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This report on my observations 
and the results of my trip to Ca­
nada, the United States, and Japan 
includes:

1. a brief comparison of accredi­
tation practices in these three coun­
tries;

2. a more detailed account of my 
observations in the United States 
where accreditation is a major con­
cern of institutions;

3. recommendations for courses 
of action that are suggested by my 
observations.
Accreditation in Canada

There are two types of accredita­
tion in Canada. Provincial accredita­
tion has to do with evaluation of 
credits a student earns, to deter­
mine their transferability from insti­
tution to institution. Incidentally, 
graduates from our four-year col­
leges here are considered under­
graduates in Canada.

Institutional accreditation (mean­
ing, the accreditation of schools and 
not of student credits) is an idea 
which was borrowed from the Uni­
ted States, and seems to be the con­
cern only of schools of higher learn­
ing. The accreditation of schools of 
medicine and social work is certain­
ly a going concern. The Canadian 
Association of University Schools 
of Nursing, which is an associated 
member of the Association of Uni­
versities and Colleges of Canada, is 
presently considering the possibility 
of accrediting university schools of 
nursing. The colleges of medicine 
were once accredited through the 
American Medical Association. This 
international tie is still preserved.

As in the United States, accredi­
tation is on voluntary basis, but 
institutions had better think twice 
before they dare disregard accredi­
tation.

* Dr. Eliza U. Griñ o is Head of the English D epartm ent, Central Philippine University.
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Accreditation in the United States
American accreditation grew out 

of the fact that there was nothing 
comparable to a ministry of educa­
tion in the federal government at 
the beginning, and education was 
left largely in state hands. Further­
more, there were no standards set 
for the opening of schools; so the 
better schools banded together to 
promote quality education among 
themselves and those who would 
like to join them.

Eventually six regional agencies 
sprang up, and these worked inde­
pendently of each other. Each had 
its own policies, procedures, ma­
chinery and forms. Under the setup 
it was possible for schools to “shop 
around” for accreditation.

The creation of a  non-govern­
mental body to coordinate the 
functioning of these six, at least in 
higher education, has helped bring 
about uniformity at least in policies 
to be followed. There is now an 
evident desire to bring the agencies 
closer together in practice.

At present, the lines of admin­
istration and/or supervision are 
clearly and definitely drawn. A 
school wanting to be accredited 
should first find out what regional 
agency has responsibility for schools

in its state. It is to that agency that 
it may apply for candidacy. In the 
course of making their agencies 
available to overseas schools with 
American students, the agencies 
eventually came to divide respons­
ibility for these schools; thus, West­
ern Association accredits schools in 
the Far East; Middle State Associa­
tion accredits schools in France, 
etc.

The first thing evident among 
American regional agencies is the 
common preference for institutional 
accreditation. Program accreditation 
is done by professional agencies. 
Most often, professional agencies 
will not have anything to do with 
professional colleges whose mother 
institutions have not been previous­
ly accredited by some regional agen­
cy. Professional and specialized ac­
crediting associations are coordinat­
ed and monitored by the National 
Commission on Accrediting.

Although American accreditation 
was originally concerned with high­
er education and the college-prepa­
ratory high school, current trends 
lead the regional agencies to be in­
volved in the accrediting of voca­
tional and elementary schools. All 
the institutions which may apply 
for candidacy must be non-profit
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ones. Some court case is raising the 
issue of eventual accreditation for 
profit-making schools like some pri­
vate business schools.1

It seems that the decision to ac­
credit whole institutions instead of 
individual divisions within a school 
is impelled by the desire to have an 
institution look at itself as a total­
ity and give each of its divisions a 
“feel” for the state of affairs of 
other parts of the institution. The 
agencies would seek to avoid the 
fragmentation of the multi-division 
school, which consequence would 
happen if each division looks to an 
outside agency for leading first be­
fore it has considered its position in 
relation to its own sister divisions in 
the institution.

