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. The Iljinois Policy Project:

7 Foreword T

-

‘ Accreditation, . Certification, and

= F

.

Continuing Education was initiated and sponsored jointly by the Illinois -

Office of Education and the College of Education, Roosevelt University.

The inquiry was -supported under provisions of a grant from tHe Natiopal

Institute of Education (Contract No. 400-76-0018) 4nd was operated from

the Schdol of Education, Northwestern University.

-

; The Project, was designed’ to\function in thrée phases. During each

\ ,phase individuals were asked to contribute papers to help éxamine and tad ‘

synthesize issues and problems that surfaced in Project conference dell-

berations.

. .

Project.

Educational policymaking in the areas of: adcreditation, program

This book of readings contains the commissioned papers of the

approval, certification and continuing education is complex, highly ..

g political, and in pressing'need of clarificatio The, Project Staff e -
ne

, Wishes to thank the contributing authors? George E. Arnstein, Susan K.
Bentz, David H. Florio, William R. Hazard, Henry M. Levin, Dindley J.

Stiles, Deane W. Wiley and "Joseph S. Gore for their scholarly efforts in

. 'knowledge -of the authqQrs greatly aided Task Folce members and Project
. B staff in interp:eting.existing'educational policy‘legislation and identi-~

~a

i . context.

Robert H. Koff
Project Co-Director
.'College of Education
Roosevelt University

PRI
L S

review1ng/7hd synthesizing policy issues and procedures. The expert

<

'Barbara L. Schneider
"Project Research Assistant,
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Northwestern University

. Project Consultgnt . -

ﬁying future concerns within a social, politicdl, legal, and economic : ‘/,, "
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INTRODUCTION

£t

. The Iilinois Policy Project on Accreditation, Certification, *and -

Continuing Education was designed to define issues, analyze procedures,

and make recommendations to the Illinois State jpard of Education and a

>

" national audience of educators and policy makers at the state and national"

The

specific areas of conoentration were teacher (and other school personnel)'

levels of educational decision making concerning educational policy.

certifi¢ation, ‘national professional education accreditation, state
appraval of education programs preparing certified school personnel, and

continuing education as related to certification and emplqyment.\ Recog~

-nizing'thefintersgate and national significance of these issues, the,

‘:Project also examined broader policy issues related to the various inter;

14 -
govermmental relationships surrounding accreditation, certification, "and
A ' ¥
.

continuing education.

r

yn The ?roject=ﬂ!s structured in three phases:

Phase Oag.
during October.l975 that identified and articulated‘the following policy

Phase One was a national invitational conference held

issues: (a) voluntary national accreditation of schoals, colleges, and

departments of education, (b) state approval for programs' designed to pre-

fpare school personnel,

~and’ (d) conEinuing education of school-based education personnel parti-

<

(c). certification of professional school personnel;

culagly teachers. This policy issues conference ldid the foundation for-

the policy areas that were then examined in Phase Two. f ‘.
The PhaSe One Conference included ‘people «from locations throughout

.

the :country with expertise in-accreditation, certification, governance,

teacher preparation and evaluation, accountability, governmental relations,

o

legislation, and other areasg " écting’ institutional: licensing proceeses.

Participants also included representatives from the organized teaching .
profession (state and national), the Illinois Office of Education, the
National Institute of Education, ‘the u. S. Office of Educéfion, schools,
colleges and departments of education and'the state legislatures, T o

Cbnference participanﬂs were "asked to react ‘to the Arnstein paper, .

"Teacher certificatidn Is Tt an Art or a Sclence?” and the Wiley and .

“ P
’ - v e (-1

4

' . 1
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"Accreditation and Certification*Policy Issues in Professional Education.,"

y )
’ .
rlj-‘ A .

)
. " ~

Gore‘paper" "Certi;igation and Accreditation in Illtnois- Some Comments
and Considerations."” These papers reviewed current issues in accredita-
tion‘and certificaéion at the national, -state, and 1nterstate levels and
outlfhed additional topics for ,future investigation,. ,

Results of the conference ‘were summarized f‘ the- Florio paper, - -

This . paper detailed the sub-issues 1n each of the major areas ¢f concentra-

‘tioh. These, three papers amd. conference d1alogues were ‘used to def1ne the
specific charges to the task foxce groups that were organized for the
second phase of the Project. v *

Phase Two was designed to have thtee task fotce groups explo;e issues

defined in Phase One and make policy recomendations concerning those

.“

issues to the Illinoisiitate Board of Education, professipnal and labor .
related education groups, interstate organlzatlons, legislattires, appro=-:
priate federal agencies, accredltlng agencies, and qther interested pub- -
lics. The three task forces were organized as follows: The Cert1f1cation :
Task Force explored issues and made recommendations about the certifica-

tion of teachers and oth®s professional school personnel, The Accredita-

_tion/Program Approval Task Force dealt with policy issues concern1ng both

natiénal voluntary professional education accreditation and state program
approtal_of training programs-for school personnel, The Tagk Force, -
bommittee on Continuing Education examined issues of professional, develop-
ment for school persongel, including the relatlonship of continuing educa-
tion with certification and continued employment and state financing of
continuing ‘education. .

. The Bentz paper, "Higtorical Background:’ State of Illinois Processes
and Struqture of Certification and Rrogram Approval in Professional Educa-
tion," the Hazard paper, "Institutional Accreditation and Teacher Certi-
,fication' Notes on the State of the Law," and ‘the Stiles paper, "Natienal
and Regional Accrediting for Professional Education Programs" were ’
commissioned For Phase Two of . the Project. These papers helpek\fb clarify
for task force members the Ehckground information on accreditation/program 2
approval, certification and- continuing education within the social, legal, f
and political policymaking drenas in which they exist. i

Phase Three of the Project was oxganized to coincide with the finalf
_— : o i N

* . - .-
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+ draft recommendations and reports'of the/ihree task forces. A National
Disseminabion Conference was held in May 1976 to provid: a preliminary .
crithue of task force documents. The Dissemination Conference was designed

| so that a var1ety of individuals from differvent backgrounds could review
and make comments .on the,drafts of the task force reports. Those reviewing
'the reports were educational researchers, teacher educators, commuﬂity ' .

ﬁ—EEpresentatives, and school personnel.. Iask Force chairpersons revised )
and edited their documents as a result of input comments received ffom
Dissemination Conference participants. ' . .
Cbnnmnts at the Dissemination Conference by various participants !

prompted the commigsion of the Levin paper, "Accreditation, Certification,

- ~and Economics of Information." This paper examlnes, in considerable

.detail, a var1ety of economlc varlables that affect accred1tation, certi- -

fication, and cont1nu1ng education. In addltion, the paper describes

procedures that can be taken to carry ou? the_accreditat1on/program ‘ -

' approval fundtions from a "cost-utility" jJanalysis perspective.

“ .

fhe Task Force Report* has been prepared for d1sseminatign to tre
Illinois State Board of Education, the National Institute of Education,
accrediting agencies, proféssional scﬁolarly and labor affiliated educa-

tion organizations, and other interested publics. The Report contains a’

[N

summary of fssﬁes, specific policy an&alegisﬁgtive,recommendations, a
review of educational research on Eeaéher training and teacher effective-
N ness, and a review of statutory, casg and constitutional law affecting |

certification and program approval. ’

A Project Final Report is being prepared and wili be disseminated in L.
fall 1976. The Final Report will contain: (a) a Project history; (b) a
‘réview and synthesis of policy ‘issued; (c) comments coqceinipg-tﬂe social, .
legal, and pplitical/gontexﬁual forces affecting policy in the fopical
areas; (d) :ecommendations for. 'action; (e) topics requiring further in-

quiry;, (f) suggest1ons for continued dialogue, collaboration, and communi-

cation on the issues, and (g) a comprehensive bibllography, -
. . .+ < . .

-

[
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"t % Koff, Robert H., Florio, David H., -and Cronin, Joseph M. The Illinois
Policy Project Task Force Reports. .School of Education, Northwestern

Universigy, Evanston,. Illinois, 1976. . . .
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CHAPTER 1

)

TEACHER CERIIFICAIION. IS IT AN ART_OB A SCIENCE ' . .,
. C , L; . George E. Arnstein‘ i : ) ) . N ‘
__This paper was prepared for Phasé One of the Illinois Policy Project. . b
Consefuently, its' purpose was to highlight some of the pressing probtgq#«f . -
facing accreditation and certification olioymaking. The author has iden-
tified and examined issues and’clarifi®d relevant terms, e.g., accredita-
.tion, certificatign, state™rogram approval, etc. The purposes of,accredi-
tation and state program apptoval, and role responsibiliqies, poIltichl
control, *and evaluation of teacher performance for certification are . \
examined.
Perhaps one of the greatest difficulties with accreditation can be
directly attributed to the definition and use of terms. Accreditation {8
a. private voluntary procegs wlereas certification is the responsibility of
the State and does not.necessdrily have anytbing to do with "accreditation.
'Y State program approval is granted by a State agency charged with issuigg
teaching certificates. It isf therefore, a state function to approve
- specified courses/programs designed to provide training for 1ndividuals ) !
for ' public school roles.

. Accreditation, the author maintains, i one indicator of institu-
tional or program quality. Required accrediting procedures (e.g., self
studies, reports, etc.) can be beneficial to institutional self improve-
ment. The author also discusses problems associated with the purpose/
function of accreditation. He concludes that accreditation is being used
for purposés for which it was never intended.

State program approval is directly tied ég the certifiAation of
teachers. An institution w1th a ‘state approved program can almost guaran- .
tee its students that théy will be credentialed. A& national’ voluntary
accreditation agency however doeg npt have credentialing authority and,” .
as .a c6nsequence, it is often viewed as being unable to effectively apply .

| sanctions. That is, even though a teacher educatjon program WAy not be
accredited; it could be approved by the state. Hence, program graduates " !
could receive a credential either through the program approval or-direct '
application method.
. . The State has the responsibility for. licensing. Althzggﬁ/;ot,depen- .
dent on the. dues of its approved members, it is subject topalitical and
social pressures. These political constraints can ‘impedg” the State from e ..

ing educat% n personnel. .
The author conclydes his paper by examining po)itical issues and ° ’
p?%ctical problems associated with determining pr essjional competence.

’ distributing power,‘authority, and responsibilities. The orgapized ,
teaching profession is seeking to control trajhing, admission, and dis-
missal from the .teaching profession. The StAte awards the certifiCaté

but how the State awards and who should exe; ctse policy making authority

[
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over this process !.E being seriously questionéd by the teaching pfofééz
sion, training institutions,apd community groups. The’ evaluative,
criteria ysed to ascertain professional competence further compllcates'
the certlflcatlon process, The author makes the p01nt that there is
no recognized or empirically tested set of-skills, technlqu 8,0r kmow-
ledge which’can be shown to reliably identify a ''qualified' teacher.

+ - -%

-
t N
N °
\
f . - ’
. .
.

®




+ . - a AN e -

. . . . . f.
- . tet y
& . . o ‘ .
) ’ ) . r
» * i -
. ’
' : ‘Teacher Certjification: . .
Is, It an Art or a Science?
t . George Afnstein * T .
- : e : N . )

..
»

L , ' ‘Y
. . A Few Words og Clarificatiom ~'
R~ ' . .

At least some of the difficulties fn today's contrcplersy can be

-

avoided because they c[eere from confusion rather than deliberat?’conw .

B -

frontation.. - ) -

Accréditation is a private voluntary prqcess which covers most .of =
. | neary prqe _

R

'

. i w
American postsecondary education. . ~ .
» \ \ ) . .
' Certification’'is the.responsibility of the State and need not have'
. N . , e L
. anythving,toa do with accredit'ation.* Tpe certification of teachers means
-7 o . ’

that the State issues a credential, ;lg'lid‘for a stipuléted period. It

"

N

is a license ’faltho‘gh'?l' prefer to avoid this word because thete also is

EY N .

Institutidnal Licensing, permission granted by the State to'a school

a .
or college to operate (clearly different f)om the }icensing &f fndividual
| B ,

teachers). - : .
: . 3 ,

A State charter used tb be the permission granted by the St’ate.f'or

a college to operate,, Tharters, often granted in perpetuity, have some-

-«

times been abused” so that some States now superimpo an inst:itutional
7;

-

. license as a condition for the conferral of degrees/(thus ma_l\d.ng the v

.

charter, de facto, obsdlete). N . - Mt
] [ 204

State aggroval (also knowxhh registratlon) is confenred by the State

agengy, usually chargedfwith the certification of teachers, as a means of
kN L]
appmoving specified cpdrses or programs. In the present papen references
=Y ‘ .

