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Abstract

Examining Not-for-Profit Higher Education Faculty Attitudes and Knowledge Toward
For-Profit Higher Education Institutions

Over the last decade, for-profit higher education has been the fastest growing
segment within higher education. Despite the growth, little research exists about for-
profit higher education institutions. The purpose of this exploratory, descriptive,
quantitative study was to examine the attitudes and knowledge of higher education
faculty toward for-profit higher education institutions.

A conceptual framework was used to understand various topics about for-profit
higher education institutions. An instrument was developed to measure attitudes and
knowledge and distributed through a web survey to 214 higher education faculty from
public and private not-for-profit higher education institutions. Survey respondents totaled
111 and 107 useable surveys resulted in a 50% response rate. Descriptive analysis was
used to understand attitudes and knowledge.

Results suggested that overall attitudes and knowledge varied based on individual
topic. No differences in attitudes were found relative to gender, age, institution type,
faculty rank, and years as higher education faculty. The study revealed the need for
higher education institutions to share more data and for higher education faculty to
engage in more research and policy discussions about the fastest growing segment within

higher education, for-profit higher education institutions.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Overview

For-profit higher education is the fastest growing segment within postsecondary
education (Beaver, 2009; Breneman, Pusser, & Turner, 2006; Kinser, 2006; Ruch, 2001).
Faculty opinions about for-profit higher education are also increasing and vary widely
among faculty. Some faculty marvel at how for-profits have been so successful in the
higher education market, others are curiously skeptical due to the lack of studies and data
on the academic quality of for-profits, and some look on with disgust that corporations
and stockholders are making a profit on something that has historically been deemed to
be a public good, higher education (Kinser, 2006; Pusser & Doane, 2001; Ruch, 2001;
Rutherford, 2002; Winston, 1999). Rutherford (2002) found that educators “ignore or
disparage” for-profits; the term “proprietary” when combined with education often
invokes negative or controversial feelings among educators (Ruch, 2001; Winston, 1999).
Some negative commentary stems from published reports and national broadcast shows
that indicate students attending for-profit institutions are accumulating substantial debt
that leaves them more vulnerable to default on loans if they are unemployed or
underemployed (Bennett, Lucchesi, & Vedder, 2010; CBS News, 2011; PBS, 2010).
Additional concerns about deceptive marketing and admissions practices among for-
profits have been expressed by the Department of Education (GAO, 2010). Although
there are varied opinions about the motive, value, and legitimacy of for-profit institutions,
there are no studies on higher education faculty attitudes or knowledge about for-profits,
the group likely to produce empirical research and engage in policy discussions about the

future of for-profit higher education.



Although only a small sector within the higher education system, the for-profit
industry is vast and diverse. In later chapters there is a discussion the challenges of
categorizing for-profits within the realm of higher education but it is important to
distinguish for-profit institutions from not-for-profit institutions. The National Center for
Educational Statistics (NCES), a federal agency that collects and analyzes data on higher
education institutions, has defined a for-profit institution as “a private institution in which
the individual(s) or agency in control receives compensation other than wages, rent, or
other expenses for the assumption of risk” (NCES, 2003a, para. 1). This definition
enables for-profits to pay dividends to shareholders, pursue other educational related
ventures, or pay bonuses to executives or employees. In contrast, the NCES definition of
private and not-for-profit institutions varies by stipulating that the “agency in control
receives no compensation other than wages, rent, or other expenses for the assumption of
risk” (NCES, 2003b, para. 1). In conclusion, it is not the fact that for-profit institutions
are making a profit because many private and not-for-profit institutions also make a
profit; it is what they do with that profit that distinguishes them as a different type of
institution, according to NCES.

The purpose of this exploratory descriptive study was to examine the attitudes and
knowledge of faculty that teach in higher education programs at not-for-profit institutions
toward for-profit higher education institutions. Henceforth, these faculty members will
be referred to as higher education faculty. The problem of practice explored in this study
was that given the growth of for-profit higher education institutions, higher education
faculty have an opportunity to influence teaching, research, and policy about for-profits
and therefore it was important to examine their attitudes and knowledge about for-profits.
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For-profit institutions are impacting the landscape and discipline of higher education and
little is known about higher education faculty attitudes and knowledge about the
institutions that are changing their industry. The research problem addressed in this study
was that the literature does not address what higher education faculty attitudes and
knowledge exists toward for-profit higher education institutions. Much of the literature
on for-profits has focused on organizational and operational logistics in light of how
traditional higher education institutions are organized and operate (Breneman, Pusser, &
Turner, 2006; Kinser, 2006; Ruch, 2001). Additional literature was found on stakeholder
complaints and allegations of financial aid abuse and fraud (Cooley, 2012; Rutherford,
2002; Woods, 2006). Some literature looked at components of academic quality of for-
profits, namely faculty, curriculum, and assessment (Lechuga, 2008; Rutherford, 2002;
Schinier, 2004) and descriptive studies exist on the types of students that attend for-profit
universities (Kinser, 2006; Ruch, 2001). There were no studies found on higher
education faculty attitudes and knowledge toward for-profit higher education. Examining
higher education faculty attitudes and knowledge toward for-profit higher education
insitiutions provided a starting point for addressing the gap in the literature.

The purpose of this exploratory dissertation was to examine an unstudied area in
the literature. The conceptual framework consisted of various dimensions about for-
profit higher education institutions from which faculty attitudes and knowledge were
examined. This study used a quantitative survey design. This chapter presents the context
of the problem from the view of supporters and opponents of for-profit higher education

institutions, the problem of practice, the research problem statement, the research



questions, significance of the study, limitations and delimitations, assumptions of the
study, and definition of terms relevant to the study.
The Context of the Problem

This section presents the context of the problem by first offering a clarification
about for-profit institutions. Next, the remarkable increase in for-profit enrollments is
examined in context of types of institutions, students, programs, and the impact on the
overall higher education sector. The issues surrounding the support for and opposition to
for-profit institutions from the educational community are explored.
Clarification About For-Profits

In this section, some misconceptions about for-profit institutions are discussed,
the various types of for-profit institutions are presented, and the types of for-profit
institutions relative to this study are defined. It is widely misunderstood that for-profit
insitutions only provide online education (Kinser, 2006). There are currently three types
of proprietary institutions: smaller colleges or schools that only provide education on a
physical campus; institutions that only provide education in an online environment; and
hybrid institutions that deliver education both on physical campuses and online. An
example of a hybrid institution is Strayer University. Most hybrid institutions have
campuses in multiple states and some even have a presence in other countries. Many of
the larger publicly traded institutions operate hybrid models as they provide flexibility to
students and enable operational efficiencies, thereby maximizing profit. Most of the
publicly traded institutions are regionally accredited. Although publicly traded for-profit
institutions make up a small percentage of all for-profit institutions, they enroll about half
the students in degree granting for-profit institutions (Kinser, 2006). Subsequently, the
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publicly traded, regionally accredited for-profit institutions that operate hybrid models
have had the most impact on traditional higher education and therefore are the chosen
type of institution for this study of which higher education faculty attitudes and
knowledge were examined.

The Rise of For-Profit Institutions

This section presents a short review of the rapid rise of for-profit higher education
institutions. Proprietary education is not new. It has co-existed with higher education for
centuries. Many institutions focused on certificate, vocational, or training programs
which did not impact higher education in any significant way. Most of the proprietary
institutions were small, did not span multiple states, and were held by private individuals
or families (Kinser, 2006). Within the last two decades, proprietary schools have
experienced signifigant growth and change (Kelly, 2001; Kinser, 2006; Ruch, 2001). It is
important to understand the growth and change within the for-profit industry because
many for-profits have become more similar to traditional universities and are competing
for students, faculty, and financial aid dollars. Additionally, the growth of for-profits has
expanded opportunities for students with regard to access to and completion of higher
education. Although the growth of for-profit instiutions has had an impact on the higher
education arena, little is known about higher education faculty attitudes and knowledge
towards these institutions.

The overall growth of all types of for-profit institutions has greatly increased and
changed the landscape of both for-profit and non-profit higher education. According to
NCES (2003), approximately half of the 9,000 institutions of higher education are
categorized as for-profit. Although this represents degree and nondegree granting
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instituions, the growth alone in degree granting instituions has been marked. Throughout
the 1990s, two year for-profit colleges increased by 78% and four year by 266% (Kelly,
2001). By 1999, two year for-profit colleges represented 28% of all two year colleges.
Even more staggering was the advent and increase in publicly traded, regionally
accredited for-profit institutions that offer associates, bachelors, masters, and even some
terminal degrees. Ruch (2001) found that in 1991, DeVry University, traded as DeVry,
Inc. was the only publicly traded, regionally accredited for-profit university. In the
decade to follow, more than 40 publicly traded instituions would join the ranks of DeVry.
The largest and perhaps most well known, the University of Phoenix, released its Fiscal
Year End August 31, 2012 Report filed by Apollo Group, Inc. and reported degreed
enrollments of 328,400 (Apollo Group, 2012). The impact of for-profit degree granting
institutions has permeated the greater higher education arena through conversations and
debates concerning policy, students, and organizational governance.

Not only have enrollments in for-profits increased, but the types of programs
offered at for-profit schools have shifted from certificate-based to associates, bachelors,
and even graduate degrees (Ruch, 2001). This is especially true for regionally accredited
for-profits as leaders of for-profits see value in the combination of degree-based
programs and regional accreditation. According to Kinser (2005), the value is earned in
several ways: by the ability to transfer credits and pursue articulation agreements with
other regionally accredited institutions; by the ability to differentiate a quality factor from
other for-profits; and by the ability to associate with other traditional institutions of
higher education that are regionally accredited. As additional for-profit institutuions seek
regional accreditation, it is expected that those institutions will move toward degree
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based programs. Kinser (2006) found that in 2004, there were 428 locations of for-
profits, many owned by the same entities, that had regional accreditation but they
enrolled almost half of all students attending degree-granting for-profits. Most authors
agree that enrollments in regionally accredited as opposed to nationally accredited for-
profit institutions will continue to rise in the future due to the value proposition
associated with regional accreditation (Kelly, 2001; Kinser, 2006; Ruch, 2001; Tierney &
Hentschke, 2007).

In summary, it is clear that for-profit higher education is not the same as it was a
century ago or even a decade ago. The overall number of institutions has increased, the
types of programs offered at many institutions has expanded to include more degree-type
programs, and institutions that have been granted regional accreditation status account for
a significant number of overall enrollments in for-profits. Additionally, a number of
institutions have initiated a public offering for their stock, an organizational element
previously unknown to higher education prior to the 1990s. Although these changes have
spurred conversations about policy, quality, and accountability, little is known about
higher education faculty attitudes and knowledge toward for-profits.

The Rise of Concerns About For-Profit Institutions

In this section, a discussion was presented on the recent interest and concerns
expressed regarding for-profit higher education. Only recently have for-profit institutions
sparked debate among those concerned with the study and future of higher education
(Heller, 2003; Kinser, 2006; Ruch, 2001; Winston, 1999). Of most concern are the larger
institutions owned by publicly traded corporations (Marchese, 1988; Ruch, 2001). The
impact these institutions have had on the higher education landscape is profound.
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According to Tierney and Hentschke (2007), “since the late 1970s, for-profit enrollments
in degree programs have grown from less than 100,000 to nearly 600,000 students”
(p.51). Although this number is small compared to total enrollments in postsecondary
institutions, the growth has spurred questions about the motive and value of the for-profit
sector (Ruch, 2001; Winston, 1999).

Concerns varied and distilled down to a few key elements related to access; the
profit nature of education; the types of degrees offered by for-profits and uncertainty
about academic quality, admissions practices, aggressive marketing, and handling of
federal student aid funds (Kelly, 2001). The fact that many for-profits are not regionally
accredited is an issue of contention for some in higher education. Although these
concerns have concurrently risen along with the recent rapid growth of for-profits, they
are not new. Wilms (1987) found that proprietary schools received little respect from
those in academia and attributed the lowly perception to differences between the varying
missions of for-profits and traditional institutions. Two decades have passed since
Wilms’ (1987) study, two decades of increased growth in type and size of proprietary
institutions, and similar concerns still exist today. At a recent conference, the president of
the American Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers remarked
that the for-profit industry has had a devastating effect on higher education and has
damaged the reputation of the broader education system (Fearn, 2011). She noted
concerns about unemployable students and default on student loans as a consequence of
the ruthless private sector. As the for-profit sector continues to grow, it is likely that

higher education faculty will engage in research and policy discussions about for-profit



higher education. Consequently, it was important to understand higher education faculty
attitudes and knowledge towards for-profits.

Although few higher education researchers have opted to engage in research
regarding the growing sector of proprietary education, some associations and foundations
have taken notice. The Alfred P. Sloan Foundation supported several studies conducted
by the Education Commission of the States on the growth of for-profits in relation to the
policy implications at the state level (Kelly, 2001a; Kelly, 2001b). Partially supported by
the Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI), U.S. Department of
Education, and conducted by the National Center for Postsecondary Improvement, was a
2001 study regarding the impact of for-profit higher education on community colleges.
The Center for College Affordability and Productivity released a policy paper on growth,
innovation, and regulation within the for-profit sector (Bennett, Lucchesi, &Vedder,
2010). Little is known about how the growth of for-profits will impact the overall higher
education system or federal or state policies impacting higher education but engagement
in research is the starting point for understanding.

It is clear that through various avenues, the higher education community has
started to take an interest for-profit higher education. Some faculty are curious, others
are critical, and others are concerned about the greater impact on higher education policy
and existing higher education institutions. The for-profit sector is expected to continue to
grow in the years ahead and examining higher education faculty attitudes and knowledge
is important among faculty that influences the research agenda, policy debates, and

teaching about higher education.



Problem of Practice

This section presents the problem of practice. The problem of practice explored
in this study was that given the growth of for-profit higher education and the impact on
higher education teaching, research and policy, there is still ambuigity surrounding what
attitudes and knowledge exist among higher education faculty toward for-profit higher
education institutions. Some opinions are among those noted by Wilson (2010) indicating
that “most professors and administrators on traditional campuses continue to dismiss for-
profit colleges as inferior alternatives that cost too much, consume more than their fair
share of federal student aid, and turn out unprepared graduates who default on their
student loans” (p. A26) Other opinions stem along the lines of applauding for-profits for
responding to market demands, being student-centered, and operating efficient campuses
(Burd, 1998; Ruch, 2001). Attitudes and knowledge can impact behavioral intentions
among higher education faculty to produce research about for-profits, discuss and teach
about for-profits in the classroom, and support for-profits in policy discussions. The for-
profit industry is expected to continue to grow in the future and therefore it is important
to examine higher education faculty attitudes and knowledge toward this growing sector
within their industry.

The Research Problem Statement

This section proposes the justification for understanding the problem of research.
A thorough search of the literature found no existing studies on higher education faculty
attitudes or knowledge toward for-profit institutions. Subsequently, there is a gap in the

literature.
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The literature on the for-profit industry has focused on the growth (Breneman,
Pusser, & Turner, 2006; Kelly, 2001; Kinser, 2006; Ruch, 2001), academic components
of curriculum and faculty work (Lechuga, 2008; Ruch, 2001; Rutherford, 2002; Schinier,
2004; Tierney & Hentschke, 2007), student demographics (Kelly, 2001; Kinser, 2006;
Ruch, 2001), and stakeholder complaints of abuse and fraud (Cooley, 2012; Rutherford,
2002; Woods, 2006). Some studies (Lechuga, 2008; Ruch, 2001) surveyed faculty that
were employed at for-profit institutions but no studies assessed higher education faculty
attitudes and knowledge toward for-profit institutions. Much of the literature on for-profit
institutions has been presented in relation to traditional academic systems, models, and
theories because there is not a good foundation of theoretical models and frameworks
about for-profit institutions. Many of the systems and practices of for-profits mirror
business models and not traditional higher education models.

The literature that exists on faculty attitudes about for-profits has been mixed
(Breneman, 2005). Most of it has been opinion based or secondary source information.
The experts agree that lack of data and empirical studies on for-profit institutions makes
it challenging to ascertain faculty attitudes about for-profit higher education (Kinser,
2006; Ruch, 2001). In the absence of a critical literature base, opinions are often not
supported by knowledge or accurate information. For example, Ruch (2001), in his
participant-observer analysis of five for-profit insititutions, shared his historical
sentiment:

I must confess that until a few years ago I thought that all proprietary institutions

were the scum of the academic earth. I could not see how the profit motive could

properly coexist with an educational mission. While I did not know exactly why I

believed this, I was certain in my conviction that non-profit status was noble, just

as the profession of education is noble, and that to be for-profit meant to be in it

for the money, which was corrupting and ignoble. (p. 1)
11



Ruch (2001) further explained the irony that as a dean at a nonprofit university he spent
endless hours at lunches, dinners, and events “cultivating potential donors” because a
large part of his role was to raise money for the institution. Dr. Ruch is not unlike some
of the academic community in the respect of not knowing exactly why he believed what
he did about the for-profit industry but he was certain of his vague belief.

The literature on faculty attitudes and knowledge about nontraditional methods of
education seems to indicate a few trends. First, similar to the lack of research on faculty
attitudes toward for-profit education, there is not an abundance of literature on faculty
attitudes toward nontraditional methods of education, with the exception of a growing
body of research on distance or online education (Dillon & Walsh, 1992; Olcott &
Wright, 1995) Although it is not the intent of this study to speculate why, one possibility
is that faculty may consciously or unconsciously not engage in research in areas of
education they are not interested in or do not have knowledge about. Second, some
studies have indicated that tenured faculty is less supportive of nontraditional systems of
education (Flanagan, 1976). Third, distance education has faced resistance from faculty
(Clark, 1993; Dillon & Walsh, 1992; Olcott & Wright, 1995). Many of the studies
consider attitudes of faculty that are engaged in the nontraditional method of education
but few assess faculty attitudes external to the nontraditional method of education.

In summary, given the recent growth and projected future growth of for-profit
institutions, combined with varied opinions about for-profit institutions, a thorough
examination of higher education faculty attitudes and knowledge will inform the gap in
research. This study contributed to the literature by examining higher education faculty

attitudes and knowledge toward for-profit higher education institutions. There is little
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disagreement among those in the academic community that the for-profit industry will
continue to grow in the future and higher education faculty have the opportunity to
influence research and policy and for-profit higher education institutions. Exploring
attitudes and knowledge toward for-profit institutions will offer a starting point for filling

the gap in research.

The Research Questions
This study examined the following main question: What attitudes and knowledge
of higher education faculty exists toward for-profit higher education institutions? The
following subquestions were also explored:
1. What are the attitudes of higher education faculty toward for-profit higher
education institutions?
2. How knowledgeable are higher education faculty about for-profit higher
education institutions?
3. Are there differences in higher education faculty attitudes about for-profit
higher education institutions based on employment history with for-profit
institutions?
4. From what sources do higher education faculty receive knowledge about for-
profit higher education institutions?
Significance of the Study
This study contributed to the literature on higher education faculty attitudes and
knowledge towards for-profit institutions in several ways. First, it revealed what
knowledge is known or unknown by higher education faculty about for-profits. For

decades for-profit institutions have existed on the exterior of the higher education arena
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but as they experienced double digit growth conversations ensued around policy, quality,
and accountability. Faculty, and particularly higher education faculty, are often involved
in policy discussions about for-profits and can impact policy and regulations. For
example, Donald Heller, a professor of education previously at the Center for Study of
Higher Education at Pennsylvania State University recently published an article for
Change magazine on gainful employment regulations that mainly apply to for-profit
institutions and recently presented at the Association for the Study of Higher Education
on emerging issues in for-profit higher education. Professor Heller’s knowledge or
expertise about for-profit education is not known. As higher education faculty and
researchers become more involved with the for-profit world, it is important to understand
what they know about for-profit higher education.

Second, this study contributed to the literature by examining higher education
faculty attitudes towards for-profit institutions. No studies to date have been found on
higher education faculty atttitudes toward for-profit institutions. Yet, plenty of positive
and negative ancedotal opinions and beliefs have surfaced regarding the value and
motives of for-profit institutions. Examining a broad range of higher education faculty
attitudes provided insight into opinions and revealed how higher higher education faculty
feel about the fastest growing sector within higher education. In conclusion, this study
was significant because it added to an understudied area of literature on faculty attitudes.

