZED ACCREDITATION TO '
Py * INSTITUTIONS AND INSTITUTIONAL POLICIES

v

Pages 33-35 of this report have discussed the considerable disagreement in
", the education community about the owerall merits of specialized accredita-
- tion. While this disagreement is sharéd by California educators, official
policy in the postsecondary community has encouraged the expansion of special-~
ized accreditation on the campuses. -

The CaliforniaiState University has been strong in support of .expanded
programmatic accreditation among its 19 campuses. In April 1968, its Trusgtees
adopted the following resolution emphasizing the importance of accreditation:

WHEREAS, It is the policy of the Board of Trustees to assure
that development of instructional programs is of high
quality; and ) ‘ '

WHEREAS, Accreditgtion’ of certain instructional programs by
national professional agcrediting agencies serves to
establigsh and maintain high academic standards; now,
therefore, be it

RESOLVED, By the Board of Trustees of the California State Colleges,

. that each State College be encouraged, in cooperation
with the Office of the Chancellor, to seek accreditation

. of appropriate instructional programs by national
professional accrediting agencies; and be it further

RRSOLVED, That the Office of the Chancellor ascertain and budget
.. for each State College the anticipated annual costs
\ involved in such accrediting procedures. ' '
Further action was taken py the State University Systemwide office in January
1975, with the adoption of a report of the ad hoc Committee on Academic
Standards ~- a committee established by the Board of Trustees =-- which
contained the following comments and recommendations: ' .

The ad hoc Committee on Academic Standards, while applauding the
increased number of accredited subject areas, wishes to encourage
further efforts to earn accreditation.in subject ‘areas not now

. accredited by nationally recognized-accrediting bodies. It is the

» ' -68- s L
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Committee's opinion that evaluation of subject atél programs by
+  such external agencies provides invaluable review of qualitative
aspects of curricula. Therefore, the Committee recommends that
&% . each campus President submit periodic reports to the Chancellor 1
outlining the progress of departments or arehs of study toward
accreditation by approved accrediting .agencies (where such agencies

, ' exist), or indicating why they have not sought or have not.attained
accreditation; -
. And,

the Committee recommends that the Chancellor's Office continue to
~issue an annual report of curricular programs-ayailable for accred—,/f"
e . itation, those accredited, and those not “accred ted.

~~~~~

Partially as a result of encouragement from the Chancellor's Office, State
University campuses have expanded their inv t with specialized accred-

' Lo iting associations. Tn addition, the Chancellgr's™Qffice has adopted the
policy that' a department must have programmatic accreditation before a
.master degree program can be added to an existing undergraduate program. As
a result, systemwide budgeting for specialized accreditation has increased
from $169,103 in 1981-82 to $312,687 in 1984-85, with the largest amounts
being expended for programmatic accreditation in business, social work, and
nursing (Table 8, page 70). To provide consistency with funding of campus .

. requests for. programmatic accreditation, the Chancellor's Office had adopted

the policy that funding would be provided only to those agencies recognized
by COPA. In June 1981, however, the Board of Trustees revised this policy
by adding the National Association of Schools of Theatre despite its lack of
COPA recognition for accreditation of theatre arts programs. The Chancellor's
Office neither encourages nor discourages campuses in seeking recognition of
other non-COPA-approved agencié&s, such as the American Chemical Society and
the National Association of ‘Schools of Public Affairs and Administration.
State University programs that hold accreditation from such agencies do not
receive explicit budget support for accreditation expenses. Rather, the
campuses oOr departments 1nvolved use existing resources to accommodate the
added expenses.

/ « In contrast to the State University, the University of California has not
Ty ) adopted a systemwide policy on whether or when a campus or program should
) seek specialized accreditation. These decisions are made on the campus
' level, based on faculty and administrative perceptions of the usefulness of
such accreditation. Practices among the University campuses vary consider-
, ~ ably, with the Berkeley campus maintaining accreditation from 12 spegjalized
; . agencies and the Santa Cruz campus not-having membership with any specialized
i accrediting associations. The nine University campus®s expend approximately
‘ $140,000. annually to meet the direct costs of specialized accreditation
. (Teb¥es 9 and 10, pages 71 and 72). This approximate expenditure does not
' ‘ include the cost of college staff time involved in the visits and the prepa-~

ration of the self-study report. Since data over the past years are not

: ‘ [ available for the University of California, an assessment cannot be made of
o § the trend of financial implications of the expandihg utilization of special- N
& ized accreditation within this segment. f
\ Data are not currently available from the California Community Colleges
. y about the direct costs of specialized accreditation. Decisions about the .
. . application for specialized accreditation are made at the college level, v
-69~
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with the,primary determinant related to 3tate-licensure requirements. When
graduation from a program with specialized accreditation. is required for
licensure, colleges seek the required accreditation. Specialized accredita-
tion in the Community Colleges thus tends to be limited to the health profes-
gions,” primarily with the American Medical Association, the National Associ-

~ation for Practical Nurse Education, and the American Dental Association, as
Table 11 on page 74 shows. ' .

The annual direct costs of specialized accreditation in California's public
‘four-year colleges and universities is slightly less than $500,000, -and this

TABLE 8 Accreditation Budget, California State Univers}tg&
1981-82 Through 1984~85 )

Program 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84.,-1984-85

Accounting A _ $ 9,144 § 26,060
Architecture § 2,565 § 3,275 674 700
Art ' 9,230 ~ 8,075 17,962 6,100
Business | 35,425 40,250 °38,869 73,720 °
Chemistry ) '
" Community Health Education 5,900 150 - 5,846 150
Construction Education - 2,575 '
"Dietetics ~ 1,800 3,600 2,980 . 800
Engineering/Engineering Technology 15,000 29,045 6,903 13,435
Forestry o ‘ 1,700 ° 3,190
Health Servic®s Education. ' _ 200 - 200 _ 5,019 900
Home Economics . 5,380 7,200 9,795 1,800
Industrial Technology - - ) 200 200 7,230 7,720
'~ Interiqr Design . e 800 &,350 4,681 20,450
¢ Journalism ; 2,150 9,350 14,039 14,700
Landscape Architecture ; . 2,200 2,400 673 700
Liprarianship T 2,720 _
'Medical Technology 2,250 4,375 . 8,162 4,595 .
-a:Music ' 12,340 8,060 - 13,139 19,600 -
* Nursing _ *21,690 22,675° 29,902 35,305
Occupational Thera’y'. 2,065 = 200 192 3,870
! Physical Therapy 2,880 150 . 3,673 900"
Public Health : _ A 10,550 6,000 13,606 %3,250
g Radiation Technology ‘“'5‘ . 1,815 450 . 337 350
Rehabilitation Counseling ** 1,000 6,190 8,018 1,000
‘V_ Social Work 22,880 23,440 24,369 33,550
.. [ ' Speech Pathology and Audiology 11,920 10,400 11,037 10,170
* . ", Teacher Education (NCATE) . 8,863 22,837 ° 16,681 17,856 .
. Theatre Arts . S ' ) 5,006
Total Specialized Accreditation §169,103 §211,867 $256,121 §312,687
- ¢
~ University (WASC) : . §$72,866 §$ 78,160 $149,428 ,$144,57o
' TOTAL, ALl 1ccreditation o $261,969 $290,027 $405,549 $457,257
4

" Source: Office of the Chancellor, The Cylifornia Btate University. ' f
A e p ‘
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Accreditation, University of

‘. TABLE 9 Annual Fees for
California, 1983-84
. Agency Campus _and Fees s

Accredttstion Board for En.in'.rin.
and Technology, Inc.

Americsn Assembly of Collegiate Schools
of Businass:

Aseocistion of Amecrican Law Schools/American
Bar Associstion .

Americin Medical Associstion
Assistant to Primary Cara Physiciaas
Medical Technician
Medical Record Admiaistration
Redistion Therspy Techaolgmy
Cytology ° ’

Physician Prograua

Association of American Deatal Schooln/A-cric.n
Dental Associstion

National League for Nuraing. Iac.
Amarican Council on Phsrmaceutical Education
American Veterinsry Medical Association

Accredltln; Commission on Kducation for
Heslth Sqrvices Administration

Amecican Dietetic Associstion ¢

.Graduate
Undergraduatae

Council on Educstion for Public Heslth

Accrediting Council on Educstion in Journalism
snd Mass Communicstions f

Society of American Foresters

American Plaoning Associatioa

American Society of Landacape Architecta
Nationsl Architectursl Accrediting Bosrd, Inc.
Amarican Libracy Association

American Psychologicsl Associstion

Council on Social Work Bducntiou

American Spoccn~L4n(ua;o-Ho.rtn‘lAnnocintion

a8

Total, Spocillizod Accraditatiod

WASC -
Total, All Accreditatioa

A

Berkeley, 3150; Davis, $13%0; lrvino. 3$100;
Santa Berbsra, 3128

Barkeley, 31,850; Los Angelas, 51,210

Barkeley, $4,000; Davis, $3,210; Loa Aagelus, $4,195
Dsvis, 3450; Los Angelea, $500

D.via, $250; Loe Angeles, 3300

Los Angeled, " 4350

Loe Angeles, 3400

3an Frencisco, $300

Davis, $13,660; Irvine, $17,000¢ Los Angeles, 315,660
Saa Fraacisco, $§15,660

Los Kn(olen, §500 ‘

Los Angeles, $1.37%; San Francisco, $1,375
San Frsacisco, $3,500

Davis, $2,000

- . .

