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FOREWORD

Specaal wurrent Issues Publications (SCIPs) are intended to assist in the
olarification of 1mportant issues. This SCIP 1s concerned with acereditation
10 teacher education.

Most sources of control in teacher education operate at state and local
levels. Accreditation 1s one of the few identifrable phenomena in teacher
education that 1s national -- 1t 15 a suprastate, nonfederal, pervasive force --
where 1nterested groups tind an arena with potential for both conflict and
woperation,  Accreditation in teacher education appears as a dynamic force-field
that affects all persons tnveolved in preparing and upgrading education personnel,
The effects on difierent groups vary depending on their polarities and priorities.

The LRIC Cleariaghouse on Teacher fducation offers this SCIP as a brief
discussion of basic issues from various viewpoints. [Fo do so is both useful
and timely owing to {a) 1ncreasing activity on the federal level, (b) sigrificant
Jhdniges 1n the ~tructure of the national acerediting agency, the National Council
tur Aceraditation ot Teacher Lducation (NCATE), (c) emergence of a nex accreditation
superbody, the Louncil on Postsecondary Accreditation (COPA), and (d) continuing
concern regard.ng detinition of the role of decreditation with respect to other
controls and constraints on teacher education.

The »1x writers presented 1n this SCIP graciously contributed their mental
energies dand analytic skills to heip focus the continuing discussion  Independently,
and from their individual perspectives, cach auther has attempted to define and
brietly discuss those few most important current 1ssues surrounding accreditation
in teacher education. Reflecting the current status of accreditatior in teacher
education, most of these 1ssues have to do directly with control and power, they
have little to do directly with what 1s best for children in schools  When
resolved, 1ssues regarding distribution of power will give way to a primary focus
on the cooperative development of dccreditdtion processes that will improve the
quality of education for children and youth. -

The Clcaringhouse 1s tnuebted to the following authors who provided the
material for thes first publication in the series Frederick R. Cyphert, dean,
wllege of Lducation, The Ohio State University, Columbus, and Nancy Lusk Zimpher,
administrative assistant, College of Lducation, The Ohio State University, Columbus ;
Margaret Kmispel, professional associate, National kducdtion Association, Washington,
D.C., Jonn R. Proffitt, director, Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility Staff,
Bureau of Postseconddary Lducation, U.S. Office of Lducation, Washington, D.C.,
Swdney Simandle, director, Division of Teacher Lducation and Certification,
hentuchy State Department of Lducation, Frankfort, and Kenneth &. Young, president,
The Council on Postsccondary Accreditation, Washington, D.C.

This publication would not have been pessible without the support of the
LRIC staff . John T. Aquino, sentor information analyst; Patricia Clark Brown,
tnformation analyst, Glenda Y Clark, cataloging secretary, Hopkin M. Davies,
assistant director, Myra U, Hill, receptionist/typist, Virginia S. James,
publications assistant, liedy Arlette St. Denis, publications editor; Janice
Sandwen, 1nformation analyst. «nd John €. Waters, user services specialist

Joost Yff, Director




CURRENT ISSUES IN ACCREDITATION

Xenneth F. Young
The Council on Postsecondary Accreditation

HISTORICAL REVIEW

bifteen veors apo wooxentive director ©f the National (uaaission on

Acerediting listed some trportant tssues regarding accreditation, 15 tollows.

* bevelopang accreditation criteria whitch erphast z¢ continuiig institu-
tional reevaluation, experimentation, and improverent

isaag accred: tation to stimulate quality institutions
Y Mamagiay the incredase v graduate schoo! accreditation without ithibst-
g andeseadent rescarch and individual scholarship

* \veuring malhily an speaialized institutions and addit.onal profiscional
prograns without incredasing the nusber of professional acercditing AReICIes

B

sreulifying waoreditation without lessening 1ts effectweness

* Satisfying information needs about 1rstitutional quality throush
weredi tat 1on

“
Satisfying governmert 's anter ©oan higher educdtior witheut incredsing
1ite involvenent,

This dfist rendins mearnih pertuint.  The first staterent, for cviple,
speaks to aurrent efforts 1o the arca of competencv-based tedcner educat ion.

Yore recently, a 1962 (onfrrence on accreditation discussed the following
Na, sr 108t

* The proltfiration of professiunal accreditation wtivities and smplications

for higher education instrtuttons
* The question of »hether rccreditation stuaulates mmnovative tdeas and prac-
tices or mipedes then
* Increasced Congressional use of accreditation to e<tablish snstitutional
eligibi ity for federal funds

-

Iesues and rmplications of the court's decision in Marjorie Webste:
tuntar "olleg V. L llle States Assocratien 3f Colleges and Secondary Scools,
saich dealt with acereditation of proprietary schools

Y Pressures for the state-agency approach to accreditation

¢ Need for an adequdte acerediting prosran in vocational-tedhnical educdation

ERIC
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*  Lirelthuud that acereditation would become an issue 1n campus turmorl
« Growing demand for educational accountability

* lhe question of fees (hatged by accrediting organizations for services
remdered to institutions

1
13

* the possibility of clustering some specidlized and professional aecredit-
ity activities, such ds those in the eaith-related fields, so that institu-
trons would 0t be compellied to duplicate their costs and efforts for scores

of separate aecreditation visits and organi-ations.-

Sin vears ldater, these issues are staill »ith us fhe "Ihriorie Webster
tolicgt sdse was Jdectded n fuver of the Middle States Association, but sub-
ceqtent diveloprents have made the decision moot. Pronrictary schools are
sradaally beiag aceredited by regronal acerediting associations, and special-
swd aastitutonad accrediting agencies that deal with proprictary schools
(the imsolration of Independent Colleges and Schools, the Mational Association
ot Prade and Toosnical Schools, and the \ational Home Study Council) are now
Mot~ i otond ~tanding of the accrediting community,  Kinle student dctivists
did ot seize gpron aereditation as anoissuce, the student role in the aceredi-
tation vroce-~. temains anclarificd, As Mickey and Miller observed ain 1972,
taccredatat.on, Jhile confolidating :ts importance and stature, has not found
trangui laby. .. Yot only are the residucs of past preblems and controversies
lihely to linger, but the signtficance and new visibility of accreditation as
important force. in sweicty are comb.ning  to create new problems and 15sue 3

RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

fhere Rate neen at least five developments over the past 10 yvears which
have had a majur mpact wpen higher cducation, particularly accreditation,
Pirst, =amy collires and annversities reacted to the student uerest of the
late 19nde by pat:oducing new curricular and learning options, they hevame
jeas tramtional. [he public, partiaularly state and federal governnent, began
to reexdamine its uncritical dveeptance of the worth of traditional nigher
cducat ton,

Sewond, (onere ~» enacted the Fducation Amendments of 1977, legislation
witch stould wome toorank histortcally with the Tand-Grant College Act and the
6! Bilt of Rights. thi~ aut tdentified "ngher education” as part of a larger
wi.erse, "postygeonddry education.” the \mendment ~ tool the position that the
educat tonal activities of vocatronil-techatoal institutions and proprictary
sohoria were temitimate and amportant and 1s worthy of support as these of
colleges prd univeratios, Thev teserted that ail forme of education heyond
hign sohuol -- sherover offered, however orgagized -- were potentially valuable
and worthy of federal support.

