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ABSTRACT
The study compared perceptions and use of accreditation among
students attending Minnesota technical colleges holding three different types of
accreditation.
A total of 777 students from three different academic program areas
were surveyed. The students were selected from eight technical colleges. Four
colleges were accredited by the NCA Commission on Institutions of Higher
Education, two colleges were accredited by NCA Colleges and Schools, and
two colleges were accredited by the Minnesota State Board of Technical
Colleges.
Students do use and possess some awareness of accreditation.
Accreditation was used by 36.5 percent of the students in their choice of
colleges and by 32.0 percent in their program selection. Of the students
surveyed, 47.5 percent believed that accreditation indicated that an institution
was a good institution. Additionally, there seemed to be some variables which
influenced the degree of student use and awareness of accreditation. Students
in the Health program area used accreditation more and were more aware of
accreditation than students in the Trade and Industry program area and the
Business and Office program area. Gender had a very slight influence on
student awareness of accreditation with males reporting that the college was
x

regionally accredited more than females. Distance from the student's residence
to the college appeared to have no significant influence on student use and
awareness of accreditation. Age, however, appeared to have some influence
upon student use and awareness of accreditation with older students reporting
that both the college was Minnesota State Board accredited and that their
program was accredited more often than younger students. Students who have
previously attended another institution indicated significantly more often that the
college was Minnesota State Board accredited, that their program was
accredited, and that credits do not always transfer to another institution within
the same state than students who had not attended another institution.
Many students (44.9 percent) reported that both college and program
accreditation was important to them. Others (24.3 percent) rated program
accreditation as most important while 14.4 percent rated college accreditation
as most important. The students' number one choice of what accreditation
should do was to assure that current material was used in class.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Development of Accreditation
Accreditation of educational institutions in the United States has been in
operation for nearly one hundred years. The unique aspect of accreditation in
the United States is that it represents a voluntary action on the part of
institutions. In most other nations there is a ministry of education which governs
and thus determines the established quality of the various educational
institutions (Dickey and Miller 1972b).
In the United States there were several movements and sources which
led to institutional accreditation. For instance, it appears that one significant
source was the call for unified standards for high schools in 1894 by William H.
Butts. The meeting of the Schoolmasters' Club, as it was called, appears to be
the beginning of an organized system of accreditation later called the North
Central Association of Secondary Schools and Colleges (NCA).
Mr. Butts' zeal for an association to provide standards for educational
practice was sparked by a visit to New England and the discovery of the New
England Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools. This accrediting
agency is the oldest of the six regional accrediting agencies in the United
States (Davis 1926, 1945).
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Another source of accreditation, it appears, was the development of
postsecondary accreditation. George E. MacLean, president of the State
University of Iowa, along with several other college officials met in 1906 to
clarify college admission standards. This group was later called the National
Conference Committee of the Associations of Colleges and Preparatory
Schools. This group met annually for several years and developed definitions,
promoted admissions testing, and helped sanction accreditation (Young
1983a). Institutions voluntarily choose to be accredited by the accrediting
agency which is perceived to best suit their mission and needs. However,
accreditation represents a considerable expense as institutions often expend
large amounts of personnel time and sizeable sums of money to become
accredited (Stoodley 1983).
The accrediting process for most institutions of higher education is quite
similar. It typically includes four broad components which are a clear statement
of educational objectives developed by the institution, a self-study and
subsequent report, an on-site committee visitation to the institution, and the
decision of the accrediting agency regarding the accreditation status of the
institution or program seeking accreditation (Young 1983b).
One long-standing purpose of accreditation is for the improvement of
the institution. At this time, institutional improvement is accomplished through
the process of identifying educational outcomes by conducting a self-study
supported by peer review. The primary value of accreditation to institutions is
achieved through participation "in the process" even more than achieving
accredited status. Thus, accreditation can serve as an evaluative tool which
institutions can utilize for improving educational quality (Young 1983b).
El-Khawas (1983) states:
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Accreditation is the process by which educational institutions work together
and with others [institutions and accrediting agencies] to establish
standards, evaluate and improve educational quality, and provide public
evidence of this quality (p. 55).
By becoming accredited, institutions are recognized as having met
certain requirements. The accreditation process helps to protect the public by
identifying those institutions which have met established criteria through
self-examination and on-site visitation. Through these actions the institution is
seen as providing quality education. The North Central Association states the
purposes of institution accreditation are "to provide public confirmation that what
the institution is doing is of acceptable quality and to assist each institution in
improving its own activities" (NCA Handbook of Accreditation 1990-92, p. 1).
In addition to the reasons NCA lists for accreditation, there are several
other suggested reasons for voluntary institutional accreditation. Every
accrediting agency and almost every other agency dealing with accreditation
along with many authors discussing accreditation have each generated a list of
functions or uses of accreditation. One such list is provided by the United
States Department of Education. It identifies several functions of accreditation,
of which two are particularly pertinent to the focus of this study: item
2— "Assisting prospective students in identifying acceptable institutions" and
item 9— "Providing one of several considerations used as a basis for
determining eligibility for federal assistance" (Accreditation 1990-92 n.d., p. 1).
There are numerous accrediting organizations operating throughout
the United States. These agencies may be state, regional, or national
accrediting bodies, or they may represent professional or specialized interests.
Three broad types of accreditation are national institutional accreditation,
regional institutional accreditation, and specialized accreditation. National
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accreditation deals with institutions which are usually of a single purpose or
scope (Glidden 1983).
The 1990-91 Accredited Institutions of Postsecondarv Education
published by the American Council on Education lists six national institutional
accrediting bodies which are the National Home Study Council, the American
Association of Bible Colleges, the Association of Independent Colleges and
Schools, the National Association of Trade and Technical Schools, the
Association of Theological Schools in the United States and Canada, and the
Association of Advanced Rabbinical and Talmudic Schools. Regional
accreditation deals with institutions which have general purposes and goals.
The six regional accrediting associations are Middle States Association of
Colleges and Schools, North Central Association of Colleges and Schools,
Northwest Association of Colleges and Schools, Southern Association of
Colleges and Schools, New England Association of Schools and Colleges, and
Western Association of Schools and Colleges. All fifty states are covered by
these associations and their affiliated accreditation is extended to technical
schools, community colleges, and traditional four-year colleges. Specific or
specialized accreditation deals with specific programs of study, colleges, or in
some instances, whole single purpose institutions.
The large number (approximately eighty-nine) and variety (acupuncture
to veterinary medicine) of accrediting bodies (Accreditation 1990-92 n.d.) which
have evolved over the years were in response to the tremendous expansion of
postsecondary institutions with greatly varying missions from short-term
occupational proprietary to four-year liberal arts. Various accrediting bodies
were created to bring some order to postsecondary education and to limit the
number of postsecondary institutions. The phenomenal growth of
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postsecondary institutions and accrediting associations led to the formation of
the National Commission on Accrediting, also referred to as NCA, in 1949
(Mayor 1966). For purposes of clarity, the National Commission on Accrediting
will be written out and North Central Association will be referred to as NCA in
this study.
The Federal Government's Relationship
to Accreditation
In the United States, the federal government has no constitutionally
granted authority over education. The Tenth Amendment to the Constitution
delegates the powers to states or to the people. It appears that education was
seen by the founding fathers as predominantly a responsibility of states.
Supreme Court rulings over the years have maintained the distinction between
federal and state responsibility for education. An early example of this
distinction was made in the Dartmouth case when the court ruled that the
federal government would have to support a postsecondary institution if it
intended to exert any control over the institution (Brubacher and Rudy 1958).
While the federal government has no legal responsibility for or control
over postsecondary education, it nevertheless has a substantial interest in
education. The General Welfare Clause of the Constitution is generally
regarded as the legal provision whereby bills are passed to support the federal
interest in education (Valente 1985). Through requirements and regulations
attached to funding bills the federal government appears to exert a rather direct
influence upon postsecondary education.
It would seem that the principle has been established for the federal
government to play a role in the funding of postsecondary education. There
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appears to be agreement that the federal government should assume a level of
funding responsibility in three areas:
1. To promote equality of opportunity in postsecondary education
2. To promote scholarship and the advancement of knowledge through
support of graduate education and research
3. To attain a nationwide balance of opportunities to benefit from
postsecondary education and from the advancement of knowledge
(Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education 1980, p. 34).
Although the federal government is involved with postsecondary
education through its funding practices, it has not directly entered into the
accreditation function. However, the federal government has supported
accreditation of postsecondary institutions because the Department of
Education (DOE) requires institutions to be recognized by an accepted
accrediting agency (from the DOE list of accepted accrediting agencies) in order
to participate in federal funding programs, particularly since 1952. Since that
time, much of the literature has been devoted to governmental use of
accreditation in determining postsecondary eligibility for financial aid.
Accreditation in society has grown to such prominence that virtually
every higher education institution seeks to be accredited. This appears to be
due, at least in part, to the competitive nature of education today. Higher
education institutions, in order to attract students through financial aid
incentives, must be listed by the United States Department of Education.
Manning (1988) believes that "for most institutions, loss of federal funds would
be catastrophic” (p. 13). In addition, peer pressure from the institutions which
are accredited serves as a catalyst for nonaccredited institutions to initiate
accrediting activities.
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Since 1987, NCA has been discussing and moving toward placing an
increased emphasis upon student assessment. This shift has resulted because
of criticisms from outside education relating to institutional accountability. In the
spring of 1987 Patricia Thrash, executive director of NCA, developed a report
identifying ten reasons why outcomes evaluation was important to institutions.
During the NCA Commission on Institutions of Higher Education retreats in
1988 and 1989 discussion was held about outcomes assessment. In October
1989 the commission adopted a Statement on Assessment and Student
Academic Achievement. In that statement emphasis was placed upon
"documentation of student academic achievement as primary to demonstrating
institutional effectiveness" (North Central Association of Colleges and Schools
1991, p. 33). Part of the revised Criterion Three states that an institution "must
have and describe a program by which it documents student academic
achievement" (North Central Association of Colleges and Schools 1991, p. 33).
Over the years various accrediting organizations have been created.
One of the first groups to form was the National Committee on Regional
Accrediting Agencies (NCRAA) formed by the national regional accrediting
associations. This organization later became the Federation of Regional
Accrediting Commissions of Higher Education (FRACHE). At the same time the
National Commission on Accrediting developed to attend to postsecondary
education's concerns. These two organizations joined in 1975 to form the
Council on Postsecondary Accreditation (COPA). Young (1979a) describes
COPA as a nongovernmental voluntary organization which is supported by
postsecondary education and voluntary accrediting organizations. COPA
"serves as a 'social validator'" and "in effect, it accredits the accrediting bodies"
(Young 1979a, p. 218).

8
Need for the Study
Accreditation has been established for many years and has been
performed by many agencies. However, after conducting an extensive
examination of the literature, the writer was unable to find any research related
to student perceptions of the value of accreditation or of student use of
accreditation in their selection of a college or a program at the undergraduate
level. At the graduate level, the writer found minimal research in this area.
Throughout the literature, student (consumer) protection or student
information is often listed by governmental agencies (as noted in item number
two of the Department of Education list), accrediting agencies, and other
sources when discussing or describing the uses/benefits of institutional
accreditation. Troutt (1979) states:
Various higher education consumers rely heavily on the judgments of
regional accrediting associations to satisfy concerns about institutional
quality. Students, faculty, employers, federal and state governments and
the public in general see regional accreditation association approval as
evidence that an institution meets qualitative criteria (p. 199).
Despite the frequency of these claims, no research was found that
would indicate that students are even aware of accreditation let alone utilize
accreditation as a criterion for college or program selection. Other authors
(Stark and Austin 1983) reinforce this finding:
Although this assumption [that students use accreditation] appears not to
have been tested systematically, discussions with prospective students
disclose little evidence of its validity. Students do not seem to understand
the purpose of accreditation or even to know whether the institution they
plan to attend is accredited by a recognized body (p. 215).
There appears to be some discrepancy between claimed student
(consumer) uses of accreditation by accrediting agencies, government
agencies, and some authors and the untested views of other authors regarding
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student (consumer) use and understanding of institutional accreditation. This
apparent discrepancy in claimed and actual consumer use of institutional
accreditation served as one catalyst for developing this study.
Another catalyst for developing this study was recent organizational
and structural changes in Minnesota technical education. In 1987, the
Minnesota State Department of Vocational Technical Education mandated that
Area Vocational Technical Institutes (AVTIs) would become technical colleges
by October 1989. The name change had many ramifications for technical
college students and personnel. One of those ramifications was the conversion
from clock hours of instruction to credit hours of instruction. Another is the
Minnesota State Board of Vocational Technical Education has stated it will no
longer serve as the accrediting agency for the technical colleges after 1994.
Also, Minnesota technical colleges, because of a directive from the Chancellor
of Vocational Technical Education, are under pressure to become accredited
institutions by a regional accrediting agency not later than 1995.
Present Accreditation in Minnesota
Technical Colleges

The statewide structural change has contributed to some discontinuity
in terms of institutional accreditation. Five institutions have regional institutional
accreditation from the North Central Association Commission on Institutions of
Higher Education (CIHE) and, in addition, utilize specialized accreditation.
Twelve colleges are seeking candidate status with North Central and utilize a
combination of state and specialized accreditation. The other seventeen
colleges have yet to enter the regional accreditation process and utilize a
combination of state and specialized accreditation.
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The impetus to investigate student use and perceptions of accreditation
came from several sources. One source was the previously mentioned
discrepancy in the literature. Another source was the current changes in
Minnesota technical college accreditation requirements. A third source was the
recent expansion of accreditation/assessment discussions in the literature.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to determine if students attending
Minnesota technical colleges use institutional and/or program accreditation as a
criterion when selecting a college and/or a program. Additionally, the study
attempted to ascertain student perceptions related to accreditation and its
purposes. The data gathered were also utilized to test for various relationships
among the data categories.
Assumptions
The following assumptions were made regarding this study:
1.

Students were truthful when reporting that they did or did not use
accreditation.

2.

Students were willing to respond to the survey and did so in a
forthright, honest, and accurate manner.

3.

Administrators and instructors would be willing to cooperate in
the surveying of students.

4.

The instrument used provided valid and reliable data for
analysis.
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Delimitations
This study was delimited to the following:
1.

Eight Minnesota technical colleges: four regionally accredited by
NCA-CIHE, two regionally accredited by NCA Colleges and
Schools, and two nonregionally accredited

2.

Students enrolled in continuous programs in one of three fields:
Health, Business and Office, and Trade and Industrial

3.

Students willing to respond to the survey

4.

Colleges which agreed to cooperate and administer the survey

5.

No community college students
Kev Terms in Accreditation

The following terms and their definitions are pertinent to this study:
Accreditation-Concept. Postsecondary accreditation is the
concept— broadly developed in the United States— whereby groups of
educational institutions, professional practitioners, or educators form
voluntary, nongovernmental associations (1) to encourage and assist
individual institutions or programs in the evaluation and improvement of
their educational endeavors and (2) to identify publicly those institutions or
specialized units which meet or exceed commonly accepted standards of
educational quality (Stoodley 1983, p. 39).
Accreditation-Process. Postsecondary accreditation is a process by which
an institution or a specialized unit of postsecondary education periodically
evaluates its educational activities. Accreditation involves an independent
judgment by peers as to whether the institution substantially achieves its
own educational objectives and meets the established standards of the
body from which it seeks accreditation. Generally, the accreditation
process involves (1) a clear statement of the institution or unit that
examines its activities in relation to those objectives; (2) an on-site
evaluation by a selected group of peers that reports to the accrediting
body; and (3) a decision by this independent body that the institution or
unit does or does not meet its standards for accreditation (Stoodley 1983,
p. 39).
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Accrediting Body. An accrediting body is a voluntary, nongovernmental
association that administers accrediting procedures for entire institutions or
for specialized units. A recognized accrediting body is one formally
acknowledged by the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation as having
met COPA’s provisions and procedures for recognition. A listed
accrediting body is one determined by the Secretary of Education to be a
reliable authority on educational quality (Stoodley 1983, pp. 39-40).
Institution of Postsecondarv Education. An institution of postsecondary
education, for purposes of accreditation, is an enterprise whose main
objective is the offering of educational programs and/or the evaluation of
educational attainments primarily for persons who have completed
secondary school. Such an institution will (1) be chartered or licensed
(where available) for such purposes; (2) have stated educational
objectives appropriate to the postsecondary level that lend themselves to
evaluation; (3) be under the legal control of a lay board (or its equivalent);
and (4) have a faculty that plays a meaningful role in determining
educational standards. In "profit" education, lay boards do not exist in all
cases. In such cases a Board of Trustees may exist (Stoodley 1983, p. 40).
Application. An application is the formal request submitted to an
accrediting body by an institution of postsecondary education when it or
one of its specialized units wishes to be considered for accreditation or for
candidacy for accreditation (Stoodley 1983, p. 40).
Self-Studv. The self-study is a comprehensive analysis of the educational
resources and effectiveness of an institution or specialized unit in relation
to its educational objectives. The immediate product of this report is the
essential document in the process (Stoodley 1983, p. 41).
On-site Evaluation. The on-site evaluation consists of the visit to an
institution or educational unit by a team of peers appointed by the
accrediting body specifically for their competencies relevant to the
institution or unit being evaluated. The on-site visit follows the completion
of the self-study and the submission of the self-study report to the
accrediting body. This visit enables the evaluation team to determine the
accuracy and completeness of the self-study and to evaluate the
applicant's effectiveness within the context of its stated educational
objectives and in light of the accrediting body's criteria (Stoodley 1983,
p. 41).
Accreditation. Accreditation is a status granted an institution or specialized
unit that has undergone the accrediting process and has been judged to
meet or exceed general expectations of educational quality (Stoodley
1983, p. 42).
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COPA. The Council on Postsecondary Accreditation was formed in 1975
when the National Commission on Accrediting (NCA) and the Federation
of Regional Accrediting Commissions of Higher Education (FRACHE)
merged. COPA is a nongovernmental organization that works to foster and
facilitate the role of accrediting agencies in promoting and ensuring the
quality and diversity of American postsecondary education. The
accrediting bodies, while established and supported by their
memberships, are intended to serve the broader interests of society as
well. To promote these ends, COPA periodically reviews the activities of
the accrediting bodies it recognizes, and provides other services directed
at the improvement of accreditation (NCA Handbook of Accreditation
1990-92, p. 7).
There are many terms associated with accreditation. For the definitions of
additional terms see appendix A.
Research Questions
The following questions were developed for investigation:
1.

Do students use accreditation in their decision making when
selecting a college and/or program?

2.

Of those students who use accreditation as a selection criterion,
does a disproportionate number come from one educational
program area (trade and industry, business and office, health)?

3.

Do students of one gender have an increased awareness of
accreditation?

4.

Do students attending a technical college in close proximity to a
community college or four-year college have a greater
awareness of accreditation/transfer than those at a greater
distance from a community college or four-year college?

5.

Do students select a technical college because of their proximity
to the college?
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6.

What reason is most important for students choosing this
technical college?

7.

Do students have an awareness of institutional (college)
accreditation?

8.

Do students have an awareness of program accreditation?

9.

Are students more concerned with program accreditation than
with college accreditation?

10.

What do students think accreditation should do?

11.

Do students believe that accreditation is symbolic of quality?

12.

Do older students have greater awareness of accreditation than
younger students?

13.

Do students who have attended another college have more
awareness of accreditation and credit transfer than students who
have not attended another institution?

14.

Do students who are attending a regionally accredited technical
college hold different views on accreditation from students who
are attending nonregionally accredited technical colleges?