! [ ]
» . . . . LI . ‘ :
Lo ., _ 4
* Executive Director; National Advisory Council of Educ‘ation Profesgiong

Development . .

’

'y {

s
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ot typicaIly are to S!:at:é‘Q 'appzova} of “teacher, education programs, mo.st States

e % - M - '
* also have a separate Seabe)épprcwal agercy,” designa.ted by the governor,

~

~

for the approval of programs for veterans under the’ G I BilL (which is -,

r ., .
. L
' . not covered in'the present’ paper).. - LA k v
- H . — ‘- i s . . R 4. b . »
. ) . K ’
~ i ' . g - y - . .
e " - Teacher Cert1ficat10n~ ‘Neither 'an Art nor a Science . ‘,_ J
» - i y -

The phrase increeﬁingly in usée in business is The Battom Line; ei'ther '

. 3 1 ¢

‘ it is in the-black or 1t: isn't ’i that's what business is all about:.

.

. For our’ purposes, the bot.*tox% 11ne is the’ teaching crodentia)l the ',

: bt ,
. piece of paper which certifies that.a student has crosged the magic 1ine
. ' D ' . -
y N s ~w . .- ¢ . . - *
R and hds beqn certified by the State as a-member of the professioa,. fit
-~ L] * —

" " to be hired' and suitable for use inthe 'classroo:u. The certtficate is the

. .
S .

0 AN - . r
. . direct descepdant of the medieval licentia ubique docendi, awarded by -

authority 3 the univgrsity whicﬁ;, im turn, operated by charter of the ‘
» B * [}

. » / o . e
Emperor o‘h:he Pope. e e, . _ . v

N -

° a In dractice, the state may igsue the credential’ or it majr delegate

the’ authority, d_e,_ jure or de factoy-to certain/\&olleges\ with soballed pro-
‘ - : * . y ~ s
_ gram approval. The delegation to the colleg‘e is of .'piv‘otal impoi‘tafice. ',

i e M - .

. . chreditation, in Short LFi&xr A) . . L,

Surprisihg ag it may seem, é’g;r“take the matter of‘ private volun‘-.‘=
-* taty accreditation and, ,:reat it separately. While accredita:iog is not.’
complately separate--the separation vgries from state to state--ib does
,a §ubs{steq‘pf its own, not dire@tly related to cer«tifieation. .
"Accreditation is a peculiarily American invention. It also exists

.

* -

in -Canada and in a few ‘zones' of American influence but it is basica‘ily\ .
gor ® . ¢ ' T

N <

1Y . *s F , . . s . ., . - , ]
" American. _ It has two major forms: Regional ar institutional accredita--
4 - - . - 0
I . R . . X ‘ ‘ .‘ l - . .. . f"' Ve ..'
P . - v . ® y o Lt . : ’ . o
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tionnwhich dea1s with a college as a whole it does not claim that all

/
paJts of the college are equaIly good, or’even that all parts are of

-« ,

?
acceptable quality It does siggest that the collega, by virtue of
- »
accreditation, is making better progress than it might other1se.

Specialized accreditation, by agencies like the National Council

.for Accreditation of Teacher hducation, typicaMy, requires regional
~ . ]

i

accreditation as a prerequisite. This relieves NCATE, for ‘example, of
=

having to look at the rest of the college except insofar as it impinges

on *teacher education {or whagever program NCATIE is reviewing. )y QNCATE

"

also insists on prior State approval.

. Both of these forms of accréditation are voluntary and private. They

e .
s

.are only indlrectly related to the Federal govermment, again voluntarily,

. .
» .

through something kyown as Recognition. -

-

..,the Commissioner of Education shall publish ‘ : P
a list of n:tionally‘recognlzed accrediting

"--'agencies -and” associations which he determinea
to be reliable authority as-to the quality of,
training offered by an educational tnstitu- =

tion-z 5 "
4 T ) ¢

‘: The'historic major regional associations are so fecognized. ~So is NCATE,

"

although its most recent®recognition was subject to some iﬁ‘fmesting stipu- ©
L3 . ” -

-
+ »

lations and quali!ﬁcatldns. ) . ' -

‘
L

While NééIE hnd some 48 other accrediting'bodies are recognized 4s
J

being reliable authority as to the qaality of traiﬁing offered, in fact

< -

they are not reliable. This c0nclusion, amorig ofhers, emerged from ﬂtivate

x .
Accreditation and Public Eligib_iligs, a report to the %. s. Office of

Education from the Brookings Institution and the National Academy. for

’
-

'Public Administration, better known as the Orlans report, named after the

. [}
s Y




' NCATE-accredited college. - ‘ ‘ .

- . .
.

‘ principal investtgatpr,-ﬂarold Orlans. 1 am one, of the co-authors of the

!‘port and I agreé'that accreditation is not relisple authority as to'

quality. NCATE, for example, perPits the unexamined rise aJd decline of

.

entire programs duning the ten years Which eldpse- between reviews.

/

Strangely enouﬁh, this need not necessarily affect certification,

‘r“

because, accreditatioﬁiand ceﬁtification are separate, although in practice

_ state and other offigials do look at the results of accreditation. More

. M . T . B } L .
than half of the states. accept NCATE accreditation in the sense that they

=

ishue'teaching"credenti%ls on the strength of a recomﬁendation"by an

-

I

-

"'To be critical af accreditation and its shortcomings does not mean

that accreditation ought 4o be elimindted. Accrediéation is one indicator

&
- -

of qualipy, the various oelf studies and reports conneoéeg with acgcredita-

tion‘processes can be valuable.A Typically these studies Pnd reports are

not Pusﬁig documents and this impairs their utility. » ’
. ) ) ’ :

The wedkness of accreditation is that it antédat®s its use as a °

a

. - - - t
determinant of eligibility for Federal programs, that it is being used'for
purposes never intended, and that we tend to attack accreditation for

failing to serve our present'day purposes. This is palpabl} unfair, a -
N e . .
little bit like hailing a cab to haul a shipment of gravel,and then to

conplain;that“it is most unsuitable as a truck. ‘

" . We can reject accreditation if we wish; we then must'oonfront the

Y . e -

'question of whom‘wq(wish to have discharge those'functions now Seing per-

t -
3

formed by the private Voluntary accrediting agencies. .

L
4

, State Program Apgroval s
: “

Having emphasized private, voluntarx!accrggftation, I'must admit that

L
- N

* there are some State agencies which refer to themselves as accrediting

X
. . s .

10
.. 16



-

__‘ bodies«?ar\d which~ perform fufictions which are rather similar to those being
P L ] ~ M )

‘performed by pri\‘(ate, voluntary aecrediting bodies. Foremost is the Board :
) . . . ’ <, ‘)’ , - ’ - -
of Regents-of the _Universi ¢bf New York, a State body which charters

i institutions of higher Ieahtng, thus issues institutional licenses. It

also is recognized byt the U.S. Comm,issmner of E‘Lucation as an acc—red1t1ng

. ageacy, for higher education, "the -only State agen&‘ go recognized The
Vd -
recognition has s%ne ambi‘alence however, becauge some forms of accredita-

tion by the NY Regents/ fail to be listed, in the o'fficial USOE High . S

' . u: '
D

Education directory.‘, Take Roélcef&l’ler Univ&rsuy, for example, accredited

. i y ..

by the Regents, but ligted insthe OE Directory as not accredited at all.
~ o -

‘RU is of sufficient prestige nOt(/to have to worry sbout such minor

s

.

\ - omisgions, but for three (or more) consecutive ed'ition's the OE Dire‘ctory
e ._) . - - N .
. . \ e L. .
¥ has continued the erroneous omission. . . /
. .~ . . . . MK TR .
. -, - ' . . -

. . ' Several ‘other Stateiagencies algo would like to be recognized by the »
’ ’ - . - n

v . . N AT Y

“ ~— . ', - L . ve' . . -

u.S, Counlnis.sioner as accrediting agenciee, but have nob been so recog- '
' 1 : . : , Y " 4 ) A ‘ L.

nized.  The rgult-is‘-confusing; The Maryland Staté Department of

E_ducatien "accredits" colleges. ‘There is an-Indiana’Private School T
- :L » \ 3 N ¢

} ) Accrediting Comission, alqo -without recogmtion. - And there are some

fraudulent self-appointed private accrediting bodies; without recogni?ion,

[} - e .

RN which have been knowh ‘to accredit some real dipioma mills,4 thus corﬁ\\smg .

‘the picture further. s . ‘ © ‘J\ . .

s .- .

.. ' Worse yet there “ the new Council on Postsecondary Acoredita}fl’n,

-

\ (Figure A(l)), the respectable succedeor to the’ respectable National

N Comi,ssion on, Accrediting and the reschtab'ie Federation of Regional

Accredi;ting Conini,ssions of Higher Education. COPA.also recognizes pri- , 1

. vate. voluntary accrediting associat:ions, but its list of.53 recognize;i

a




-

bodiés diffets from those recognized by the U, S, Commissioner. Thus the

word "recognized" is not self:exﬁlanatéry and adds to the confﬁsienh
- .
. what we 40 have in teaehe; edtcatgpn ia the common, use of something‘
termed "State approval” o;."program’apptoval:" analogeua to'private.acéredi-
. . tation. The widely accep%ed éhidefiness have geen prepared under the ° - ;

’,

auspices of the National Association of State Directors of Teacher Educa- N

- . ~

t{Gn and Ce;tification and they: do much to stabilize a system which links

the non-State, functionqaf teacher preparation with tyfﬁﬁtate function of

v .

certifi;}tion. ‘ ) . .

N o o

Obtaining the Teaching;Ceftificate

L

An simplified terms, a teaching certificate may be obtained in most
~ , !
] sges by two methods (Figure B): -

[ 4 ’

‘* Individual'application by the candidaté to the State certification

. agericy which will review and evaluate his preparétion, prior to issuing

(or refusing).the certificate. ' g . ’

Y R - . g »

*'Completion of a State-approved sequence of teache; preparation“l L&
. ' ¢ ’ "

with thekapproved college recommending issuance of the credential. In -

*»

- .
o B -

" some States the college de 1.ie’issues the credential. 1In others its (

recommendation is tantamount toxceftification.' ’ r - ‘

-
s

State approval is of pivotal importance becauwse there is no argument.

- - . -~
.

- that the State is responsible for certificaﬁign of teachers, that the State

‘can ﬁelegate'its authority, in whole or in part, and that the prevai%ing .

[y

N 0 . {
practice is for most States to delegate this power to "apprpved" institu-
tions of higher‘leg:ning. : < T ‘ .

- -

1

. - ' - /
The delegation of approval is based on a process.which is rather
similar to'ptivate, voluntary accreditation: The institution preparing
/ i <

b

i » 12 . ' :
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teacnérs'writes a self-study and submits it to the appropriate .State
A -, i L S . . LN
agency.. Then comés a visiting team for a site visit, a set of reconlne‘n-

> -

’ . ’ > .t ’
dations based on the site ¥isit 'and ot% evidence, and‘the, State decilles |
gn program approval .er reje.ct?ion‘

. . . ¢ . R . - . ] . . .

poi'ic‘ies. T et o - Cae "‘ . R .
N The State theor;tically makes 1ts ‘own decisions‘ thtough its own/ .
\ NN

mbers of the visiting teams, sometixnes by usin'

st~aff <p1us outside

sion ‘on - teacher ce tifieation. Qn practice,‘the State visiting ‘te
L & Y -

/findings of [NCATE t,he. findings of the’ regional

- ¢ . - .
private &ccredil»ing bodies--including NCATE--t‘reat the reports- as confih |

! ‘.~'

dent{al to be re1eased only by* the President -of th.e college, thi

a

i,nteresting questions as to how persons acting for the State gep o read

M

raises"

reports not otherwise available. Further, do..th'ese. private reports then
~ . A AR A ot
bécome public doéyments, -_s_ince\t'hey are part of the "evidenc'el' used by a

Al ‘7\
public,,State agency. ot T < IR e T )
' L] - ‘ o7 A )

In theo'ry NCATE is‘not needed 'tn. practice, State agencies 'would‘see

.

an increase in their workload,’ their costs, and would find their work

4 4 ‘\ . .

more narrowly based than they\o now, at least for thoae institutions which
. ‘ L] . .