Bq.tkele_v , 3500

Berkeley, 33500 :
Berkeley, 3150 -

Berkelay, 33;000
Berkeley, $300

‘Berkeley, $801

Barkeley, 3410 e

Berkeley, 3865; Davis, $363

Berkeley, $2,355; Loe Angeles, $1,260

Los Angelse, 3253

Barkeley, 3573; Los Angplee, 5525

Berkeley, $3,000; Los Ahgeles, $2,380

Sants Barbars, 3200

Berkeley, 318,436; Davis, $22,585; Irvine, $17,100;

"N

s Bsrbars, $325 .
vkeley, 33,650; Davis, $3,630; Irvine, 33,650;

: L.Io\n.nlu, $28,908; San Francisco, $30,135; !
ki

63,980

+ %00
-'2,7%0
. 3,500

2,000

500

500
150

3,000

300
801
410
1,730
3,615
253
1,100
s, 380
200

$108,209

Los Angeles, $3,650; Riveraide, $2, 20¢+—Snn Diego, 33 740

Saa Francisco, $2,500; Ssnts Barbars, $3,300;
Saats Crux, 33 100

Bexkaley, 322,106; Davis, $26,235; Irvine, $20,7%0;
Los Angeles, 3132,358; Rivegside, $2,200; 3an Diego,
$3,740; San Fragcisco, $32,635; Sants Barbsrs, $3,8125%;
Samts Crus, 33,100 -

Soqrccx Oftgfc of the President, Univntolcy of Californis, ' . )

! ;2|640 o

$137,849
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TABLE 10 Most Recent Costs and Frequency of Accred1tat10n Visits,
University of California

Agancy

()

" Accreditation Board for Engineering

and Techiology, Inc.

Apurican Institute of Chemical Eanginsering

Amarican Assembly of Collegiste 3chools .
of Business

Association of Asericsa Law Schools/ "‘\\
American Bsr Axsocistion

American Medicsl A--ociltion
Asststant to Primary Care Physician
Medicsl Tschnician '
Radxntion Therspy Technology

dccrediting Commission on Grsduate
Madicsl Education-

A‘-ocintion of Amarican Dental Schoois/
Anearican Deatsl Aseociation

National League for Nursing, Iec.

American Council on Phsrmaceutical Education

Amaricsn Physicsal Therspy Associstion

Americsa Veterinary Medical Al.oc{ntxo;—-\*‘s\ Davis, $1,783, 7 yrs.

Accrediting Commissioa on.Education
tor Haalth Services Administration

Anerican Dietetic Asesociation

Graduste
yndczgtadunta

Couacil on Education for Public Heslth .-
American Optometric Association # '
Accrediting Council on Educstion in Journalism
,Amecicsn Society of Lendscepe Architects
Nacional Architectursl Accrediting Board, Ine.
Americsn Dihr-ry Aseociation
A-crtc-n Peychologicsl A--octanion
Council on Social Work Educstion
American Speach-Language-Heering An-opi-tiou
Total, Speciaslized Accreditation
WASC

Full Accreditstion (10 yeare)

S¢h Yesr Review

Total.'hll_Accradi:ation

Seurce: Office of the Presideat, University of Caldfornia.

\
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C e Average
. Annual Costs
Campus_and Fees . Systemwide
Berkeley, 39,250, 3<6 yrs.; Davis, $8,323, & yes.}
Irvine, $6,000, 5 yrs.; San Diego, $6,050;
Santa Barbsra, $3,150, 6 yrs. s &,555
.Barkeley, 3923, 6 yrs. ! .' 154
. - .
Barkeley, $2,000, 10 yrs.; Los Angclul. $%.000, 10 yrs. 700
Berkeley, $2,500, 5 yrs.; Davis, sa 044, 7 yrs.; o
Los Angelas, 33, 727 7 yes. , 2,063
=
Devis, $250, 3-3 yrs.; Les Angelas, $800, 3 yrs. 320
Devis, $300, $ yrs.; Los Aageles, 3500, 5 vrh, 160
Los Angeles, $750, 3 yrs. - //b—/) 250
San Diego, $900-81,400, 3 yrs. 383
Loe Angeles, 38,437, 10 yrs.; San Fraancisco,
$9,300, 7 yrs. 2,27
Loe Angeles, $1,500, 8 yrs.; San Francisco,
$2,416, 8 yrus. 490
San Francisco, 3900, 6 yrs. 150
San Freacieco, $300, 3 yrs. 60
bo2ss
\
Bexkeley, $3,000, S yrs. Y600
: ,
‘Berkeley, $3,000, 3 yrs. " 600
Batkeley, 3500, 3 yrs. 100
Berkeley, $5,000~36,000, 7 yrs. 186
Berkeley, 3100, 5-7 yrs. 17
Berkeley, 32,700, S yrs. 540
Backeley, $3,000, 5 yrs.; Davis, $1,783, 3 yrs. 957
Backeley, 33,600, 5 yrw.: Los Angeles, 37,000, 5 yrs. 2,120
Berkeley, $5,400, 5 yrs. ' 1,080
Berkeley, $1,500, 5 yrs.; Las Angeles, $1,500, 3 yrs. 600
Berkeley, $4,300, 7 yrs.; Los Angules, $5,100, 7 yrs. 1.416
Santa Bardere, $1,000, 3 yrs. 300
) . 822,753
_Berkelay, $11,500; Davis, $17,600; Irvine, $9,200;
Los Aageles, 334,368; Rivarside, $3,300; Sau Diego,
$9,730; fsaca Barbara, $13,700 9,962
Riverside, 31,662; 3an Diago, $6,000;
'8‘? FPrancieco, $1,050 v 1,742

$36,457
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figure has been increasing annually. While no detailed assessment has been
' .~ made as to whether this expenditure is a worthwhile investment of public
funds, Commission staff discussions with faculty and administrators indicate
a-strong consensus is that specialized accreditation is a positive factor in
. promoting 'a quality curric¢ulum and faculty. /7 "
' However, this strong endorsement of specialized accreditation was accompanied

‘agencies, These reservations included the following: ‘

o
., o The accreditxng standards of a few professtcnal associations impose
‘unreasonably specific requirements™on the cufriculum, and thereby take

, "decisions about curriculum content out-of-the-hands of the postsecondary
A ~1nstibution.

- Ca e The accrediting standards of several professional associations impose

" . unreasonable requirements for facflities and staff of small institutions,
and this thereby results in the reallocation of resources within these

institutions in response to the demands of accrediting associations.

While larger institutions have the resources to provide these facilities,
smaller institutions are considerably more limited. To provide the space
needed for one accredited program, space is taken from another program. .
While this effort enhances the program which is accredited, those programs
which are not accredited .ape. gakened as they lose resourceg, As a
consequence limited 1nst1@umé6nal resources are being -allo gted
response to pressures/froméﬁhe Pccredltlng agsociations. 5?; ﬁ:

. Spec1a112ed accreditation team members sometimes impose arbitrary requlre-
‘ ments over and above the standards of the association itself. Members of
visiting teams typically include representatives of large universities
tions, and consequently they sometimes use ipappropriate standards in
J their judgments about the small institutions. \ -
. [
" o Considerable duplication occurs in the various planning and review efforts
required by the specialized accrediting asgsociations, systemwide offices,
- and various State agencies such as the Commission on Teacher Credentiallng
. Improved coordination is needed so that, for example, self studies prepared
for the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education also
satisfy the information requlrements of the Commission on Teacher Creden-
tialing. -

In response both to such problems associated with specialized accredilation ‘.
"as well as the increasing expenditures made by public institutions for

membership in.these specialized accreditlng agencies, the Commission recom-
mends ;- . : w

RECOMMENDATION 13. The systemwide offices of the three public
segments. should review their policies regarding the role of accredi-
tation, with special attention to those specialized accrediting

e w . associations with standards and criteria for membership that are so
K specific and intrusive as to limit campus authority over curriculum )
‘ X L
A ) . v
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' by some important reserv;}iods about the operations of some of the specialized
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TABLE 11 Specialized Accreditation of California Community

Colleges and Programs, 1982 ' ' N
7
: Numbei
.~Agency \ : Accredited.
American Board of Funeral Service Education . ' 1"
Accreditation Board for Engineéring and Technology, Inc. 1
- American Dental Association
Dental Assisting : 29
Dental Hygiene ‘ ' ' ‘ 9
Dental 1aboratory Technology . . o 6¥
American Dietetic Association - \ 4
American Medical Associatioﬁ ’
Asgistagt to Primary Care Physician \ 3
Medical Assistant ' 14
Medical Record Administration 1
Medical Record Technology 4
; Nuclear Medicine Technology 1
{ - Paramedic/EMT 1
3 ’ Physical Therapy o o1
‘ Radiation Therapy Technology 1
; Radiologic. Technology A 19%*
Respiratory Therapy , _ // 14
American Vetefinary Medical Association’
‘ _Animal Care Techniciang | . 6
National Association for Practical Nurse Education and )
Service, Inc. o ' . 31
Na;ional League for Nursing, Inc. (Associate Degree Programsg) ° 13

!