! Third, recent enrollment declines propptedd a number of colleges and
arirverstties to o devept new Pands of students -- part-tire, mobile, older,
cdicat somally diaadvataced.  In most onstances the needs and expectations of
the e student- Aas differed from thoso of rore traditional <tudents.

O
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Fourth, consumerism has brought about increased concern for protecting
students from a variety of abuses, ranging from arbitrary refund policies to
misrepresentation of job opportunities. Affirmative action legislation and
the so-called Buckley Amendment have given additional force to this issue.
More recently, attention has focused on 1mproving both the quantity and
quality of information provided potential students.

Finally, the economic crunch of the last year or so finds the federal
government, stdte govemnment., foundations, philanthropists, and prospective
students asking. Do we put our limited dollars into education or something
¢lse” If education, what bind? And what will we get for our investment?

For the accreditation community, these developments pose threc 2ew hinds
~f problems or, 1f you will, opportunities:

* Established institution, 1re changing many of their ways of doing things
and are reaching out to new student clienteles

¢ Listitutions and programs new to tne accreditation process are seehing
appropriate recognition

* Accrehitation faces a compelling need -- a lemand, really -- fer more
effective, economcal savs of cvaluating and monttoring chese many diverse
educational activities,

This o3 a time for the accreditation community to provide leadership in

} recoenizing the value of soucsally useful abilities 1n addition to academic
tent, (h) understandiag the meaning of various learning styles: (¢) .ld-m\h-
sdaing the offecti.eness of Ofterent educational settings; and (1) pursuin
he x..zlecntmns of research findings on educational outcomes.

{a
ia
,
t

Taacher fducation

in g 1970 vaper, Rolf #. Larson, Jdirector of the Mational Cowmcil for
Acereditation of Teacher Pducation NCATLY ,identi fied  four basic accreditation
provlems  1n the area of teacher education

* Allowtng for inst.tutioral differences in a common accreditation evaluation

* Rasing accreditation decis.ons on real colloge substaice rather than on
elements of form ’

¢ Determnirg the actual focus or function of dccreditation
* bDetermining the actual cualifications of the g:r'ldu:\tc'z

He went on to Jiscuss the potential of performmce-based, or competency -l ased,
teadher education for responding to these problems, vriting:

1£ the PBTE movement can result in a much more explicit and complete

definition of tie competencivs needed for teachers (and other school
worrers) and i1f, after such a definition 1s mode, it can result in

O
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significantly improved training moudes, the implications for
teacher education are great....the PBTE movement miyht pro-
vide thne experience necessary to move accreditation from its
present general unfocused practices to 4 point _of higher
efficiency and rore focused and direct act:on.”

Accrediting agencies are following this development with great interest,

JUST a5 they dare awaiting the 1esults of the Council oun Postsecondary Accredi-
tation study on the development of improved techniyues for evaluation of educa-
tivnal outcomes 1n institutions of postsecondary education. There 1s much
Jebate cencernang the potential value and control of PBTL, just as there has
been great disagrecment over the decreditation of teacher education. The majyor
questions remdin:

*  should teacher education be accredited separdately, since such programs
are almost always located 1n accredited institutions?

* What should be the focus of accreditation -- theory vs. application, or
process vs. product?

* How should the dcerediting machinery be structured and controlled, 1nas-
muchk ds there are o number of competing interest groups involved?

The last question, 1t would gappear, once again threatens to overwhelm the
others.
NOTES

1. Wiitlzam K. selden, Accreditation. A Struggle vver Standards in Higher
Lducation. (New York® Harper & Row, 1960} pp. 94-95.

t

“"The 1970's Iime for Assessment 1n Accreditation,” 1n Annual Report gﬁ
the bLxecutive Director. (Washington, D.C.: National Commission on
Accrediting, 1970) no page given.

(2]

brank G bickey and Jerry W. Miller, A Current Perspective on Accreditation,
(wasnington, D.C.. American Association for Higher Education, 1972) no page
given

4. Rolf w. tarson, Accred:tation Problems and the Promise of PBTE. (washington,
0.C., American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education and tRIC
(learinghouse on feacher Lducation, 1974) p. 2.

5. Ibid., p. 26.
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THE GOVERNANCE OF TEACHER EDUCATION ACCREDITATION:
A HIGHER EDUCATIOQN PERSPECTIVE

Fredericy R. Cyphert
Hancy Lusk Zimpher
The Ohio State University

WHO SHOULD CONTROL ACCREDITATION? -

Any discussion of acereditation centers around the persasive question, “Who
should control the accreditation of teacher educat:on?”, and the danswer determines
how other related 1ssues are resolied. In responding to this uuestion, we shall
proceed as followss We will (@) state a position taken by one of the groups
currently wying for control of teacher education, (b) depict briefly the rationale
for the position ucld; and (c) present weaknesses, counterarguments, and/or fallacies
of the position.

Viewpoint of Professicnal Teacher Educators
Position I: Professional teacher education personnel, in behalf of the total
profession, shuuld dominate dnd control the acereditation of teacher education,

Rationale: higher educatiun personnel offer the teacher training program,
and know best what »hould be included in effective programs. In addition, they
bear the bulk of the expenses of a..reditation. While personnel 1n higher educa-
tion agree that teacher education accreditation is not what 1t should be, they do
not believe 1t will be tmproved by putting someone else in charge. In fact, they
believe that diffusencss in the control of accreditation has weakened it as 4
quality control mechanisnm.,

Fallacy: Duvergent groups have been allowed to share control of the process
instedd of participating 1n the prucess. What is needed s broad involvement
instead of broad control.

Viewpoint of Federal and State Government

Position Il: Either or both federal amd state government, in behalf of the total
profession ang the public, should dominate and vontrol the accreditation of teacher
education.

Rattonale. Accreditation 1s not effective as curreatly constituted and
evecuted. At the national level, the government 1s looking for ways to have
greater control over education in general, increase its influence, and assure
continued employment of personnel already in the cducation burcaucracy. At the
state level, the issue of control 1y closely related to certification. State
departments of education would prefer to limit expansion of professional organizations
IN greas where state governments have had a significant voice in the past. Control
by professional organizations could lead to attempts to control certification,
Such @ move would threaten the job security, influence, and status of state
cducation departments.

Fallacy: Certification has traditionally been the responsibility of state

departments of cducation because of the state government's constitutional authority
over public elementary and sccondary education. Further, state certification,

O




through reciprocity, has become roughly equivalent to national certification

because of suatlarity gn state legislation, As a result, opponents of federal

and state government contrel of accred:itation have concluded that 1t would be
unhealthy for government to control both of the two Jhief quality control mechanisms
which relate to the preparstion of education personnel--dccreditation and
vertification, Conmeyuently, accreditation should remuin free ot the mintle

of both federal and state government control. Further, 1t would seem that the
proper role of state povernment i fo improve 1ts present tasi, certificdtion,
rather thun assume responsibilily for the additional tashk of accreditation,

Viewpoint of Professional Organizations

Position III: Provessional organi:iations, in behalf of the total profession,
should dominate and control the accred:tation of teacher education.

