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Introduction

As countries progress along the development trajectory, the availability of a competent human resource base becomes a determining factor of progress.  Countries progressing from an agricultural economy to a manufacturing economy to a technological and knowledge economy recognize that an adequate supply of higher education graduates is a necessary pre-condition for  achieving and sustaining advanced levels of development in this globalized, competitive, fast-changing world, as the tiger economies of Asia have proven.

  
Until about thirty years ago the Philippines boasted a well-established higher education system that provided relatively democratized access for over a century, enrolling proportionately more students than all but five countries in the world.  From the 1980’s to the present, however, as many other countries witnessed phenomenal higher education growth rates, enrollment rates in the Philippines did not.  More alarmingly, contrary to prevailing economic wisdom where higher ratios of  higher education graduates within a population is meant to correlated with improved economic development, this seemed not the case in the Philippines where many graduates seem ill-prepared to handle the complex workforce demands of the modern workplace.   


One symptom is the performance deficit of graduates in various national licensure exams certifying entry to various professions.  In exams of the Integrated Bar given by the Supreme Court, for example, only 27% of candidates pass the examination.  For teaching candidates the pass rate for the national Licensure Examinations for Teachers (LET) examination, is just 31% and for accounting graduates taking the Certified Public Accountants exam only 24%.
  


Another symptom:  Employers and the business community in general have warned that an inadequate supply of well-trained and prepared graduates is limiting the performance of the business system, and forcing a downward projection in expansion plans.  For example, leaders in the service outsourcing industry, an area of projected rapid growth, complain that out of every 100 applicants for call center operator positions, only two have adequate skills; and managers of these centers are even harder to come by.
 


Clearly the quality of higher education is a matter of national concern.  The challenges in assuring workplace preparation and quality have figured largely in the evolution and development of the accreditation movement in the Philippines.  The right balance between government regulation, private sector-led accreditation, and adaptation to the requirements of the existing work environment should be constantly monitored.  It is in this context that various efforts at establishing accreditation for quality have evolved.

The Philippine Higher Education System:  Context


The Philippine higher education system evolved much earlier than its Asian neighbors. Its first universities date to the seventeenth century, founded by the 

Spanish colonizers to educate a local ruling elite that would serve as its surrogates. With the arrival of its American colonizers in the early twentieth century, the education system was somewhat democratized at all levels, encouraging democratic access and private initiative.  By the 1950s, the hundreds of higher education institutions had developed, mostly religious or private in nature, a pattern that persists to the present in a system  comprised of 125 public universities and colleges, and 1300 private universities and colleges.  The quality of these institutions varies widely. Whereas a handful are world class, ranking in the top 500 universities of the world,
 others are little more than glorified high schools.  Very few, or sometimes none, of the graduates from these poorer institutions pass national credentialing examinations. 


Responsibility for governing this system was located for many years within the Ministry or Department of Education, in a Bureau of Higher Education that exercised oversight over private institutions and through an attached Board of Higher Education under the Minister or Secretary.
  State colleges and universities were autonomous and not under the Bureau’s supervision, but the Secretary or Minister of Education (or his/her deputies) sat as chair of their Boards of Education.  In 1994, the Department of Education was reorganized by an act of Congress into three separate entities: (1) the Department of Education for primary, secondary, and other forms of basic education; (2) the Technical-Vocational Education and Skills Development Authority for vocational skills training; and (3) the Commission on Higher Education for college and university studies. 


In the attempt to protect students and promote national concerns, the new Commission on Higher Education had to walk a tightrope between under-regulation and over-regulation.  On the one hand a need existed to establish minimum requirements and standards, especially as this was provided for in law with respect to for-profit institutions.  Hence stringent requirements were imposed on institutions for the initial “permit” period, prior to their official “recognition” and being allowed to grant degrees. 

These requirements included minimum standards for size of campus, library holdings, laboratory facilities, the percentage of faculty with advanced degrees, and so on. In addition government prescribed in detail the number of credit hours required in subject areas for each degree program, which all institutions were required to follow to gain recognition for the degree.  Institutions were allowed to add to these requirements, but not to replace or reduce them.  For many years, even rates of tuition increase and the percentage of those increases allocated to salaries was stipulated by ministry fiat. 

On the other hand, the creation of uniform national standards did not allow for adaptation to local needs.  More importantly, over-prescribing programs of study and the management of the assets of the institution deprived the better universities of the freedom to innovate and adjust to new needs and the changing demands of society.

In practice this particular exercise in government regulation proved to be a double-edged sword. The body and context of regulation prevented bad schools from becoming worse, but the very rigidity of regulation, even in areas like curriculum, prevented good schools from becoming better. 

The Origins of the Accreditation Movement
The evolution of accreditation in the Philippines had an early beginning, but was characterized by several aborted starts, and some setbacks caused by protagonists with differing objectives and constraints, along its path to eventual development.