C H A P T E R II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
This chapter is a review of the literature on accreditation. It includes
what is accreditation, philosophy of accreditation, need for accreditation, uses of
accreditation, types of accreditation, characteristics of accreditation, the
accreditation process, history and development of accreditation, federal
involvement in accreditation, federal involvement since 1952, regional
accrediting associations, North Central Association, Minnesota technical
college accreditation, and students as consumers of accreditation.
What Is Accreditation?
There are a variety of definitions of accreditation in literature today,
probably owing to the many accrediting agencies and associations and to the
purposes for which these organizations were developed. Additionally, the field
of accreditation has grown in sophistication which may also have influenced
how accreditation is defined. One relatively simple definition is "accreditation is
a process intended to evaluate and assure educational quality" (Young 1978,
p. 359). Another is "the process by which an organization evaluates and
recognizes a program of study or services or an institution as meeting certain
predetermined standards" (Shafritz 1988, p. 8).
Many definitions describe accreditation as a process through which an
institution is recognized as having met certain levels of criteria or standards
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(American Council on Education 1983; Chernay 1990; Gardner and Palmer
1982; Kirkwood 1976; Manning 1977; Robb 1971; Young 1983b). Additionally,
the process is described as being private, voluntary, and nongovernmental
(American Council on Education 1983; Chernay 1990; Gardner and Palmer
1982; Kirkwood 1976; Manning 1977). The elements of self-evaluation and
peer review are included by some (Gardner and Palmer 1982; Manning 1977;
Young 1983b). Those institutions having met a certain level of standards or
criteria are entitled to the confidence of the general public and the education
community (American Council on Education 1983; Chernay 1990; Kirkwood
1976). Gardner and Palmer (1982) add that accreditation is both
developmental and regulatory in purpose because it provides counsel for
improvement and is a device for quality control and consumer protection.
Today’s definition of accreditation has several common qualities which
"implies: a) recognition by member institutions, b) attainment of status,
c) achievement of standards, d) public confidence, and e) quality of
performance" (Gajewsky 1973, p. 3).
To some people certification, licensure, and accreditation mean the
same thing. However, there are distinctions to be made relating to these
different areas. Licensure of individuals "refers to the mechanism through
which states grant individuals the authority to practice a restricted profession"
(Rapp 1989, p. 3-119). Institutional licensure "is a different process which is a
governmental regulatory scheme for granting authority to operate, award
degrees, or use a collegiate name" (Kaplin 1983, p. 91). "Certification occurs
when states and professional groups attest to individual competence within a
given profession" (Rapp 1989, p. 3-119).
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Philosophy of Accreditation
In order to do what is fair, we all need the help of external discipline: laws,
sanctions, and public opinion. If the government of the society doesn’t
provide that adequately, our custom in America is to band together, to
discipline ourselves to meet standards (Crosson 1988, p. 6).
Crosson (1988) describes accreditation as a system organized to bring
about a desired end through a process of development. Thus, accreditation
strives to improve an institution through the development process (self-study)
which examines the institution to determine if it succeeds or fails in achieving its
goals— how well is the institution functioning.
As Crosson points out in his philosophy, lacking government
intervention, Americans have the tendency to discipline themselves. The
discipline system developed by American educational institutions is a system of
self-regulation called accreditation. Young (1979b) believes that self-regulation
in accreditation is based upon several principles:
1. As a general rule, self-regulation is preferable and, in the long run,
more effective than external regulation
2. Any system of external regulation can be effective only to the extent that
it recognizes and builds upon a community's willingness to engage in
self-regulation
3. A substantial number of individuals and institutions will regulate
themselves if they know what behavior is expected and why
4. An overwhelming majority of individuals and institutions will regulate
themselves if they believe that they might be identified by their peers as
doing the wrong thing
5. Only a relatively small number of individuals and institutions
deliberately engage in behavior that they know is not in the public
interest. No matter how many laws you pass or rules you write or
inspectors you hire, these will not prevent operators from operating
(P- 144).
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Need for Accreditation
Unlike most other nations, the United States has no ministry of
education guiding education at the national level. Therefore, each of the fifty
states has developed a different approach for education. Therefore, a method
was needed to identify educational institutions which met certain minimum
standards of quality (Dickey 1970). As a result, accreditation became the
standard for educational quality in the United States. Accredited schools are
recognized by the appropriate accrediting agency as holding membership. The
accrediting agency develops and publishes a list of accredited institutions
holding membership (Robb 1971). "This information is needed not only to
enable students to transfer from one institution to another, but also to protect
society as whole" (Dickey 1970, p. 2).
Today, the public believes that an accredited school has been certified
as being a good school. The local community believes that its accredited
schools compare favorably with other schools which have been accredited
(Shirer 1987). As a 1986 survey conducted by the American Council on
Education indicated, 90 percent of the respondents "believed regional
accreditation to be a useful index of educational quality" (Jaschik 1991).
Another way the general public views accreditation, although not stated so
directly by accrediting agencies, is "whether the degree or course credits
earned at the institution in question are any good" (Miller 1981, p. 2).
Uses of Accreditation
Although educational accreditation has been in operation for many
years it continues to be an area in which educators have limited or inaccurate
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knowledge. Likewise, those outside education view accreditation with "awe
and respect" but usually not with real understanding (Selden I960, p. 296).
Perhaps some of the lack of concise knowledge and understanding of
accreditation is attributable to the numerous uses of accreditation discussed
throughout the accreditation literature. For example, school personnel use
accreditation lists when advising students about postsecondary institutions and
students investigating institutions for themselves use such lists (Selden 1970).
Postsecondary officials use the lists when considering transfer students
(American Council on Education 1983; Commission for the Study of
Accreditation of Selected Health Educational Programs 1972; Dickey 1972;
Phillips and VanAntwerp 1977; Robb 1971; Selden and Porter 1977; Uehling
1987a). Another example is that the state licensing boards of many
professional programs require students to graduate from an accredited
institution before granting licensure. A fourth example is that students and
educational officials from other countries use the lists as guides to an
institution's educational quality (American Council on Education 1983; Chernay
1990; Commission for the Study of Accreditation of Selected Health
Educational Programs 1972; Dickey 1971; Phillips and VanAntwerp 1977;
Selden and Porter 1977; Uehling 1987a) and, similarly, officials of educational
institutions in foreign countries examine United States educational institutions
accreditation status before recognizing degrees granted by those institutions
(Dickey 1971). A fifth example is that scholarship commissions and
philanthropic organizations may make awards only to accredited programs or
institutions and the federal government uses accreditation as one basis for
awarding financial assistance (American Council on Education 1983; Chernay
1990; Commission for the Study of Accreditation of Selected Health
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Educational Programs 1972; Dickey and Miller 1972; Phillips and VanAntwerp
1977; Robb 1971; Selden and Porter 1977; Uehling 1987a). A sixth example is
for consumer protection (American Council on Education 1983; Chernay 1990;
Dickey 1971; Dickey and Miller 1972a; Phillips and VanAntwerp 1977; Uehling
1987a), and a seventh use is for "supporting employment credentials" (Rader
1988, p. 35).
As early as 1939 some accrediting bodies were developing lists of
credible programs for students to examine. Some specialized accrediting
associations continue to include student use of accreditation lists as part of their
stated purposes (Petersen 1978). One author (Troutt 1979) maintains student
consumers rely heavily on regional accreditation judgment about institutional
quality to satisfy their concerns. However, other authors refute the assumption
of student use of or knowledge of accreditation. "Students do not seem to
understand the purpose of accreditation or even to know whether the institution
they plan to attend is accredited by a recognized body" (Stark and Austin 1983,
p. 215).
Accreditation has been used as a defensive against unwarranted
pressures from external sources such as the government (Robb 1971; Selden
1960) and from internal sources such as pressure groups (Chernay 1990;
Selden 1960). Although protection from unwarranted pressures seems to be a
worthwhile function of accreditation it has not been presented enthusiastically
by the accrediting associations. Pattillo (1960) elaborates on these two points.
Frequently accreditation is used by administrators and boards of trustees to
protect their institutions from outside influences. This use of accreditation takes
place behind the scenes and is not mentioned at conferences. Most likely, it is
neglected because the information is not that of public record. Often the use of
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accreditation to withstand pressures is one of misconception, such as an
administrator indicating to the source of pressure that if their proposal is
adopted, the institution could loose its accreditation, when in fact the accrediting
association has little or no interest in that area. Also, an administrator whose
power is threatened can misuse accreditation to his/her advantage (Koerner
1971). For example, an administrator can suggest that the accrediting
association recommends that only he/she (the administrator) report directly to
the board or their accreditation status could be jeopardized. In reality, the
accrediting association states that they will look at this relationship. Thus, the
administrator used accreditation improperly to fend off the pressure source.
There are legitimate uses of accreditation to repress internal and
external pressures also. The most flagrant pressures have involved political
pressures placed upon institutions. One of the often cited and important cases
was North Dakota Agricultural College in 1938 (Pattillo 1960). In this instance,
North Central Association had withdrawn accredited status from the North
Dakota Agricultural College because the university president and other officials
had been removed for supposedly political reasons. The United States Circuit
Court of Appeals upheld NCA's decision and this case has served to warn state
officials about exerting undue political influence over educational institutions
(Patillo 1960).
Professors prefer to work at accredited institutions (Rader 1988) and
the U.S. Civil Service Commission regards degrees earned at accredited
institutions to be of higher status than those of nonaccredited institutions. Also,
the military services use accreditation in selecting institutions for military
personnel’s educational opportunities (Dickey 1971). Accreditation also serves
to improve the reputation of the holding institution as viewed by the public,
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indicates a general conformity of the institution to acceptable standards, offers
professions the opportunity to influence program requirements, and unifies the
professions by bringing stakeholders (professionals, educators, students)
together for collaboration (Chernay 1990). Additionally, accreditation is a
means by which institutions achieve self-improvement, by self-examination of
goals (Chernay 1990; Robb 1971; Selden 1960). Accreditation is the primary
method of raising college and university standards (Selden 1960).
Another use of accreditation is to maintain the division of labor.
Universities and colleges generally have three groups concerned with their
operation, administration, faculty, and boards. Frequently, if one group or
division tries to encroach upon another's jurisdiction, the accreditation
association is summoned to help sort out the issue. Accreditation can also be
used to resist expansion of educational programs and intercollegiate athletics
(Pattillo 1960).
As more and more institutions became accredited, accreditation
became important for the prestige attached to it. "In the eyes of many persons
. . . the accredited institution holds a position of higher status than the
unaccredited institution" (Semrow 1982, p. 383). On the other hand, Zoffer
(1987) states, "It [accreditation] also becomes less advantageous as more
schools are accredited and exclusivity diminishes" (p. 43). The importance of
accreditation is illustrated in this statement:
Accreditation, along with credentialing, has become a way of life in
American higher education as well as in many other facets of society. And,
clearly, it is necessary for certain standards of quality to be met to hold the
specters of charlatanism, hypocrisy, and fraud at bay (Doerr 1983, p. 6).
The United States Department of Education currently lists nine uses of
accreditation.
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1. Certifying that an institution has met established standards
2. Assisting prospective students in identifying acceptable institutions
3. Assisting institutions in determining the acceptability of transfer credits
4.

Helping to identify institutions and programs for the investment of public
and private funds

5.

Protecting an institution against harmful internal and external pressures

6. Creating goals for self-improvement of weaker programs and
stimulating a general raising of standards among educational
institutions
7.

Involving the faculty and staff comprehensively in institutional
evaluation and planning

8.

Establishing criteria for professional certification and licensure and for
upgrading courses offering such preparation

9.

Providing one of several considerations used as a basis for
determining eligibility for federal assistance (Accreditation 1990-92,
p. 1).
One use stated by North Central is that "the accredited institution has

been found to be operating at generally satisfactory levels of quality with
reasonable grounds for believing that it will continue to do so" (Accreditation of
Postsecondarv Educational Institutions 1987. p. 10).
As noted there are many stated uses of accreditation and undoubtedly
there are other uses not identified in the preceding discussion. However, as
one author states, "The ultimate tests for determining appropriate uses of
accreditation are serving the public interest, improving educational quality, and
not compromising accreditation’s basic characteristics" (Young 1983a, p. 18).
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Types of Accrediting Bodies
There are so many variations in accrediting bodies that it is difficult to
discuss them in absolute terms. Accrediting bodies are generally thought of as
being in two categories: general or institutional accreditation which is provided
by a regional accrediting association, and specialized or program accreditation
which is accomplished through a national accrediting body. It should be noted
that these national accrediting bodies also accredit single purpose colleges or
schools such as law or medicine.
Regional accrediting agencies assume the responsibility of accrediting
institutions in a specific geographic area or region. They also only accredit
whole institutions and only after the institution makes a formal request to be
accredited as an entire institution (Kunkel 1984).
Institutional accreditation does not imply institutional similarity,
uniformity, or comparability. However, institutional accreditation does indicate
that in the judgment of the accrediting agents, the institution's goals are soundly
conceived, the educational programs are competently conducted and can
accomplish the institution's goals, and the institution is organized, supported,
and staffed so as to produce confidence in the institution and indicate the
institution's further continuance (Finkin 1973; Kirkwood 1976; What Assurance
Does 1979).
A distinction needs to be made between institutional and specialized
accreditation. "Accreditation of the institution as a whole is not and should not
be interpreted as being equivalent to specialized accreditation of a program of
the institution" (Dickey and Miller 1972b, p. 19) and should not be represented
as such (Chernay 1990). Also, regional accreditation provides balance
because its regional base tends to overcome state variations in accreditation
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and its institution-wide perspective tends to offset the specialized interest of
professional accreditation (Dickey and Miller 1972b).
Specialized accreditation is granted to a single purpose professional
school or program such as medicine, law, architecture, or social work. There
are a number of national organizations which grant such accreditation.
Specialized accreditation was devised to protect the public against incompetent
practitioners (Dickey and Miller 1972b; Miller 1970) and specialized
accreditation's emphasis is on assuring program quality which will meet the
needs of society (Accreditation of Postsecondarv Educational Institutions 1974;
Chernay 1990; Dickey 1972; Finkin 1973; Hofstadter and Hardy 1952; Kirkwood
1976; What Assurance Does 1979). "Whatever its weaknesses may be,
specialized accreditation does represent the best educational and professional
judgment of peers in the field" (Millard 1987, p. 377). Many specialized
accrediting bodies require that the university or college first attain regional
institutional accreditation prior to receiving specialized accreditation (Chernay
1990; Dickey 1972; Finkin 1973; Hofstadter and Hardy 1952; Kirkwood 1973,
1976; What Assurance Does 1979). Also, specialized accreditation is distinct
from institutional accreditation in that the accrediting requirements and criteria
are well defined (Chernay 1990).
National or specialized accrediting agencies assume responsibility for
accrediting programs across the fifty states. National accrediting agencies
focus on establishing and maintaining standards in the national interest, and
units desiring to be nationally accredited must, like regionally accredited
institutions, make a formal request to be reviewed for accreditation from an
accrediting agency (Kunkel 1984).
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The Accreditation Process
Generally the elements of the accreditation process are the same for all
accrediting organizations recognized by the Council on Postsecondary
Accreditation (COPA) and the Department of Education. The procedures are
not exact, but five elements are relatively consistent throughout accreditation
(Chernay 1990; Uehling 1987a) for both institutional and specialized
accrediting bodies. The steps are (1) a rigorous institutional self-study with
faculty participation and submission of that report to the commission, (2) an
on-site evaluation visit by peers who offer suggestions for improvement, and
prepare and submit a report with recommendations to the commission, (3) an
institutional response to the on-site team report, (4) the commission appoints
another team to review the report and response, and (5) the accrediting
decision made by the decision making body. There is also provision for appeal
of the agency's decision (Chernay 1990; Thrash 1980).
The basis for the accrediting agency's on-site visitation team's
evaluation is the institution’s self-evaluation report. The site-visit team is usually
comprised of professional educators and specialists selected according to the
nature of the institution or program. The visiting team reviews the
self-evaluation report, conducts interviews, and examines documents as
necessary to assess the institution or program in light of its stated objectives.
The team offers its judgment as to how well the institution is meeting its stated
objectives and prepares an evaluation report which is submitted to the
institution for review (Chernay 1990).
When the on-site team has finished, the original self-study, their on-site
report, along with the institution or program response, are delivered to the
accrediting commission. This information is used as the basis for action taken
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regarding the accreditation status of the institution or program. Appeals of
adverse actions must follow the procedures established by the accrediting
body. Typically, an institution's accreditation is reviewed every five to ten years
(Chernay 1990).
Institutions can be reviewed for cause at anytime. Accrediting bodies
also retain the option to review institutions when they are contemplating
substantive changes such as an expansion of off-campus offerings or branch
institutions. Changes of this scope usually require prior approval or institutional
review upon implementation. Through these options, accrediting bodies
attempt to hold their member institutions and programs accountable to peer
institutions and the public (Chernay 1990). "Accrediting agencies do not rate
any accredited institution as being of higher or lower quality than any other
accredited institution" (Dickey 1971, p. 55).
There are several characteristics of accreditation which are generally
agreed upon by those involved with accreditation:
1.

It is predominantly a voluntary, private-sector activity and therefore
cannot mandate compliance or control behavior except by persuasion
or peer influence

2.

It is the premier example of self-regulation (as opposed to
governmental regulation) in postsecondary education

3.

It focuses primarily on judging educational quality-an elusive
concept-and, given the great diversity of postsecondary educational
institutions in the United States, criteria tend to be general and
variable

4.

It functions essentially as an evaluative process, and institutional
self-study is at the heart of the process

5.

It provides outside consultation, closely tied to the institution's own
research and planning (Young 1983b, pp.20-21).
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History of Accreditation in the United States
Accreditation in the United States is a voluntary action and appears to
be predicated upon our willingness to form associations to solve problems.
Americans of all ages, all conditions, and all dispositions constantly form
associations. They have not only commercial and manufacturing
companies, in which all take part, but associations of a thousand other
kinds, religious, moral, serious, futile, general or restricted, enormous or
diminutive.. . . Wherever at the head of some new undertaking you see the
government in France, or a man of rank in England, in the United States
you will be sure to find an association (Alexis de Tocqueville in
Harcleroad 1980a, p. 1).
Harcleroad (1980a) identifies the Judeo-Christian characteristics of
love, personal giving, and sacrifice along with the influence of voluntary
associations in England as the beginnings of voluntary association and the
American solution to problems. The willingness of Americans to form
associations influenced accreditation but, perhaps, our distinctly different
approach to education had an influence as well.
Most other countries of the world vest control of education in a central
agency (ministry) of the government. In the United States there is no ministry of
education which exercises control over educational institutions. States have
the legal responsibility to establish and control education (Robb 1971; Selden
and Porter 1977). "Under the reserve clause of the Constitution, the primary
responsibility for education rests not with the federal government, nor with peer
group agencies, but with the states and local governments" (Millard 1979,
p. 121). As a result, United States institutions of higher education have been
permitted to operate with considerable autonomy. "Most of the states were very
lenient in granting charters to higher institutions, giving them wide latitude to
carry on their activities" (Semrow 1982, p. 384), which resulted in institutions
varying widely in the character and quality of their programs.
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Given the variety of educational activities in the United States a device
was needed to evaluate educational institutions. Accreditation would become
that unique device. It is an activity which is carried out by private associations
which are national or regional in scope, and which evaluate the institution
based upon its stated goals and objectives. The process is conducted through
peer review with the intent of determining whether or not the institution is of
comparable quality to others that were accredited (Selden and Porter 1977;
Robb 1971).
Voluntary accreditation in America has emerged from a variety of
sources and for a number of reasons. Initially it was an effort, by a small group
of men representing high school and college educational institutions, to agree
on standards for distinguishing a college from a secondary school and to agree
on entrance requirements (Uehling 1987a; What Assurance Does 1979; Young
1983a). Overtime, accreditation has changed from a simple examination of
standards to a more sophisticated process of evaluation. Additionally, voluntary
accreditation is seen as a method of institutional self-regulation as opposed to
governmental regulation (Uehling 1987a; Young 1983a). As early as 1784, the
state of New York took the first steps toward accreditation when it established
the Regents of the University of the State of New York to charter, endow, and
control higher educational institutions. The Regents visited institutions regularly
and maintained standards (Brubacher and Rudy 1958, 1968; Harcleroad
1980a, 1980b; Millard 1979; Selden and Porter 1977; Semrow 1982; Young
1983a). Although many authors cite this action as the beginnings of
accreditation, one author Selden (1960) maintains that this was not
accreditation even at the time because the visit was completed in one day, the
official conducting the visit was usually a low ranking official, and there was only
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an acknowledgment of the visit when the annual report was made to the
legislature. In addition, there was no peer review, no established criteria, no
guided self-study, and no group judgment (Seldenr 1960).
Other states, however, did not establish such agencies. In their
absence, professional associations such as the American Medical Association
(AMA) in 1847 were formed to perform regulatory functions (Harcleroad 1980a,
1983; Stedman 1980).
During the 1870s and 1880s school personnel were becoming
increasingly aware that differing institutional admission standards were creating
problems for educators and students alike (Stedman 1980). In 1871, the
University of Michigan developed a program of inspection of high schools
where students were admitted by diploma after inspection by a visitor from the
university faculty (Cubberley 1968; Harcleroad 1983; Murphy 1975). Charles
W. Eliot of Harvard along with other college presidents, in 1885, formed the
New England Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools so principals
and headmasters could meet for the purpose of discussing their mutual
problems (Harcleroad 1980b, 1983). Eliot was also instrumental in establishing
the credit system when he chaired the Committee of Ten which looked into
college-high school relations. The result was a unit system which ultimately
became the Carnegie Unit and was initially used by accrediting bodies as one
standard (Levine 1978). In 1902 the "unit" was described by North Central
Association as "a course lasting not less than 35 weeks and consisting of four to
five meetings a week for not less than 45 minutes each" (Levine 1978, p. 161).
Later, in 1908, the unit became known as the Carnegie Unit after being adopted
by the Carnegie Foundation in an effort to standardize the secondary
curriculum. At the time a Carnegie Unit was "any one of four courses carried
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five days a week during the secondary school year" (Levine 1978, p. 518).
Following the lead of the New England Association, the Middle States
Association of Colleges and Schools was formed in 1887. The North Central
Association of Colleges and Schools and the Southern Association of Colleges
and Schools were formed in 1895. In 1910 and 1919 these two associations
adopted college accreditation standards (Harcleroad 1983; Orlans 1978).
Other developments which influenced accreditation were the formation
of the National Conference Committee of the Associations of Colleges and
Preparatory Schools. This association met on August 3 and 4, 1906, at the
request of George E. MacLean, president of the State University of Iowa. The
second meeting was also held at Williamstown, Massachusetts, on June 28 and
29, 1907. These meetings continued for seventeen years and yielded
recommended definitions, the College Entrance Examination Board's
admission testing program, and the sanctioning and nationalizing of
accreditation.
This was a time when a growing nation was establishing standards.
Harcleroad (1980a) states:
Clearly, at the same time that the federal government began to establish
formal regulatory commissions (the Interstate Commerce Commission,
1887, the Federal Trade Commission, 1914, and the Federal Power
Commission, 1920), voluntary, nongovernmental association developed
to bring order and standards to our expanding secondary and higher
education institutions.
The Association of American Universities (AAU) from 1914 to 1948
published its own list of "accredited" institutions (Harcleroad 1980a, 1980b,
1981; Stedman 1980) with inspection visits being used as part of the basis for
inclusion on this list (Harcleroad 1980a, 1980b, 1983). Because the task
became too large, and because a study revealed that students from AAU
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accredited and nonaccredited institutions were doing almost equal work in
graduate school (Selden and Porter 1977), AAU voluntarily gave up its listing
process in 1948. One of the noted users of the AAU list was the University of
Berlin; they used the list to determine from which American universities they
would accept graduate work (Brubacher and Rudy 1958, 1968; Cartter 1966;
Harcleroad 1980b; Westmeyer 1985).
Many other organizations also accredited and listed institutions. The
American Association of University Women (AAUW) listed institutions from 1882
to 1962 which had satisfactory standards for their graduates to become
members of the association. The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching in 1905 had to define a college for faculty pension purposes and had
the AAU develop a list of institutions (Brubacher and Rudy 1958, 1968;
Harcleroad 1980a, 1983; Riesman 1980; Semrow 1982). The AAU list was
used by the federal government as one basis for listing an institution of higher
education in the federal directory (Harcleroad 1980b).
After AAU discontinued its listing of institutions in 1948, specialized
accrediting associations and the regional accrediting associations increased
their work in accreditation. After World War II, there was a phenomenal growth
of postsecondary education institutions mostly due to the Serviceman's
Readjustment Act which is better known as the Gl Bill. To accommodate growth
in number and variety of the many institutions appearing, new accrediting
bodies were formed and new requirements established. Administrators of
postsecondary institutions were aggravated with the number of specialized
accrediting bodies and sought a means to control accreditation requirements
(Dickey 1966), and, in 1949, several university presidents formed a new group
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for accreditation called the National Commission on Accrediting (Harcleroad
1980a, 1983; Stedman 1980).
One of the commission's goals was to reduce the number of accrediting
agencies and in particular the specialized accrediting agencies. They were
successful in that there was a slowdown in the creation of new accreditation
agencies; however, their stance against specialized accreditation also created
dissention within the commission and with some powerful professional groups.
In 1955, the commission's leadership was changed and, at that time, the new
leadership began to work toward improving accreditation rather than
eliminating it. In 1965 the National Commission on Accrediting received a grant
from the Carnegie Foundation to determine the "proper place of accreditation in
the maintenance of recent-day standards of education in the nation" (Dickey
1966, pp. vii-viii).
In the Report of the Advisory Committee in The Role and Function of the
National Commission on Accrediting (1966), the Committee's fourth
recommendation states:
The commission would be well advised to take notice of two related
developments:
a. Many colleges and universities have become involved in technical and
semi-professional education ranging from secretarial science to
computer technology
b. Efforts have been made already— and certainly will continue to be
made— to evaluate and even accredit non-academic services such as
care of laboratory animals, health services, and counseling and
guidance services (pp. 8-9).
And
Special attention should be given to the question of whether accreditation
of vocational and technical programs can best be done by the already
approved accrediting agencies for areas related to their professions, by
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the regional accrediting associations as endorsed by the Association of
Junior Colleges, or by new groups (Mayor 1966, p. 50).
While in operation, the National Commission on Accrediting,
according to Young (1979b), "was the national agent of the degree granting
colleges and universities charged with the responsibility to review, recognize by
listing, and continuously monitor the activities of specialized or programmatic
bodies" (p. 138).
Although the National Commission on Accrediting was ultimately not
successful in reducing the number of accrediting agencies, which had been its
main purpose (Chernay 1990; Murphy 1975), it "did establish a review and
recognition process that most of the specialized accrediting bodies subscribed
to and applied for" (Chernay 1990, p. 2).
In 1949, another organization, the National Committee of Regional
Accrediting Agencies (NCRAA) which represented the six regional commissions
was being formed. NCRAA was formed to foster cooperation among the six
regional associations and to generate policies and procedures which were
common and complementary (Chernay 1990; Harcleroad 1980a, 1980b, 1983).
NCRAA also published a list of accredited institutions. NCRAA was replaced by
the Federation of Regional Accrediting Commissions of Higher Education
(FRACHE) in 1964 (Harcleroad 1980a, 1980b, 1983).
FRACHE developed several statements on suggested policies for the
regional associations; however, it was not able to completely remove
differences in regional standards or to align the associations (Chernay 1990;
Harcleroad, 1980a, 1980b, 1983). FRACHE and the National Commission on
Accrediting had quite different viewpoints and contradictory approaches to
accreditation. The clash between these organizations was notable enough for
Orlans (1975) to characterize it as "two bears in a cage" (p. 26).
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FRACHE and the National Commission on Accrediting continued
sparring for several years, but eventually established national offices next to
one another, and from 1972 to 1975 FRACHE and National Commission on
Accrediting worked on some joint projects in accreditation. As a result of a
statement issued by FRACHE in 1972, each of the regional postsecondary
commissions now "conduct orientation and training sessions for inexperienced
evaluators" (Bemis 1983, p. 173).
In 1975, these two organizations merged to form the Council on
Postsecondary Accreditation (COPA) (Harcleroad 1980a, 1980b, 1983; Young
1979b). One reason FRACHE and the National Commission on Accrediting
joined was to have a greater impact on accreditation through collaborative
efforts at the federal level (Harcleroad 1981; Koerner 1971).
At the time of the merger, FRACHE's nine commissions evaluated and
accredited 2,500 institutions. The National Commission on Accrediting and its
related agencies accredited 3,600 postsecondary institutions in specialized
areas (Young 1978, 1979b). When FRACHE and the National Commission on
Accrediting dissolved, their members along with four constituent organizations
became the new enlarged accrediting agency COPA. The new members were
the American Association of Bible Colleges, Association of Independent
Colleges and Schools, National Association of Trade and Technical Schools,
and the National Home Study Council. The merger was also supported by the
American Association of Community and Junior Colleges, the American
Association of State Colleges and Universities, the American Council on
Education, the Association of American Colleges, the Association of American
Universities, the Association of Urban Universities, and the National Association
of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges (Harcleroad 1980a). The
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addition of these new accrediting bodies brought balance to COPA by adding
an additional 1,000 accredited specialized institutions (Young 1978, 1979b).
The formation of COPA was characterized as "the most significant
accreditation event of recent vintage" and that it "is probably the most
comprehensive voluntary accrediting association ever organized" (Stedman
1980, p. 8). Through the creation of COPA, there emerged a new needed
mechanism for accreditation:
[COPA would be] the national organization whose primary purpose is to
support, coordinate, and improve all non-governmental accrediting
activities at the postsecondary level in the United States. Therefore,
COPA is involved in the major issues of postsecondary education
today-accountability, consumer protection, educational standards,
eligibility for public funds, nontraditional education, continuing education,
professional competence, and many more (Young 1978, p. 359).
COPA coordinates accreditation in a variety of ways. It periodically
evaluates nongovernmental accrediting organizations for initial or continuing
recognition. Through COPA, the accrediting practices of its constituency are
monitored "to assure the fairness, integrity, and consistency of their standards
and their policies and procedures for applying them" (Young 1978, p. 360;
1979b, p. 138). COPA, in effect, accredits the accrediting agencies.
Federal Government Involvement in
Voluntary Accreditation
The framers of the Constitution, fearing a strong central government,
created the Tenth Amendment or Reserve Clause (Harcleroad 1980b), which
states, "The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor
prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the
people" (Valente 1985, p. xxxix). As can be noted, the state governments are
given "general" powers while the federal government was given "limited"
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powers.