Limitations and Delimitations

Limitations to this study included not surveying all higher education faculty
across all institutions across the United States. Due to the lack of a resource that collects
data of all faculty that are employed in higher education programs across U.S.
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institutions, individually collecting this information was not feasible for this study.
Another limitation was not examining higher education faculty attitudes about all
proprietary institutions. The proprietary sector is vast and institutions vary greatly by
mission, goals, and degree of impact on higher education. Little is known about the for-
profit sector and narrowing the institution type helped identify and isolate higher
education faculty knowledge and attittudes. Lastly, this study was limited by the
assumption that for-profit higher education and its role within the higher education
community is relevant to higher education faculty.

Delimitations to this study included surveying the faculty generated from the
Association for the Study of Higher Education (ASHE) membership list as opposed to a
random sample of all higher education faculty. ASHE was chosen due to its focus on and
promotion of the study of higher education as stated on its website: “The Association for
the Study of Higher Education (ASHE) promotes collaboration among its members and
others engaged in the study of higher education through research, conferences, and
publications, including its highly regarded journal, The Review of Higher Education”
(Association for the Study of Higher Education, 2011, para. 1). A random sample of
faculty with a rank of assistant, associate, or full professor were included; graduate
students, international faculty, and faculty employed at nonprofit or for-profit
associations were excluded from the list. The ASHE membership list is updated on a
continual basis.

There were a few other scholarly education associations that were considered for
the survey population. First, the American Education Research Association (AERA) was
considered due to its goal of “advancing educational research and its practical
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application” (American Education Research Association, 2011, para. 2). But given its
members represent a broad range of disciplines, including education, psychology,
statistics, sociology, history, economics, philosophy, anthropology, and political science,
it was not an appropriate population to be included in this study. Second, the National
Association of Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA) was considered but its
members are specifically focused on issues related to student affairs and therefore were
not an appropriate population for this study. Lastly, the Association for Institutional
Research (AIR) was considered due to its mission to “support quality data and decisions
for higher education” (Association for Institutional Research, 2011, p. 16). Although the
membership list, with approval from AIR, may be available for purchase, they do not
categorize their members by professoriate level but by graduate, individual, and
organizational membership. Provided the target population for this study was higher
education faculty, the AIR membership list was insufficient due to the lack of method to
distinguish faculty from admistrators and staff that may be members.
Assumptions

This study had several assumptions. First, it was assumed that higher education
faculty were able to differentiate between for-profit higher education institutions and
distance or online education institutions. Second, it was assumed that higher education
faculty would disclose on the survey if they currently or have ever been employed by a
for-profit institution. Third, it was assumed that higher education faculty would honestly
record their attitudes and knowledge about for-profit higher education institutions on the
survey. Lastly, it was assumed that higher education faculty would honestly record their
demographic data.
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Definitions of Relevant Terms

The following definitions of terms apply to this study.
Theory of Reasoned Action is a predictive model that considers how attitudes and beliefs
impact an individual’s intention to perform a particular behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein,
1980).
Attitudes are defined as “a learned predisposition to respond in a consistently favorable or
unfavorable manner with respect to a given object” (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975, p. 6).
Knowledge, according to Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), is that which an individual
perceives to be true and forms the basis of beliefs which contributes to attitudes.
For-profit educational institutions are defined as “a private institution in which the
individual(s) or agency in control receives compensation other than wages, rent, or other
expenses for the assumption of risk” (NCES, 2003a, para. 1).
Not-for-profit educational instituions are defined as “a private institution in which the
individual(s) or agency in control receives no compensation other than wages, rent, or
other expenses for the assumption of risk. Not-for-profit institutions may be either
independent not-for-profit (i.e., having no religious affiiation) or religously affiliated.”
(NCES, 2003b, para 1).
Not-for-profit higher education faculty are defined as faculty employed within a higher
education program at a not-for-profit educational institution.
Employment history 1s defined as the current or past, full or part-time employment of
higher education faculty.
Regional accreditation is defined when an institution “meets or exceeds standards and
criteria for the assessment of institutional quality periodically applied through a peer
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group process. An accredited school is one that has available the necessary resources to
achieve its stated purposes through appropriate educational programs, is substantially
doing so, and gives reasonable evidence that it will continue to do so in the foreseeable
future” (www.nais.org). There are six regional accrediting agencies across the United
States: New England Association of Schools and Colleges; Middle States Association of
Colleges and Schools; North Central Association Commission on Accreditation and
School Improvement; Northwest Association of Schools and Colleges; Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools; and Western Association of Schools and Colleges.
Super Systems are regionally accredited, publicly traded for-profit institutions of higher
education (Kelly, 2001).
Summary

In many ways, higher education has not changed much in centuries. In other
ways, it has profoundly changed. The recent growth in the number and type of for-profit
institutions, particularly regionally accredited institutions, has gotten the attention of the
greater higher education community. Opinions among faculty seem to relate to the
growth of for-profits, access, financial aid and the impact to students and loan default,
employability of students, for-profit nature of institutions, the quality of education and
credentials of facutly, and aggressive admission and marketing practices. Although there
are varied opinions among faculty about the motive, value, and legitimacy of for-profit
institutions, attitudes and knowledge of higher education faculty have not been examined.

This chapter outlined the context of the problem, presented a statement of the
problem of practice and problem of research, the research question and subquestions, the
signifigance of the study, the delimitations, limitations, assumptions, and definitions of
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relevant terms. Chapter 2 presents a review of the literature and the conceptual
framework. Chapter 3 outlines the study’s methodology. This study used an exploratory,
descriptive research design and collected data for analysis with a web survey. The
potential participants were approximately 1,900 members from the Association for the
Study of Higher Education membership list. Chapter 4 presents the quanitative results.

Finally, Chapter 5 provides analysis, recommendations, and conclusions.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Introduction

As an industry, for-profit higher education has existed since the colonial college
days, but only within the last three decades has the industry grown and caught the
attention of the academic community (Bok, 2003; Ruch, 2001; Winston, 1999). Some
faculty marvel at how for-profits have been able to be so successful in the education
market and others look on with disdain at marketing and admissions practices among
some for-profits that have left students with high debt and no job. Others question that
corporations and stockholders are making a profit on something that has been deemed to
be a public good, higher education.

Much of the literature on for-profit institutions has focused on organizational and
operational logistics in light of how traditional higher education institutions are organized
and operate (Breneman, Pusser, & Turner; 2006 Kinser, 2006; Ruch, 2001). Additional
literature can be found on stakeholder complaints and student allegations of abuse and
fraud (Cooley, 2012; Rutherford, 2002; Woods, 2006). Blumenstyk (2005a) found that
“the industry received an unprecedented level of scrutiny from federal and state
regulatory agencies last year, raising questions about companies’ practices in recruiting
students and awarding federal financial aid, among other matters” (p. 11). Some literature
has looked at components of academic quality of for-profits, namely faculty, curriculum,
and assessment (Rutherford, 2002; Schinier, 2004) but no studies were found on higher
education faculty attitudes and knowledge toward for-profit institutions.

The purpose of this exploratory study was to investigate not-for-profit higher
education faculty attitudes and knowledge toward for-profit higher education institutions.
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Although there are varied, and at times strong, opinions toward the for-profit industry, it
is not known what knowledge contributes to attitudes. There is little disagreement among
those in the academic community that the for-profit industry will continue to grow in the
future. Examining faculty attitudes toward for-profit institutions will offer a starting
point for filling the gap in research in addition to exploring how knowledge contributes to
faculty attitudes toward for-profit institutions.

The context of faculty attitudes toward for-profit institutions is inextricably linked
to the history of proprietary education. Although for-profit, or proprietary education, has
existed as long as nonprofit education in this country, it has not received much attention
because the for-profit sector was considered a subsidiary and negligible part of overall
higher education. It served different students, had different goals and missions, had a
different accreditation and credentialing system, and thus had little impact on higher
education. As policy, demographic, economical, and technical demands changed over the
years, so did the type and delivery of higher education. For-profit institutions stepped up
to fill a void in the education market by serving older, nontraditional, minority, and lower
socioeconomic students. Although the for-profit industry grew in numbers of institutions,
it also grew in type of institution which presented new challenges for the industry. The
trade and vocational schools are now overshadowed with regionally accredited
superpower multistate systems (Beaver, 2009; Kelly, 2001; Kinser, 2006). As these larger
accredited institutions crept into space typically occupied by traditional colleges and
universities, questions were raised regarding their motive and ability to serve students.

The chapter presents an evolution of the for-profit industry and the events that
have propelled the industry to where it is today within the context of dimensions of
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attitudes and knowledge which will serve as the conceptual and organizing framework for
the study. The dimensions were organized into three main categories: (a) the market, (b)
the institution, and (c) the politics surrounding for-profit higher education institutions.
The conceptual framework that comprised the dimensions is presented along with the
relationship between attitudes and knowledge. Next, each of the dimensions of the
conceptual framework were examined in relation to existing studies, reports, or
information and opinions of those in the higher education community, albeit not always
faculty. Lastly, the categorization of for-profit institutions was examined and the
institutions relative to the study were defined. The examination of higher education
faculty attitudes and knowledge toward for-profit institutions illuminated the need for
greater understanding of attitudes and information about for-profits. The current and
historical literature on the for-profit industry was primarily anecdotal and based on the
experiences of those in the field. The descriptions and information presented was based
on the experts’ personal accounts and experiences and are theoretical or conceptual, and,
except where noted, are not founded in empirical research.
Conceptual Framework

This study examined higher education faculty attitudes and knowledge about for-
profit higher education institutions. The conceptual framework (in Figure 1) was used to
guide this study and examine dimensions of attitudes and knowledge toward for-profit
higher education institutions. The individual dimensions of the conceptual framework
were chosen based on topics that have received commentary, media coverage, or
governmental regulation impacting for-profit higher education institutions. Some of the
topics, like access to higher education, have been debated since the inception of higher
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education in this country but have taken on a different significance within the for-profit
industry. Other topics, like the connection between profit motive and education, have
more recent significance due to the pace and size of growth of for-profit higher education
institutions. Many of the topics chosen have not only been debated within the higher
education community but have also been the subject of national debates.

The attitude variable in the framework was guided by the definition of attitude
based on Ajzen and Fishbein’s theory of reasoned action (1980). They define attitude as
“a person’s general feeling of favorableness or unfavorableness for that concept” (p. 54).

Attitudes are complex. They can include attitudes towards nontraditional
education programs, support for nontraditional systems and methods of education,
receptivity to innovation, and rewards for participation in nontraditional methods of
education like online or extension programs. There has not been an abundance of
research done on faculty attitudes toward nontraditional forms of education (Flanagan,
1976; Johnson, 1984). Additionally, the measure of attitudes is not clearly situated in
theoretical frameworks familiar to higher education. Wiechmann and Wiechmann (1973)
found that measuring what kind of attitudes deserves further research of the conceptual
organization of attitudes to validate instruments. For example, are attitudes a product of
knowledge and beliefs or prior behaviors. Varying conceptual organizations of attitudes
can impact agreement on the concept and subsequent agreement on the validation of
instruments measuring attitudes. Rokeach’s (1968) two-attitude model suggests there are
different kinds of attitudes: attitude-toward-object, and attitude-toward-situations where
the object is present. In Rogers’ (1995) diffusion of innovations theory, attitudes toward

an innovation can impact adoption or utilization of an innovation.
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The knowledge variable in the conceptual framework was based on Ajzen and
Fishbein’s (1975) understanding that knowledge is based on what an individual perceives
to be true. They consider knowledge to be socially constructed and subject to context.
Their interpretation of knowledge is so closely aligned with beliefs that they do not
consider knowledge a separate construct in the theory of reasoned action. They purport
that beliefs are based on knowledge, which is what one perceives to be true but may or
may not be ultimately true. Although Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) considered knowledge
to be reflected in the beliefs variable of their theory of reasoned action, other theorists
have argued that it should be a separate element (Budd & Spencer, 1984; Cooper &
Croyle, 1984; Zanna & Fazio, 1981). For purposes of this study, knowledge was
considered an individual concept based on what an individual perceives to be true.

As knowledge pertained to this study, it was an important element to examine in
relation to higher education faculty attitudes towards for-profits. Although for-profit
higher education is not a new concept to the history of higher education, the rise of the
regionally accredited degree-granting for-profit institution is new and therefore important
to examine the level of knowledge about those institutions. As previously noted, there
has not been an abundance of research conducted on faculty attitudes but Ajzen and
Fishbein’s (1980) model has been used to predict attitudes and understand decisions
related to human behavior (Becker & Gibson, 1998; Chen & Chen; 2006; Robinson &
Doverspike, 2006). The relevance of Ajzen and Fishbein’s (1980) theory to this study is
their definition of attitude and understanding of knowledge as it pertains to attitudes.

The dimensions of attitude and knowledge used in this study were based on
current or historic topics that have drawn opinions about for-profit institutions in policy
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papers, education journals, national media, political discussions, or conferences
concerning the future of higher education. A broad range of attitude and knowledge
dimensions was chosen with the intent of creating a base for understanding higher
education faculty attitudes and knowledge toward for-profit higher education institutions
that could be used for future research. The conceptual framework suggests that attitudes
and knowledge will vary by topic. A review of the literature documented there were no
existing studies on higher education faculty attitudes or knowledge toward for-profit

higher education institutions.
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework for examining higher education faculty attitudes and
knowledge toward for-profit higher education institutions.
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The Market

To understand the evolution, expansion, and potential future of the for-profit
industry, one must return to its roots. For-profit higher education existed rather peacefully
within the academic marketplace since the colonial days. Only within the last three
decades have concerns been raised regarding the industry’s motive, practices, and ability
to deliver quality education (Burd, 2003; Ruch, 2001; Schnier, 2004). This was
specifically due to the fact that the for-profit higher education industry has responded to
market needs and instead of being viewed as a nonsignificant outlier, it has gained
considerable market share of the adult education industry and is the fastest growing
segment in higher education (Kinser, 2006; Ruch, 2001). Along with the evolution of the
for-profit industry and its response to market needs, questions have risen about the value
of access it provides students, the degree offerings, and the manner in which education is
delivered. This section presents the market forces: student access, type of degree, and
delivery mode that contributed to the expansion of for-profit institutions and subsequent
faculty views and opinions on these topics.
Access

The issue of access to higher education can be traced back to the inception of
education in this country. From the start, the colonial colleges primarily educated the elite
and for religious duty (Rudolph, 1990; Thelin, 2004). Although this excluded the
majority of society from access to education, the agricultural nature of colonial America
did not demand a college educated population. It was not until the nineteenth century
when industrialization swept the country that the need arose for colleges to educate more
than white males for more than religious purposes. But traditional colleges, including the
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colonial colleges, did not respond to the market need for increased access to education.
The void left by traditional colleges was filled by proprietary schools. This void set the
precedent for a trend that continued for centuries and established for-profits as
institutions that contributed to increased access for women, minorities, and
socioeconomic disadvantaged students.

The nineteenth century was a significant period of growth for proprietary
education in both the type of skills taught and the concurrent expansion of the number of
institutions (Lee & Merisotis, 1990). The type of skills and training taught evolved into
more prominent fields such as medicine and law. The apprenticeship industry found
value in sending individuals to a school environment for training as opposed to the
traditional work setting that incorporated the master-apprentice relationship. The need for
business skills increased as commercialization flourished during this time. Finally, the
first multicampus proprietary chain, Bryant and Stratton College, developed during this
time and used some of the same advertising and marketing strategies that the
proprietary’s of today employ (Lee & Merisotis, 1990).

Throughout the century, industrialization took hold of the country and
commercial enterprises excelled. This was during a time when admission into traditional
colleges was primarily reserved for wealthy white males. But the market of a growing
industrial society intervened and increased demand for varied educational programs and
subsequently a varied student population. The invention of the typewriter in 1876 created
a huge demand for trained typists which fueled the growth of commercial and business
schools (Lee & Merisotis, 1990). Although enrollment data were scarce, James (c1904)
found that women composed a fair share of enrollments at these burgeoning business
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schools. James (c1904) also noted that commercial schools alone increased from fewer
than a dozen to 341 schools by the end of the century, serving 77,746 students. Although
the commercial skills of bookkeeping, accounting, and commercial law were still quite
popular, the medical industry quickly became part of the proprietary industry.
Entrepreneurial physicians set up shops in developing towns and used their office space
as a medical college to train physicians (Kaufman, 1976). For-profit medical schools
went unquestioned until the Flexner Report of 1910 (Flexner, 1910), which is covered in
greater depth in a later section but the report condemned the academic quality and
operations of the proprietary medical colleges, thereby contributing to their decline but
also casting a shadow on the entire proprietary sector.

Changes in the classical apprentice-master relationship created the market for
increased access to education and subsequently enabled the growth of for-profit schools.
During the rapid expansion of commercial growth, the one-to-one relationship of master
to apprentice was inefficient. The management of apprenticeships was challenging and
new skills were required for a changing economy (Lyon, 1922). Many business owners
sent their workers to for-profit schools in the evening for additional training. What for-
profit schools offered was simultaneously changing along with the market demands.
(Honick, 1995) found that:

In the Colonial Era, masters found they had to send their apprentices to evening

school in order to supplement their training with formal theory. In a departure

from their predecessors, the proprietary school owners of the early nineteenth
century began to see the virtues of combining the experiential nature of an
apprenticeship with the theoretical foundation and consistent delivery of

classroom lectures and exercises. (p. 30)

The demands of the market changed and the for-profit sector responded by increasing

access to education which thereby fueled their growth. Although for-profits expanded
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access to education throughout the nineteenth century by responding to market needs,
movements in the twentieth century would set the stage for some highs and lows within
the for-profit industry.

The mid-twentieth century proved to be a critical time for increased access to
higher education, including for-profits. There were several important pieces of legislation
that led to increased access for all of higher education, but the two that impacted for-
profits the most were the G.1I. Bill and the Higher Education Act of 1965 (HEA), later
renewed and amended in subsequent years. Because these enactments are tied to federal
financial aid, they are covered in the forthcoming political section but it is important to
note here the impact to access. The federal government’s organization and distribution of
the monetary provisions of the G.I. Bill and the HEA put the money in the hands of
students which enabled students to choose an institution but also created market forces
that enabled for-profit institutions to market to students that did not see a viable path on
the traditional college campus. It is likely that without these two legislative enactments
the for-profit industry would not have had the opportunity to contribute to greater access
to education.

An attempt to compare enrollment data at for-profits across time is challenged by
how vast the industry is, how little data is available, and how much the industry has
grown since the 1950s. Small family owned cosmetology and truck driving schools are
now overshadowed by publicly traded, degree granting, regionally accredited institutions
that have multi-state and multi-country presences. The following reports should be
considered in the context that they are often not covering the same type of for-profit
institution but they do indicate some trends.
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One of the first studies conducted about enrollments at for-profits was done by
Belitsky (1969). In an analysis of students at 416 private vocational schools, he found
that almost a quarter of the students had previously attended another college, and contrary
to some later studies (Cheng & Levin; 1995; Levin & Clowes, 1987), Belitsky’s analysis
found more males enrolled than females. More than half the schools had 90% male
enrollments in day and evening programs. A possible explanation for the high male
enrollment was the fact that Belitsky’s study surveyed students from mostly trade and
technical vocational schools. Levin and Clowes (1987) found more female enrollments in
for-profit schools in their 1972 study. Cheng and Levin (1995) also reported a higher
percentage of female enrollments and additionally found that with regard to race and for-
profits, blacks were more likely to attend for-profits but limited to four-year institutions.
In contrast, Hispanics were more likely to attend a two-year for-profit institution than a
four year institution.

Later trends, available through 1995-96 NCES data, and compiled by Phipps,
Harrison, and Merisotis (1999), indicated the enrollment of males and females varied by
two and four-year institution type. Females constituted 43% of the population at 4-year
institutions but when compared to 2-year institutions, they accounted for 67% of the
population. But by the end of the 1990s, the ratio of males to females attending four-year
institutions shifted and by “2001 the proportion of men enrolled in four-year institutions
declined to 53%” (Kinser, 2006, p. 73). Ruch (2001) also found that for-profits enrolled
more females than males.