*Plus one tandidate for accreditation.

Sourfe: California Postsecondary Education Commission, 1983b, pp. 191-212.
' .o ‘.
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and resource allocation. Campuses should be . encourag¢d>to
take the lead within specialized accredltlng _jégclations to
modify those standards and practices which are particularly
intrusive into campus authority. If these efforts are unsuc-
cessful, campuses should consider termlnatiﬁg their membership
in these associations until such standards are modified, and

students and the public should be informed about the reasons
for this voluntary terminatlon

RECOMMENDATION 14. The systemwide offices and the campuses of

.the three public segments should give special attention to the.

need for campuswide coordination of accrediting activities to-
facilitate cooperation, communlcatlon, and common planning for
phased or joint evaluations by institutional and speCLalized
accrqﬁjtlng associations in harmony with the institutions' own

MQ& and evaluation cycles.




<o,

(Note:

APPENDIX A

Standerds for Accreditation _ A
Accrediting Commission for Senior Colleges and Universities
Western Assoclation of Schools and Colleges

These standards are excerpted‘from PP 14~55 of the Commission's
Handbook of Accreditation, March 1982 Edition. Not included hdte are the

specific subsections of each part of the standards, which spell out in
greater detail the obligations of institutions under the standards.)

STANDARD ONE:

!

\

[
v

Standard 1.A. Ethical Principles . and Practices. The institution
demonstrates honesty and integrity in its relations with the institution's
consrituencies; including students and the public.

4

INSTITUTIONAL INTEGRITY

’

A

Standard 1.B. Commitmén; to Academic Freedom.. In its policies and
practices, the institution ¢demonstrates its commitment to academic

freedom.

Standard 1.C. Truth in Institutional Publications and Representations.
Through catalogs, bulletins, handbooks, and the like, students and the

public are provided with clear, accurate, and helpful information about
programs, course offerings, and alternatives available to assist students

in attaining their educatignal personal goals

"Standard 1.D. Relationship with the Commission. In its relationships

with the Commission the institufion demonstrates honesty and integrity,

complies with Commission standards, policies, guldellnes, and is respon-

sive to Coimmission requests.

STANDARD TWO: PURPOSES

-

-

Standard 2.A. Clearly Stated Purposes. The institution is guided by

clearly stated purposes, which are appropriate for higher education and
consistent with Commission standards.

Standard 2.B. Distinctive Purposes.

The statement of purposes defines’

the distinctive character and nature of the institution.

“17e
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STANDARD THREE:. GOVERNANCE AND ADMINISTRATION

Standard 3.A. The Governing Board. The governing board- selects a

chief executive officer, approves the purposes of the institution, and
concerns itself with the provision of adequate fundd. It establishes
ttoad institutional ‘policies. The board protects the institution from
external pressures antithetical to academic freedom agd institutipnal
autonomy and integrity The Board is ultimately responsible for the

fquality of the institution’ through an organized system of institutional
*planning and evaluation. It discriminates among roles and responsibili-
ties of various Ppersons or, bodies, and provides stability ‘apd continulty
to the ins titution.

Standard 3.B. Otganizatioﬁ of Administration. ‘Administration of the
institution is organized to serve its avoweg purposes effectively.

Standard 3.C. Role of Faculty. The role of faculty in institutional
govetnance is both lubstantive and clearly defined.

Standard 3.D. Role of Students .The role of students in instxtutxonal
governance is clearly stated and publicized..
~ s Ja

o

STANDARD FOUR: EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS. D

Standard 4.A. General Requirements. The attajnment of quality in
-educational programs is central to accreditatlon Institutional policiés.
and procedures designéd to assure and ‘maintain high quality in ‘all
aspects of the institution, including its delivery of services off-
campus or in nontraditional modes, are of utmost importance in accredi-
tation apd are a diregt and unavoidable responslbility of every accred-
ited institution :

If innovative or nontraditional prpgtams exist, evaluation devices and
quality controls provide reasonable assurance of outcomes equivalent
superior to those of moreﬂtraditional programs . -

Standard 4.B. Academic Planmng‘ Academic planning is directed toward

institutional purposes, is systematic, involves representatives of all

appropriate segments of the institution, and provides the rationale for
. _projected use of humgn, financial, and physical resources.

Standard 4.C. Undergraduate Programs. Undergraducte ‘degree programs,
while adhering to the principles in Standard 4.A., share a commonality
of cqmponents-~genetal education, -a major field,- and elective opportu-
nity--with an emphasis on education for humane, ethlcal, and competent
participatfon in’ society. \ .
Standard Q'D Graduate and Professional Degrees. Graduate and profes-
sional progrags, whether offered on or off-campus, whether parts of a
university or free standinz, offer COherently designed programs of
'

) o “]8‘
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study which are guided by appropriate and well- de£1ned educatlonal
objectives. : )

N

Standard , 4.E., Admissions and Retention. " Admission ' and retention

policies and procedures are clear and well-publicized,'are related to

educational purposes, and are, designed to'select and retain students
. who are likely to benefit from the educational program of “the institu-

.

Q‘ /tion. These policies and procedures apply equally to suudents in;

e

regular and special degree programs.
Standard 4.F. Student Learning, Academic Credit, and Academic Records.
Evaluation of student learning or achievement and awarding of credit

»

are based upon clearly stated and distinguishable criteria. Academic

records are accurate, seaure,\comprehens1ve, and co&prehensible

Standard 4.G. Research. Research activities of faculty and graduate-

students are consistent w1th and supportive of 1nstitutxonal purposes
and educational programs.- . A
Standard 4.H. Spec1aloPrograms and Courses for Credit. All off- campus'
and othér special programs prOVLding academic tredit, whether 1ead1ng
to a degree or ‘for ‘non-degree purposes, are integral :parts of. the

institution. Their functions, goals, and objectives must be. consonant
with those of the institutidn Tbe institusion maintains direct quality
and fiscal contral of ail aspects of all progwams and provides adeluate
. Tesources to mainsain "this quality The instltutldn folloJk the Commls-

’

sion B requxrements for rnst1tut1onal reporting f - ~ o
o v * :

) i

Standard 4.1. Travel-Study'Courses, Travel wtudy couraes meet the 7
same academic standards and requirements as on-campus courses . of the
institution. Academic credit is not awarded for ttavel per se” L

1 } .
° . h - ,i . A}

Standard 4.J. Non-Credit Courses. ‘Non-credit - courses of contxnulhg
and extended education are ‘in harmony with the educational purposes of

the 1nstitut10n and are characterized by carefully’ conceived and well—-

organized'planning and instruction, regardless of 1ocation
. g ’

Standard 4.K. Public Sérvice. Public. service, "when offered, ig cons1s~;

tent with ‘the educiflonal purposes of the lnstitutlou

” L)

‘- . ' Coe s

STANDARD FIVE: FACULTY AND STAFF* .- S

v , N ’ *
Standard 5.A. Faculty Selection Membenp of the faculty are qualified
by training and experience to serve-at the levels that, the instltutiou s

purposes require \

O A4
-

Standard 5.B. Faculty Functions and Renponsibilxtles Faculty are
adequate in number and diversified 1n\dinc1pline 80 as to provide
effactive instruction and advisement, while participating in academic
\\p\annxng and policy-making, curricular development, institutional
governance, and scholaxly or creative }ctivity, “Faculty are also
L % : ,

-

‘7?" . . [
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“committed to pure or applied researgh and may,, in addition, provide
. - institutional and public service. © s (
¥ : ) . o

. Standard 5.C. Personnel Policies. for Faculty and Stéff:@ Personnel
policies and practices which pertain toufaculty and staff are clear,
equitable, and published. . “ - : ‘

' . v - v . .
. © v

STANDARD SIX: LIB§ARY, COMPUTER, AND OTHER'LEARNING RESOURCES
| A HER LEARRAY .

Standard 6.A. Quality and Holdings. Library holdiﬁgn, ‘computers, ‘and
other learning resources are sufficieat ‘in quality,sdepth, diversjity,
and currentness to- support all the institution's academic offerings at .
appropriate levels. : _ ' & ! :
Standard 6.B. Acquisition Procedures. The selection and evgluation of .
library and learning’ resource materials are cooperative endeavors
requiring strong involvement by the teaching faculty and less formal
means of suggestion and recommendation by students. .

. . : “
Standard 6.C. "Availability and Use. Books and other forms of learning )

' materials are readily available and used by thellnstipution's-acadcmic
community, both on and off-campus. P "

-4
*

Standard 6.D. Professional Staff. A professional ;taff:wiih‘pertinenp
_ expertise is available to assist users of library and other learning
resources. : ; = :

Standard 6.E. Computing Services. Computing services are provided to
the acddemic community in sufficient quantity and quality to support
the institution's academic offerings at appropriate levels,

STANDARD SEVEN: STUDENT SERVICES AND -STUD'EZNT ACTIVITIES

Standard 7.A. Co-Curricular Educational Growth. The institution
encourages out-of-class educational growth of students, consistent with
educational gosls. v :

" Standard 7.B. Services to Students. Student gservices are available to

support the objectives of out-of-class as well as jn-class educational
programy. ' ’ ' '

-~

Standard 7.C. Staffing. A professional gtaff with pertinent expertise
(admininters student services. ‘ ‘ ‘

-
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.STANDARD EIGHT: PHYSKHU,RESOURCES

»

Standard 8.A. Instruction and Support Facilities. Physical resources,
particularly instructional facilities, both on and off-campus, are Y
designed, maintained, and managed so that the institution can exercise
its function and achieve its purposes.