A

\ 8 *

. . \ [ . s .
have applied for p:iirate‘ ‘accreditation._ ; . )
+ A K . - '
Ta Conversely’ NCATE a].so benefits from the cooperative relationship

’

because the t:ypical NCATE team is joined by one or more representatives’

. o
, .-
4’ . = N . -

Y ¢ ' T « -
- , .

T



\

as juxtaposed to schools which u'sed -to be'accredited but have lost their

- l . - i ' s ¢ 'y ‘ , .' AN
'oﬁ the, State whose collected dat.a.and impressions enricH the scope of ﬁ*ev

’
NCA:I.'E visit. To be sure, “not’ all visits .are se coordinated and it is.a

freguent complaint of colleges that as soon as one team has left, they-
. . Ny
] b Pl
must prepare for the next invasion. 'L‘he cost to the institution is not.

‘¢

y financial (visitors must be fed housed, and rermbursed for travel);

A

: in\ %{d\ition it takes hundreds, éven thousands of hotirs-of faculty time to
. ite the reports, chaperone ‘the visitors, answer their questions, and
. %ﬁmes construct entire Potemkin villages .

[ *"‘ . B \ .
' NCATE, o§ course, is voluntary, and 80 is the pursuit ‘of’ State »

] “ 1

apftrova‘l. NCATE actually is ‘much more d.ispensiBle than Rrogram approval,
as demonstrated by the existence of sgme 1400 institutions which prepare

teacthers. Of these 850 belong to the Ameriean Assoc&at:ion of Colleges

& Ny

for*Teacher Education and only 540'belo‘ng to NGATE. ',There'are colleges

W

“vhich__do not seelc NCATE membership, apparently without loss in status,

Ed

'_.accreditation, in whole or in part.

- Program approval slso is vo‘luntary but the benefit& are highly vigib}:e

college with approvea programs can virtually promise its stuaen,ts that

v

: they will be credentialed, that their applizcation will be simplified, and

4

that the State has id fact inspected and aggroved whatever programs the

-,

college submitted to this- kind of inspection. By virtue of this approval

the college becomes the de fac?b agent of the Sta(‘.e in issuing the creden-
,tiﬂl. ' - ’ . . ’3. . ) - ‘
. ® . s '

-
d —~m .

NCATE -is not in’a strong position to apply’ sanctions or even stan~-

1

dards because it can survive only if it has a reasonably large number of

P

dﬁes-paying mmbers. Stiles and Bils point out .u?nat risks privq_&e accredi-'_

4
‘

- -
' " .
¥ A -

»

v




- ting agenéies run: . '

PO
- .
] -~
2

. Were NCATE really to refuse-accreditation to weak .
_institutions, as ft purports to do, it might
_ soon be out, o bus\nessu «People would reject the -
. * ' accrediting cy rather than admit ‘that their ~
;B own institutions are weak. Thus-national accrediting
' - may confront an unresolvable dilemma: If it is true -
to. its missiom, it may destroy itself,”

4

.

The Federal Threat

. 4
. In the area of certification; there i§ no visible Federal activity or

. * *

threat. The charge could be raised that the Federal agencies afe neglect-

ful, that they have fa11ed to provide significant funds to improve certi-\

/
fication or‘to facrlitate the setting of standards, that they have put
‘trivial amounts of money behind the Interstate project ($50,000 per year

! ‘ ' . '
‘'is about the sizi_of it) when the need is evident and great.
.o ) ’.y_'s . :

. I
S fAs beneficiaigﬁs‘of,the certifiiation process, Federal agencies have

!

. i

N - . L]
played an essentially dependent role, While the Department o Detenge
$

ope;ates h vast overseas dependents school system (about the &enth or -
‘twelfth largest American school "district") it follows a hiring policy
gﬁich calls for two years of domestic teaching experience and the holding .
.gf a regular State certificate.“ . . ? :

. .

‘

As for accreditation: tgere is a major Federal role, préscribed by
. . . L P — i ..
law, in‘having the U. S,.Commissioner of .Eddcation.recognize certain

.' . . ‘\r ,“ .
accrediting Sodies. As indicated earlier, this is npw up for discussion,

'waggrévated by the scandals in the Gharanteed Student Loan Program (and

-

-

4 . ..
others),. but peripheral to the matter of certification because accredita- -

»
”

#
tion is and should be a voluntary, private activity. The fact that the
y /

U. s. Commissioner has given NCATE only a one-year recognition may be |

+ P .

inteyesting, may stimulate some interesting questions, but.leaves the .

-

.
~ .
. ' » - 9

”~
fu




L4

State pergification'offieerq free to do what théy have been doing rigﬁt
~ L.t . . ‘_“r
v along. Instead of a Federal threat, there are those in the accreditation »

»

field 'who worry muc%rmore about the possible actiohs of the States (as

. voiced, for example, by Robert Kirkwooq, the “former head of FRACHE) . *

-
.

The Search foy Paternity
- % .

Al -
The system of State approval includes an interesting Superstructure:
. F ‘ ' . '

The Interstate Compact. With more than 30 States now subscribing, and

»

\igith Federal support derived from EPDA (Title V, HEA 1965), the Compact
) 'lepds added strength to its memberé who enjoy various kinds of reciprocity

- - in certification. The Compact also strengthens the hand of the colleges
~ x ’ ' . " . ' .
™because it discriminates in favor of those teachers who took their prepara-

¢ . tory work at State-approved institutions.
.%‘ « '~. . . .
' Operationally, the: Interstate Compact could be said to turn the Code
~* - .

Népoléon on its head. Section 340, promulgated in 1804, sa1d "ﬂ%'
»-

‘ recherche de 1la paternite es; interdite.”" But the Interscate insists

y
.

. . A
—~ , that la rechetrche de la paternité est.obligatoire, for how else can a

> ‘certificagion officer discriminate between thope out-of-state teachgﬁh who

are to enjoy reciprocity automatically as juxtaposéa to those who must

. ) . ‘ ‘ ) s
*iE furnish further proof. Automatic certification derives from having com-

pleted a program at a State-approved 1nstitu’ while those applicants

who sought certification directly from the State must not only have a -

" certificate but also three years of specifted and recent teaching Fxper-
v ience. ' " . '

The Interstate dompact, legally and operationally, establishes two

. " classes of te;ching certificates, although the aistinctioe may be lost
}A “v» . ¢ * , : =
to the inmnocent bearer. In‘New Yofkuqfor example, the better, stronger,

- " .

L J . ! -

- ‘ ‘ | J 122‘~ )




et .

) .. : ’ ! - : :
s 'reéiproc§1 certificate is printed on blue paper; the infg;ior,'direct
access certificate is printed on whité;paper. o v

v \ LY

As for Pennsylvania,-the diréct access route is eséentially dead:

App}icanté to the State body are referred to the State-aps;bved collegé

v . ' ;-
of theif®choice where the credits will be reviewed, for a feé, and assessed.

The Commonwealth has delegated all of its authority to the various colleges.

§E . The State approving agency is not dependent on the dues of its approved

4 .

members. It is, however,\huﬁject to paiitidal préssures aé’gfemplified in
’A the following con‘versation which odcurred outside the he‘ng room of the

Senate Subcommittee on Educaﬁipn on July 17, 1975. (Some names have been

omapted because the purpose of the anhecdote is to illustrate, not to attack
[y . . [ ] :

a particular State or institution):

- ’
_State Official: It sure is a shame that the OE

. people (the Accreditation and Institutional
Eligibility, Staff) put the ABEC Collegw in my -
State on their-eligible list. They shouldn't -
have done that bgcause the school does not even - .
have a license.; . ' '

. ]
Arngtein: 1. agree, they shouldn't have dome that.
That makes them eligible for the Federally Insured
Student Loan Program. *
State Official: That's what I just told the
i Senators (in my testimony). We can run a good.
program. at the State level but it becomes harder

L&

. when the OE does something like that. . '
' . ” Arnstein: By the wéngif that college~oper§§es ’
, without a State license, why doesn't the State shut
. . it down? Then the Office of Education would not
- mistaeke it for a legitimate school.
t . State Official: Well, you know we have this politi- s

cal problem and that makes. it kind of, tough for us
to shut down this particular school.

Arnsteip: Even though it lagkgba,licéhse to operate?

State Official: Yes.

- L, e
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"The anecdote is real; it illustrates the hazards of State inspeection

_and‘QualiEy control It also demonstrates a lack of professionalism, of

! 3
.

strength and of, quite a few other shortcomings. ‘The fact remains, how-

ever, that the State is responsible for licensing, Even.if it delegates .
\ ’ .

this authority to the colleges, or if it relies on NCATE for automatic -

M -

program approval, these agencies get their delegated authority from the

State,

"+ . Variations of a State System .

In describing the existing systen, with its remarkable similarit ég

fron coast to coast despite the variations among 50+ jurisdictions,

.

common characterisfic is to temper the authority of the State by creating
some intermediariea. vhile the State may have the last word, theiactual *
operations are conducted by an interrelated grouping of accrestin agen;
- N N l .
cies, colleges (or departments of education) private efforts, and <;e

variable- inputs from various professional associations including N¢ATE

NEA, AACTE, NASDTEC and others. The real’question might well be: \Why are

‘we, here and now, so unhappy with the system? . ) i

The answerg to this are at leust threefold: ¢ H L

* 1. The problem is demographic.’ We used to have a shortage of teachers,
.and we now . have a surplus. (Figure C) Ve used to worry about quantity and

.NOW we can afford to worr?'about quality.

We have built greater capacity for,prepariﬁg teachers than

. an n

need or ﬁﬁll need in the forseeable future. This means somebody ou ht to

be cut back, or cut out, and somebody will get hurt. We are now looking

at the rules to see whether we ought to change them so that we can eliminate

the truly weak or' inappropriate parts and create a stronger, possibly a

£l
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2. The problem Ls/goli'tical, ‘no‘t Democgats vs. Repugicans‘t but

-, " e . ) . .
certain pressures to' redistribute power,:authority, responsibilities. -«

. C e (R R X .

. . . : ] ¢

There is a visiblé trend for participation by teachers, indicated ig part-

A +

-

-

[ i by the rise in trade unlon activ’y and the-shift ih the NEA from a bland ’

organization clalming to speak for all@pf educatlon into a union-liKe

, . ‘ -
T assoc1ation speaking for classroOm ‘teachers primanly.
~ . Not sufrprisiungly, the orgamized teachi-ng 'profes~sion now séeks con-

* " trol over> ddmissions to this profession, a turf long claimed by the 7,

: - ] * \
. . teacher educators, '

; . "2.1 -We might term one aspect of thrs the philos%phical quandary:
- * - t

i

-
.

.1f teachér educators, i.e. professors of education and their éssociations,

K . =

- are committed to democratic p‘rocedures and are nonelitift, then they will
¢ \

- } be outnumhered by their fbmer students, the roughly two mlllion teachers

- \. -

. whotclalm to be able 4o make dec1sions about teacher preparatlon #nd per- u
/e . . ‘ 4 . - i
. v
formance with the same ¢tonfidence as the teacher educators who are
- - » . . " . )

j- » f numerically" 80 1nferior‘. If the teacher educators clatm superior know-

a’. . ledge, and thus}he right to make cgtrolliﬂ\g decisions, they must dény

- S the concept of shared decisi.on makin s democratic control, ‘and 19 many \7 -

A

cofollaries.. "EQ; is a reaI philosophic;l(_pﬂ;l’)lem which in our gociety,

‘ - wou\ﬂ. seem‘to ca11 for demonstrated leadership “by teacher educato’rs so . o e K
L“O“/ " . that th¥% y pxevail’ through le.adership, in ideas and persuasion, not o’
i L ,'v through legislated delegations of State hority. . v - .' ) - |
' '3,., The problem 1s epistemolog,tcal %ause the state Bf 'the’ art of - o~

. .
e ‘“ . a

t er education, aqd certification, does not permtt the.’as-sertion of

]
: * - 4 -
R U .
L \ . those skills °and competencies which ‘every, te&her must have, és juxtaposed .

‘ ‘ ' . . , N , ' ) [ N . ' '

. - . ) » 'f . “. - ‘. Cor . ®
. . 3 ) ' ) . N P
. . v . e . ( . / -
[ ' . ° AR ) ~ . f
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to those which have not been idéntified as being essential to heigg a

certificated teacher. The teaching, certificate is evidence of competence;«
-~ ) * b 5 -.

-~ . .
of having mastered a body of knowledge which reflects the standing of a

genuine member of a profesaion. . * . ' .