Multiple authors (Kinser, 2006; Morey, 2004; Ruch, 2001) found high
proportions of minority students at degree-granting for-profit institutions with Morey

30



(2004) noting that “at least half the students at DeVry, ITT and Strayer are from minority
groups” (p. 136). Ruch (2001) offered a typical student demographic attending a degree
granting for-profit institution:

27-year old female, ethnic minority (African American, Hispanic, or Asian), U.S.

citizen, married, with one or two dependents, holding a full- or part-time job

while going to school full time, and having some prior experience. (p. 32)

More recent data confirmed earlier findings in a policy paper prepared by Bennett,
Lucchesi, and Vedder (2010). The report, prepared for the Center for College
Affordability and Productivity, provided a view of students, operational elements, the
regulatory environment, and the economics of the for-profit industry. The researchers
attributed part of the growth of the for-profits to providing increased access to students
that have been underserved by traditional institutions. Using NCES data from 2007, the
report indicated that female enrollments accounted for 64% of total enrollments in for-
profit institutions whereas in public institutions they accounted for 57%. Students of
ethnic or racial minority showed similar patterns in for-profits. “In 2007, students who
are black, Hispanic, Asian, or American Indian accounted for nearly 40% of total
enrollment in for-profit schools, while the same groups accounted for 31% and 25% of
enrollment in public and private nonprofit universities” (Bennett et al., 2010, p. 12). The
report, which indicated more than half of the students attending for-profits in 2007 were
25 years of age or older, confirmed that for-profits serve older students.

On the surface it appears that from the colonial times for-profits have increased
access to education for disadvantaged and underserved students but beneath the surface
others have noted that access and enrollments are not enough. In a brief prepared by
higher education research and policy analysts for The Education Trust (Education Trust,
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2010), they fault public and nonprofit institutions for not serving the underserved and
thereby creating the market for the for-profit industry. The brief compared the for-profit
industry to the subprime lending industry and credited lack of federal regulation
combined with the greed of Wall Street that created conditions for the underserved to be
lured into an unfulfilled dream. In the case of the subprime lending industry, the
unfulfilled dream of a home and drawing an analogy to the for-profit industry, the
unfulfilled dream of an education. According to the authors, both consumers and students
are left with crippling debt. The brief did credit the for-profit industry with providing
greater access to the underserved but noted that “access without success — without
graduation, without employment — is something the nation cannot afford” (Education
Trust, 2010, p. 2). Following are some of the statistics contained within the brief that
substantiated the researchers’ position.

Using IPEDS 2008-09 data on graduation rates, the brief concluded that six-year
graduation rates for bachelor’s degree-seeking students at for-profits were 22%,
compared to public and nonprofit institution rates of 55 and 65%, respectively (Education
Trust, 2010). It should be noted that the IPEDS data are limited to full-time, first-time
students which generally does not fit the profile of a student at a for-profit institution. The
brief also considered associate’s degree completion and found a 60% graduation rate
within three years at for-profits, compared to a 22% graduation rate at community
colleges. The authors tempered the appealing 60% graduation rate at for-profits with a
note about debt incurred and loan default rates. In their analysis of the Department of
Education’s Trial Three-Year Cohort Default Rates, default rates for students attending
for-profit institutions were noted at 19%. The brief did not report the specific default
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rates for students attending public and nonprofit institutions but indicated they were about
half of the for-profit rate. Throughout the brief, the importance of employment, careers,
and jobs of students attending for-profits is mentioned but there were no data or
information presented on this topic. Although the authors of the brief had few positive or
promising words about for-profit institutions increasing access, they noted some strong
opinions about the value of for-profits which further supported the need for a closer
examination of higher education faculty attitudes towards for-profit institutions.

In a working paper prepared for the Program for Research on Private Higher
Education (Kinser, 2009), Kinser shared his views on the for-profit sectors’ contributions
to access. He found that from a pure expansion perspective, for-profits not only
contributed to non-degree programs but “devotes the majority of its capacity to serving
degree-seeking students” (p. 16). He noted a limitation to the growth by stating that from
a physical campus perspective, for-profits are limited by their small size and the limited
number of programs they offer. Kinser (2009) also stated that access cannot be viewed in
a silo. Although he does not support with specific data, Kinser (2009) noted a concern
with higher tuition and student loan default rates at for-profits. He aptly remarked that
“spirited opinions remain on both sides of the topic” (p. 17).

In sum, it is clear from the perspective of enrollment numbers that for-profit
institutions have contributed to greater access to education for underserved students
which subsequently contributed to its growth throughout the centuries. It is also clear, as
evidenced by the concerns raised, the value of access when viewed within the context of
graduation, job placement, and student debt. Unless there is a shift in market demand,
for-profit institutions will likely continue to provide access to underserved students. The
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topic of access is one that higher education faculty have cared about and advocated for
since the inception of education in this country but very little is known about their
attitudes and knowledge about access when applied to for-profit institutions.

Type of Degree

Basic economic theory stipulates that consumers do not purchase products they
deem invaluable; consumers purchase products in which they find value or expect a
return on their investment. In some ways, all of higher education falls under this premise.
In many ways, for-profit higher education is driven by this theory. This is particularly
true when considering types of degrees offered at for-profit institutions. Although many
of today’s degree-granting for-profit institutions may look similar to traditional
institutions in the level of associates, bachelors, masters, and terminal degrees awarded,
the subject matter offerings vary. Similar to trends experienced in the colonial era, the
for-profit institutions of today consistently offer what employers and the labor market
demand.

The anecdotal literature on the colonial era indicated that proprietary schools
grew out of a need not being met in colonial colleges. At the time, colonial colleges
primarily educated the elite and for religious duty. Dutch settlers, who set up evening
schools run by clergy, taught basic writing and mathematical skills, and were known as
proprietors of education (Seybolt, 1925). As Colonial America evolved from an
agricultural economy, so did the demand for more occupational type programs. Schnier
(2004) found that many of the proprietary schools of the Colonial Era were similar to the
proprietary schools of today in providing vocational education. Skills such as surveying,
navigation, and bookkeeping, which were not taught in the early colleges, found their
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demand served in the proprietary schools (Ruch, 2001). In turn, these schools trained
individuals that secured jobs and subsequently advanced the economy in a way that
graduates schooled in Latin could not.

According to Rutherford (2002), proprietary schools outnumbered publicly
supported schools during the Colonial Era. This was not so surprising given that public
education had not yet taken hold of the country. As the demand for practical training
increased, the shift from apprentice-type training grew into more entrepreneurial
proprietary education (Honick, 1992). The growth of proprietary schools was not so
much due to a lack of publicly supported institutions but a combination of traditional
colleges mainly serving the elites and from a disconnect with skills being taught in
prevailing schools and skills needed in the marketplace. Honick (1995) noted one
example from 1771 wherein a builder opened an evening school to train architects due to
the lack of skilled architects in the industry. Although there was still plenty of room in
the marketplace for both practical and classical education, the roots of dissention can be
found in these early debates.

The philosophical debate about what constituted an education illustrated the clash
of ideals between proponents of vocational education and proponents of higher education.
Proponents of classical education believed that if one taught an individual how to think
and critically evaluate, then he/she would succeed in life and occupation. Proponents of
vocational education believed that if one taught an individual a specific skill for a
particular occupation, then he/she would be better suited to succeed in that occupation.
The pinnacle of this debate was found in the Yale Report of 1828, wherein the faculty of
Yale was challenged to revise their classical curriculum to appeal to the business needs of
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the country. Yale faculty held strong to their ideals and Rudolph (1990) noted that the
Yale Report had such an impact that curriculum on most campuses remained stagnant
until after the Civil War. It was during those early days that attitudes among more
traditional or classical academics started to form about vocational education and those
who pursued vocations. The President of Dartmouth stated that a college education was
not for those in mechanical or agricultural vocations (Rudolph, 1990). Similarly, Yale
faculty claimed that those in vocations would learn what they needed by the highly
educated (Rudolph, 1990). The literature clearly indicated that attitudes about vocational
education began in the colonial era. In many ways, the elitist attitudes held during the
colonial days still exist today and is applied to those students or those universities that
focus on education for careers, or vocational education.

As higher education evolved, institutions were built around the philosophical
difference between classical and vocational education. For example, the educational goal
of the community college is to educate for vocational or labor demand. In contrast, the
educational goal of the liberal arts college is to educate for more holistic ideals based on
educating the person as opposed to educating for vocation only. Many of the same
arguments still exist today as applied to traditional higher education and career oriented
for-profit universities.

One of the distinguishing factors about the types of programs offered at for-profit
institutions today is the advent of the degree-based program. Prior to the 1990s, the
typical for-profit institution was small and provided short or certificate based vocational
training. Throughout the 1990s, enrollments in degree programs increased and
represented the majority of the growth in for-profit institutions. By 1996, enrollments in
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degree programs represented more than half of enrollments in the for-profit sector
(Kinser, 2006). But there are limits to the type of degree-based program at a for-profit
institution. Unlike a traditional college or university, it would be highly unlikely to find a
bachelor’s degree in philosophy at a for-profit institution. This is because for-profit
institutions align themselves with market and employer demands for specific skills and
education. Many of the programs offered at degree-granting for-profit institutions focus
on business, computers, and health and medical services.

There is little information on faculty attitudes or knowledge about what types of
degrees are offered or should be offered at for-profit institutions. Several authors have
noted a decrease in skepticism among educators about the type and quality of degrees
offered at regionally accredited degree-granting for-profit institutions (Collison, 1998;
Morey, 2004) and other comments reflected history in the classical debate about
vocational training versus a liberal arts education. Pusser and Doane (2001) argued that
although for-profits provide students what they want— programs leading to jobs—that
mission is not the best national policy for higher education. Ruch (2001) noted several
liberal arts saviors advocating for a return to the classical values of a liberal arts
education, and one proponent who claimed that there was no value to vocational
education. In an interview for Black Issues in Higher Education, a retired scholar from
the American Council on Education noted that “I believe that a person with a well-
rounded education will be better off in the long run” (Collison, 1998, p. 30). In the same
article, a different view was expressed by the president of a community college noting
that for-profit institutions were better at responding to market and employer needs. The
shift to the degree-granting for-profit institution has fundamentally changed the entire
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for-profit sector. The impact to the overall higher education sector is in its infantile stage
and exploring faculty attitudes and knowledge about the types of degrees offered at for-
profit institutions informed the research and policy agenda.

Delivery Mode

Nowhere has the response to market demand been more profound than the way
education is delivered. For centuries, the delivery mode of education has been the lecture
hall or the professor articulating his or her expertise at the front of the classroom.
Although distance education has existed in traditional education for decades, an
increasingly technological and global society has contributed to the explosive growth of
online education. For-profit institutions have been the main benefactor of online
education with some of the larger degree-granting regionally accredited institutions
reporting more than half their students taking classes or entire programs online
(Blumenstyk, 2005a). To the extent that online education has its roots in other
nontraditional forms of education, attitudes toward nontraditional and online education
are reviewed.

Several empirical studies have examined faculty attitudes towards nontraditional
methods of education, including distance education. A 1967 study by Evans (1967)
examined faculty attitudes toward using television as an instructional means of teaching
and found that faculty were apathetic or hostile. Medsker (1975) surveyed faculty at
several universities about their participation and obstacles to participation in special
degree programs and found that skepticism decreased with participation. Stetson (1979)
examined University Without Walls faculty and found that although they rated the quality
of the curricula good they felt their peers disparaged the program. This pattern is similar
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to some accounts of how faculty currently teaching in for-profits are satisfied but faculty
not teaching in for-profits believe faculty are not satisfied.

In her study focused on faculty receptivity to external degrees, Johnson (1984)
surveyed faculty on receptivity and attitudes and perceptions towards the external degree.
The results indicated that the majority of faculty were “somewhat positive” to “very
positive” to not only the concept of external degrees but also department sponsorship and
individual participation. These results are contrary to some previous studies that
indicated faculty resisted innovation and are not receptive to nontraditional education
methods. Johnson’s (1984) chi square analysis of professional characteristics related to
receptivity showed that faculty with direct knowledge of external degrees, considered
their role more relative to teaching than research, engaged in applied versus basic
research were the most significant professional characteristics related to receptivity.
Faculty attitudes toward the external degree were generally positive although “a large
majority of faculty (76.4%) also had high or very high scores on the quality concern
variable” (p. 489). The quality question is consistent with other anecdotal opinions on
for-profit degree programs as well (Kelly, 2001; Kinser, 2006; Ruch, 2001). Even taking
into account the quality question, Johnson’s (1984) study overall found faculty to be
receptive and have positive attitudes towards the external degree.

In a similar study, Tabata and Johnsrud (2008) examined faculty attitudes toward
technology, distance education, and innovation from a 10-campus public system in the
western United States. Of the total 4,534 population of full- and part time faculty,
lecturers, and graduate assistants, the study yielded 2,048 responses. The study used
Rogers (1995) diffusion of innovation theory to explore what attitudes explain an

39



increased or decreased likelihood of faculty participation in distance education. With
regard to technology use, Tabata and Johnsrud (2008) found that faculty using software
and e-resources resulted in a significant difference in their participation in distance
education. Similarly, faculty that professed positive attitudes toward their technological
skills resulted in a significant association with participation in distance education. On the
quality dimension, Tabata and Johnsrud (2008) found that faculty who believed that “the
quality of distance education instruction and learning is the same as face to face” (p. 635)
were found to be significantly associated with participation in distance education. On the
innovation dynamic, Tabata and Johnsrud (2008) suggested that although faculty viewed
themselves as embracing innovation, it was tempered with adequate participation,
training, and socialization of the innovation. The authors remarked that further research
is needed in this area to draw substantial conclusions. Similar to Johnson (1984), Tabata
and Johnsrud (2008) also examined demographic characteristics of faculty as related to
attitudes toward distance education. There were a few demographic variables found to be
significantly associated with participation: age, minority status, and institutional type.
Older faculty and those at doctorate level research institutions were more likely to
participate in distance education. The authors remarked that this finding was surprising
and contradicted an earlier study conducted by the National Education Association
(2000).

In sum, there were several patterns discerned from faculty attitudes towards the
delivery mode of education. First, quality was a concern for faculty when considering
new or unknown methods of education. Second, faculty that was knowledgeable or
participated in the nontraditional method of education showed more positive attitudes.
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Results were mixed as far as demographic variables impacting attitudes and more
research in this area is needed to draw conclusions. Although some of the faculty in the
aforementioned studies may have been higher education faculty, there were no specific
studies located that addressed higher education faculty attitudes toward delivery mode of
education. Provided that online education is also now offered by many traditional
institutions, it is important to assess faculty attitudes toward online education relative to
for-profit institutions.

In conclusion of this section, it is clear that throughout the evolution of the for-
profit industry market forces have contributed to what students, degrees, and delivery
mode of education have propelled the growth of for-profits. However, along with the
growth have come concerns that range from caution to alarm about the value of access
and vocational-type, sometimes totally online degrees, when weighed against
employability, cost of program, and student loan default. A greater understanding of
higher education faculty attitudes and knowledge about these topics will impact the
research and policy on for-profit higher education institutions.

The Institution

There are several institutional issues that are worthy of review related to higher
education faculty attitudes and knowledge toward for-profit higher education institutions.
First, the rise of the for-profit institution and its desire for respect among the greater
academic community is reviewed. Next, the compatibility of for-profit and education is
explored. The marketing and admissions practices used by for-profit institutions are

considered and lastly, the faculty and accreditation of for-profit institutions is reviewed.

41



The For-Profit Institution

It did not take long for the educational entrepreneurs of the nineteenth century to
figure out that replication of schools in multiple cities made good business sense. The
organizational and management functions were easily transferrable. One such educational
entrepreneur was R.C. Bacon, who founded Bacon’s Mercantile Colleges around 1850
(Lee & Merisotis, 1990). Colleges were located in Madison, Cleveland, and Cincinnati.
The colleges eventually closed due to financial problems (Tonne, 1954). A more
recognized and successful example was Bryant Stratton College. Lee and Merisotis
(1990) found that “from its organization in 1852 through the end of the Civil War, the
chain grew to over 50 schools in almost as many cities” (p. 5). Instead of opening their
own colleges which would require substantial funding, owners H. B. Stratton and H. D.
Bryant formed partnerships with already established proprietary school owners and
created the first multicampus for-profit college. Bryant Stratton College was open access
and offered a high quality education in bookkeeping, penmanship, and other subjects not
being met in the marketplace by traditional colleges or apprenticeship programs (Lee &
Merisotis, 1990). Bryant Stratton also eventually closed due to financial hardships. Both
of these schools set the precedent that the for-profit multicampus model could be
successful with some sound financial planning. It also confirmed that demand in the
economy and marketplace can drive the evolution of educational institutions.

Although the nineteenth century was a significant period of growth for the
proprietary sector of education, attitudes toward for-profit education also started to take
shape. The most notable example was the Flexner Report’s (Flexner, 1910) impact on
proprietary medical schools. Although much of the report concerned the training of
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medical practitioners, one of the main findings of the report was that, “over-production of
ill-trained men is due in the main to the existence of a very large number of commercial
schools . . .” (Flexner, 1910, p. x). Although the medical industry had barely taken shape
and there were few industry expectations of what a properly trained medical practitioner
should be, the report condemned commercial schools. This was one example of how a
certain school or segment of schools within the proprietary sector received negative
attention and the entire industry was cast in the same light. There would be many more
examples of this type of stereotyping in the years ahead for the proprietary sector.

Proprietary education experienced vast changes in the twentieth century. Not only
was there significant growth in numbers of students but types of institutions proliferated,
which caused the industry to search for definition not only within its own sector but also
amongst the greater academic community. Support for public education, federal policy,
and the general growth of higher education institutions impacted the proprietary sector in
both positive and negative ways. Concurrently, changes in the economy, technology, and
demographics served to produce demand for a new type of proprietary institution.

The twentieth century began with the dismay from the Flexner Report combined
with a national fervor for public education and the rise of the research university. Honick
(1995) stated there was a significant paradigm shift in the public’s perception of
education in the beginning of the twentieth century. William C. Redfield, the Secretary of
Commerce in 1913, publicly announced that the future of vocational education was in the
hands of public schools. (Honick, 1995). Although there was a spike in enrollments in
proprietary schools following the war, they dwindled due to the increase of vocational
courses in public high schools (Lee & Merisotis, 1990).
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Additionally, the concurrent rise of the research university and the junior or
community college changed the landscape of higher education which subsequently
impacted proprietary education. The old university was characteristic of a classical
education and the new university was defined by research and modern utilitarian
programs (Lucas, 2006). In many ways, the research university was responding to local
and vocational needs by integrating the application of knowledge and science into
learning. But the typical modern research university was public and nonprofit.
Community colleges also began to develop and doubled in numbers through the first half
of the twentieth century (Breneman, Pusser, & Turner, 2006). Because they were public
institutions, their growth served to further public support for education. Many community
colleges offered more vocational-type programs. In one way, the growth of community
colleges signified the demand for vocational education, thereby legitimizing proprietary
schools. But the fact remained that they were publicly supported institutions and the
divide between public and proprietary education was growing in significance. According
to Honick (1995), “the experience the proprietary schools endured through the early part
of the twentieth century would permanently set the sector against the nation’s public
education system” (p. 36). This was not due to a lack of quality in proprietary schools but
a growing perception that education was a public good supported by public tax dollars
and somehow that made it more desirable than proprietary education. This sentiment,
along with the rise of both the research university and the community college served to
drive proprietary schools to the periphery of education.

To distinguish itself from a scarred industry and gain some respect, some for-
profit colleges sought regional accreditation, which is considered a hallmark of academic
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quality. Many for-profits also turned to Wall Street for legitimization. DeVry University
was the only institution listed on the stock exchange in 1991 (Ruch, 2001). In 1994, the
initial stock offering of the owners of the University of Phoenix (Apollo Group) went
public. Kinser (2006) referred to the phase as the “Wall Street era.” As schools expanded
to offer degrees and the University of Phoenix emerged, Turner (2006) stated that the for-
profit sector was reborn during this time. Ruch (2001) similarly recounted an article in
the National Review in 1996 that claimed the “new education industry” was born. In
addition to for-profits going public, enrollments soared during this period. Degree
granting institutions fared the best with a 91% increase in enrollments between 1998 and
2003 (National Center for Education Statistics, 2005). According to Blumenstyk (2005a),
much of the growth came from online enrollments offered at both for-profits that also
offered campus enrollments and those that only offered online degrees.

