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AT t1.40 IT PO/STS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NFCESSARILY REPRE
SENT OFFICIAL NAT.ONAL INSTITUTE OR
EOUCATION POSITION, OR POLICY

(Prepared for delivery at the New York City meeting of the American Educational

Reseprch Association, 7 April 1977..)

Voluntary, professional accreditation has been a feature of the university

landscape for decades. Systematic and fo'mal institutional self-evaluation is

relatively new. Each of these form% of assessment, was created for different-.

purposes. Each serves somewhat different audiences. The purpose of this

paper is to describe some of the procedures associated with institutional self-

evaluation; to indicate that the two methods of assessment produce' different .

:results, at least at one universl.ty;, and to advance the proposition that the

two activities are likely to produce even more markedly conflicting evaluations

in the future.* The differences in outcome ?Tow less from the partiCular
procedures that are employed in &ccreditation and in institutional self-
evaluation than from the fact thaf different people are asked to make
'judgments ern each of these forms of assessment, and, increasingly, the
'differing perspectives reveal clearly opposing values. Finally, the.conflict

in Values'highlights some baSic questions about the future of the education

professions. .
:

.

ny colleagues on thepanel have outlined something of the history of

voluntary professional accreditation and-some of the current problems. I shall

not attempt to'cover the grodhd. Suffice it for my purposes now to remind you

that accreditation of professional programs (as well as state-mandated "program

approyal")Ls directed --as far as the public is concerned -- toward assuring '-
that certain minimal standards are maintained in a university program. Its:.

4 - purpose is'to attest, to the fact that a graduate of the approved or accredited

` institution has completed a preparation ,program appropriately sanctioned'by a

,,knowledgeable groUf,from within that professional field. However, the type.of
''.

*Perhaps it is necessary to stipulate that the subject of'this paper is not

V)-

the "institutionalse;hstudy" that often is undertaken-prior to an accredi-

tation visit. ,Rather the focus is upon systematic, internal self-evaluation

C) that in recent years has been instituted at a campus level at,certain univer-,
(,13 . sities and is applied to all university departments, not solely to those

associated with professional training. This type of evaluation relies heavily

-' on faculty judgments. It is founds at those few places where it exists so far?-,

predominantly at universities that emphasizesraduate-level training and research.
.

,

The comments here about voluntary professional accreditation alsb pertain, to

a degree, to the process of "program appr011al" that is a feature of the certifica-

1 tion of new entreats to the teaching profeSsion in a growing number of states.
While the program - approval' process is far from voluntary, it reflects some of the

features associated with voluntary professional accreditation that are discussed in

this paper. Thus the arguments advanced here may apply also to teachercertifitiph

2
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program review. associated with program approval or accreditation conveys little,.

public information about the overall quality of the iffori. 'Dr. Joseph CFOriiii,
Superintendent of Education for the State of Illinoi4.has suggested that accredi-
tation is analagous.to,heilth.departmentpproval of a restaurant.. It reassures_

a patrOn that he or sheds unlikely to.fall ill as a direct result of eating in .

the establishment, but-there is no assurance of a tasty meal or even a nutri-
tious one. ,Health department approval is not a Michelin Guide.

LN i
.

In reality, however, though the formal language of an-accreditation report
tends to becouchedin terms of minimal standards and-whether or not they.are
met, the exercise itself usually. is attentive to questions of quality as perceived.

by the accrediting team and by the units being evaluated -- if only because the
act of accreditation requires detailed self-examination. Thug during an
accreditaton.visit, as well as before and afters there usually is serious.
analysis of program purpose, operation, and results. Institutional self-'
evaluation may or may not differ from accreditation in leading to public
scrutiny of, university programs beyond a minimal level. In the exampleto be.
described here, however, institutional self-evaluation has led to heated and
sometimes well-publicized discussions of qualit!that extend far beyond minimum

.-, expeCtations. .
,

.

-,- -
f

.
.

. .. o. W.
I shall, try to describe 2114 some detail the attempt at instItutional

self-evaluation at..the University olIllin'ois ,a 'Urbana-:Champaign to illustrate
some o,f the reatures that'diiticguish such' a, plan for evaluation for purposes,
of accreditation or program approval. In partibuiar I will stresg'how sift)).