In 1949, the Department of Education issued the first public statement suggesting that quality assurance through private sector accreditation would be necessary to preserve, if not enhance, good teriary education.  The private sector needed to take the initiative in the name of quality improvement, and establish another set of standards, higher than that of government, to which institutions could aspire in their quest for quality. By proceeding in this way, it was hoped, government would recognize the validity of the accreditation effort, even if it did not financially support it, and provide those accredited institutions some form of de-regulation as a result.

However, the private sector did not act to implement an accreditation process until 1951, when Francisco Dalupan, the President of one of the largest universities in Manila, University of the East, acting on his familiarity with United States style accreditation, brought together several equally knowledgeable to pursue the subject. Dalupan felt expressed the appropriateness and timing of the enterprise in this way: 

“Up to this time the standards attained by higher education in the Philippines have been the end-product of the minimal government requirements for the issuance of permit and the extension of recognition, of government control and supervision, and of the isolated but commendable efforts of individual schools and individual educators towards improvement.  While these standards in many cases are sufficiently high, they are in most cases relatively low.  In schools where the minimal government requirements have been barely met, there has been left much room for improvement.  In some cases, the conditions have warranted the charge that private schools in the Philippines are nothing but diploma mills…higher education in this country is over three centuries old; yet it must be admitted that it has not rendered as much service as it might have to the people and to the nation…” 
 
This group formed the unfortunately short-lived (1951-52) Philippine Accrediting Association of Universities and Colleges (PAAUC), welcoming all three major professional associations of private colleges and universities to join them.  These were:
- A Catholic group represented by the Catholic Educational Association of the Philippines (CEAP)

- A protestant group, the Association of Christian Schools and Colleges (ACSC)

- A non-sectarian, for stock and for-profit group, embodied in the Philippine Association of Colleges and Universities (PACU)

The distinguished educators of the first PAAUC board tried to bring these three groups together in a common drive for accreditation, but differences in philosophical as well as financial issues stood in the way.  

PAAUC viewed accreditation as a voluntary self-examination by the institution for purposes of self improvement, rather than a vehicle to pass compulsory government inspection. 
But PACU’s view was that accreditation should be government controlled, as was common in Europe, and not necessarily voluntary.  Thee for-profit institutions feared that accreditation would reinforce the reputations of the elite HEIs, and indirectly negatively affect their institions which might be considered inferior to the elite, mostly Catholic, schools. 

More fundamentally, improving quality was expensive, and doing so meant investing in equipment, better salaries, and more research, to meet the higher standards. Such investments would have to come from tuition income, which would diminish or even erase returns to their stockholders.  

Also 1951, PACU withdrew its membership from PAAUC, choosing to prepare its own handbook on “accreditation,” which was really only a guide for accepting new institutions into its association.  In 1973, the handbook was finally more appropriately revised for accreditation purposes, but standards were adapted to make them more readily acceptable to the existing membership. By any measure, the PACU effort could be said to err on the side of laxity in its accreditation pretensions.

The Protestant group (ACSC),  the smallest of the three associations remained in PAAUC for a while, but with the withdrawal of PACU and a change of leadership of the association that provided no continuity for the accreditation discussions, it, too, eventually withdrew in late 1952.  Thus PAAUC, as a consortium of the three major associations, died a natural death. 

The establishment of Philippine Accrediting Association of Schools, Colleges and Universities (PAASCU)  

The remaining Catholic association, CEAP, however continued to pursue accreditation within its own ranks.  It formed an Accrediting Committee in 1954 and after field-testing  PAAUC’s standards and criteria, developed a self-survey form, a question-and-answer list to evaluate an institution’s operations.  A few adjustments were made to accommodate matters of particular Catholic interest.  
Given its limited experience in accreditation, CEAP decided to encourage and foster the conduct of self-surveys among the better-known Manila universities and colleges from 1953 until 1956. Subsequently, CEAP responded to member institutions seeking recognition by its Accreditation Committee.  It dispatched a survey team to examine eight areas of institutional operation – covering the objectives of the institution, the faculty, instruction, library facilities, laboratory, physical plant, student services and administration – across the three program areas of liberal arts, commerce and education.  

Some institutions feared they might be not able to pass such a review, prevailing on the CEAP to delay such visits until more education leaders could be given an orientation on peer-review-based voluntary accreditation.  Those institutions that passed these site reviews would become charter members of a new permanent CEAP accrediting association.  

By the end of 1957 eleven prestigious Catholic HEIs had successfully completed such reviews.  However, instead of constituting the new CEAP accrediting association, this initial group believed it a wiser course to incorporate separately as a private, voluntary, non-profit and non-stock organization that came to be known as the Philippine Accrediting Association of Schools, Colleges and Universities, or PAASCU.  It registered with the Securities and Exchange Commission on December 2, 1957, declaring its independence from CEAP’s structure.  