Rat:onale: Teachers claim that since they are 1n datly contact with children
1 classroons, they inow more than haigher education teacher educators.  In addition,
tewchers contend that the larger group (clementary/secondary teachers) should
control the smaller (higher education teacher educators),

Fallacy., Teacnvrs umpderstand teaching, but not teacher education., They
should have input into the identification of teacher classroom competencies,
but tney ha.o little expertise tn Jdescloping the outcomes. The s1ze of professional
constituent groups is irrelevant.

Viewpoint of the Authors

Position I¥:  Lven though the author. of this article are members of the higher
education cunstituent groun, we fuel wupport for any of the positions elaborated
above should be arrived at based on the following set of assumptions regarding
the control of accreditation.

Assumptlion I: One 1s likely to find scholars among the ranks of teacher
aducators, whe are adept at building teacher education programs and competent
to analyse, assess, and  evaluate the outcomes of teacher preparation curricula.

assuaption 2. There should be a direct relationship between responsibility
for teacher education, duthority to mahe decisions relative to accreditation, and
competency 4s a teacher educator. Power should stem from knowledge.

Assurmption 3: There should be clear differentiation between involvement
{participation) and control (authority).

Assumption 4: There shouid be a direct relationship botween paying for a
service amd controlling the .ervice one recetves for that payment. Sinee higher
eduvation pavs more than S0 percent of the cost of acereditation, when one considers
the tnternal iastitutional “osts (1 e¢., costs of preparing for evaluation), then
higher education must make final determinations regarding accreditation.

Assumption 5: I -ernal quality control 1s moce effective than external control.
Standards developed by people whose knowledge and ability are known by practicing
teacher educators have more credibility than standards developed by any external
group or agency.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




RELATED ISSUES

<
fhere are o numbel o twportint subissues assoctated with the governance of
aecraditation.  Fhose discussed below are 1ssues whose outeomes we feel will be
dutermiied largely by the controlime force in eereditation e feel, howerver
geiy Oy s
that there ts no monslithid posttion regarding the oo and other a-sue~ among
< & i\
professional teacher cduedzors becilag Do one urwanizition spoahs tor the group.

4ho Should Be Involved 1n the Accreditation Process?

Higna education teacher educators snould nave overall input into the
developaent ot deereditation standards. we o sheuld beoconcerned wath questions
og SUDSTAILL , PrOLLasy thd unaiization meodad to Jduvelon wompetercies for school
fU o Tuacher edteators should have majority antoliedent on acereditation
tedan aid dev izl wda i osrds Higher education control prosuacs thal teacher
CdidedTots will wdhe cvdibazisy decisions whidh will Jlnernate nstitutions that
are et otfectivelsy tratning teaene s, by utxlx:'uq G htowled.e base rather than
the pubitieal pase oiten tised by non-teddhicr educators and/or chnt\ outs:d*
the prutession Lertiiteation and the jou marhet provide other chuedhs on as wment

Practaoing, toachors should hase input ante the dovelopment of doereditation
stamdards oxe bustved. o the aror ofF sdentifving Clds=too gom:ctun\xca necded by
ArCaTuioe aid dtenty ey teadho s Iroaddstion, toaenes should Bave sunority
o r i ol toeiediton, Toas ind boards, and roact sita visiting decreditation

Tadinn,

students should have 4 sponitroant role an acoreditatzon and react with
1y Tediin, ds wedl s e nnanity articipation on accreditation teans

e 5U\giuavnt wd uthor Ly rootesentatives shoudd previde linted dnput

e Wtandards rolative tor (i) ddentebvin s the onds which society wants

: to pursae thit fave maplieations for what teadhors need to know, value,
Dhe abie tu dug and () Getabirshing, the Pmding fooossary to support desirable

[FR1% |
ractives. oo addition, seehors of the doctl connumity stoutd serve ds respondents
T ovistTing, tednes by \lxd4: Ctne effietivene s of arat cotlewes o oproviding

L

competent teddhors,
Should Accreditation be Mandatory or Voluntary?

the traditional higson educition position - thet seredatation should be
soadnitdr, peedse ) the Draadrs ol Biis buen to L rose anstitutions, (h) no
i hds Cvetonscd the autiorits to weaddte deeraditation, and (3 pany colleges
Base wantod to heep toicher wdudation sro,raas ot a finencrally protitable level
ot qualtty,

e

Phe Classroom toadhing profcs~ion position 1~ tnat accreditation should be
caddator ; sinee tedehcrs would Like to sorcen odt annroductive prograns  The
SFonimy, powcr of ofpaniod Boach G roups s thus transtereed anto o anereasing

control ovet toachor cuc it ton, simpiy bodatise these aronos can weed out all who
opno e then,

It s Jotfreult to oin down tae feder il povernment position, and the state
susernment ~tanee un s tssue ts less thai clear. Vamy states have poved to require

ERIC
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acereditation through an "approved program' approach te certification. The
motivation is tO convince state legislatures that state departments of education
can enforce quality control in teacher education, obviating the necessity for
feared professional practice boards.

i The authors' pos:ition is dependent on the yuestion of who controls acereditation.
. If ultimate decisions are to be made by higher education teacher educators, based
upon knowledge about teacher education, then we believe the time has come to make
accreditation mandatory. This could serve to eliminate as much as 25 percent

of existing teacher preparation programs. We do not see this reduction as

inhibiting the improvement of accredited institutions, if controlled experimentatiof
1s encouraged. However, :f control is to rest in the hands of professional
organizations or government officials who use a political base for arriving at
decisions, then acereditation should remain voluntary, if 1t should continue at all.

Shéuld Actreditation Be Prescriptive or Descriptive?

Practicving teachers .ant to make accreditation prescriptive, i.e., with specified
standards that require strict programmatic adherence prior to accreditation.
leachers could then specify that teacher education curricula have an spprenticeship
bise rather than a theoretical one. Teacher control through prescriptive standards
could eliminate institutions unable or unwilling to train teachers according to
-teachers' prescribed models. Teachers could also control access to the professoriate .
by prescribing requisite experiences for becoming a teacher educator, such as
five years of prior classroom experience.

Teacher educators, in contrast, have usually supported a descriptive approach
to accreditation, believing there is no one proven way of training teachers.
Teacher educators fcel that teacher-training institutions should be evaluated
in terms of cellege program objectives. Not only do descriptive staalards allow
more latitude for experimentation, but they also force institutions to provide
evaluation measures, thus supporting the type of training offered by the inStitution.

Both federal und state government, and the lay community they are responsive to,
have no real position in the preeriptive/descriptive debate. The government
posture 1s better described as any stance that will foster government control of
certification. One can only assume that if their control over certification
were eventually extended to accreditation, that it too could be prescriptive, since
the process of certificat:on has historically been prescriptive.