, 0 . ,
. -, .

like'eviluaton-serms to affeiTt-prOessionswith 11Mited 'prestige 7- -teacning,
social, wOrk'and liSrarianshIp. . .. ':. 7'

, . t
1t

'.In late 1971, the central administration at the Urbana-Chimpaign:64us' ,

of the University of Illinois asked.a`blue-ribbon-feculty committee to dev6lop
,,a set Of-recommendations that would lead to systemetic,Naluat,ion of campus
progrimS. The shrinking resource picture' was the primary motivation. It
was Considered necessary to-deve3op a plan that would be accepted by-the
faculty at lara-e avd'that would serve as one 1-3sis fft4administrativeactions

' to reallocate resources within the Campus'. It was feared that the University
would not be'able to launch newand desired programs unless thei,e was a
reduction in dollar allocation to some of .the existing effortsliwIn 1971, it
did not seem likely that the UniverAlty would be receiving appOriations -.

increases'from the Legislature in amounts_necessary to start.sgnificant new. .

activities. I quote frOm the letter establishing the Study Committee on
60gram Evaluation (SCOPE): 1'

-,-

.. , -

A

The University appears to,face an extended peri9d /in which - innovation'

and change will beaccomplished primarily through the -rearrangement and
reallocation of resources, rather than through growthkand the addition
of resources, as'in the past . . . We hope that your recommendations'
will consider in detail seyeral broad aspects- of Una or progi.am eval-
uation: the bases on which the evaluation shouldvbe made', the procedures
to'be followed in Making the evaluation, the dumber of units or programs'
toe evaluated and their 'groupings, and the procedures which might be
followed'subsequent to evaluatiOn . . The bases on which evaluations
are to be made may'well differ widely from one unit'or type .'f unit to
another. To what degree can comparisons be made between units as
disprate in function, and purpose as [sa)IJ the College of Engineering

3,
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and the College of ,Fine and Applied Arts? How much shOu.td "demand'

factors -- enrollment 'demand, 'societal demand, e't.c. --,play a role in.
evaluation'and the recommendations which follow froM it? What guide-

lines can be established to tie overall institutional goals to eyalua-
tion and the subsequent decision making? To what degree can we (or
-should,we) take into account such national evaluations as the latest

. ACE rating of'graduate programs? What data can the Campus provide to
the evaluation committees which will be mostuseful to them? Can we/
generate a specific set of data which'would be relevant"to the evalua-
tion of all units and-programs? Regarding the procedures to be followed,
should our evaluations be undertaken by internal-cbmmittees, outside .

consultants, or by some combination of the two?,. Could.some,evaluations
be conducted completely by inside groups and others by external? Should

students be.inyolved in the evaluatiops, andlln what role ?'?
.

.

If weak programs, units,',or groups ofriinits are identified, it is
quite possible that the recommendation would.be tore-auce their scoe
of activity or eliminate 'them completely; or, itmaysbe that they'are /

deemed so important to.thi Campus that thejecisiOn would be,to upgrade
them. It' is also pdssible that a strong unit*.program may bejudged
to have outlived its usefulness. In any of these-possible inttances,
what procedures might be followeolice the report Of 'the eValpation ,

team is received? ,

4

...

The Committee reported igs.recommehdations:in the spring of 1972."
,

Almost all of, them have been adopted apd:riow are being followed: It was
recommended that there be evaluatiOns,dfevery program on Campus on a cyclical.
basis. The Committee recommended that theTevaluatiods be based, 1n.part, on
stgtements of the prograM' purpoie"and comparisonof this purpose with insti-
tutional objectiyes., It also recommended that criteria and specifics indicators
be identified that wouldassess;the, degree to which the program achieves its
purposes. (Some of the specific criteria and indicatOrs'that were proposed are
listed in iheattachment.) ,,-The Committee recommended that those facultyassoci-
aied with a particular program under evaluation'be given an opportunitY'to 1

propose criteria and indicators that they believe refledt on progr6.quality.
The Committee also suggested procedures for collecting the indicators, apply-
ing the criteria to-the program, and using the resulXs for decision making.. '

Further, it was recommended that programs of similar nature, involving related
disciplines, be evaluated at the same time. To encourage candors ;the Committee
-recommended that when a unit initiates. and carries'out an evaluation,that leads
.to a release of some resources, a major share of these resources.should be
reallocated to that unit.

. -..