t
. : Standard 8. B Equipment Equxpment as apptoprxate to J!pport adminis-
. : trntlon instruction, and research is available, ‘

Standard 8.¢. Phyaicai Resource Planning.- Comptehensive planning’
development and use of physical resources is based on academic plannin

3

- STANDARD NINE: FINANCIAL RESOURCES : . "

y

Standard 9.A. Sufficiency of Financial Resources. Financial resources O
are sufficient to acﬁ%evé_and'enhance the educational objectives to- ¥

which the instltution 8 tommitted. Financial resources suppdrt insti- i
tutional purposes and priorities, the quality of academic. and shudent |
life programs, and the general stability of the institutidj. e

Standard 9.B. Financial Planning. Financial budgetlng qgg plannlng
are realistic and are based upon academic plannlng

-

- Standard 9.C. Flnancial Management The fxnancial‘manEkement and
organization, as well as the system aof reporting, provideé a basis for

sound financial decision-making. -0 : "
. , 2 : . -

| W
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' : ‘.
‘ ) , ) Standarts for Accreditation _

Accredlting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges .
Western Association of Schools an‘d Colleges o

]
(Note: These standards are excerpted from pp. 8-38 of the Commission's
Handbook of Accreditation and Policy Manual, 1981 Edition. Not included
here are lists of components that spell out in greater detail the obligations

¢ of institutions under the standards. )

v ” o o - ) )
STANDARD ONE: GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

1
Standard 1.A.. The institution is gd&ded by clearly stated general
: goals and specific objectives which aré consistent with the historical . ﬁuﬁ
‘o and legal mission of the public cogmunity college, or in the case of S
the independent institutions, are: apprOpk&ate to the usual functions of
postsecondary education.

Standard 1.B. The statement of goals and objectives defifles the degree i
of-comprehensiveness of the institution and its distinctive nature. ™.

" Standard 1.C. The goals and- objectives are re- examined perlodically l
thh participatlon by all segments of the instltution

STANDARD TWO: EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

\ _
Standard 2.A. The educational program is clearly related to the objec-
tivek of the institution. This relationship between objectives and

. _ program is demonstrated in the policies of admission, content of curric-
N ula, requirements for graduation, and institutional methods and pro-
cedures. | .

Standard 2.B. Educational evaluation and planning is systematic,
involves representatives of all appropriate segments of the institution,

and provides the. basis for planning the yse of human, financial, and \\
physical resources. _ '

' : . ' l
- : ) . . . : .
Standard 2.C. The princ‘muonal focus is a commitment to .

learning, including its evéluat}on and continuous improvement,

. Standard 2.D. Tﬁf&ﬁgﬂ catalogs, bulletins, handbooks, and other'publica-
tions, students and the public are provided with clear, accurate, and
helpful tnformation‘lbout programs, course offerings, and alternatives
available to assist them in attaining their pernonal educatlonal goals
and meeting institutional requirements. ;

. , . <

®




- STANDARD FOUR: STUDENT SERVICES
J : - ” .

Standard 2.E. Evaluation of student learnjing or achjevement and awarding
of credit are based upon clearly stated anF distinguishable criteria.
Standard 2.F. Off-campus_educational programs and courses are integral
parts of the institution. Their goals and objectives must be consonant
with those of the institution. The institution maintains’ quality
control of these programs and provides appropriate resources to maintain
quality. " Non-campus based institutions will demonatrate satisfactory
\quality control systema :

" Standard 2.G. An accredited institution entering iato any contractual
relationship for credit programs or courses with perfens or non- -accred-
.ited organizations, ensures that educational and fiscal responsibility
and control remain with and age exercised by the %icredited institution.

Standard 2.H. Non-credit courses and programs, whether offered on or
of f-campus, are integral to the educational mission of the institution
and are characterized by an equivalent quality of plannxng, instruction,-
and evaluation to that in credit programs.

STANDARD THREE: INSTITUTIONAL STAFF .

b,
¥

1 : '
Standard 3.A. The staff is qualified by training and eXperieQCe to
achieve ani promote the educational objectives of the insti.tu&lon -

'Standard 3.B. The. faculty is committed to achieving and sugpainlng
high levels of instruction, and may provide special campus and public
services in the commun1ty served by the }nstitutlon

Standard 3.C. The staff is sufficient in pumber and diversity of
preparation to provide effective instruction and support serviages,
while participating in educational planning and polxcy—making, curriculum
development, and institutional governance :

Standard 3 D” Institutional policy regarding the sbfg!uarding of T

a(ademc ’freedom and responsibility is clearly star_ed and readily
availsblc A R

»

o

Standard 3#3 B«rodnn&l polici'es and procedures affecting staff are
‘clear, equitable amd available for information and review.

4

v -, .
. a -
Y-

P

Standard 4.A. Student services are provided to enhance gducational
opportunities and to meet special needs of students. -

Standard 4.B. Administrators, counselors, and support staff have the
qualificacionu to provide effective services.

. C | -84~ | /
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STANDARD FIVE: COMMUNITY SERVICES * °

| 4
é

* Standard 5.A. Instltutional policies and procedures encouvage use of
college facillties by the public. .
'btandard 5% B Community service courses are integral parts of the ’”
college aducatlmnal program, intended to serve peeple- who are not
rcached by che credic courseés.
I Y .
Standard 5.C. A varicd proggam of culturai activities is provided to
the communxty, ‘both’ by coilege and community based groups. e

( va -~ B . |
. $Specfal programs and services are 'designed to reach
icyw yofith -agd other kindred-interest groups within the

_Staddard 5N
. senior, eth
’ ~‘commun1ty.‘ . : . .
R Standard 5. E' Budget, staffing, and placement'in the organizational
. stgucture flemonstrate recognition of community services as an institu-
tlonal objective. _ ~
Standard 5.F. Community liaisgn is developed and maintained through’
community surveys, public info¥hation materials, and other appropriate o
" methods. : \
: a

- ’ ’ ) "

NS

STANDARD SIX: LEARNING RESOURCES

. ‘
3 . A~ : .. e e i

Sfandard 6.A. All learning resources (print and non-print library

materials, media equipment, facilities and staff) are sufficient in *

quantity, depth, diversity, and currentness to support all of the '
_institution's educational offerings at appropriate levels. . ~ r

Standard 6.B. There is an organized procedure for the selection and
evaluatipn of learning resource materials. .

~ Stahdard 6.C. Learning resources are readily available and used by

‘ staff and students both on and off-campus.

Standard 6.D. A professional staff with pertinent expertise is available

to assist users of 1earning resources, _ ;;:; ~
3 Y
STANDARD SEVEN: PHYSICAL RESOURCES L ‘.
. L] : & . . -

Standard 7.A. Physical resourges, partlcularly Lnstructional facilities,
both on and off-campus, are designed, maintained, and. managed so that
the institution can fulfill its goals and obJechlves

,~85= *
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Standard 7.B. Equipment necessary for the educationad program and
services is furnished and maintained. S

Staﬂ.hrd 7.C. Comprehensive planning for'dcveiopment and use of pgysical
resources is based on educational planning. -« : '

STANDARD EIGHT: . FINANCIAL RESOURCES

~
Standard 8.A. Financial resources are sufficient to support institutional |
objectives, maintain the quality Jf its program and services, and serve
the number of students enrolled. - ' .

"Standard 8.B. Financial planning is based on educatiopal planning.

Standard 8.C. Business management, of the institution exhibits sound
budgeting and control, and proper records, reporting, and auditing.

~

STANDARD NINE: GOVERNANCE AND ADMINISTRATION . ¢

Standard 9.A. The board establishes broad policies to guide the insti-
tution, selects an effective chief exequtive officer and administration,
approves educational programs and services, secures adequate financial
resources .and ensures fiscal integrity, and exercises responsibility
for the quality of the institution throygh an organized system of
institutional planning and evaluation. The bodrd is entrusted with the
institution's assets, with upholding its educational mi8sion and program, .
with ensuring compliance with laws and regulations, and with providing
stability and continuity to the institution. - e
Standard 9.B. A primary function of administration is to provide °
leadership that makes possible an effective teaching and learning
_environment for achievement of-the institution's stated purposes.
Standard 9.C. The role of f#culty in institutional governance is
clearly d%fined. ) -, )
Standard 9.D. The role of support staff (nonfaculty statyg) and of
students in institutional governance is clearly defined.

STANDARD TEN: DISTRICT OR SYSTEM RELATIONSHIPS

[

" Srtandard 10.A. The system has an official set of objectives, policies
whieh define system-college relationships, and an organizational plan

which establishes liries of authority and allocates responsibilities.