Ironically, the rebirth was happening at the same time U.S. Department of
Education federal administrators were given more authority to investigate and sanction
schools that abused financial aid practices or had high student loan default rates (Kelly,
2001; Tierney & Hentschke, 2007). Although most of the schools were nondegree
granting, . . . the entire sector fell under suspicion” (Kelly, 2001, p. 8). Although the
for-profits were loved by Wall Street, this acclaim could have been a mixed blessing. It is
much harder to fall from the top than the bottom; each time a recognized for-profit was
investigated stocks tumbled and the whole industry was again under scrutiny. But
somehow through increased attention from Wall Street and increased scrutiny from the
U.S. Department of Education, an industry was born and from this point on, the for-profit
sector soared in enrollments and subsequently caught the attention of the academic
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community. The industry experienced such rapid growth that The Chronicle of Higher
Education created a special index that captured the growth as depicted in Table 1,

showing the change in enrollments from 2004 to 2005.

Table 1

Enrollment Growth of For-Profit Higher Education

Institution Percent change
2004-2005
Laureate Education Up 62%
Univeristy of Phoenix Online Up 52%
Education Management Up 37%
Career Education Up 31%
Apollo Group Up 30%
Corinithian Colleges Up 26%
Strayer Education Up 23%
ITT Education Services Up 17%
DeVry University Down 2%

Note: adapted from The Chronicle of Higher Education for profit index,
(http://chronicle.com/weekly/v51/135/35a03101.htm)

Some of the growth slowed in the following years, for example, between 2006 and 2007,
Apollo Group grew enrollments by 11.1% compared to 30% in Table 1 above and Strayer
Education grew by 15% compared to 23% in previous years noted in Table 1 above
(Blumenstyk, 2007). In recent years, the growth has continued to slow or decrease.
Strayer Education reported a 4% increase in 2010-2011 enrollments (Strayer Education,
2012) and Apollo Group reported a 11.6% decrease in enrollments for 2010-2011
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(Apollo Group, 2012b). The growth and change of the for-profit industry presented
challenges to the organization of institutions. In the last section of this chapter, there is a
discussion on the categorization of for-profits and narrows down the type of institution
considered for this study.
The Profit of For-Profit
The next issue of concern to more traditional academics is the link between profit
and education. Ruch (2001) recounted his personal beliefs and attitude toward for-profits:
I must confess that until a few years ago I thought that all proprietary institutions
were the scum of the academic earth. I could not see how the profit motive could
properly coexist with an educational mission. While I did not know exactly why I
believed this, I was certain in my conviction that non-profit status was noble, just
as the profession of education is noble, and that to be for-profit meant to be in it
for the money, which was corrupting and ignoble. (p. 1)
Ruch (2001) went on to explain the irony that as a dean at a non-profit university he spent
endless hours at lunches, dinners and events “cultivating potential donors” because a
large part of his role was to raise money for the institution. Wilms (1987) similarly
observed that from the perception of traditional educators, the problem with for-profits is
due to the distinct combination of profit motive, free market, and education. It is a system
that differs from the world of traditional academia. Kelly (2001), in her study based on
interviews and performed for the Education Commission of the States, also found that
critics of for-profits believe that “the profit motive is not compatible with academic
values, and that quality suffers when quantity is paramount . . . “ (p. 3). Hawthorne
(1995) also noted antidotal concerns of traditional academics in stating that for-profits are

in education to make money and ultimately business decisions will have a negative

impact. Clearly, the symbolism and idealism of terms like nonprofit, academic values,
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and public good are deeply rooted in the culture of higher education and attempts to
reconceptualize those notions of higher education may be questioned.

Further evidence of the resistance of traditional faculty toward for-profit
education was experienced within their own institutions. It was not a welcome endeavor
to faculty at Cornell when administrators proposed e-Cornell, a for-profit venture aimed
at developing and delivering courses online. Carr (2000) stated that the Cornell faculty
were concerned with the fact that distance education represented a “radical departure
from the kinds of things the university had been involved with in the past” (p. A42) and
that it represented a threat to their culture. In 1999, directors of the College Board
announced that they were launching a for-profit venture to compete with online test
preparation corporations which offended some faculty (Ruch, 2001).

Although some academics have resisted the notion of for-profit when combined
with academics, emergence of partnerships between nonprofit public and private
institutions and for-profit ventures have ensued. Many of these partnerships have been
the result of nonprofits’ attempts to enter the distance education market. Researchers
have found that Johns Hopkins, the University of Pennsylvania, the University of
Wisconsin, Columbia, NYU, Temple, and the University of Maryland University College
are but a few of the institutions that have separate for-profit partnerships to deliver
courses online (Bok, 2003; Carr, 2000; Winston, 1999). Ruch (2001) remarked that these
nonprofit/for-profit ventures may mark the beginning of a change in attitudes toward for-
profit education. Tierney and Hentschke (2007) attributed the strain to an industry that
has traditionally been deemed a public good and provided by public means conflicting
with the for-profit motive; they see the eventual resolution occurring through the
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regulatory process. Bok (2003) stated that on the surface it appears that these ventures
may mark a “lucrative era” for higher education but cautioned that it is premature to
determine the value of these initiatives. Although it remains to be seen how these for-
profit/nonprofit ventures extend into the future, it is clear that the suspect of the for-profit
motive for academic courses or programs has infiltrated traditional academia.

The recent existence of for-profit ventures at traditional nonprofit institutions
further necessitates the need to examine faculty attitudes and knowledge towards for-
profit higher education. Even if the nature of the for-profit venture is solely to deliver
distance education, faculty are expected to teach those courses. Several studies, reviewed
in the section on delivery mode of education, indicated mixed attitudes about distance
education. These faculty attitudes, combined with faculty attitudes on the profit motive,
may ultimately impact the attitudes towards for-profit higher education institutions.

Moreover, the anecdotal literature indicated that traditional faculty attitudes about
for-profits may partially be attributed to the combination of profit and education. And
although there are many profit generating activities at nonprofit universities, like
fundraising, sports programs, vendor services, and subsidiary for-profit online ventures,
those activities do not draw criticism from faculty. How and where profits are made may
have an impact on faculty attitudes about the profit motive relative to higher education.
Marketing and Admissions

Questionable marketing and admissions practices are not new to the for-profit
industry. The first noted instance was the Flexner Report (1910) on proprietary medical
schools or shops and the most recent the Government Accountability Office’s (GAO)
study on deceptive and questionable marketing practices among for-profit institutions.
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There have been plenty in between those including two national media shows, a 60
Minutes episode and a Public Broadcasting Service (PBS) film entitled Frontline:
College, Inc. on for-profit colleges. Additional federal and state studies and reports,
student lawsuits, shareholder lawsuits, whistleblower cases, and other anonymous or
known investigations (Cooley, 2012; Kinser, 2006; Ruch, 2001; Tierney & Hentschke,
2007) depicted a less than ethical side of the marketing and admissions that fuel the
growth of for-profits. To the extent that any of these allegations are true, false, or
somewhere in between is not the intent of this study but consideration will be given to the
potential impact on higher education faculty attitudes and knowledge about the marketing
and admission practices at for-profit institutions. Ultimately, marketing and admissions
are tied to financial aid, and specifically financial aid dollars, which higher education
faculty, through policy reports or discussions, federal testimony, or commentary in
education journals, do care about and voice opinion.

The Flexner Report (1910) was cited as the first widespread condemnation of the
for-profit industry (Breneman et al., 2006; Kinser, 2006). Breneman, Pusser, and Turner
(2006) found that “The release of the Flexner Report in 1910 severely curtailed for-profit
medical education and led to further calls for regulation and oversight of the entire
proprietary sector” (p. 5). The author of the Flexner Report studied conditions at 150
medical schools across the United States and Canada (Flexner, 1910) and found:

an over-production of ill-trained men is due in the main to the existence of a very

large number of commercial schools, sustained in many cases by advertising

methods through which a mass of unprepared youth is drawn out of industrial

occupations into the study of medicine. (p. x)

The report resulted in many commercial medical schools discontinuing operations but

more importantly the report stated that in order to protect the public interest “the very
50



disappearance of many existing schools is part of the reconstructive process” (p. xv).
Although commercial medical schools represented a small percentage of the proprietary
schools at the time, the Flexner Report sent two important messages to educators and the
public about the entire for-profit industry. First, the advertising methods of for-profit
schools are questionable; and second that an acceptable method to curtail questionable
schools is the weeding out process. To a large extent, these messages still resonate and
apply to the for-profit industry today.

In January 2005, on the television show 60 Minutes (CBS News, 2011) a reporter
interviewed graduates of a college owned by Career Education Corporation, alleging they
were misled and pressured by admissions advisors about potential jobs. New Jersey and
Pennsylvania also investigated colleges owned by Career Education Corporation for
abuses related to admission and financial aid practices (Wills, 2005). During this same
time, Blumenstyk (2005b) reported that . . . the U.S. Department of Education had put a
freeze on approving new applications for additional campuses while it examines the
company’s financial records and compliance with federal student-aid regulations” (p. 33).
California’s State agency for Private and Vocational Education denied an application
from a Career Education Corporation college based on concerns about misleading
students about jobs. (Wills, 2005). Career Education Corporation has also been sued by
investors alleging it misled them about the company’s financial performance
(Blumenstyk, 2004). Career Education has certainly had its share of troubles but they are
not alone.

In Frontline: College, Inc. (PBS, 2010), Martin Smith investigated the dynamic
between running a for-profit educational institution as a business and students’ desire to
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change their lives through education. In the film, Smith interviewed students that
attended for-profit institutions. One case documented students from a California based
for-profit that received nursing degrees without visiting a hospital. Other cases
documented students that received degrees of little value to employers and were left with
student debt they could not pay. Smith also interviewed former employees of for-profits
that spoke about the pressure to use whatever means necessary to enroll students. Beyond
misleading students, the problem was tied to the federal government, and ultimately
taxpayers, supporting an industry that left some students in worse condition than before
they pursued education. Smith (PBS, 2010) noted that although the for-profit industry
enrolls only 10% of all postsecondary students, it received about a quarter of federal
financial aid and 2009 figures indicated that 44% of graduates from for-profits defaulted
on their loans.

The 2010 undercover investigation conducted by the GAO (GAO, 2010) revealed
trends similar to other reports of fraudulent and questionable marketing, admissions, and
financial aid practices at for-profits. In its nonrepresentative sample of 15 for-profit
colleges, the GAO found four colleges engaged in fraudulent practices which included
encouraging undercover agents posing as students to falsify or not report accurate
financial aid information. All 15 colleges were found providing deceptive or questionable
information to students about graduation rates, job prospects, or expected salaries upon
graduation. Six colleges were found to use questionable sales and marketing tactics that
included pressuring students to sign enrollment documents. The report indicated that “in
some instances our undercover applicants were provided accurate or helpful information
by campus admissions and financial aid representatives” (GAQO, 2010, p. 13) although the
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report did not specify how many colleges provided accurate information. It was
interesting to note that of a total of 27 pages, one page was devoted to accurate and
helpful information provided by for-profit colleges.

If the GAO was trying to paint a picture of the for-profit industry it certainly got
its point across. A more objective investigation would have used a random sample and
included more than 15 colleges. Additionally, had the GAO researchers interviewed more
than one or two individuals at each for-profit, the results would have given more
credibility to their report if they found widespread corruption. Nevertheless, the report
was used as testimony before the Senate Committee on Health, Education, Labor and
Pensions and cast doubt upon the entire for-profit industry.

Several other larger for-profits have also experienced investigations by federal or
state agencies. Corinthian Colleges paid $6.5-million, although admitted no wrongdoing,
to avoid a lawsuit from the State of California about job placement rates and career
opportunities (Blumenstyk, 2007b). The University of Phoenix, owned by Appollo
Group, paid $9.8 million to the U.S. Department of Education to settle allegations of
recruitment violations (Woods, 2006). In 2004, ITT Education Services was raided by the
Federal Bureau of Investigation on allegations of inflating student enrollment data; no
charges were ever filed. Tierney and Hentschke (2007) noted that historically
investigations or allegations had been against “fly-by-night” for-profits, but these recent
charges have been against major providers in the for-profit industry. Some charges have
been dismissed and others have not. And as Tierney and Hentschke (2007) stated . . .
just as one does not jump from a singular event to a generalization, one ought not assume
that all for-profit institutions act in ways consistent with these accusations” (p.159).
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Although this sounds reasonable, when there is no corroborating data or empirical
research to inform faculty about for-profits, media reports may be their primary source of
knowledge. From this perspective, it was important to determine how the allegations,
charges, and abuse by some for-profit institutions impacted attitudes and knowledge of
higher education faculty toward for-profit institutions.

Faculty

For many traditional universities, faculty are the core of its operation. As the core,
they wield a lot of power over the academic functions of the university. Many faculty
also enjoy job security for life through tenure although this has been a dwindling benefit
in recent years. In exchange for tenure, faculty are expected to produce research and get
their research published which accumulates legitimacy and respect for the institution.
Bok (2003) stated that while traditional institutions focus on their reputation,

they are widely accused of emphasizing research over teaching to the detriment of

their students. Commentators constantly criticize even the best-known institutions

for this weakness, citing overly large classes, light teaching loads, dull lectures,
heavy use of inexperienced graduate students, and refusal to give tenure to

successful teachers. (p. 160)

Life for faculty at for-profit institutions is variably different than what occurs at a
traditional university.

Although the research on faculty at for-profit institutions is scarce, there are a few
studies and descriptive accounts worthy of review. First is an article recently published in
The Chronicle of Higher Education by an anonymous author (Anonymous, 2011) that
spent four years teaching at a for-profit college and expressed his personal opinion that
faculty at for-profits are pressured to retain and pass students who should not have

graduated from high school. Belitsky’s (1969) empirical research looked at the
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organizational structure and functions of for-profit faculty. Belitsky (1969) found that
practical and professional experience in the field was more valued than academic
credentials. Although this finding was relevant at the time to many institutions that were
not regionally accredited or offered degrees, today this would not be possible. All
regional accrediting agencies have minimum academic standards for faculty
qualifications and super systems cannot solely rely on practical and professional
experience. Lee & Merisotis (1990) reported, although not an empirical study, noted that
the exception to practical and professional experience alone is with degree granting
institutions “ . . . where faculty education is often comparable to that in public and private
colleges” (p. 25). The part of Belitsky’s (1969) study that still holds true today is that for-
profits do aim to hire faculty with professional experience in the respective field; but this
must be combined with the appropriate academic credentials. Wolman, Campbell, Jung
and Richards (1972) also found that teachers at proprietary career schools were hired
from the professional arenas in which they work, with many of them remaining in their
full time professional jobs while teaching part time.

When considering the credentialing of faculty at super systems compared to
traditional academic institutions, they are more similar than different. Tierney and
Hentschke (2007) found that:

Faculty who teach graduate classes are primarily individuals who hold terminal

degrees; those who teach baccalaureate classes uniformly hold master’s or

doctoral degrees; and certificate-based and vocational instructors parallel faculty

one might find at community colleges. (p. 99)

Where the requirements differ is that for-profit institutions tend to seek faculty with

industry or professional experience along with the academic credential and more

traditional universities tend to seek faculty with research or publication experience. Some
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traditional academics infer that professional experience is not valued in the classroom and
somehow lowers the standard of teaching and education (Leatherman, 1998).
Comparatively, graduate assistants utilized in traditional universities with virtually no
teaching or professional experience are supplemented for professors. The different
perspectives on faculty credentials are a legitimate difference considering the diverging
missions of the respective institutions.

Another area of contention regarding the quality of faculty at for-profit
institutions is the reliance on part time faculty. It is the rule rather than the exception that
most faculty at for-profits are adjunct or part time. (Kinser, 2006; Ruch, 2001; Tierney &
Hentschke, 2007). Tierney and Hentschke (2007) found that at DeVry University half the
faculty is full time but did not elaborate if this had an impact on academic or
organizational decisions. Some regional accrediting standards dictate a certain percentage
of full time faculty in relation to number of students, but for-profits can typically still
meet this while relying mostly on part time faculty. Both Kinser (2006) and Ruch (2001)
stated that this results in lack of tenure, limited academic freedom, and nonparticipation
in university governance or curricular decisions. Kinser (2006) equated this to institutions
where faculty have separate norms and values from those in traditional higher education
but Ruch (2001) believed it ““ . . . raises questions about the quality of the working lives
of the faculty” (p. 120). Neither commented on how being part time equates to the quality
of teaching in the classroom. Critics somehow equate part time to having less of a
commitment to teaching and students. Interestingly, many part time faculty at for-profit

institutions spend most of their time teaching and advising students.
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Closely related to faculty is curricula and how it is coordinated within for-profit
higher education institutions. Most for-profits have centralized standard curricula (Kelly,
2004; Kinser, 2006; Ruch, 2001). Although there are no empirical studies on the impact
of standardized curricula on the quality of teaching or effect on faculty, there are a wide
range of opinions on the extent of control. Kinser (2006) stated that “anecdotal evidence
of administrative control suggests that it may be rather heavy-handed” (p. 93). In Kelly’s
(2001) study of faculty in super systems, she found that many universities involve faculty
on committees in the development of programs and curricula. The faculty interviewed
were satisfied with their involvement and several expressed appreciation for prepared
guidelines and curricula. According to Kelly (2001), “they said they had little interest in
course development and no career-building academic interests that they wanted in the
curriculum” (p. 26). In Ruch’s (2001) interviews with faculty from DeVry University,
acknowledging they were not permitted to alter the goals and objectives of the course,
faculty indicated they were satisfied with the academic freedom within DeVry.

Although the curriculum in many for-profit institutions seems to be an optional
involvement for faculty, faculty within those institutions do not seem to mind or consider
it an infringement on their academic freedom. Quite possibly faculty outside for-profits
may consider the noninvolvement of faculty in curriculum as a deficiency in quality but
the central control of curriculum may increase quality. With most of the for-profits, as
stated about DeVry University, . . . they want a student who gets a degree at (DeVry’s)
Fremont, California center to get essentially the same education as someone who attends
the North Brunswick, New Jersey campus” (Berg, 2005, p. 152). Leaders of large
systems believe that uniformity increases quality.
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Accreditation

The regionally accredited for-profit higher education institution is a relatively
recent development within the history of the for-profit sector. Historically, most for-
profits were accredited by national accrediting agencies or independent specialized
accreditors. According to Bennett, Lucchesi, and Vedder (2010), “the diploma mill
epidemic of the past has tainted the public image of the national accreditation
associations . . .” (p. 51) and consequently many of the larger for-profit institutions
pursued regional accreditation. Accreditation does matter, especially in the transfer of
credits, and has been an issue of complaint among students (Kinser; 2006; Marklein,
2010).

Some glimmer of attitudes toward for-profit institutions with regional
accreditation is present in a report released by the Education Commission of the States
(2000). Although the report explored accreditors’ perceptions of for-profit institutions,
when discussing evaluator bias and mistrust, some accreditors found that some traditional
institutions “refuse to have site-visit team members with for-profit backgrounds” (p. 7).
This may indicate that some individuals at traditional institutions may not have favorable
attitudes towards for-profit institutions, even if they have regional accreditation. Of
relevance to this study, the report also stated when interviewing owners of for-profits,
that they found regional accreditation to be a seal of approval that ensures transferability
of credits and is a valuable marketing tool for the institution. The extent that regional
accreditation, the same accreditation most traditional universities possess, impacts the

knowledge or attitudes that faculty have about for-profit institutions is unknown.
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In this section, there was a review of dimensions of institutional relevance. Of the
dimensions reviewed, opinions on the marketing and admissions practices among for-
profits have received much negative commentary and opinion. The nature of the profit
motive is also of concern among some faculty and educators, especially given the recent
increase in for-profit ventures with traditional institutions. In the next section, there is a
review of dimensions of a political nature which all ultimately reference back to the
federal government, and ultimately taxpayers support of higher education.

The Politics

There were several political topics worthy of review as related to faculty attitudes
and knowledge towards for-profit higher education institutions. The topics, the G.I. Bill,
the HEA, student loans and default, and Gainful Employment, are related to the federal
government, and ultimately taxpayers, supporting for-profit institutions. The for-profit
industry has spent billions on lobbying efforts to plead its case that they provide value to
students and ultimately society (Bennett, Lucchesi, & Vedder; 2010). Federal
government administrators have spent enormous effort to plead their case that for-profits
have not proven their value to students and society and consequently require government
oversight. (Bennett, et al.) In between are higher education faculty that can influence
policy discussions and government regulation so it is important to examine their attitudes
and knowledge about these topics as they pertain to for-profit institutions.