CONCLUSION

Three thoughts seem appropriate here. First, higher education teacher
educators are not able to arrive at a consensus regarding the governance of
accreditation. No organization van speak for all of us, and we are not willing
to resolve our minor dJifferences for the common gouvd. It is difficult to arrive at
any igreement when our actions show that our diversities overshadow our mutual =oncerns.
Second, the inherent dung®r in our assuming dominant control of the accreditation
of teacher education rests in professional incapsulation which results in sterility
of ideas, paroctzal thinking, and inability to perform self-surgery. Third, all
parties concerned with the governance of accreditation seem unable to agree on
criteria for making relevant decisions, consequently, a mutually acceptable resolu-
tion seems unlikely.
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\CCREDITATION FROM THE FEDERAL PERSPECTIVE

John R. Proffitt
‘e Office of Education

ORIGIN AND PURPOSES

Control of education in rhe United States has traditionally been by
states and local communities. Unlike many other nations, the United States
has no central authority which conmt 7ls education institutions. Each state
has developed its own public school and higher education systems, and most have
provided for chartering and otherwise regulating private institutions. Due to
the absence of centralized government control over American education, insti-
tutional programs vary widely in character and quality. Accreditation pro-
cesses have developed in response to the public need for (a) insuring a basic
tevel of program quality, and (b) preventing chaos which might result from
decentralized control over a multiplicity of education institutions.

Accreditation is a peer evaluation process conducted by private education
associations of regional and national scope. Evaluation procedures are defined
by thess voluntary, nongovernmental accrediting agencies, which fall into two
major categories: institutional and specialized. ‘Institutional accreditation
1s regional, and signifies that the institution as a whole 1s achieving its
objectives satisfactorily. Specialized accreditation refers to programs
rather than institutions, and 1s conferred by national organizations repre-
senting professional or occupational interests.

The Private Perspective

Private accreditirny agencies and the federal government view accredita-
tion Jdifferently. The private sector sees institutional accreditation at the
postsecondary level as a means of::

* fostering exceilence in postsecondary educatien through the development
of criteria and guidelines for assessing educational effectiveness

* encouraging institutional improvement of educational endeavors through
continucus self-study and evaluation

* assuring the educational community, the general public, and other agencies
or organizations that an institution has clearly defined appropriate educational
nbjectivas: has established conditions under which their achievement can
reasonably be expected; appears in fact to be accomplishing them substantially:
and is so organized, staffed, and cupported that it can be expected to continue
to do so

* providing counsel and ass stance to established «nd developing institutions

* protecting institutions against encroachments which might jeopardize the
educational effectiveness or academic freedoml
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The fFederal Perspective

The U.S. Office of Education {USOF), on the other hand, views accredita-
as a means of:

* Cert:fying that an insiitution has met established standards
* Assisting prospective students in identifying acceptable institutions
* Assisting iastitutions in determining the acceptability of transfer credits

* Helping to identify institutions and proyrams for the investment of public
and pravate funds

¢ protecting an lnst:itution against harmful internal and external pressures

* (Creating goals for self-improvement of weaker programs and stimulating a
general ra:sing of standards among educational institutions

* Involving the faculty and staff compreheasively in institutional evalua-
tion and planning

* Establishiny criteria for professional cert*fication, licensure, and for
upgrading courses offering such preparation

N
* providing one basis for determining eligibility for Federal assistancer

We must emphasize that accrediting agencies are private, independent,
voluntary associations whose purposes do not necessarily coincide with federal
objectives. Accrediting agencies are committed t7 nrogrammatic uplift through
peer review. Fhey do not function as regulatory bodies. However, as the judgment
of accerediting agencies has become a basis for determining federal funding
eligibility, their public responsibility has increased. Changes in policies
and procedures of accrediting bodies indicate that they have become more
public-oriented.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AND PRIVATE ACCREDITING AGENCIES

USOL has 1denti1fied approximately 20 federal agencies concerned with the
accreditation status of postsecondary institutions. Many rely upon the list
of nationally recognized accrediting agenci: s published by the U.S. commissioner
of eduw. tion. Among federal agencies, probably USOE has the most direct re-
lationship with private accrediting associations, although 1t has ncver been
authurized to dssume an accrediting function. In fact, USOL does not seek such
authority \s recently as 1968, the commissioner stated that:

. the development and maintenance of educational standards Is the
responsibility of non-guvernmental, voluntary accrediting associa~
tions.... It 135 the policy of the Office of Education genecrally to
support and encourage the various recognized voluntary accrediting
assoclations in thelr rospective activities, and to endorse their
role as the primary ager‘'s in the development and maintenance of
educational standards 1n the United States.?
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With the enactmear of the Veterans' Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952
(P.L. 82-530), also known as the G.I. Bill, the commissioner was assigned a
specific responsib.lity related to accrediting., He was reauired
to publish a 113t of nationally recognized accrediting agencies and associa-
tions considered reliable authorities regarding the quality of training offered
by education instifutlons and programs, in order to determine eligibility of
institutions to benefit from the new law. This statutory provision was sub-
sequently restated in at least 15 major federal aid-to-education legislative
acts. In October 1952, criteria for recognition of national accrediting agencies
and an initial list of 28 agencies so recognized were published in the Federal
Register., The criteria have since been revised twice, in 1969 and 1974, when
the current criteria were published.. The number of agencies recognized has
increased from 28 in 1952 to 63 as of June 1975.

An analysis of the major features of tht present criteria reveals some
expectations concerning the performance of accrediting agencies. These elements
include:

* puncticonality - An accreditating agency should be regional or national in
scope and maintain a clear definition of 1ts activities regarding (a) geographic
area, and (b) nature and type of 1nstitutions or programs covered. It should
have adequate administrative and financial support and access to competent
personnel to participate on visiting teams and decision-making committees, and
as consultants. The agency should have specific procedures regarding level of
accreditation status, including institutional or program self-analysis and on-
site reviews by visiting teams.

* Responsibility - Considerations in assessing agency responsibility include:
(a) clearly identified need for accreditation by the agency in the field in
which 1t operates, (b) responsiveness to public interest, (c) adequate pro-
vistons for due process in accrediting procedures, {d) demonstrated capability
and willingness to foster ethical practices among institutions or programs
accredited, and (¢) a program for evaluating educational standards.

* peliability - fhe agency should demonstrate wide acceptance of its policies,
procedures, and decisions; regular review of its standards and procedures;
experience as an accrediting agency: and representation in its decision-making
bodies of the community of interests directly affected.

*  Autonomy - The agency must demonstrate the autonomy and independence of
its decisions from cutside influences.

It 1s noteworthy that these recognition criteria place in¢reased empha-
sis upon dccrediting agencies' reliability and responsibility to the public
interest.