1




..

Standard 10.B. The system has communication methods, both internal and

external, which.'provide for the f%ir of information in a tlmely and
efficient manner”. .
»

Standard '10.C. The system has an organized precess for coordinating

» . program -development and evaluatlon, facilittes planning, and budget

development and administration. -

Standard 10.D. The system develops and publishes appropriate policies
and agreements governing employment, compensation and benefits, working
condlpions, staff evaluation, and staff transfer and reassignment.

~
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APPENDIX C

Institutions of Higher Education Operating in California
" Accredited by the Western Association of Schools

’ .

and Colleges, February 1984

CALIFORNIA INSTITUTIONS

Allan Hancock College . ‘ A
American Academy of Dramatic Arts West
American River College

Antelope Valley College

Armstrong College.

Art Center College of Design
Azusa Pacific University
Bakersfield College

Barstow College .
Bethany Bible College

Biola University

Brooks College

Brooks. Institute

Butte College .
Cabrillo College .

California Baptist College .
California College of Arts and Crafts
California College of Mortuary Science -
California College of Podiatric Medicine
California Family Study Center
California Institute of the Arts
California Institute of Integral Studies
California Institute of Technology

7

.California Lutheran College

California Maritime Academy

e‘d

California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo

California School of Professional Psychology
California School of Professional Psychology,
California School of Prafessional Psychology,
California School of Professional Psychology,
California School of Professional Psychology,

‘California State University System

California State College, Bakersfield
California State College, San Bernardino
California State College, Stanislaus

Califorrnia State Polytechnic Univérsity, Pomona

California State University, Chico
California State University, Dominguez Hills
Caglifornia State University, Fresno
California State University, Fullerton
California State University, Hayward
California State University, Long Beach
California State University, Los Angeles

©
Berkeley -

‘Fresno

Los Angeles
San Diego




[5‘.\
o T

-

California State University, Northridge
California State University, Satramento
Canada College

Cerritos College

Cerro Coso Community College
Chabot College

Chaffey Community Collcge
Chapman College

Christ College Irvine
Christian Heritage College .
Church Divinity School of the Pauifxu

Citrus College )

City College of San Francisco w7
Claremont University Center

Claremont Graduate School

Claremont McKenna College

Coastline Community College

Cogswell College

College of Alameda

College of the Canyons ‘

College of the Center for Early Education
College of the Desert

ColYege of Marin

‘College of Notre Dame

College of Oceaneering
College of the Redwoods
College of San Mateo
College of the Sequoias
College of the Sisk1yous
Columbia College :
Compton Community Colleger

* Consortium of* the Calitornia State University

Contra Costa College

Cosumnes River College

Crafton Hills College

Cuesta College

Cuyamaca College

Cypress College _

De Anza College ' -

Deep Springs College

Defense Language Institute

Diablo Valley College ‘
Dominican College of San Rafael %
Dominican School of Philosophy and Theology

Don Bosco Technical Institute

D-Q University (Lower Division)

East Los Angeles College

-E1 Camino College

Evergreen Valley College
The Fashion Institute of Design and Merchandising

Feather River College
Fielding Institute
Foothill College

 The Fashion Institute of Design and Merchandising - Branch Campuses




- Loyola Marymount University

Franciscan School of Theology‘
Fresno City College

Fresno Pacific College ‘!

Fuller Theological Semlnary

Fullerton College

Gavilan College

Glendale Community College

Golden Gate Baptist Theological Seminary
Golden Gate University

Golden West College

Graduate Theological Union

Grossmont College

Hartnell Community College

Harvey Mudd College

Heald Colleges

Central California Commercial College
Heald Business College, Hayward

Heald Bustness College, Sacramento
Heald Business College, San Francisco

"Heald Business College, San Jose

Heald Business College, Walnut Creek

Heald Institute of Technology, San Francisco

Heald Institute of Technology, Santa Clara
Heald's Kelsey-Jenney College

Hebrew Union College - Jewish Institute of Religion
Holy Family College

Holy Names College
Humboldt State. University

" .Humphreys Coll¥ge

Immaculate Heart College
Imperial Valley College
Indian Valley Colleges é

Jesuit School of Theology

John F. Kennedy University

Kings River Community College

take Tahoe Community College )
aney College :

Lassen College’

Loma Linda University .

Long Beach City College

Los Angeles Baptist College

Los Angeles City College

Los Angeles Harbor College

Los Angeles Metropolitan College

Los Angeles Mission College

Los Angeles Pierce College

Los Angeles Southwest College

Los Angeles Trade-Technical College

Los Angeles ‘Valley College

Los Medanos College

Marymount Palos Verdes College
Mendocino College
Menlo College

AK ]

U

W e oo




Mennonite Brethren Biblical Seminary

Merced College

Merritt College i

Mills College . : ‘
Miracosta College

" Mission College R

Modesto Junior College -

Monterey Institute of International Studies
Monterey Peningsula College '
Moorpark College

Mount St. Mary's College

Ut. San Antonio College

Mt. San Jacinto College

Napa Valley College

National University

Naval Construction Training Center

Naval Postgraduate School

New College of California

Northrop University

Occidental College

Ohlone College

Orange Coast College a _ a
Otis Art Institute of Parsons School of Design
Oxnard College :

Pacific Christian Colleg

Pacific College

Pacific Oaks College

Pacific School of Religion

Pacific Union College

Palomar College

‘Palo Verde College

Pasadena City College
Patten College
Pepperdine University

.Pitzer College

Point Loma Nazarene College
Pomona College

Porterville College

Queen of the Holy Rosary College
Rand Graduate Institute :
Reedley College

Rio Hondo College

Riverside City College
Sacramento City College
Saddleback College

St. John's College

St. John's Semingry

St. Joseph's College Seminary

St. Mary's College of California

St. Patrick's Seminary

San Bernardino Valley College
San Diego City College

San Diego Mesa College

San Diego Miramar

-92‘
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San Diego State University

¢

San Francisco Art Institute
San Francisco College of Mortuary Sciente
San Francisco Community College District
City College of San Francisco
Sen Francisco Community College Centers-
San Francisco Conservatory of Music
San Francisco State University

San Francisco Theological -Seminary
San Joaquin Delta Cellege
San Jose City College
San Jose State Univeksity
Santa Ana College

Santa Barbara City College

Santa Monica College
Santa Rosa Junior College
Saybrook Institute

School of Theology at Claremont
Scripps College ‘

Shasta College

Sierra Community College
Simpson College

Skyline College

Solano Community College
Sonoma State University
Southern California College
Southern California College of Optometry
Southwestern College '
Stanford Unfvefsity
Taft College '
Thomas Aquinas College
United States

University
University
University
University
University
University
University

University
~University

University
University
University
University
University
University
University
University
University
University

of
of
of
of

of

of
of
of
of
of
of
of
of

of
of.

of
of
of

of
Ventura College

A

&

International University

Califormia

California,

California,
California,
California,
California,
California,
California,
California,
California,
Judaism

La Verne
the Pacific
Redlands
San Diego

Santa Clara

Berkeley
Davis
Irvine

Los Angeles
Riverside
San Diego’

San Francisco
Santa Barbara

Santa Cruz

.San Fragqcisco

Southern California

Victor Valley College
Vista College

.West Los Angeles
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West Coast Christian College -

West Coast University

,Western State University Collegé.of Law of Orange County
Western State University College of Law of San Diego

West Hills Community College

West Los Angeles College '

Westmont College.

West Valley College

Whittier College

Woodbury University

World College West

Wright Institute

Yuba College . “

“.

REGIONALLY ACCREDITED INSTITUTIONS FROM OTHER REGIONS OPERATING WASC

ACCREDITED PROGRAMS WITHIN CALIFORNIA

N

Brighim Young University
College of 'St. Thomas

Southern Illinois University at Carbondale

Southern Illinois University at Edwardsvilih

Webster University

N -
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W © .+ Process and $tandards for Approval
Californja State Department of Education -« . -
N , e . [N ‘“ v , ': R v. . LA
. . (Note:" These standards are excerpt from the Department's "Guldellnes for 7
o, . Approval.of Specific Degrees Under E tation Code Section 94310(b)," September -
- . 1982 ) - . (\_-\ o' 5 : i
. ot - ‘ " i .0 .
1 o . -\‘ . . ] )

\ K

. The Califorpia Educatlon Code includes the. following 1nformatxon concerning

. the‘approv process S . )
. ' ) The i titution has been approved by .the superintendent- to award . o /
' J or isspe ‘specific degrees.” Thes,superihtendent shall not approve — i

an insfitution to issue.degrees until it {8 determjned, based upon
infosmation submitted to“him or her, that the instftution has_ the .
facilities financial : resources, administrative capabilities, ¥ N
» faculty, "and other nECessary educational expertise and resources J
. to afford students and réquire af students the completion of a
4 program of education which will prepate them for the" ‘attainment of .