Federal Financial Aid

The closure of World War II was a historical turning point for both the country
and higher education, including the proprietary sector. There were several important
factors that contributed to the growth and definition of the proprietary sector during this
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time. The significance of federal policy related to the G.I. Bill and the Higher Education
Act of 1965 (HEA) enabled for-profit institutions to flourish but also caused an
unregulated industry to experience corruption and fraud (Breneman, 2005; Kinser, 2006).
This, in turn, brought to the surface questions about motive within proprietary institutions
and call for further regulation.

The G.1. Bill. Few could argue the impact that the G.I. Bill had on American
higher education. The impact on the proprietary sector was no less significant although it
ultimately signified the best and worst of an industry. The G.I. Bill paid unemployment
benefits and offered special incentives for housing and education (G.I. Bill, 1944). This
was the first of several federal policies that paved the way for proprietary institutions to
gain access to federal dollars for education. Proprietary schools that were approved by the
state were among the schools that returning GIs could attend with their federal financial
funds (Honick, 1995; Lee & Merisotis, 1990). This marked a new era for proprietary
schools because they were partially supported by federal subsidies through individuals
(Honick, 1995). DeVry, which opened in 1931, was one of the first schools approved by
the government to receive student aid and many returning veterans attended to learn
electronics, motion pictures, and radio communication (Ruffins, 2007). According to Lee
and Merisotis (1990), twice as many veterans enrolled in proprietary schools than
traditional colleges or universities. This may have been due to easier entrance
requirements, the types of programs offered, the lure of employment connected with
proprietary institutions, or the fact that many traditional universities were already

overcrowded with Gls.
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Along with increased enrollments in proprietary schools also came increased
controversy. Through analysis of various governmental reports, Honick (1995)
discovered financial aid monies were inappropriately handled and distributed not only
among proprietary schools but also among representatives of the Veterans Administration
who were administering funds. These abuses concerned the distribution of money and
were not connected to academic quality although it did not bode well for the proprietary
industry. Lee and Merisotis (1990) also cited mishandling of financial aid monies and
additionally cited academic quality although did not elaborate on what aspects of
academic quality were under scrutiny. This lead to uncertainty whether academic quality
and misuse of government funds contributed to the growing reputation of proprietary
schools but both served to define the industry in the years to come.

Higher Education Act of 1965. Another significant policy that had implications
for the proprietary sector was the Higher Education Act of 1965 (HEA). Similar to the
education component of the GI Bill in philosophy, the Act provided federal assistance to
students to attend a college or university of their choice. A similar program, originally
known as the National Vocational Student Loan Insurance Act of 1965, was enveloped
into the HEA in 1968 (Lee & Merisotis, 1990). The 1972 amendments to the HEA
provided greater opportunities for proprietary schools (Breneman et al., 2006) and
consequently placed them on equal ground with nontraditional colleges and universities
as recipients for federal financial support. This was primarily due to the fact that students
were able to take their financial assistance to the school of their choice, as long as it was
approved by the federal government. HEA also increased access for many students who
did not have previous financial means to attend college. This served to benefit the
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proprietary sector with increased enrollments throughout the 1970s and 1980s (Lee &
Merisotis, 1990).

With increased enrollments came increased problems. Although for profit
institutions gained momentum in the 1970s and 1980s, many of the schools were still
training or vocational type schools that did not grant degrees. Burd (2003) noted that
many for-profit schools set up operations ready to receive federal financial aid from
students. Kinser (2006) stated that the access to federal monies caused scandals and fraud
that impacted the entire sector, resulting in additional regulation. According to Kinser
(2006), “investigations of student loan abuse of the for-profit sector reached its height in
the late 1980s, and again large numbers of for-profit schools did not survive the scrutiny”
(p. 21). The information available points to mishandling of financial aid monies and
aggressive admission practices but does not state which allegations were found true,
untrue, or unresolved.

The consequences from the financial aid abuses in the 1970s and 1980s resulted
in greater regulatory oversight of for-profit schools in the 1990s. The reauthorization of
the HEA in 1992 established tighter regulations aimed at reducing financial aid abuses
and default rates (Kinser, 2006). The 1998 amendments to the HEA contained the 90/10
rule that restricted for-profit institutions limit on federal financial aid. The rule stipulated
that at least 10 percent of a for-profit institution’s revenue must be derived from non-Title
IV funds. Due to increased federal regulations, some schools were shut down and others
collapsed. Kelly (2001) found that more than 1,300 schools lost eligibility for federal
financial aid. Still, among the closures of some schools due to fraudulent activities, the
industry experienced substantial growth in the 1990s and years beyond (Bennett,
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Lucchesi, & Vedder; 2010; Kinser, 2006; Ruch, 2001). The growth resulted in a new
problem of student loan debt and default for students that attended for-profit institutions.
This, in turn, became a problem for for-profit institutions.

Student loan debt has exceeded credit card debt in the United States (Block &
Dugas, 2012). Loans topped one trillion dollars last year. Although this amount
accounted for outstanding loans for students attending all types of institutions, for-profit
institutions have come under scrutiny for the amount of loans and loan default
experienced by students that attended a for-profit institution. In their analysis of the
Department of Education’s Three Year Cohort Default Rates, Bennett, Lucchesi, &
Vedder (2010) found that the

cohort default rate for the for-profit sector was 21.2 percent-much higher than the

rates reported for the other sectors: 16.2 for both public and private nonprofit 2-

year schools, and 7.1 and 6.3 percent for public and private nonprofit 4-year

schools, respectively. (p. 47)
Debt for the purpose of education has historically been considered an investment that
produces future returns in career and professional accomplishment but the for-profit
industry has recently brought that assumption into question. The proposed Gainful
Employment regulation was the federal government’s attempt at curtailing the amount of
debt and default of students that choose vocational degrees, most of which are offered at
for-profit institutions.
Gainful Employment

Tied closely to federal financial aid is the U.S. Department of Education’s
proposed regulation on gainful employment. The regulation proposes that (a) at least 35%

of a program’s previous students are repaying their loans, (b) the estimated annual loan

payment of a typical graduate does not exceed 12% of his or her total earnings, and (c)
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estimated annual loan payment of a typical graduate does not exceed 30% of his or her
discretionary income (Department of Education, 2012). Although the regulation applies
to public, for-profit and nonprofit institutions, it only applies to vocational-type
programs, the majority of which are offered at for-profit institutions.

Opinions about gainful employment and its intent fell within two main camps.
Supporters of gainful employment contended that it protects students from excessive debt
that could lead to default on loan repayment (Guryan & Thompson, 2010; Stratford,
2012). Additionally, supporters believed that the regulation ensures federal dollars are
used to help students receive an education that leads to a job that pays well enough to
support the cost and subsequent debt of their education. As reported in a recent article
published by The Chronicle of Higher Education, Arne Duncan, Education Secretary,
shared his message that “Career colleges have a responsibility to prepare people for jobs
at a price they can afford. Schools that cannot meet these very reasonable standards are
on notice: Invest in your students’ success, or taxpayers can no longer invest in you”
(Stratford, 2012, para. 10).

Opponents of gainful employment viewed the regulation as unfairly targeting for-
profit institutions and the students they serve (Bennett, Lucchesi, & Vedder, 2010;
Guryan & Thompson, 2010). They contended that the amount of debt and default is due
to serving a different type of student than traditional universities serve and regulating the
types of programs at for-profit institutions would deny thousands of students the
opportunity for an education. In a report prepared by Charles River Associates for the
Career College Association, analysts found the impact of gainful employment would
result in an estimated 33% loss of students attending for-profit institutions (Guryan &
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Thompson, 2010). They further noted that “many more students would be denied access
to postsecondary schooling than would be protected from excessive borrowing” (p. 38).
A financial aid analyst stated that the regulation discriminated against lower income
students (Kantrowitz, 2010). And in the same Chronicle of Higher Education article
where Secretary Duncan shared his thoughts, Steve Gunderson, president of the
Association of Private Sector Colleges and Universities, the main association supporting
for-profit institutions, stated that “this burdensome regulation, if implemented as
currently construed, will deny access for hundreds of thousands of Americans such as
working parents, veterans, and other nontraditional students...” (Stratford, 2012, para.
12).

Supporters and opponents alike were both stunned when days prior to the gainful
employment regulation going into effect July 1, 2012, a U.S. District Court judge in D.C.
struck down the rule. The judge found that one of the requirements of the regulation was
not supported by industry or expert studies (Fain, 2012). Although opponents of Gainful
Employment found this a welcome ruling, the battle is far from over. The Department of
Education is reassessing its regulation but most supporters and opponents believe that
nothing will be released until after elections in the fall of 2012. The need for examination
of higher education faculty attitudes and knowledge about gainful employment stems
from their potential involvement in policy discussions, legislative and political matters,
and empirical studies related to federal financial aid loans and loan default from students
attending for-profit institutions.

Without federal financial aid, the for-profit sector probably would not have
experienced such substantial growth, especially over the last few decades. But it has also

65



been access to financial aid and abuses among some for-profits that has repeatedly put the
entire sector under question. Legal actions from students, shareholders, and federal and
state government have all risen along with the growth of the for-profit sector. There are
few for-profits that have not experienced legal action of some sort. Federal financial aid
is one area that traditional institutions and for-profit institutions access the same pool of
dollars. Given the growth of the for-profit sector, issues surrounding the financing and
repayment of student loans has probably only begun to surface. From this perspective, it
was important to assess faculty attitudes and knowledge on those matters as they impact
the entire federally supported system of higher education.
The Categorization of For-Profit Institutions

The for-profit educational sector is complex in its institutional organization.
When one considers the sheer diversity of types of institutions within the for-profit
sector, it is no wonder that the industry has struggled to define itself. The spectrum
ranges from non-accredited family or locally owned trade or cosmetology schools to
regionally accredited, publicly traded multi state and country institutions. Due to the
varied distinctiveness of institutions and the recent rapid growth of the for-profit sector
combined with a lack of empirical studies, it is not known how not-for-profit faculty
knowledge and attitudes about for-profit institutions are formed. This section will outline
several approaches to the categorization of for-profit institutions, starting with the
Carnegie Classification which has been the standard for the organization of traditional
higher education institutions from which the unit of analysis for this study, not-for-profit
higher education faculty, resides. Additionally, this section will provide an operational
definition of institutions applicable to this study.
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The Carnegie Classification
Beginning with the Colonial Era, the terms to define the for-profit sector have
evolved along with the industry. Proprietors, occupational schools, vocations schools,
career colleges, trade schools, for-profit colleges and universities, “edupreneurs”, online
universities, super-systems, and publicly traded corporate universities are a few terms
that describe the institutions that comprise the for-profit sector.
For over three decades, the Carnegie Classification has been the leading
framework for describing institutional diversity in U.S. higher education. It has
been widely used in the study of higher education, both as a way to represent and
control for institutional differences, and also in the design of research studies to
ensure adequate representation of sampled institutions, students, or faculty.
(Carnegie Foundation, 2010)
The Carnegie Classification system classifies institutions based on type of degrees
granted, type of students enrolled, and type of setting (Carnegie Foundation, n.d.). The
Carnegie system has been the primary method of classification that not for profit faculty
are accustomed to, have conducted research around, and have worked within. Institutions
within the for-profit sector vary in types of degrees, students enrolled, and type of setting.
First, educational end products differ among for-profit institutions and not all grant
degrees. Second, for-profit settings differ from traditional public and private institutional
settings in that they organize along the lines of ground, online, or hybrid campuses as
opposed to research or non research facilities. Lastly, the types of students that attend
for-profits differ from many traditional public and private institutions because most for-
profit institutions are open access (Ruch, 2001). Additionally, many of the degree
granting institutions have grown so quickly from granting bachelor degrees to graduate

degrees, that capturing their categorization at any one point in time becomes challenging

(Kinser, 2006). This is coupled with the fact that since its initial publication of
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institutional classifications in 1973, the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education has
only revised its classifications four times (McCormick & Zhao, 2005). Although it is
important to note that the Carnegie system is the primary system under which not for
profit faculty exist, it is an inadequate system to classify for-profit institutions.
Kelly’s (2001) Classification

In Kelly’s (2001) report of case studies of three groups of for-profit institutions,
faculty, students, campus administrators, and company executives reflect on their
thoughts on the degree-granting for-profit sector of higher education. In her report, Kelly
(2001) presented a categorization of institutions. She grouped institutions into
“enterprise” colleges, publicly traded “super systems” and internet-based institutions.
Enterprise colleges consist of one or a group of campuses serving one region.

Enterprise colleges are privately owned and operated by an individual or small

company. Most of these colleges have relatively small enrollments — typically

fewer than 500 students per campus with total enrollments for multicampus

institutions ranging up to 3,000, still small compared to the super systems. (p. 12)
Super systems are corporate entities that trade their stock on the New York Stock
Exchange; they have multiple campuses in multiple states, and some operate in multiple
countries. Although not stated by Kelly, many of the super systems operate on a hybrid
model in offering classes either on a campus or online. This is an attractive feature that
has attracted many adult students to the super system universities. The third category of
institutions identified by Kelly (2001) is Internet Institutions. They operate no campuses
and utilize the internet to deliver education online. The world wide web has enabled
Internet institutions to deliver education online to students around the world. Ultimately,

Kelly’s (2001) categorization organizes institutions by their corporate structure and mode

of delivery.
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Although this seems adequate on the surface and probably captures most of the
degree granting institutions, it does not paint an accurate picture. For example, many of
the super systems operating on a hybrid model offer more than 50% of their classes
online. And as the economy continues to challenge students, taking a class or classes
online is more economical than driving to a campus. So if a super system institution is
offering the majority of its classes online, should it be categorized as an Internet
institution? Many of the for-profit institutions evolved with demands stemming from the
economy and marketplace and changed their mode of operation to comply with customer
demand; this makes it challenging to categorize these institutions.

Kinser’s (2001) Classification

The third categorization of for-profit institutions under consideration is that
proposed by Kevin Kinser (2006). An avid researcher of the for-profit industry, Kinser
(2006) recognized the vastness of the sector and proposed a classification “to clarify the
diversity of the sector and to provide an orientation for future research” (p. 25). He
proposed a classification dependent on three main elements: location, ownership, and
highest degree earned. Location refers to the geographic density of an institution and
becomes particularly important when crossing state lines into new regulatory territory.
Location includes neighborhood, regional, and national; virtual universities are
considered national. Ownership institutions are organized by management structure.
Kinser (2006) refers to three types of ownership institutions. First, enterprise institutions
are family or individually owned; second, venture institutions are owned by private
corporations; and third, shareholder institutions are owned by publicly traded
corporations. Highest degree earned is more similar to the Carnegie system in classifying
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by level of degree. Although this classification is an adequate understanding of the
peculiarities of the for-profit sector, it does not take into account online universities or the
fact that many of the shareholder institutions have large online enrollments. When
considering a classification system, the fact that all or most of the students take classes
online should be a consideration in order to conduct appropriate research on the
similarities and differences of teaching and learning online.

Kinser’s (2006) categorization is similar to Kelly’s (2006) in considering the
corporate structure of the institution. What Kelly (2006) refers to as super systems,
Kinser (2006) refers to as shareholder intuitions. What both categorizations struggle with
is where to fit in online universities. When considering a research agenda for for-profits,
the mode of delivery matters. Kinser (2006) acknowledged that his categorization is less
than it could be if adequate data and reporting were available for all for-profits. Only
those institutions that are eligible for Title IV funding are obligated to report data to
IPEDS; it is voluntary for other for-profits and some do not report. Other reasons that
make a categorization of for-profits challenging as noted by Kinser (2006) were the
quickly changing nature of institutions within the sector and the reluctance of proprietary
institutions to share information and data. The extent that for-profits are willing to share
data impacts how higher education researchers are able to categorize and produce
research about for-profits.

In summary, all three classifications cannot fully capture the distinctiveness of
for-profit institutions. Whether one categorizes by degree, geography, corporate structure
or mode of delivery, these institutions function differently while providing a similar
product to a similar audience. The purpose of this study was to examine higher education
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faculty attitudes and knowledge toward for-profit higher education institutions that are
regionally accredited, grant degrees, trade their stocks, and have a multistate presence.
These systems, because they grant degrees and are regionally accredited, are most similar
to typical higher education institutions notwithstanding the profit motive and therefore it
is important to ascertain attitudes and knowledge among higher education faculty.
Summary

Chapter 2 outlined the conceptual framework for the study and the dimensions
used to examine faculty attitudes and knowledge toward for-profit higher education
institutions. Information was presented on the growth and evolution of the for-profit
industry, considered how attitudes toward certain sectors, like medical, tarnished
proprietary education, and reviewed how policy, demographics, and technology enabled
the for-profit industry to experience the growth it enjoys today. Throughout the evolution
of proprietary education, issues surrounding its coexistence and purpose within higher
education became more prominent as for-profit institutions increased in likeness and had
access to similar resources as traditional institutions. As the prominence of for-profit
institutions increased, so did the various opinions on their purposes, goals, and missions.
What is currently known about faculty attitudes toward nontraditional methods of
education was examined. Although the literature on faculty attitudes and knowledge is
scarce on for-profit institutions, given the growth and change within the industry it is
important to examine higher education faculty attitudes and knowledge toward for-profit

higher education institutions. Chapter 3 presents the methodology for the study.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
Introduction

This chapter outlines the methodology used in this study. The purpose of this
exploratory study was to examine not-for-profit higher education faculty attitudes and
knowledge toward for-profit higher education institutions. A restatement of the problem
and justification is followed by the research questions. The conceptual framework was
depicted in Figure 1 which is informed by Azjen and Fishbein’s (1980) definition of
attitudes within the theory of reasoned action. Lastly, an overview of the research
procedures included the research paradigm, a description of the chosen research design,
the population and sample, the instrument, data collection, data management, and data
analysis.

Over the last few decades for-profit institutions have grown significantly in types
of institutions, types of educational products, and student enrollments (Bennett, Lucchesi,
& Vedder, 2010; Cooley, 2012; Kelly, 2001; Kinser, 2006; Ruch, 2001). Concurrently,
concerns have risen about the value of providing access and degrees geared to prepare
students for jobs if students do not graduate, cannot secure employment, and or are left
with student debt that ultimately results in default. Faculty opinions toward the growth,
purpose, quality, value, and impact to higher education have surfaced through various
media and political channels. There is little known from a research perspective although
valid studies around financial aid and student debt and default have grown in numbers in
recent years. For-profit institutions are expected to continue to grow in student
enrollments in the years ahead. Examining higher education faculty attitudes and
knowledge toward for-profit institutions will provide insight into their potential impact
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on future research and policy discussions and add to the research base on attitudes about
for-profit institutions. The following research questions guided the study:

This study examined the following question main question: What are the attitudes
and knowledge of not-for-profit higher education faculty toward for-profit higher
education institutions? The following subquestions were also examined:

1. What are the attitudes of higher education faculty toward for-profit higher

education institutions?

2. How knowledgeable are higher education faculty about for-profit higher

education institutions?

3. Are there differences in higher education faculty attitudes about for-profit

higher education institutions based on employment history with for-profit

institutions?

4. From what sources do higher education faculty receive knowledge about for-

profit higher education institutions?

Conceptual Framework

This study used a conceptual framework that consisted of dimensions specific to
understanding attitudes and knowledge about for-profit institutions. Some topics, like the
marketing and admissions tactics used by for-profits, have been controversial for
centuries. Other topics, like student default on loans and the proposed Gainful
Employment rule, are recent controversial topics. Azjen and Fishbein’s (1980)
understanding of attitudes in the theory of reasoned action informed the study to the
extent that attitudes can predict behavior. According to the theory, if an individual has an
unfavorable attitude toward for-profit institutions, it may impact his/her future behavior
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in policy discussions or research about for-profit institutions. The knowledge variable
was added by the researcher. The conceptual framework was previously depicted in
Figure 1.

Research Paradigm and Design

The research paradigm and design are discussed in this section. The rationale for
the chosen paradigm is reviewed in relation to the research questions and design.
Paradigm of Inquiry

A paradigm is a particular way of viewing the world that guides the researcher’s
claims about being and knowledge. Facts do not create ideas but they originate from the
minds of researchers who are guided by a prevailing paradigm or world view (Bentz &
Shapiro, 1998). The choice of paradigm determines the system and methods to follow
when seeking answers to the research questions (Stage & Manning, 2003). “These
choices affect the scope, findings, focus, data, and results of the research conducted”
(Stage & Manning, 2003, p. 20). This study was grounded in the postpositivism
paradigm.