Subsequently, the Department of Education officially recognized PAASCU as an accrediting agency, and eventually offered certain privileges, one of which was to exempt its accredited member HEIs from the requirement of obtaining government oversight of the graduation process. With government continuing to support the idea of private, voluntary accreditation, PAASCU specifically invited both non-Catholic and non-sectarian colleges and universities to become members, to avoid the perception that it was only for private Catholic HEIs.  This triggered attempts by some members of ACSC and PACU who, instead of joining PAASCU, tried to revive accreditation processes for their member institutions. But they were not able to do so until several years later.
Government Moves to Influence the Expansion of the Accreditation Movement

Recognizing the crucial role of private education in national development, and the campaign launched by private school associations to form a public educational foundation that would address the needs of private education, the national government in 1968 created the Fund for Assistance to Private Education (FAPE) to support quality initiatives in private education. FAPE was put in charge of a US$6 million fund, a portion of the surplus claimed by the Philippines for damages from World War II.  Significantly, its first grant was to PAASCU in 1969 for educational accreditation in 1969.  FAPE has since continued to support other accreditation development efforts, providing funds to multiple accrediting associations. 

The Presidential Commission to Survey Philippine Education, or PCSPE,was created also in 1969 to address the question of why, unlike other countries, large numbers of college graduates and a good human resource development base, were not leading to economic development. The results of the survey confirmed the mismatch between education and jobs. 

Under martial law, imposed in 1972, government moved to re-establish control over various kinds of quasi-state functions: “all educational institutions shall be under the supervision of and subject to regulation by the State.”
  The Ministry of Education was decentralized into 13 regional areas.  It imposed stricter regulation of higher education institutions, many of which had proliferated indiscriminately through political influence.  In particular, private accreditation was foreseen to become a formal part of national educational development policy.
  

PCSPE declared its support in helping weaker HEIs, institutional consortia and accrediting associations by providing grants-in-aid from public funds. Under this framework, state colleges and universities would be overseen by a public sector Board representing the State, with the University of the Philippines as its standard-setter.  These moves signified that Government was now more than ready to have colleges and universities undergo voluntary accreditation nationwide.  

It was foreseen that a government-mandated federation of accredited associations would enlist private HEIs, which would then receive public grants-in-aid for accreditation activities.  This however did not flourish.  A majority of HEI’s both urban and rural still opted for low-cost programs in liberal arts, commerce and teacher education, avoiding the heavier investments required by technical programs like engineering, health care, the physical sciences, agricultural technology, despite their value to national development.  Their priority was commercial viability rather than  quality or facilitating national development. 
Thus, even as the country’s need for a technologically educated citizenry grew accompanied by high student demand for higher education, this very demand allowed HEIs  to determine their own programs, creating an imbalance between the nation’s needs and the outputs of their low-cost programs. Assuring the achievement of quality and relevance to national needs was left to the more expensive HEIs, mostly in Manila, who serviced the elite.  

Two events occurred.  In 1975, a FAPE study to re-examine higher education accreditation stated that “accreditation is essential, but only partly effective, in its present status.”
  While private sector education leaders, including the heads of many of the more important universities, expressed a willingness to self-regulate for quality and relevance, and help weaker HEIs, private sector institutions did not collectively have the resources to do so.  Government aid and incentives, the report concluded, were needed to improve the system. 

In an Educators Conference in Baguio in 1976, a majority of higher education institution heads realized that accreditation was an important way for institutions to protect their autonomy and diversity from encroaching government regulation.  In fact as long as institutions were self-regulating, they would receive less bureaucratic supervision and more grants-in-aid and other economic and non-economic incentives.  The unifying goal among these institutions was for a pattern of broad academic autonomy under a voluntary evaluation process established by various accreditation mechanisms coordinated by a national accreditation federation, and supplemented by government aid and support.  

Birth pangs of the Federation of Accrediting Agencies of the Philippines (FAAP) 
Out of these several deliberations came the newly organized Federation of Accrediting Associations of the Philippines (FAAP) in 1977, a body intended by then Education Secretary Jaime Laya to become a super-body of accrediting agencies in the form of a federation.

At the same time both the Christian HEI organization of ACSC and the non-sectarian HEI association of PACU formed their own accreditation groups, their interest and involvement having been revived by the pronouncements of FAPE and PCSPE.  They did not join the seemingly exclusive and still predominantly Catholic PAASCU, insisting that they needed to protect their own members’ interests.  

ACSC formed the ACSC-Accrediting Agency (ACSC-AA), a body focused more on the role of educational development and service than on improved standards of quality. Its head reported to a Board, which in turn was subject to the general body of missionary HEIs, known as the Assembly of Accredited Institutes of ACSC (AAI-ACSC).  Thus, though unincorporated, it functioned independently of its mother organization, ACSC.  

Similarly, the non-sectarian PACU Committee on Accreditation, or PACU-COA, did not incorporate, but did report to its parent organization any deviations on interpretation of the latter’s policies and directives regarding accreditation.  It revised its handbook for the third time in 1974, and again in 1977.  

By 1979, the Ministry of Education recognized FAAP, and in 1984 gave it, through the Ministry of Education, Culture and Sports (MECS) Order No. 36, the power to certify, a role traditionally taken by the individual accrediting agencies.  The more recently activated associations, ACSC-AA and PACU-COA, were no match for PAASCU’s expertise and size.  PAASCU was to be the lead accrediting agency, a status owed to its 20-plus years of experience in the field.  