' a professional, technologxcal, or ‘edycational objective, 1nclud1ng, B
but not . limited to, a degree; and the curriculum is consistent in
", quality with. curnlcula offered by established ‘institutions that _,
\ issue the appropriate degree 'upon the satisfactory completion
thereof.. This shall include the determination that the course for
which the the degr“ is granted achieve§ its professed or claimed-
obJect1ve for higher &ducation. The criteria developed hereunder
.shall be such as will effectuate the purposes of this chlpter, buv
. .will not unreasonably hinder - 1egltimate educational innovation.
The yardstick utilized by the State .Department of Educa}ion_in.the evaluation
of institutions''is .the practices ard- standards of "accredited institutions ) _
of higher, educatlon, public and private, which offer, similar programk ." ‘ .
‘Consistent with the stipulations made in the Educgtion Code, there are five 3
areas for which ctyteria have been developed and placed in the California

Administrative Code, Title 5, Section 18839. ' ) ‘\”
\ - . : o
‘ The five areas of'study -- financial stability, fac111tieo, facufiy; course
o of study, and degree requirements -- provxde the framework for the self study
- document which each applicaut must prepare : . _ v - A
b . - . . i

Process for First-Tlme Degree Approval _

~ 8 1 N .
¢ Insjitution prepares a self-uthdy draft, utilizing the‘guidelings proVﬁded : ' .

by the State Depnrtment of Educatxon

»

L 4

o The self-atudy and related materials are submitted to the State Department
of Education, following a preliminary review by Department staff to
, determine that the materiald are complete. ”

A
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“%

‘e A committee of educators from dccredited and approved institutions visit

e The Superintendent of Publit .Inatruction makes a_decisjpon to‘grantﬁfull

-
. §
’ L .
v
.

the ipstitution to review its educational program. Working with the
‘agsistance of a consultant from the State Department of Education, the
committee prepares a report about the. institution. . -~ S

N o y ' . ! . '). .
o .The Council for Private Postsecondary Educational ‘Institutions reviews -
the committee report and makes a recommerdition about thé institution.

Al v [ 4 -

appraval, conditipﬁal approval, or disapprove the appl}cation.f .t

14

. . s

Criterion for Approval , N !
) “ . ¢ * . .. ) : A » - ~
(a) Financial Stability. The institutjon shqlf maintain‘assets sufficient
" to dnsure capability of fulfilling thé specific program &p‘anollqd
students. In alY-instances, such asséts, shall be at least. as_grpat as ,
those spécified in California Education Codd” Section 94310(¢)(2) for °.

authorized degree-granting institutions. o , .
. N \ ?

’ . L

-

Selacted jtapda;ai inc¢luded in this criteria include the provisions
that ther funds wn whfch the institution operateés are not limited te
current tuition or accounts receivable, that there are figannial records
that show finadcial stability, and that the.governing or adyisory board, Y
makes' recommendations to\fhe\school regarding budge;ariwand other
fiscal concerns. ‘ . . ~v//3 o

-~

’

(b)- Faculty. Faculﬁy resources shall include persopnel who possess degrees
from United States Department of Education recognized accredited insti-
tutions in the proposed degree major field(s) and in sufficient’ number 7 - -
to provide the proposed educational services. R S

. ; . .
Selected standards included id this criteria include the provisions
that there are sufficient numbers of faculty members whO*hafb been
trained in accredited (USDE-regognized) institutions to staff the major
degree fields, that the criteria “for faculty seléction are .clearly'
.. gstdted and related to the institutjonal purposes and aré utilized in

" hiring, and that the faculty members are available .to students fqr

sufficient lengths %f time to provide instruction and/or-advising.

(c) Course of Study. The educational services shall clearly relate to the . .
proposed degree(s) objectives, be comparable ih scope and sequencge to
minimum standards of comparable degree programs in accredited indtitu~
tions recognized-by the U.S. Office of Education, and shall, in” the -

, Jjudgment of the visiting committee, ensure, quality educational services

‘, to the degree candidate. glhis requiremenf shall not be construed to .
| prevent the approval of innovatiVe.edqchtional'serviceé. ‘ -

N . . . 0} .
Selected standards included in ‘this criteria include’ the provisions .
that there are acceptable criteria f3r determining whether credit -is
KQWarded for paat’college work or other experiences§'admissidnﬁ-pdﬂicies
are clearly stated and, when applied, have resulted in admissidn and -
nonadmission of gtudemts; the wtated sequence of activities through >

~ which a student passes in puxsuit of a degreﬁ is -stated clegrly and - .8

. 1
-
!

-96- . ‘ “ ' . ’ 0 ’ )
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N

" (e) Degree Requirements. The specified instltutional requirements for the -

. . _
- N
. e . '
N ¢

follgwed\faithfully, and 1natruct1qpal act1v1ties which take p}écc at
v the 'institution .or away from the institution are equal to each other
" .and fdllow standards which set the minimums fqr hour of instruction and
" Ktudent contact, work output. to secure cred1t and teacher-to-student
- ratio. _ '
(d) Facilities.  Facilities must relate to the defined degree objectijves.
. The stated educational services define the needed facilities, and thc
., visiting committee must express a judgment that the facilities avallable
are suffLC1enc to ensure the student quallty educatsonal‘servlces

’

-

Selected standards included in this critecéa 1nq§uae the pr00151od£
that the library holdings are adequate t¢ s pport the currlcular offer-
- ings; instructional faeilities are appropriate for the methods of

. > instruction; and the facilities provide adequate space, equlpmentf and
,

supplies for the staff.

E L . -

4

ty

_degree(a) shall be evaluated agalnst establlshed stapdards for similar
degrees in accredited institutions.- The student is td be agsured that '
the degree .80 approved shall . not dev1ate substantially from all other
'such degrees as a mark of learming, although the procesdes, in a partic-
ular institution may deviate markedly from those occurring in other,
institutiohal settings. o % : 4 . R

Selected sstandards includcd *in_ this crlterla inclpde "the r0V1810n8
that in terms of courses offered and course content, the requlrements *
for all degrees are comparable: to those of other inatltut;ons, the”

3 1nst1tut10n, if nontradit1onal, assumes the responsib}lity for maintain- 'fﬁg“zpwl‘;l{

_ing 'quality equal to or baetter*than traditional institutions; there is

.. . definite evidence that degrees are awarded on the basis of demonhtnated
competency; and the jinstitution has provided quality education -to.

. ¥ <‘gufficient numbers of students to establish a clear success pattern.

. 'Baccalaureate degrees are expected to 1nc1ude a minimum-of 124 semester, °

units (including 40 general education units and 40 upper-division - .
units), master*s degrees are expected.to include a minimum of 30 semester
unitsg- (1ncludi!} 21 semester units in residenc@), and. doctoral degrees
shall include a minimum of 50 semester units of exclusively graduate

+ courses, excludlng dissertation, thesls, and practicum credit, p

'

N . . . > s

Instltutions Offering Degrees Approved by the
California Superintendént of Public Instructlon January 1984
| ‘ ‘ / S ' . \‘~ ‘ ’
- N { « .
Academy of Art, San.Franciscd

Master of Fine Arts § ‘ i . U ¢ ‘
Bacheldr of Fine Arts

.
» : . * ' ' .
. ) ( . v ;
v
L] “ ) ‘ u'-,» ‘ - B
. o .
5
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Academy of Arts and Humanities,

., Bachdlor

Seaside’

of Arts in Pine Arts _ . .

of Arts in Dahce, ' _ ' ) . N

of Arts in Applied Music - Yo
of Music Science - : ' :

Bachelor ‘

Bachelor

of Arts in Language S : . | | *
of’,Arts. i;n ﬁra ;b - -
Bachelor of‘Arts in Li istics - P et - ‘

Mgster of Fine Arts in*Applied Music |

Bachelof
‘Bachelor

Bachelor

., Master of Fine Arts in Fine Arts - .

-

,% Master of Arts in Drama °
' Master of'h:&a in Applied Lingulstlcs

[ ] '."'. f

<y

Amer*can Armen1an Internatlonal College La Verne : P | e,

hmeric

- American Conservatory Theatre, San Francisco

Anaheim Christian College Anahetm

~

chelor of Arts in Armenlap Studies .
chelor of Science in Computer Sc1ence/CE@puter Engineering _ . ,
Ba helor of Arts in Dlver31fied MaJor/Arm nian Emphasis™ " - o 4

’

Christlan Theologlcal Seminary, Anahelm : o - ;- _
"Master of Arts in Biblical Studies o o e, o e
Master of ﬁ1v1n1ty S SR, : o

v

Master ‘of Fine Arts in Act1ng . ot

Bachelor of Arts in Min1stry . : i S | . R

Bay'Clty College of Dental Medical Assistants, San Francisco’

Cal1fornia Ametican University, Escond1do

.
- o
~of
B .