Practically all the officials of the 
schools that I visited declared that 
the greatest value of accreditation 
to them is the revelation of their 
strengths and weaknesses through 
the required self-study. To them, 
the fact that conscientious work

and constant improvement does win 
them accredited status is incidental.

What do accreditors look for in 
an institution? The answer to this 
may partly depend on whether one 
looks at a high school or a higher 
division. Relatively, high school cri­
teria tend to be more quantified 
than college criteria. It also may 
depend on the values more than 
others. The recent trend, however, 
is away from quantification at all 
levels and toward looking for quite 
evident potential for good, and for 
laudable quality of attitudes, goals, 
and “performance” of institution, 
personnel, and clientele. Since, ad­
mittedly, quality is difficult to eval­
uate, much reliance is placed on the 
judgment of the trained evaluator

When I expressed the fear that 
what school personnel may consider 
as “adequate” an agency evaluator 
may not think so upon visitation, I 
was assured that this danger is mini­
mized by safeguards like (1) the 
school’s getting experts for counsel­
lors during their self-study; (2) the

At press tim e, the following advice arrived from  the N orth Central Association of 
Colleges and Secondary Schools, through Dr. Norm an Bums, d irector o f the Commission on 
Institutions o f Higher Education: “ The constituent commissions of the Federation of Regional 
Accrediting Commissions here revised their eligibility requirem ents to  elim inate the require­
m ent th a t an institu tion  be organized on  a not-for-profit basis. They are n o t yet, however, 
accepting such applications since there is some uncertainty w hether their tax  exem pt status 
m ight be threatened by including in their membership institutions which were organized for 
profit.
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agency’s sending down a counselor 
for a visit to advise a school doing 
its self-study; (3) the availability to 
both school and agency of profes­
sional literature on areas of concern 
like, say, the library.2

At present, agencies tend to vary 
in the number of evaluators that are 
sent to candidate schools, especially 
high schools. For example, given 
schools of average size, Western As­
sociation is likely to send no more 
than six; North Central or Middle 
States may send 20 — 25. As regards 
higher education, again evaluators 
sent to a school tend to be fewer in 
number than those sent to a high 
school. The near future may see this 
disparity corrected.

Agencies also vary in the period 
stipulated between evaluations. 
Some would like to re-examine ac­
credited schools after five years; 
others, after ten years. All give con­
ditional accreditation to schools 
which show pronounced weakness 
in some area but creditable quality 
in all others. Conditional accredita­
tion simply means giving accredited

status for a short period during 
which the school is expected to im­
prove in the area (s) where it was 
found weak, after which it is given 
full accreditation or it must show 
cause why accreditation should not 
be withdrawn.

For whatever good it may render 
the public, a list of accredited 
schools is published. Nothing is said 
about schools that do not make it. 
An accredited school which fails to 
maintain its standing upon re-eval­
uation is first given private warning, 
failure to make good puts the 
school in danger of being given pub­
lic warning, which seems to be in 
the form of a statement of its cur­
rent status, in the listing of the 
agency.

In associations with responsibility 
for many states, evaluators for a 
school are usually taken from other 
states. At least they come from 
countries whose schools are not in 
competition with the candidate 
school.

2 Concerning this problem , Dr. Bums com m ents: Despite the safeguards that have been 
set up, i t  is still highly likely th a t personnel engaged in institutional self-study may be more 
generous in  their in terpretation  of adequacy than would be the visiting team . As a m atter 
of fact, this frequently happens, and under such circumstances the judgm ent of the visiting 
team is more likely to  be accepted by the accrediting association than  the judgm ent expressed 
in the self-study report.
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Since being accredited or not 
greatly affects not only a school’s 
standing among its peers but also 
its ability to draw good teachers, 
many students, and outside aid, 
schools are quite touchy about the 
matter. It is to the credit of the 
concept and the management of the 
process that no more law suits have 
arisen in the history of American 
accreditation than have actually 
been filed.