. -In fact, this agsertion is shak&,'debatable, and -reduces the argument < /fr
over quality control to-a more political level because the epistemological
+ “ .-' ) . . . .
problems are essentiglly unsolved. We do not know how to describe the
:)’. ! - '

required knovledge of all teacherg, and this explains many of our_troubles.. o
" This is admitted by just about everybody participating in the process

and unwilling to assume the responsibility of ‘asserting something like the

-

Sears Roebuck guarantee: Satisfaction énaranteed or your money back. The -

) . *
: participants in the certification process do 'not want ‘to issue any such -

guarantee, prbbably for two reasons: The science of teadher education is

-~

notysufficiently advanced to permit any promises as to successful per-

i S forpaﬂce, thus .it would be immoral to guarantee results, . And’theresis - .
. Rt

:g‘; - nohody in charge of teacher certification’ﬁho could be charged with issuing .

L
. - -

’
Y s

the guaragtee. ' a 2\

¥
The Advantages of Certification

o

' Since every State ‘has aeserted the certification power, the State has

»
- ‘.

. assumed this responsibilitxak Iprractice, some States have‘worked very .

L]
~

‘/ﬁard to deleghte this power and to get rid of it, at least insofar as the
Yol ‘ v *

«” professional content is concErned. States still may exact a $20 fee, a

AN

» B .‘ L) i . ‘ ,‘\ .
health certificate, a loyalty oath \may bar homosexuals, but they tend to

stay aqay from’ decision as to the actuaI performance or competence of

U 1 \ ¢ -
" <

Y teachers 'about to be credentialed (o& recredentialed) Even in.those '

State% which have moved toward competence-based teacher preparation, there , ' ‘ .




- ’ . .

- - e : '

is am understandable geluctance ‘to spell dut the competencies, level of
- LY - - . +

~

perféormance and other vital details/ ¢

‘

The conclusion is inescapable: Teacher education is not a science,
since we do not know how to describe in usable detail a competent teacher

@ * A

syitable for cértification. Similarly, we cannot establish meaninéful

‘ : . - ' LY
cut-off points to justify certifjgation or'refusal of a certificaté. The

result is a helpful conspiracy, based on an imperfebg art, not unlike the

paper money we use: The‘pieces of paper have no intrinsic value, used to
v . .

be redeemable for gold or silver, but have widespread acleptance as loné

as we.tave-cbnfidence which makes the whole system workable.’

)

" Teacher certification is built ofi similar illusions. Th® credential
reassures the publifc, sorts out the members of the profession from the

unon;memﬁers and confers .a modicum of st?tus, may ih fact be évidence of
é&ég ;specﬁs of shpgrgér o:‘relévaﬂt preparation but does not assure'it,
includes a whole géries of hurdles.and obstacles whichimay potlbelrgle-
vant, fac;Iitates ?laceﬁent on a sglary’schedéle,'proVidés lgveragg.fPr 2

some additional trégning.wﬁich is required for renewal, and -generally is

' = - ‘
a visibl® part of an elaborate mec sty wh gSes back to the middle -

. .1
., ages. , .
1

+ The surv}bal'of the;tegching certificate today may well be in the
publitc interesé;' It offefs a measure of contfbl_over entrants -into the.

sb-called profession, provides rules for revotation or elimination, may

v
) “ R

/ - T4 .
contribute to a mekasure of quality control, and serves as a deterrgnQNCO

:

patrépaéé and .nepotism, especldlly in those schéol districts where the

P . . A} ‘ N . .
hiring officials,6 can fall back ‘on the nasty‘“people inh the State capitol
\ o '

* who prevent them from hiwing an applicant with strong iocal'sgonsorqhip

>




|
| ,
' ’ ¢ I ’
» , ‘ T . .
but inadequate professional preparation. : : .
. ~
* The question shpuld be,raided whether we really need a teaching (/
‘A
certificate.° As matters now stand, about a third of the three million

-American teachers\are not certificated. They teach in private and paro-

.

. chial schools, so-called pre-schools (where there 1s a current push, toward

-

a new certificate, the Child Development.Associate, which is to be com-

petence-based), the overwhelming majority of all colleges, in proprietary

.

schools, in the militgry, industry, and other "informal" schools. 1In
-

addition, there are thousands of teacher aids, paraprofessionals who do

-not hold _teaching credentials arid are not supposed to teach on their own

o ™

but. in fact often perform tesching chores, as reported by Jorie Mark in

L

_her recent sUrvey.8 -

Sometimes the ‘requirements for certification (or its omission) is a
” ’ . ’ h Y - ‘ -
- matter of geography,'jprisdiction or accident: Faculty in California
n {
community colleges must.be credentialed but in mos€ other states they

| .

i need not.be; somg stayes requirevparochial school.teachers to be creden-

| tialed while others‘do not. Clearly there is a powerful tradition at

woré which insists:an teaching credentials in just about all of the public.”
schools, but ubwilling to specify with conviction that the credentials stand

- -
— t
- .

’

F ’ for a-specific set of performance criteria. Even the recent New York
|

\

|

-

1972 Regents Plan for the Development of Postsecondary Education merdly

*

states a goal (thds tacitly admjtting that past performance has_fallen
short of this goal): v . - : »

To establigh a Jysggg,of certification by which the
, State can &ssure the public that professional per- .°
o sonnel in the schools _possess and maintain demon-
3 strated competence to enable children to learn. " °*

’

R A

-

=3



3 . ¢ .
+ thus judges its awn product according to its own standards as to educa-

i,

'
; . ’
n N ’ T . « .
R o7 . -
' . N

The ﬁreparation of teachers differs from most other forms uf1american

— . 1

'educatiqn: It differs from liberal educatiou because a iiberal education -

holds out no promise of job placement or any special competincies while
teacher education;does. Liberal édﬁcation can afford to be somewhat '

+

amorphous and avdid questions as -to performance standards and qua11ty

~

control, sémething that colleges like Mars Hills and its’ performance-based

curriculum are beginning to find oyt (and admit) t

14 N v *
. " The teacher college ‘also differscfrom‘otper,professioual schools | &

. because it awards the degree and (in most cases) also acts for the State

in awarding a professional certificate. The college with program approvdl
. b ] .

.t

-

tional quality, it also pepresents the public interest in judging the S

anticipated profeasional‘?ﬁrformance on beha1f~of the State.-

Clearly there is a conflict of 1nterests° Professors gua teachers .

are supposed.to be helpful and suppcrtive, to bring out the best in their

'students;an@ help them in their Qersonal and professional growth. Pro-

fessors qua agents of the.State are supposed to.att in the public interest
and‘recommend‘for'certification ouly those teachers who truly are expected
to be competent. The problem was illuatrated by a professor from a Western

stace who participated.in the AACIE Leadership Training Institute (Angust

13- 15 1975, Anpspolia, Mamyland¥ 4
- 'We. give an 'A' to all ef our student-teachers."
‘ : ’ ———— : .
“"Why-do you du:thiéf Surely some are better.than -

others, and aureiy some are less than excellent?"

*Well, we learned that if we give 'B's or anything '
. leds than an 'A' the. local school districts will , v
not even interviQy them, now that there are enOugh
applicants." | v - .. .

- ‘U - '1 1 " .

- ——

i

.

-

B

-
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. . {
o (‘ "But aren t you.abdicating your regponsibility to

the public, to the children?"

chool distrtéts,do their own sifting

~ * .

"No, let the
and sorting."

:Wh»atA . ‘* ' d\"
'/ [l ) :

’ . . ‘ N r‘ . . “‘ .
s . . "Severdl msjor trends curJ'ntly coincide ‘and stimulate the discusbion

aas to the future of the teacher pducation~§3nctions in higher education:
.o L ~
1. There is a long-term trend toward increasing and moré effective
.o ' " .o
L . participation by classroom teachers in decisiorf making. Classroom teachers
L4 y ' [

are by far, the largest single segment of the education profession and thep

are asserting thejr strength. The transformation of the NEA to a labor

union is-symptomat&c. R ) “Q . T
To ‘exclude pr:minimize the role of the. teachers is perilous because it
B ) - . ‘
puts to the test the exisgingfconcept of '"education profession" and may
. - ' - !

fragmént it,.leaving the teachers in charge of-the ldrggst surviving .seg- .

ment., Converpely, as members of the overall profession, it is difficult

-(if desitable) to dislodge edhcators w;o, in the words of Edward Pomeroy, .
used to dominate *h‘ining,’ac’creditation, and m;st' othe_s aspects of-teacher\ -
‘.education.ll . N )

IS

—
.

S “\\'2. The* educational enterprise used to be a rjpidly expandipg "{ngus-

»

'”:'try" with high birthrates.after World War II feeding an unending‘stream of |

.
- . : .

, niev customers‘into the schools which.required more teachers trained by

e

N

5/( moré professdrs. This also wgs a peried of rising'stsndards of living,
, + = rising incomes, rf!ing expectatidns, leaGinglalmost ever§g;dy so upwardly

mobile that there was 1itt1e need for fratricidal competition.

Now that the unending escalator has stopped escalating, :here is - ’

- -

\
increasing competition.and even border warfare. Teacher educators, who

O . -




v 5 . /X ’ . . i / ’Yﬂ
used to occupy a central position, feel threatened Worse yet, s%me of

[N

their cherished assumptions are being challenged often successfully.

i ‘ . .

"AACTE seems to admit this' with its 1976 -theme: A profession, now or

iy

- . . o - =
never, . .
. . . ! < X . . o /
Lo ‘Teachers colleges are faciné dec@ining full-Eime enroliments, loss of
. = \ P
. confidence, and view the rige of teacher centers as a ;ompetitive act1vity ‘
- . . *

in, the realm of inservice education.

3. Federal funds are drying up. Wh' teacler education had never -
, o ' : A
been. a major target of F'ederal funds, it too had benefited from the over-

LI T e

St i W

all increase in research and development funds, in the educatiqnal te-

search gctivities which began so0° modestly with the 000perative Research

-

program under the Eisenhower Administration. Colleges of education also

are pan: of the larger ppwtsecondary world which was enrfched w1th insti- .
g - tutional grants guaranteed loans, subsidized dormitory construction,
library facilities, basic opportunity grants, and Fulbright-uayes awards, ~ -
) .

'i‘he w-ifhdrawal symptoms .are visible, and the curtent decline of EPDA may

/ be tetmmal. ' A
i
A 4. 'l’he critiﬁn of teacher certificatlon proceeds at two levels
.~ - \

At the core there is_the failure of CBTE to produce, at least to 'da‘te, a

o 0

set of competencies which could be translated into certification standar.ds.

‘*.'

The certificate,,;men closely exaninod stands for no validated set of o

&

5 , skills, teclmiQues, khowledge or profenional mastery. 'Since the colleges

~

- ) may be perceived 48 tﬁe custodiaﬁs of the "content” of the profesaiorn, '

1

the profeasional wesknqs of thewr.eaching’ ¢ertificate re ects badly on

3 . the _professional educators,.whether they hold the credential or play a. s

: . ,
! _role in its award, ® . "L
l. / . . . . . . o ,

% _ » s - * LA

]
N\
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~ Secondarily, t@erg:is the struggle.over control: Who shall award

the certificate? To be sure, the legal answer is that the State awards
’ . X . ar ) . . .
it, but opergtisnally,this merely disguises thaifurther questign 'as to how

- . N
thé State awards it: Through a board of education or-certification, and '
. . ;

‘who shall sit on the board? Through delegatfon to the Eolleges, thus

.eontrdl over NCATE.

-

approval authorities.

raising the question as to who does’ the delegating, and why shéuld they

keep on delegating this authority?

»’ ¢ ‘ v

In some States the classroom teachers are increasingly asking for

. — L

contrgl over this State process, analogous to the way they increased their
. ¢ ) P . P .

-~
Il

5. Accreditétion, though theoretically noff;art of the,sysfem,-is

. . . .
importang—ecfﬁ'private, voluntary activity, both institutional and in

S

teacher education.’ To put it'bluntly, if there were no-accvédiéafion,
. . -

then questions of Federal eligibility -(which have little to do with’

teacher education in any direct sense of the word) would have to be made

-

on some other-ba;iBQ which may wsll be worse sor lesd effective. Worse Yyet,

without accreditation there would be no chaLlenge;’ﬁo check the State °

’ L 4

The gppar@nt redundancy of the system, the overlapping aspects of -

acereditation and Stﬁte approval, may welk be ¥orth the pgice; especially
¥ . ' .

