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Shrlnklng resources were a primary reason for the _
. @evelopment of systematic program evaluation at the University of

programs in the ‘evaluation cycle were also scheduled for - -
accredltailon visits by their respective professional associatioms.
. althoagh the three prograss are.generally considered to be, among the |
very best in the country, the evaluation teams' Teports questioned
* the quallty of and necessity for them, since there was little

» emphasis ‘placed “on, research. This experience illustrated the.
continuing debate over research efforts versus high quality
prof=551onal tralnlng in the university, and the possibility of
conflict between program accdnpllshments and institutional goals. If
‘the eXperfience at the U #erénty of fllinois is not atyplca17 it may
"be the case that many u ersities ate losing hlghsquallty programs
because the progpams do not reflect the institution's research b
priorities. University-level profeselonal preparatién programs may

., devolve to institutions with l€Ss background and commitment to
research, such as-the former normal school. In the last analysis, the
role' of major resedrch universities in preparing people for :
professions like teaching and llbrarlanShlp will be detérmined by the
level of intellectual, emphasis desired in these profe551ons by those
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Voluntary proresslonal accredltatwon has been a feature of the un1vers1ty
landscape | for decades. Systematlc and formal institutional self-evaluation is
relat1vely new. Each of these form® of assessment was created for different- .
purposes. Each serves somewhat different audlences The purpose of this

- paper is to describe some of the procedures associated with institutional self- .
evaluation; to indicate that the twoc methods of assessment produce different , .,
results, at least at one university; and to advance the prop051tlon that the
two activities are likely ta produce even more markedly conflicting evaluations
in the future.* The differences in outcome Frow less from the particular
procedures that are employed in iccreditation and in institutional self-
evaluation than from the fact that different people are asked to make ' ..
. 'judgments tn each of these forms of assessment, and, increasingly, the

"differing perspectives reveal clearly ogp051ng values. Finally, the _conflict
in values'highlights some basic questlons about the future of the educatlon T
professions. . : .
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Uy colleagues on the panel have outllned somethlng of the hlstory of

voluntary professlonal accreditation and-some of the current problems I shal:

not attempt to cover the ground. <Buffice it for my purposes now to remind you

that accreditation of professional programs (as well as state-mandated "Drogram
approval) -is directed -- -as far as the public is concerned -- toward assuring °

that certaln minimal standards are maintained in a university program. Its, ! ..
purpose is’ to attest, to the fact that a graduate of the approved or accredited
fnstitution has completed a preparation program appropriately sanctloned by a, -
 knowledgeable grouq from within that proféssional field. However the type of

#Perhaps 4t is necessary to st1pulate that the subject of “this paper is not

the "institutional selfestudy" that often is undertaken prior to an accredi-
tation visit. Rather the focus is upon systematic, internal self- evaluation

that in recent years has Been instituted at a campus level at certain univer-, .
sities and is applied to all un1vers1ty departments, not solely to those
associated with professlonal training. ' This type of evaluation relzes heav1ly

on faculty judgments. It is found, at those few places where it exists so far, .
_predominantly at universities that emphasize graduate-level training and research

o
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, The comments here about voluntary professlonal accreditation also pertaln, to
‘ a degree, to the process of "program approval" that is a feature of the certifica-
, tion of new entrgats to the teaching profeésion in a growing number of states.
SH While the program-approval progcess is far from voluntary, it reflects some of the
. features associated with voluntary professlonal accreditation that are d1scussed in
SN . this paper. Thus the arguments advanced here may apply. also to teacher certlfldatlon
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" som& of the, features that distinguish such & plan from evaltation for purposes .
'oﬁ accredltat -OR or program approval. In particilar I will stress how suth,
'evaluaﬁgon seevs to affect‘prqﬁeSSLons wlth l;mlted prestlge - llke teachlng,