In addition tC indicators abbut such factors As instructional and relearch
quality, procedures were suggested to assess tie value of the prOgrain Itt, sociefY,
its uniqueness, and its potential. There also Was a strong recommendation in
the report that there be focus on costs andebenefits by noting the number of
Students in the prdgram, theinumber of staffothe number of degrees awarded,
failure rates of students, the average length of time reqUiced to complete'the
program, and the amount of money utilized in the Program. .The.ComMittee also

,

made detailed and extensive suggestions about evaluation of non-:academic programs.
.

Finally, and of criticalnote'fopurpoSes Of this paper, the Committee
.

recommended the establishment of a Council on Program valuation:(CoPE) to,I conSist

Al r' . ,, " .

. ,
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of eleven members including one undergraduate student, one graduate student, and
at least four faculty members who, do, not hold administrative appointmenti. The

Co4ncil was to advise the Vice 'Chancellor for4Abademic Affairs about the develop-
ment and operation of the Campus-wide system of program.evaluatibn. The Council,

-Of course, would be relatively unacquainted. with the history and politics of
any one academic area or profession.

-After the recommendations were received, the Council (COPE) was duly estab-
lished by the

.

Chancellor's Office, in consultation'with the Campus Senate. One

of its early decisions was to constitute, "task groups" consisting of seven to
twelve faculty members, including at least three from inside the unit to be
evaluated, to engage-in the in-depth interviewing necessary to .portray and assess
each of more than Ascore of programs chosen for study in the first yeal, of,
COWs existence: Some of the first units to which task groups were assigned
were the African Studies Center, the Anthropology Department, the AsianStudies
Center; the English Department, the English aska Second Language unit, the. Frenc
Department, the Geography Department, the Political Science Department, the
Psychology Department, the Russian and Eadt European Center, the Slavic Languages

'ancriLiterature Center, the Sociology Department, and the College of Veterinary
Medicine: Later, task groups were assigned to the. Departments of Advertising,
Journalidm, Radio and Television, the Graduate School of Library Science, and
the School of Social.Work.

$

The task groups Were asked to.report back to the Council; it would be the
Council itself that was twmake recommendationsto the Vice Chancellor' based on
the task group analyses, Task.gpoups were asked to prepare three documents:
(1) A Summary Report to be Oven-to the evaluated unit (after consultation within
the unit to provide appropriate detail) at therid of the interviewing period.
1(2) A more-complete Task GroupReport which was tote forwarded t9 the Council.
This report was to,be considered as confidential and was to serve as the primary
basis for action by the Council. Summary Reports were'included in the Task Group
Reports. (3') Action Reports-which were to be summaries of,the full report issued
tpthe public.

The entire question'of confidentiality'has proved'to be a critical one for..
COPE. Several recommendations that were'considered confidential have appfigred
in the Campus newspaper.' As a result, apprehensiveness in connection With the

revaluations and resistance To them have been heightened. But; also as a result,
COPE has come, to be seen asserious, discriminating, and tough.

Three units were chosen for early task -group study, in part,,becauSe they
were scheduled for accreditation visits by their respective professional accredit-
ing groups: the bibrary Scpool, the Department of Architecture, and The College*
of Communications (which consisted, in part, of-the Departments of Advertising,
Journalism, and Radio/Television). An attempt was made to collect data for the
accreditation visit and the COPE study simultaneously. ,It may'be in the evalua--

, tibn of, these units that one can ,detect most readily some of the differences
outcome between institutional self-evaluation and

r
professiotal accreditation.

1

Eaciof these units at the University of Illinois-is considered within
,Its,respeCtiVe'profession to.be,among the top ten in the' country -- indeed,'

by most acCounts, one or two place among the top three. However this. reputation .

did:not.iirevent the, COPE task group from raising serious 'questions about the
qua4ity Of the programs. "A few members of the Council, after-studying the,
task group reports, evens questioned whether two of these units'sholild,continue

t-
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to exist oh'Campus! In-the-oPinion-of certain COPE members, the unit(s) did not
seem to be training their advanced students to undertake systematic programs of
research or assume leadership for major reconceptualization of the profession.
Yet, there was no question that Within the professional field the unit was
recognized as producing some of the best-trained people in the country, and the

. public result of the accreditationexercise was entirely favopable.
, ...-

( ,.)

wThe difference in vie between the COPE,report and the final accreditation ,....
repo, is attributable, in part, to the feet that internal evaluation-focusses
upon the relationship between the unit'sfpurpoles and the puposes of the,
institution. COPE's frame of reference is the genei^al Campus ethos and set of
expectations. The University of:Illinois St Urbana-Champaign sees itself as

' the preeminent Publicly-supported graduate-level institution within the State.
It sees itself as distinct from othet State-supported institutions because of;
its emphasis on research and seMinal scholarship. Ais'claim is'credible ak .