In order to guard against such 
eventualities--which may ensnarl an 
agency and prevent it from reaching 
its objective of encouraging schools 
to improve-American agencies make 
it a point to ensure that every insti­
tution that feels it has been adverse­
ly affected have access to “due pro­
cess of law” at every step in the 
procedure; i. e., it is given the 
chance to protest and be heard by 
a body of evaluators other than 
the original visiting team.

Also, most if  not all the agencies 
see to it that any literature or docu­
ment which they issue to the 
schools is legally defensible.

Another safeguard is to have the 
candidate school approve the mem­
bership in the visiting team before 
it is sent, and to replace anybody 
against whom the school puts up a 
valid objection.

Finally, the agencies are known 
to be helpful to schools who earn­
estly work for quality. Visits to 
schools are never punitive in spirit, 
and schools are advised about how 
to get ready when their time for a 
visit is due.

A protest, when pursued, can go 
up the hierarchy of administrators 
in the agency; the last resort is to 
appeal to the body which is com­
posed of representatives from all the 
member schools. In a voluntary pro­
cedure like accreditation, no higher 
appeal can be raised beyond the 
desire of the represented peer group 
to welcome or exclude a candidate. 
So far, decisions thus handed down 
have been respected and abided by.

For their part, the executing staff 
of the agencies maintain the quality 
of their service (1) by reproducing 
literature that guides their evalua­
tors as well as the candidate school;
(2) by continuously looking for 
qualified evaluators; and (3) by 
holding training sessions for those 
to be sent out during the year. It 
may be well to note that the magni­
tude of the responsibility and the 
desire for accreditation are such 
that an agency is kept busy the 
whole year round.
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Visiting teams are composed a 
year in advance. Those usually have 
a few new evaluators who work un­
der the guidance of experienced 
evaluators. In this way the agency 
assures training for newcomers un­
der actual field conditions without 
great fear that the quality of the 
work done suffers. The chance to 
work as evaluator (without pay) is 
held in such high regard that many 
more apply for it than the agencies 
can utilize within the year.

The chairmanship of a visiting 
team is a pivotal position. This is 
awarded only to those who, aside 
from having had experience in eval­
uating schools, have been found to 
have qualities for it. Potential chair­
men are discovered (1) by earlier 
chairmen with whom they have 
worked, (2) by the quality of re­
ports they themselves turn in, or
(3) by the comments of fellow 
evaluators.

American agencies and their ser­
vice to the schools are maintained 
by fees that member schools and 
candidate schools pay. The fees are 
predetermined according to size of 
student population or by level of 
division. However, when a school 
is visited, the school pays for the 
transportation, the accommoda­
tions, and the amenities accorded

the team. The practice of compen­
sation for evaluators varies from 
one agency to another. In some 
they are paid honoraria in addition 
to expenses; in others, they receive 
expenses only.

Just recently the regional agencies 
for higher education have put up a 
coordinating body in Washington. 
This super-agency is now active in 
establishing commonalities among 
the regional agencies.

The federal office of education 
has an office for accreditation. This 
office supervises the accrediting 
agencies and, in a way, accredits 
the accrediting agencies themselves. 
In its functioning I have actually 
known it to be helpful to the ac­
credited accrediting agencies. Prob­
ably my fear that it may enter a 
vicious circle in its functioning may 
not be probable. My fear was that, 
should all professional engaged in 
education become members of ac­
credited institutions, the Office of 
Education, when it evaluates the 
many accrediting agencies it has to 
supervise, might be forced to invite 
as evaluators of agencies those who 
belong to the staff of some school 
which some agency must have ac­
credited. Of course, luckily, regional
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agencies are not competitive. It pro­
liferation of programmatic accredi­
tation continues, however, competi­
tion among agencies cannot be 
avoided. And thereby hangs the 
woeful tale.