. \ . .-’
if they were handled ‘more”effectively and more rigorously./ Neither the

v

..
L

Stateq‘nér NCATE are sufficiently skilled or rigorous in carrying out .

L L

their self-impased-standards and procedures. 'NéATE demonstrably does not

assure quality. NASDTEC guidelines demonstrably are not’ being enforced. -

- 3

We could go so far as to séy_thét-they are ideals, that the present state

of the art does not permit‘ghem to be enforced. At the same tiﬁg it can

* o p .

. '. ) ’ " j 28 :3<i B

o
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.
v

‘be asserted that our present knowledge and techniques permit'us much hetterx

a

: & * . v h
and more thorough evaluations than we are now undertaking. Accreditation

is being performed by amateurs, that "is

-y v -
professionals in their,discipline

(Ph.D. in Statistics, for'exahble) but unskilled, ‘'untrained part-time

’
a1

. ‘ .
volunteers in their capacity i;,evaluatbrs or inspectors of a course,

R

departmegt or coilege. We have entrusted quality control to amateurs who -
ed . ° - ‘ . T

practice: usually conscientiously, an-art based on checklists which make

> .

- Y W . -
it a bit scientific (¥.e. objective). Operatiorally the practices of

teacher certifiéation,

"

accreditation, and program approval are-not a
/

science, and I fail to see what good it does to claﬂb that they are an

-
-

art. . . . ,
: 4

. P .
At the same time they are ready for improvement, based on what we now

/ . .
' know and what we can organize rither quickly if we can muster the deter-
‘mination to do so. ) . ~,
The project for wﬁiag\this paper is written should -be part of this
t “ _ . 5. N
. . thrust to a higher and more effective level of ?pacher certification.
‘ R ‘ .
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’ , NOTES - § c T g
) v h ) ~ ‘; l e. 2 . Q‘ /‘ . .
1. Standards for the “Accreditation of Teacher Educafion, National .
Council for Accreditation of Weacher Education, January 1910, - L
reprinted 1975 (p. ii). - | “ " “ Ve ~y
2. 38 U.S.C. 1775(a) 3. . YL : '

3. The fEEE;E“din abbreviated form, has since been publighed au Private
Accreditation and Public Eligibility; (Lexington ssachusetts: + @
Lexington ‘Books) 1975. o

4. Arnstein, George, "Ph.D., Angone?"’ American Educapion, Volume 10
(July 1974).

4 . ' -
. .

.. -
5. Standards for State Approval of Teacher Education, National Associa-
tion of State Directars of Teacher Education and Certification,
' 1973 Edition (revised)ky . :

6. NCATE Annual Lise, 1974-75. R - .

‘ iﬁf1 o
. McCarty, Dona
g Chapter 9,

J., ét al., New Perspectives on Teacher Education,
. o ting," (San

ndley J. Stiles 4nd Jack A. Bils, "National Accredi-
cisco kJosseyaBasq Publishers) 1973, p. 112.

=~

8. Mark, Jorie Lester, Training_and UtiRization of Rara rdfessionals

R A Study of the Nation's Public Sch®ol--Systems . 8 Enrolling 5,000 -or
Motre Pupils, unpublished dissertatioqaryniversity oﬁ?Massacﬁueetts,
1975.

-

o

'.-. . 3 - _

. 3 .
9. Angus, Edward.L., and C. Barl iﬁiningeri "Experimeng§al Learning in o A
a Competence.Based Curriculum: The Queséiqn of Quality Control .
of Education $tandards," paper prepared for Conference on Quality
Control in Higher Education, Antioch College, Columbia, Md.,
November 10-12, 1974. _ .
10. Discussion group on PBTE and State Certification, August 13, 1975.
The name of the professor has been deleted because-he is not
. -atypical and should not be singled out for his candor. -

}1;4 Pomeroy, Edgard C., "What's Going on in Teacher Education--The View
+ From Washington,'" speech pregented to the Leadership Training
Institute of the American Association of Colleges for Tencher

Education, Annapolis, Md., August 14, 1975, ‘ vt
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“CHAPTER 2
» o ’ ) ) g 7 i
e 'HISTORICAL BACKGROUND: STATE OF ILLINOIS PROCESSES .
i /)'AND STRUCTURE OF CERTIFICATION AND PROGRAM, APPROVAL -
B : * IN PROFESSIONAL”EDUCATION -
| - : ' Yo
Susan K. Bentz . . o
- - ' l
The Task Force members for Phase Two of the Projepc were representa- —

tives from various organized teaching groups, higher education, profession-
al schools of educatjon, state office personnel, and client -and cmnmunity
groups. Realizing the diverse backgrounds of the. participapts this paper -
was commissioned in order-to provide a common hi/;grical perspective of
the program approval processes and certification in Illinois. From this
comprehensive description of the current structure of certification and .
program approval the Task Force members had a base upon which to create .
. and build their policy recommendations.

Illinois has a State Teachef Certification Board consisting of four
college representatives, two public school administrators, six classroom
teachers and one regional superintendent of schools. In the past this
Board served as an advisor to the Superintendent of Public Instruction,

With the creation of the wew State Board of Education, the powets, res=-’

ponsibilities, - and duties of the State Superintendent of Education and his

staff, and the State Teacher Certification Board-are now being reviewed

and redefined. Traditionally, the State Teacher Certification Board .
termined certificatiom criteria, suggested standards for teacher pre-

pi:ation training programs, and dealt with 'questions of suspension and

revocation of certificates. \ !

The Illinois Office of‘Education evaluates credentials for certifi- }
-¢dtion transmitted from regional superintendents. “Candidates coming to~
Illinois may qualify for certification by holding a valid certificate from
another state when meeting specific Illinois requirements or who have
graduatéd from another state's' NCATE approved college or university. A
prospective teacher in Illinols is awarded a certificate by having completed
a state approved teacher education program, the ‘entitlement system of
certification, or through transcript evaluation, a process whereby can- | ﬁ—ég
didates submit evidence of having completed ‘the number and type of courses ~ -
prescribed by the state. ' Coe

The state program approval policies reguire that an institution
annually report on teacher education programs and the State Teacheér
Certification Board- ‘conduct visitations to, institutions to examiné and . _
evaluate programs. The standqrds afid criteria for institutional recogni-
ﬁion, i.e., program approval, of teacher education programs are focused
on institutional support, policies afd procedures for adafissions, advising
and getention procedures, relatienship to public school needs, program
design ahd resources available for program operation.

. The &author concludeléh!? paper with a section on gOVerhance issues. ' ¢

‘ She points out that teacher organizations have been trying to gain con-
trol of certification and teacher education through an independent pro-
)\ fesgional ‘standards board or licensing commission. Such efforts, however,

have not been successful although it is anticipated that future legisla- -~ ' B
tive proposals concerning an independent commission or Board will continue?
. ‘ & , .

. : T, 33 . -
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s - Historical Background: ,
, State of Illinois Processes and, Structure of “
-~ ‘Certification and Program Approval in
- Professional Education Y
. Susan K. Bemtz * . i . - v’

1}

A

I. Structure and- Governance of Certification in Illinois -

«
EEAN

L]

The rgsponsibility for the\certification of educational personnel

I3 -

finds state responsibility evident as-early as "1874, when upon the recomm

mendatton of local Boards: of Examiners candidates were 'recomended to the

- — -

Superintendent ot Public Instr&ction as qualifying for statewide certifl-

'Q*
cation. Throughout the last part of the 19th century and until 1929, ‘the

-t

primary authority-for issuing teachers certificates rested with eaCh ‘of

&

the county superintendents of gchools. Life certificates valid statewide,
however were issued.by the Superintendent of Public Instn‘gtion‘ Between ,

1929 and 1932, all valid coupty certificates were exchanged for valid

- - v« ’ +

. . : 1.
state éertificates of equal rank.

El

Historically, control of certificati n ceirzted‘vith the éounty

J

superintendents of schools cnd only in 1929 became the responsibility of
-the Suoerintendent of Public,IPstruction. Ear'lier, in 1914, the Superin-'
tendent had’ assisting hin a‘dy kngwn as’ the State.Examining Board for .
‘l‘eachers. This Board was charged with the responsibility of setting I -
eminatipn criteria which was ufilized by county superintendents. Effec-
tivé in 1929, tke State Emin!.ng Soard for Peachers aﬂd the Buperintenode‘nt‘.
‘of Public Instruction mnted examinations for certificstes and addi-’ //g\
'tionally awarded certif::ates bssed upon college credits. The majority

' . ) ’ \

t .
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‘4/ ot teachers andts,upe‘rvisors certificated qualified on the%sis of tv;o

- i ® . N > N N )
1] . B . / e “ A
' ; . ring the first 30 years of opwhe Illinois State E}':amln'

. . .
. *in 1943 saw the addition of three wlege presidents. The name of the

. v .
. -

“years of collége credit. It was only in 1943‘that state requirements for

R certifi%ation for a regular certificate required completion of a° degree’

- ¥ , ’

3, in a recognized collegt:/m Illinois and a specified distribution of credits, ot

established by t tate Examining Board fof Teache;rs. From 1943 until -
t ' % ’ ) * " - . P

1964, ‘the majority of all teaching c{ertificates issued wer:e provisionals

’

' - -base'd ‘on 60, 'and then late.'90, semester hours L Y3 college credit and .

-
]

successful completion of an examination. It was fist required im 1964

' that no certificate be issue witﬂess than a bachelor 8 degree, except
v
- v
for one-very limited class of substitute certification. L

) g4 .
1ng Board fpr 'Ieachers certificate;,' the Board wasfa six-member body which

¢ . -
s

' L

Board was changed in 1951 to the state’ Teacher Certification B,oardv and

4 &

'comfositibn of the Board was again changei in 1962 t‘include the repre-

-~

&
- sentation ﬂio\urrstl.lege representatives two public’ school administ.rators,
on

‘. e >, - £

three classrodm teac er{b and two county superintendents. Legislation again

"

. :: 'changed the cdme,sition of the Stat:e Tedcher Certification Board in’ 1973

to re’flect its. curre._m: menfbership whic'h includes four college representa‘g_

-

. tives, two _p_ubli_c school administrators, six ¢lassroom teachers- and one

“ é'.

re‘gion’aI supe 3 nSende.nt of schools. Throughout ’the histtory of the‘ first
ex'amining board nd. than the Stote Teachea Ceﬂification Board that'ﬂbody
L ‘. ‘ d

" the creation of the. Statre Boatd of Education that body; has assumed the

) . . e ’\
_' " has. served as’ an ad'vis}ﬁ to the Superintendent of Public Instflction. With

) .duties and .resp6nsibilities of ‘the former Superinteﬂﬁent of Public Instxguc-

.. . . s -

tion ﬂ&xuding those affecting teacher certidication and teacher educ onM

. . - ‘ -
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. ‘I'he State Boatd of ,Education ils examining its’ 'role in the field of te'acher

certificatmn at the present time ‘as we11 as its or!* areas of respon-

sibility and whi?e retainiug policy'setting aut:bority, will be considering T

t s methods of deleg‘t ng responsibillty for <the operation of teacher' certifi- T

~ ~

cation and teacher ucation to the S{tat'e Supermtendent of Education: and

o his staff in c%cu,ltation with the S‘tate Teacher Certification Board. - ’

-

The State Teacher Certification Board and its predecessor have con- ¢ .

o \(;inuously aﬂvised ttp Superintelde,nt a te. -de; r,tmen,t -on teacher

LY

o LS

es‘kept of the meetings Bit'

o ceftig;.eation issues, A review of the(‘)’m
. t 1929 reveal contingousl.y evolving concerns in the areas of: r (1) certifi-‘ : ot
L‘ . ‘cation cgli;teria, whethe{; by examirration o; by :redentials" (2) cont.inuing
' efforts to upgrade the quality of" teacher. pr;;;aration,,snd (3 vigorous . ,I
effor,ts to deal with the suspengj,on and re\‘ocation of.certificates from - R
some m'embers of. thes,profession. " While &n advisory body to the Superinten:, '
) N R . ! .
4y dent and state wdepartment, the\ State Tedcher Cert.‘i“cation B.oard itself has \.
«

L

S ) ' exerted considerable ‘influence in the establishment of we‘ll-!'w.fied mles

and regulations 'whieh have . withstood r.}'te tesb of Eime and various poten- \

) éb e tisl legal challengﬁs. Since the ti.lo t:he state sssumed prinary,g:eapo‘n- v
f 2 . ',
%,
R ib%ity 'for f.ba:ing certificstes, geve have been well o\ger 60 sepaatate
. T 3 * .
¢ ~ and ct types of certifh‘.’ates issued by. che State of Illino‘is. ’.l'he .