, one examines faculty publications, outside grants, leadership positions held
by professort, etc., All over Campus. Training high-quality librarians, or
social workers, or teachers, or school adMinistrators, or veterinarians -- or
any other profepsionals -- it 'seen as important at Illinois, especially in view '
of the Univers/ty's land grant traditions. But,..in the view of professors
serving on COU, high-quility training-is not necessarily deemed worthy of support. ;

In the judgment of these professors (and ,personal judgments are key to COPE's ,

operation just'as they are central to the accreditation process), nothing sub-
stitlites for superiOrity of scholarship. ....,

. ,

. The'accreditationcteamsvititing
r

the University' while the task groups
were 'at work did not disagree with the finding that there was little emphasis
on research in some of Fhe units that focussed on professional training.'
However for pupposes of'accreditation, the unit easily met the minimum standards.,

'that had been established for the field. _-- - .
.

On Campus, there is no question'that the-Council on Program Evaluation has
had its iract. Administrators take its recommendations seriously. Ta4k group
study and recommendations-led to major adMinittrative reorganization of the
College Of VeterinarypMedicine. The Council recommended the dissolution of .

the College of Communk6atiOns, the eliminatipn of one'of its departments, and
the reassignment to a different college of another. This particular recommenda-
tion has not been approved by theCampus Senate; yet, as might be imagined, it .

has had its effect. The fact that the Campus Senate has not approved the recall-
. mendatial may in itself be revealing. The Senate is representative of the ,Campus

at large. COPE is composedrimarily of esteemed, research-oriented scholarsc
who are appointed at large by, the Vice Chancellor for Academic'Affairs after
consultation with the Senate. COPE reflects, in the minds-,of the Campus estab-

,
lAshment, wellvrecognized and difficult-to-assail

,

scholarly values.\ 1 ,-

One. of the primary initial purposes of the COPE exercise seems\\td have receded
.,

inimportance over the years: evaluation for purposes of resource allocation.
There seems to- be only.loosecoupling between budgetary decisions and;he

,

,4C6PE PPocess. One reason may be.that administrators- at Illinois feei.cOnfident
about their own jUdgments Of quality (and their own strength politicaliy0 and .

,do not feel they need those. judgments .legitimated formaliye AnOther reason may
be the poor correspondence betwee the timing of COPE reviewsand the budgetiry
cycle. .Whatevtp the.reason for the decline in impoPtantetof budgetary. decisions /-..

in COPE'S activities,''the main'result of COPE evaluation,\I believe, has become

I,

-

6
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_the reaffirmation of traditional schidtarly valuev,on the campus, especially
lb units lhat over.the'years have become more oriented toWardprofessional
service.

.4114

: :.

These days,prasures close to-hcfe seem-mote iqluential than they were
in the 60'.g. Whether or not there is an-immediat budgetary consequence ,of. ',

.

a COPE evaluation, p'erhal:q the question of prestige on campus has risen in .

importanCe.relatIve to prestige in btherquarters. Or perhaps the visibility
of COPE has caused faculty to.bepome more attentive to campus values.,,Whate*
the reason --'bucket, publicity, oriadministrative pressUre -- campus expecte-
tidng are :being.reasserted,cslowly bdt successfully. ,

. . .
-,.

Daring the ,first years-of COPEkg existence, itlecame.apparent that.a--ere-,
mendous amount of faculty time was;involved in the task group activity. 0 ,

Further it 'seemed-to be the case in some units that'much of the benefit of the
/

.

r
.

evaluation resulted from disbussions that were stimulated within.;the unit being
evaluated by the decision to launch the - study. For that ffeason (and perhaps to

shift some of the power"back to departments) :the CoUncil embarkedin.1975-76
.

on a major program of departmental sellf-evaluation. 'Detailed guidelines were

. developed by COPE, and.each department undergoing a self-evaluation was expected
to,prepare a report that for the first time adhered to a prescribed dorm and''

reviewed a specified range of faculty and student activity. DUring 1975,-76,

about 25 departments were pelected for self-eivalatioi with the new procedures..
The sea-evaluation reports were submitted to the Council to decide whether or
not to constitute a,task group toliAtudY any of.the units further. Two.units -.

were identified for possible task group study by this process.
ft '

lk7...