However ACSC-AA and PACU-COA would not accept this organizational structure, viewing it as politically unacceptable to their constituencies. They lobbied instead for two representatives from each of the three associations to constitute a Board of the Federation. All parties agreed, in what was dubbed “El Grande Consensus,” that there should be equal representation in formulating policy, while maintaining autonomy in their individual operations and the implementation of accreditation practices among their own institutions.  Thus,  FAAP gave equal amounts of funding to all three accrediting institutions for political expediency at the price of ignoring the organizational strengths, weaknesses and specific needs of each.

This resulted in the two newer associations occupying the majority bloc of the FAAP, capable of outvoting PAASCU, despite the fact that the latter possessed more experience and in-depth knowledge of the quality assurance process.  Differences also existed between the sectarian-based association of ACSC-AA and the non-sectarian, mostly for-profit orientation of PACU-COA members, though they jointly occupied 66% of the membership in FAAP.  As described earlier, the profit motive took priority over quality considerations.  These two associations also insisted on comprehensive institutional accreditation, rather than program accreditation, as the basis for the accreditation judgment. 

PAASCU had long pursued a program-based model. It argued that institutional accreditation would allow weak programs to be masked by stronger ones. Such “protective coloring” could act in turn as a disincentive to quality improvement efforts by weaker programs. PAASCU was willing to concede that institutional accreditation was worth awarding if a majority of programs within an institution were individually accredited. Obviously, sorting weaker from stronger programs within institutional settings, was in and of itself, no easy task.

PAASCU faced both the challenge of being a member of an organization whose interpretations of “acceptable” quality standards was capable of being judged differently by the three constitutive accrediting agencies. For example, when FAAP sponsored its first program to familiarize all the accreditors of the three associations with the common criteria and self-survey instrument it had endorsed, ACSC-AA and PACU-COA adopted these immediately as their official standards and procedures for liberal arts, education and commerce of their member HEIs, but PAASCU rejected them, saying they were too quantitative and mechanical--inappropriate for re-accreditation purposes, where judgment by evaluators was a necessary component.  Yet, PAASCU felt they had to stay within FAAP to oppose the transformation of the federation into one national accrediting agency, where its voice would be drowned out.

Furthermore, as in earlier situations, the traditional parochial or sectoral biases kept the accreditation movement from developing more effectively and rapidly. Each accrediting association privileged its own members’ needs, understandably, but this became a significant barrier to the building of a shared goal and common standards. 

These different associations could also ignore FAAP criteria, one of which was that all members must incorporate. Only PAASCU fulfilled that requirement, yet the others remained active federation members. Among the three organizations under FAAP, PAASCU was by far the most advanced in its development as an accrediting agency.  In 1965 PAASCU had added accreditation requirements for private secondary schools, followed in 1971 by elementary schools.  From 1973 to 1988 it prepared accreditation for programs in Agriculture, Nursing, Law, Engineering, Social Work, Computer Science, Medical Technology, Pharmacy, and graduate schools. As of 1987, PAASCU had accredited programs in 56 colleges and universities, while the two other associations combined, hampered by inexperience, inadequate survey instruments, and less resources, had only reviewed programs in only 27 institutions.

Furthermore, FAAP established collaborative affiliate linkages with new or existing accrediting agencies representing the unique interests of specialized groups established by particular professions, such as the Association of Philippine Medical Colleges (APMC) , recognizing their freedom to design and evaluate their own programs; in some of them, instrumentation and expertise already existed. 

Continued Support from the Government of Corazon Aquino

In February 1986 the Philippine phenomenon known as the EDSA People Power Revolution took place, toppling the Marcos regime and ushering in a new president and a new government. These events indirectly changed the course of the quality assurance movement.

A new Minister of Education Culture and Sports was appointed.  She was Lourdes Quisumbing, President of the prestigious Miriam College, and an active PAASCU Director.  She quickly indicated her support for voluntary accreditation by promulgating Department Order No. 27 which superseded Ministry Order No. 36 of 1984.  Under DO 27  FAAP was to serve as a coordinator and funder of accreditation activities in association with FAPE.  FAAP would merely certify accreditation actions taken by various accrediting agencies, which DECS would then formally recognize.  This would make the newly accredited HEI eligible for progressive government benefits. 

The Minister recognized the potential of accreditation for quality improvement, and wanted it to serve a wider array of institutions.  In her view voluntary accreditation would solve the problem of institutional quality. To reach a larger number of institutions, she encouraged the more developed HEIs to guide less prepared HEIs in their respective areas in reaching the standards for accreditation.  With accreditation would come access to government scholarships and faculty development grants. 
Under the new dispensation of President Aquino, the Department of Education authorized FAAP to develop four levels of accreditation, and accordingly develop four levels of incentives and deregulations, according to which accredited programs would be exempt from various aspects of DECS bureaucratic requirements, depending on the levels of accredited status earned.
   This included rules on increases in tuition fees, the lifeblood of most HEIs.  If accredited, an HEI would have more leeway in setting its own rates, and be exempt from requirements such as spending 60% of these revenue increases for salary adjustments of teachers and other staff.  