~

N adviae snd counsel of the State Ieacher Certificst orunga:d has been spught “
» by the General Assemb‘ly as Qer;ificate i:upi:ovement mre lagislatively .) .
" ‘< c&neﬁemd, ﬁhe Beand hisﬁoricaliy oouaha: t;o qain in a teqsonsble
R ) ‘balance ?::ween meeting the neec‘s of upgrading staﬁ%ards and emerkency
T si.tustions cr'eat.ed by suoh intervening vari@les as ﬂorl.: War ;I and the

) .
' ) ‘more recemt severe : of teaqhing ;frsonnel duting the 1960'3. AB' .
’ . ' ‘ - ’ . A - ., ' - oL
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: . " I
‘colleges and hnivera%ties increased training programs for teachers, the *
‘P T : AT - . .
e, State ‘Teacher Certification Board encouraged and achiéved the reduction ‘.

. of emergency or provisional‘certification in an effort to both meet the
« ’ . ' 4 ’ .
14 . ’ . .
. supply‘'needs for new teachers and upgrade the standards for entry int} ‘

} - teaching. \E . e ~ " '
~ . 4 -
\ The Superintendent and State Teacher CErtificatlon Board haye his- . :

| ‘ torically been the recipients of numerdus requests from professiohal organ=~ :

.

izagions'and interest groups to crsate specialiZed categories of certifi- ;
~ — '
cation.; Increasing the requirements for physical ucation for all teach-

ing certificates was evident in 1950 ,with the’ requ st from a phygécal .

- a

edu/atidh organlzation ‘to improve the qua11ty of pﬁ: ration of physical
;t»education inatrﬂctors and coae-hes.2 -The Illinois Education Association
qu the Illinois * Federation of feacherg again in the 1950's vigorouslé,
a . encouraged the Examining Board t& €liminate emergency certification. ’

o - . .
Ef*grtq in 1953 saw %he inittal efforts of school social workers to obtain
7" -, . .

L)

- . - v ' .
‘., special certification. State music dsrectors lobbied the State Teacher . '
-, o M .
éertificatidn Board in 1952 to eliminate music teachers from being required
to connlete studentrte.ae'hing.4 Other groups, almost t®o numerous to men-

’

. .tihn,'have-requested certificatioq\throughout the Board's history, includ~

M . "‘ . ’
| * . ing the Illinois Principéls Asaociation,‘school nurses, the Illinois’ .
' Junior High School Association, the Illinois Reading Council and various .
>

v groups of peripatologists, audi&logists, school "businéss officials and

even school pubki;;::iations officers. - : ' ' |
s . . N . - . -
B B/ - .
7 The/ﬁﬁmber o tificates currently fssued by the State of Illinois ~

—

. e

totals 14, of these, 12 are teaching types of certificates differentiated

1
by grade 1eve1, specialty area; or validity In time, one-category of cer- . d
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tification exi‘sts for school service personnel, with endorsements fd‘t

echool svcial- worker, guidance, sdhool psychologi,st or school nurse; and,

’ ’another catego{y ‘exists fof administrate yEs with. fom; levels of endorse-

) ///—4»,1,

ment*-general supervxsory, general administrative, superintendent or *

'
school business official. It is this author 8 o‘&inibn that a variety of

s

T .
idengifiable educational interest groups at an ever increasing number are

' ?
" seeking gpecdalized certification as & form of étate sanction for their

\

poaitions in pnblic achools.‘lt 'is further’assumtd that these effotts;

have little to do with the need for a certificate ag an attestation of

acquired learning or. achievement, ‘bu;: rather hay® more' to .do with the

~
-

acquisition of the* ‘so-called traditional benefits—.of certigicate'holders;
g 4 . ~ N ° f

nhmely, sala;‘y schedule placement, retirement and tenure,

~ © ¢

‘The State of Illinois, like many other stateg,. has been experien‘cing

o

efforts on the part of f;eachera Organiz”nns to assume control of cen- ) i

A
tification and teacher educati!oh th(X:h an iwent professional

standards board or licmaing c&mis idn. Legisla!:ion i rodu.ced by the'.

’

Illinois Education Asst;ﬁation duri¥ %e 1975 leg"islafive aession was not

successful in creatiﬁg such ‘a separate commission independent of the State
p.‘a’a

Board of Edl.u:\a{iorn.5 It is anticipated that future’ legislative efforts to

create an independeni: comisgion ‘or board will continue.
- - /'/:\ \3\1'/ ¢ A ~ - . IN
. O' o . ’ ) ! ¢
The gertificatidn Process ' T

. C8 4 - 7 ’!. -

The cm##c.a\ion &ocgss has changed very little over the years,

' Applicanta whether completing an emination rr pr’enbing credentials,

pﬁd through aﬂ’egional‘ supe:intetldent‘ who forvards- those materials

®

to the Illinois JO.‘:‘fice ‘of Sducation for evaluatiég issuancé.
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Certificates issued since 1953 must be registered annually with the -

) - . .
B

Regional Supe-rinténdent of Schools in which region a certificated person )
. /o ’

.

wotks. Certificates issued. prior to that date must only be registered ’ “«

while % persoh is actively engaged in teaching. Certificates are regis-

tergd annually for'a two dollar fee and will lapsé 'ohly after a four-year . "

period of non-registration. Such lapsed certificdtes may now be rein-

- + ¢

stated for a one-year perioduring which time an individual mustgearn 5
. b .

»
semester hours of credit, either in education or an area'related to the -

7 v
\

o, ‘ - n
‘teaching assignment, or present evidence of holding a 'valid certificate of

1 somg‘other type.- Continuation of the ability to teach on a certificate is
. o A ) = '
‘ * only governed by the required annual registration of the certificate. : :
. . Illinois has not entered into the Interstate Certification Compact ' . ’

-+

r ) . . -~
nor does it maintain specific reciprocal certification agreements with *
-~ . - 4 - ‘

- % N

- any other state? &pdidates con;ing to Illinois may qualify for certifi- **
I \ . , R . )
\qétipn by holding a valid regular certificate from another state and who
. . - ) R ) ~ » r . ; “ . '
meet the specific Illinois requirements, or who have graduated from

. . -

! *, 1 LY A * .
another state's college or universi%y with verification of having completed - .
y . H o .
an NCATE (National Council for the Accreditation of Peacher Education) .

approved p_i'ogram at -that institution. With slight variations all other o a

\ . - . :
i -

states except Colorado, which requi}{'es NCATE progragm cu:omp'letio% operate

.

-

-

. the same procedure in-certificating Illino-is ‘§radua\tes.

]
4 -

) ’ e . - Y
. From the time certificates were historically issued by the state,.

[y

probably the most significant change occurred in 1961. It ‘;'as in July
f ’ . R “A
- ‘ LY
. 1961, tha e SupEi'ir}tendent,'of Public Instruction in consultation with
- - . ) (' » ;l )
* N  the State Teacher Certification Board implemented the.system of awarding_ 3
. ' ‘ ’ - . -

-

- . : .
; " a certificate to an individual who had <ompleted an approved teacher . iy
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, approved program approach was chaired by Dr. Robert.B. _Browne of the

— flexibility in seéting‘up their teacher education programs....He, stated 4 .

.
A " o) (] , v »
K

education program, a process also known as the entitlement System of ‘cer-

———

cification. This change came ‘about as a result'Bf'extensive workedgne bx

Ehe State Teifhef Certiiicetion Bcerd dJ:ing the 1950's. It was in i955,6
that the'Superintendent‘of Public‘Instruction, upon the recommendation of
the State Teacher Certification Board, adopted the signiiicant policy 5f
¢hange to'permit teacher educacion institutions of the state toisubmic‘

their‘respectire teacher education\g:ogramé to the Supefintendéht and cheﬁ

Board for approval which, once approveld, would-then entitle the institutioﬂi,§
— !

. b )
to recommend its #iccessful candidates for certificates without any furthes -

examination of credentials by state authorities. The Committee of the

State Teacher Certificatipn Board, in recommending this change to the

>

. ‘)
University of IllinOis, who in his report to the Board stated that ""this,

\ -~

‘proposal was made in order to-allow teacher educatior institutioms more

[}
-

. . L
“that ‘the institutions should be far ahead of the Board in knowing what -
. ' . . . .
direction we should move in the develophent of good teacher education -

’ programs....He further stated that the institution had a responsibility

v . .
L]

qver and beyond the teachil% ‘of academic or profassional subjects and it
- {
was the responéibility of the institution in screening students to qee

that they are good morally for the field they have chosen and also to

detérmi their moral fitness for teaching."z
* . . - o - .

.

Teacher Edgcation Program Approval -

-

While the procedures have aiffereq markedly, program approval poli-

-




v

. .
a

-

identical policies that remaln in effect today. One of the policy re- -

.-

quirements was that in;kitutions annually report. on their teacher educa-

tion grams and another required that’' the State Teacher Certification
LY f .

Board oenduct ‘visitatiops to institutions and “examine and evaludte pro-

grams. The ‘manner in which reporting of programs and visitations to <
ingtitutions has occurred,hiikvafied donsiQefably over the last 20 years.

At the start of program reporting and institutional evaluating, the state
. - t ’ )

requ%;ed institutions to complete a several-page form upon which the

institudbion entered statistical information 'and itemized the specific

semester hours of coursework required. As the State Teacher. Certification
: £ & . . . : c L -

Board began a program of visitation in the 1960'8, teams were sent of

approximately five members to each institution. The team members, upon

vig}ting with the institution, wrote a visitation repdrf reflecting the

. -

‘Sgam's Qerspéétive oﬁ.tﬁe institution, organizational structure, adminis-
R [} ’ .

tretion, record keeping, curriculum for teacher education, faculty vita
/

.and a‘descfiption of the facilities and instructional materials--available,
: ) P

'AInformption explainiﬁg_the visitations were ‘enumerated in-the 1965 State

Teacher. Cer®™#ication Board adopted "Guide fof the Approval of Programs."
; . . —_—

Each Illinois institution prepafing teachers was visited once under the

1965 guidelines. These visitations spanne& 1965 to 1971.
At times, those visitation reports made suggestions to’institut;gps

desiéned to improve the teacher education programs, Theref;::\not, how-

ever, any state staff allocated to follow-qg.with those imstitutions to
. - . . .

determine progress in coﬂplying with those recommendations. No institu~
& \ .

tion was penalized or required tg

»

aspect of the teacher educa-

tion programs. All institugfons approval.
t . .\ -
~ L 4

. e
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As part of the‘national and state interest in reexaminidg teacher
education and certification policies in the early 1970's, the state

education department convened a special task force on the certification

> 4 .. . . . .
- R . .of educatjional personnel. The findings of the task force which reported

to the Superintendent of Pyblic Instruction in May 1972, focused on the

“need to improve the process of approving teacher education programs which

since 1955 had been dﬁgsidered a state responsibility. As a result of the

recommendations and concerns elicited from the task force’, state depart-
) »

ment of education efforts focused on 'the creation of an Epproval syStem .

which set forth standards and criteria for institutions and" programs as

. . Ed
well as a procedure for- imstifutional reporting and state evaluation. That \\\

*

systeg was ;pproved by the Superintendent of Public Instruction in consul-
tation with the Staté Teacher Certi¥ication Board in October 1973, and was .
field tested with Illinois institutions over the next year. As. a result

of the field Sesting,'extensive modificatio%s of Ehg'process were made

and were formally approved by the State Sgperintendeng of Education and

l . . . v L] .
“he State Teacher Certification Board in March 1975, . * : -

The state department of education allocated staff beginning in 1972

to.éonduct the operation of teacher education program approval. That staff
. . ~

now numberé 7 professionals and two operations staff., :

- ] “

i The standards and criteria for institutional recoénition and program

approVal9 developed throughout 1972 until finaliadoption in 1975 focus L .

extensively on an inatitution's teacher education program in terms of its

&

place wfthin the institution, insfi;utional support, ‘policies and proce-

'dures; admission, advising and retention procedures; relationship to 4
» £ 4 . ] '

publiic school neede; and program deéign and resources, The Manual of

*
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Procedureéjfor Approving Illinois Teagher Education Ipstitutions and

o

Programs furthet requires institutional processes for due process to

-

qtudentslo in teacher education programs ana~provi4es institutions with ot

the levels of recognition and approval grantéd11 and an institutional Y L

/

route of appeal.12 . C L e -

The state denartment of education encourages ghe gpprovei program

royte to certification and believes that shifting from a course'counting

-

assessment’ to examining program ponponents and the institution's compIiance

with standards and criteria rinsureia more significant evaluation procés‘s.
[

Cdﬁpletiqn of approved teach® education p;ograms'in 1955 was en-"' :?‘

.~'visioned to be an increased degree of flexibility—for»institutions in
conducting teacher education programg.\\lﬁ was anticipated at* that time s
that increasingly more and more students preparing as teachers would com-

. plete apprnved&programs. ‘It has been only in the last three years that

I /s oo ot
the number of candidates obtaining certification through the approved” .