There are several reasons that postpositivism was chosen for this study. First, as
previously noted, attitudes are complex and based upon knowledge and beliefs.
Knowledge and beliefs can change over time as new knowledge is introduced or
reinterpreted. Phillips and Burbules (2000) stated that postpositivists view knowledge as
subject to revision. Additionally, postpositivism takes into account the complexity of
humans and this study examined human attitudes, and the relevance of attitudes is subject

to what is currently known as opposed to what may be factual or true. Lastly,
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postpositivism was suitable to this study because it recognizes the historical and social
context of knowledge.
Design

The research design for this study was an exploratory, descriptive design using a
cross-sectional web survey for collecting data. There are several reasons why this type of
design was chosen. First, survey research is an effective method for measuring “attitudes
and orientation” from a sample that can be generalized to a larger population (Babbie,
2005). Second, there were no existing studies on faculty attitudes or knowledge toward
for-profit institutions so an exploratory study was an appropriate place to start. Third, a
cross-sectional survey was chosen because it is an effective means to measure attitudes at
a given point in time. According to Lune, Pumar, and Koppel (2010), survey research is
best to obtain attitudes on current social issues as opposed to asking respondents about
attitudes or knowledge they previously held on a topic. Considering the ever-changing
aura surrounding the for-profit industry and as additional studies are published on its
value and effectiveness, attitudes could look very different a year from now.

A web survey was used to gather attitudes and knowledge from the respondents.
A web-based survey is a convenient and efficient way to survey this type of population.
Typically, lack of computer access and computer skills can render web surveys a poor
choice but Dillman, Smyth, and Christian (2009) found that among “ . . . specific
populations of interest with high Internet access rates and skill levels, such as members of
professional associations, students in universities . . .” (p. 9), web surveys can be
effective. Most faculty members have access to email and the Internet and therefore a
web survey was an appropriate method to collect responses from faculty. Additionally,
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given the documented strong opinions on the for-profit industry, a web survey provided
respondents a confidential anonymous environment to record their responses. Lastly, a
web survey was low cost. The cost of the survey was approximately $48.00. This
included a two month subscription which was adequate time to set up, test, employ, and
download data from SurveyMonkey, the chosen web survey vendor. An additional cost of
$120.00 was incurred for envelopes and postage stamps used to send the pre-survey
notification letter by post mail.
Study Approval

Approval for this study was obtained from The George Washington University &
Medical Center, Office of Human Research, Institutional Review Board. The approval
number is 051227 is the approval is attached as Exhibit C. No additional institutional
approvals were required for this study.
Student Statement

I was the primary researcher for this study. It was important that I selected a topic
that I was passionate about and contributed to the field of higher education. History
makes us who we are and guides the personal and professional choices we make.
Although my professional experience includes both not-for-profit and for-profit higher
education institutions, I have over ten years’ experience in for-profit higher education.
Much of my experience has been at institutions defined for this study. As much as I tried
to remain objective through this analysis, I acknowledge my bias. None of my academic
degrees were obtained from for-profit institutions. Much has changed since I began my
career in the for-profit world, some positive and some negative. Although I do believe
for-profit institutions help students that otherwise may not have the opportunity for an
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education and a better life, more can be done on behalf of for-profit institutions to ensure
students obtain their goals.
Population

The population for the study was not-for-profit higher education faculty. The
justification for the specific faculty group was to assess attitudes and knowledge from
faculty that influence research and policy within higher education. Although faculty
within other content areas such as sociology, business, and economics often have the
credentials and experience to conduct empirical studies about higher education, it was
important to assess the attitudes and knowledge of higher education faculty as they
primarily conduct research and engage in policy discussions about higher education.
Lastly, higher education faculty members were chosen due to their role of advancing
knowledge through empirical research.

Sampling Frame

The sampling frame for this study consisted of not-for-profit higher education
faculty members from the Association for the Study of Higher Education (ASHE)
member list serve. It is argued that ASHE was representative of the population of not-for-
profit faculty for the following reasons. On its website, ASHE states it:

promotes collaboration among its members and others engaged in the study of

higher education through research, conferences, and publications, including its

highly regarded journal, The Review of Higher Education (ASHE, 2011, para. 1)
Missions from three well known higher education programs at not-for-profit universities
in which higher education faculty are typically employed state a similar focus on

research:
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To prepare individuals for researching, analyzing and managing the critical

problems in postsecondary education (The Pennsylvania State University, 2012,

para. 1)

The Higher Education and Organizational Change (HEOC) Division is committed

to advancing the scholarship, research and practice of higher education and

organizational transformation within the United States and abroad . . . (University

of California, Los Angeles, 2012, para. 1)

.. . preparing students for successful careers in higher education and in

disseminating research on higher education policy issues at the national, state and

institutional level . . . (The Florida State University, 2012, para. 1)

The common thread of promoting and producing research in higher education
substantiated that ASHE was representative of the population of not-for-profit faculty as
defined in this study. It was not purported that the total population of not-for-profit higher
education faculty across the U.S. are members of ASHE but those that are members are
representative of the prior definition of the population for this study. Additionally, extra
caution was taken to discard members from the ASHE list that did not identify as one of
the three professor levels for this study or that identified themselves as employed at an
association or policy-type organization. Only faculty that identified with a higher
education program within a public or private nonprofit university were included in the
sampling frame.

At the time of this study, the ASHE list contained 1,900 members. Graduate
assistants, administrators, and members designated as “other” were discarded. Members
that did not designate their institutional affiliation were discarded. Members that
designated their affiliation with an association, organization, or government entity were
discarded. Members outside the U.S. were discarded as this study focused on faculty and

for-profit higher education in this country. Due to the researcher’s affiliation with George

Washington University (GWU), ASHE members affiliated with GWU were discarded.
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After the ASHE list was reduced, there were a total of 478 eligible faculty that
constituted the sampling frame.

As previously noted, the portion of the ASHE membership list was representative
of the population of not-for-profit higher education faculty for this study. Additionally,
there were no national or private databases or associations that tracked current numbers
of higher education faculty in the U.S. Therefore, to calculate the sample size, the total
eligible number of 478 was used, and assuming a 95% confidence level, a sample of 213
was sufficient. The sampling design employed was a simple random sample. The
sampling frame consisted less than 90% of the population and although was a
representative sample of not-for-profit higher education faculty within higher education
programs there were two known biases to the sampling frame. First, it was biased toward
faculty that may conduct higher education research or directly or indirectly contribute to
policy decisions. The second bias of the sampling frame was that it only included higher
education faculty that had current memberships to the ASHE. The sampling frame was
geographically diverse because the members were located within various regional areas
of the United States.

The unit of analysis was individual not-for-profit higher education faculty
members. A random sample was drawn from the aggregate list of not-for-profit higher
education faculty members from the ASHE list serve. According to Babbie (2005), the
benefits of using a random sample are that it reduces researcher bias and provides a
“basis for estimating the characteristics of the population as well as estimates of the
accuracy of samples” (p. 197). To perform a random sample from the sampling frame,
Rea and Parker (2005) described:
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the usual procedure is to assign a number to each potential respondent, or

sampling unit, in the working population. Numbers are then chosen at random by

a process that does not tend to favor certain numbers or patterns of numbers, and

the sampling units selected become part of the sample itself. A common

procedure for accomplishing this random process is to use computers to generate

a random sample. (p. 162)
The sampling design was chosen due to the size of the sampling frame combined with the
accuracy and authenticity of the method (Babbie, 2005; Rea & Parker, 2005). Using the
random function in Microsoft Excel, a number was assigned to each potential respondent
on the list and the random function was used produce the sample of 250. Although
previous calculations indicated a sample of 213 was sufficient, an oversample method
was applied. The reason for the oversample was that ASHE, as part of its privacy
consideration to members, does not provide member email addresses. The researcher
obtained email addresses from public sources, like university web sites and individual
faculty web pages. It was expected that some email addresses could not be located. The
oversampling method was effective and after researching mostly university web sites
from the list of 250 potential faculty, a total of 225 email addresses were located which
served as the sample size.

Instrumentation

There were no studies that examined higher education faculty attitudes and
knowledge about for-profit higher education institutions. Additionally, existing
instruments available based on attitude theory research were not appropriate for this

study. Consequently, an instrument was developed for this study to measure higher

education faculty attitudes and knowledge toward for-profit higher education institutions.
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Survey Development

Demographic variables developed for the survey for descriptive purposes
included gender, age, faculty rank, type of institution where currently employed, and
number of years as higher education faculty at not-for-profit institutions, and employment
status at a for-profit institution. The attitude construct was derived from the theory of
reasoned action and the knowledge construct was added by the researcher.

The instrument consisted of 40 items measuring the constructs of attitudes and
knowledge. The attitudes variable included individual dimensions depicted in the
conceptual framework in Figure 1. It was important to assess attitudes about various
dimensions related to for-profit higher education institutions because attitudes may vary
based on dimensions. The Likert scale, originally developed by Rensis Likert (1931) for
assessing attitudes, is a common scale used in the social sciences. The responses for the
attitude questions included a 5-point Likert scale that ranged from “strongly agree” to
“strongly disagree.” For some questions, the response of strongly agree indicated a
favorable attitude toward for-profit institutions. For other questions, the response of
strongly disagree indicated a favorable attitude toward for-profit institutions. Specific
questions were reverse patterned which is further discussed in the survey design section.
The knowledge variable questions related to dimensions similar to those developed for
the attitude questions. Responses included “true,” false,” and “don’t know.” Table 2
below depicts the connection between research questions, variables, and individual

survey items. The full instrument is located at the end of the study as Appendix A.
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Table 2:

Research Questions and Survey Items

Research Question 1 Attitude Variable
What are the attitudes of higher Access:
education faculty toward for-profit Type of Degree:
higher education institutions? Delivery Mode:
Institution:
For-Profit:
Marketing/Admissions:
Faculty:
Accreditation:
Financial Aid:
Gainful Employment:
Research Question 2 Knowledge Variable
How knowledgeable are higher Access:

education faculty about for-profit Delivery mode:

higher education institutions? Institution:
Faculty:
Financial Aid:
Gainful Employment:
Research Question 3 Variable
Are there differences in higher Employment History:
education faculty attitudes about for-
profit higher education institutions
based on employment history with
for-profit institutions?
Research Question 4 Variable

From what sources do higher Knowledge Source:

education faculty receive knowledge
about for-profit higher education
institutions:

Survey Questions

7,9,20,30

25,26,27

21,24

10,11

17,23,29

12,16,22

14,15

18

13,19
8,28

Survey Questions

33

38
37,40
34,35,36
31

32

Survey Question

6

Survey Question

39
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Survey Design

There were several factors taken into consideration when designing the survey.
First was the content and ordering of the questions. Considering there were no existing
studies on higher education faculty attitudes and knowledge toward for-profit higher
education institutions, it was important to assess attitudes and knowledge on a range of
topics. This provided a base and understanding for future empirical studies. The ordering
of the sections and questions was also designed with intent. Rea and Parker (2005) noted
the importance of establishing rapport by placing easier or less sensitive questions in the
beginning of the survey. They additionally stated that questions that may cause feelings
of inadequacy should be placed later in the questionnaire. For this reason, the knowledge
questions were placed at the end of the survey to not risk lack of knowledge impacting
response to the attitude questions. This consideration proved valuable as most of the
missing values occurred in the knowledge questions but that did not impact the 99%
completion rate of the attitude questions.

The second consideration in the design of the survey was the prevention of
patterned responses. According to Rea and Parker (2005), patterned responses can occur
when a set of questions elicits consecutive replies on a scale. For example, if all the
attitude questions were worded that a reply of five on a scale of one to five reflected a
favorable attitude about for-profit higher education institutions. “Consecutive questions
that tend to evoke reflexive responses, given without adequate thought, should be
minimized” (p. 37). For this reason, some questions were constructed that a reply of one

reflected a favorable attitude and others negatively constructed that a reply of five
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reflected a favorable attitude. Reverse patterned questions were re-coded during data
analysis.
Pilot Testing

A pilot test of the survey was conducted to assess the functionality, usability, and
reliability of the instrument. The pilot was sent to 30 faculty that were currently or
previously employed at a public or private not-for-profit institution. The same survey site
used to send the final survey, SurveyMonkey, was used to deploy the pilot. The pilot
respondents were provided the same information intended to be sent with the final survey
although it was explained that they were part of a pilot. Additionally, pilot respondents
were provided an open comment area at the end of the survey and encouraged to provide
qualitative feedback on the clarity of the questions, format and ordering of the questions,
and overall direction and messaging used in the survey.

Of the 30 faculty within the pilot group, 12 completed the survey for a response
rate of 40%. Overall, the pilot respondents indicated that the questions were clearly
worded and the order in which the questions were presented was logical. Four
respondents recommended that individual sections should contain a preface statement
about the questions in that particular section. This recommendation was accepted and a
change was made to the final survey. One faculty member recommended that the survey
only contain questions about federal financial aid because that was a topic familiar to
most higher education faculty. Although this recommendation was given some thought,
no change was made to the final survey because the intent of the exploratory study and
corresponding survey was to examine faculty attitudes and knowledge on various topics
related to for-profit higher education institutions.
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The last goal of the pilot was to establish reliability of the instrument by
performing Cronbach’s alpha analysis on the responses seeking a reliability of .70 or
greater. Unfortunately, 12 responses provided insufficient data to conduct meaningful
reliability analysis on the instrument. Due to the timing of the academic year and the
nature of faculty work increasing with teaching assignments and administrative work at
the start of the semester, a decision was made to send the survey to respondents to
maximize response rates.

Instrument Validity

Validity of an instrument considers whether the items measure the intended
content and if the researcher can infer results from the scores (Creswell, 2003). To insure
validation of the instrument, a panel of four experts reviewed the instrument. The review
of the instrument occurred after the pilot test and subsequent changes that were made as a
result of the pilot feedback. The panel consisted of colleagues that had terminal degrees
in higher education or a closely related field, had a minimum of five years’ experience in
for-profit higher education institutions, and had some experience in not-for-profit higher
education institutions. The experts were either emailed or provided in person the
instrument and asked to provide feedback as to whether the questions were clear,
meaningful, and would enable the researcher to conclude results from the responses. The
experts on the panel indicated that the questions were clear, relevant, and measured the
intended items. There was a suggestion by one of the experts to include a specific name
of an institution in the definition of institution relevant to the survey. This suggestion was

not acted upon by the researcher because it could have resulted in respondents’ answering
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the questions based on a specific institution instead of a type of institution. The panel of
experts assisted in establishing validity of the instrument.
Data Collection and Management

This section outlined how the data were collected, handled, and stored prior to
data analysis. Data collection detailed the method and steps taken to collect the data. The
survey response rate was reviewed in light of typical response rates for social science
research. The handling and storage of data described how the collected data were
maintained prior to analysis. One product was used in the collection and handing of data:

http://www.surveymonkey.com/ is a secure web accessible Internet site that enables

individuals to create surveys and respondents to complete surveys.
Data Collection

A web survey was chosen as the mode of collection for data. Not-for-profit higher
education faculty member is the unit of analysis and an email address was located for
each member from eligible members of the ASHE membership list. Although ASHE did
not provide email addresses, the researcher obtained those from the public information
domain. Email addresses were obtained post random selection. If an email address could
not be located for a randomly selected member, that selection was discarded. It was
assumed that faculty members access their email because it is an accepted and at times
required mode of communication on most college campuses. The timing of the survey
was considered as some faculty do not teach or teach a reduced course load during the
summer months and may not access their email frequently. Consequently, although the

survey was set up and available to be deployed in July, it was intentionally delayed. The
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http://www.surveymonkey.com/

pre-notification letter, which was also the first contact with respondents, was sent by both
post mail and email on August 15, 2012.

A web survey was sent to the participants and several strategies were used to
maximize the response rate. A pre-notification was sent to the respondents both by email
and post mail (Appendix B) as studies have indicated it has an impact on increased
response rates (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2009). To allow enough time for delivery of
the post mail pre-notification, the initial survey was sent by email 8 days after the post
mail. The initial and remaining survey notifications were only sent by email. The initial
email reminded individuals that they should have received the pre-notification by email
and post mail and that their contribution as higher education faculty was valuable to
understanding attitudes about for-profit higher education. The first email also provided
instructions to access the survey. The next reminder was sent a week after the initial
survey was deployed, and reminded individuals of the importance of their opinions on
for-profit higher education. The second email reminder also included the IRB approval
number from GWU. The third reminder was sent a week after the second reminder and
informed individuals of the 44% response rate to date and that their colleagues cared a
great deal about for-profit higher education as reflected by the response rate. The last and
final reminder was sent a week after the third reminder and used the subject line: Final
Thoughts on For-Profit Higher Education. The email informed individuals they had one
week left to express their opinions about for-profit higher education and provided the
date the survey would be closed. Each email reminder provided a link to the survey and
also provided the link to opt of any future reminders for the survey. Additionally, each
email reminder contained a clause about the confidentiality of the survey and assured
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potential respondents that their responses were anonymous. Although researchers
concluded that multiple contacts to web survey participants is an effective way to
increase response rates, they cautioned that little research has been done on the number
and frequency of contacts (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2009). Including the pre-
notification letter and email, a total of six contacts were made to facilitate response to the
survey.

Several methods were employed to increase receipt, opening, and completion of
the survey. First, a clear subject line is the key to anyone opening or reading an email. It
is important that one considers what is important to the recipient and what would entice
the recipient to open the email as opposed only thinking about the subject of the survey.
The subject line for the survey read as follows: The Future of For-Profit Higher
Education. It was believed that regardless of whether higher education faculty were in
support or not of for-profit institutions, most realized the current and future impact to the
overall higher education sector. The same subject line was used on the email reminders
with the exception of the last and final email subject line that stated, Final Thoughts on
For-Profit Higher Education. Second, to decrease the chance of the email being delivered
as SPAM, surveys were sent out individually to respondents. SurveyMonkey has a
feature that enables personalization of emails to individuals which was used for the
survey. In addition to preventing SPAM, the importance of the personal touch initiates a
rapport among surveyor and respondent (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2009). Lastly,
being succinct and providing clear directions and purpose for the survey was important to

increase the chances that the respondent clicks on the link to complete the survey.
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The cost of the subscription to SurveyMonkey was $48.00. No incentives were offered to
potential respondents.
Survey Response Rate

Response rates can vary based on the sample being surveyed, the type of survey,
and the method in which the survey is deployed. The Dillman (2007) Tailored Design
Method was used as it has been effective in increasing response rate. The literature varies
on adequate response rates but two often cited authors of social science research (Babbie,
2005; Creswell; 2007) indicated that a 50% or better response rate is adequate for data
analysis and reporting. SurveyMonkey (2012) reported that a 30% response rate is
appropriate.

The survey was initially sent to 225 respondents. SurveyMonkey has a feature
that enables an individual to automatically opt out of any survey deployed by
SurveyMonkey. The first instance of sending the survey resulted in a notification that 11
individuals on the distribution list had pre-opted out of all surveys deployed by
SurveyMonkey. Consequently, this resulted in the initial sample being reduced to 214
potential respondents. SurveyMonkey was checked daily for returned emails of which
there were none. A total of 111 faculty responded to the survey which resulted in a
response rate of 51%.

Data Storage

After the survey was closed, data files were downloaded from the web survey
provider, SurveyMonkey, and the paid subscription to SurveyMonkey was discontinued.
SurveyMonkey allows for several types of data export files depending on the level of
subscription. Data for this study were downloaded into a Microsoft© Excel format. The

89



responses were downloaded twice to verify technical accuracy. Although the data remain
stored on SurveyMonkey, a backup of the Excel file was made and kept in a confidential
place. No data were stored on computers at the place of employment of the researcher.
There was no identifiable information collected or stored with the data. After the
approval and defense of this study, the Excel file and all backup copies will be
maintained in a confidential place for five years.
Data Analysis

This section describes how the data were coded, checked, and cleaned for missing
values. Additionally, analysis of the data relative to the how the survey questions
addressed the research questions of the study are presented in this section. Two products
were used in the analysis of data; the computer spreadsheet software program Microsoft
Excel (Excel), version 2010 and the computer software program Statistical Package for
the Social Sciences (SPSS), version 20.
Data Coding and Cleaning

SurveyMonkey assigned each respondent a unique number and coded the
variables exported to the Excel file. The nominal variables were assigned labels in SPSS.
The Excel file was checked for values outside the range of responses and individual cases
of extreme repeated responses. For example, if an individual responded to each attitude
question with scores of all one or five, potentially indicating the respondent did not read
the questions or was not receptive to responding with honesty. There were no cases of
extreme repeated responses found.