The Department’s involvement in allowing such incentives to encourage nationwide or universal accreditation could have led to its duly influencing the voluntary, private and self-evaluating nature of accreditation, thereby leading to quality improvement.  But some quarters expressed skepticism in the idea of encouraging all colleges and universities of higher education to apply for accreditation.  

Many HEIs would tend to treat accreditation superficially, going through the self-survey mechanically and reviewing data with the survey team in a pro forma manner. School administrations with limited resources might not appreciate accreditation’s potential impact in improving their HEI since perhaps they feared that improvement would mean additional unaffordable costs. They might prefer to distribute their profits as dividends to stockholders.  Their interest in applying for accreditation might be motivated merely by government’s proffer of generous benefits for a deregulated academic institution.  Nevertheless, government efforts continued to spread awareness on the practices and benefits of accreditation.  

Accreditation in the Public Sector

In the meantime, State chartered colleges and universities had grown  from 86 in 1990 to 125 in 2008.  They were banded together as the Philippine Association of State Universities and Colleges, or PASUC.  Many had been converted from secondary vocational schools or substandard agricultural or technical colleges on the basis of political favor. Many of those dating from before 1986 were established either by President Marcos or under a charter given by the old unicameral legislature, the Batasan Pambansa, the President’s legislative arm.  After 1986, the newly established Congress chartered several new colleges, often converting large secondary schools within member’s districts to enhance their own prestige and political visibility.  It mattered little whether the new institution was adequately prepared for delivering higher education, or whether in fact the higher education needs of the area were already adequately met by existing private HEIs or even public HEIs, 
In 1987 these public institutions established the Accrediting Agency of Chartered Colleges and Universities of the Philippines (AACCUP), establishing their own standards. The presumption was that the private sector could not fully understand the regulatory environment governing public institutions. Given that many of these institutions had been established primarily as vanity institutions for local politicians, the concern over meeting current high quality standards was real.  If they failed in the evaluation process, they would face sanctions, and maybe closure. 

The Philippines also had public HEIs not created or chartered by Congress, but by more affluent local or provincial governments with their own funds.  These too were interested in accreditation, but suited to their specific conditions and limitations.  A study conducted under the auspices of the Ford Foundation in 1999 recommended that these non-chartered local colleges and universities first undergo professional and academic development programs before undergoing accreditation, to allow them to gain a better understanding of quality assurance, provide room for improvement and create a climate of improved self-confidence. 
By 2005 this public sub-sector had grown large enough that CHED recognized the existence of the National Network of Quality Accrediting Agencies (NNQAA) made up of AACCUP and a second accrediting network called the Association of Local Colleges and Universities Commission on Accreditation (ALCUCOA). 
An Overview of the Current Accreditation Procedure
Today, member HEIs of all accrediting agencies generally undertake the same process familiar to many quality assurance methodologies:  (1) a self-study using a survey designed to fit their organizational or program profile, followed by (2) an on-site review by a team of trained and experienced accreditors. CHED Order No 31 of 1995 remains in effect, and complements the efforts of the accrediting agencies by progressive deregulation and the granting of benefits, in line with its membership status within the accrediting agency.    

PAASCU’s experience has allowed it to evolve the most developed procedures.  It accepts applicant institutions, reviews them for candidacy, and finally reviews for accreditation status in four levels, with each higher level representing both an increase in the stringency of the standards to be met and the presumption that achieving these higher standards is equivalent to an increase in overall institutional quality.
  

 Once the agency accepts and passes on the adequacy of an application, the HEI is then granted candidate status.   Any shortcomings revealed by the initial studies are addressed by the school and a more formal self survey is undertaken. (Victor and Gina: “School” is a term most commonly used for non-tertiary education—I think in this context it is better to be consistent in the use of either HEI or simply, institution.)

To achieve accreditation as Level I, an institution must (a) show progress in addressing identified shortcomings (b) receive a visiting external team of accreditors sent by the agency, (c) acquire a positive recommendation from the visit. Positive findings are passed on to FAAP which endorses it to CHED. 

A similar process applies for Level II, prior to which the institution should have attended to or complied with any other recommendations for improvement.  Level II re-accreditation is good for between three to five years
Re-accreditation to Level III is based on a high standard of instruction evidenced by outstanding performance of graduates in licensure examinations, a visible research tradition, strong links with other schools and agencies, extensive library and other learning resource facilities, and a visible community extension program, including a reasonable budget and measurable quality outputs, such as publications and a strong faculty development program, equivalent to Level III. (Equivalent to or appropriate to?)
Finally, outstanding research and publication, teaching and learning methodologies at internationally acknowledged levels, global linkages and consortia, social and educational contributions in both regional and national levels; and planning processes supportive of quality assurance mechanisms, may achieve Level IV accreditation.  
Activities relevant to quality assurance must be carefully supervised and monitored by HEIs for them to maintain or upgrade their status to a higher level.  Even an HEI which has reached Level  III or IV may be downgraded, if it does not maintain the quality expected of it since it will be subject again to external inspection by an accreditation team at the appropriate time.  This process is meant to motivate institutions to continuous quality improvement. 
Perhaps accreditation has come a long way in the Philippines because of the benefits granted by CHED that go with specific levels of accreditation.  A list of these benefits, by level of accreditation, is detailed in Appendix 2.