"!. -

program review, a55001ated with program approval or accredltatlon conveys 11ttle ~ %uh_vggﬁ

public informatien about, the overall quality of the effort. ' Dr. Joseph Cronin,
Superlntenﬁent of Educatlon for the State of Illanls ~has suggested that accredi-
tation is analagous.to_health.department ,approval of a restaurant.. It reassures

a patron that he or she-is unllkely 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. _Hgalth department approval is not a Hichelin Guide. ‘

Ve ’ . . . .
In reality, however, though the formal language of an accreditation repért . |
tends to be couched-in terms of mlnlmal standards and-whether or not they .are
met, the exerc1se itself usually. is attentive to questions of quality as percelved

~ by the accredltlng team and by the units being evaluated -- if only because the

act of accreditation requlres detailed self-examination. Thus during an
accreditation.visit, as well as before and after; there usually is seripus.
analys;s 2} 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 example to be.
described here, however, institutional self-evaluation has led to heated and
sometimes well-pub11c1zed discussions of quality that extend far beyond minimum
expectatlons
. . ,

I shalL try to descrlbe iw some detaIl the attempt at 1nstLtutlonaI o .

self-evaluation at.the Unzverszty of ‘Illinois at Urbana-Cbampelgn to illustrate

’
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In late 1971, the central admlnlstratlon at the Urbana Champalgn.Campus N -
of tHe University of Illinois asked 2" blue-ribbon- faculty committee to devklop -
,a set of-récopmendations “that would lead to systematlc eValuat;on of campus

. programs. The shrinking resource p1cture was the primary meotivation. It

was considerfed necessary todevelos a plan that would be accepted by the

faculty at large aud that would serve as one Tasis oY, adw inistrative actlons ~ -

to reallocate resources within ‘the Campus'. K It wag feéared that the Unlver81ty
would not be’zble to launch new' and deSired programns unless thebe was a .
reduction in 'dollar allocation to some of .the existing efforts.. In 1971, it
daid not seem likely that the Unlvenéity would be rece1v1ng appropriations
increases from the Legislature in amounts _necessary to start s‘gnlflcant tew.
activities. - I quote from the letter establlshlng the Study Committee on
?f*ogram Evaluation (SCOPE) . S

’

The University appears to face an éxtended pera9d in which.innovation '

and change will be accompllshed prlmarlly through the rearrangement and - -

reallocation of réSOunces, rather than through growtheand the addition

of presources, as in the past . . . MHe hope that your recommendations’

will consider in detail seyeral broad aspects of unit or progam eval-

uatlon The bases on which the evaluation should ‘be made’, the procedures .

to be followed in making the evaluation, the rfumber of units op programs’

to be evaluated and their grouplngs, and theé procedures which might be

4 followed subsequent to evaluatidn . . . 'The bases on which evaluations
are to be made may'well differ widely from one unit or type .f unit to . T
another. To what degree can comparisons be made between unlts as , -
d;sp ate in function and purpose as [saf@ the Ccilege of Engineerlng
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and the College of Fine and Applied Arts? How much shouXd "‘demand'’ .
factors -- enrollment ‘demand, ‘societal demand, edg. == _play a role in
evaluation'and the recommendations which follow from it? What guide-~
-lines can be established to tie overall-institutional goals to evalua-

. ‘tioh and the subSequent decision making? To wha degree can we (or .

“should we) take into account such national evaluyabtions as the latest

. ACE rating of graduate programs? What data can the Campus provide. to ‘,'
« » the evaluation committees which will be most.useful to them? Can we .-
generate a speC1ch set of data which“would be relevant’ to the evalud-
tion of all units and-programs? Regarding: the procedures to be followed,
should our evaluatlons be undertaken by ipternal -commiftees, outside
consultants, or by some combination of the two?, Could some evaluations
be condu¢ted completely by inside groups and others by external? Should
students be involved in the evaluatio s, andsin what role?f’ ) :

o

/ . - N > i

If weak programs, units," or groups of unlts are 1dent1f1ed, it is
quite possible that the recommendation would be to reﬁUCe the1r scdpe
‘of activity or elimihate them completely, or, it may be that they are 3
deemed so lmportant to.thé Campus that ‘the gec1s1on would be. to upgrade
them. It is also possible that’ a strong unjt ot program may be--judged. - |
to have outllved its usefulness., In any of theserposslble 1nstances,‘ Tt

what procedures ‘might be followed ofice the report of “he eValuatlon A
team is received? . s ~
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The Committee reported its, recommendatlons in the s rihg of 1872, oo