Accrediting agencies requesting recognition by the commissioner of educa-
tion undergo intensive review by USOE's accreditation and institutional eligi-
bility staff in the Bureau of Postsecondary Education, and the commissioner's
Advisory Committee on Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility, in order to
determine whetner or not the ageéncies comply with the criteria. Although the
ultimate decision regarding recognition of an agency rests with the commissioner,
the Advisory Commiitee performs a key role in the recognition process, Composed

11
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of 15 menbers from various segments of the secondary and postsecondary education
community, student/youth population, state departments of education, professional
associations, and the general public, the committcc advises USOE on matters re-
lating to accreditation and institutional vligibility for federal education
programs.

ISSUES

Reliance upon Aucreditation as a Factor in Institutional Eligibility for
Funding Determinations

One issue growing out of federal eligibility for funding procedures is
government reliance on private, independent agencies for qualitative assess-
ments, Unfortunately, accreditation is not necessarily a reliable indicator
of institutional integrity and, therefore, there should be less reliance upon
accreditation as a funding determinant. An opposing view is that criteria
being used 1n accreditation are as satisfactory sources of reliable information
as can be found.

Some form of accreditation 1s included 1n almost all institutional eligi-
bility requirements for federal educat.on programs. The basic framework for
federal reliance was developed for the 1952 Korean G.I. Bill, and reinforced
by the 1958 National Defense Fducativr Act (NDEA).

Accreditation is too often cquated with eligibility, thus overlooking
the fact that accreditation itself 13 only one of a series of criteria which
must be met te establish eligibility for USOE-administered programs, albeit
the most impnrtont.

Accreditaticr and Protaction of the Educational Consumer

Consumerism has made the federal government increasingly aware of abusec
resulting from unethical cperations of some cducation institutions, and for the
need for increased protection of the public: USOE has made public the present
criteria for recognition of nationally recognized accrediting agencics in order
to show that accrediting agencies recognized by the commissioner share responsi-
bility for the public interust and protection of the educational consumer,

There are several consumer protection features of the criteria which
illustrate the requirements placed upon accreuiting agencies:

* Consideration of the rights, responsibilities, and interests of (a) students,
(b) the general public, (c) the academic, professional, or cccupational fields
involved, and (d) institutions

* Inclusion of public rcpresentatives in decision-making bodies, or in an
advisory or consultative capacity that assures attention by the decision-
making bodies

* Availability of public information regarding accreditation standards,
procedures, status, and date of next review; names and affiliations of decision-
making bodies; names of principal administrative personnel; and lescription of
ownership, control, and type of legal organization of the agenty or associa-
tion

12
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* Written procedures for review of comnlaints pertaining to institutional
or program guality which provide for timely treatment in a manner that is fair
to both complainant and institution or program

* Capability and willingness to foster ethical practices, including non-
drscriminatory practices in admissions and employment, and equitable tuition
re funds

* Securing of information which Jemonstrates that the institution or pro-
gram conducts an ongoing program of evaluation of outputs

The federal government's expectations for accrediting agencies in the
area of consumer protection are stated not only in the criteria but also in
a report discussing federal strategies for protecting consumers, issued by
the Subcommittee on Pducational Consumer Protection of the Federal Inter-
agency Committee on Fducation. The Subcommittee, created in 1972 to study
major problems and 1ssues confronting students as consumers of educational
services, stated among 1ts principles and recommendation.

State educational agencies and private associations or agencies which
have direct responsibility for acerediting, approving, licensing,

and certifying educational institutions and students, should do so
with issues of consumer protection clearly in mind. The overall
effort to protect the educational consumer must involve consumer
agencies and organizations, both public and private, in a vital way»4

Relationship Between the Federal Governrent, Accrediting Agencies, and
the States

Current federal statutes and regulations geverning participation of post-
secondary educational institutions in federal aid to education programs re-
quire, among other elements, that such schools be “legally authorized within
such State tc provide a program of education beyond secondary education.”S

The statutory system for establishing postsecondary institutional eligi-
bility for participation in USOL-administered education programs consists of
three complementary elements- (a) state chartering, licensure or approval,
(h) accreditation by a nationally recognized accrediting agency, and (¢) fed-
“Eral program requirements. As noted above, the accreditation component of
this tripartite relationship has heen heretofore the most important element
in the eligibility determination system. Increasingly, however, USOL is
focusing its attention ont the state role in approval and eligibility pro-
cesses.  The relationshiP between the federal government and the states also
has 1mplications for the future of private accrediting agencies. Under the
so-called Mondale Amendment of the Education Amendments of 1972, the com-
missyoner of education 1s required to "publish a list of State agencies which
it determines to be reliable authority as to the quality of public postsecon=
dary vocational education in their respective states for the purpose of
determining eligibility for all Federal student assistance progrars.”” As a
result of this amendment, public postsecondary vocational education institu-
tions or programs can satisfy the qualitative element of eligibility require-
ments ci1ther by obtaining accreditation by a nationally recognized accredit-
ing agency, or approval by a recognized state agency.
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It is sti1ll too early to assess whether public vocational institutions

are electing in large numbers to seeh approval by a state agency in lieu of
accreditation by a nationally recognized agency. As long as national accrediting
agencies continue to perform assessment of quality within the framework of

their standards, it appears likely that the nongovernmental accrediting mechan-
isms will continue to be used as the primdry agent for determination of insti-
tutional or programmatic quality.

NOTES

1. Sherry S. Harris, ed. Accredited Institutions of ihipher Fducation 1974-75,
(washington, 0.C.: 1974) American Council on Lducation, p. 3.

2. Nationally Recognized Accrediting Agencies and Associations. Criteria and
Procedures for Listing by the U.S. Commissioner of [ducation and Current
List. January 1975. (washington, D.C.: U.S., Dept. of Health, Education,
and Welfare, 1975) p. 1.

Harold Howe,"Ul.S. Office of Education Policy Statement: The Role of
voluntary Accreditation in the Umted States, November 1968,"1in
Acecreditat.on and Institutional Eligibility Staff. List of Nationally

Lot

Recognized Accrediting Agencies and Associations. (Washington, D.C.:
U.5., Department of Health, Lducation, znd Welfare, 1969) p. 2.

4. Toward a Federal Strategy for Protection of the Consumer of Fducation: A
Report from the Subcommittec on Lducational Consumer Protection to the
Federal Interagency Committec on Lducation. (Washingten, D.C.: U.S.,
Dept. of Health, Education, and Welfare, 1974) p. viiis

5. Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended, Pub. L. 89-329, Sec. 1201
(November 8, 1965).