Continuing Challenges

The accreditation movement in the Philippines continues to grapple with a few major issues, among them:  (a) the fluid nature of the shared responsibility between the government (represented  by CHED) and the agencies themselves (represented  by FAAP), (b) the comparability of standards among the different agencies, and (c) the linkage between accreditation standards and quality.

The Higher Education Act of 1994 detached higher education from the DECS and created the Commission on Higher Education (CHED), clothing it with the power to monitor and evaluate programs and institutional performance for appropriate incentives or sanctions, e.g., the withdrawal of accreditation. The law specifically required CHED to provide incentives for accredited programs. However, CHED maintained that FAAP would continue to certify the accreditation status given by the various agencies, as long as standards were acceptable to CHED.

CHED was to take a more active role in the oversight of the accrediting system--in fact it was to be responsible for certifying institutional status granted by the accrediting agencies, thus proposing to withdraw this authority from FAAP.  CHED formalized the role and relationships among CHED, FAAP and the accrediting agencies, to wit:  “CHED shall authorize federations/networks of accrediting agencies to certify to CHED the accredited status of programs/institutions granted by their member accrediting agencies and in accordance with their own standards, as accepted by the CHED, for granting benefits to institutions/programs at various accredited levels..” 

The institutional process linkage operates as follows:

 Govt. agency              Federation
Accrediting agency member
         Individual Member  

CHED --------------------FAAP ------------ PAASCU or -------------------    HEI 





       ACS-AA or





       PACU-COA





. 
The comparability of the accreditation status for specific degrees granted by the different agencies was an issue because  the general public, in particular employers, continued to perceive  accreditation associations as having different operating criteria and thus different standards.  In 2000, Government created the Presidential Commission for Education Reform (PCER) to study, among others, the quality assurance issue.  The PCER report concluded that while the three associations would continue to maintain their institutional identities, the technical committees for program areas, e.g., engineering, accountancy, etc., would meet under the auspices of FAAP and work out common procedures and criteria for their respective disciplines.  This would assure the public and employers that accreditation in specific professional fields by the different agencies was indeed comparable.  

Perhaps the most important issue is using accreditation to improve institutional quality. It may be argued that any effort at self-analysis to determine and remedy shortcomings, especially when guided by agency parameters, redounds in some sort of quality improvement.  However, the specific exercise of accreditation in the Philippines is largely based on evaluation of inputs to quality (facilities, faculty credentials, etc.)  rather than of outputs (employability of graduates, service to society, extent to which the institution’s mandate and vision are being met, etc.), which are ultimately more important, though harder to measure. In this sense the whole of the accreditation system in the Philippines can be seen to still be lodged in the more traditional accreditation paradigm. The situation is further complicated by the fact that self-surveys and visiting team activites may be less effective than desired as a result of the uneven development levels of the accreditation agencies themselves, let alone the complication that the various agencies may have different motives at play in the process beyond that of quality improvement.

The Cumulative Impact of the Accreditation Effort in the Philippines
PAASCU turned 50 years of age in 2007.  255 higher education institutions have gone or are going through their accreditation process.  The other two major agencies, PACU-COA and ACSC-AA, have processed over a hundred additional HEIs.  Still, as reported by CHED, this represents less than half of all private higher education institutions.  Nevertheless, a momentum has built up, and the numbers of applicant institutions in increasing steadily. 

The agencies themselves are rapidly developing.  PAASCU, clearly the lead agency, has established credibility internationally. It was a founding member of the International Network for Quality Assurance Agencies in Higher Education (INQAAHE), established in 1991. As of 2006, this network includes 150 accrediting agencies from over 60 different countries.