Accreditation in Japan
The little information that I 

could personally gather from Tokyo 
raises issues of other dimensions 
which are laced with accreditation, 
especially in higher education. For 
schools comparable to our high 
schools, the problem is simpler in 
that there seems to be no effort to 
accredit these. In fact, an interna­
tional school had to apply for ac­
creditation with an American agen­
cy (as did some schools in the Phil­
ippines whose clientele hoped to 
pursue higher education overseas).

I was given the impression that 
accreditation as it is known in the 
American continent cannot thrive 
in Japanese-oriented education. The 
ministry of education in Japan has 
control over the school system, so 
accreditation may well mean gov­
ernment approval. If there is an ac­
crediting body, it does not function 
in the same way that its American 
counterpart does.

Accreditation in Japan would 
seem to be a highly quantified sort. 
The president of the association

which is in charge of accreditation 
spoke of standards to be met by 
Japanese schools. I asked how much 
of them should be met before a 
school could be accredited. About 
70%, he said.

Lessons Derived from the Visit
First, if we are trying to borrow 

the concept of American accredita­
tion, we should realize that we are 
overlaying it on an educational sys­
tem which, like Japan’s, already has 
set standards for schools to meet 
before they are allowed to operate. 
If the government agencies for edu­
cation are zealous in seeing to it 
that schools meet the quantifiable 
standards they set, then there is 
more reason to consider accredita­
tion here as recognition of quality 
goals and quality performance in 
the achievement of those goals, as 
well as the provision of plant and 
personnel beyond the minimum re­
quired by government standards.

Second, part of the reason for 
proliferation of accrediting agencies 
in the States is simply magnitude— 
the vastness of the territory that 
must be covered. Even then, present 
agency officials are not happy about 
this development and would want 
to streamline the unwieldy growth 
if they had it to do all ever again.
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If a federation of accredited agen­
cies is envisioned among us--a coun­
try hardly one-fiftieth of the United 
States-economy, an evident short­
age in certain expertise, and the 
fewer number of professional 
schools would dictate that this fede­
ration take this form:

1. Extant school associations 
have institutional accrediting agen­
cies for themselves.

2. The PAASCU take care of pro­
grammatic accreditation.

If institutional accrediting could 
be done by a more comprehensive 
agency, like one linked to the CO­
COPEA, the proper maintenance of 
agency machinery could be better 
assured without necessarily sacri­
ficing the peculiar interests of the 
member associations. (Regional as­
sociations in the States admit public 
and private, sectarian and nonsec­
tarian schools.)

Third, it is essential to have a 
pool of trained evaluators with this 
essential requirement. If we all be­
gin to train personnel now, there 
are not enough schools applying for 
accreditation at present to give ade­
quate training to even a core group 
And reading literature about accre­
ditation procedures is not like un­
dertaking the activity itself. It is 
difficult to conceive of what dif­
ferent men under different situa­
tions would think accreditable or 
not. Literally, one has to see and

hear the thinking going on before 
a decision is firmed.

Appreciatating our plight, the 
Federation of Regional Commis­
sions of Higher Education (FRA­
CHE) is interested in the possibility 
of helping train evaluators for us 
if some funding agency can send 
and maintain them while they go 
around with trained evaluators. 
These same trainees may then be 
invited to sit in decision-making 
sessions during which is determined 
whether candidate schools be accre­
dited or not. When this possibility 
was discussed, it was felt that at 
least a semester of “field work” 
should be afforded the trainees. 
Even just this period can allow for 
intensive training because there is 
no lack for schools to be evaluated 
from October to May every year, 
in every region.

In order to make this training 
program attractive for funding, it is 
best to recommend a minimal group 
of potential chairmen. A group of 
six, two from each ACSC, CEAP, 
and PACU, should be a good num­
ber: one generalist from each, and 
three types of specialists, one con­
tributed by each association. The 
most likely choices should be one 
for physical plant, one for library, 
and one for laboratory facilities. 
The other areas of concern could be 
taken care of by the generalists.