' !

progran, the entitlement route, has exceeded the number of individual
v - °

~

applicants through transcript evaluation. Achieving the&stﬁtutory change

requiring completion of an approved piogram prior to certification has,

+

with the exception of the Administrative Certifigate, not been successfui‘
- . / j

Maintaining two systeméﬂnf certification,*evaluatiaon and entitlement,

have in essence permitted institutions to maintdin two separate routes to
» \’ .

certification for students. ’ - ‘ . =

. o . _

. ~ ‘ ’AA

2]

?

IV. Certification System Issues :fChicago . ~

¥ Fad

dg’hile the preceding description of the_certificgtion systém an% the

teacher educatiqn program approval system apply to downstate Illinois, . ‘

those descriptions do-nqt apply to the certification system for the City




————

of Chicago. Muﬁicipalities<wttﬁ”5_popu1ation'of over SOO,OOOIare exempted

from qualifying under the certification statutes applicable to downstate
Illinois, .The City of Chicago maintains ‘the Chicaéo Béard of Examiners

which i;sues certificatés to those teachers within the Ch}bago Boargﬁzf ‘
Edueat;on séhool éystem. All teachers in the City of Chicago who attended-‘\\\,;

an Illinois teacher education institution, of which there are currently

. i .
61, in most cases completed a program which qualified them for state ‘
certification. ) ' g ’ —
. - \
[ - N ”
. - ’
’ ‘ ’
~ .
‘ ‘% '
r “
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7.
: 8.:

/7
9.

7
10.

11.

- 12,

. . A

Counties over 500,000 population were -excluded from this-1929-
1932 certificate exchange period. In 1951 the statutes were
amended to exclude only municipalities over 500,000 population.

, At this time all Cook County certificates excluding-the City

- of Chicago, were exchanged for valid state certificates of equal’
rank. )

.

14

Minutes of the Sfate Teachers Examining Board, June 19, 1950, p..l.‘

v b ]

" Minutés of the 'State Teachers Examining Board, Décembgr‘27, 1951,

_pe 1, —

Minutes of>the State Teachers Examining Board, June.2l, 1952, p. 5.

' House Bill 2121 and Senate Bill 546 introduced to the 79th Illinois .

General Assembly.

.

Minutes of the State Teacher Certification Board, September 26,
1955, pp. 1-7. "
-t ”»
Committee .Rgport on Approving Teacher Educe;ion ?rqgrams to the
State Teacher Certification Board, September 19, 1955, p. 1.
: ' / T
Rules and Regulationy to Govern the Certification of Teachers,
January 3, 1975, Article VIII, pp. 11-12.

Manual of Procedures for Approving Illinois Teacher Education
. Institutions and)Programs, pp. 7-12. '
. N .

! - e
Ibid., p. 8. : - . ' )
- ! . *r a . R . \
« Ibid" ppn 2- ‘ \ ' . -
Ibid., pp. 5 o / )
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CHAPTER 3 ‘ ;
. i
- ACCREDITATION AND CERTIFICATION POLICY

ISSUES IN PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION :

. . -

David H. Florio

" ~ e
. ) s .
. ' . pu]

A variety of factors-have increased the interest in and need for, the
re-examination of voluntary accreditation, state mandated program approval,
certification and continuing education. In this paper, the policy issues
pertaining to these .topics are ‘examined from four perspettives: 1) volun-
tary accreditation of professional education, 2) interstate and inter-
governmental relations regarding voluntary accreditation and state mandated
program approval processess 3) state mandated program approval processes
in professional education, and 4) the relationship of‘ﬁrofessional licens-
ing/certification to voluntary accreditatioh, state program approval, and
continuing professional education. These areas were identified for pur-
poses of classifying policy issues and clarifying the complex topic of
program recognition for professional education preparation and continuing
" education. Often the policy issues overlap from one area to another,
therefore the-topic delineations are merely aids for gnalyzing theé issues
which are multifaceted. .

Voluntaty accreditation of professlonal education (regional and
national) -centers on the voluntary self-appraisal and-external program
review of professional education prog&ams in institutions of higher educa-
tion. Major issues ‘include: 1) What is the purpose of voluntary accredi-
tation in teacher education? 2) Who should control procedures for insti-
tutional voluntary accreditation? 3) What are the problems associated with
current voluntary accreditation gowertance, criteria, standards, and
evaluation techniques?

] -Interstate and 1ntergovernmenta1 relations regarding voluntary
accreditation and stated mandated program apprdbal processes deals with
the .issues surrounding the. interrelationships between. governmental bodies
and between states concerning program approvals, individual professional
.certification, and recognition of aqcrediting/program approval bodies.
Questions in this area center on what roles and respbnsibilities ‘should
the state, regional and national bodies have in determining institutional
eligibility for receipt of govermnmental funds, provide for cofisumer pro-
tection, -establish rules for certificatipn’ reciprocity, and mPnitor infor-~
mation gathering processes.

. State legislative mandated program approval processes in professional
,edgéation inv@lves isgpes which include the governance s cture,. criteria,"
and procedures for’ determining program approval within dtates.

The relationship of professional licensing/ceftification and program
approval to voluntary accreditation and continuing professional education
deals with the issues involving continuing education and, the use of pro-
fessional organizations as quasi-govermmental bodies. The author concludes
his paper with a summary of major problems which include: 1) should we
continue to license teachers, 2) what does the license certify,“3)'vho

@

.‘

-
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. has the responsibility for quality control in teacher.certification, 4)
should certification at the entry level be sufficient for a professional
1ife, 5) should graduation from a nationally accredited institution be
sufficient evidence for gaining a certificate in a number of states, and.

6) should continued certification be tied to continued development and/or
— formal educatian.




in Professional Education

v

(;j :" Accreditation and Certification Policy Iaanes
_David H. Florio * . -

- B Introduction . * R / r

Volungary accreditation, state mandatéd- program approval, and}pto-

fessional certification policy iaaues in profeaaional education are among *
~
the most salient topics for discussion both d&thin the prafesaion{i educa-.
P . -
. . tion circle;\an,among various publics served by educators. These policy

. issues can be viewel from four interdependent viewpoints. ' Thg fpllowing / s
. topics are appropriate for classifying variOua.iaauea; however, as is

noted below, the issues do not necessarily fit cleanly into any single
- L’ . N . 2 ’ . \
, « area.). §everal policy issues are appropriate. for consideration within -

. — u
’ ' - ’ e
. v Piad o » )
- . .
+ .
,

. 5 s &
more than one area as well. This report provides a brief description of -

» : + .
LR each area and a tentative claaaificatidn of policy issues under each area.
; A.“Voluntarx accreditation of grofﬂbaional education (Regional and o
National) ‘ - ‘
. N %
Thia,area'deala with the voluntary self appraiaal and external pro- 1’*

» ‘gram review of professional education programs in' institutions of hiéher‘ ,

RN
~

- education. The self regulation of profeaaional,regulatibn im continuing ' .

. ] . . .
education programs is a major thematic area for discussion of policy b
i )
. Ers '

+igsgues in’'professional education. ' . .

e .
<. . ~

f

B. Interstate and intergoverimental relations regardigg voluntar L
accreditatign and Btate, mandated grogtgm‘kpptoval brocesses, e
’ : ’,
This area deala with the issues aurrounding the interrelationahips

- d.
. - "

* Project Consultant, Iffinois Policy Confetence, School of Education’
' . Northwestern University
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.

.

individua], prgfeasional certification, and the recogniﬁq of accrediting/

.T
-~ e »

pxogram appro\?al'bod ies. \

’d. Instate mandated pr%ram approval processes in professiona]. edycation

a

o ’l'h(s ax;ea deals, vwith the 'state mandated (legislat‘ive) prpgram approval

.

issués. Issues area deal ,with thq governance, criteria, and pros

¢

cesﬁs of program qpprwal .within states. ‘ s./

kd

D. Relationshi of rofessioﬁal licensing/certificat*n to voluntary

gccreditat'ioni state Erog&am gpproval and coatinuing professional
education:» A /. ’ ‘
__,_.._

- .

b:‘,

. J »
éndividual certification/continuing education’ and the institutionafrecog-

2 .

‘ation either through voluntary accregitation'éor state program approvals.

These fqur thematic areas have 'been tdentified ~for the purpdses -of
L) ’ -

classifyzng policy issues and clarifying the vcomplex topic of program !

-

;ecognitidn for" professional educati}:n prepa;ation and’ continuit;g educa-

1
'

r +"

° s’

tion. There are\no clean b.reaks fot gie areas described above and the

3

/followfng policy .issues often overlap more thar’ one thematic area.. .

S%‘ r ) e . - .

' . . ) oo . . .~
e e Igsues . ) . ' ‘
’ A. leunta& accreditation of pmf&s!onal education .

) l. _What Lé’the purpose oflvoluntary accreditation in teacher educa-

,p ’ s N . w ‘ . ) . , .
. tm? ’ ) 1 Y < L. . . . ' ’
- af‘ The maintenance of minimal ‘standards? . '
The assecsmerrt of an institution's ability to
o ' 80818? : .

.0’ . - - ’ 2 4 / , & .. . .

“mgs gy €e A proceaa to b ysa{to romote ‘and s'timulate institutional
. \g? , reneval lnd rovement? C .

73 R . L -

A7 4 . -

"a . K A4 ¢ . ) . . % .-. .‘ ..
’ o v -r ' O . S ! ) PN
& I EFRN 55 S c. . . l

.between »gdxrmnental bodies' and between states concerning program approvals,

v

’,l'his- area_deals- with the gies that surround the relatiénships between

<

»

-



- _*- . ;% .'
P * . ’ ‘J ' » * . *- {
. ’ * . . ) 4 f - ) i ) Q\ »
L o AR AN = L - v, . -
. ’ a»f ¢ ‘ " I' ,
; 1 . . ,:; ' . A (2 .
~ d. - A screening device for eligibility for governmental funding ' L
’ o on ‘a state and/t)‘national lével? - L VL
i [ + e - . v 4
. ‘e. A means to protef:t and serve the public interest agéinst. A o ! .
e incomnetence'l . - p K _‘_‘ R )4
P .,. Note: These reasons and others have beefl Used to justify . -
R éz : and describe..the purposes of atcréditation; they” = ‘
' . . represen e disparity of perspectives that need™ . L e
s to inedu and dealt with " . i WOl

¢ ‘

‘Who should decide what criteria, standards,,and procedures for .
A “ v o~
[§ s , - » -

& im titgtional.volunqtéry accre’ditation?’ . . . C o
) oo . s % T | e .
a.. There is a growing demand. for "brofes'sionals control of °
entry c'i.n3> and 'monitoring of the ~education-professi0ns, ) ot
, - ) but ther Z& little agreemenﬁ as to who constitutes the o ) .
. group called prqfessionals--ﬂ)r example, college faculty, o
' practicing teachers, leaders of ofganized professional . - e o

group,s, school administrators, school officials etcs

. - L

7 . b. The?:e is also & significant conchn of the role thaf o Ct. )

‘ L4 parents “nd other lay member/interest groupg might play - s .
‘ / ) in (1) determiniﬁgwetandards ,and €2) ‘the process of e -
v . ) review, e.g: s-eg:ving on policy and review bogrds. = ' :

N ) [4 " ' ‘ ° s f ‘_
: b‘ 3. What ‘are the nomative/re,ference group issuea that shouldﬁ taken e,
) "4

K] v - . / .
r
v into consideration when gomparing or evalug'ting profes‘siona'l pxeparation c d
i e
programs within and between institutions of higher education? - v | -
[T '_\ - f . ) o~
@‘t "o s 30 Is Jthere a negd for plural\ism or diversity of institu‘- J i A '
N ,‘ . tiona'l types in professional prepgration nd ‘continuing . : o
. . s , education programs?. s .o . .
.~l R k, - ” ' ‘ “ % . ’
‘\ R ’,‘b. Should comparisons be made and if they are made, should -~ ° L
Aot ** - they be within state on a-'natiomal and/er regtonal basis?_ -
. y - =N " R}
/ . 4, Should ther'e Jmore cooperétion between ‘state prc?h‘pprovall T,

agem::ies (mand tory review) and véluntary acéreditat‘ion organizations

- P - » :'

(NCATE)? / e L L : ’

o ' ’ ~ ' ‘, ‘ . ';'. .