- Almost all of them have been adopted apd riow are being’ fgllowed. "It was ’
recommended that ther'e be evaluations of-evepy program on Campus on & cyclical
basis. The Committeé recommended that the‘evaluatlons be baséd, din. part, on
statements of the program s purpose and comparlson of this purpose with insti-
tutional ob]ectlves., It also recommended that criterig and specific~ indicators -
be identified that would- assess—the degree to which the pregram achieves its
purposes. (Some of the speclflc criteria and indicators' that were proposed are
listed in the ‘attachment.) ,The Committee necommended that those faculty associ- - -,
ated with a particular program unded evaluation 'be given an opportunity to l .
propose criteria and indicators that they belaeve reflect on program quality.

" The Committee dlso suggested procedures for collecting the indicators, apply-
ing the criteria to’the program, and using ‘the results for decision makings *
Further, it was recommended that programs of similar nature, involving related
.disciplines, be evaluated at the same time. To encourage candor, Jfhe Committee
“recommended that when a unit initiates. and carries’out an evaluatlon that leads

»to a release of some resources, a major share of these resources should be < .
reallocated to that unit. .o . e

-

[
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In addition t¢ indicators about such factors as 1nstruct;onal and re¥earch

- quality, procedures were suggested to assess the value of the program to society, °

its uniqueness, and its potential. There also was a strong recommendatlon in

the report that there be focus on costs and‘benefits by noting the.number of
students in the program, theinumber of staff,«the number of’ degrees awarded,
failure rates of students, the average lengfh of tlme'requl ed to complete “the
program, and the amount of money- utilized in the program. - The .Committee also =
made detailed and extens;ve suggestions about evaluatlon of non:academ}c programs.

Plnally, and of critical note ‘for purposes of this paper, the COmmlttee
recommended the establlshment of a Council on Program Evaluatlon ‘(COPE) to‘conélst
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of elevqn members 1nclud1ng one undergraduate student, one graduate student and
at least four faculty members who do not hold administrative appointments. ‘The
Coyncil was to advise the Vice Chancellor for¥Academic Affairs about the develop-
ment and operation of the Campus-wide system of program.evaluation. The Council,
-~ of course, would be relatlvely unacquainted. with the history and politics of

any one academac area or professlon. '

-After the recommendatlons were received, the Councll (COPE) was duly estab-
lished by the “Chancellor's Office, in consultation with the Campus Senate. One °
T 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
&ach of more than a“score of programs chosen for study in the first yeab of .
COPE'S existence. Some of the First units to which task groups were assigned
were the African Studies Center, the Anthrgpology Department, the As1an .Studies
Center, the English Department the English as a Second Language unit), the, French
Départment, the Geography Department, the Political Science Department, the
Psychology Department, the Russian and Eadt European Center the Slavic Languages

Literature Center, the Sociology Department, and the College of Veterinary
Medlclne. Later, task groups were assigned to thé Departments of Advertising,
Journallsm, Radio and Telev1slon, the Graduate School of Library Science, and
the School of Soclal.Work . . . M

. o el . o 3

The task groups were asked to. report back to the Council; it would be the
Counc1l itself that was to*make recommendations ‘to the Vice Chancellor' based op

the task grdup analyses. Task gpoups were asked to prepare three documents: .
(1) A Summary Report tq be grven to the evaluated unit (after consultation within

the unit to provide appropriate detail) at the\ <nd of the interviewing period.