Education, not being included in the delegated powers, is reserved to

each of the states and to its citizens (Harcleroad 1980b). Thus, the federal
government has no constitutionally granted powers over education.
However, there has been federal involvement in higher education since
the founding of Harvard in 1636. Initially the federal influence took the form of
grants of land. The Northwest Ordinance of 1887 provided public lands to
support "education in the new territories and enjoined the states to support
forever education for the sake of the happiness of mankind and as essential to
good government" (Millard 1979, p. 121). Another noteworthy grant was the
Land-Grant College Act of 1862, often called the Morrill Act after its sponsor
(American Council on Education 1983; Millard 1987). This act granted states
30,000 acres of land for each senator and representative in congress. Morrill
sponsored another act, which was not passed until 1890, because some states
had not managed their resources well and because it became apparent that
federal support would be necessary if the state institutions were to continue
(American Council on Education 1983).
Continued federal interest in education was noted by the fact that
Congress established the Bureau of Education in 1867 (American Council on
Education 1983; Selden and Porter 1977). One of its tasks was the listing of
collegiate institutions. However, before any listing could be done, a definition
had to be developed (Dickey and Miller 1972b). The bureau's definition was
"an institution authorized to give degrees and which reported college students
in attendance" (Semrow 1982, p. 384). This activity was probably the
beginnings of standardization and of accrediting (Brubacher and Rudy 1958,
1968; Harcleroad 1980b; Semrow 1982).
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By 1870 the United States Bureau of Education had a list of colleges.
The list was informational in nature rather than evaluative. There was the
natural question of whether or not a given institution should be listed as a
college. Also, the better schools were exerting pressure on the bureau to
evaluate institutions making the listing on accreditation of sorts. The Bureau of
Education, rather than getting involved as a government agency, asked the
Carnegie Foundation to conduct the evaluations. After conducting the study the
foundation declined to publish the list. This resulted in the colleges forming
their own accrediting group: "the North Central Association of Colleges and
Secondary Schools (1894)" (Westmeyer 1985, p. 157).
Since its establishment in 1867, the Department of Education
commissioners have tried to prod higher education into standardizing. The
commissioners also developed lists of institutions recognized as degree
granting institutions. As early as 1880 the department listed "diploma mills" and
in 1902 Commissioner Brown recommended establishing educational
standards (Cartter 1966, p. 58).
In 1911, the Department of Education established a division of higher
education and with money left over from the previous year hired Kendrick
Babcock as a specialist in that area (Pfnister 1973). Babcock, in 1912, felt that
there was still a need for the definition of a college. He suggested that the
definition was necessary for institutions if they were to deal honestly with the
public and with the students whom it admits. Babcock worked with the
Association of American Universities to prepare a unique list: colleges rated by
quality, based upon the success of graduates in pursuing advanced degree
programs (Brubacher and Rudy 1958, 1968; Cartter 1966; Harcleroad 1980b;
Pfnister 1973). "Colleges whose graduates attained the master’s degree in 1
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year were stated as Class I, and so on through Class IV" (Dickey and Miller
1972b, p. 13). President Taft curtailed this practice because of adverse
pressure from newspaper publicity. President Wilson also refused to publish
the list in 1914. Their decisions left the federal government as a bystander in
collegiate accreditation until the enactment of the Gl Bill in 1952 (Brubacher and
Rudy 1958, 1968; Cartter 1966; Dickey and Miller 1972b; Harcleroad 1980b;
Pfinster 1973).
Although the presidential orders stopped the ranking of colleges by the
Department of Education, the activity was continued by AAU and it published a
list of institutions in 1914. AAU's list appeared one year after Babcock left the
Bureau of Education to become dean of the University of Illinois, where he was
quickly appointed chairman of the AAU committee to classify colleges.
Interestingly, the Bureau of Education supplied the AAU list to the War
Department where it was used to exempt graduates from 350 recognized
institutions from entrance exams at the West Point Military Academy (Dickey
and Miller 1972b). Thus, the presidential orders served to help establish
voluntary institutional accreditation.
Additionally, there were developments at the federal level which
indicated a growing governmental reliance on voluntary accreditation. Among
these were the Selective Service Act of 1941, which "granted temporary
deferment to students in good standing pursuing degree courses in collegiate
institutions" (Cartter 1966, p. 60; Dickey and Miller 1972b, p. 16) and the
Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944, which allowed the Veteran's
Administration to "recognize and approve" institutions as deemed necessary to
provide education and training to veterans (Cartter 1966; Dickey and Miller
1972b; Manning 1988; Proffitt 1979). The next major federal influence and
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possibly the most broad-sweeping federal involvement in accrediting was the
Korean War Gl Bill (Cartter 1966; Dickey and Miller 1972b; Manning 1988). The
Veteran's Readjustment Act, Public Law 82-550 of 1952, made it possible for
and encouraged veterans to attend college and reinforced the connection
between federal government and postsecondary education (American Council
on Education 1983; Selden and Porter 1977). The 1952 Gl Bill was designed to
eliminate abuses of the World War II Gl Bill providing educational benefits to
veterans (Finkin 1978; Helm 1983; Jung 1979; Manning 1988; Orlans 1978;
Proffitt 1980). Finkin (1978) reports:
Congress was concerned about "fly-by-night" schools and "blind alley"
programs, many of which had been rubber stamped for approval by
states. A compromise was reached on the role for the Office of Education,
which in effect, was to list accrediting agencies (p. 2).
This legislation required the United States Commissioner of Education,
under Section 253 of the law, to publish a list of nationally recognized
accrediting agencies: "For the purpose of this Act the Commissioner shall
publish a list of nationally recognized accrediting agencies and associations
which he determines to be reliable authority as to the quality of training offered
by an educational institution."
For the next sixteen years the commissioners satisfied the requirement
mostly by copying the National Commission on Accrediting's list of recognized
agencies and adding the names of the regional accrediting commissions
(Harcleroad 1980b). Thus, one method for institutions to become eligible for
federal assistance was to become accredited by a DOE recognized accrediting
agency.
As was presented earlier, the federal government has no
constitutionally granted authority over or responsibility for education. Yet, over
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time the federal government has contributed sizeable sums of money for
education. Kaplin (1975) explains from where the spending authority
originates:
In the realm of education, federal authority stems primarily from the
"Spending Power"
Congress’ power to tax and spend for the general
welfare. This power is the constitutional basis for virtually all federal
aid-to-education programs, including those which employ accreditation as
an eligibility criterion. The spending power, however, does not give the
federal government a roving commission to regulate postsecondary
education (p. 9).
The connection between the federal government and accreditation
since 1952 has not proven to be without its problems and faults. Some feel that
the relationship is mutually beneficial since accreditation was developed to
serve "nongovernmental purposes and objectives" and in addition "they often
have been closely related to state and federal concerns" (Dickey and Miller
1972a, p. 138). Another contends:
The leaders of most of the major categories of Third Sector institutions
want more government money, not less, and are fully prepared to accept
the regulatory consequences. And government, recognizing the
impossibility of carrying out its social programs purely through its own
lumbering bureaucracy, desires to continue to make extensive use of their
capabilities (Nielsen 1980, p. 24).
While others feel that federal control of accreditation and hence education is too
intrusive.:
First, the federal government has funnelled more and more money into
higher education— first in support of the construction of physical facilities,
then for various kinds of categorical programs, and finally in the form of
massive aid to students. And following closely on the heels of the federal
money has come federal regulations, paperwork, inspectors, and often
onerous directives. (As Kingman Brewster said, "Having bought the
buttons, the government now wants to design the coat.") (Young 1979b,
p. 141).
Yet, others like Chernay (1990) believe, "With this financing has come a
legitimate federal interest in determining which institutions and programs are
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educationally sound" (p. 8), and through the recognition function of the
Department of Education accrediting bodies are evaluated to assure that their
accrediting actions are appropriate indicators of quality. In this way the federal
government makes "appropriate use of accreditation while also adhering to the
principle of separation of governmental from nongovernmental functions"
(Chernay 1990, p. 8).
Trivett (1977) believes that the absence of constitutional authority for
federal funding of education has "caused a continual dance on the part of those
charged to administer Federal funds for education" (p. 8). The federal
government through the linking of accreditation to eligibility for federal funds
was exploring a new kind of role for itself.
[T]his is not the role of the accreditor nor the regulator. In its present form
seems to be its contemplated role, the Office of Education eschews the
role of accreditor or regulator, seeking to leave accreditation to some
vehicle within the educational community. The role of government would
seem to be to franchise the regulator by setting standards and recognizing
the private agency for its compliance with the standards (Martin 1975,
p. 1).
Due to the substantial sums of money provided to postsecondary
institutions through federal programs by way of the accreditation process,
Casey and Harris (1979) have noted, "For colleges and universities
accreditation today is hardly 'voluntary'"(p. 21).
Federal Government Involvement since 1952
In 1952, when the institutional relationship with the federal government
and to federal funding began, it was seen as a positive relationship particularly
by the regional accrediting associations (Geiger 1970; Harcleroad 1980b). The
tie-in made the regional associations a significant part of accessing federal
funds. To access funds at this point there were two requirements for institutions.
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The institution must be state approved and must be listed by the Commissioner
of Education, which was accomplished through a recognized accrediting
agency.
Due to the many programs emerging to satisfy the veteran students'
requests and because there were no established agencies to accredit these
programs, the Veterans Administration was given the power to approve
programs for federal student assistance. Thus, the bulk of federal aid was
handled by the Veterans Administration and the Office of Education (Kaplin
1975).
Many specialized programs emerged during the next few years and
problems arose between institutional and program accrediting bodies. After a
bitter dispute, the first legislation to require program accreditation was
contained in the Nurse Training Act of 1965 (Proffitt 1979). The Nurse Training
Act contained the provision which provided the Commissioner of Education the
authority to "accredit" nursing training programs (Cartter 1966). This act also
established a new accrediting pattern by opening the door for the states to enter
the accreditation process. Now the commissioner could recognize state
approved agencies for nurse programs which would allow recognition for
federal funding (Proffitt 1979). Commissioner Harold Howe requested
Congress to delete the accreditation authority which they did, without it ever
being used. In 1968, Congress dropped the mandatory program accreditation
provision from the Nurse Training Act (Proffitt 1979).
Profound changes in the relationship of the federal government to
higher education were occurring. Until this time the United States
Commissioner of Education's role remained passive, but as a result of the
struggle mentioned earlier, Commissioner Harold Howe established a small
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Accrediting Review Committee which turned out to be a "forerunner of the
Advisory Committee on Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility" (Proffitt 1979,
p. 146). Shortly thereafter in 1968, the Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility
Staff (AIES) was established in the United States Office of Education to oversee
accrediting agencies (American Council on Education 1983; Finkin 1978;
Harcleroad 1980a, 1980b, 1983; Kirkwood 1976, 1982; Orlans 1978; Pfnister
1973; Phillips and VanAntwerp 1977; Proffitt 1980; Riesman 1980; Selden and
Porter 1977) under the Federal Advisory Committee Act (P.L. 92-463)
(Accreditation of Postsecondarv Educational Institutions 1974, p. 128). Shortly
after the advisory committee was established "a set of criteria for recognition
was published, and the federal government was quickly and actively engaged
in reviewing all agencies" (Kirkwood 1982, p. 10) for eligibility to participate in
federal assistance programs.
The staff consists of an Accreditation Policy Unit and two Institutional
Eligibility Units, one for higher education and one for vocational
education. The function of the Eligibility Units is to determine the eligibility
of individual colleges, universities, and vocational and technical schools
for federal construction aid, student assistance, and other forms of federal
funds (Pfnister 1973, p. 31).
With the establishment of the AIES the federal government assumed a
position of oversight of accrediting agencies. Oversight of institutions was now
controlled by three separate parties or the triad.
The eligibility tripartite, commonly called the triad, is a triangular
relationship involving the states, the accrediting associations, and the federal
government (Jung 1979; Kaplin 1975, 1976). Each party exercises oversight of
schools. States authorize institutions by licensing, chartering, or issuing
certification which is one of the eligibility requirements for accessing federal
student assistance programs. The second requirement is recognition by an
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accrediting body listed by the Commissioner of Education. Receipt of
institutional accreditation assures the public and the academic community of the
institution's quality (Ellis 1977; Harcleroad 1980b; Helm 1983; Kaplin 1975;
Kirkwood 1976, 1982: What Assurance Does 1979). Thus, "The states and
accreditation share a mutual concern about educational quality and
effectiveness" (Chernay 1990, p. 7).
The AIES forms the third side of the triangle, reviewing the work of the
accrediting agencies and holding them accountable to the criteria for
recognition established by the U.S. Commissioner of Education. In many
respects, practical and applied as well as theoretical, this is one of the
better examples of checks and balances inherent in the democratic
process (Kirkwood 1976, p. 33).
The third side of the triad, the AIES, seems to have assumed an ever
increasing regulatory function as the 1969 AIES revisions reflected. The
agency was concerned about promoting "an awareness of its responsibilities to
the public interest, as opposed to the narrow parochial education or
professional interest" (Kirkwood 1976, p. 34).
The commissioner's power to recognize accrediting agencies has
prompted concern by the accrediting establishment. Originally there were
twelve criteria for recognition established in 1952; that number had grown to
forty-seven in 1981. Many of the new criteria for recognition were established to
protect the consumer (students) and were already being used by accrediting
associations, but this expansion of requirements was perceived by some as an
attempt by the federal government to impose its desires upon education via
accreditation (Helm 1983). This increased concern "helped to serve as a
catalyst in the formation of the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation in 1975"
(Millard 1987, p. 363). COPA and the Office of Education attempted to
encourage the accrediting agencies to address the "consumer protect" issues.

46

The slow response from the accrediting agencies to realize that consumer
protection has always been a part of accreditation caused the federal
government to take measures to protect the students and its funds (Orlans
1978).
As the commissioner's recognition procedures were extensively
revised, particularly in 1974, there were four new or expanded areas
represented resulting from a perceived lack of confidence in accrediting
agencies. The accrediting agencies were to promote these areas among their
member institutions. Areas to be expanded were (1) ethical practices
associated with student tuition refunds and nondiscrimination practices relating
to admissions and hiring, (2) encouraged institutions to expand innovative and
experimental programs, (3) consider the rights, interests and responsibilities of
the students, public, and occupations, and (4) to assure accreditation was
serving public interests, the decision making body had to include public
representation (Finkin, 1978; Orlans 1978; Proffitt 1980).
As federal programs have grown to become the major source of income
for institutions, student regulations have also grown and the social goals of
consumer concerns, nondiscrimination practices, and refund policies have
been added for institutions to contend. "By 1975, these regulations and
practices were causing the educational community distress" (Harcleroad 1980b,
p. 28) as can be detected in the statement by Saunders (1978):
We have been mainly reactive rather than proactive. We need to develop
a strategy for dealing with the federal presence. We should begin by
assuming that there is no way to get the government out of higher
education (p. 61).
With the growth of postsecondary institutions, particularly the
specialized programs or institutions, numerous specialized accrediting
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associations were developed yet not recognized by COPA. To remedy the
situation various pieces of legislation were enacted to provide avenues for
institutions to qualify for federal funds. The AIES which became the Division of
Eligibility and Agency Evaluation (DEAE) of the Department of Education in
1975 was granted the authority to recognize institutions (Kirkwood 1982). The
DEAE maintains its own eligibility list by using the COPA list of accredited
institutions except where no national accrediting body exists. Then the DEAE
uses an appointed advisory committee as an alternative. The DEAE has the
option to recognize institutions by the three letter rule or through the reasonable
assurance method. Institutions can be granted eligibility if they can produce
three letters from other institutions which will accept transfer credits at an equal
rate (Rapp 1989; Millard 1979). The reasonable assurance method can be
employed for institutions which will meet accrediting standards in a reasonable
period of time (Finkin 1973, 1978; Harcleroad 1980b; Heilbron 1976; Millard
1987; Orlans 1978; Proffitt 1980: What Assurance Does 1979).
These alternative recognition methods are not without criticism. Some
charge that recognition by COPA is not necessary when the Commissioner of
Education can provide the same recognition free while COPA has to charge a
fee from one thousand dollars and up to cover expenses for application review
(Orlans 1978).
Despite the overlapping functions of the triad, educational institutions
and programs of questionable character were still in operation and highlighted
through the media (Helm 1983). The continued operation of shoddy institutions
caused the consumer protection function of accreditation to mushroom during
the 1970s. Many people began to look at the triad for solutions to the growing
public concern. Confusion about which element of the triad was responsible for