PAASCU is also a founding member of the Asia Pacific Quality Network (APQN), a regional network of higher education quality assurance associations, established in January 2003.  Today it includes members from 51 countries or territories across Asia and the Pacific.  PAASCU has invited staff from Cambodia’s Ministry of Education to the Philippines to observe its whole accreditation system and process. It continues to be invited to assist the development of accreditation in neighboring countries.
In May 2004 PAASCU was awarded the seal of comparability by the National Committee on Foreign Medical Education and Accreditation (NCFMEA), an agency of the U.S. Department of Education, whose primary function is to examine the standards used by foreign countries in the accreditation of their medical schools to determine whether such standards are comparable with those of the USA.  The seal certifies that the standards and processes used by PAASCU in accrediting medical schools are comparable with those of the USA, accepting graduates of Philippine medical schools accredited by PAASCU whenever they go to the United States. 
PAASCU likewise continues to be of assistance to its partner agencies and to specialized accrediting groups. It has used its definition of accreditation, “the voluntary process in which a school, desirous of going beyond the minimum requirements set by Government, assesses its goals and organization, its strengths and weaknesses, by means of a self-survey, then voluntarily submits itself to evaluation by a team of outside accreditors through successive states of Preliminary Survey, Formal Survey and Re-Accreditation Survey,” to encourage similar efforts in other associations,  schools, colleges and universities..  (This seems redundant to  the presention of these materials above. I think this paragraph can be deleted.)
The other major accreditation agencies of the country, under the sustained and effective guidance of FAAP, have had similar successes and have become more stringent in their requirements.  The technical committees for specific program areas, galvanized by the recommendation of the 2000 Presidential Commission on Education Reform, have come a long way towards a common standardization of their criteria, instrumentation and processes.  Even the for-profit institutions now recognize that investing in quality for accreditation does not diminish returns, but increases their image and attracts more students, and thus bringing in even greater revenue.
Philippine colleges and universities, both private and public, through their own accreditation bodies, now actively seek accreditation and recognize that it is the most effective way to spur their institutions to strive to improve themselves.  Almost very institution now aspires to be accredited, and this practice sets a national tone for the higher education system in the country as one which is constantly striving to improve, spurred by the mechanism of accreditation.
With the momentum building  and more institutions applying, more thought is finally being given to the explicit impact accreditation has on quality.  Instrumentation and visitation mechanisms are now being reviewed to see the extent to which they in fact can be used to measure the quality, defined in both input and output terms, of the institution.  The stronger accredited institutions contribute to this dialogue.  The process is a continuing one, but with the increased awareness of accreditation by Philippine HEIs, the support of government, and the constant efforts at improvement by the agencies themselves, there are encouraging signs that in fact accreditation in the Philippines will not only grow, but will be a positive force in the improvement of quality in higher education.

Appendix 2

Chronology of Important Developments

By 1950  
Formation of HEI associations, CEAP, ACSC and PACU

1951-52. PAAUC period from birth to demise.

1957

PAASCU registered, followed by four years of testing

1967

PAASCU recognized by DECS as the official accrediting agency

1968

FAPE was born

1969

PCSPE was established

1972

Martial law was declared by Pres. Marcos; PD 6-A recognized private

accreditation as national education development policy.

1973

Philippine Constitution; MECS divided education ministry into 13

 regional areas

1977

FAAP federation, ACSC-AA, and PACU-COA formally organized

1979

FAAP recognized by MECS

1984

MECS Order 36 declaring FAAP as one accrediting agency

1986

Restoration of democracy under Corazon Aquino “EDSA 1;” 

DECS Order 27 states FAAP as certifying body with authority to approve  Government benefits

1987 AACCUP was organized

1994 Department of Education split, with CHED for HEI supervision

1995 FAAP recognized by CHED as certifying agency; AACCUP joined FAAP 

2000             PCER organized, recommends FAAP be replaced by CHED as certifier in the                                                
            spirit of balancing autonomy with accountability
2005                FAAP recognized through CHED Order No. 1 as certifier of accredited status

granted by  member accrediting agencies to HEIs or programs

- do - 

Public HEIs’ accrediting agency federation NNQAA recognized by CHED
Appendix 3
CHED Classification of Accreditation Stages and Corresponding Benefits

	Levels
	Incentives and Benefits

	Level I: Applicant Status
	

	Institutions/programs which have undergone a preliminary survey visit and are capable of attaining accredited status within one or two years.

	Partial Administrative Deregulation - exemption from compliance with prescribed administrative operational requirements, such as need for approval of class and teacher's programs, trimestral submission of enrolment lists, and reports of promotion of students. Form IX may also be submitted without the previously required documents and authority to grant teaching overload in meritorious cases. 

	Level II: Accredited Status
	

	Institutions/programs which have undergone formal accreditation and have been granted initial accreditation set by FAAP for this level.
	· Full administrative deregulation, provided that reports of promotion of students and lists of graduates are available for review by CHED at all times.


	
	· Financial deregulation in terms of setting of tuition and other school fees and charges.

	
	· Partial curricular autonomy which shall include the authority to revise the curricula without CHED approval provided that CHED and Professional Regulation Commission minimum requirements and guidelines, where applicable, are complied with and the revised curriculum is submitted to CHED Regional Offices.

	
	· Authority to graduate students from accredited courses or programs of study in the levels accredited without prior approval of the CHED and without need for Special Orders.

	
	· Priority in terms of available funding assistance for scholarships, library materials, laboratory equipment and other development activities.

	
	· Priority for government subsidy for faculty development.

	
	· Right use on its publications or advertisements the word “ACCREDITED” pursuant to CHED policies and rules.

	
	· Limited visitation, inspection and / or supervision by CHED supervisory personnel or representatives. 

	Level III: Re-accredited Status 
	

	Institutions/programs which have been accredited and which have met the additional criteria set by FAAP for this level.
	· All the benefits for Level II.