(2) A more-complete Task Group- Report which wads to Pe forwarded to fhe 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
to-the public. ’ :

The entire question‘o% confidentiality' has proved ‘to be a critical one for..
COPE. Several recommendations that were considered confidential have appgared
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 as-serious, aiscriminating, and tough. y

~ - . J -
Three unitg were chosen for early task-group study, in part;,because they
were scheduled for accreditation yisits by their respective professional acoredit-
ing groups: the, bibrary School, the Department of Architecture, and the College.
of Communications (which consisted, in part, of-the Departments of Advertising,
Jounnallsm, and Radlo/Te}ev1s1on) An attempt was made to collect data for the
accredltatlon visit and the COPE study simultaneously. , It may be in the evalua-"
tlon of, these units that one can detect most readily some of the differences ig .
outcome between institutional self-evaluation and pP0f8551dhal accredltatlon.
Each of these units at the University of Illinois-is cons1dered within
1ts,respect1ve profession to be,among the top ten in the’ oountry -~ indeed,’
by most accounts, one or two place among the top three, However this. reputation .
~didinot prevent the, COPE task group from raising serious questions about the
“quality of the programs. A few members of the Council, after studylng the.
task gro?p reports, even.guestloned whskPer two of these units should, continue

- .
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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 questipn that W1th1n the professional fleld the unit was
recognized as producing some of the best tra1ned people In the country, and the
publlc result of the accredltatlon exercise was entlrely favopable.
¢‘( . Vet ¢ B
The difference in vieéw between the COPE . report and the final accredltatlon‘_,
. repong is Attributable, in part, to the fact that internal evaluation-focusses
upon the relationship between the unit’ s{ purpoges and the pd?pgses of the,
institution. COPE's frame of reference is the genebal Campus ethos and set of

the preeminent publicly- supported graduate-level institution within the State.

It sees itself as distinct from other State- -supported institutidns because of:

its emphasls on research and semipa} scholarship. This claim is-credible aS

‘ T " one examines faculty publications, outgide grants, leadershlp positions hel

‘ by professors, etc., #l1 over Campus. Traiming high-quality librarians, or
sdcial workers, or teachers, or school administrators, or veterinarians -- or’ .

. . any other profe slonals -- i$ 'seen as important at Illinois, especially in view °

*  of the Universjty's land grant traditions. But, in the view of professors

serving on COBE, high-qudlity training-is not necessarily deemed worthy of support

In the ]udgment of these professors (and personal judgments are key to COPE's .

operation just'as they are central to the accreditation process), nothing SUb'

stltdtes for superiority of scholarship. o
’ The'accreditation L teams visiting the University' while the task groups
Ty were'at work did not dlsagree with the finding that there was little emphasls

on researth in some of fhe units that focussed on professional training.
However for purposes of accreditation, the unit easily met tHe minimum standardsa

\‘fthat had been establlshed for the fleld : " -

b -

0, Qn Cdmpus, there is no question‘that the Council on Program Evaluation has
had its impact. Administrators take its recommendations seriously. Tagk group i
+ study and recommendatlons led to major administrative reorganization off the ’
¢ College BF Veterinarw Medicine. The Council recommended the dissolution of .
the College of Communi€ations, the eliﬁinatlpn of one of its departments, and
the reas51gnment to a different college of another. This particular recommenda-
." "¢  tion has not been approved by the.Campus Senate; yet as mighy be imagined, it
. ~ has had 1ts effect. The fact that the Campus Senate has not approved the rgcom-
. mendatlon may in itself be revealing.. The Senate is representative of the ampus
. "at large. COPE i's composed -primarily of esteemed, research—orlent d scholapso
who are appointed at large by the Vice Chancellor for Academic’ Aff irs after
consultation with the Senate. COPE reflects, in the minds, of the 3ampus estab-
- l;shment, well-recognlzed and dlfflcult -to-assail scholar1§ values

' - ' i
L4

One, of the primary 4nitial purposes of the COPE exercise %eems 't have receded’