48

consumer protection was evident. "The basic consumer protection function in
postsecondary education of necessity rest with the states" (Millard 1987, p. 374)
and "agencies like North Central Association play an important role in
protecting college students from educational malpractice" (Jung and McBain
1980, p. 344) and "accreditation cannot serve as a consumer protection
guarantee for more than it attempts to evaluate" (Young 1979a, p. 216).
Additionally, it is evident that the triad would have a primary role in consumer
protection.
Educational consumer protection is clearly one of the primary issues
whose solution requires an intelligible division of function among triad
elements. All elements should have a role to play (Kaplin 1975, p. 28).
And
All three elements in the triad need to be strong. The consensus was that
private accreditation is strong, the Federal Government is strong, but the
states are not. A clear definition is needed for each element of the triad,
an assignment of responsibility to each, and some process of
accountability for each (Miller 1977, p. 57).
Each element of the triad has methods to deal with institutions which do
not adhere to acceptable consumer practices. States can remove the
institution's charter, private accrediting bodies can remove the accredited status
of the institutions, and the federal government provides the education consumer
with some protection through such agencies as Department of Defense,
Housing and Urban Development, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Federal Aviation
Administration, Federal Communication Commission, and the Postal Inspection
Service's fraud branch. The Federal Trade Commission regulates proprietary
schools "under its authority to prevent 'unfair or deceptive acts or practices in
commerce'" (Kaplin 1975, p. 2).
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During the 1970s accreditation became known to the public mainly
because of the well publicized postsecondary consumer complaints against the
vocational proprietary schools and the equally well publicized pitched battles
between accreditation agencies and the federal government over federal
control of private accreditation. "After years of obscurity and deliberately low
profile activity, accreditation had entered the goldfish bowl of public attention"
(Kirkwood 1982, p. 10).
The triad is not without problems. It is criticized for not sharing
information among the three elements. However, problems of confidentiality,
defamation, and invasion of privacy occur when the transfer of information
among the triad is contemplated. Also, due process concerns arise whenever
there is a potential to damage the institution.
If any element of the triad makes any decision or takes any action that is
adverse to a school, that school has somehow been harmed. The harm is
compounded when other people in other areas of the country are notified
of the decision or action. As the harm increases due process increasingly
rears its head, since courts say that the more you've harmed somebody
the more due process safeguards they are entitled to. It thus seems to me
you must be increasingly careful about the due process procedures you
use when you make decisions if you intend to disseminate those
decisions widely (Kaplin 1976, p. 3).
In 1979, the Carter administration attempted to separate eligibility for
federal funds from accreditation. Several accrediting agencies and COPA were
nervous about increased state regulation and pressured Congress to continue
the triad and the 1980 Higher Education Amendments provided for the
continued relationship (Helm 1983).
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Regional Associations
Regional accrediting associations accredit institutions rather than
programs in a geographic area larger than one state. The purpose of the
regional associations is "to assist institutions in their improvement" and to
"provide assurance to the public that those institutions . . . meet certain criteria
or standards" (Thrash 1980, p. 2).
Today there are six regional accrediting associations which accredit
institutions throughout the fifty states, Guam, and Puerto Rico (Robb 1971). See
the map on page 51. As these associations developed, they varied in tradition
and greatly in size (Harcleroad 1983; Robb 1971; Young 1983). The New
England Association of Schools and Colleges was the first to be established
(1885). Charles Eliot, president of Harvard, was instrumental in the process
and this association was formed for "the advancement of the cause of liberal
education by the promotion of interest common to both colleges and
preparatory schools" (West 1978, p. 418). The New England Association
issued its first list of colleges in 1920 (Dickey 1971). Although it was the first
regional association established, it was the last to begin accreditation, waiting
until 1952 to begin the process (Dickey and Miller 1972b). In December 1952
the "delegates voted to require the evaluation of institutions for initial or
continued membership" (West 1978, p. 418). In 1982, it accredited 194
colleges and universities and 34 vocational institutions across six states
(Harcleroad 1983; Young 1983).
Middle States Association of Colleges and Schools was the second
association to be established (1887) to promote discussion between secondary
education personnel and college personnel mostly about admission practices.
Middle States issued its first list of accredited colleges in 1921 (Dickey 1971).
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In 1982, this association accredited 485 institutions in five states along with the
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, the American Virgin Islands, and the Canal
Zone (Harcleroad 1983; Selden and Porter 1977; Young 1983), and over 600
institutions in 1991 (Jaschik 1991).
North Central Association of Colleges and Schools was formed in
1895. Its purpose was "the establishment of closer relations between the
colleges and secondary schools of the North Central States" (Vaughn and
Manning 1978, p. 395). North Central was the first regional association to
accredit colleges and universities in 1910 and began listing them in 1913
(Harcleroad 1980b, 1983; Selden and Porter 1977; Young 1983). As of 1982, it
was the largest of the regional associations accrediting 915 institutions in
nineteen states.
The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools was also formed in
1895 for "cooperation and mutual assistance; to elevate the standards of
scholarship and to effect uniformity of entrance requirements" (Johnston and
Andrews 1978, p. 406). J. H. Kirkland, president of Vanderbuilt University, was
instrumental in organizing the Southern Association. The Southern Association
began accrediting colleges in 1919. This association accredits 722 colleges
and universities and an additional 195 occupational institutions and has
membership over an eleven state area (Harcleroad 1980b, 1983 Selden and
Porter 1977; Young 1983).
The Northwest Association of Schools and Colleges was established in
1917 and began accrediting colleges and universities in 1923 (A Guide to
COPA 1986-1988). This association formed for the purposes of mutual
cooperation of "secondary and higher schools of the Northwest, in the
promotion of both their individual and common interests" (Bemis 1978, p. 376).
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The Northwest Association published its first list of accredited institutions in
1921 (Dickey 1971). This association accredited 143 institutions in seven
states in 1982 (Harcleroad 1983; Young 1983).
The Western College Association was formed in 1924 primarily for
"preserving and discussing liberal education" (Harcleroad 1980b, p. 15).
Western serves only two states, California and Hawaii, plus Guam and Trust
Territories of Micronesia. Western started accrediting colleges and universities
in 1948. Prior to that date, the Northwest Association and the University of
California had served the California institutions. In 1982, the Western College
Association accredited 263 colleges and universities (Harcleroad 1980b, 1983;
Young 1983).
The regional associations conduct accreditation abroad for American
combination schools.
Middle States Association serves Europe, the Middle East, central and
western Asia, Puerto Rico, Panama, the Canal Zone, and military-based
American schools throughout the world; the Southern Association
accredits schools in Mexico, Central America, South America, and
countries in the Caribbean not designated to one of the other regional
associations; and the Western Association covers Southeast Asia and the
islands of the Pacific (Robb 1971, p. 50).
Brief History of the North Central Association
Since North Dakota and Minnesota are located in the North Central
Association's jurisdiction, more time will be spent examining North Central's
role. Additionally, North Central's role was chosen because it serves the most
states and institutions and because North Central has been instrumental in
"developing" the present-day voluntary accreditation process.
The Schoolmasters' Club had been meeting in Michigan for several
years prior to 1895. The members met to discuss problems common to both
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secondary and college officials. There was particular concern about college
admission requirements. The club was successful from the beginning because
these officials had the opportunity to interact with one another in a face-to-face
manner and to view the problems from another perspective. As a result of this
success, there was a desire to share the benefits with others. With the
cooperation of the University of Michigan, the University of Wisconsin,
Northwestern University, and the University of Chicago, a resolution was
passed in Ypsilanti, Michigan, on December 1, 1894, to invite institutional
representatives from ten states to "unite with a committee of the club in issuing a
call for a meeting to form an association of schools and colleges in the North
Central States" (Davis 1926, p. 283). The ten states were Ohio, Michigan,
Indiana, Illinois, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri, Nebraska, and Kansas.
Those invited were to meet on March 29 and 30, 1895 at Evanston, Illinois, for
the purpose of discussing the following:
1. Is it desirable and practicable to form an association?
2. If so, what states should compose the territory in which it is to act?
3. What shall be the qualifications for membership to the association?
4. How often shall the association meet and where shall the meeting be
held?
5. Shall the association take steps looking to co-operation with the New
England and Middle States Associations in securing greater uniformity
in secondary instruction and in the requirements for admission to
colleges (Davis 1926, pp. 283-84)?
Thirty-six representatives (twenty-two college presidents, ten principals or
directors of secondary schools, three school superintendents, and one college
professor) attended the March 29 meeting (Davis 1926).
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The first annual meeting of the North Central Association of Colleges
and Schools was scheduled for April 1, 1896, at the University of Chicago and
the discussion would be "What Constitutes a Secondary School?," and "What
Constitutes a College?" (Davis 1926, p. 285).
These, then, constitute the purposes upon which all later work of the North
Central Association has been based: closer relations among educational
institutions, cooperative efforts directed toward the achievement of
desirable educational reforms, and an approach to national unity with
respect to the educational policies and procedures adopted (Davis 1945,
p. 13).
The North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools
defined colleges and schools very early in its history. North Central also was
"the first to formulate a definite accrediting program" (Semrow 1982, p. 384).
Because of these activities, NCA was soon in a leadership role among regional
accrediting associations.
The Kalamazoo case of 1874 had a significant influence upon
education and the accreditation process in secondary schools. Through this
case it was declared constitutional to assess taxes to support high schools
(Harcleroad 1980a). This led to substantial growth of secondary schools, many
of which had no guidelines or standards to follow. Consequently, high schools
were not uniform in their offerings or quality and their graduates were
sometimes not adequately prepared to further their education. Colleges began
to inspect high schools (the Michigan plan) to determine if their graduates were
prepared for college. Under this plan college faculty or other inspectors would
visit secondary schools to examine them, provide recommendations, and then
certify (accredit) that the high school met their requirements. Secondary
schools being visited by several inspectors from different institutions oftentimes
received different or even contradictory recommendations depending upon the
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views of the college authorizing the inspection. Around 1900, there was a move
to establish secondary graduation standards which was prompted by the many
requirements being imposed upon secondary schools via the college
inspection system. NCA responded by establishing standards for inspecting
and accrediting high schools (Davis 1945).
In 1901, the first working committee of the NCA was established and
called the "Commission on Accredited Schools." Then in 1906, when the
association voted to accredit colleges, the name was changed to "Commission
on Accredited Schools and Colleges" which stood until 1916 when the
"Commission on Institutions of Higher Education" was created (Davis 1945,
pp. 37-38).
In 1909, NCA developed accreditation policies for colleges which were
revised in 1912. To provide time to meet these standards, each institution listed
on the membership roll was given accredited status for one year (Davis 1945).
These new standards lasted for several years. The strict adherence to
standards, particularly some which were arbitrarily enforced, along with some
which were difficult to maintain such as specific amounts of funding for support
of the college by students and outside sources, caused considerable
resentment on the part of member schools (Semrow 1982). In 1929, a
committee on the revision of standards was appointed and embarked on a
three-year study of its criteria. The committee's thorough study led to significant
revisions in the accrediting process (Brubacher and Rudy 1958, 1968;
Harcleroad 1980b; Selden 1960; Selden and Porter 1977). "It concluded that
there was no validity in the quantitative measures previously employed and
promptly substituted qualitative standards" (Petersen 1978, p. 309), which
incorporated the idea that institutions should be recognized as having diverse
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purposes and accreditation should seek to foster institutional improvement
(Semrow 1982).
At their April 1934 meeting the NCA commission adopted a revision of
accreditation standards for colleges:
An institution will be judged for accreditment upon the basis of the total
pattern it presents as an institution of higher education. The facilities and
activities of an institution will be judged in terms of the purposes it seeks to
serve (Davis 1945, p. 72).
The first NCA revision established evaluation characteristics which looked at
the institutions "in terms of the institution’s mission and educational objectives
as the controlling factors in assessing quality" (Chernay 1990, p. 1).
An early test of NCA came via the Langer case in 1938. The North
Dakota Agricultural College had been listed with NCA since 1915. But due to
institution officials being fired as a result of political pressure, the college was
dropped from NCA’s list of approved institutions. Governor Langer filed for an
injunction against the association and its officers. The District Court judge as
well as the United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh District denied the
injunction. The ruling has had major impact far beyond that of NCA because it
apparently outlined and upheld the ability of voluntary organizations to enforce
their regulations (Davis 1945). In specific, the court held:
(1) that the North Central Association is purely a voluntary organization;
(2) that, as such, it may determine the standards and conditions upon
which membership in its body may be gained or held; (3) that its list of
accredited institutions is made up in accordance with its published
standards and declared purposes; (4) that its constitution, by-laws, and
rules, knowingly assented to by a member, become in effect a civil
contract; and (5) that consequently, in the absence of fraud, collusion,
arbitrariness, or breach of contract, its decisions must be accepted as
conclusive (p. 36).
NCA led the way to the self-study through its second revision to the
accrediting process by the development of a "guide" for the evaluation of
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institutions of higher education. The guide helped personnel at institutions,
consultants, and evaluators to formulate judgments about the institutions. It was
not a manual on procedures but sought, as the name implies, to guide those in
accreditation. The guide was used until the 1970s. Additionally, emphasis in
accreditation was put upon the institutional self-study and a peer review
process (Semrow 1982).
The third accreditation revision was concerned with institutional quality
while attending to more diverse institutions. In 1978, the commission
introduced "criteria" for accreditation. These criteria are similar today with
varying emphasis being placed upon any one criterion (Semrow 1982):
1. Has clear and publicly stated purposes, consistent with its mission and
appropriate to a postsecondary educational institution; 2. Has effectively
organized adequate human, financial, and physical resources into
educational and other programs to accomplish it purposes; 3. Is
accomplishing its purposes; 4. Can continue to accomplish its purposes
(p. 392).
These four criteria are still cited by NCA in its Assessment Workbook
(North Central Association of Colleges and Schools 1991). However, since
1989 NCA has placed particular emphasis on assessment of student
achievement. Thrash (1988) indicates that critics are alarmed by the number of
students who cannot read or write and that some reports reveal state and
federal agencies "have identified student achievement as a critical concern"
(p. 16). The NCA commission at its October 1991 meeting approved the
following statement:
The Commission wants to make clear that all institutions are expected to
assess the achievement of their students. With this statement we make
explicit the Commission's position that student achievement is a critical
component in assessing overall institutional effectiveness. Our
expectation is that an institution has and is able to describe a program by
which it documents student academic achievement (North Central
Association of Colleges and Schools 1991, p. 3).
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Minnesota Technical College Accreditation
A significant feature of American education during the 1960s
might be described as the "coming of age" for postsecondary
vocational-technical-occupational education. In the decade ahead one can
anticipate that occupational education will continue to experience growth; "and
like all growth situations, it is likely to have its growth pains" (Proffitt 1970, p. 16).
To accommodate the growing number of occupational and technical
programs and to service a more diverse clientele, occupational and technical
commissions were established by some of the regional accrediting
associations. However, not all associations took on this additional
responsibility for various reasons (Harcleroad 1980b). "Only now, and
hesitatingly at that, are vocational-technical schools deemed to be educational
institutions appropriate for review by the regional accrediting teams" (Selden
1972, p. 245). And, "just as some states have been reluctant to accept their
respective responsibilities, so too the same can be said for some accrediting
agencies" (Accreditation of Postsecondary Educational Institutions 1974,
p. 308).
Minnesota became the battleground for vocational-technical
accreditation issues in the North Central's region (Orlans 1975). Public
vocational schools had no access to accreditation and thus to student financial
assistance. These schools received an exemption to regional accreditation
through an "amendment to the Higher Education Act in 1972 by the Senator
from Minnesota, Walter W. Mondale, which can be found in Section 438(b)"
(Accreditation of Postsecondary Educational Institutions 1974, p. 308). The
Mondale Amendment provided public postsecondary vocational institutions an
alternate method for meeting the federal student assistance eligibility
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requirement for accreditation. The Mondale amendment also required "the
Commissioner of Education to publish a list of state agencies that he has
recognized as reliable authorities concerning the quality of education or training
offered by public postsecondary vocational institutions" (Proffitt 1980, p. 8).
Initially in 1974, there were eight state agencies listed of which
Minnesota was one. Since that time, as institutions have become regionally
accredited the states have voluntarily withdrawn from the list (Proffitt 1980).
In 1973, the Minnesota State Board of Technical Colleges, as it is now
called, petitioned the United States Department of Education to be recognized
as the accrediting agency for technical institutions. Since being granted that
authority the board has continued to be the accrediting agency for these
colleges (Perry 1992).
There are now thirty-four technical colleges in operation in Minnesota;
however, that number could change due to present and anticipated mergers of
these institutions. All these colleges are recognized by DOE. Recognition is
achieved by being accredited by either the Minnesota State Board of Technical
Colleges or through a regional association. Five institutions have North Central
Association Commission on Institutions of Higher Education accreditation at this
point in time. Alexandria was accredited in 1980, Southwestern in 1991, St.
Cloud in 1985, St. Paul in 1983, and Willmar in 1976. These institutions also
maintain various specialized accreditations as do those technical colleges
which maintain accreditation through the state board process (North Central
Association of Colleges 1990).
Institutions are re-accredited by the state every five years. Institutions
which are regionally accredited must provide a copy of their self-study along
with the on-site evaluation report which was received from their accrediting
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agency to the State Board of Technical Colleges (SBTC) for its review.
Programs which receive specialized accreditation must submit their letter of
accreditation to the accreditation and evaluation director and to SBTC.
Colleges which are state accredited undergo an on-site evaluation every five
years by SBTC (Procedure Manual for Accreditation and Evaluation 1991).
Also, an agreement has been established between the State Board of
Technical Colleges and the NCA state commissioner of the Commission of
Colleges and Schools whereby NCA accepts the Minnesota State Board of
Technical Colleges accreditation process. Thus, Minnesota technical colleges
can become accredited by NCA Colleges and Schools upon being granted
state accreditation. To secure NCA Colleges and Schools accreditation
through this process the institution must fill out an application form and pay the
required fee. Upon receipt of state board accreditation, the director of
accreditation and evaluation sends a letter to the NCA state commissioner who
then, in turn, awards accreditation to the institution under NCA Colleges and
Schools for Vocational and Adult Education. There is no additional self-study
required. However, those institutions wishing to be NCA-CIHE accredited must
make a written request to the NCA-CIHE and follow their process (Perry 1992).
Of those colleges surveyed, Mankato (1984) and Brainerd (1985) hold this type
of accreditation (North Central Association of Colleges 1990).
Students As Consumers
Accreditation has never been "well understood— not by the general
public nor, for that matter, by the institutions of postsecondary education it
primarily serves" (Young 1979b, p. 132). Accreditation is a dynamic, constantly
changing process which has made important changes over the years.
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Originally, accreditation was viewed as "a means of institutional
self-improvement. I think the general public now views it as a consumer
protection device. History notwithstanding, I do" (Davies 1987, p. 384).
Although others believe that consumer protection was always the overriding
factor. "A look at the history of accreditation shows t hat . . . consumer protection
was the initial motivating force" (Uehling 1987b, p. 38).

More recently when

discussing consumers in relation to accreditation we think of students. "We
sometimes use the term consumer as a substitute for student, simply meaning
the 'user* of our services" (El-Khawas 1975, p. 1).
One aspect of the consumer issue is student understanding and wise
use of accreditation as addressed by Thrash (1979). Many students are
unfamiliar with accreditation, the government's involvement in accreditation,
and with the respective roles for each. As a result they were unable to
distinguish between institutions of quality and marginal institutions. Many
unaccredited, unscrupulous institutions abused consumers. These abuses
were reported in the media which aroused the concern of elected officials and
consumer protection groups. Accreditation was accused of being unable to
correct these abuses quickly. The expansion of postsecondary institutions
along with the charges against accreditation caused a chain reaction which
forced the accrediting bodies to form new and more complex relationships.
Each member of the relationship had different expectations of accreditation
(Thrash 1979). Thus, the universe of accreditation changed as the focus
became more and more upon accreditation's ability to correct consumer abuses
in postsecondary education.
Although unscrupulous institutions may have been few in number, the
issue raised was "whether colleges and universities have become
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unresponsive to legitimate student needs" (El-Khawas 1976, p. 5). The federal
government's interest in the consumer issue was for "protection of the federal
education investment, more than protection of the student per se" (Schotten and
Knight 1977, p. 377). However, the federal government's focus has changed
toward protecting the student, since "the student is the primary consumer of
educational services" (Schotten and Knight 1977, p. 379). Today, citizens who
have used the government's money to purchase educational services and "who
feel that they are not getting their money's worth may assume that the
government will be interested" (Stark and Terenzini 1978, p. 4). Schotten and
Knight (1977) examine the consumer issue from a different perspective when
they suggest that without the federal funds "to be misspent, the educational
consumer movement would have been deprived of its impetus. It takes money
to misspend money" (p. 381).
Federal programs provided about $8.4 billion from 1972 to 1976 for
students attending postsecondary educational institutions. During the same
period student abuses of federal programs increased which resulted in an
awareness on the part of the state and federal agencies of "the need to protect
the educational consumer, that is, the student" (What Assurance Does 1979,
p. 1). In 1974, the consumer protection movement emerged full scale (Proffitt
1979). The first National Conference on Consumer Protection in Postsecondary
Education was held in Denver in March 1974 (Millard 1979) and was attended
by a variety of institutional and state and federal agency representatives as well
as student advocate groups. The conference provided the opportunity for
representatives to agree that students are indeed educational consumers who
have a right to "adequate information, to protection against false advertising and
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fraud, to due process, adequate means of expressing their concerns, and to
reasonable refund policies" (Millard 1979, p. 126).
The advent of the new accountability responsibilities placed on
institutions by the government and consumer groups not only indicated a
problem with postsecondary institutions but "it also implies that the warrantee of
accreditation is subject to question" (Romine 1971, p. 257). The continued
need to account for student financial aid funds led the Federal Interagency
Committee on Education to label the postsecondary student a "consumer"
(Stark and Terenzini 1978, p. 4) in 1975. Since that time there has been a rapid
movement by the federal government to protect student consumers from
"possibly misleading advertising by colleges and vocational schools" (Stark and
Terenzini 1978, p. 4) because some students who have used federal loans
have not made wise educational choices presumably because they did not
possess adequate information about the institution and/or its policies. Several
common areas of consumer abuses are false or misleading advertising, failure
to offer courses listed, using inadequately trained teachers, admission and
grading policies, poorly defined refund policies for tuition or dormitory fees, not
providing promised services, and inability to provide information on graduation
rates and attrition (What Assurance Does 1979). However, the assumption that
students will make informed choices if they possess the needed information
"remains undemonstrable, [but] the idea appeals to common sense and
therefore has received wide acceptance" (Stark and Terenzini 1978, p. 4). The
continued pressure for consumer protection has resulted in institutions reporting
their accrediting status in their catalogs, advertising, and recruiting information
in accordance with COPA recommendations (El-Khawas 1979). Consumers
are used to guarantees on the products they purchase. The "consumers of
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education want similar assurances. And for many years, the certification of
quality in education has been accreditation" (Uehling 1987b, p. 38).
Students attending proprietary schools may need additional consumer
protection as indicated in a 1976 report of the Proprietary Vocational and Home
Study Schools to the FTC Bureau of Consumer Protection:
Because of their youth, their generally low level of educational and
occupation achievement, their lack of experience and sophistication, and
their demonstrated and often impulsive desire for improved career and
financial prospects, vocational school consumers are particularly
susceptible to advertising and sales techniques which are designed to
exploit (What Assurance Does 1979. p. 30).
Hollander, Phillips, and Moye (1978) provide a counter argument
contending that students attending degree or nondegree granting nonprofit
institutions require more "sophisticated" consumer protection than students of
proprietary schools because these students are more reluctant to withdraw from
the institution, their time, earnings, and other lost opportunities are their major
resource commitment as opposed to actual outlay costs. The length of time
required to complete these programs is greater and "hence the consequences
of a bad decision are much greater than in the case of proprietary institutions"
(p. 4). Hollander, Phillips, and Moye go on to argue that there are safeguards
against consumer abuse built into the colleges and universities systems. First,
there is no person or small group who would stand to gain or lose significantly
from an increase or decrease in institution profitability. Second, so many
groups are involved in the diverse decision making processes at higher
education institutions that some consumer group would notice and consider
student abuses to be in "bad form" (p. 4).
From which perspective one views consumer protection depends upon
one's own inclinations and background. However, abuses have occurred and
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presently the "soundest approach to consumer protection and the furthering of
federal concerns for consumer protection in education" is the eligibility system
or triad (Hollander, Phillips, and Moye 1978, p. 3).
Under this system the Office of Education processes complaints about
accredited institutions and institutions which participate in federal assistance
programs. Even though the Office of Education has no authorization to control
education it does strive to determine if accredited schools have violated the
accrediting agencies' criteria. Complaints from sources such as consumer
organizations, parents, students, federal agencies, and Congress are directed
to the Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility Staff. The staff typically forwards
the complaints to the proper accrediting agency, but at times will directly
correspond with institutions "regarding alleged educational malpractice"
(Accreditation of Postsecondary Educational Institutions 1974, p. 4).
Perhaps students are becoming more sophisticated consumers of
education. Whether or not this is related to accreditation is unknown. "I would
say, that many of the student lawsuits we're noticing recently have been
initiated by 'older* students, especially women returning to school" (El-Khawas
1975, p. 8).
The Carnegie Foundation (Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in
Higher Education 1979) offered several suggestions to educate students in
consumer skills. Most have been implemented at this time with one exception:
A course on postsecondary opportunities should be offered in the high
schools prior to the senior year. The course should explore
postsecondary alternatives— the options, education as well as work, that
exist for students leaving high school, how to find out more about these
options, and how to decide which of the options or combination of options
is preferred (pp. 53-54).
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The student consumer protection issue has focused on what should be
done for students, but perhaps there is justifiable concern about the consumers
as well. "Students do not come with warranties that they are free from defect,
either, and more balance in a consumer system that recognizes the real
dynamics of the situation is in order" (Schotten and Knight 1977, p. 382). As
viewed by one author, accreditation will only continue to be a viable force in
educational accountability to the extent that it can adapt to educational
changes.
To the extent that the various accrediting agencies maintain their
credibility and responsibility, and demonstrate their responsiveness to the
changing educational scene, to that extent is accreditation likely to remain
as a unique system for assuring the quality of American postsecondary
education and stimulating its further improvement (Kirkwood 1976, p. 34).

C H A P T E R III

PROCEDURES
This chapter details the procedure used for completing the study. The
chapter is divided into the following sections: rationale for selecting Minnesota
technical colleges, selection of subjects, development of the questionnaire, pilot
study, collection of the data, statistical treatment of the data, and changes in
procedure for surveying.
Rationale for Selecting Minnesota
Technical Colleges
Minnesota technical colleges were selected because of the change in
accreditation currently taking place. These institutions are changing from state
accreditation to regional accreditation. Previously these technical colleges
were accredited through the state accreditation process. Currently, these
technical colleges are to achieve accreditation through a regional accrediting
agency by the year 1995. Five technical colleges are already accredited by a
regional accrediting association, twelve more of these colleges are in various
stages of the accrediting process and are seeking "candidate" status for
regional accreditation, an affiliation they maintain until fully accredited.
Seventeen of these technical colleges have yet to enter the regional accrediting
process. Thus, students who choose to attend technical colleges at this point in
time have the possible option (if an accredited institution has the desired
program) to attend a regionally accredited institution or nonregionally
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accredited institution. Therefore, it seemed logical to conduct research about
this educational system and its students and that such a study was timely.
Selection of Subjects
There were 777 surveys collected from eight selected Minnesota
technical colleges. Only students who were enrolled in continuous programs
were surveyed and, further, only technical college students were surveyed
since many of the technical colleges provide general studies courses for nearby
community colleges.
Approximately one-half of the students surveyed were from the four
technical colleges which are regionally accredited. The remaining one-half of
the students surveyed were from two nonregionally accredited colleges and two
NCA Colleges and Schools accredited colleges located in close proximity to
those regionally accredited institutions and which provided courses in the three
selected program areas.
The eight technical colleges selected to participate in this study are
listed by pairs with the regionally accredited technical college listed first:
Alexandria and Brainerd, Southwestern and Mankato, St. Cloud and Hennepin,
St. Paul and Minneapolis.
There were approximately one hundred students surveyed from each
college. Further, a minimum of thirty-five students was selected by each
instructor from the three selected program areas of business and office, trade
and industrial, and health. No attempt was made to select an equal number of
male and female students. The sample was a stratified selection of technical
college students in continuous enrollment.
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Student anonymity was maintained. Respondents did not provide their
name, only demographic information, their perceptions of accreditation, and
information relating to the use of accreditation in college or program selection.
Also, some institutional information was requested.
Development of the Questionnaire
Several Educational Resources Information Clearinghouse (ERIC)
searches were conducted to determine if a suitable survey instrument was
currently available. One survey was found which sought the opinions of
graduate counseling and guidance students regarding continued accreditation
of the counseling program. The ERIC searches produced no surveys which
measured or supplied useful data about the topic of interest. Additionally, the
"Fall 1990 Incoming Student Survey" used by Bemidji State University at
Bemidji, Minnesota, was examined as was "The Adolescents Making Real-Life
Decisions" survey developed by Kathleen M. Galotti from Carleton College at
Northfield, Minnesota. These surveys contained some general demographic
questions which could have been used; however, the specific nature of the
present study required information which was markedly different from the other
questionnaires examined.
Data gathering was accomplished through the use of a
writer/committee-developed questionnaire. The questionnaire was developed
after a thorough review of the literature and with the help of a selected group of
individuals who have considerable experience and expertise in the areas of
accreditation and questionnaire development. Several persons who
participated in the questionnaire development were from the University of North
Dakota at Grand Forks, including the director of the Bureau of Educational
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Services and Applied Research, the director of the Office of Instructional
Development, two professors from the department of Business and Vocational
Education, and a professor from the department of Educational Administration.
Additionally, the vice president from the East Grand Forks (Minnesota)
Technical College, also participated in the questionnaire development process.
After reviewing the questionnaire, each of the consultants made
suggestions relating to the addition, deletion, and modification of questions. To
compile and implement these suggestions, the computer was used and a
process was followed whereby each suggestion was listed below the
appropriate question and the additional questions were included. Then, each
question was reviewed and the attendant suggestions were applied. There
were forty-nine questions on the original questionnaire. The addition and
clarification of questions in the review process resulted in fifty-eight questions
being generated for possible inclusion on the questionnaire. Additionally, every
question was modified either through a change in wording or by changing the
rating format or through the bold facing of the words "college" and "program."
Also, the questionnaire was reorganized into three sections. The first section
contained questions requesting student demographic information, the second
section contained questions requesting college related information, and the
third section contained questions requesting program related information.
Next, the writer's advisor suggested developing a grid where possible
survey questions and research questions were plotted. The goal of this process
was to determine which questions were essential to answer the research
questions developed for this study. After completing this process, the research
questions were revised and another grid was developed. Through this process,
it was determined that only twenty-nine questions were necessary to answer the
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research questions. These questions were included on the pilot survey. After
the completed pilot surveys were examined one additional question was
developed and included on the questionnaire.
In its final form, the questionnaire contained thirty questions. These
questions were developed to gather information relating to student
demographics, student use of accreditation in selecting a technical college or
program, college information, and student attitudes or opinions relating to
accreditation of college and/or programs (see appendix B).
Pilot Study
The questionnaire was pilot tested at the East Grand Forks Technical
College. Carol Buck, a medical secretary instructor, administered the
questionnaire to twelve students in her communications class. Also, Jeralyn
Jargo, a respiratory care instructor, administered the questionnaire to thirteen
students in her respiratory care practitioner II class.
A set of instructions was developed and provided to help assure that all
students would receive the same information and directions (see appendix C).
The students were asked to comment on the clarity of the instructions as well as
respond to the questions on the survey. In addition, these students were asked
to provide feedback regarding readability, clarity, one question-one thought,
and understandability of the questionnaire in general.
The following recommendations were made by the pilot group which
subsequently resulted in the following questionnaire revision. Question number
thirteen was changed to include the word "some."
The following changes were made to the questionnaire after reviewing
the results of the pilot study and consulting with the director of the Bureau of
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Educational Services and Applied Research and the writer's advisor: (1) The
choice "neither" was added to question number seven, (2) question number ten
was developed and added, and (3) the words "or unsure" were added to
question number twenty-seven.
Collection of the Data
After the questionnaire was revised, the president of each of the ten
selected colleges was contacted by telephone to request permission to conduct
this research and, if approved, was then asked to name a contact person within
the institution with whom the writer would coordinate data gathering. To
facilitate this process, a telephone protocol (see appendix D) was developed
whereby the writer identified himself as a graduate student from the University
of North Dakota who was interested in researching student use of accreditation
in college and/or program selection. The president was assured that
confidentiality regarding the institution and the students would be maintained
and, additionally, that no college comparisons would be made. The president
was informed that the questionnaire contained thirty questions and would take
fifteen minutes or less of student time to complete. Those presidents who
agreed to participate were sent a letter thanking them for agreeing to assist in
this research (see appendix E).
After receiving permission to conduct the research and the name of a
contact person, the contact persons were contacted by telephone and a similar
protocol (see appendix F) was followed where the writer introduced himself,
explained the purpose of the call, related the presidential commitment,
explained the study, explained the procedures to be followed, assured that
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confidentiality would be maintained, indicated the time required to complete the
survey, and requested the contact person's cooperation.
Those contact persons who agreed to cooperate were sent three
envelopes and a letter which thanked them for cooperating and provided
direction for the study (see appendix G). The letter requested that the contact
person select faculty willing to assist in this research by administering the
survey to their students during a class. Further, the contact person was asked
that those selected faculty members would survey students from each of the
program areas of business and office, trade and industrial, and health. Finally,
the contact person was asked that selected faculty have access to at least
thirty-five to fifty students and that only technical college students be surveyed
since many technical colleges provide general studies courses for community
college students. In addition, the contact person was sent three envelopes;
each envelope contained fifty surveys, an instruction sheet, and a return
envelope.
One week after the envelopes and letter were mailed the contact
person was called to determine if the information had been received and if there
were any questions regarding the survey. Also, the contact person was asked
that the survey be administered as soon as possible.
When the selected faculty received their envelopes and opened them
they found an instruction sheet (see appendix H) to follow while administering
the survey and a student information sheet (see appendix I) to be read to the
students prior to administering the survey. Also, the envelope contained fifty
survey instruments and a self-addressed return envelope. After the survey had
been administered and collected by faculty, the instruments were placed in the