+

6. Education Amendments of 1972, Pub. i. 92-318, Sec. 132E (June 23, 1672) .,
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ISSUES IN ACCREDITATION

Marjaret xn:spel
ational Rdueaton Associat.on

. ‘"

feachers today Atend to hdave g significant role in planning and designing therr
owit education., That rode mcludes o puloe an acerdditation of teacher preparation
institutions,

RATIONALE FOR INCLUDING TTZACHERS
he 17 millon-plu~ menbers of the National Lducation Assocration (MAY regard
adyol tmvwbvetient i nationad acereditation decision-mahing (and state approval) uas

4 potential mweans of helpiig ensare quality teacher educaticn.  Their 1974 resolution
{ho  TA-21) on teacher education reads

cevbudeters and students prevarinly to teacn ust e directly iavolved in
codluatinyg @ Laproving the standdrds for teaciher prepdration and
Sortitieataon., The ASsociation insgsts tnat teacher lnpat i3 necessary
- plann.ng and 1nplementing juality ceacner oducation programs....d

tie rationdle ter tars resclution is that practicing teadhiers are the prime consumers

At teacner cduoation, and Raow best wnat thev need 1 order to improve their services

tu students, s o oaddetion, K12 practitioners make up by far the largest group with-

tnothe jrefusston The folloming tllustration shows percenvages and actual numbers

of persons imolved tn teacning

The Teaching Profession
(USOE 1974 Estimates)

Higher Education - 19.5%
(622,000)

State/Federal Government
¢~ Employees - 0.5% (14,500)
\ ¢— Private Schools - 7% (231,000)

<

Public Schools - 728 —>

(2,321,600) N X-12 wf%? = Muministrators - 1% (31,600)
PRACTITIONERS

Nl

g\}

PURPOSE:  INSTITUTIONAL IMPROVEMENT OR QUALITY CONTROL?

Of the approvimately 1,100 state-authorized wolleges or universities in the

Hnited states currently engaged 1 preparing teachers, only 540 are dceredited by
tae Natronal Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATL) .3

Teachers are voncerned with both state and nationdal dcereditation. Many state
standards and/or approval processes are permissive, and almost dany institution

. 15
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<an meet them  These standards and processes are determined by state boards

of education (mide up prinarily of laypersons), or by staff members of state
Jepartments of education. Teachers want the profession, not state officials, to
set standards oand deteriane processes for state approval.  State-delegated control
15 Just begianing tv «ore tu teaching It became o reality an California an 1970
amd Oregon in 1973.  In both states, 4 commission including a4 majority of educators
has responsibility for certification and state approval. Three other states--
Mifinesota, Pennsylvania, and Massachusetts--have advisory cormissions which

meet MEA's criteria for standards and licensure gmUps.4 St111 others are 1in the
process of developing such legisiation.

Lan a private and v luntary accrediting body serve as an indicater of quality?
A report just released by the Mational Advisory Council on kducation Professions
Developnent (EPD) asserts.

Accrueditation, even when performed by an dssociation recognized by the
U.5. Comuissioner, 1s not necessarily an indicator of quality....The
confusion derives from tne historic bej:nnings of accreditation, when
the associlations in fact sought to inspect for quality, Over the years
that concept has changyed, however, and the accred:ting Modies now seek
tu determinw whether each school 15 makiny satisfactory proyress toward |
1ts goals.”

It seems that XCATL may be able to improve tne situation. NCATE standards have
recently begun moving beyond an emphasis on meeting an institution's goals to
evaluation of the product (1i.e., teacher). Because of that new emphasis, teacher-
practitioners believe that if present MATL standards are applied, accreditation
by NCATL would be a real indication of quality. Evidence is already beginning
to mount. S1Xx or seven years ago, most institutions that dapplied for accreditation
were given full or partial acereditation. Part:ally aceredited institutions had at
least three years to do what was necesvary in order to become fully accredited,
fn the meantime they were included 1n the annual list of accredited institutions
circulated by NCATE. These procedures have changed.  In 1971, 25 of 49 accreditation-
seeking i1nstitutions were given full accreditation, while the others had all or
some of their programs denied becduse they Jdid not meet the criteria. Some changes
are taking place in the direction of quality control!

DESIRABILITY OF VOLUNTARY VS. MANDATORY SYSTEMS

In the latest yearbook of the National Society for the Study of Education
(NSSE), Bush and Enemark point out:

For a successful college or university, submitting to or seeking sut
accreditation {5 about as voluntary as summoning a physician 1f you

are stryck with a heart attack or stopping at a red light on a high-

way. The federal government uses established accreditation as a
screeaing device for granting funds. Foundations, athletic associations,
and reciprocal interstate arrangements all use Y"voluntary" accreditation
listings for determining worthiness of institutions or programs.5

why, then, should teachers not use accreditation as a means of deciding where
to spend their money 1n order to get the kind of professional education they need?
Two ways of motivating institutions to seek accreditation arc to (a) let educational
consumers know which institutions are accredited, and (b) give priority to graduates
of those institutions when hiring.
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Until now, only a few NCATE lists have found their way to gurdance counselors
and high schools, but no concerted effort has been made by NCATE to carry the
information to consumers. The whole national accreditation process will be
streagthened when lists are distributed to every school career-information center
and every teacher who continues education beyond the initial preparation.

As accreditation hecomes an indicator of quality, teachers' associations will
want to negotiate the hiring of graduates from NCATE-accredited institutions
becduse it 15 in their interest that new members of the profession have the best
possible preparation.

CURRENT PROCESSES AND STANDARDS: HOW CAN THEY BE IMPROVED?

Practitioners are enthusiastic about the move to program rather than institutional
accreditation. Practicing teachers have been bothered by the fact than an institution
could be accredited even though some of 1ts programs were weak. In the past, program
approval was too complicated, expensive, and time-consuming, but technological/computer
advances may make program approval feasible. A special NCATE committee, representing
all the present constituents and aided by outside consultants, 1s studying the problem
4nd should have recommendations within the year.

The present NCATE procedure of accreditation visits once every 10 years 1s in-
effective and must be changed. With rapidly increasing knowledge about learning and
teaching, ups and downs 1n 1institutional financing, and frequent changes in adminis-
tration of colleges and universities, there 1s no assurance that a program which is
considered of high quality now will remain so for 10 years. Most states give approval
for not more than five years, and the United States Office of Education (USOE) reeval-
uates its recognized accrediting agencies at least once every four years.

Reduct.on of the present number of NCATE standards by factor analysis could
sumplify institutional reports and save time. The newly-formed NCATE Standards
Committee, now under the aegis of the Council, should be funded adequately to
pursue :1ts work in this regard.

FINANCING: WHO SHOULD PAY?

Practitioners feel that accreditation 1s an expense chargeable to the teacher
preparation program and should, therefore, be borne by the particular institution
engaged in that preparation. The income from institutional subsidies and enrollment
fees seems a suilable means of covering accreditation costs. Of course there are
strains on every budget, but priorities must be established--and the cost of accredi-
tation, 1f it 1s to be an indicator of quality and a basis for reciprocity, should
certainly be a priority.

The monies which teacher preparation institutions allocate for accreditation do
not constitute organizational contributions to NCATE. The self-study necessitated by
the accreditation process should be done by an institution as part of its constant
renewal, and the monies involved should not be chargeable totally to the cost of
national accreditation.

The money NEA contributes to NCATE comes from individual members’ pochets--
not from institutional or tax funds, or enrollment fecs. NEA members are willing
to spend some money to improve their profession, and have contributed substantially
(with the exception of one year) to NCATE since 1t was established in 1954,
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The chart included below shows the NCAIL budget as well as organizatidhal

and other contribut:-.s to 1t over the years. Teacher educattion institution

feaders would call this budget the "tip of the iceberg,' since 1t does not

reflect institutional costs, other than the actual vasaitation fee. Some teacher

educators dargue that the one who pays should vontrol the system.  But 1f that logic

were to be followed, then students would have much more control of celleges and

universitstes than they have now!