“in 1mportance over the years. evaluation for purposes of resource llocation.
There seems to be only“loose. coupling between budgetary decisions and the
.*cOPE process. One reason may be-that administrators at Illinois. feel . confldent
about their own Judgments of quality (and their own strength polltlcallyD and ,
do not feel they need those.judgments legltxmated formally Andther ' reason may
be the poor correspondence betweep the t1m1ng of COPE reviews 'and the‘budgetary
~ cycle . Whatever t}ie.reason for th décline in importante, of budgetary decisions ,

o in COPE’S act1V1t1es the main- result of COPE evaluatlon,\I Pelieve, has~become-
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to exist ofi'Campus! * In. the ‘opinion of certain COPE members, the unit(s) did not .

expectations. The Un1vers1ty of .Illinois at Urbana-Champaign sees itself as ‘
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' . ' the reaffirmation of tradltlonal schd&arly values' on the campus , especially ' - |
“ih units §?at over the years have Become«more oriented toward professlonal
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o These days prelsures clOse to'hdﬁe s€em ‘more 1nﬁ}uent1al than they were
i

v

-~ in the 60's. Nhether or not there is ap 1mmed1ate budgetary cénsequende of.
a COPE evaluation, perhaps the quéstidn of prestige on campus has risen in .
1mportan¢e.relative to prestige in other.quarters. Or perhaps the visibility.
of COPE has caused fdculty to. begome more attentive to campus values. Whatevgr
" the reason --‘budget, publicity, or ‘administrative pressure ~- campus expecta-
. tions are. belng reasserted,‘slowly but Sucéessfully. . . ‘ - "

A a

Durlng the flrst years of CQPB\s exlstende, ;t-hecame apparent that -a- tre--
. mendous amount of faculty time was,involved in the task group activity. o
Further it 'seemed to be the case in some units that" ‘much of the beneflt of the”
evaluation resulted from discussions that were stimulated within, ‘the unit being
evaluated by the dec151on to launch the.study. For that feason (and perhaps to
shift some of the power back ‘to  departments) ithe Colincil embarked in.1975-76
on a major program of departmental seLf¥evaluatlon. *Detailed guldellnes vere
- « . developed by COPE, and. each department underg01ng a self-evaluation was expected
to-prepare a report that for the first time adhéred to a prescribed form and *°
v reviewed a spec1f1ed range of faculty and student activity. During 1975=76,
. about 25 departments were selected for self-eValuafion with the new procedures.
The séif-evaluation reports were submitted to the Council to decide whether or
not to constitute a, task group tq:;tudy any of.the units further. Two units
were identified for possible task group study by this process. .
a -’ . © .
As COPE has matured, the 1nstructlons to the tdsk groups have become both .
‘more sophlstlcated and more ‘flexible. Task’group members are invitéd to comment
on :their general 1mpressxong“bf the unit in ‘such categories as its "accesslbllity
;- w-x- its-intellecgual-elimate and morale, and i'ts cohesivéness <= as well as. to . TR
,f’ ..report more spetjifically abou® departmental organization, faculty research and ~
scholarship, visibility of faculty, teaching asslgnzents, service activities, . . .
and continuing education.- Data for both departmental’ self—quluatlon and task v v
- group analysis are provided by central sources on campus when those data are - j
available. The result of task group study is a complex®mikture- of detailed ~ :
. _ descyAption plus colleaguial impressions and Judgments (as is the case with
T 'aeEyZ§1tatlon teams). - _ . : i T -