As,COPE has matured, the-instructions to'the task groups have become both ,

more sophisticated and more4flexible: Task'gronp members are invited to comment

on:their general impressiOnrof the unit in 'such categories as its "accessibility ",
, 1.

,- its-intelleTaLclimata and morale, and its cohesiveness .7.--t as .well as to .t. -

",..-report more ecgrcally

1

about departmental organizOion, faculty research and
scholarship, visibility of faculty, teaching assignients, service activities,
and continuing education.- Data for both departmental'self-eValuation and task
group analysis are provided by central sources on campus when those data are

available. The result of task group study is a complexlmiktureof detailed.'
desc ption plug colleaguial impressiOns and judgments (as is the base with

acc ditation teams). . .4

.L

Now what about the possible relationship between institutional-self-
evaluation and national voluntary profesgional accre'ditation4 especially in
the field of educatidn? Volunta4y, professional eCcreditation in the field
of education is in a tumultuous state. One prominent conflict focusses on -

the question of who controlsIntry'into the profession. In ihg past,.antry
has-been regulated primarily 16 teacher education institutions acting through
state teacher; certification boards. Now, teachers -- through their. unions --
are graduallyLexercising greeter control, and the National Education Association
distinguishes between those members of the profession currently teaching in
elementary and,secon ar.schools and those serving in unioversities. Only thosa--.

teachers currently in; service its the elementary or secondary schools are' .

designated by the state REA affiliate.to serve on such bodies. In some states,

Oregon for example, "standard, p boards" legally-constituted certifying,bodies --

have been established that are dominated by 'representatives of teachers



.

.

associat'ons. NEA polio to, try to establish controlling boards like the
one in 0 egon all over fEe Nation.

. -

The Split between the higher educatiOn community and elementary/secondary .

school teachers reflectedeeper and broader socio-political developments in
tilt country. The coming years, asIthose df the recent past, may well bey

'characteri;ed by increasing fragmentation ampng the various special interest ,

groups in the United_States. People seem td he identifying With morespecial-

.
ized,'"-- even parochial -- gpoups in their search for community. ) In sucka. '

climate, evaluation activities can be expected t5 be designed largely for
special audiences and reflect different and even conflicting values.- The gclals
of parents, teacher unions, university profesEbrs, and stat6 legislators'fre-

. quently are at odds with regard to schooling. NEA seems to want to.limit the
number of people trained in order to preserve its bargainj.ng power. Profedors
appear to bend every effort to keep their enrollments high regardless of the

-demand for teachers. Legislatures andgovernors are concerned about high costs
during a period of declining enrollments. . Parents are concerned about school
closings, bussing, and teacher strikes. It is difficult to detect even the
bade on which to build common hopes.

Additionally, there are few signs at present of-.consensus within the
education profession about the characteristics of effective preparation progAms.
The shard and growing political conflicts are amplified by conceptual disarray.
CompetencY4ased teacher edudation flowers at one institution, "humanistic"
education et another. There is, little agreement on "foundations" course, or
on approPtliate field experiences in .the early years, or on the level oftech-
nical training that.,isrequired to teach certain skills, or on much

Amidst this confusion, there isIittle.reason'to believe that the accredi-
' tation process will lead to assessment of quality beyond the attainment of
minimum levels Nor is, there a compelling reason to think it should. On
the other hand/,.the'process can'be used to affirm certain idiological posi-'
tions (just as with'institUtional self-evaluation as illtistrated by COPE). As