	
	· Full curricular deregulation, including the authority to offer new courses allied to existing Level III courses, without need for prior approval provided that CHED, through the appropriate Higher Education Regional Office (HERO), is duly informed before offering such new programs.

	Level IV: Re-accredited Status 
	

	Institutions/programs which have distinguished themselves in a broad area of academic discipline and enjoy prestige and authority comparable to that of international universities
	· All the benefits for Level II and Level III.




	
	· Awards of grants/subsidies from the Higher Education Development Fund for programs of qualified tertiary educational institutions for the period or duration of its Level IV accredited status, as approved by the CHED, in accordance with the HEDF Guidelines.

	
	· Grant of charter or full autonomy for the duration of its Level IV accredited status of the institution.


Appendix 4
PAASCU’s Membership Status for Accreditation Purposes
Applicant Status
An educational institution committed to institutional self-improvement through the guidance of PAASCU may request to become an Applicant Institution.

Requirements:

1. Application letter from the President or Director of the Institution, addressed to the PAASCU Board of Directors.

2. DECS/CHED certificate of recognition.

3. Submission of the documents supporting the institution's case for acceptance should include the institution's objectives, history, organizational structure and by-laws, principal administrators, number of faculty members, number of students, and any other materials/brochures/manuals/publications.

4. Payment of an application fee. 


Terms and Conditions:

1. Application status is granted for a maximum period of three (3) years, except when extended by specification of the Board of Directors.

2. Written Annual Progress Report, briefly outlining the progress of the institution in specific areas, is due on or before the first week of May.

PAASCU's Actions and Responsibilities:

1. Formal acceptance as an Applicant Institution.

2. Assistance through School Improvement program and Consultancy Services.

3. Review of the Annual Progress Report by the Commission concerned (Graduate School, Higher Education, Secondary Education or Elementary Education.) 

Candidate Status
The candidate status is granted to institutions which have completed their preliminary surveys and are preparing for initial accreditation. Candidacy is not accreditation and does not assure eventual accreditation. It is an indication that an institution is progressing toward accreditation.

Requirements:

1. Completion of a preliminary survey.

2. Implementation of the recommendations of the preliminary survey team.

3. Completion of an Institutional Self-Survey using PAASCU survey forms.

4. Submission of the accomplished Self-Survey at least one (1) month prior to the Formal Survey Visit. 

Terms and Conditions:

1. Candidate status is granted by the Board of Directors until such time that the institution meets the requirements of a Member Institution.

2. The institution should implement the recommendations of the preliminary survey teams. 

PAASCU's Actions and Responsibilities:

1. Consultancy services, particularly during the Institutional Self-Survey process, are made available.

2. Scheduling of a Formal Survey Visit upon Request of the institution.

Member Status
A Candidate Institution which has fulfilled the requirements of accreditation may be granted Member status.

Requirements

1. The Institution should receive a favorable rating during a Formal Survey Visit conducted by a PAASCU Accrediting Team.

2. The Institution should strive to implement the recommendations of the Formal Survey Team.

3. Payment of the membership fee. 

Terms and Conditions 


Favorable evaluation by a PAASCU Formal Team leads to the granting of accreditation for a period of three (3) years. With this, the institution becomes a full member of the Association. At the end of the initial three-year accreditation period, the school undergoes another self-evaluation. It then applies for re–accreditation. If the second formal visit is favorable, then accreditation is awarded for a period of five years.
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� From reports of the Commission on Higher Education (CHEDbusines), 2007. 


� Cf. Ramon del Rosario, Jr, President , Management Association of the Philippines, in paper on “Philippine Business and Education.” May, 2007


� Cf.  League Tables ranking Top 500 Universities in the World, Times Education Supplement, 2007.


� Prior to 1987, executive heads of departments were named Ministers, and their departments named Ministries.  This was changed upon the ratification of a new 1987 Constitution, which restored the titles Secretary and Department under a restored presidential system.  Hence, in this report the terms Ministry and Department, and Minister and Secretary, are basically interchangeable. 


� Cf. Appendix 1, “Chronology of Important Developments,” for a time line to guide further reading.


� Francisco Dalupan,  “The Accreditation System in Higher Education,” Introductory Remarks during the Inauguration of the University of the East and of Himself as President,” University of the East, Manila, 1951


�Philippine Constitution of 1973, Art. 15, Sec. 8 (1).   


� Presidential Decree No. 6-A, Educational Development Decree of 1972.


� FAPE, “The State of Accreditation in the Philippines,” 1975


� Cf. Appendix 2 – “CHED Classification of Accreditation Stages and Corresponding Benefits/”


� Cf. Appendix 3, “PAASCU’s Membership Status for Accreditation Purposes” for more detail.








�CHED Memo Order No 1 of 2005  


�Today, the FAAP federation has three accrediting agencies under its wing, PAASCU for Catholic HEIs, ACS-AA for Protestant HEIs, PACU-COA for non-sectarian HEIs.  PAASCU and PACU-COA have the larger memberships 


� Per CHED Order No. 31 s. 1995 “Policies on Voluntary Accreditation in Aid of Quality and Excellence in Higher Education”
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