] ¢ ., .
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Now what abggt the posslbie relatlonshlp between 1nst1tut10na1 self-
. evaluation and national voluntary profes$ional accredltatlonJ espec1ally in .
.ot the field of educatldn° Voluntady professional accredlfatlon in the field v _ -
s of education is in a tumultuous state. One prominent coniflict focusses on - -
. the question of who controls gntry'into the profession. In the past,-éntry ) .
" has-been regulated Pprimarily teacher education instifutions acting through
... state teacher certification boprds. WNow, teachers -- through their umions -- . .
’ are gradually; exerC1s1ng gredter control, and the National Education AssOC1at10n )
. distinguishes ‘between those members of the professlon currently teaching in b
. elementary and secoﬁHaﬁ& schools, and those serving in unjversities. Only~ those <
teachers currently in service iy the. elementary or secondary schools are . ..
designated by the state NEA affiliate.to _serve on such’ bodies. In some states, |
s Oregon for example, “standards boards" -- 1egally -constituted certifying bodies --
. have been establlshed that are dominated by representatlves of teachers °.
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“associatjons. NEA policy‘is to try to establish contrdlling boards like the .«
one in Ofegot all over the Nation. . . '
The \8plit between the higher education commhnity and elementary/secondary' c ot
¢ school teathers reflecte’deeper and broader socio-political developments in '
! the country. The coming years, as' those df the recent past, may well bg ’ ‘
“characterized by increasing fragmentatlon ampng the various special interest |
Broups in the United, States. People seem td he 1dent1fy1ng with mare speclal—
ized,’~~ even parocﬁlal -- geoups in their search for communlty > In sucﬁ\a )
) climate, evaluation attivities can be expected to be deslgped largely for _ . . .
- special audiences and reflect dlgferent and even confllctlng values.  The gqals 3 .
'+  of parents, teacher unlons, university profesSors, and staté legislators fre- vl
.+ 7 . quently are at odds with regard to schooling. NEA seems to want to, limit the
number, of people trained in order to preserve its bargaining power. Professors
appear to bend every effort to keep their enrollments high regardless of the
“demand for teachers. Legislatures and’ governors are concerned about high costs
during a period of declining enrollments. . Parents are concerned about schoql
closings, bussing, and teacher strikes. It is dlfflcult to detect even the

base on which to build common hopes. « L.

Addltlonally, there are few signs at presént of ‘consensus within the’
education profession about the characteristics of effective preparation progréms.
The sharp amd growing political conflicts are amplified by conceptual disarray.
L Competency~based teacher educatlon flowers at one institution, "humanistic"

, education at another. There is little agreement on "foundations" courseg, or : .
on appropﬁlate field experiences in .the early yeafs, or on the level of tech-
nical training tnatdis required tq teach certain skills, or on3nuch else.

~
- v

- Amidst this, confusion, there is little.reason to believe that the accredi-
! tation process‘w1ll 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— o
tions (just as with institutional self- evaluation as illustrated by COPE). As P
. the ‘National Educatm‘b Association has established greater contrel over the .
“teacher certification processl, 'and as it has become a more vocal force in '
_-the National Couficil for Accredltatlon of Teache®' Education (NCATE), ity
leaders have stressed the 1mportance of apprentxceshlp training. "Field-based |
P programs" is the new slogan for NEA. It leads in the direction’ of striving to ’
prepare teachers for .the 1mportant proximate taskg that fill a school day, and i
it places greater weight on the role of the practitioner in Rreparlng people .
for certification.: More student teaching and other "field experiences" are 1
advocated -- at the ekpense of campus-based courses. Also there ig consider- |
able emphasis on training for hlghly specified classroom skills. In the |
proCess, there. appears to be diminishing priority accorded to the scholarly and
1ntellectual.bases of the profession, the very features usually assocviated .
with' university efforgs. Such program elements are seen as too "theoretical”. . j
. Of course, one can bg*scholarly and "theoretical” and still base a program in . .
’ + the field, but one seanches hard apd with little success to find recoghition . 1
of this fact in NEA's polity ihitiatives in the various state certification f
. bodrds, There the emphasis is’on changing State requirements to guarantee |
v i more preparation time in, the Schools, w1th llttle attentlon to the nature L )
of the tralnlng to be located there l

-
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‘ ~ It should be emphaslzed that the American Federation of Teacher leadershlp i
is pointedly at odds with NEA on many of these issues. It is NEA that has |
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"' placed "governance" among its highest-priorities in orden to cqnirol entry to ' '
¥ the profession. Mt is NEA, in gtatyd after.state, that is attempting to control ..