the 'National Educatilig Association itas established greater Control over the
teacher certification proce4, and as it has become a more vocal force in
.toe National Council for Accreditation of le'acheb,'Education (NCATE), its
leaders have stressed the impornce of apprenticddhip training. "field- based'
programs"°is the new slogan for NEA. It leads in the direction of striving to
prepare teachers forhe important proximate tasks that fill a schobl day, and
it places greater weight on the role of the practitioner in ireparing people
for certification. More student teaching and other "field, experiences" are
advocated -- at the expense of campus-based courses. Also there is consider-
*able emphasis on training for highly specified classroom skills. fn the
prooess, there:appears to be diminishing priority accorded to the scholarly,and
intellectual lases of the profession, the very features usually associated -

with'university ef.,forls. Such program elements are seen as too "theoretical".
Of course; one can beicholarly and "theoretical" and still base a program in
the field, but one searches hard and with little success to find recognition
of this fact in NEA's policy initiatives in the various state certification
bodrsis. There the emphasis is'on changing state requirements to guarantee
more preparation time.in, the schools, with little attention to the nature
of the - training to be locatedthere.,--

.

It should be emphasized that the American Federation of Teacher leadership
is pointedly at,odds with NEA on many of these issues. It is NEA that has

J.
...

8
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placed "governance" among its highes priorities in order to coeirol entry -to

the profession. *Pt is NEA, in tat¢ after state, that is attempting to control

46 certifibation processes.-,It is..NEA that, holds a dominant voice Within NCATE.

$t M'T 4.eaaership seems much more interested in forging a "united profession" that_.

, would include both higher education and elementary/secondary tchools. Coptroi .-

of .certification and' accreditation is of lets importance to AFT; apparently, than

improving conditions of service!. Thus AFT represents a significant cilunterpoint

to some of the trends and sieculatil:re,comments advanced in this paper. And

. there al* a few signs that the 'AFT position is causing NEA to Shift some of its

ground.)

.
Accreditation politics is characterized also in recent years by attempts

to assure that preparation programs equip teachers with the skills necessary
to 'meet current socio-educational problems in the schools -- working with

bilingual youngsters, for example. SuggeSted revisions in NCATE standards

stress repeatedly the need to emphasize multicultural settings. There is a

tendency for teachers within accreditation organizations (as with other practical

people) to identify critical, currentproblems; then stipulate that preparation

programs must help students cope with those problems. Special interest groups

rally around many'cf'thase issues. The question arises inevitallly about the

degree to which there must be explicit preparation :for each of 1-ie major tasks

'a teacher or administrator faces. The problem is compounded *, the fact that

these tasks appear to shift in importance with regularity -- teaching of gifted

in one period, about, sexism in another, a,stress on discipline in a third.

'Today it is "back to basics" and bilingualism.
4

;

- 'The values held at universities, on theother hand,-tend to build programs

that strime'to place, such issuetin broader political, historical, psychological,
philosophical., and economic persppctive. While.every current teacher preparation

program co1itains some courses on methodsof dealing with,particular problems and

a strong student teaching component, attempts to teach, professionals to cope '

with every immediate distress are usually seen in universities as short-sighted,

even fadish. This viewpoint, as might be exliected,'is reflected in faCulty-

dominated, university self-evaluation prograffis where they have been established.
6,

What are some of the possible consequences? What happens to a profession.'

when the best training program in the nation, as Opterinined by current practi-

tioners;4is deemed of irvufficipntquality to hold ,a respected place at ,la

distinguished university? "As has been indicatedhere, thisostate of affairs___

already has occurred in more than one field. *What are some of the problems when,

he reverse is true: . the program. in. a highly regarded department at an out-

standing university is not accredited? Almost certainly, this will happen,

too -- if_it,thasn't already; a given university may decide, that it does nbt wish'

to place a large portion of its Program in the "field" despite the requirements

of an accrediting body' or a certification bdard.

Problems such as these are likely to be exacerbated in the next decade as

we think about library science, social work, teaching, and similar professions

-- especially if,the economy,does not improve. If the pinch on resources is

tight, it it unlikelpthat a major university will be deterred from stressing

the values it has come to ch%rish: research, advanced graduate training, and

high -order scholarship and reflectiveness among its faculty. In a time of

expanion, considerable variation might be tolerated that is unacceptable

during retrenchment; -

I
.
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a , Similarly-the newly assertive forces behind some of the'curreht moves to
'tighten accreditation' and certification -- mainly the NEA acid its affiliates

,,.
-- seem in 1977 to be in no mood for compromise, especially since many fdwer.
new entrants to teachIng will be neededin the future than in.the recent past,
and "over production" is seen as a threat.to teacher power. NEA believes it
can'write its own ticket fbr this arena of using teacher pressure to limit
the number of newly certified teachers, a it might be correct. The question,
in,part, is whether the unions will striv to use their strength to limit
involvement ih teacher education by the researdh-oriented universities or-by other
segments of-the' higher education.community. Current NEA-policy aed practice .

provides little evidence that teachers are considering this issue id their
moves7to reduce

.

the role of hig ereducation institutions it teacher prepara*--
tions.. .