75

envelope provided, sealed, and presented to the contact person who returned it
to the writer for compilation and analysis.
Statistical Treatment of the Data
After the questionnaires were collected, response data from the
questionnaires were entered into the mainframe computer for statistical
analysis. Frequencies and percentages were determined and inferential tests
of significance (e.g., Chi Square for two nominal variables and Analysis of
Variance for continuous variables) were performed as appropriate to determine
if relationships between independent and dependent variables existed. The
Statistical Procedures in Social Studies (SPSSX) program was used.
Changes in Procedure for Surveying
Two colleges did not participate in the survey. Willmar, a NCA-CIHE
accredited institution, chose not to participate in the survey and Anoka, a
nonregionally accredited institution, agreed to participate in the survey but did
not find time to complete the questionnaires. Of the ten colleges contacted
about surveying students, eight participated for an 80 percent response rate.
Also, after examining the college catalogue for the eight colleges it was
discovered that two had secured membership in NCA through NCA College
and Schools accreditation. As a result of this discovery, the survey responses
were entered into the computer under three categories for purposes of data
analysis. The categories were by type of accreditation: Minnesota State Board
of Technical Colleges, NCA Colleges and Schools, or NCA Commission on
Institutions of Higher Education (NCA-CIHE).

C H A P T E R IV

FINDINGS
Data obtained from students who are attending technical colleges having
three different types of accreditation are presented in this chapter. The data are
presented by accreditation categories. Data from institutions accredited by NCA
Colleges and Schools will be presented under the NCA-C&S heading, data
from institutions accredited by the NCA Commission on Institutions of Higher
Education will be presented under the NCA-CIHE heading, and data from
institutions accredited by the Minnesota State Board of Technical Colleges will
be presented under the MNSB heading. Table 3 has a different identification
scheme. For this table, students are identified by the program area they are
attending. The categories are Trade and Industrial (T & I), Business and Office
(B & O), and Health (Health).

Descriptive Summary
The supporting data for the descriptive summary are found in appendix J.
The range of full-time students was from 87.4 percent of Minnesota State Board
to 92.8 percent of NCA Colleges and Schools. Students were relatively evenly
represented among the three program areas. Females comprised the majority
of students from all three categories ranging from 59.3 percent of NCA
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Commission on Institutions of Higher Education to 66.1 percent of Minnesota
State Board. Student ages ranged from 16 to 69 years with the mean age
slightly over 26 years. The majority of respondents from all three categories
from 65.9 percent of Minnesota State Board to 74.0 percent of NCA
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education reported being high school
graduates. Over three-quarters of the students from each category reported that
neither parent had graduated from a four-year college. The responses about
parental graduation from a four-year college ranged from 78.1 percent of NCA
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education to 89.9 percent of NCA
Colleges and Schools. Most students, from 51.0 percent of NCA Commission
on Institutions of Higher Education to 85.6 percent of NCA Colleges and
Schools, were attending a technical college which was located 0-15 miles from
a community or four-year college. Many of the respondents, from 36.8 percent
of NCA Colleges and Schools to 49.2 percent of Minnesota State Board, have
attended another college. For those who have attended another college,
technical college and community college were the most common types with a
range from about 20.0 percent to about 40.0 percent. Almost half the
respondents, from 46.8 percent of NCA Colleges and Schools to 52.1 percent of
NCA Commission on Institutions of Higher Education, do not think credits will
transfer to another college within the state, but about 80.0 percent of students
from all three categories said it was of concern to them that credits did transfer.
However, many of the respondents, from 42.9 percent of Minnesota State Board
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to 48.8 percent of NCA Commission on Institutions of Higher Education, thought
some credits would transfer.
Accreditation was not used by respondents, from 55.2 percent of NCA
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education to 70.0 percent of NCA
Colleges and Schools, in their college selection decision. An accredited
college indicated a good college to approximately one-half, from 42.6 percent of
NCA Colleges and Schools to 51.2 percent of NCA Commission on Institutions
of Higher Education respondents. Students who indicated that their college
was Minnesota State Board accredited ranged from 41.9 percent of NCA
Colleges and Schools to 62.8 percent of NCA Commission on Institutions of
Higher Education. Students who were unsure whether their college was
accredited by a regional agency ranged from 53.9 percent of NCA Commission
on Institutions of Higher Education to 78.2 percent of NCA Colleges and
Schools.

Most students who knew the college was accredited learned that

information from a school publication or from their instructor; however, many of
the respondents, from 39.9 percent of NCA Commission on Institutions of
Higher Education to 70.5 percent of NCA Colleges and Schools, did not know
the college was accredited. About one-half of the students, from 51.5 percent of
NCA Commission on Institutions of Higher Education to 56.0 percent of NCA
Colleges and Schools, were unsure if they would be more satisfied with North
Central accreditation than with Minnesota State Board accreditation. Good job
placement was the most important reason for students choosing their technical
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college. The mean response ranged from 2.91 for Minnesota State Board to
3.20 for NCA Commission on Institutions of Higher Education on a 1-4 scale.
Approximately three-quarters of the respondents, from 73.7 percent of NCA
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education to 77.8 percent of NCA
Colleges and Schools, were unsure if a college had to be accredited to offer
financial aid and from 58.3 percent of Minnesota State Board to 65.2 percent of
NCA Colleges and Schools of the respondents were unsure of whether they
thought colleges should be required to be accredited in order to offer financial
aid. Respondents indicated that assuring current material is used in class
should be the most important purpose of accreditation. The mean response
ranged from 3.48 for Minnesota State Board to 3.56 for NCA Commission on
Institutions of Higher Education on a 1-4 scale. The majority of respondents,
from 64.7 percent of Minnesota State Board to 71.4 percent of NCA Colleges
and Schools, did not use accreditation in their program selection decision and
from 56.9 percent of NCA Commission on Institutions of Higher Education to
79.2 percent of NCA Colleges and Schools were unsure if their program was
accredited. However, from 64.8 percent of Minnesota State Board to 70.2
percent of NCA Colleges and Schools respondents assumed their program was
accredited. Students who do not know if their program was accredited ranged
from 42.2 percent of NCA Commission on Institutions of Higher Education to
61.5 percent of NCA Colleges and Schools. Less than one-quarter of the
students, from 12.3 percent of NCA Colleges and Schools to 20.1 percent of
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NCA Commission on Institutions of Higher Education, learned of program
accreditation before applying for admission.

Most students who knew their

program was accredited learned that information from a school publication or
from their instructor; however, 42.9 percent of all students reported that they did
not know if the program was accredited. Most students chose their program
because they had an interest in the area. The mean response was from 3.38 for
Minnesota State Board to 3.62 for NCA Colleges and Schools on a 1-4 scale.
Respondents who reported that both college and program accreditation was
important ranged from 42.7 percent of NCA Colleges and Schools to 46.7
percent of Minnesota State Board. Program accreditation was selected by
respondents as most important by from 20.4 percent of Minnesota State Board
to 27.5 percent of NCA Colleges and Schools. College accreditation was
chosen by respondents as most important by from 13.4 percent of NCA
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education to 15.8 percent of Minnesota
State Board.
Table 1 presents information regarding whether or not students use
accreditation in their decision making when selecting a college and/or program.
An examination of the data shows that over 60 percent of all students do not use
accreditation in either college or program selection. More students said they
did not use accreditation in their program selection (67.6%) than in their college
selection (61.5%). When examining use of accreditation in college or program
selection by category, "Use accreditation in college selection" was
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significant at the .001 level with a Chi square value of 17.32 having 2 degrees
of freedom.

TABLE 1
DO STUDENTS USE ACCREDITATION IN THEIR DECISION MAKING
WHEN SELECTING A COLLEGE AND/OR PROGRAM?

(ALL)

N=777

Use accreditation in college selection
Yes
36.5%
No
61.5%
Use accreditation in program selection decision
Yes
32.0%
No
67.6%
NCA-C&S
N=218

NCA-CIHE
N=362

MNSB
N=174

df

Chi-Sq.

Sig.

<.001

Use accreditation in college selection
29.4%
Yes
44.2%
No
70.6%
55.8%

29.9%
70.1%

17.32

Use accreditation in program selection decision
Yes
28.3%
33.1%
71.7%
No
66.9%

34.9%
65.1%

2.20

.333

There was significant difference in use of accreditation between NCA
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education and NCA Colleges and
Schools and between NCA Commission on Institutions of Higher Education and
Minnesota State Board. There was no significance between NCA Colleges and
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Schools and Minnesota State Board. NCA Commission on Institutions of
Higher Education reported the greatest use of accreditation (44.2%), Minnesota
State Board reported the second greatest use (29.9%), and NCA Colleges and
Schools reported the least use of accreditation (29.4%). There was no
significant difference in "Use accreditation in program selection."
Table 2 presents information regarding whether or not a disproportionate
number of students who use accreditation as a selection criterion come from
one educational program area (Trade and Industry, Business and Office,
Health). Students in the Health area used accreditation more than either of the
other two program areas. When examining the data by program area, "Use
accreditation in college selection" was significant at the .05 level with a Chi
square value of 6.17 having 2 degrees of freedom. There was significant
difference in use of accreditation between Health and Trade and Industry but
there was no significance between either Business and Office and Health or
between Trade and Industry and Business and Office. Health reported the
greatest use of accreditation (40.3%), Business and Office reported the second
greatest use (37.6%), and Trade and Industry reported the least use of
accreditation (29.5%).
For "Use accreditation in program selection" by program area there was
significance at the .001 level with a Chi square value of 17.50 having 2 degrees
of freedom. There was significant difference in use of accreditation between
Health and Trade and Industry and between Business and Office and Health.
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TABLE 2

OF THOSE STUDENTS WHO USE ACCREDITATION AS A SELECTION
CRITERION, DOES A DISPROPORTIONATE NUMBER COME FROM
ONE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM AREA (TRADE AND INDUSTRY,
BUSINESS AND OFFICE, OR HEALTH)?

B&O
N=242

Health
N=233

df

Chi-Sq.

Sig.

Use accreditation in college selection?
Yes
29.5%
37.6%
No
70.5%
62.4%

40.3%
59.7%

2

6.17

<.05

Use accreditation in program selection?
Yes
23.5%
30.6%
No
76.5%
69.4%

40.8%
59.2%

2

15.70

<.001

College state board accredited?
Yes
51.6%
No
2.8%
Unsure
45.6%

48.3%
2.9%
48.8%

60.9%
0.9%
38.2%

4

9.67

<.05

College regionally accredited?
Yes
29.5%
No
6.9%
Unsure
63.6%

38.4%
3.3%
58.3%

28.3%
0.9%
70.8%

4

18.91

<.001

Is your program accredited?
Yes
13.8%
No
23.5%
Unsure
62.7%

21.5%
9.5%
69.0%

31.3%
4.3%
64.5%

4

52.56

<.001

T&l
N=217

Use of accreditation between Business and Office and Trade and Industry was
not significant. Health reported the greatest use of accreditation (40.8%),
Business and Office reported the second greatest use (30.6%), and Trade and
Industry reported the least use of accreditation (23.5%).

84

For awareness of college being accredited by Minnesota State Board
there was significance at the .05 level with a Chi square value of 9.67 having 4
degrees of freedom. There was a significant difference in awareness of college
being state board accredited between Business and Office and Health. There
was no significance between Trade and Industry and Health or between Trade
and Industry and Health. Health reported the college was accredited by
Minnesota State Board the most (60.9%), followed by Trade and Industry
(51.6%), and Business and Office reported this type accreditation the least
(48.3%).
For awareness of college being accredited by a regional accrediting
agency there was significance at the .001 level with a Chi square value of 18.91
having 4 degrees of freedom. There was a significant difference in awareness
of regional accreditation between Trade and Industry and Business and Office,
Trade and Industry and Health, and between Business and Office and Health.
Business and Office reported the college was accredited by a regional agency
the most (38.4%), followed by Trade and Industry (29.5%), and Health reported
this type accreditation the least (28.3%).
For awareness of program being accredited there was significance at the
.001 level with a Chi square value of 52.56 having 4 degrees of freedom. There
was a significant difference in awareness of program accreditation between
Trade and Industry and Business and Office, Trade and Industry and Health,
and between Business and Office and Health. Health reported the program
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was accredited the most (31.3%), followed by Business and Office (21.5%),
and Trade and Industry reported their program was accredited the least
(13.8%).

TABLE 3
DO STUDENTS OF ONE GENDER HAVE AN INCREASED
AWARENESS OF ACCREDITATION?

df

Chi-Sq.

Sig.

Use accreditation in college selection?
Yes
MALE:
N=289
37.0%
FEMALE: N=460
36.3%

No
63.0%
63.7%

1

.03

.842

Use accreditation in program selection?
Yes
MALE:
N=283
31.1%
FEMALE: N=451
32.8%

No
68.9%
67.2%

1

.23

.627

College state board accredited?
Yes
MALE:
N=294
50.0%
FEMALE: N=472
54.2%

No
3.7%
1.3%

Unsure
46.3%
44.5%

2

5.72

.057

College regionally accredited?
Yes
MALE:
N=290
37.6%
FEMALE: N=461
28.2%

No
4.8%
3.0%

Unsure
57.6%
68.8%

2

9.91

<.05

No
9.7%
13.4%

Unsure
66.1%
65.6%

2

2.93

.230

Is your program accredited?
MALE:
N=290
FEMALE: N=461

Yes
24.2%
20.9%
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Table 3 presents information regarding whether or not students of one
gender have more awareness of accreditation than another. There was little
difference in use of accreditation by gender and when examining the data by
group, there was no significant difference in "Use accreditation in college
selection," "Use accreditation in program selection," awareness about "College
state board accredited," and awareness about "Is your program accredited."
For awareness of college being accredited by a regional accrediting
agency there was significance at the .05 level with a Chi square value of 9.91
having 2 degrees of freedom. The responses were significantly different
because more males (37.6%) than females (28.2%) said the institution was
accredited by a regional accrediting agency.
Table 4 presents information regarding whether or not student
awareness of accreditation is influenced by distance from another college.
There was little difference in students' awareness of accreditation by distance
from the college. Additionally, when examining the data by group, there was no
significant difference in "Use accreditation in college selection," "Use
accreditation in program selection," awareness about "College state board
accredited," awareness about "College regionally accredited," or awareness
about "Is your program accredited."
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TABLE 4
DO STUDENTS ATTENDING A TECHNICAL COLLEGE IN CLOSE
PROXIMITY TO A COMMUNITY COLLEGE OR FOUR-YEAR
COLLEGE HAVE A GREATER AWARENESS OF
ACCREDITATION/TRANSFER THAN THOSE
AT A GREATER DISTANCE FROM A
COMMUNITY COLLEGE OR
FOUR-YEAR COLLEGE?

df

Chi-Sq.

Sig.

Use accreditation in college selection?
Yes
MILES 0-15: N=508
34.8%
MILES 16->: N=226
38.5%

No
65.2%
61.5%

1

.90

.341

Use accreditation in program selection?
Yes
MILES 0-15: N=495
31.5%
MILES 16- >: N=225
32.4%

No
68.5%
67.6%

1

.06

.804

College state board accredited?
Yes
MILES 0-15: N=520
52.1%
MILES 16- >: N=231
53.7%

No
2.7%
1.3%

Unsure
45.2%
45.0%

2

1.44

.484

Yes
29.9%
35.7%

No
4.1%
2.7%

Unsure
66.0%
61.6%

2

3.00

.222

Yes
21.2%
23.9%

No
12.7%
10.2%

Unsure
66.1%
65.9%

2

1.33

.513

College regionally accredited?
MILES 0-15: N=512
MILES 16->: N=224
Is your program accredited?
MILES 0-15: N=171
MILES 16->: N=77

Table 5 presents information regarding whether or not students chose
their technical college because of proximity to their residence. "Good job
placement" was the most important reason for students choosing their technical
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T A B LE 5

DO STUDENTS SELECT A TECHNICAL COLLEGE BECAUSE
OF THEIR PROXIMITY TO THE COLLEGE?

Why did you choose this technical college?
1=no importance, 2=little importance, 3=some importance, 4=very important

Responses
Good job placement
Close proximity to my residence
Had financial aid available
Reputation of the college
Program was accredited
A high school teacher recommended
Influenced by recruiter
Knew an instructor
Newspaper (ad)
Radio (ad)

N=777

Mean

Std. Deviation

3.057
2.928
2.742
2.717
2.564
1.552
1.509
1.466
1.465
1.440

1.071
1.156
1.295
1.104
1.196
.895
.851
.849
.787
.763

college. This response has a mean of 3.057 with a standard deviation of 1.071.
"Close proximity to my residence" was the second most important reason for
choosing a technical college with a mean of 2.928 and a 1.156 standard
deviation. "Had financial aid available" was the third most important reason for
students choosing a technical college with a mean of 2.742 and a 1.295
standard deviation. "Reputation of the college" was the fourth most important
reason for students choosing a technical college with a mean 2.717 and a
1.104 standard deviation, and "Program was accredited" was the fifth most
important reason for students choosing a technical college with a mean of
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2.564 and a standard deviation of 1.196. The ratings of the responses indicate
that students believed these to be of some importance in their selection.

TABLE 6
WHAT REASON IS MOST IMPORTANT FOR STUDENTS
CHOOSING THIS TECHNICAL COLLEGE?

Why did you choose this technical college?
1=no importance, 2=little importance, 3=some importance, 4=very important

Responses
Good job placement
Close proximity to my residence
Had financial aid available
Reputation of the college
Program was accredited
Had relatives or friends attend
Transferability of credits or program

N=777

Mean

Std. Deviation

3.057
2.928
2.742
2.717
2.564
2.367
2.346

1.071
1.156
1.295
1.104
1.196
1.215
1.133

Table 6 presents information regarding what reason is most important for
students choosing this technical college. Students reported that "Good job
placement" was the most important reason for choosing their college. This
response had a mean of 3.057 and a standard deviation of 1.071. "Close
proximity to my residence" was the second most important reason for choosing
a technical college with a mean of 2.928 and a 1.156 standard deviation. "Had
financial aid available" was the third most important reason for students
choosing a technical college with a mean of 2.742 and a standard deviation of
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1.295. "Reputation of the college" was the fourth most important reason for
students choosing a technical college with a mean of 2.717 and a standard
deviation of 1.104, and "Program was accredited" was the fifth most important
reason for students choosing a technical college with a mean of 2.564 and a
standard deviation of 1.196. A mean of 3.00 would indicate the response was
of "some importance" to students.

TABLE 7
DO STUDENTS HAVE AN AWARENESS OF INSTITUTIONAL
(COLLEGE) ACCREDITATION?

NCA-C&S
N=218

NCA-CIHE
N=362

MNSB
N=174

Use accreditation in college selection?
29.4%
Yes
No
70.6%

44.2%
55.8%

29.9%
70.1%

College state board accredited?
Yes
No
Unsure

42.1%
2.7%
55.2%

62.8%
0.8%
36.4%

44.5%
4.4%
51.1%

College regional accredited?
Yes
No
Unsure

17.4%
4.1%
78.5%

44.9%
1.1%
53.9%

23.3%
8.3%
68.3%

If this college is regionally accredited, when did you become aware of that information?
18.4%
Before applying for admission
6.7%
17.1%
5.4%
Before registration
4.7%
3.0%
4.1%
During registration
5.2%
4.5%
During orientation
4.1%
1.6%
4.5%
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Table 7 presents data regarding whether students have awareness of
institutional accreditation. It would appear that students have a limited
awareness of college accreditation. From nearly 30.0 percent of NCA Colleges
and Schools and Minnesota State Board students to 44.2 percent of NCA
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education students reported using
accreditation in their college selection. All technical colleges are accredited by
the Minnesota State Board of Technical Colleges. From 42.1 percent of the
students in NCA Colleges and Schools to 62.8 percent of the students in the
NCA Commission on Institutions of Higher Education category reported that the
college was state board accredited. Fewer students were aware of regional
accreditation. The colleges in the categories NCA Colleges and Schools and
NCA-CIHE are regionally accredited. From 17.4 percent of the students in the
NCA Colleges and Schools category to 44.9 percent of the students in the NCA
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education category were aware of
regional accreditation. From the Minnesota State Board category, 8.3% percent
of the students stated correctly that the college was not regionally accredited.
Fewer than one-third of the students were aware of college accreditation prior to
attending class.
When examining student awareness by category "Use accreditation in
college selection," most of NCA Colleges and Schools (70.6%) reported no use,
most of Minnesota State Board (70.1%) reported no use, and most of NCA
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Commission on Institutions of Higher Education reported no use of accreditation
(55.8%).
When respondents were asked is the college accredited by the
Minnesota State Board of Technical Colleges, 62.8 percent of NCA
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education reported yes, 44.5 percent of
Minnesota State Board reported yes, and 42.1 percent of NCA Colleges and
Schools reported yes. When respondents were asked is the college accredited
by a regional accrediting agency, 78.5 percent of NCA Colleges and Schools
reported unsure, 68.3 percent of Minnesota State Board reported unsure, and
53.9 percent of NCA Commission on Institutions of Higher Education reported
unsure. From 18.2 percent of NCA Colleges and Schools students to 32.0
percent of NCA Commission on Institutions of Higher Education students
reported learning of college accreditation prior to attending class.
Table 8 presents data related to whether students have awareness of
program accreditation. Over 60.0 percent of all students reported not using
accreditation in their program selection. With regard to whether or not their
program was accredited the writer has no way of knowing if the students were
correct in their response to this question. It is notable that a majority of the
students reported that their program is accredited. Also, from approximately
25.0 percent of NCA Colleges and Schools to approximately 33.0 percent of
NCA Commission on Institutions of Higher Education students reported learning
of program accreditation prior to attending class. It would appear that students
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TABLE 8

DO STUDENTS HAVE AN AWARENESS OF
PROGRAM ACCREDITATION?