However, there were missing values found for demographic data and both the
attitude and knowledge questions. Babbie (2005) stated that there are many acceptable
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methods to handle missing data and the selection of an appropriate method depends on
the research. This study yielded 111 respondents, for a response rate of 51%. Of the 111,
responses, four individuals only completed the demographic questions and no other
responses were provided. Those four responses were deleted which reduced the number
of respondents to 107 and the response rate to 50%.

There were a total of 24 questions that solicited responses related to attitudes
about for-profit higher education institutions. From the 107 respondents, there were a
total of 11 missing responses to the attitude questions. The 11 missing values were
checked for consistency with the same question or individual and no patterns were found.
The values were imputed by using the mode of the remaining responses for each
individual question a missing value was found. This method was used due to the low
number of missing values for the attitude questions and the conclusion that it would not
alter the findings. There were a total of eight knowledge-based questions that asked
respondents to provide a response of true, false, or do not know to a declarative
statement. From the 107 respondents, there were a total of 29 missing responses to the
knowledge questions. Due to the overwhelming 99% response rate to the attitude
questions, it was concluded that the missing responses to the knowledge questions were
most likely due to the respondents not knowing the answer and thus the values were
imputed to the do not know response. Question 39 asked respondents to indicate from
what sources they receive knowledge about for-profit higher education. There were eight
sources to choose from and a respondent was able to choose more than one. Only two
respondents provided no answer to this question and # is adjusted in the results section
for this question. Question 40 was an open-ended question that asked respondents to list
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five institutions that fit the profile of a higher education institution defined in the
questionnaire. There were 13 respondents that provided no response to the question; no
imputation of data was performed for the missing values.

Data Analysis

The research questions were analyzed by data collected from the web survey and
downloaded into Excel and ultimately SPSS. The survey consisted of three sections.
Section I asked for data related to demographic information. The demographic data
consisted of gender, age, faculty rank, type of institution employed at, number of years as
higher education faculty at not-for-profit institutions, and historical employment at for-
profit institutions. Descriptive statistics were conducted to display demographic data.

Section II contained statements that respondents replied to on a scale ranging
from strongly agree to strongly disagree. Section Il provided data to analyze research
question 1, “What are the attitudes of higher education faculty toward for-profit higher
education institutions?” Analysis of individual questions was used to understand attitudes
of higher education faculty toward for-profit higher education institutions.

Section III contained declarative statements that respondents were asked to
provide a reply of true, false, or don’t know. Section III provided data to analyze research
question 2, “How knowledgeable are higher education faculty about for-profit higher
education?” This question was analyzed by summing the number of true, false, and don’t
know responses to ascertain the level of knowledge about for-profit higher education
institutions. Frequencies were reported.

Research Question 3, “Are there differences in higher education faculty attitudes
about for-profit education institutions based on employment history with for-profit
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institutions?”” The data from this question will be analyzed by both descriptive statistics
and T-test analysis with the attitude and employment history variables.

Research Question 4, “From what sources do higher education faculty receive
knowledge about for-profit higher education institutions?”” The data from this question
was reported by frequency analysis.

Design Considerations

As with any study, the design, planning, and analysis stages determines the level
of confidence with which findings can be generalized back to the population. This was an
exploratory, descriptive study that used a conceptual framework. The intent of the study
was to examine faculty attitudes and knowledge about for-profit institutions that could be
used for future research. The instrument was developed to reflect the attitude and
knowledge dimensions of the conceptual framework. Although the response rate of 50%
to the survey was positive and the reliability of the attitude portion of the instrument
provided sufficient, caution should be exercised when generalizing the results to the
population of higher education faculty due to the exploratory nature of the study.

Consideration of Human Respondents

There were no known ethical concerns or reasons that the survey may have
caused trauma to the respondents. For-profit higher education and particularly the ethics
and politics of the for-profit motive and education are controversial topics and often
invoke strong feelings among higher education faculty. Assurances of anonymity and

confidentiality were communicated in the pre-notification letter and subsequent emails.
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Summary

This chapter outlined the methodology used in the study. The research design was
an exploratory, descriptive design that used a web survey to collect data on higher
education faculty attitudes and knowledge toward for-profit higher education institutions.
The paradigm of inquiry was postpositivism and the conceptual framework was depicted
in Figure 1. The sampling frame included not-for-profit higher education faculty
members that were surveyed to examine their attitudes and knowledge toward for-profit
higher education institutions. An instrument was developed for the study. The results of

the quantitative analyses are reported in Chapter 4.
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Chapter 4: Results
Introduction

The results of this study are presented in this chapter. First, the demographic
results describe the personal and employment characteristics of the faculty respondents.
Second, the descriptive and individual frequency analyses are presented in response to
research question one. Next, the descriptive analyses are presented in response to
research question two. Next, research question three is discussed in response to the
results of the data. Lastly, the responses to research question four are presented.

Demographic Results

The first section of the survey includes demographic variables. Of a sample of
214, a total of 111 faculty responded. A total of 107 surveys were usable, providing for a
50% response rate. Faculty respondents consisted of 51% male and 49% female. The age
of the respondents is somewhat evenly distributed, with the largest percentage of faculty
(30%) reporting an age of 35-44 years.

Overall, more than 90% of the respondents reported a rank of full, associate, or
assistant professor. The categories and percentage breakdown for faculty rank are
professor (27.1%), associate professor (27.1%), and assistant professor (37.4%). The
categories of other and no rank constitute such a small number, 5 and 4 respectively, that
they are combined into a single category of other, representing 8.4% of the respondents.
Although there are three possible responses to the question, “type of institution where
you are primarily employed,” total faculty responses represent only two of the categories.
A total of 83.2% of faculty are primarily employed at public institutions and 16.8% at
private non-profit institutions. The third category, private for-profit, was intentionally
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added as a quality check to ensure that no respondents taking the survey were primarily
employed at for-profit institutions.

More than half the group (63.6%) has six or more years’ experience as higher
education faculty at public or private non-profit institutions. A total of 21.5% of
respondents have less than three years’ experience, which echoes 23.4% of respondents
in the lowest age category of 25-34. The last demographic question asks respondents if
they have ever been employed full or part time at a for-profit institution. Only 6 faculty
responded yes to this question. The full personal and employment characteristics of the
respondents are presented in Tables 3-8.

Table 3

Gender Characteristics of Faculty

Characteristic Frequency Percent =~ Cumulative Percent
Male 55 514 514
Female 52 48.6 100.0
Total n=107 100.0
Table 4

Age Characteristics of Faculty

Age Frequency Percent =~ Cumulative Percent
25-34 25 234 234
35-44 32 29.9 533
45-54 18 16.8 70.1
55-64 22 20.6 90.7
65-74 10 9.3 100.0
Total n=107 100.0
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Table 5

Faculty Rank
Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent
Full Professor 29 271 27.1
Associate Professor 29 27.1 54.2
Assistant Professor 40 37.4 91.6
Other 9 8.4 100.0
Total n=107 100.0
Table 6
Institution Type
Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent

Public 89 83.2 83.2
Private non-profit 18 16.8 100.0
Total n=107 100.0
Table 7
Years Higher Education Faculty

Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent
<3 23 21.5 21.5
3-5 19 17.8 39.3
6-10 26 243 63.6
11-20 22 20.6 84.1
>20 17 15.9 100.0

n=107 100.0
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Table 8

Ever Employed at For-Profit Institution

Frequency  Percent Cumulative Percent

Yes 6 5.6 5.6
No 101 94 .4 100.0
Total n=107 100.0

Descriptive Analyses

Research question one asks what are the attitudes of higher education faculty

toward for-profit higher education institutions. Review of responses to individual items

will provide insight into attitudes related to individual questions. The results of each

attitude question, represented in frequency and percentages, appear in Figures 2 through

25. Individual attitude questions comprising the dimensions in the conceptual framework

appear in Appendix D.
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Faculty Attitudes
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Figure 2. Results of responses to survey item 7, “For-profit higher education institutions
expand educational opportunities by offering degree programs on campus and online.” n
=107.
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Figure 3. Results of responses to survey item 8, “The Federal government should limit
the types of programs offered at for-profit higher education institutions based on the
starting annual income a student can earn.” n = /07.
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Faculty Attitudes
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Figure 4. Results of responses to survey item 9, “For-profit higher education institutions
expand educational opportunities, especially for low socioeconomic students.” n = 107.
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Figure 5. Results of responses to survey item 10, “You would support a for-profit college
as part of your institution.” n= 707.
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Figure 6. Results of responses to survey item 11, “You would consider teaching a course
at a for-profit higher education institution.” n = /07.
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Figure 7. Results of responses to survey item 12, “Students considering enrolling at for-
profit higher education institutions are provided accurate information about the total cost
of a degree.” n= 107.
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Figure 8. Results of responses to survey item 13, “Students attending for-profit higher
education institutions should be eligible to receive federal financial aid.” n = 107.
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Figure 9. Results of responses to survey item 14, “Faculty who teach at for-profit higher
education institutions are at least as academically credentialed as faculty that teach at
non-profit higher education institutions.” n = /07.
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Figure 10. Results of responses to survey item 15, “It is appropriate that for-profit higher
education institutions employ mostly part time faculty.” n= 107.
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Figure 11. Results of responses to survey item 16, “Students considering for-profit higher
education institutions are provided accurate information about employment opportunities
resulting from completion of a degree.” n= 107.
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Figure 12. Results of responses to survey item 17, "It is appropriate for a non-profit
higher education institution to earn net revenue from auxiliary services such as housing,
food, or sporting events.” n= 107.

Faculty Attitudes
100%
80%
60%
40%
Nl I B N

Strongly Somewhat Neither Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree  Agree nor Disagree Disagree
Disagree

Figure 13. Results of responses to survey item 18, “For-profit higher education
institutions that possess regional accreditation are a better indicator of program quality
than those institutions that possess national accreditation.” n= /07.
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Figure 14. Results of responses to survey item 19, “It is appropriate for the Federal
government to limit the amount of total loans (Title IV and private) a student can
borrow.” n = 107.
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Figure 15. Results of responses to survey item 20, “For-profit higher education
institutions expand educational opportunities for students that work full time.” n= 107.
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Figure 16. Results of responses to survey item 21, “It is appropriate for undergraduate
degree programs to be delivered totally online.” n= 107.
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Figure 17. Results of responses to survey item 22, “Policies and practices used to admit
students to for-profit higher education institutions are similar to those practiced by non-
profit higher education institutions.” n= /07.
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Figure 18. Results of responses to survey item 23, “It is appropriate that profits from a
for-profit higher education institution be distributed to shareholders.” n = 107.
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Figure 19. Results of responses to survey item 24, “It is appropriate for graduate degree
programs to be delivered totally online.” n = 707.
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Figure 20. Results of responses to survey item 25, “For-profit higher education
institutions should only offer vocational-type degrees.” n= 107.
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Figure 21. Results of responses to survey item 26, “For-profit higher education
institutions should only offer undergraduate degrees.” n = 107.
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Figure 22. Results of responses to survey item 27, “For-profit higher education
institutions should only offer graduate and terminal type degrees.” n = 107.
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Figure 23. Results of responses to survey item 28, “It is appropriate that the Federal
government restrict the percentage of federal student aid eligible to for-profit higher
education institutions.” n = 107.
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Figure 24. Results of responses to survey item 29, “The yearly net profit of for-profit
higher education institutions should be limited by federal regulation.” n = 107.
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Figure 25. Results of responses to survey item 30, “For-profit higher education
institutions expand educational opportunities, especially for adult students over 24 years
ofage.” n=107.
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Research question two examines how knowledgeable higher education faculty are
about for-profit higher education institutions. There are a total of eight knowledge
questions on various dimensions about for-profit higher education institutions. Although
the intention was to form a composite knowledge score, the Cronbach’s alpha for the
knowledge scale computed to .660 and therefore insufficient to form a composite.
Respondents were correct on 65.8% of items; incorrect on 8.0% of items; and did not

know on 26.2% of items. Detailed responses are presented in Table 9.

Table 9

Knowledge Responses

Item (n=107) Correct % Correct % Incorrect % Don’t
Response Know
Students that attend for-profit True 88% 12% 0

higher education institutions
receive federal financial aid if
they meet eligibility requirements.

The Gainful Employment True 38% 16% 46%
regulation released by the U.S.

Department of Education applies

to not for profit and for-profit

institutions.

Most for-profit higher education True 63% 13% 24%
institutions have campus student

populations in addition to online

populations.

Faculty that teach at for-profit False 21% 28% 51%
higher education institutions can

choose the textbook(s) for courses

they teach.*
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The majority of faculty employed  False
at for-profit higher education
institutions are full time.

80%

2% 18%

Faculty that teach at for-profit True
higher education institutions are

required to have at least an
undergraduate degree.

53%

11% 36%

One distinction between the False
definition of a for-profit and not-
for-profit education institution

according to the U.S. Department

of Education classification is the

ability to offer graduate degrees.

80%

2% 18%

For-profit higher education False
institutions only deliver degree

programs and courses in an online

format.

95%

0 5%

*It 1s acknowledged that there may be a few exceptions to this answer but most of the
regionally accredited, publicly traded, for-profit institutions do not enable faculty to

choose texts.
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Research question three examines if there are differences in higher education
faculty attitudes about for-profit higher education institutions based on employment
history with for-profit institutions. Due to only six faculty responding that they ever
worked at a for-profit institution, t-test analyses are not appropriate.

Research question four examines from what sources higher education faculty
receive knowledge about for-profit higher education institutions. The question allowed
for more than one and up to eight responses. A total of 104 faculty indicated at least one
knowledge source. A total of 80.7% of faculty indicated that The Chronicle of Higher
Education is a source of some of their knowledge about for-profit higher education. A
total of 72.1% of faculty indicated that National media is a knowledge source about for-
profit higher education institutions. The frequency of all knowledge sources is shown in
Table 10.

Table 10

Faculty Knowledge Sources about For-Profit Higher Education Institutions

Source Frequency % Chosen as Knowledge Source

The Chronicle 84 80%
National Media 75 72%
Colleagues 69 66%
Other Ed Journals 60 58%
Empirical Studies 47 45%
Personal Experience 35 34%
Friends 30 29%
Other 28 27%
Note. n =104

The last question on the survey is an open-ended question that asks respondents to

list five institutions that fit the profile of a for-profit higher education institution defined
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in the survey. The beginning of the survey defined a for-profit institution as: a degree
granting, regionally accredited, and publicly traded institution that administers education
programs on campuses and/or online. Although not posed in a research question, the
results for this question indicate that 88% of faculty provided a response to the question.
The results in Table 11 indicate that 95.7% of respondents selected The University of
Phoenix as a type of institution defined for this study. Other frequently cited institutions
are shown in Table 11.

Table 11

Respondent Awareness of Publicly Traded, Regionally Accredited, Degree Granting For-
Profit Higher Education Institutions

Institution Count Frequency Listed

The University of Phoenix 90 96%
DeVry University 44 47%
Kaplan University 31 33%
Capella University 27 29%
ITT 22 23%
Other institutions 72 77%
Note. n =94

114



Summary

This chapter presented the results of the data pertaining to faculty attitudes and
knowledge toward for-profit higher education institutions. Notable findings were a 50%
usable response rate with a low percentage of missing values within the attitude questions
but twice as many missing values within the knowledge questions. Demographic data
were reported. Frequency data on individual questions were reported. Data from
knowledge questions were reported by percentage of correct, not correct, and unknown.
Source of knowledge question was shown as frequency chosen among faculty. Although
not connected to a research question, responses to the question pertaining to examples of
the type of institution chosen for this study were displayed. Analysis of the data,

conclusions, and recommendations are presented in Chapter 5.
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Chapter 5: Analysis and Conclusions
Introduction

This exploratory, descriptive study examined higher education faculty attitudes
and knowledge toward for-profit higher education institutions. This chapter provides
analysis of the results presented in Chapter 4 in conjunction with information, opinion,
and concerns reviewed in Chapter 2. Additionally, recommendations for future research
are proposed. Lastly, concluding thoughts on attitudes and knowledge toward for-profit
institutions are offered.

Analysis

The following research questions guided the study:

1. What are the attitudes of higher education faculty toward for-profit higher

education institutions?

2. How knowledgeable are higher education faculty about for-profit higher

education institutions?

3. Are there differences in higher education faculty attitudes about for-profit

higher education institutions based on employment history with for-profit

institutions?

4. From what sources do higher education faculty receive knowledge about for-

profit higher education institutions?
The study resulted in a 50% response rate among higher education faculty. The overall
response rate does not indicate positive or negative attitudes of faculty toward for-profit
higher education institutions or how knowledgeable faculty are, but it may indicate their
willingness to share their attitudes and knowledge about for-profits. This supports the
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assertion in the literature that although for-profits have existed for centuries, the recent
growth has developed interest among higher education researchers (Heller, 2003; Kinser,
2006; Ruch, 2001: Winston, 1999). There may be various reasons that the majority of
faculty are willing to reveal their attitudes and knowledge, but the belief that for-profit
institutions have impacted or will impact their worlds deserves consideration.

There are fewer missing values in the attitude questions (11) than the knowledge
questions (29). This is not surprising provided there is not an adequate empirical
knowledge base about for-profit institutions. This is partially due to the hesitation of for-
profits to openly share data about its students and institutions. Several authors or
researchers that have written about for-profits have shared this frustration (Bennett,
Lucchesi, &Vedder, 2010; Breneman, Pusser, & Turner, 2006; Kinser, 2006; Ruch, 2001;
Tierney & Hentschke, 2007). Much of the data used to publish reports or papers on for-
profit institutions was compiled from federal data sets, accrediting agencies, or quarterly
or annual shareholder reports and not from independent scholars.

The gender of respondents is almost evenly split with 51% male and 49% female.
More than half the respondent group (53.3%) 1s between the ages of 25-44. The faculty
rank is somewhat evenly distributed by full professor (27.1%), associate professor
(27.1%) and assistant professor (37.4%); 8.4% of respondents selected other or no rank.
The fact that most respondents are at the professor rank level represents the intended
population for this study. All respondents report primary employment at not-for-profit
institutions, with 83.2% at public and 16.8% at private non-profit. Consistent with the
younger age of respondents, 63.6% of respondents have ten years or less experience as
higher education faculty. In summary, the typical respondent for this study is a male or
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female 44 years of age or younger with ten years or less experience as higher education
faculty. These are faculty that very likely teach, engage in research, and may contribute
to policy discussions about for-profit higher education institutions. Their attitudes about
for-profit institutions matter.

Research Question 1

When considering what the attitudes are of higher education faculty toward for-
profit higher education institutions, the results from individual questions indicate a
mixture of attitudes.

Insight into individual questions about higher education faculty attitudes toward
for-profit institutions reveals concerns reflected in the literature. As reflected in the
conceptual framework, attitudes do vary according to dimension. The most notable
responses are found in unfavorable attitudes toward the marketing and admissions
practices of for-profit institutions. Survey item number 12 reveals that 43% of
respondents strongly disagree and 34% somewhat disagree that students considering
enrollment at for-profit higher education institutions are provided accurate information
about the total cost of a degree. Survey item number 16 reveals that 41% of respondents
strongly disagree and 35% somewhat disagree that students considering for-profit
institutions are provided accurate information about employment opportunities resulting
from a degree. Historically, for-profits have been questioned for utilizing marketing and
admissions that appear aggressive compared to how traditional institutions market to
students. But more recently, national media and governmental investigations and
investor or student law suits have alleged or substantiated instances of abuse and fraud at
for-profits. These reports and law suits have likely impacted attitudes about the marketing
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and admissions practices at for-profit institutions. Until for-profits are able to
demonstrate that the products or services that are marketed and communicated to students
in the admissions process are accurate and measurable with data, it is likely attitudes will
not change on this topic.

Other unfavorable attitudes towards for-profits can be found in individual
questions pertaining to financial aid and gainful employment. On the general question of
whether students attending for-profit institutions should be eligible to receive federal
financial aid, 13% strongly agree and 39% somewhat agree. But when the question is
posed on the limit of loan amounts, there is a different reaction. When respondents are
asked if it is appropriate for the Federal government to limit the amount of loans a student
can borrow, 36% strongly agree and 45% somewhat agree. Federal financial aid has been
a controversial topic in the history of for-profit institutions since the 1972 amendments to
the HEA gave them access to the same funds as students that attend traditional
institutions. Both the GI bill and HEA fueled the growth of many for-profit institutions
but some for-profits mishandled funds which caused additional government regulation.
Financial aid and for-profits often draws commentary. Supporters of for-profits contend
that they are providing an opportunity to students and should not be held accountable if
they default on student loans. Opponents of for-profits contend that vulnerable students
are deceived into costly programs that do not always lead to jobs and therefore are left
with no choice but to default on student loans. The truth is likely somewhere in between.