-

-

Associate
Aasociate

. Associate

Asgociate
Associate

- Associate

Associate
'Associate

of SCienCe

of Science

of -Science
of Science
of Science
of Science:
of Science
of Scie?ce

in Cardio Respiratory Technician °
in Ceramics and Porcelain Dental’ Lab Tech.
in Crown and Bridge Dental Lab Technician
in Dental Aasistlng '

in Full Mouth Dentures Dental Lab fech.
ip Medical Asgisting T

ip Medical Laboratory Asslsting
in Veterlnary Medical_Assist1ng

¥y

A}

Doctor of Philosophy in Applied Behavioral Sc1ence
Haster-of Science in Education

v
- Master of Science in Management ’ »
 California Christian College, Freésno . , .
' Associate of Arts in Bible | '
’Bachelor of Science in Bible S
. . .

California Christ1an Institute, Anahe1m

Master of Arts in Narrxage Family and Child Therapy

\ : L




California Coast University, Santa Ana
'Bachelor of Sc1ence in Management ' -
- Bachelor of Science in Business Admlnlstratlon _
‘1 Ddcror of Education Degree . . . ’ . L
Doctor of Philosophy in Marnagement . . C
. Doctor of Philosophy in Business Admlnlstration o - : \
Master of Buginess Administration : . S ‘ /
/ Doctor.of Philosophy in Psychology M
Master of Science in. Psgchology ' ' s
Bachelor of Science in, Psychology . .
Doctor of Philosophy in Engineering - . I < -
Master of Science in Engineering
Bachelor of Science in Engieering

Califernia Graduate Institute, West Los yAngeles ' .

‘ Doctor of Phllogphy in ?aychology ) C S . . i
Master'of Arts in ngchology ; E . Y B Ce o
¢ . ) ] -

California Graduate School qf Theology, Glendale _

» Master-of Arts in Qhurch Administration - R , v .; .
Docter of Minlstry ‘ ' '

California Graduate School of Marltal and Family Therapy, San Rafael
Doctqr of Philosophy in Clinical P3ychology ' ‘
Doctor of Marital, Family, and Child Therapy : ‘ ' A

.Doctor of Philosophly in Marital and Family Therapy .o

a . - s
Cal?fgrnia Institute of Transpersonal Psychology, Menlo. Park
Mastey of Arts in Tganspersonal Psychology
Doctor of Philosophy in Transpersonal Pgychology . :
California M1ssionary Baptist Institute and Seminary, Bellflower ,
Associate. in tpeology ~ . . ‘ ]
Bachelor of Theglogy . | K . ) o K ‘
Doctor of Theology ¢ :
Master of Theology .
> Callforn1a Pacific;University, San Diego * ' ,
Master of Arts in Management and Human Beh&vior -
Master of Arts in ﬂanagement and Human Behavior (Correspondence) . T
. Cenger fqr Psychologlcal St?dies, Berkeley .
: Doctor of Philosophy in’Clinical Psychology
Doctor of Philosophy_ in Developmental Psthology
” ”) ~
Center Graduate College, Saratoga
Master of Arts in Education -

R
Charleés R. Drew Postgraduate Medicdl School Los Angeles
’ 4 Ddctor of Medlc;ne o

. , v

-~
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Christiep Heritage College, El Cajon , ~ '
Bachelor of Science in Biological Sc1ence . :
"Bachelor of Arts in History/Soc1al Science < ) .
Bachelor of Arts in English *
Bachelor‘of Arts in Ministerial Training '
v Bachelor of Science in Physical Science - .
r , Bachelog of Science ip Home Ecomomics . ) _ - ’
Bachelor of Science in Education " ;
Bachelor dof Science in’ Counseling Psychology ' ) ' .
. . Bachelor offScience'in Business Administratipn

‘Cleveland Chiroprsctic College, Los Angeles . /
octor.of Chiropractic . ' ; L
Bacheior of Science in Human Eiology
. .
Columbia College, Los' Angeles .
Associate of Arts in Motion Pictures
Bachglor of Arts in Motion Pictures
Bachelor of Arts in Dramatic Arts
Assocxate of Arts in Dt§m8t1C Arts
Bachelor of Arts in Television and Radio Engineering
Associate of Arts'in Television and Radio Engineering /
Bachelor of Arts in Radio '
Associate of Arts in Radio
- Associate of Arts in§Te1qvi81on onadcasting
7 - Bachelor of Arts in Television Broadcasting
Bachelor of Arts in Journalism : o
Associate of Arus in Journalism ‘ '

>

Columbia Pacific University, San Rafael
Bachelor of Arts in-Administration and.Management
. Master of Arts in Administration and Management

Condie Junior College of Business and TechnoLogy; Campbef{,f' : _ . ‘ :
Associate of Business Management: .

Glendﬁle Uanersity College of Law, Glendale’. S ‘\
- Bachelor of, Law . ;
Masters of Laws . . ! "
. * » Bachelor of Science In’Law ‘ . S . .
- : Juris Doctor ’ a ' |

Graduate Center for Child Developnent and Psychotﬁetapy, Los Angeles
Doctor of Philsophy in Clinical Child Psychologyl

Heald Institute of Technology, San Francisco N - S L,
Bachelor ‘of Science in Engineering wo : , f/ .
. Associate of Arts in Electrohic Engineering Technolgéy -
Y .  Bachelor of Science in Electronic Engineerﬂng {‘
Human Relations 3enter, Santa Barbara S s I
Master of Arts in Counseling Psychology . j ;




- Humphreys Callege, Stockton - - B _ . »
. - - Bachelor of Science in Accounblng . o - o L _ .
N ' BRchelor of*Science irf Computer Science ¥ T
' Bachelor of Science in Management b e ' o
_ Bachelor of Sciencé in Paralegal Studies . .’ ,
‘ ‘ “\ Juris Doctor L. . _ _ . ‘
Institute for Advanced Study of Human Sexuallty, San FranC1sco . . v
* Doctor of Education in Human Sexuality - ; - .
Doctor of Human Sexuality e Lo oo B
Master of Human Sexuality . ' - o e
;mctor of Philosophy in Human Sexualany ‘

_ Inftitute for £linical Social Work, Sacramento . _ _" R -~
' ".Doctor of Philosophy inh Clinical Sdgial-Work .’ :

4 < Institute for Creation Research; E1 Cajen , . I
: ‘Master of Science in Astro Geophysics,/ : ) | . - A
 fMastér of Science in Biolagy - - . . ’ ‘o ’
) _ . Master of Science in Geology L - P ..
: " " Master of Science 1n_Sc1ence Eaucatlom Lo, e . _:‘ .
International College Los Angeles T . : e
v /'" ' " Bachelor of Flné'Arts in Creative Arts - o §
L {o : Master of Fine Arts in Creative Arts X I , .
B Yy . Doctor of Philosophy in Psychology : . . : o
: ‘Bachelor of Arts . . - BN
Bachelor of Science in Health Sciences E . |
f : Master of Arts in Communication Arts R oo :
/ ' Master of Arts in Society ' , 4 : O

o

. Koh-E-Nor University, Santa Monica
Master of Arts in Applied Human Relationship : .
/ : S~ ‘ .
i / : Laurence University, Santa Barbara ' . . :
r / : ' I Doctor of Philosophy in Education - ‘ o . L
BV Doctor of Education . ’ ' '
Master of Arts in Education ~ = _ “

anda Vista Baptist Bible College and Seminary, El CaJon
Master of Tehology
Master of Divinity \ . :
Master of 'Religious Education - - ‘ ’ . _ :
Bachelor of Theology . B ) ' _ o
Master of Science in Library Science -
Bachelor of Religious Educatlon _ - .
Bachelor of Arts ) '

] .

" Magna Carta University School of Law South San FranC1sco '

.

Juris Poctor ]
- Bachelor of Science in Law

. ' . .. ‘\




sn

N

*x

-

. _ Bachelor b€ Arts in Busihess

- .
" - ~
- s ' % .! ¢ .
. . ' 1. !
National Technical School Los Angeles ' S
Associate of Science in &omputer Technology o

Aésocxate of Sc1ence in Elec;ronlcs*Techgology

NaC1onal Unxvens1ty, San Dxego L ' o
Master of Science . . )
Master of Arts R . Al '
Doctor of Science : B » E
. Doctor of Arts ° oo ’ ) T
Bachelor of Science - ' '

'Bachelor of Arts ' - foe . .
Master qf Public Admin1stration '
Déctor of Public Administration

Ves

Bachelor of Public Administration . . no
¢« + Bachelor of Laws . .-
Bachelor of Science in LaWS v ' ' )

" Doctor of Jurisprudence C
Bachelor of Business Administration =
Master of Business Administration

2 Doctor of Business Admlnistratlon

7 ,Master of Technology

‘Doctor of Techidology. -

Bachelor™f Technology !
Associaté of Technology e
Associate of Applied Scienceg
Master of Technical Educatloﬁ")
Doctor of Technical Education
Bachelor of Technical Educdtion

v

New College for Advanced Christian Studies, Berke

' Master of Arts '
Master of Christian Studies

Master of Theological Studies

»

New School of Architecture ‘Chula’ Vista
‘Bachelor of Architecture - A

Newport University, Newport Beach _
Doctor of Religion , . S _
~ Master of Arts in Religion o ) (
. - i ' -
Oakland College of Dpntal quital Assistants, Oakland
Asgociate of Science in Medical Laboratory Assisting
* Associate Science in Full Mouth Dentures Dental Lab Tgchnician
Associate of Science in Ceramics amd Porcelain Derttal Lab Tech.