NCA-C&S
N=224

NCA-CIHE
N=369

MNSB
N=184

Use accreditation in program selection?
Yes
No

28.3%
71.7%

33.1%
66.9%

34.9%
65.1%

Program accredited?
Yes
No

71.1%
28.9%

66.7%
33.3%

53.6%
46.4%

If your program is accredited, when did you become aware of this information?
Before applying for admission
Before registration
During registration
During orientation

12.3%
8.2%
3.6%
2.1%

20.1%
6.1%
3.5%
3.8%

18.2%
5.6%
4.2%
2.8%

have a limited awareness of program accreditation. For "Use accreditation in
program selection" most of NCA Colleges and Schools (71.7%) reported no
use, most of NCA Commission on Institutions of Higher Education (66.9%)
reported no use, and most of Minnesota State Board (65.1%) reported no use of
accreditation.
When respondents were asked if their program is accredited, 71.1
percent of NCA Colleges and Schools reported yes, 66.7 percent of NCA
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education reported yes, and 53.6 percent
of Minnesota State Board reported yes. When students were asked when they
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learned their program was accredited, 33.5 percent of NCA Commission on
Institutions of Higher Education, 30.8 percent of Minnesota State Board, and
26.2 percent of NCA Colleges and Schools reported that they learned of
program accreditation prior to attending class.

TABLE 9
ARE STUDENTS MORE CONCERNED WITH PROGRAM ACCREDITATION
THAN WITH COLLEGE ACCREDITATION?

(ALL) N=777
Please indicate the type of accreditation which is of most importance to you.
14.4%
College
Program
24.3%
16.4%
Neither
44.9%
Both

Table 9 presents data regarding which accreditation is of most
importance to students. College and program accreditation was of equal
importance to 44.9 percent of the respondents, program accreditation was most
important to 24.3 percent of the respondents, college accreditation was of most
importance to 14.4 percent of the students while 16.4 percent of the students
thought neither accreditation was important.
Table 10 presents information regarding what students think
accreditation should do. Students believe the most important purpose of
accreditation should be "To assure current material is used in class." This
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T A B L E 10

WHAT DO STUDENTS THINK ACCREDITATION SHOULD DO?

What do you believe should be the purpose(s) of accreditation?
1=no importance, 2=little importance, 3=some importance, 4=very important

Responses

(ALL) N=777

To assure current material is used in class
Get a job upon graduation
To assure that instructors are competent
To assure professional credentialling
To establish entrance requirements
To limit class size
To provide information about the college
To raise salaries of instructors

Mean

Std. Deviation

3.540
3.508
3.444
3.407
2.935
2.905
2.856
2.344

.730
.829
.839
.850
.939
.982
.976
1.019

response has a mean of 3.540 and a standard deviation of .730. "Get a job
upon graduation" was the second most important purpose of accreditation with
a mean of 3.508 and a standard deviation of .829. The third most important
purpose of accreditation was "To assure that instructors were competent." This
response had a mean of 3.444 and a standard deviation of .839, and "To
assure professional credentialling" was the fourth most important purpose of
accreditation with a mean of 3.407 and a standard deviation of .850. Students
rated all these purposes between "some importance" and "very important."
Table 11 presents information regarding whether students believe
accreditation indicates quality. Nearly one-half (47.5%) believe that college
accreditation indicates the college is good while 30.4 percent are unsure and
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22.0 percent of the respondents do not believe that accreditation indicates a
quality institution.

TABLE 11
DO STUDENTS BELIEVE THAT ACCREDITATION
IS SYMBOLIC OF QUALITY?

(ALL)

N=777

To you, does accreditation of a college mean that the college is a good college?
47.5%
Yes
2 2 .0%
No
30.4%
Unsure

Table 12 presents information regarding whether or not student
awareness of accreditation is influenced by age. There was some difference in
awareness of accreditation by age. Older students indicated an increased
awareness of accreditation over younger students. When examining the data
by age group, there was no significant difference in "Use accreditation in
college selection," "Use accreditation in program selection," or "awareness
about college being regionally accredited."
There was significant difference in awareness about college being
Minnesota State Board accredited. For this response there was significance at
the .001 level with a Chi square value of 22.44 having 4 degrees of freedom.
As the students increased in age so did their use and awareness of
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T A B L E 12

DO OLDER STUDENTS HAVE GREATER AWARENESS OF
ACCREDITATION THAN YOUNGER STUDENTS?

Use accreditation in college selection?
Yes
35.8%
AGE 16-22: N=310
38.0%
AGE 23-39: N=361
32.4%
AGE 40->: N=68

No
64.2%
62.0%
67.6%

Use accreditation in program selection?
Yes
AGE 16-22: N=305
29.5%
34.9%
AGE 23-39: N=352
29.9%
AGE 40->: N=67

No
70.5%
65.1%
70.1%

College state board accredited?
Yes
AGE 16-22: N=315
44.8%
AGE 23-39: N=370
55.9%
AGE 40->: N=70
70.0%

No
1.6%
3.2%
0.0%

Unsure
53.7%
40.8%
30.0%

College regionally accredited?
Yes
AGE 16-22: N=312
27.6%
AGE 23-39: N=361
33.8%
AGE 40->: N=67
40.3%

No
3.2%
4.4%
3.0%

Unsure
69.2%
61.8%
56.7%

No
13.8%
10.7%
10.4%

Unsure
70.6%
62.8%
59.7%

df

Chi-Sq.

Sig.

2

.89

.639

2

2.39

.302

4

22.44

<.001

4

6.65

.155

4

13.59

Is your program accredited?
AGE 16-22: N=310
AGE 23-39: N=355
AGE 40->: N=67

Yes
15.8%
26.5%
29.9%

<.01

accreditation. The significant difference in responses was between the 40 and
over age group and the 16 to 22 age group. Of age group 40 and above, 70.0
percent said the college was accredited. Of age group 23-39, 33.8 percent said
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the college was accredited. And of age group 16-22, 27.6 percent said the
college was accredited by the Minnesota State Board of Technical Colleges.
There was significant difference in awareness about the program being
accredited. For this response there was significance at the .01 level with a Chi
square value of 13.59 having 4 degrees of freedom. As the students increased
in age so did their use and awareness of accreditation. The significant
difference in responses was between the 40 and over age group and the 16-22
age group. Of age group 40 and above, 29.9 percent said the program was
accredited. Of age group 23-39, 26.5 percent said the program was accredited.
And of age group 16-22, 15.8 percent said the program was accredited.
Table 13 presents information regarding whether or not student
awareness of accreditation is influenced by attendance at another college.
There was some difference in awareness of accreditation and credit transfer
with students who have attended another institution indicating a greater
awareness in this area. When examining the data by group, there was no
significant difference in "Use accreditation in college selection," "Use
accreditation in program selection," or "college regionally accredited."
There was significant difference in awareness about the college being
state board accredited. This response was significant at the .005 level having 2
degrees of freedom with a Chi square value of 10.65. There was a significant
difference in responses because 59.4 percent of the students who attended
another institution said the institution was Minnesota State Board accredited
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T A B L E 13

DO STUDENTS WHO HAVE ATTENDED ANOTHER COLLEGE HAVE MORE
AWARENESS OF ACCREDITATION AND CREDIT TRANSFER
THAN STUDENTS WHO HAVE NOT ATTENDED
ANOTHER INSTITUTION?

df

Chi-Sq.

Sig.

Use accreditation in college selection?
Yes
HAVE:
N=308
37.3%
35.2%
HAVE NOT: N=432

No
62.7%
64.8%

1

.36

.547

Use accreditation in program selection?
Yes
HAVE:
N=301
36.2%
HAVE NOT: N=421
29.5%

No
63.8%
70.5%

1

3.66

.055

College state board accredited?
HAVE:
N=318
HAVE NOT: N=436

Yes
59.4%
48.2%

No
2.5%
1.8%

Unsure
38.1%
50.0%

2

10.65

<.005

Yes
35.8%
28.4%

No
3.5%
3.9%

Unsure
60.7%
67.7%

2

4.58

.101

Yes
27.2%
18.5%

No
11.8%
11.7%

Unsure
61.0%
69.7%

2

8.07

Yes
31.9%
68.1%

No
53.1%
46.9%

Unsure
30.9%
27.8%

2

36.29

College regionally accredited?
HAVE:
N=313
HAVE NOT: N=433
Is your program accredited?
HAVE:
N=305
HAVE NOT: N=426

<.05

Credits always transfer?
HAVE:
N=317
HAVE NOT: N=435

<.001

whereas 48.2 percent of the students who have not attended another institution
said the institution was Minnesota State Board accredited.
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There was a significant difference between the "Yes" and "Unsure"
responses. Of the "HAVE" attended students, 47.4 percent said "Yes" the
college was accredited by the Minnesota State Board of Technical Colleges
and 35.7 percent were "Unsure" if the college was accredited by the
Minnesota State Board of Technical Colleges. Of the "HAVE NOT" attended
students, 52.6 percent said "Yes" the college was accredited by the Minnesota
State Board of Technical Colleges and 64.3 percent were "Unsure" if the
college was accredited by the Minnesota State Board of Technical Colleges.
There was no significant difference between the "Yes" and "No" responses or
the "No" and "Unsure" responses for these two groups.
There was significant difference in awareness about the program being
accredited. For this response there was significance at the .05 level with a Chi
square value of 8.07 having 2 degrees of freedom. There was a significant
difference in responses because 27.2 percent of the students who attended
another institution said their program was accredited whereas 18.5 percent of
the students who have not attended another institution said their program was
accredited. There was no significant difference between the "Yes" and "No"
responses or the "No" and "Unsure" responses for these two groups.
There was a significant difference between the "Yes" and "Unsure"
responses. Of the "HAVE" attended students, 51.2 percent said "Yes" their
program was accredited and 38.5 percent were "Unsure" if their program was
accredited. Of the "HAVE NOT" attended students, 48.8 percent said "Yes" their
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program was accredited and 61.5 percent were "Unsure" if their program was
accredited.
There was significant difference in awareness about credit transfer. For
this response there was significance at the .001 level with a Chi square value
of 36.29 having 2 degrees of freedom. There was a significant difference
between the "Yes" and "No" responses. Of the "HAVE" attended students, 31.9
percent said yes credits always transfer within the state and of the "HAVE NO T
attended students, 68.1 percent said yes credits always transfer within the state.
There was a significant difference between the "No" and "Unsure"
responses. Of the "HAVE" attended students, 53.1 percent said "No" credits
always transfer within the state and 30.9 percent were "Unsure" if credits always
transfer within the state. Of the "HAVE NO T attended students, 46.9 percent
said "No" and 69.1 percent said "Unsure" to credits will always transfer within
the state. There was no significance between the "Yes" and "Unsure"
responses.
Table 14 presents information regarding whether or not students who are
attending a regionally accredited technical college hold different views on
accreditation from students who are attending nonregionally accredited
technical colleges. There were no significant differences found.
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T A B L E 14

DO STUDENTS WHO ARE ATTENDING A REGIONALLY ACCREDITED
TECHNICAL COLLEGE HOLD DIFFERENT VIEWS ON
ACCREDITATION FROM STUDENTS WHO ARE
ATTENDING NONREGIONALLY ACCREDITED
TECHNICAL COLLEGES?

What do you believe should be the purpose(s) of accreditation?
1=no importance, 2=little importance, 3=some importance, 4=very important

Category

Mean

F. Ratio

F. Prob.

To assure that instructors are competent

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.46
3.47
3.36

1.12

.325

To assure current material is used in class

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.55
3.56
3.48

.70

.499

To limit class size

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.92
2.84
3.01

1.59

.205

To provide information about the college

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.93
2.84
2.79

.96

.381

To help the institution improve itself

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.24
3.25
3.11

1.40

.248

To raise salaries of instructors

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.26
2.32
2.49

2.43

.089

To regulate tuition rates

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.17
3.14
3.09

.31

.733

To assure credit transfer

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.38
3.29
3.33

.59

.553

Responses
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T A B L E 1 4 - C o n tin u e d

What do you believe should be the purpose(s) of accreditation.
1=no importance, 2=little importance, 3=some importance, 4=very important

Category

Mean

F. Ratio

To assure professional credentialling

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.37
3.45
3.36

.88

To prevent over enrollment in a program

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.03
3.00
3.11

.69

.501

Get a job upon graduation

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.55
3.52
3.44

.93

.393

To establish program academic standards

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.29
3.38
3.32

.75

.471

To assure adequate resources are available NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.33
3.25
3.26

.64

.524

To establish entrance requirements

2.88
2.94
2.96

.39

.672

Responses

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

F. Prob.
.415

CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
Chapter five presents a summary of the information in chapter four
along with conclusions and recommendations. The recommendations will be of
two types: those based on an analysis of the information obtained in the study
and recommendations for further study.
The problem of this study was to determine if Minnesota technical
college students used accreditation in their decision making when selecting a
college or program to attend. Minnesota technical colleges can obtain three
different types of accreditation. The study was also concerned with student
perceptions of accreditation.
The purpose of the study was to provide information to various
educational audiences about student perceptions and use of accreditation as
educational consumers. This information should be useful to students,
educators, administrators, state department personnel, and accrediting agency
personnel in their decision making. A survey was used to gather information
which was analyzed to determine student perceptions and use of accreditation.
The data gathered were presented in chapter four.
This study was needed because there was no information available
related to student perceptions and use of accreditation. Accreditation is a
criterion which should be considered by students when they are making a
decision to attend a college. Also, others within the educational field should
104
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find this information useful in planning and decision making. Additionally, when
the literature was reviewed there was a noticeable difference of opinion about
whether or not students used accreditation or even had an awareness of
accreditation. This study was undertaken to provide information which would
answer whether students are aware of accreditation and, if so, do they use that
information.
Summary of the Data
Through examination and analysis of the research question responses
(see chapter four), the following summary is provided. When answering
"whether or not students use accreditation in their college or program selection
decision," over one-half of the students from all three categories indicated they
do not use accreditation in their college or program selection decision.
However, there was a significant difference in the use of accreditation in college
selection by category. The variation in response was significant at the .001
level indicating that students attending a college accredited by NCA
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education used accreditation in their
college selection decision significantly more than did students who attended
institutions not accredited by NCA Commission on Institutions of Higher
Education. There was no significance between those categories not accredited
by NCA Commission on Institutions of Higher Education.
When answering "whether or not a disproportionate number of students
who use accreditation come from one academic program area," it was found
that students in the Health program area were significantly more aware of and
used accreditation more than Trade and Industry students and Business and
Office students. Students enrolled in the Health program area used
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accreditation significantly more in their college selection decision than students
in the Trade and Industry program area, and the difference in response was
significant at the .05 level. There was no significant difference in use of
accreditation between the Health group and the Business and Office group or
between Business and Office group and Trade and Industrial group. There was
significant difference in student use of accreditation in program selection at the
.001 level with students who are enrolled in the Health program area using
accreditation significantly more than students enrolled in either the Trade and
Industry program area or the Business and Office program area. There was no
significant difference in use between the Business and Office group and the
Trade and Industry group. There was significant difference at the .05 level in
student knowledge of their college being Minnesota State Board accredited
with students in the Health program area reporting that the college was
accredited the most and significantly more than students in the Business and
Office program area. There was no significant difference reported between the
Business and Office group and the Trade and Industrial group or between the
Business and Office group and the Health group. There was a significant
difference at the .001 level in student knowledge about their college being
regionally accredited. Students in the Business and Office group reported that
their college was regionally accredited significantly more than students in either
the Trade and Industry group or the Health group. There was no significant
difference reported between the Health group and the Trade and Industry
group. There was a significant difference at the .001 level in student
knowledge about their program being accredited. Students in the Health
program area reported that their program was accredited significantly more than
students in either the Trade and Industry group or the Business and Office
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group. There was no significant difference reported between the Business and
Office group and the Trade and Industry group.
When answering "whether students of one gender have an increased
awareness of accreditation," there was little difference. One question had a
significant difference in response at the .05 level. Male students indicated that
their college was regionally accredited more often than females. When
answering "whether or not the distance the technical college was from a
community or four-year college influenced student use of accreditation," five
responses were examined. There was no significant difference in response to
the questions.
When answering "whether students select their college of attendance
because of proximity to their residence," students indicated that proximity to the
college was the second most important consideration in their college selection.
This response had a mean of 2.92 on a 1-4 scale which would indicate that it
was of "some importance" to students.
When answering "what reason is most important for students choosing
their technical college," good job placement was reported as the most important
reason for their choosing a college. This mean response for all students was
3.057 on a scale from 1-4 which would indicate that the response was of "some
importance" to students. Additionally, "Close proximity to my residence" had a
mean of 2.928," Had financial aid available" had a mean of 2.742, "Reputation
of the college" had a mean of 2.717, and "Program was accredited" had a mean
of 2.564 indicating that each of these responses was between "little importance"
and "some importance" to students in their college selection decision.
When answering "whether students have an awareness of institutional
accreditation," it would seem that the majority of students do not have an
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awareness of institutional accreditation. Over half the students from all groups
did not use accreditation in their college selection decision. From slightly over
one-third of NCA Commission on Institutions of Higher Education to over
one-half of NCA Colleges and Schools students were unsure if their college
was Minnesota State Board accredited whereas from slightly over one-half of
NCA Commission on Institutions of Higher Education to slightly over
three-quarters of NCA Colleges and Schools students were unsure if their
college was accredited by a regional accrediting agency. Of the NCA Colleges
and Schools students, 17.4 percent were correct in answering that the college
was regionally accredited whereas 44.9 percent of the NCA Commission on
Institutions of Higher Education students were correct in stating their college
was accredited and only 8.3 percent of the Minnesota State Board students
were correct in stating that their college was not regionally accredited. Also,
fewer than one-third of the students were aware of college accreditation prior to
attending class.
When answering "whether students have an awareness of program
accreditation," it would seem that a majority of students do not have an
awareness of program accreditation. From nearly two-thirds of Minnesota State
Board to nearly three-quarters of NCA Colleges and Schools students did not
use accreditation in their program selection decision. It is interesting to note
that from slightly over one-half of Minnesota State Board students to nearly
three-quarters of NCA Colleges and Schools students said their program was
accredited. From nearly one-quarter of NCA Colleges and Schools students to
nearly one-third of NCA Commission on Institutions of Higher Education
students had learned their program was accredited before class started.
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When answering "whether students are more concerned with program
accreditation than with college accreditation,” students rated program
accreditation as more important. Interestingly, fewer than 37.0 percent of the
students used accreditation in their college or program selection decision yet
44.9 percent of the students thought that both types of accreditation were
important. About one-quarter of the students from all three categories thought
that program accreditation was the most important accreditation. Slightly less
than one-sixth of all the students thought that college accreditation was the most
important and slightly over that amount of students thought that neither
accreditation was important.
When answering "what students thought accreditation should do,"
assuring that current material was used in class was identified as the most
important purpose of accreditation. The mean response for all students was
3.54 on a scale from 1-4. "Get a job upon graduation" had a mean of 3.508, "To
assure that instructors are competent" had a mean of 3.444, and "To assure
professional credentialling" had a mean of 3.407 which indicated that students
rated each of these responses between "some importance" and "very
important."
When answering "whether or not students believe that accreditation is
symbolic of quality," nearly one-half of all the students thought that accreditation
of a college indicated that it was a good college. Nearly one-third of all the
students were unsure accreditation indicated a good college and fewer than
one-quarter of the students thought that accreditation was not symbolic of
quality.
When answering "whether older students have a greater awareness of
accreditation than younger students," there was some difference reported with
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older students indicating that they were more aware of accreditation than
younger students. When examining the responses there was a significant
difference in response at the .001 level regarding the question asking whether
the student's college was accredited by Minnesota State Board. Slightly less
than one-half of age 16-22 year old students said yes whereas nearly
three-quarters of those age 40 and above said yes. As student age increased
so did students reporting the college was Minnesota State Board accredited.
There was a significant difference at the .01 level in response to is your program
accredited. About one student out of six of age 16-22 years said the program
was accredited whereas about one student out of three age 40 and above said
the program was accredited. As student age increased so did students
reporting their program was accredited.
When answering "whether or not students who have attended another
college have more awareness of accreditation and credit transfer than do
students who have not attended another institution," there was some difference
noted with students who have attended another institution indicating that they
have more awareness of accreditation and credit transfer than those students
who have not attended another college. When examining the responses there
was a significant difference in response at the .005 level regarding is this
college state board accredited. The students who have attended another
institution said the college was state board accredited significantly more than
the students who have not attended another institution. When students were
asked if their program was accredited there was a significant difference in
response at the .05 level. Those students who have attended another college
reported the program was accredited significantly more than those students
who have not attended another college. When students were asked if they
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thought credits always transferred from institution to another within the state
there was a significant difference in response at the .001 level. Those students
who have not attended another institution responded that the credits would
always transfer within the state significantly more often than did those students
who have attended another institution.
When answering "whether students attending a regionally accredited
technical college hold different views on accreditation from students who are
not attending such institutions," the responses to the purposes of accreditation
were examined. The statements were "To assure that instructors are
competent," "To assure current material is used in class," "To limit class size,"
"To provide information about the college," "To help the institution improve
itself," "To raise salaries of instructors," "To regulate tuition rates," "To assure
credit transfer," "To assure professional credentialling," "To prevent over
enrollment in a program," "To get a job upon graduation," "To establish program
academic standards," "To assure adequate resources are available," and "To
establish entrance requirements," and there was no significance to the
responses.
Conclusions
A majority of the students reported that they did not use accreditation in
either their college or program selection decision. Perhaps that is because
accreditation is an aspect of education which is not discussed and/or described
in any systematic or formal way either at the secondary or postsecondary level.
Students are left to search for themselves what accreditation means and how it
works. Most likely, since many students assumed their program was accredited
they have just "assumed" the college was accredited too. It is also possible that
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proximity to the college was of such importance to students that they planned to
attend a college close by regardless of accreditation. Along the same line of
thought, it could be that if students were mainly interested in attending a nearby
college, they might rely on alumni opinion regarding the college reputation
rather than on external accreditation reports. It should be noted, however, that
nearly half of the NCA Commission on Institutions of Higher Education students
reported using accreditation in their college selection decision. Perhaps these
institutions are doing more to make that information known.
The type of program in which students are enrolled seems to be related
to significant differences in awareness and use of accreditation. Students in the
Health program area reported using accreditation more than Trade and Industry
students and more than Business and Office students. Health students used
accreditation in their college and program selection decision more than either of
the other groups. Students in the Health area used accreditation the most in
college selection. Most likely these students used accreditation more in
selecting a college because they plan to continue their education in a health
related area beyond the technical college level and they investigate the
accreditation status of the institution more thoroughly to assure credit transfer
and thus continued educational attainment. Students in the Health area also
used accreditation the most in program selection. Most likely these students
have investigated entry level positions thoroughly enough to know that
certification in a health field often requires that the student has graduated from
an accredited program. It is also possible that the reason for the reported
increased use of accreditation by health students is because many of the health
programs are accredited by "program" and that information may be conveyed to
students prior to their enrolling in the college by faculty, recruiters, or through
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various college marketing strategies. More students in the Health area said the
college was Minnesota State Board of Technical Colleges accredited than did
students in the other two groups. This is probably the case because more
Health students have read the college catalogues to find out about program
accreditation and they would also learn of Minnesota State Board accreditation
in that publication. Or, perhaps the Health students assumed the college was
accredited to a higher level than students in the other program areas.
More Business and Office students reported that the college was
regionally accredited than did students in the other two groups. Also, Business
and Office students used accreditation in their college selection almost as much
as did Health students. This is probably the case because Business and Office
programs are usually not accredited by outside agencies causing students to be
more concerned with college accreditation and credit transfer to a
baccalaureate degree granting institution. It is also possible that more Business
and Office students have read the college catalogues which announce the
accreditation, or maybe they assumed the college was accredited to a higher
level than students did in the other program areas. Students in the Health
group reported that their program was accredited most often. Most likely this
higher response rate is related to the increased level of "program" accreditation
in the health areas and to students inquiring into accreditation through college
catalogues and through faculty stressing that information during their meetings
with students. It could also be related to college marketing strategies whereby
the accreditation of programs is mentioned.
Gender seems to make little difference in student use of accreditation or
in student awareness of college or program accreditation. Maybe students of
both genders do about the same amount of investigation relating to their college
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or program prior to attendance, or maybe students are equally informed through
college recruiters, faculty, and marketing strategies. Male students did report
that their college was regionally accredited more frequently than did female
students. This is probably because over 90.0 percent of the Business and
Office students are males and that group reported the college was regionally
accredited most often. Or, perhaps they had done more investigation in this
area or were better informed in this area through college recruiters, faculty, and
college marketing strategies or perhaps they assumed the college was
regionally accredited more than females.
Distance from the college seemed to have no relationship to students’
use or awareness of accreditation. This is probably do to the fact that when
students contact a prospective school they are given an application packet
which usually includes a college catalogue which provides accreditation
information. It could also be that students in close proximity to the institution do
not make any extra effort to avail themselves of additional information about the
institution or program than do students from greater distances. Or, it could be
that perhaps students do not care or do not understand the importance of
accreditation. The recruiting efforts and college marketing strategies may be
equally effective as a source of college or program information for students
close to or farther away from the institution.
Distance from the college was a major reason for students selecting
their college. Most likely the reason for students choosing a college close by
was related to financial concerns since some students reported that they could
car pool to get to their college; others said the college was recommended by a
social service agency. There were also some part-time students attending
college and proximity would be especially important for those students.
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Additionally, with a mean age of twenty-six, undoubtedly some students are
parents and moving would probably present additional problems for those
students. It is also possible that there are sufficient colleges and programs
located within close proximity to students so that they are able to find a college
or program of interest near their home.
Good job placement was the most important reason for students
choosing their technical college. Most likely the reasons for students choosing
job placement as most important was that many are older students (mean age
twenty-six) and many have attended another institution (from one-third to
one-half of the students). Apparently, transfer students did not complete their
program or could not find employment after completion of that program. Or,
maybe they have lost their job and are attending the institution for training in a
new job area. The importance of job placement could also be related to the
well publicized high unemployment rates of today which students have been
continually exposed to by the media, or the concern for finding a job could be
related to the high cost of education. Students make a considerable investment
of time and money in their education and it would seem only natural that they
would want to be employed upon graduation, and technical college philosophy
often emphasizes preparing students for occupation.
Students seem to have some awareness of college accreditation and it
appears that a substantial minority of students use accreditation in their college
selection decision. It seems likely that students do research relating to their
college of interest prior to attending the institution because some students
report learning of accreditation prior to their first week in class. These students
indicate that they learned of college accreditation through the college
catalogue, faculty contact, college recruiter, and/or college marketing strategies.
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Also, most students who knew about college accreditation indicate that they
learned that information from an instructor.
It appears that students have some awareness of program
accreditation. It seems that some students use accreditation in their program
selection decision. As with college accreditation, it is most likely that some
students do research relating to their program of interest prior to attending the
institution. This assumption seems to be supported by the fact that some
students report that they learned of accreditation prior to the first week of class
and that they learned of accreditation through the college catalogue, faculty
contact, college recruiter, or college marketing strategies.
Students reported that accreditation was of some importance to them.
Nearly half the students reported that both college and program accreditation
were of equal importance to them yet fewer than 37.0 percent used
accreditation in their college or program selection decision. It is likely that
students reported the information this way because, as many students
indicated, to them an accredited college indicated a good college. Or, perhaps
students do not possess the sophistication to discern between the two types of
accreditation and found it easier to rate them as equal in importance.
Students believe that the most important purpose of accreditation
should be to assure that current material is used in classes. Students rated
getting a job upon graduation as the second most important purpose of
accreditation. In view of these two responses, perhaps the reason for the
technical college students rating "using current material in class" so high is
because technical college students are job oriented and want to be ready for
the job upon graduation and believe currency of knowledge to be an important
aspect in securing a job.
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Many students believe that an accredited college is a good college.
Most likely students hold this belief because they see accreditation as a type of
"warranty" for schools indicating that the institution has been inspected and has
passed.