More favorable attitudes can be found in questions about for-profit institutions
increasing access to educational opportunities with the exception of access for low
socioeconomic students. Attitudes were favorable toward for-profits providing access for

119



working and adult students and expanding educational opportunities by providing online
and campus-based degrees. When queried about students that work full time, 11% of
respondents strongly agree and 58% somewhat agree that for-profits expand educational
opportunities. When queried about students over the age of 24, 9% of respondents
strongly agree and 50% somewhat agree that for-profits expand educational
opportunities. Results of survey item seven reveal that 16% of respondents strongly
agree and 59% somewhat agree that for-profit institutions expand educational
opportunities by offering degree programs on campus and online. The favorable attitudes
toward access through online education are somewhat reflective of the literature on better
attitudes about online education. Attitudes shifted to more unfavorable when considering
access for low socioeconomic students. When considering if for-profit institutions expand
educational opportunities for low socioeconomic students, 29% of respondents strongly
disagree and 24% somewhat disagree. The decrease in favorable attitudes on this topic
may be reflective of concerns related to access without graduation and employment can
lead to default on student loans. For low socioeconomic students, incurring student debt
beyond the means of income to repay may not be in their best interest.

General support of a for-profit college as part of the respondent’s institution was
not met with favorable attitudes. The results for survey question 10 indicate that 64% of
respondents strongly disagree and 17% somewhat disagree in support of a for-profit
college as part of their institution. These results contradict Johnson’s (1984) study that
found somewhat positive to very positive faculty receptivity to the concept of external
degrees. Johnson (1984) also found that receptivity increased with faculty knowledge of
external degrees but that quality was a concern for faculty who were receptive. Although
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the for-profit component was not part of Johnson’s (1984) study, there are some
interesting references that apply to this study. The knowledge or lack of knowledge about
for-profit higher education institutions may impact attitudes in a positive or negative
manner. The question of quality is not new to for-profit or not-for-profit higher education
institutions. Given the rapid growth of for-profit higher education, there have been
questions surrounding the quality and value of degrees (Kelly, 2001; Kinser, 2006; Ruch,
2001). Until empirical research is generated about the quality of degrees at for-profit
institutions, it will likely remain an unanswered question that could have a positive or
negative effect on attitudes.

Although there are no previous studies on faculty attitudes toward for-profit
institutions, opinions and commentary about for-profits vary, depending on the topic. As
noted in the literature by Wilson (2010), “most professors and administrators on
traditional campuses continue to dismiss for-profit colleges as inferior alternatives that
cost too much, consume more than their fair share of federal student aid, and turn out
unprepared graduates who default on their student loans” (p. A26) Other opinions stem
along the lines of applauding for-profits for responding to market demands, being
student-centered, and operating efficient campuses (Burd, 1998; Ruch, 2001). The lack of
empirical research could account for the variance of attitudes about for-profit institutions.
There is little doubt that for-profit institutions will continue to grow in the future.
Exploring higher education faculty attitudes towards for-profit institutions has provided a
starting point for understanding their involvement in research and policy discussions

about for-profit higher education institutions.
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In sum, faculty attitudes towards for-profit higher education institutions vary
according to topic and are consistent with the conceptual framework. Attitudes are most
unfavorable about the marketing and admissions policies used by for-profit institutions.
Faculty attitudes are also unfavorable for support of a for-profit as part of their institution
and two thirds of faculty will not consider teaching at a for-profit institution. Results
indicate favorable attitudes towards student choice of institution with federal financial aid
but that limits on amounts of financial aid to students and for-profit institutions is
appropriate. Although not strong, attitudes lean favorable toward for-profit institutions
offering varying types of degrees. On the statements about access to higher education for
various demographic student groups, faculty disagreed that for-profit institutions expand
educational opportunities for low socioeconomic students. Many of the most and least
favorable attitudes reflect topics that appear in national media, educational journals, and
legislative debates.

Research Question 2

The results for research question two reflect that knowledge varies according to
dimension. Although the overall accuracy rate among all faculty is rather low (65.8%),
the do not know responses account for 26.2% of all responses. The absence of empirical
studies and information about for-profit institutions is certainly a plausible cause for the
low knowledge about for-profits. Another factor impacting the low knowledge may be
that faculty choose to not engage in areas that are not specific to their respective expertise
within higher education.

Analysis of the knowledge questions indicate that there are some topics higher
education faculty are knowledgeable about. The questions higher education faculty are
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most knowledgeable about include topics that are relevant to traditional higher education
institutions. Faculty are generally aware of the distinction between a for-profit and not-
for-profit institution (80%); that students attending for-profit institutions receive financial
aid (88%); that for-profit institutions do not only deliver programs online (95%); and that
the majority of faculty employed at for-profits are not full time (80%). The full results of
knowledge questions appear in Table 9.

Understanding the results of the knowledge variable indicates a few possibilities.
First, the application of the definition of knowledge for this study assumes that
knowledge is socially constructed and is on the basis of the perception of truth.
Considering the lack of empirical studies on for-profit higher education institutions
combined with the issue of reluctance among for-profit institutions to release data, the
generation of knowledge from other sources may have a positive or negative impact on
attitudes. According to Ajzen and Fishbein (1975), what one perceives to be true justifies
ones attitudes towards an object. Second, the growth of for-profit institutions has
occurred rather rapidly, especially among the larger regionally accredited, publicly traded
institutions. It may be some time before knowledge and awareness about these
institutions is commonplace within teaching and research of higher education. Lastly, for
faculty that specialize in a specific area within higher education, like student affairs or
finance, they may not feel the need or have the interest to understand or become
knowledgeable about their specialty within the world of for-profit higher education. The
importance of higher education faculty being knowledgeable about for-profit higher
education institutions is relevant. As for-profit institutions, especially the regionally
accredited ones, continue to grow and use the same resources as traditional institutions, it
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is important that higher education researchers produce research on the effectiveness of
for-profit institutions meeting students’ goals.
Research Question 3

Research question three attempts to examine any difference in higher education
faculty attitudes toward for-profit institutions based on employment history with for-
profits. Unfortunately, only six faculty indicate that they have ever worked at a for-profit
which prevents meaningful data analysis. Insight into this question is limited to results
from a previous statement that asks faculty if they would consider teaching a course at a
for-profit institution; 60.7% of faculty somewhat or strongly disagreed. Possible reasons
for the disagreement are noted in the analysis section on research question one.
Research Question 4

Research question four considers sources from which higher education faculty
receive knowledge about for-profit higher education institutions. Although not intended
to be an exhaustive list, there are eight choices, including other, from which faculty could
choose. The instrument allowed for multiple responses. From the choices, 80.7% of
faculty selected The Chronicle of Higher Education as a source of knowledge. Although
The Chronicle is not considered an empirical journal but a newspaper with a companion
website, it is clearly contributing to knowledge and attitudes about the for-profit sector.
The Chronicle has reported on an array of stories about for-profits, ranging from growth,
shareholder and student lawsuits, accreditation statuses, and government regulations
impacting for-profit institutions. A search conducted March, 2013 of The Chronicle’s

website, http://chronicle.com/section/Home/5/, using the search term “for-profit higher
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education” and sorted by article relevance, reveals seven stories reported on in Table 12

about the world of for-profit higher education.

Table 12

The Chronicle of Higher Education most relevant articles about For-Profit Higher

Education

Headline Date Author
A Damning Portrait of For-Profit 7/30/2102 Michael Stratford
Higher Education
Senators Call for Investigation of For- 12/14/2012 Michael Stratford
Profit Colleges' Tactics on Default
Rates
Higher-Education Reform: a Legacy 1/21/2013 Kevin Carey
for Obama?
Graduates of For-Profits and 8/27/2012 Dan Berrett
Community Colleges Fare About the
Same in Earnings Study
Innovations in Higher Education? 4/08/2012 Ann Kirschner
Hah!
For-Profits Fill a Niche in Latin 7/30/2012 Steven Ambrus
America
Congress Will Keep Focus on Higher- 1/30/2013 Eric Kelderman

Education Issues, Accreditors Are
Told

This is representative of the type of knowledge faculty are exposed to from The

Chronicle of Higher Education about for-profit higher education.
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The next two selected sources of knowledge are national media (72.1%) and
colleagues (66%). This is indicative of the lack of empirical studies and that knowledge is
somewhat limited to media. This can be positive or negative depending on the motive and
intent of the media source. An interesting finding was that 45% of faculty selected
empirical studies as a source of knowledge about for-profit higher education institutions.
Considering the lack of empirical studies, this was surprising.

Design Limitations

Several efforts were taken in this study to ensure the strength of the design and
instrument. Care was taken to ensure the sample reflected the population intended for the
study although ASHE may be overrepresented by research faculty. There are higher
education faculty that occupy administrative-type positions and may not be involved in
research, teaching, or policy discussion. From this viewpoint, caution should be noted
when generalizing results to all higher education faculty. The contact method and timing
of the survey was considered relative to the potential respondents. Mid-August is the start
of the semester for most traditional institutions where most of the respondents were
employed; the pre-notification letter and email was sent August 15, 2012 and the survey
August 23, 2012. A pilot test of the survey was conducted but 12 respondents did not
provide an adequate number to perform Cronbach’s alpla analysis to ensure reliability of
the instrument. Changes were made to the survey based on respondents’ qualitative
feedback. However, provided the intent of this study was an exploration of attitudes and
knowledge from descriptive analyses, caution should be taken when applying results.

This study is a cross-sectional examination and time should be considered. Attitudes and
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knowledge can change over time and therefore applying these results to higher education
faculty in the future should be considered.
Recommendations

There is much work to be done. The for-profit industry is expected to grow, with
a significant portion of the growth occurring in the large, regionally accredited, publicly
traded, degree-granting institutions. Research is lacking. Most of the information about
for-profit institutions comes from commentary in educational journals, national media, or
government sources. The void of empirical studies can lead to misguided knowledge or
unsubstantiated favorable or unfavorable attitudes toward for-profit institutions. This
section offers recommendations for future research and discussion about for-profit
institutions.

The starting point for more knowledge and understanding of for-profit institutions
begins with for-profit institutions. Historically, for-profits have been reluctant to release
data or allow individual access to data for research purposes; this is not in their best
interests. Debates around cost of tuition, financial aid eligibility, employability, and loan
default have made inroads into the legislative arena and resulted in federal regulations
like 90/10 and the proposed Gainful Employment regulation. The ability of for-profit
institutions to demonstrate the value they provide to students through empirical studies
may lessen the need for federal oversight and ultimately improve attitudes. If for-profits
are not willing or able to demonstrate with data that they are delivering on their promise
to students, educators and government will likely remain skeptical.

The sentiment may be changing, at least with the larger for-profits. At a recent
conference that brought together professors, graduate students and for-profit institutions,
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the focus was on the impact of race, class, and gender issues specifically related to for-
profit institutions (Blumenstyk, 2012). The conference, entitled “Access, Competition &
For-Profit Higher Education,” highlighted the growth in the for-profit sector but also
presented data that illustrated how for-profits are absorbing more federal financial aid
relative to student success or outcomes. Those attending the conference of behalf of for-
profits indicated they are willing to share data; those attending the conference on behalf
of higher education researchers indicated they are willing to do research. More of this
type of communication and partnership needs to occur to understand the impact of for-
profit higher education institutions.

Although the intent of this study was to explore faculty attitudes and knowledge
about for-profit institutions, consideration of future studies could include a comparison of
faculty attitudes toward for-profit and not-for-profit institutions. In this study, attitudes
about marketing and admissions at for-profit institutions were not favorable but similarly
higher education faculty may not have favorable attitudes about marketing and
admissions at traditional institutions. A second consideration for future studies could
include an instrument that examined how knowledge impacts attitudes.

Theoretical models specific to for-profit institutions are lacking. How for-profit
institutions market to, admit, finance, support, and graduate students differs from the
experience at traditional institutions or even community colleges. The operating and
financial models of for-profit institutions are more similar to a business model than the
traditional models used at publicly supported institutions. Measurement of success in an
online environment from both the student and faculty perspective is unknown. To
increase understanding of students and operations at for-profit institutions, it is
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recommended that more higher education faculty engage in research of applying current
theories and creating new theories applicable to for-profit higher education institutions.
Conclusion

For many years, for-profit higher education existed on the periphery of higher
education; that is no longer the case, especially for the regionally accredited, publicly
traded, degree-granting institutions. It is conceivable that we have only begun to realize
the impact of the substantial growth over the last two decades. Whether voluntarily or
involuntarily through government oversight, for-profit institutions need to do a better job
at access to data and systems used to evaluate their value to students. Higher education
researchers need to do a better job at engaging in research and policy discussions about
for-profit higher education institutions. In order for higher education researchers to
engage in study about for-profit higher education institutions, a conversation about their
attitudes and knowledge toward for-profit higher education institutions should occur.
This dissertation provides a starting point for understanding higher education faculty

attitudes and knowledge toward for-profit higher education institutions.
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Appendix A: Survey Instrument

Survey of Not-for-Profit Higher Education Faculty Knowledge and Attitudes
Towards For-Profit Institutions

Purpose: The purpose of this survey is to examine knowledge and attitudes of not-for-
profit higher education faculty toward for-profit higher education institutions.

All data will remain confidential. The survey will take approximately 10 minutes to
complete.

Survey Definitions: For the purposes of this survey, a for-profit institution refers to a
degree granting, regionally accredited, and publicly traded institution that administers
education programs on campuses and/or online.

Please complete this survey even if you are not familiar with the mission or operations of
these types of institutions. Some questions ask your opinion about for-profit higher
education institutions and others are information-based.

Section I: Demographic Information
1. Gender: (O Male O Female
2. Age: (2534 (O 3544 (O 4554 (O 5564 (O 6574
3. Faculty Rank:
O Full Professor (O Associate Professor (O Assistant Professor
O Other (O No Rank
4. Type of institution where you are primarily employed:

O Public O Private non-profit (O Private for-profit

5. Number of total years as full or part-time higher education faculty at not-for-profit
institutions (public and private non-profit):

O Lessthan3years (O 3-5 O 610 O11-20 O More than 20

6. Have you ever been employed full or part-time at a for-profit higher education
institution?

Yes No

O O
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Section II: Attitudes about for-profit institutions
Please respond to the following items:

7. For-profit higher education institutions expand educational opportunities by offering
degree programs on campus and online.

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
O O O O O

8. The Federal government should limit the types of programs offered at for-profit higher
education institutions based on the starting annual income a student can earn.

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
O O O O O

9. For-profit higher education institutions expand educational opportunities, especially for
low socioeconomic students.

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
O O O O O

10. You would support a for-profit college as part of your institution.

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
O O O O O

11. You would consider teaching a course at a for-profit higher education institution.

Strongly Somewhat  Neither Agree Somewhat  Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
O O O O O
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12. Students considering enrolling at for-profit higher education institutions are provided
accurate information about the total cost of a degree.

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
O O O O O

13. Students attending for-profit higher education institutions should be eligible to
receive federal financial aid.

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
O O O O O

14. Faculty who teach at for-profit higher education institutions are at least as
academically credentialed as faculty that teach at non-profit higher education institutions.

Strongly Somewhat  Neither Agree Somewhat  Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
O O O O O

15. It is appropriate that for-profit higher education institutions employ mostly part time
faculty.

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
O O O O O

16. Students considering for-profit higher education institutions are provided accurate
information about employment opportunities resulting from completion of a degree.

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
O O O O O
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17. It is appropriate for a non-profit higher education institution to earn net revenue from
auxiliary services such as housing, food, or sporting events.

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
O O O O O

18. For-profit higher education institutions that possess regional accreditation are a
better indicator of program quality than those institutions that possess national
accreditation.

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree no Disagree Disagree Disagree
O O O O O

19. It is appropriate for the Federal government to limit the amount of total loans (Title IV
and private) a student can borrow.

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
O O O O O

20. For-profit higher education institutions expand educational opportunities for students
that work full time.

Strongly Somewhat  Neither Agree Somewhat  Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
) ) ) O O

21. It is appropriate for undergraduate degree programs to be delivered totally online.

Strongly Somewhat  Neither Agree Somewhat  Strongly

Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
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22. Policies and practices used to admit students to for-profit higher education
institutions are similar to those practiced by non-profit higher education institutions.

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
O O O O O

23. It is appropriate that profits from a for-profit higher education institution be distributed
to shareholders.

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
O O O O O

24. It is appropriate for graduate degree programs to be delivered totally online.

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
O O O O O

25. For-profit higher education institutions should only offer vocational-type degrees.

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
O O O O O

26. For-profit higher education institutions should only offer undergraduate degrees.

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
O O O O O
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27. For-profit higher education institutions should only offer graduate and terminal type
degrees.

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat  Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
O O O O O

28. It is appropriate that the Federal government restrict the percentage of federal
student aid eligible to for-profit higher education institutions.

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
O O O O O

29. The yearly net profit of for-profit higher education institutions should be limited by
federal regulation.

Strongly Somewhat  Neither Agree Somewhat  Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
O O O O O

30. For-profit higher education institutions expand educational opportunities, especially
for adult students over 24 years of age.

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
O O O O O

Section lll: Knowledge about for-profit institutions

31. Students that attend for-profit higher education institutions receive federal financial
aid if they meet eligibility requirements.

True False Don’t Know

- - -
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32. The Gainful Employment regulation released by the U.S. Department of Education
applies to not for profit and for-profit institutions.

True False Don’t Know

- - -

33. Most for-profit higher education institutions have campus student populations in
addition to online populations.

True False Don’t Know

- - -

34. Faculty that teach at for-profit higher education institutions can choose the
textbook(s) for courses they teach.

True False Don’t Know

- - -

35. The majority of faculty employed at for-profit higher education institutions are full
time.

True False Don’t Know

- - -

36. Faculty that teach at for-profit higher education institutions are required to have at
least an undergraduate degree.

True False Don’t Know

- - -
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37. One distinction between the definition of a for-profit and not-for-profit education
institution according to the U.S. Department of Education classification is the ability to
offer graduate degrees.

True False Don’t Know

O O O

38. For-profit higher education institutions only deliver degree programs and courses in
an online format.

True False Don’t Know

O O O

39. My knowledge about for-profit higher education comes from the following source(s):
Colleagues

Friends

The Chronicle of Higher Education

Other education journals

National media sources

Empirical studies

Personal experiences

Other sources

JUuuouod

40. Please list 5 institutions that fit the profile of a for-profit higher education institution
defined in this questionnaire.

If you would like to receive a summary of the statistics of this survey, please email me at
njk@gwmail.gwu.edu.

Thank you for completing this survey; please click on the submit button when you are
finished.

Nichole Karpel
The George Washington University
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Appendix B: Survey Notification Letter

Dear Higher Education Faculty:

You are an important member of the Higher Education community and [ am
asking for your help in completing a survey associated with my Ed.D dissertation.

The survey is designed to learn about Higher Education faculty knowledge and
attitudes about regionally accredited, degree-granting for-profit institutions. Your
selection as a participant is based on your role in teaching and promoting and producing
research and/or policy in the field of Higher Education. Your reply will be confidential
and your name will not be used in the study.

You will receive the survey by email within 10 days and I would appreciate your
thoughts on for-profit higher education. The survey should take approximately ten
minutes to complete. The goal of the research is to understand not-for-profit higher
education faculty attitudes and knowledge toward for-profit institutions.

The study is being conducted under the Chair of my dissertation committee, Dr.

Roger Whitaker. Dr. Whitaker’s email is rogerw(@gwu.edu. My email is njk@gwu.edu.

It is through your help that knowledge can be advanced; thank you for your time.

Regards,

Nichole Karpel
The George Washington University
njk@gwu.edu
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Appendix D: Attitude Questions Grouped by Dimension

Dimension Survey Questions
Access 7,9,20,30
Type of Degree 25,26,27
Delivery Mode 21,24
Institution 10,11
For-Profit 17,23,29
Marketing/Admissions 12,16,22
Faculty 14,15
Accreditation 18
Financial Aid 13,19
Gainful Employment 8,28
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