. "% Yhe certification processes.- It is.NEA that holds a dominant voice within NCATE .
. % - AFT legdership seems much more interested in forging a "united profession" that
. would include both higher education and elementary/secondary Schools. Coptrol - .
. of certification and accreditation is of less importance to AFT’, apparently, than B
improving conditions of service® Thus AFT represents a significant c#unterpoint
to some of the trends and speculative.comments advanced in this paper. And
. thefe ane a few signs that the ‘AT position is-.causing NEA to shift some of its .
, ground. ) e . : ‘ . . .

v
&

.  Accreditation politics is characterized also in recent years by attempts .

to assure that preparation ppograms equip teachers with the skills necessary .

to meet current sociv-educational problems in the schools -- working with

bilingual youngsters, for example. Suggested revisions in NCATE standards (_ g
, stress repeatedly the need to emphasize mqlticuitural settings. There is a

tendepcy for teachers within accreditation organizations (as with other practical

people) to identify critical, current” problems, then stipulate that preparation

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

rally around many’ of these issues. The question arises inevitaRly about the S

degree to which there must be explicit hreparation<&or each of the major tasks L.

"a teacher or administrator faces. The problem is compounded by the fact that , : R

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. !

*

‘7 “The values held at universities, on the-other hand,-tend to build programs
that strive to place such issues in broader political, historicadl, psychological,
philosophical’; and economic perspective. While.every cunggpf teacher preparation
program cofitains some courses on methods of dealing with/particular problems and
a stréng student teaching comporient, attempts to teach professiongls to cope ¢ '
with every immediate distress are usually seen in universities as shopt—sighted,
even fadish. This viewpoint, as might be expected, is reflected in fa&ulty- N
dominat%@, gniversity self-evaluation programs where they have been estabrishéd._
, -
What are some of the ﬁgssible consequences? What happens to a profession.”’

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

- L yioner§?‘is deemed of in§ufficignt.quality to hold_a respected place atja ‘ x
distinguished university? “As has been indicatedahére, this state of affairs
. already has, occurred in more tﬁan_one‘field. ‘What are some of the problems when. - ‘
. he reverse is true: : the program. in a higﬂiy regarded department at an out- C T
' standing university is not accredited? Almost certainly, this will happen, :
. ' too -- if_it-hasn't already; a given university may decide, that it does nbt wish' 7/

to place a large portion of its Program in the "fjeld" despite the requirements
of an acerediting body or a certification baard.

6 . _Problems such as these are likely to be exacerbated in the next decade as
we think abput library science, social workz‘feaching, and similar professions
. -- &specially ifs the economy does not improve. If the pinch on resources is . N

tight, it is unlfkely:that a major university will be deterred from stressing Tt
- the values it has come to ch@rish: resedrch, advanced graduate training, and,
o high-order scholarship and reflectiveness among its faculty. In a time of
_  expansion, considerable variation might be tolerated that is unacceptable - 1
during retrenchment, , - . . - &\ . ‘

-
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. Similarly "the newly assertive forces behind some of the' currenht moves to
tlg@ten acereditation’ and certification <~ ma?gly the NEA and its affiliates

-- seem in 1977 to be in no mood for compromlse, especially since many féwer .

new entfants to teaching will be needed in 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 for this arena of using teachler pressure to limit

?he number of newly certiFfied tegchers, apé-it might be correct. The questlon,
-in part, is whether the unions will strivk to use %heir strength to limig
invelvement in teacher education by the research-oriented universities or -by other
segments of.the higher education.community. Current NEA-pollcy awd practlce .
provides llttle evidence that teachers &re conslderlng this issue in their
moves” to reduce the role of hlé?er educatlon institutions in teacher prepafra-

tions. K »

7
v
LN R [ 4 .
. N

s, It takes little imagination to envisiom a situation in whlch prestigikous
1nst1tut10ns with strong, faculty-monitored evaluation programs may.drop some
fgrms of professional ‘training. Unlver51ty level preparation programs for
teachlng, for example, may then devolve to institutions yith less background
and commitment to research -- in fact to those dolleges that were cneated
the,19th century spec1f1cally to train teachers: the former; normal school§'. It

is more Tikely that those institutions with their traditfonal commlzmegt to’ .
teacher education will hew to the standards established by various accrediting and
certifying bodies if they depart from scholarly priorities “than "the research- ‘
orlented un1vers1t1es M : .