It could also be the case because the information presented by the

colleges encourages that belief. Maybe it is because being accredited "sounds
official" to most people and leads one to conclude that it is representative of a
good institution. Or, perhaps students hold this belief because one type of
college accreditation is through the "state board" and people naturally believe
that the state would not accredit a "bad" institution.
The age of students had some influence upon their use and awareness
of accreditation. As the age of students increased so did their use of and
knowledge of accreditation. There was significant difference in awareness of
program accreditation and that the college was Minnesota State Board
accredited. Most likely older students use or are more aware of accreditation
because they have attended another college and have experienced the
dilemma of credit transfer. It is also possible that as students they become
better consumers. It is also possible that older students more than younger
students just assumed the college was accredited . Students who have
attended another institution appear to use and/or understand accreditation
more than students who have not attended another institution. Students who
have attended another institution reported more often than those students who
have not attended another institution that their college was Minnesota State
Board of Technical Colleges accredited, that their program was accredited, and
that their credits did not always transfer to another institution within the state.
Most likely these findings occur because students have lost credits when
transferring to another institution because of the sending institution's
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"accreditation" status. Or, perhaps those students who have attended another
institution just assumed the college was state accredited more than those
students who have not attended another institution. Or, perhaps the reason for
this difference could be related to the fact that those students who have
attended another institution might be better consumers and do more
investigation about the program.
There was no significant difference in responses by group on what
should be the purposes of accreditation. There were fourteen response options
provided for this question. That there would be no significant difference among
the responses as reported by three different groups seems odd. Perhaps the
reason for this finding is that each group of students really does perceive the
purposes of accreditation similarly. Or, enough students may choose the
middle-of-the-road responses to eliminate a significant difference in the
responses, or perhaps the responses available to the students did not represent
sufficient areas of interest to cause a difference in responses.
Limitations
This study was limited in various ways. When the ten institutions were
contacted for assistance in surveying students, one college, an NCA
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education accredited institution, chose not
to participate. Another institution agreed to participate but never administered
the survey. Thus, the ten institutions originally intended to be surveyed were
reduced to eight institutions. The cooperating institutions included four NCA
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education accredited, two NCA Colleges
and Schools accredited, and two Minnesota State Board of Technical Colleges
accredited. Another change was that Southwestern Technical College, which
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was thought to have Health programs, did not have them so only Trade and
Industry and Business and Office students were surveyed at this institution.
After reviewing the college catalogues from the eight technical colleges
to be surveyed, the writer discovered that some colleges presented in their
literature that they were NCA (Colleges and Schools) accredited. This was of
concern because it was anticipated that most students who read the catalogues
likely would not know the difference between NCA Colleges and Schools
accreditation and NCA Commission on Institutions of Higher Education
accreditation. As a result of this finding, survey information was entered into the
computer under the three categories of accreditation which were NCA
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education, NCA Colleges and Schools,
and Minnesota State Board of Technical Colleges, rather than the two
categories of NCA Commission on Institutions of Higher Education and
Minnesota State Board of Technical Colleges.
When contacting the presidents of the colleges to be surveyed, some
presidents said they would do the surveying and others referred me to faculty or
other administrators. This variety in personnel cooperating at the colleges
caused the letters, which were developed before these contacts were made, to
be in need of revision.
Discussion
The analysis of the data neither completely confirms nor refutes the
arguments of Troutt (1979) that various consumers make heavy use of
accreditation or those of Stark and Austin (1983) that students not only do not
use accreditation but do not even know whether their institution is accredited.
From this survey, it would seem that either extreme regarding students' use and
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awareness of accreditation is unfounded. Based on the data provided by
respondents in this study, students do possess some awareness of
accreditation and 36.5 percent of the students used accreditation in their choice
of colleges and 32.0 percent used accreditation in their program selection. Of
the students surveyed, 47.5 percent believed that accreditation indicated that an
institution was a good institution. Additionally, there seemed to be some
variables which influenced the degree of students' use and awareness of
accreditation. The type of program the student was attending seemed to have a
significant relationship to student awareness and use of accreditation with
students in the Health program area using accreditation more and being more
aware of accreditation than students in the Trade and Industry program area
and the Business and Office program area. Gender had a very slight influence
on student use and awareness of accreditation with females reporting that the
college was regionally accredited more than males. Distance from the students'
residences to the college appeared to have no significant influence on student
use and awareness of accreditation. Age, however, appeared to have some
influence upon student use and awareness of accreditation with older students
reporting that the college was Minnesota State Board accredited most often.
Older students also reported that their program was accredited most often.
Attending another college previously seemed to have considerable influence
upon student awareness of accreditation and credit transfer with students who
have previously attended another institution indicating significantly more that
the college was Minnesota State Board accredited and that their program was
accredited. These students also indicated significantly more often that credits
do not always transfer to another institution within the same state.
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Many students (44.9%) reported that both college and program
accreditation were important to them whereas only 16.4 percent of the students
said that neither type of accreditation was important. Others (24.3%) rated
program accreditation as most important while 14.4 percent rated college
accreditation as most important. The choosing of program accreditation as
more important than college accreditation reinforced the students' number one
choice of what accreditation should do— assure current material is used in
class. So it would seem that students used and had awareness of
accreditation, to varying degrees, depending upon the type of program the
student was enrolled in, whether or not they had attended another institution,
their age, and their gender.
Recommendations
From the data it would appear that students do not make the use of nor
are aware of accreditation to the extent that knowledgeable consumers ought
to. This finding would suggest the following recommendations:
1.

Students (as suggested by the Carnegie Council on Policy
Studies in Higher Education 1979) should be offered a course
(before their senior year in high school) in becoming
knowledgeable consumers of higher education which would
include an understanding of accreditation.

2.

Students themselves should take more responsibility for
investigating their intended colleges and programs.

3.

Programs for counselor training should be encouraged to inform
counselors about college accreditation.
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4.

Counselors at the high school level should inform students about
how to determine an institution's accreditation status.

5.

Faculty at technical colleges should continue (and increase their
efforts if possible) to inform students of college and program
accreditation statuses.

6.

Colleges in the technical college system should report the
NCA Colleges and Schools accreditation as an extension of the
state accreditation process.

7.

Colleges under the authorization of the Minnesota State Board
of Technical Colleges should provide a list indicating the type of
accreditation each technical college possesses, and this
information should be available at each college and mailed out
with student application materials.

8.

Colleges under the authorization of the Minnesota State Board
of Technical Colleges should establish standardized policies to
promote their college and program accreditation status through
their marketing strategies.

9.

NCA should establish policies about how the NCA Colleges and
Schools designation will appear in college literature.

10.

Credit transfer should be investigated by a legislatively
established advisory council.

Recommendations for Further Study
1.

Another survey of this nature should be conducted to verify the
accuracy of these data.
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2.

Particular attention should be paid to the responses related to
purposes of accreditation to determine if the finding of no
significant difference was substantiated.

3.

Questionnaire length should be reduced if possible.

4.

Prior to another survey being conducted a small qualitative study
should be done to determine, verify, and clarify the underlying
reasons for the data.

5.

Data from this study should be analyzed in other ways to
different research questions to determine if significant
relationships exist.

6.

Other questions should be developed which would relate to the
changing nature of accreditation and the evolution of technical
college accreditation.

7.

A study should be done to identify accreditation marketing
strategies being utilized by various technical colleges.

APPENDICES

125

APPENDIX A
TERMS AND DEFINITIONS USED IN ACCREDITATION
Accreditation Liaison Officer. An accreditation liaison officer is the person
in an institution of postsecondary education designated to work with one or
more accrediting bodies on matters relating to the accreditation of the institution
and/or its specialized units (COPA unpublished glossary).
Educational Quality. Because of the great diversity in purpose and form
represented by American higher education, educational quality cannot be
defined adequately in specific standards or requirements applied uniformly to
all institutions and specialized units. For purposes of accreditation, however, an
institution or specialized unit with accreditable educational quality is one that
has appropriate objectives; a sound strategy for achieving those objectives, as
judged by the standards of the body providing accreditation; an ability to
assemble and apply resources adequate to that strategy; and an ability to
measure the attainment of its objectives (COPA unpublished glossary).
Institution of Postsecondary Education. An institution of postsecondary
education, for purposes of accreditation, is an enterprise whose main objective
is the offering of educational programs and/or the evaluation of educational
attainments primarily for persons who have completed secondary school. Such
an institution will (1) be chartered or licensed (where available) for such
purposes; (2) have stated educational objectives appropriate to the
postsecondary level that lend themselves to evaluation; (3) be under the legal
control of a lay board (or its equivalent); and (4) have a faculty that plays a
meaningful role in determining educational standards. In "profit" education, lay
boards do not exist in all cases. In such cases a Board of Trustees may exist
(COPA unpublished glossary).
Institutional Integrity. A postsecondary educational institution exhibits a
high degree of integrity when it conducts all its activities fairly and justly,
providing adequate notice of its policies and procedures and conscientiously
adhering to accepted good practices. While accreditation focuses its attention
upon those matters most closely related to an institution's educational offerings,
it recognizes that educational quality is fostered and protected in an institutional
setting with well-established policies and procedures in all important areas of
operation, and it expects an accreditable institution to be forthright in stating
and reliable in adhering to these policies and procedures (COPA unpublished
glossary).
Public Interest. The interest of the public at large in any activity arises from
the effects of that activity on the general welfare. In particular, there is a public
interest in the proper operation of institutions of postsecondary education,
because their activities result in the education and training of persons to take
responsible positions in society. Similarly, since accreditation provides for an
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institution or its units a judgment about its educational quality in which the
public places confidence, there is a public interest in the activities or accrediting
bodies. In recognition of this public interest in accreditation, accrediting bodies
are expected to issue useful, accurate public reports on their activities, to
appoint one or more public representatives to their commission, and to follow
due process in their decision making (COPA unpublished glossary).
Public Representative. To help ensure appropriate representation of the
public interest, public representatives are usually drawn from persons who do
not have other interests in accreditation. Thus the public representatives on
accrediting bodies are not employed by postsecondary educational institutions
or by an accrediting body or by an agency of government which deals primarily
with postsecondary education. On occasion persons who hold
nonremunerative appointments with postsecondary institutions, such as
members of governing boards, may serve as public representatives on
accrediting bodies (COPA unpublished glossary).
Self-Regulation. Self-regulation is based on the recognition that most
human activities are ruled satisfactorily through the awareness of their effect on
or acceptance by others. Accreditation-as a voluntary and nongovernmental
activity, as a process organized around self-study and peer review, and as an
advocate for institutional autonomy-plays a major role in preserving the
self-regulatory quality of American postsecondary education. Other dimensions
of self-regulation in postsecondary education include the maintaining of
guidelines for, and institutional commitment to, good practice, as well as the
willingness of accrediting bodies to monitor by exception between accreditation
reviews (i.e., to investigate only matters that appear to be contrary to presumed
acceptable practices). (COPA unpublished glossary)
Accrediting Process
Application. An application is the formal request submitted to an accrediting
body by an institution of postsecondary education when it or one of its
specialized units wishes to be considered for accreditation or for candidacy for
accreditation (COPA unpublished glossary).
Criteria. Generally speaking, criteria— along with standards, requirements, or
essentials — are statements reflecting an accrediting association's expectations
of an accreditable institution or specialized unit. While different distinctions
among these terms are made by the various accrediting bodies, within a single
body the criteria (and standards, requirements, or essentials) provide a
common frame of reference within which institutions or specialized units are
evaluated and accredited. The auxiliary verbs in the wording of criteria are
shall and must (COPA unpublished glossary).
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Educational Objectives. Educational objectives are statements developed
by postsecondary educational institutions to describe the goals of the
teaching/learning process with an institution or unit and in the context of which
an accrediting body makes its evaluation. Such objectives, in order to be useful
for the purpose of accreditation, must lend themselves to evaluation (COPA
unpublished glossary).
Guidelines. Guidelines are explanatory statements that amplify the criteria
(standards, requirements, or essentials) for accreditation. They usually provide
examples of the way criteria may be interpreted to allow for flexibility while
remaining within the framework of the criteria. The auxiliary verbs used in the
wording of guidelines are should and m ay (COPA unpublished glossary).
Self-Study. The self-study is a comprehensive analysis of the educational
resources and effectiveness of an institution or specialized unit in relation to its
educational objectives. The immediate product of this report is the essential
document in the process (COPA unpublished glossary).
On-site Evaluation. The on-site evaluation consists of the visit to an
institution or educational unit by a team of peers appointed by the accrediting
body specifically for their competencies relevant to the institution or unit being
evaluated. The on-site visit follows the completion of the self-study and the
submission of the self-study report to the accrediting body. This visit enables
the evaluation team to determine the accuracy and completeness of the
self-study and to evaluate the applicant's effectiveness within the context of its
stated educational objectives and in light of the accrediting body’s criteria
(COPA unpublished glossary).
Types of Accreditation
Institutional Accreditation. Institutional accreditation is a status accorded
an institution of postsecondary education, which embraces the whole institution
as it defines itself and therefore includes all areas, activities, and programs.
Normally, institutional accreditation testifies to (a) the appropriateness of the
objectives of the institution; (b) the adequacy of its organization and generally
accepted accrediting standards; and (c) evidence of the accomplishment of
institutional objectives in a reasonable measure. Moreover, the criteria of
eligibility provide that degree programs, however specialized, must rest upon a
base of liberal or general studies required of all or most students. However,
accreditation of the institution as a whole is not, and should not be interpreted
as being, equivalent to specialized accreditation of a part or program of the
institution and should not be represented as such. The nine commissions of
postsecondary accreditation in the six regional accrediting associations accredit
a variety of institutions within their geographic regions. Also, several national
accrediting bodies provide institutional accreditation for special purpose
institutions throughout the United States. And, finally, specialized
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accrediting bodies, when they accredit single purpose institutions, provide
institutional as well as programmatic accreditation (COPA unpublished
glossary).
Specialized Accreditation. Specialized accreditation is a status accorded a
special unit within an institution of postsecondary education, which may be a
college, school, division, department, program, or curriculum. In the case of a
single purpose institution, specialized accreditation also constitutes institution
accreditation. The focus of specialized accreditation is the effectiveness with
which the program meets its objectives, those of the institution, and the
accrediting standards of quality education. Normally, specialized accreditation
reviews the relationship of the program to the larger unit, the adequacy of the
organization and resources for program maintenance and development, and
evidence of accomplishment of programmatic objectives. However, specialized
accreditation does not propose to make judgements on the institution as a
whole, except in the cases of single purpose institutions (COPA unpublished
glossary).
A ccreditation C lassifications
Accreditation. Accreditation is a status granted an institution or specialized
unit that has undergone the accrediting process and has been judged to meet
or exceed general expectations of educational quality (COPA unpublished
glossary).
Candidate for Accreditation. Candidacy for accreditation is a status that
may be granted by an accrediting body to indicate that an institution or unit has
expressed its desire to become accredited and that the accrediting body judges
the institution or unit to have the potential for achieving accreditation within a
reasonable period, normally a maximum of six years, Candidacy, however,
does not assure accreditation. (This status may also be referred to as
pre-accreditation status.) (COPA unpublished glossary).
Conditional Accreditation. Conditional accreditation is a status indicating
that an institution or a unit has certain deficiencies that must be corrected within
a specific period of time in order for the institution or unit to remain accredited.
(While some accrediting bodies may make certain distinctions among these
terms, conditional accreditation may also be referred to as probationary or
provisional accreditation.) (COPA unpublished glossary).
Membership. Membership is the status held by an accredited institution or
unit with some accrediting bodies. In some cases accreditation automatically
results in membership; in others, accreditation does not imply membership in
the body; in others still, membership is an additional status available to an
accredited institution or unit as an option (COPA unpublished glossary).
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Accreditation A ctions
Adverse Action. An adverse action is the placing of an institution or
specialized unit on probation, the censuring of such an institution or unit for
failing to refrain from or to initiate some activity, or the withholding or withdrawal
by an accrediting body of accreditation or candidacy for accreditation status.
Time limitations or other conditions imposed as part of accreditation decisions
normally do not constitute adverse actions (COPA unpublished glossary).
Appeal. An appeal procedure is the opportunity afforded all institutions or
specialized units to request a formal review of an adverse action. An appeal is
based normally on a challenge of factual information in the evaluation report, on
disagreement with the interpretation of facts, or on an alleged violation by the
accrediting body of its published procedures. Dissatisfaction with the reasons
behind an accreditation decision is not, in itself, considered an acceptable basis
for appeal. An appeal body should be different from that group involved in the
original decision (COPA unpublished glossary).
Complaint. A complaint is a written, signed allegation that an institution or
specialized unit has engaged in actions which do not conform to its stated
policies and procedures or that could seriously retard or disrupt its educational
effectiveness. When a well-founded, written complaint is received, the
accrediting body asks the institution or unit to respond, and if circumstances
appear to warrant further action, the accrediting body may conduct a
confidential investigation with the knowledge of and in consultation with
concerned parties. The results of the investigation will be reported to the
accrediting body for its consideration and possible action.
A complaint is also a written allegation by an institution or unit that a
COPA-recognized accrediting body has violated its own criteria or procedures.
When it is established that an institution or unit has used all appeals processes
afforded it by the accrediting body, the COPA president shall first encourage the
parties to resolve their differences informally and, when necessary, will appoint
a three-person investigation panel which shall pass its recommendations to the
COPA board through the COPA Executive Committee (COPA unpublished
glossary).
"Show Cause." A "show cause" notice is one which announces a
contemplated adverse action by an accrediting body and invites the institution
or specialized unit to provide persuasive evidence and argument that the
projected action should not be taken. Such notices normally provide several
months for the preparation of such evidence and argument (COPA unpublished
glossary).
Substantive Change. A substantive change within an accredited institution
or a specialized unit is one which significantly alters its objectives, scope, or
control (such as the establishment of a relatively permanent instructional
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operation at a new geographic location). An accredited institution or unit
planning a substantive change is responsible for providing in advance the
planning documents for such a change to the concerned accrediting body or
bodies, and, in some instances, accreditation approval must be received in
advance (COPA unpublished glossary).
Accreditation-R elated A ctivitie s
Approval. Approval is an act of an officially authorized state governmental
agency certifying that a unit or program within an institution of postsecondary
education complies with established minimum legal requirements (COPA
unpublished glossary).
Certification. Certification is a process by which a nongovernmental
organization grants recognition to a person who has met certain predetermined
qualifications specified by that organization and who voluntarily seeks such
recognition (COPA unpublished glossary).
Eligibility. Eligibility is a status granted by an agency of federal or state
government indicating that an institution of postsecondary education qualifies
as a recipient of a specified funding program (COPA unpublished glossary).
Licensure. Licensure is a process by which an agency of government grants
permission (1) to persons meeting predetermined qualifications to engage in a
given occupation and/or to use a particular title and (2) to institutions to perform
specified functions (COPA unpublished glossary).
Listing. Listing is the activity required by legislation of the secretary of the
U.S. Department of Education, who maintains a list of nationally recognized
accrediting bodies determined to be reliable authorities on educational quality.
Accreditation by a listed accrediting body is one consideration in determining
the eligibility of an institution to receive certain federal funds (COPA
unpublished glossary).
Program Registry. Program registry is a procedure by which a
nongovernmental association, through a reporting relationship, (1) determines
that one or more programs within an institution meet specified requirements and
(2) maintains and publishes lists of these programs. Also called program
approval upon occasion, program registry does not normally involve self-study
or on-site visits (COPA unpublished glossary).
Recognition. Recognition is the process followed by the Council on
Postsecondary Accreditation whereby accrediting bodies apply and are
reviewed at least every five years in accordance with established provisions
and procedures. The purpose of this recognition is to provide institutions of
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postsecondary education and other users of accreditation with guidance
concerning accrediting bodies (COPA unpublished glossary).
Satisfactory Assurance. Satisfactory assurance is a determination by the
secretary of education, as called for by law, that, considering the resources
available to an institution, the period of time (if any) during which it has
operated, the effort it is making to meet accreditation standards, and the
purpose for which this determination is being made, an institution will meet the
accreditation standards of a listed accrediting body within a reasonable time.
An institution meeting this test and other requirements can become eligible to
apply for certain federal funds (COPA unpublished glossary).
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A P P E N D IX B

MINNESOTA TECHNICAL COLLEGE STUDENT
CONSUMER SURVEY ON ACCREDITATION
1992
1.

Are you enrolled: Part-time?__

Full-time?__

2.

Check the type of program in which you are enrolled?
Business & Office__ Trade & Industrial__ Health__

3.

Your gender: Male_____

4.

Your age at present time:_________

5.

Check the highest level of education from which you were graduated.
8th grade__ GED__ H. S. Graduate__ Postsecondary Diploma__
Associate Degree___ Baccalaureate Degree__
Other__

6.