ROLE OF THE PUBLIC: WHAT IS IT?

\lthough accreditation belongs in the area of professional control, in the
interest of protecting citizens, 411 possible means of including and informing
the public snould be employed. The whole question of how persons who actually
represent the public can be located to serve as "watihdogs” on professional
boards 1% problematic. Do professional boards teally represent the public at
large” At present, only one member of the 19-person NCATL represents school
board>. [wo dare state department of education staff, represanting the Chief
State Schovl Officers (L5S0) and the Mational Association of State Directors of
Teacher btducation and Certification (NASDTLC).

EMERGING TRENDS

leacher preparation should be vased 1n higher education and field oriented.
Aceurdingly, goveraance of the profession must ensure practitioner wnvolvement,
Untal recently, such involvement has been only token in practice, As far as
acereditation s concerned, NCAIL has "belonged" to higher education despite the
fact that NLA was instrumental in getting NCATE established and has contributed
considerably to 1t over the yecars. =

ihe current ownership of accreditation by higher education is developing
rapidly both within the teaching profession and outside it. The "Gateheepers"
report demonstrates citizen voneerns, through thear legislators, about the
Jependence on voluntary ~tandards as a protection for the cducational consumer,
fhe report reaterdte. the recommendation of the EPD Council, that there 1s a

...nced to formulate o cullaborat:ve new system in which state officirals
can do a petter j0b, acting witn private accred:ting bodies, federal

of ficrals, school admimistrators, and students--all of whom have a

stake 1 the integrity of Amer:can scnools.8

Teachers welvome go\vrnmcnt‘Attuntxun to the ' profeszsional developmeni of the
institutional )&tekeephrs,") and faud their efforts to assist in strengthening
state approval and private, voluntary acerediting agencices.

The balance within NCATL has changed considerably in the last two years. A new
\CATL constitution, adopted in January 1971, wives MA and the American Assoctation
of Lulleges tot feasher Lducation (AMIL) equal tepiesentation (eight members vach),
and also provides for the inclusion of new, additional constitucncies from within
the profession, The Student MA nd the Assoctdation of Teacher Bducators (ATL)
were admitted 1 Octobur 1974, I May, the Mational Council of Teachers of
Mathematics (MIM) became a third associate,  Indications snow that these and other
tnterested groups will o throth the necessary processes to become full, contributing
constituent wembers of MATL, thereby broadening the professional control of NCATEH,10
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The past few years have shown specific incredses in the inclusion of K-12
practitioners at all levels  From 1971 to 1974 the percentage of K-12 practioners
on MATE visiting teams has risen from 12.1 to 39.1 percent. The six national NCATF
Lvaluation Boards now have three h-1J members. The 3-person NCATE Appeals Board (all
formerly college males) now has two MLA past presidents (both women). The
NCATE Coordinating Board also has « more balanced representation,

Teachers understand that no organization, agency, or institution can or should
control accreditation in teacher education. They believe that control ts the
tespunsibility of the teaching profession, of which they are a significant part.
the tuture looks bright, if the kind of shared responsibility that has taken place
during the last two years cuntinues.

NOTES

1+ MLA Handbook, 1974-75. For Local, State and National Associations, (Washington,
D.C.: Mational Education Association, 1971) p. 247.

K

fncluded in this article are 4 number of conclusions reached by the eight NEA
members wurrently serving on NCATE, who met xn an NEA-sponsored session in
washington, D.C., April 11-13, 1975. "Input for Paper on Current and Imerging
Issues in Acereditation” (submitted to NCATE May 18, 1975).

e

These institutions preparc 84 percent of all teachers.

4. Avatlable from MEA,1201 16th St., N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036

5.  Gateheepers in Education. A Report un Institutional Licensing, {washington,
D.C. . Natronal Advisory Council on Lducation Professions Development, April 1975)
p. Lo

6. Hobert M. Bush and Peter Lnemark, "Control and Responsibility in Teacher Lducation,"

tn Teacher Lducation. The Seventy-Fourth Yearbook of the National Society for
the Study of Education, edited by Kevin Ryan {Chicago~ University of Chicago
Press, 1975) p. 267.

7. Gatekeepers in Education, pp. 1-3.

3. Ibad., p. 2.
9.  ibad., p. 24,

10. See new NUATL constitution, avatlable from NCATP headquarters, 1750 Pennsylvania
ive., V.W., hashington, D.C, 20006
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GOVERNANCE OF ACCREDITATION IN TEACHER EDUCATION

Sadney Simandle
Kentucky State Department of Education

This paper will atiempt to identify issues relating to the governance of

C—aecrdditation in teacher education, The perspective is that of a director of

O

teacher :ducation and certification within a state department of education, who
has experience in cooperative relationships with the organized teaching profes-
sion, higher education organizations, the regional accrediting body, and several
agencies of the U.5. Office of Lducation (USOE), as well as with the other state
directors of teacher education and certification. Presumably, there is the
underiying assumption that if the 1ssues can be stated by the contending parties,
avenues might be opened for their resolution.

Although the word "governance" has the strong connotation of "control,"
it also means responsibility for creative leadership for improvement. It also
implies, at least according to American traditions, the involvement of affected
parties in a parity relationship for decision making. Several points regarding
governance in teacher education will be discussed below, and relevant major
issues will be raised at each point,

STATE LEGAL AGENCIES

Under today's circumstances, the state legal agency for teacher education
15 the primary point of governance for teacher education. In whatever form--
a state board of education, a separate professional standards board, or some
ccmbination of the two--there will be a state legal agency responsible for
teacher education. Immediately, some major questions become apparent:

* What should be the composition, powers, and duties of the legal agency for
policy making in teacher education? This is the agency that must determine
the standards for preparing each category of professional school personnel,
whether for secondary-school mathematics teachers, middle-school guidance
counselors, elementary-school reading specialists, or kindergarten teachers
and the like. This is the agency that must determine procedures by which the
institutional program of preparation for any given category of professional
school personnel is to be recognized for state teacher certification. This is
the agency that must determine the standards and procedures for accrediting
teacher education institutions. There is more concern now about the composi-
tion of this legal body. How many members should there be? How many repre-
senting colleges and universities? How many representing teacher practitioners
from both public and private elementary and secondary schools? How many, if
any, représenting groups such as school boards, parent-teacher groups, students,
and other citizens? There is also the matter of membership selection. Is
this to be the sole prerogative of the appointing authority, or is selection
limited to a roster of nominees provided by designated groups?

* Should the administration of teacher education be located within or without
the usual bureaucracy of a state department of education? Obviously, someone
must coordinate the program approval and accreditation processes. Someone must
do the clerical work of preparing the certification documents. Someone must
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coordinate the various study committees needed for developing and revising
standards and processes. Most of all, full-time professional personnel must
provide leadership and support for the official policy-making body. In a few
states, the decision-making body 1s cmpowered to employ 1ts own staff for these
purposes and, consequently, there must be provision for financial suppert in-
dependent of the state department of education. In most states, whatever the
policy -making body or process, the administrative and clerical staff is housed
in the state department of education.