. -
.'. '

, It takes little imagination to envision a situation in Which prestigious
institutions with strong, faculty-monitored evaluation programs may_drop some'
fbrms,of professional' training. University-level preparation programs for
teaching, for example, may then devolve to institutions with less background
and commitment to research -- in fact to those colleges that ,Were mileatedjp"
therl9th century specifically to train teachers: the former', normal schooff. It

is more, likely that those institutions with their traditional comment to'
teacher education will hew to the standards established by various accrediting and
certifyingFodiet iftkey depart fnom scholarly priorities than the research-
oriented universities. ° ,

, .,\
IdttitutionalSelf-eIaluation as manifested at Illinois may.not be,pro-io-

typical. .,However it it difficult to visualize any different outcome at insti-
tutions similar to Illinois -- especially if self-evaluation is largely in the
hands of "research - 'oriented faculty rather, than university administrators..

Whether or not systematic self:eVal4ation,plans'are implemented, virtually all
universities are facing a periodof financial,stress, an difficult decisions
are being madeve Many of these decisions already have servedto redude the level
of training in professions like social work", education, and librarianship.
seems important to consider thepOssible effects of these reflections of
university -level priorities within these_profesiont forthrightly and carefully.

There are other possibilities, of course. Universities may tolerate Programs
that do-not match major. institutional goals, asthey did dyring a period of
expansibn, This toleration may'result from the power of special interest groups
associated'with the prefessions.as that power is exercised through higher education
coordinating boards, alumni, and, in the case of state-supported institutions,'
legislative'bodies. Universities may decide that,th "need" the students. Alter-
natively, pi-ofessional accrediting and certifying bod s may begin to adopt some
of the standards suggested by the major-graduate-leve nstitutions in the
country as a method of limiting new'entrants to teaching and other professions. In

such a case, large numbers of institutions that do not share these values may be
eXeluded from various professional training fields.

,

In the last analysis, the role of the major research universities in'preparing,
pe ple for pr 'fessions like teaching and librarianship will be determined by the
le 1 of intellectual emphasis desired-in these professei.ons by'thope who control.

ent In teaching, there are, so far, few signs that intellectual values are
likely to be paramount.

0
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ATTAHMENT

CRITENA RECOM!1ENDED INSTITUTIONAL-SELF EVABUATION.C.-

The quality.of_inskruction in individuate courses and of the instructional
program as a whole. -3 =.

2. The quality
f? apprOpri

3. -,entrality,
programs on

of research, creative activity, scholarly work, service, *Id,
ate, of professional performanCe (as in the arts).

i.e., the contribution or importance of the program to other
Campus. _

the program to society or its uniquenessin the State's
higher education.

4. The. value ,of

`program of

5. Potential and future expectations.
,

.,Possible Indicators of Quality ofqnstruction

1.' Assessment by students of courses, teachers, and overall program.
,

2. Quality of program as viewed by recent graduates.

/

3. Standards for admission to and retention'in programs'.

'4,' AvailAility'of.adequate space and facilities.

51 Commitment to 'and concern fa3 institutional programs as manifested in,
such,elemehts as effectiveness of studett advising, distribution, of
instructional load, responsiveness td-changing program :needs, etc.

Poisiblg Indicators of Creative Activity or Professional Performance

1. ACE or similar ratings.
,

Ratings by professionol, societies and the results of the accreditation
visits. . /

.
.

3. Outside grant and contract support compared to that for other programi
'in the field.

.
$

.

4.* ',External recognition of staff members as neflected'by.Who's Who listing'
acid similar honors, offices in. professional societies, consulting, and

publications.

Possible Indicators of'"Centrality"
e*.

1) The relationship of the program to the institutional mission.

..../. Instruction of students from other programs on Campus.

3. Contribution of prograMS to other activities on Campus.

r
fr

A

031