Check if parent(s) is/are 4-year college graduates?
Father__ Mother__ Neither__

7.

How many miles is it from this technical college to the nearest community college or
university?
0-15 miles__
31-50 miles___
16-30 miles__
51-75 miles___
Over 75 miles__

8.

Have you attended another college? Yes__

9.

If yes, which type?

Female_______

No__

Technical__ Community__
4-year University__

4-year College__

When answering the following questions think about your co lle g e .

10.

Do you think credits from one college always transfer to another college within the
same state? Yes___ No__ Unsure__

11.

Is it of interest or concern to you whether your credits will transfer to another college?
Yes__ No__

12.

How many of your credits do you think will transfer to another college?
None__ Some__ Most__ All__

13.

Did you use accreditation in your college selection decision when choosing this
college?
Yes___ No__

14.

To you, does accreditation of a college mean that the college is a good college?
Yes__ No__ Unsure
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15.

Is this college accredited by the Minnesota State Board of Technical Colleges?
Yes__ No__ Unsure__

16.

Is this college accredited by a regional accrediting agency?
Yes__ No__ Unsure__

17.

If either question 15 or 16 is answered yes, how did you learn that the college you are
attending is accredited?
Check all that apply.

School publication__
Instructor__
Other students in class__
Alumni__
Parents__
Recruiter__
Advertisement__
Checked with State Department of Education__
Other, specify_____________
Do not know that it is accredited__
18.

If this college is regionally accredited, when did you become aware of that information?
Before applying for admission__
Before registration__
During registration__
During orientation__
First week of class__
After being a student for some time__
Do not know if it is accredited__

19.

Would you be more satisfied with a college if it were accredited by a regional accrediting
group such as the North Central Association than if it were accredited by a state group
such as the Minnesota State Board for Technical Colleges?
Yes__ No__ Unsure__

20.

Why did you choose this technical college? Please rate by circling one response in
each row as:
1=no importance, 2=little importance, 3=some importance, 4=very important

Friend recommended
1..2..3..4
College was accredited
1 ..2..3..4
Program was accredited
1..2..3..4
Credits transferred to other institutions
1 ..2..3..4
Knew an instructor............................................................. 1..2..3..4
Close proximity to my residence
1 ..2..3..4
Influenced by recruiter
1 ..2..3..4
Saw and/or heard media advertisement on TV
1 ..2..3..4
Newspaper
1..2..3..4
Radio.....................................................................................1..2..3..4
Reputation of the college
1 ..2..3..4
Had relatives or friends attend
1 ..2..3..4
Had financial aid available
1 ..2..3..4

1 34

Program graduates earned good state or
national exam score results
1..2..3..4
Good job placement.................................................. 1..2..3..4
Transferability of credits or program
1..2..3..4
A high school teacher recommended
1..2..3..4
A high school counselor recommended
Other, specify and rate___________________

1..2..3..4
1..2..3..4

21.

Do colleges have to be accredited by a state, regional, or specialized accrediting
agency in order to offer student financial aid?
Yes__ No__ Unsure__

22.

Should colleges be required to be accredited by a regional accrediting agency in order
to offer student financial aid?
Yes__ No__ Unsure__

When answering these questions just think about a ccre d ita tio n in general.

23.

What do you believe should be the purpose(s) of accreditation. Please rate by circling
the responses as:
1=no importance, 2=little importance, 3=some importance, 4= very important

To assure that instructors are competent
1..2..3..4
To assure that current material is used in class
1..2..3..4
To limit class size
1..2..3..4
To provide the public with information about the
college
1..2..3..4
To help the institution improve itself............................ 1..2..3..4
To raise salaries of instructors
1..2..3..4
To regulate tuition rates
1..2..3..4
To assure credit transfer
1..2..3..4
To assure professional credentialling upon
graduation
1..2..3..4
To prevent over enrollment in a program.................... 1..2..3..4
Get a job upon graduation
1..2..3..4
To establish program academic standards
1..2..3..4
To assure adequate resources are available to
students e.g., computers, library, videos, ITV
1..2..3..4
To establish entrance requirements
1..2..3..4
Other, specify and rate_____________________ 1..2..3..4
When answering the following questions think about the program with which you are
associated (e.g., Practical Nursing, Welding, Small Business Management, etc.).

24.

Did you use accreditation in your program selection decision?
Yes__ No__

25.

Is your program accredited by a national professional accrediting agency?
Yes__ No__ Unsure
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26.

If no or unsure, did you assume that your program was accredited?
Yes__ No__

27.

If your program is accredited, when did you become aware of this information?
Before applying for admission__
Before registration__
During registration__
During orientation__
First week of class__
After first week of class__
After being a student for some time__
Do not know if it is accredited__

28.

If your program is accredited, how did you become aware of this information?
Check all that apply.

School publication__
Instructor__
Other students in class__
Alumni__
Parents__
Recruiter__
Advertisement__
Checked with State Department of Education__
Other, specify__________________
Do not know that it is accredited__
29.

Why did you choose your program? Please rate by circling the responses as:
1=no importance, 2=little importance, 3=some importance, 4=very important

Friend recommended
1..2..3..4
Interest in area
1..2..3..4
Pay
1..2..3..4
Program is transferable to another institution
1..2..3..4
Accredited program.................................................... 1..2..3..4
Examination of job market for needed workers
1..2..3..4
Program graduates earned good state or
National exam score results
1..2..3..4
Other, specify and rate____________________
1..2..3..4

30.

Please indicate the type of accreditation which is of most importance to you. Check both
types if they are of equal importance.
College___ Program___ Neither___
Students, thank vou for your participation!
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A P P E N D IX C

PILOT SURVEY INSTRUCTIONS
Directions for Students Participating in the Pilot Survey
Dear Students:
My name is Kenneth Henry. I am a graduate student at the University of
North Dakota and I am asking you to contribute to my research project
regarding student use of accreditation when selecting a technical college
and/or program by participating in this pilot survey. As you go through the
process, please note any changes which you believe would improve the
process itself or the questionnaire. Please consider such things as clarity of
questions, one question-one thought, and general understandability of the
directions and questionnaire. Indicate those changes either at the point where
they occur to you, if there is room on the page, or at the the end of the
questionnaire under the heading suggestions. Your comments and/or
suggestions will be reviewed and utilized as revisions to the process and/or
questionnaire before it is administered to other Minnesota technical college
students.
Your instructor will distribute the survey instrument and read a set of
instructions to you. There are 30 questions on the survey. Please answer all
questions to the best of your ability and make suggestions where you feel they
are necessary.
Your help is very important to the success of this project. Thank you for
contributing your time and suggestions. It is greatly appreciated!
Sincerely,
K enneth H enry
G ra d u a te S tude nt
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A P P E N D IX D

TELEPHONE PROTOCOL FOR PRESIDENTIAL CONTACTS
College_____________ President_____________ Phone #_________

1.

Introduction

2.

Purpose of the Call

3.

Explanation of the Study

4.

Assurance of Confidentiality of the Students and the Institution

5.

Time Required

6.

Request Permission

7.

If Approved, Identify Contact Person
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A P P E N D IX E

FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO PRESIDENTIAL CONTACTS

March 1992

«DATA techs»
«full name»
“ title »
«tech name»
«<city state zip»
Dear “ full name»:
Thank you for allowing me to conduct research at « tech name». Your
participation is important to this study and to discovering the extent students use
accreditation in their college and/or program selection.
Let me assure you again about confidentiality. The information gathered
will be reported in ways that will not identify you or your institution individually.
Enclosed you will find a copy of the questionnaire which I developed for
this research project. As indicated in our phone conversation there are 30
questions and it will take approximately 15 minutes or less of student time to
complete.
I have contacted “ contact person» as you suggested and made
arrangements for three faculty to be contacted to assist with student surveying.
I plan to provide “ contact person» with a summary of the study. If you
have any questions please call me at (218) 773-3441. Thank you very much for
your assistance.
Sincerely,

K e nneth W . H enry
U N D G ra d u a te S tude nt
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A P P E N D IX F

TELEPHONE PROTOCOL FOR COLLEGE CONTACT PERSON
College__________ Contact____________ Phone #_____________

1.

Introduction

2.

Purpose of the Call

3.

Presidential Commitment

4.

Explanation of the Study

5.

Procedures to Be Followed

6.

Assurance of Confidentiality

7.

Time Required

8.

Secure Cooperation
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A P P E N D IX G

FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO COLLEGE CONTACT PERSON

March 1992

«DATA Techs 2»
«full name»
“ title »
«tech name»
«address»
«<city state zip»
Dear “ full name»:
Thank you for agreeing to assist in gathering data for my study. Your
participation is critical to the completion of my study about student use of
accreditation in college and/or program selection.
Enclosed, for your review, you will find a copy of the questionnaire which
I developed for this research project. As indicated in our phone conversation,
there are 30 questions and it will take 15 minutes or less of student time to
complete.
Again, let me assure you about confidentiality. The information gathered
will be reported in ways that will not identify your students or your institution
individually. The data from the colleges will be grouped on the basis of their
accreditation status. Additionally, the program areas will be identified to
determine if students from one program area use accreditation differently than
another.
I believe the study will contribute to the knowledge base about whether
and the extent to which students use accreditation in their college and/or
program selection, student understanding of accreditation, and student
perceptions of accreditation.
To further this research, please select three faculty whom you feel would
cooperate by administering the survey in their class. One faculty member
should be selected from each of the program areas of Business and Office,
Trade and Industrial, and Health. Each faculty member should have access to a

141

minimum of 35 technical college students (not community college students) in
continuous enrollment.
Present the selected faculty members with the envelopes labeled by
program area and ask them to read the instructions provided. Ask the faculty
members to survey students as soon as possible. Faculty are to return the
survey instruments to you in an envelope provided so that you can return them
to me for data analysis.
I will contact you by telephone in the next few days to make sure that you
received all the information and to answer any questions that you may have.
Again, thank you for assisting me with my research. I could not complete
the project without your help!!
I will provide you with a summary of the study. If you have any questions
please call me at (218) 773-3441.
Sincerely,
Kenneth W. Henry
UND Graduate Student
Enclosures:
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A P P E N D IX H

INSTRUCTOR DIRECTIONS SHEET
Instructor Directions
Dear Instructor:
My name is Kenneth Henry. I am a graduate student at the University of North
Dakota where I am researching student use of accreditation when selecting a
technical college and/or program. Thank you for assisting me with my research
project. I have developed the following set of instructions to help expedite the
survey process. Please read through the directions prior to administering the
survey.
1. You have received an envelope which is labeled for your program area of
Business and Office, Trade and Industrial, or Health.
2. Open the envelope and confirm that there are 50 surveys, a student direction
sheet, and a self-addressed, stamped envelope. If you need any of these
contact “ contact person».
3. Select a class(es) where at least 35 to 50 students can be surveyed.
4. Survey only technical college students in the event that community college
students are also enrolled.
5. Distribute the surveys to your students.
6. Read the information from the student information sheet to the students to be
surveyed.
7. Collect the completed surveys and place them in the self-addressed,
stamped envelope provided and seal the envelope.
8. Return the envelope to the person who gave it to you.
9. Thank you for taking time to help me with this research. If you are interested
in the results, I will send that information to “ contact person». Again, THANK
YOU for the help!!!
Sincerely,
K e nneth W . H enry
U N D G ra d u a te S tudent
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A P P E N D IX I

STUDENT INFORMATION SHEET
Student Information

Instructor, please distribute the surveys and then read this information to the
students while allowing them to look at the survey as you read the directions.
1. This survey is being conducted to obtain information relating to student use of
accreditation when selecting a technical college and/or program and student
understanding of accreditation. There are 30 questions and it will take 15
minutes or less of your time to complete the survey.
2. The first section of the survey requests general information relating to you, the
student.
3. The second section of the survey requests information relating to colleges
and college is highlighted for question clarity.
4. The third section of the survey requests information relating to your specific
program such as Small Business Management, Welding, or Practical Nursing
and program is highlighted to help focus these questions.
5. Your anonymity will be maintained. You are not asked to provide your name,
nor are the surveys coded in any way. The colleges will be grouped by their
accreditation status for data analysis. In addition the data will be analyzed by
the program areas of Business and Office, Trade and Industrial, and Health.
6. Thank you for participating in this research project. Your contribution of time
and effort is vital and appreciated.
7. Students, if you do not wish to participate just return the blank forms to your
instructor. Your relationship to the instructor and the institution will not be
affected by your decision.
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A P P E N D IX J

SUMMARY OF STUDENT SURVEY RESPONSES
Summary of Survey Results by Category
Category (NCA-C&S) indicates institutions accredited by NCA Colleges and Schools
Category (NCA-CIHE) indicates institutions accredited by NCA Commission on Institutions of
Higher Education
Category (MNSB) indicates institutions accredited by Minnesota State Board for Technical
Colleges

NCA-C&S
N=224

NCA-CIHE
N=369

MNSB
N=184

1. Enrolled:
Part-time
Full-time

7.2%
92.8%

10.7%
89.0%

12.6%
87.4%

2. Type of program in which enrolled:
Business and Office
Trade and Industrial
Health

32.9%
34.2%
32.9%

28.9%
39.9%
31.1%

35.4%
26.9%.
37.7%

3. Your gender:
Male
Female

38.4%
61.2%

40.4%
59.3%

32.9%
66.1%

4. Your age at present time
Range
Mean

17-65 yrs.
26.6 yrs.

17-69 yrs.
26.3 yrs.

16-59 yrs.
26.5 yrs.

5. Highest level of education
8th grade
GED
High School Graduate
Postsecondary Diploma
Associate Degree
Baccalaureate Degree
Other

2.7%
9.9%
70.0%
10.8%
2.7%
1.3%
2.7%

2.7%
6.8%
74.0%
8.2%
4.1%
1.4%
2.7%

0.0%
12.3%
65.9%
9.5%
4.5%
3.4%
4.5%

6. Parents are 4-year college graduates
Father
Mother
Neither
Both

2.3%
5.5%
89.9%
2.3%

9.1%
5.8%
78.1%
6.1%

5.1%
6.3%
80.7%
7.4%
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NCA-C&S
N=224

NCA-CIHE
N=369

MNSB
N=184

7. How many miles from this technical
College to nearest community college
or university
0-15 miles
16-30 miles
31-50 miles
51-75 miles
Over 75 miles

85.6%
6.8%
3.6%
3.6%
0.5%

51.0%
16.7%
25.6%
5.3%
1.4%

85.1%
9.9%
3.9%
1.1%
0.0%

8. Have you attended another college?
Yes
No

36.8%
62.8%

40.8%
58.1%

49.2%
50.3%

9. Type of college attended
Technical
Community
4-year College
4-year University
More than one

29.1%
33.7%
7.0%
20.9%
9.3%

38.7%
19.7%
12.9%
17.8%
11.0%

19.8%
39.6%
8.4%
15.4%
16.5%

10. Do you think credits from one college
always transfer to another college within
the same state?
Yes
28.8%
No
46.8%
Unsure
24.3%

26.6%
52.1%
21.1%

27.6%
47.8%
24.7%

11. Is it of interest or concern to you whether
your credits will transfer to another college?
Yes
81.9%
No
17.6%

80.7%
18.5%

80.2%
19.2%

12. How many of your credits do you think will
transfer to another college?
None
8.8%
Some
45.2%
Most
27.6%
All
18.4%

9.7%
48.8%
28.3%
13.3%

10.4%
42.9%
24.2%
22.5%

13. Did you use accreditation in your college
selection decision when choosing this college?
Yes
24.1%
No
70.0%

43.7%
55.2%

29.7%
69.7%
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NCA-C&S
N=224
19. Would you be more satisfied with a college if
it were accredited by a regional accrediting
group such as the North Central Association
than if it were accredited by a state group such
as the Minnesota State Board for Technical
Colleges?
25.7%
Yes
18.3%
No
56.0%
Unsure

NCA-CIHE
N=369

MNSB
N=184

25.4%
23.1%
51.5%

28.2%
19.0%
52.9%

20. Why did you choose this technical college?
1=no im portance, 2 = little im portance, 3==some im portance, 4=■■very im portant

Selection

Category

Mean

Std. Deviation

Friend recommended

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.22
2.14
2.06

1.108
1.124
1.132

College was accredited

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.19
2.37
2.19

1.130
1.146
1.112

Program was accredited

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.55
2.60
2.52

1.216
1.175
1.230

Credits transferred to other institutions

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.47
2.25
2.32

1.156
1.164
1.217

Knew an instructor

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

1.55
1.48
1.33

.915
.873
.676

Close proximity to my residence

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.17
2.89
2.70

1.084
1.171
1.171

Influenced by recruiter

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

1.43
1.57
1.47

.780
.894
.837
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NCA-CIHE
N=369

MNSB
N=184

14. To you, does accreditation of a college mean
that the college is a good college?
Yes
42.6%
No
25.6%
31.4%
Unsure

51.2%
20.8%
28.8%

49.1%
23.5%
32.4%

15. Is this college accredited by the Minnesota
State Board of Technical Colleges?
41.9%
Yes
2.7%
No
Unsure
55.0%

62.8%
0.8%
36.4%

44.5%
4.4%
51.1%

16. Is this college accredited by a regional
accrediting agency?
Yes
17.3%
No
4.1%
Unsure
78.2%

44.9%
1.1%
53.9%

23.3%
8.3%
68.3%

85
134
34
15
12
23
32
8
9
72

31
38
21
2
1
3
15
13
4
46

17.1%
3.0%
4.5%
4.5%
3.0%
27.9%
39.9%

18.4%
5.4%
4.1%
4.1%
0.7%
15.0%
52.4%

NCA-C&S
N=224

17. If either question 15 or 16 is answered yes,
how did you learn that the college you are
attending is accredited?
This data ispresented r frequencies
School publication
Instructor
Other students in class
Alumni
Parents
Recruiter
Advertisement
Checked with ST. Dept, of Ed
Other, specify
Do not know that it is accredited

29
33
16
4
6
5
21
4
5
84

18. If this college is regionally accredited, when
did you become aware of that information?
Before applying for admission
6.7%
Before registration
4.7%
During registration
5.2%
During orientation
1.6%
First week of class
1.6%
After being a student
9.8%
Do not know if it is accredited
70.5%
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NCA-C&S
N=224
19. Would you be more satisfied with a college if
it were accredited by a regional accrediting
group such as the North Central Association
than if it were accredited by a state group such
as the Minnesota State Board for Technical
Colleges?
Yes
25.7%
No
18.3%
Unsure
56.0%

NCA-CIHE
N=369

MNSB
N=184

25.4%
23.1%
51.5%

28.2%
19.0%
52.9%

20. Why did you choose this technical college?
1=no importance, 2=little importance, 3=some importance, 4=very important

Selection

Category

Mean

Std. Deviation

Friend recommended

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.22
2.14
2.06

1.108
1.124
1.132

College was accredited

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.19
2.37
2.19

1.130
1.146
1.112

Program was accredited

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.55
2.60
2.52

1.216
1.175
1.230

Credits transferred to other institutions

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.47
2.25
2.32

1.156
1.164
1.217

Knew an instructor

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

1.55
1.48
1.33

.915
.873
.676

Close proximity to my residence

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.17
2.89
2.70

1.084
1.171
1.171

Influenced by recruiter

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

1.43
1.57
1.47

.780
.894
537
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Selection

Category

Mean

Saw/heand media advertisement on TV

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB
NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

1.64
1.56
1.48
1.53
1.47
1.38

.916
.866
.778
.831
.775
.751

Radio

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

1.58
1.42
1.30

.843
.749
.648

Reputation of the college

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.67
2.82
2.56

1.078
1.089
1.145

Had relatives or friends attend

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.38
2.41
2.24

1.225
1.200
1.231

Had financial aid available

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.98
2.65
2.65

1.266
1.305
1.306

Program graduates earned good state or
national exam score results

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.24
2.18
2.30

1.121
1.152
1.162

Good job placement

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.93
3.20
2.91

1.044
1.040
1.136

Transferability of credits or program

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.46
2.31
2.26

1.111
1.150
1.121

A high school teacher recommended

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

1.55
1.57
1.53

.853
.931
.891

A high school counselor recommended

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

1.57
1.57
1.60

.887
.929
.978

Newspaper

Std. Deviation
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NCA-C&S
N=224

NCA-CIHE
N=369

MNSB
N=184

21. Do colleges have to be accredited by a state, regional, or specialized accrediting agency in
order to offer student financial aid?
11.3%
18.7%
14.9%
Yes
10.9%
7.7%
7.4%
No
77.8%
73.7%
77.7%
Unsure
22. Should colleges be required to be accredited by a regional accrediting agency in order to
offer student financialaid?
18.6%
24.7%
23.4%
Yes
16.3%
16.2%
18.7%
No
Unsure
65.2%
59.8%
58.3%
23. What do you believe should be the purpose(s) of accreditation.
1=no im portance, 2=little im portance, 3 = so m e im portance, 4 = v e ry im portant

Selection

Category

Mean

To assure that instructors are competent

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.46
3.47
3.36

.775
.838
.913

To assure that current material is used
in class

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.55
3.56
3.48

.698
.714
.802

To limit class size

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.91
2.85
3.01

.942
.998
.994

To provide the public with information
about the college

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.92
2.84
2.79

.936
.954
1.071

To help the institution improve itself

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.25
3.24
3.11

.880
.877
.991

To raise salaries of instructors

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.26
2.32
2.49

.967
1.016
1.079

Std. Deviation

150

Selection

Category

Mean

To regulate tuition rates

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.17
3.14
3.09

.960
.979
.996

To assure credit transfer

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.38
3.30
3.34

.864
.902
.934

To assure professional credentialling
upon graduation

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.37
3.45
3.36

.878
.807
.905

To prevent over enrollment in a program

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.03
3.00
3.11

.948
1.017
1.022

Get a job upon graduation

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.55
3.51
3.44

.749
.838
.903

To establish program academic standards

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.30
3.38
3.33

.841
.785
.862

To assure adequate resources are
available to students e.g., computers,
library, videos, ITV

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.34
3.25
3.27

.846
.895
.924

To establish entrance requirements

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.89
2.95
2.97

.953
.916
.974

Std. Deviation

Did you use accreditation in your program selection decision?
Yes
28.2%
33.1%
No
71.4%
66.7%

34.7%
64.7%

Is your program accredited by a national professional accrediting agency?
Yes
14.5%
28.7%
No
5.9%
14.4%
Unsure
79.2%
56.9%

17.6%
15.5%
66.1%

If no or unsure, did you assume that your program was accredited?
Yes
70.2%
67.9%
No
29.3%
32.1%

64.8%
34.5%
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NCA-C&S
N=224

NCA-CIHE
N=369

MNSB
N=184

27. If your program is accredited, when did you become aware of this information?
Before applying for admission
12.3%
20.1%
Before registration
8.2%
6.6%
During registration
3.6%
3.5%
During orientation
2.1%
3.8%
First week of class
2.1%
2.9%
After first week of class
1.5%
1.9%
After being a student for some time
8.7%
19.5%
Do not know if 'it is accredited
61.5%
42.2%

18.2%
5.6%
4.2%
2.8%
1.4%
0.7%
11.9%
55.2%

28. If your program is accredited, how did you become aware of this information?
This data is presented in frequencies

School publication
Instructor
Other students in class
Alumni
Parents
Recruiter
Advertisement
Checked with St. Dept, of Ed.
Other
Do not know that it is accredited

29
21
12
5
3
6
3
6
3
130

63
109
34
18
14
19
32
10
7
126

20
31
18
4
4
1
10
9
4
77

29. Why did you choose your program?
1=no im portance, 2=little im portance, 3 = so m e im portance, 4 = v e ry im portant

Response

Category

Mean

Std. Deviation

Friend recommended

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.04
1.92
1.87

1.104
1.107
1.120

Interest in area

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.62
3.47
3.38

.755
.996
.949

Pay

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.00
3.00
3.03

.951
.982
.975
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Response

Category

Mean

Std. Deviation

Program is transferable to another
institution

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.42
2.37
2.38

1.130
1.157
1.146

Accredited program

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.27
2.30
2.31

1.099
1.219
1.184

Examination of job market for needed
workers

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

3.14
3.08
3.22

1.002
1.016
1.016

Program graduates earned good state or
National exam score results

NCA-C&S
NCA-CIHE
MNSB

2.23
2.32
2.30

1.060
1.184
1.046

30. Please indicate the type of accreditation which is of most importance to you. Check both
types if they are of equal importance.
College
13.4%
15.8%
15.2%
Program
20.4%
27.5%
24.0%
Neither
14.7%
17.2%
17.1%
Both
46.7%
42.7%
45.4%
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