* Wwhat level of services and leadership will be exercised by the state legal
agency for teacl :r education? Another way of ashing this question is to indi-
cate the degree of financial support that will be provided. If the state legal
agency *2s the cooperation of all the other parties interested in teacher
education, the financial burden can be shared or minimized by cooperative efforts
and voluntary services. If the state legal agency must work independently,
the ¢ost will be considerably greater. The cost will also be greater if the
state legal agency caercises the leadership responsibility mentioned earlier.

* What .» the extent of in.olvoment ts be attempted in arriving at the final
policy decisions? Both time and money are required for individuals to partici-
pate on councils, committees, or in conferences related to the decision.making
process. Lven the cost of distributing proposed policies by mail for reaction
is a significant cost. Liaison with professional groups requires much staff
time. The leadership of professional groups usually changes on an annual basis
so that continuity of policy is difficult.

TEACHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS

Governance in the accreditation of teacher education is exercised sig-
nificantly at the institutional level. Under the approved-program approach,
as observed in most states, the state standards for teacher preparation are
couched in general terms, and the individual teacher education institution is
expected to develop 1ts programs in accordance with these minimum guidelines.
In exercising this latitude in program development, many decisions must be made
within the decision-making structures of the institution: This gives rise to
several of the current issues relating to governance in the accreditation of
teachier education at the institutional level.

*+ Shall the institution seek accreditation from the National Council for
Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE), or shall the institution seek only
state-level accreditation for teacher education? The intensity of this issue |
certainly varies from state to state, and depends on experiences encountered
by the institution in dealing . 1th both state agency and NCATE personnel and
procedures. nherent in this issue is also the question of the extent to which
the institution will attempt to influence the decision-making processes of, the
state agency and NCATE. If the institution elects to seek NCATE accreditation,
the programs of teacher preparation must meet NCATE standards as well as the
state guidelines.

* To what extent will the institution solicit and utilize input from teaCher
practitioners in elementary and secondary schools in the decision-making pro-
cesses for teacher education? Teacher organizations arc clamoring for an
opportunity to hel: institutions devi<e programs that are more relevant to their



needs. Often they are highly critical of loose admission and selection practices
at the institutional level. Perhaps the greatest source of friction stems from
numetous complaints of superiising teachers about the operation of student
teaching programs. -

* To what extent should institutional reseurces be committed toward innovae
tive changes in the teacher elducation programs? For example, a current ques-
tion 18 whether an institution should initiate a changeover toward competency-
based teacher education (CBIE). Is CBTL really a better way to preparc teachers,
or 1s 1t another fad that will prove to be no better than traditiornal program-
ming”

* To what extent shall institutional programs be field centered? Is the
practice of oftfering meaningful laboratory experiences 1n teacher education
wore e¢fficient and more effective than traditional programming? What is the
appropriate balance between actual experiences 1p a real school situation and
traditional college study?

* To what extent shall there be a permanent teacher education faculty at the
mnstitutional level, as opposed to a system of rotating employment of teacher
practitioners from the field” Teacher practitioners charge that once a pro-
fessor is away from the public school classroom for more than five years s/he
is hopelessly out of date. They insist that the "cutting edge' of education
15 now 1n the classroom interface with pupils, rather than in the hallowed halls
of 1vy.

* Are supervisihg teachers to be considered as adjunct facalty of teacher
education institutions” To what extent may they participate in policy-making

decisions relating to student teaching, and relating to professional prepara-
tion prercqulsite to student teaching® Cenerally speaking, the teaching pro-
fession has achnowledged responsibility for helping prepare aew gencratiuns

of teachers. The 15sue 1s whether supervising teachers are to be full partners
in the teacher preparation process.

LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRIC .

The praciices a. .he local school district level exert strong influence
on the overall governance of a¢creditation of teacher prepiration.

* Shall a school district give preference in employment to graduates of
NCATL-aceredited institutions” Presumably the legal structure does not permit
the school district to employ graduates of institutions that are not state
dceredited, since these graduates would not be eligible for legal certification,
The practice of a local school distrigt to limit recruitment to graduates of
NCATE-acceredited institutions 15 a matter of recognition that has significant
impact on the «<trength of NCATE.

* What means will be utilized by the local school district to encourage and
promote professional staff development? Will an emphasis for continuing staff
development be placed on additional graduate work? Will salary increments be
tied to more advanced academic preparation® Will considerations for tenure
or continuing contract status be linked to advanced «-ademic preparation”? Shall
a. anced academic preparation be campus oriented or field centered? Practices




t

at the local school-district level with respect to staff development will
influence decision-making for accreditation standards. A current example is
the growing objection to the NC TE standard that requires a period of full-
time residence study for any advanced degree.

PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

professional organizations exercise a role in the governance of accredi-
tation 1in teacher education. The American Association of Colleges for Teacher
Education (AACTE) and the National Education Association (NEA) have been in-
strumental in supporting and furnishing membership to the NCATE Council and
Coordinating Board. Activities of other organizations are alsc important:

* In recent years the American Association of School Administrators (AASA)
set membership standards for their organization, including the requirement
that applicants must have been prepared in graduate programs at NCATE-accredited
institutions. A continuing 1ssue within AASA might well be whether to continue
this requirement.

* Teacher organizations are beginning to include provisions relating to
teacher preparation in contracts with local school boards. One ploy is the
declaration that the districts will only accept student teachers from NCATE-
accredited instatutions.

* In an era of oversupply of teachers, will the teacher organizations work
toward collective bargaining agreements that specify preference in employment
be given to graduates of NCATE-accredited programs?

NCATE

Issues relating to financing and staffing of NCATE are based on power
considerations. It seems clear that NEA has the financial resources to support
NCATE to a greater extent than AACTE does.

* Should institutional membership fees for NCATE be paid directly to NCATE,
or should they continue to be routed through membership in AACTE?

* The new NCATE constitution provides that standards development and re-
vision 1s the prerogative of the NCATE Council. Wwho will finance standards
revision and development, and will the source of this financing exert control
on the way standards are written?

* Additional personnel are needed to staff the NCATE operations. Is it
possible for new personnel to be professionally neutral with respect to the
issues that confront AACTE and NEA?

OTHER ISSUES
Three other issues are also worthy of consideratiun.
* Will state legal agencies exert stronger leadership in teacher education?

will they take the initiative to engage in mutually supportive activities with
NCATE and the regional accrediting agencies?
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* Will USOE become ostablished as a superagency that "accredits" all other
accrediting agencies by virtue of its power to require such recognition as a
condrtion for any institution to recerwve federal funding?

* It remains to be seen what influence or impact will be exerted by the new
Council on Postsecondary Accreditation. If agencies, organizations, and insti-
tutions becowe dissatisfied with existing processes and procedures for accredi-
tation in teacher education, they may rally to the new Council,
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