Iﬁstltutlonal self- evaluatlon-as mapnifested at Illinois may .not be proto-
typical. . However it is difficult to visualize any different outcome at 1pst1-
tutions slmllar to Illinois -- espec1ally if self~evaluation is largely in the
hands of research~oriented faculty rather than university admlnlstrators . )
Whether or not systematic self-evaluation.plans~are implemented, virtually akl
universities are facing a period of financial . stress, an¥ difficult decisions

. are belng made :{ Many of these decisions already have served reduce the level
of training in professions like social work, education, and 1li rarlanshlp I:\
seems 1mportant to eonsider the possible effects of thesg reflections of
unléer31ty level priorities within these,profe551ons forthrightly and carefully.

.
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"There are other possibilities, of course., Unmiversities may tolerate Programs
that do not match major- institutional goals, as.they did during a period of
_ expansion., This toleratlon may' result from the power of special interest groups
associated with the professions. as that power is exercised through higher educatlon
coordlnatlng boards, alumni, and, in the case of state-supported institutions, '
legislative bodies. Universities may decide that they 'need" the students. Alter-
natively, professional accrediting and certifying bogéfi may begin to adopt some
of the standards suggested by the major graduate-level Jinstitutions 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
sex¢luded from various professional tralnlng fields. )

S
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"In the last analysis, the role of the major research universities in’ preparlng
pe ple for prbfes31ons like teaching and llbrarlanshap will be determined by the
le. 1 of intellectual emphasis desired-in these profess;ons by’ thage who control -
entXy. .- In teaching, there are, so far, few slgns that intellectual values are
likely to be paramount. : .

* T




ATTAGHNENT _
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CRITERJA RECOMMENDED FOR INSTITUPIONAL-SELF EVARBUATZON .

The quality of . 1n§tructlon in 1ndlv1dualqcourses and of the instructiondl
program as a whole. T S "o

- o ] . - . -
. c

Iy

2. The qual;ty of research, creative act1v1ty, scholarly work, serv1ce, and
1 appr0pr1ate, of professlonal performance (as in the arts).

. - . ¢ -

£entra11ty, i.e., the contribution or, 1mportance of the program to other
programs on Campus - ] . i <

~ . - . - -

The, value ,of the program to society or its unlqueness'ln the State s
program of higher educatlon. .

’

5. Potential and fqture expectations.

- “
.

- Possible Indicators of Quality of -Instruction

’ -~

1. Assessment by students of courses, teachers, and overallvprogram.

J :. ! . J .
2. Quality of program as viewed by recent graduates.
, . ] -, L. L.
. 3. Standards for admiSsion to and retention’ip programsu

e L4
’

Avallaﬁlllty ‘of adequate space and faq111t1es
Commltment to 'and concern fdr 1nst1tutxonal programs as manifested in
such, "elemenits as effectiveness of student advising, distribution: of
1nstructlonal load, responsiveness to ‘changing -program meeds, etc.
[ ‘ :/_/ - M . *
G . 4

» . A .
Possibl¥ Indicators of Creative Activity or Professional Performance

.. 3 . . -

l. ACE or similar ratings. . e, . «
* - . " 3.0 - ¢

A, Ratlngs by professlonal societies apd the results of the accredltatlon
visits. - N . :

-
’, 4
-~ L]

@
> e

3. Outside grant and cortract support' compared to that for other programs
) 'm the field. T

* [ L. . , .

Py’ External recognltlon of staff members as reflected by Who s Who 11st1ngé"
R and simiiar honors, offlces in. professlonal socletles, consultlng, and
publications.

4

«

Possible Imdicators of '"Centrality" - ’

s

7

l} The relationship of the program to the'institutional mission.

- -

",2. Instruction of students from other programs on Campus.

3. Contribution of programs to other activities on Campug.
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