Associate of Science in Crown and Bridge Dental Lab-Technician
-Asgociate of Science in Dental Assisting
- Associate of Sciepge in Medical Assifting . ' :
' Assqciate of §S1ence in Veter1nary”ﬂedica1 Asgisting '

Pacific Coast Baptist Bible College, San’D1mas ' - e
Bachelor of Arts in Christian Education o '
‘Bachelor of Arts in Theology , . ' g
Bachelor of Arts in Music © .

N -
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' _~ N . . . . '“ ' g | \ M o
Pacific Graduate School-of Psychology, Menlo Park ‘ ‘ .
-Master of.8cience in Clinical Psychology to v
' Doctonp of Philosophy in Glln1cq\\Psychongy ' ' - . L
»’ \ . v
’ .o e 1
Phsadenh College of Ch1ropractic‘~Pasadena . -
Bachelor of Science in Chiropractic VY
- Doctor of Chlnopractlc . 1.~ ’ vy
: \
T Professional School of Psycholog1cal Studles, San Diego C ,
/ Doctor of Philosophy ih:* Counselxdh Psychology ' -
' Bachelor of Arts in Paychology ) N v
. Master.of Arts in Counseltng Psychclogy, . .
. ? Professionkl School of Psychological Studies, San Francisco N ) : T T t
. Bachelor of Arts in Psychology ' -
‘Doctor of Philosophy jin Counseling Psychology f, .
‘Master bf Arts in Counseling Psychology R
'Phychologlcal écudies Institute, Palo Alto | . . - . .
Doctor of Philosophy in Cllnical Psyc¢hologist ] ' N y .
Master of Arts in Counsellng Psychology . , i . : o
Master of Arts in Cllhical Psychologist \ . : : c |
DOCtOF of Philosophy in Couqseling PsYcholqu ' » ' .
, ’ . . v
¢ Rancho Arroyo Vocational TeChn1cal‘Instxtute Sacramento - Y. 4 ) i

Associate of Sc1encF in Dental Tethnology ' . ot
Rosebrldge Institute, Pleasadi Hill .. L o |
Master of Ayrts in Psychology »
Doctor o£ Phllosophy in Psychology N i o
‘ i . . ’ »
v . Ryokan College, Los Angeles Voo v ' R oo
Bachelor of Arts in Humanistic Studies ‘
Master of Arts in Humanistic Studies
, Doctor, of Philosophy in Humtnistic Studies .
-V , -
Samueh Merritt Hospital School of Nursnng, Oakland
" Bachelor’'of Science in Nursing
Associate of Science im Nursing

PO

’

Saybrodk Institute, San¥rancisco '
Master of Arts in 2<§chology .“
Déctor of Philosophy in Human Sciences
Doctor-of Philosophy in Psychology

’

.Simon- Greenleaf Schoél of Law, Orange
Bachelor of Laws

. Bachelor of the Sclence of Law L

\ Juris. Doctor o

Master of Arts o R

Christian Apologeticsf el )
Theology and Law T '
Human RighL’S -y ‘

’ - . ) ) “ , .




. Sysorex Institute, Cupertino g Y

et

Weqtern Graduate School of Psychology, Palo Alto

v,

Southem €alifornia Psychoanalytm Instltmte Beverly Hills
Doctor of Ph1losophy in Psycb,oanalys1s

Y
.
B ]

s ep

Assomate in Data Processmg e . ‘ S /v
Unlversu:y Associates Graduate School of }{uman R@source Development, San D1ego
Master of Arts in Human Resource Management’ A L
sMaster of Arvs in Human Resource Dey pment .

University for Humani,suc Studies, San Diego o
.i« Dector of P}ulosophy in Humanigtic Psycho ogy "
MastEr of Arts in Human1st1c Psychology

Un1vem1ty W1thout W&Ils Santa Mon1ca '
+ Bachelor of Arts 1n'Psychology '

'/ . Master of ‘Arts in “?sychology R ) cL 'p .

"Doctor.of Philqsophy. in Pgychology .
Bachelor of Arts in Societdl*Dimension -y
Master“of Arts in Saqcieta), Dimension | . ° ' o e
Bachelor of Krts in Gomunicatlon/Ar s . . .- '
"Master of Arts in Comun1cat1on/Arts , ' _
‘Bachelor of Science in Health Science TNy
> Bachelor of. Sgience in Health Servides o

Bachelor of Arts in Environment 7 :

WaldenVUnwerslty, ‘San Diego 4[. S e -
Doctor of Education in 'Social and Education Change C . o

Doctor of Philosophy in Social and Education Change .
. N

Master of Arts in.Behavioral Science - o
- Doctor o£ Philosophy in C11.n1cal Psychology - ' - '

Western Institute £of Social Research Be keley : Cee . o | 7'

DoCtor .of 'Philosophy in Higher Educatﬂin and ‘Social Chanke
Mazter of Arts in Education o y

. Master of Se-zen\e in Social Philosdphy \ ; ' I : T
- - Master of Arts-in Psychology R N : ’

) Bachelor of Arts in Psychélogy '
Mister of Arts in Human Services and. Community Development

_ Bachelor of Arts in Human Services and Community Development ™.

: Master of S{ience in Social Sciencles - . .

" Bachelor of Arts in Social Sciences * - >
Mast:qmof Artg in Humanities/Arts . PR
Bachelor o£ Arts in Humamties/Arts

-

Westefn ‘Statas College of Engineering, Inglewood ,
Bachelo; of Science in Elect?)mc Ehgineering . * e . '
Asaodﬂ.ate of" Science in Elecfronics Engineering Technician . e

" ‘William Carey Intornational Uni'versity, Pasadena N

“Master of Arts in Applied Linguistics

e (Teaching English to Speabers -of Ocher ﬁanguages) . e
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World University of Amerlca,, OJa; -
Associate of Arts in Philosophy -

"+ Bachelor of Arts in Philosophy o .

‘Bachelor of Arts in -Psychology )
.Associate of ‘Arts. 1n PsychoLogy S .

;.

Wright Instiute Los Angeles, Los Angeles .

Doctor of Phllosophy in Socul Clmlcal Psycho],Ogy.

./:.

Yeshiva Upiversity of Los Angeles ' '. T B
, Bachelor of Judaic Studies " '
* Bachelor,of Arts in Judalc 'Studies L _
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g . . f\.‘ .~ -APPENDIX E | | ; "
- . Changes in the Constitution of the Western Agsocia—tioh of Schools ”‘ 0
I and Colleg-es.,, Appraved by the Seniox_‘ Commission, June 2_()_-2_2, 1984 . - N
' ¢’ ARTIAE 1If. Qrgahization . R

be selected for staggered three-year terms from and by each of -the three , ..
Accrediting Commissions hereinafter named and described. Cne of 'edch . o7
~ Commissions's appointees:shall be its Chair or Vice Chair. The Board shall
elect its Chairmem from amorg its members. for a one-year term.’ Thé Chairmen
may be re-elected for one additional one-year term,, but may not serve more
. two such terms in succession. The chairmanm of the Board shall be the President °
of the Association. The Secretary-Treasurer of thé Associatien shall ‘be selected
by the Board, . : . . ‘ :

- Sectign 1. The Board of Directors sha}l consist of nine persons, three to

AY

. Section 2. The Board Qf Directors shall meeg‘annqally at such. time as may’ o
De determined by the Board, and may hold other meetings at the call of the L S\
Chalrmem or ori the request .of any three members of the Boarg of Directors. '

. 1

Section 3. There shall be:thyee Accrediting Commissions, as follows:

i a. Accrediting Commission .for Senior Célleges and Universities -
. v ' o .. f . . TS
. ) This Commission shall consist of members dppointed seteeted
C . - for- overlapping three-year tepms753—%east—s@x—o£~whom—are—appcinted '

by the Western College Association, one of whom®shall be named.
: . Chairmen. ©One member shall be appointed from its membership by
: . the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges, One L
- : member shall be appointed from its membership by the Accrediting . A
Commission for Schools. The Pacific Basin, the Northwest region, -~
and the general public .shall also be represented. Per an unspeei-’

' _ - fted termy The President of the Western College Association shall

. . . be e-member;—ex—offtero an ex - “ficio member. .

-

Rl

Nominations for members of the Commisslion will be.solicited from
. member 1nstitutions by.a Nominating Committee, appointed by the, .
. - - Western College Association Executive Committee and composed of: - N
the President Elect of the Western College Association, the Chair
/| Of "the Commission, the Western ColleGe Association Executive-

) "+ . Segretary-Treasurer, and faculty, administrative, and public
. Iepresentatives. .The Exequtive Committee will ensure that there
o . Is a balance on the Nominating Committee among public and - @
o independent institutions. . . . - .
. : =, : .

Members of the Commission will be allowed to complete their terms .
upon retirément from their institutions. Non—pullic Commissioners.
, " who lose their institutional base for any other réason or who move
’ ' ' out of the WASC region or the Northwest regiom, in-the case of 3
members appointed from that region, will give up their positions
on the Commission. R ' - .

-
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