R . 5., Should ‘the costs for institutional review be- shared betweer%hs : ,

. . ¢ ’ Tl
inatitution& and its publics or should they be a primary Burdeu of thé

o . @ .

inst {€ut. on being_reviewed,? T e - . o e
. . )T :; . ‘Kl' ot / .}"‘ ) .
5 “-. - > ; * P . ?;
/. ) v . m " .‘ o \.' e ¥ ] '
5> @ v eeBBE T .
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% ——

= 6, Shou'it[ new programs and innovative institutiOns be "frozen out"

¢ -

of thé“aqcreditation process because they cannot ‘a'fford”the high cost of

multiple teviews and self st/uciie‘s? ’(e.lg. state program approval, -voluntary
¢, . * - ‘

accreditation for teacher educatjon, regional higher education accredita- .
. , N N - . Ay 1) o ‘ ’ .
tion) o . N\ | .
. ¢ ® ’ £ - . 7 . .

o 7 ‘Are-,EE’e:re more\c'cost effécti\‘r rocedures Cor accrehitation;
. A N ”

(monitoring and review. fu‘n‘ct'ion's)vt uld provide e&tal or better

)
, "

benefit's. to both the inétitutibn, ar‘latheﬂ pnblic than .those now’ ang used?

’

. » . .
T 8. Are current NCATE activities moving profession ucation forward

or ;fre they stégniting the profession by approving programs at the iowest

N . - . -

commopt denominatof? &
. ""  a. What does institution have to ],ose if it loses
its NCATE proval? . .
v b. What does the public hav t:o lose if current: NCATE < .
. activities were *scontinued" . , "y -

C 9 What are the problems adsociated with outcome evaiuation and

« E .
-,
. ‘ . - N ?

* assesament as oppoéed to.process eyaluation currently dominatimg the .

b * ¢

? accreglit:ation.procésn? .. -0 ') T .. ‘ « ]

‘a,. What kinds of out comes. 'should accreditation™ reviéws con-
pider, e.g. student achievement:, success on the job
st‘.\;deqt perception of progﬁam value, etc.? ‘

. . b. What is the ou_rrent "capacit_y" for nqasuring these ’ '\"'
outcomes? ’ ) - o,
. ) 4 - ° ' ) ) :
(* 10, "How is the balance tQ be achieved for continuous development and
innovaticn in- ptofeénional gducation and the nged to maintain minimal ,

.

- r

st.andarda. for our professional preparation. -7
' . LY .

11. what are the training needs of the’ individuals (gatekeepqrs)

r,acharged with the monitoring and review of{ofessional education progrpsh

. TN
' 12.. What procedures can be usded to ensure that the mo‘t qualifi&d

A}
-




. I

o b, What are the roles of these orga izations?

- able standard? (How relfahle and valid are these

v
-
. - - - .

ey -
individuals pg_rtiéipate_ in institntional review/qual ty control" i

T 13.- What shodld be the cooperative/collaborative structure, in teacher
< ’ * v . »
education/accreditat‘iom and teacher certification?

a. What is‘thé nature of the relatiqnship that ought .

\;o be'd veloped and reinforced,amehg institutions - .

higher education, state agencies, local school ’
&istricts‘, and the organgezed tea ng profession? : ...

®

b
. 3
. b3
C. What is he role of professional education associations/ . '
. . ) organizations in the accréditation/certification prozu o »

cess? (AACTE, AASA, etc.) - . -

” .
R i3 N— LI ¥ . ’ ) Rl
- 14, what are the criteria, standd,rd's, Fnd techniques most appro-.

4 Y . - '
priate for determining pr:Nfessi.gnal education progra’ms;/’i,ndiyiduai quality?

. - N . :
a., What are.the odtcomes desired? .

4 v

’

b. At what level of performance “should individuals be
deemei Meompetent'? .

o c. What measures will be used to determine whether ) .
outcomes*have been attained at a defined or aclept-

measureg?) L. .
- . o

15. What age the enfotcement procedures, griévance procedures, and

. . o T ) " 'y 3 L7
penalties (for beth élient? and institutions) that should opé‘rate‘a\é a !
“ /

v
w L . -

" result o the actreditation processes? '

o . " , L
" B. Interstate‘ and iMtergovérmmental relations regarding voluntary :"
. accreditation and state mandated program approval processes, ’ .
1. What is the appropriate screening device for determining institu- -
'tional eligi)biiliwty for receipt of Ment funds on a state/national :
T ) - -
level? o | L . - . . . )
‘ a. « Should it be regiomal higher education accteditatioh?
+ b. Should it bé voluntary professional education -accredi-
\ ) tation? (N@TE) ¢ ' .
B> : ¢ ‘

c. Should it be some combination of regional and professional
accreditation? ' .




’ ~ o, s v .
. R ./ ‘. . " * - _-\. !
r * - - -
. . : B -
. : | . voo .
. d. Sho¢1],d it -be direct governmental review? " . .

[ - N -

“"What means can be psed to protect the gublic interest again.st . ‘

incompetence and, fraud ro’postsecondary profession% edocationupr,pg‘rams?. b
) . \ 3. If comparisons are made among institut:.onsQ of higher education
iﬁvolved in:te"acher and other edu,cation profediional preparation, what (
) . A . . . . «
: ’ ghould be the re,ference*;group? ‘ .o - ' U
; ag .\ Instate? oo ‘ v T ) ‘
. ‘“‘ L b- " Regional? / ) '_ e ,
" ’ _ , €. National? § . . . S -

[ - 4. *Showld national a‘ccrﬁitation recognition" be mandatory for ingti~

tutions of high -educatiom desirj_n‘&lf:‘}ederal or state fuw

- v 5. 1Is national accreditation tecognition ndequate for pertification
’ e o . s .
. . \

reciprocity aﬁmg different states? . Lo

6. Shou'ld national accreditation‘recognitior; be a preli‘minary require~
- . ‘ . '
) ‘ - ment for instate mandatory program approval?

.

7. What informatiosn should be shared concerning the criteria, stan-

. »

‘ " dardsr and procedures etc. in the monitoring and review processes w.ithin -
< the state, interstate, intengovermental -etc.. _How should such informa-
, tion be disaeminated? o
. * . < , A Y
/ R n " a. . Should national vol ary accreditntion review reports )
) PO , T be in ‘the public domain? - 1 ., [
N ) o S
" S b. Should mendatory state yrog‘n appraval reports be in
. the public domain? . ] e e
. A n 1 "‘..‘-;. l’
~c., If either of these reports is ma@é’ public, whqt '
. . processes should be.ava;l.lable for .instifutional ’ ‘
a "" regponse, clarification, correction,\and o .
. " challenge? . . . R 4 K
/ - . ‘ .t ¢ L] N . . ’
L " 8. what kinds of support and/or' assistance can state program approval,
- . . agencie’s expect .pr should request from the federal goverm'nent, =P8 - 9
L d * 4 ) \ ! ) “
¢ . * [ ¢ s <
53
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- ’ N ‘ " A Y
’ e . ‘e
] ‘ ’
‘ & ‘ - h .
technical assistance, data. banks and a clearing house, qtaff development / L
and trajning, conferenqes, etc.?. - ’ . he? b ‘ ‘
- X 4 ‘ ’ v N
.- ) 9. Should state agencies delegate their 'program approval authority
to voluntary accrediting agencies? e T / ‘ ' >
4 N ‘ . , N \ - R - ’ .
10. . should state agencies delegate thel-.r teacher certification
= . ,
authority to teacher preparation dnstitutiohs? d
. ’ ‘18 there a conflict of interest if such del,ega- .o
_ tion is made? \ % : ) oo
- \v ‘ L] e
. Are\professional prepasation instituttons capable '
of adequate individual evaluatjon? ° cr -
- . . .- ' o‘ . . .
© Ca fat is the role of the organized teachiug profession o
C ) _ j'l « in th® certification. process" - v o0t
L .11, Wwhat is the research and development function -tq b‘e pgenfomk/‘. N
. . I , . * l - . 1 ,4 . . . .
_ by whom? ' . L ‘l‘ .
) ' R
C. Instate mandated. program approvaljrocesses 1urofessional educal:i‘bn ‘ s
g . Tes f . .
1. who should decide what criteria, standards, and‘ procedures should ) '.' ooV
& . “ P
- be used for mandated state program approval in professioﬁal education? T T
B - . . . ' . . ! i
we Tt ) a. Lay boards of education ‘(LEA/§EA‘)? Coe e - ‘
N o & Y . .
" b, -Teachers/Teacher rganizatfons;’- ; v .
b . ad - ""‘ . * - . ) ¥ M
. . c. - Higher education faculty/administration? "+ T PR P -
) ) e . ¢ -~ o N L LT e e : P
- 4 d. Parents and other tommunity organizatioms? .. \ :
{ 2. 1In order for ‘tate monitoring and:review functions to be gffec- .
tively discharged,” what processes should be'.xsed? . :_ -. Lt - ’
Q . ' “ . e ,;'
3, what is the role of the chief state school officer and his/her ‘ ] ’ . §
. [ .
staff in the program approval process? T s coe . b
: a. Advisory to the state certification board? > T " ‘
- ’ \) . r . . . .
- : o, .
o« o b, . Recipiént of advice from certificetion/standatds boards? v
p ~ ' © )
* . ) Development, maintenance'reviev, etc. of the progfam .
. approval processes? ) ) ‘ ‘ )

. .
¥ -«

1 . ‘ .54
‘ . o‘. [N . 60




D‘

7R

: ~ ’ 2 - ‘
4. What means can be used to, ensure that the most qualified indivi-

’ -

duals participate in the institytion program review/quality .control?
! 4

" What are the normative}reference groups to be used in comparing

»

*

institutions within the state? '~ . v . B
4 4. How do you maintain a balance of innovation and
/ ) exXperimentation in progranl and a need for minimal ‘ .
standards’ in professional preparatdon/continuing L€ .
N education? . ‘ \ !
. W o
. ‘" b. Should there be pluralism or diversity in program
< N ~ T, types or a common progedure for professional
: preparation and contjnuing-education? - . -
. 6. What should be the cooperative strudturg between state program
' &% .
approval and national/regional voluntary accreditation7 ’

i
"7. Shoukd the costs for institutional review be shared between the . .¢
?

institution and the state agency or should ybey be the'primary burder of
; - .
tye institution being reviewed? o ’
. A o
‘ * * 3 -
*+ 8+ . Should new, programs and innovatfve institutions be left out of

tﬁe program‘;pproval process because they cannot afford the ‘igh costs of
.. - &

multiple xeviews and self studi e.g. state, regional, natipnaluprogram

I

Teview and accreditation?
r

9.

and review within states that would provide equal or better benefits for

P

»

| J

1

<

Are there more cost effective procpdures for program monitoring

.

both the institution and the publfc‘than those now being used?‘

10.

opposed to process evaluation dominating the program review procedures?

-t
s

Y

Should program approval concentrate on outcome evaluation as

a.

t,

What kinds of outcomes stould be megsured, e.g.
student -achievedent, success on the job, student
perceptions of program value, etc.?'i

What is the current ca‘city for measuring these
outcomes? - .

P

’
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- . N

“11. How doee the éghte facilit!te end/or etimulate reform and change
without opening the doprs to diploma mills, shbrt cu degree programs,
fraudulent practicei and courses with fancy names‘ but little substance?

.12. What are the training needs for the gateke§pers,|jadividuals '3&

ﬁeharged with the responsibility of mbnitoring and review of proéraﬁe in
professional education™ ‘ C . _ o . .

“a. Who should perform the training activities?

’ -~ o i ~o,
b. Who should pay for the training activitiet? . e .
‘ . e‘ L1
+ ' . c. What procedures can be used to ensure that the most
: qualified individuals participate in institution-

review/quality control? !

13, What should be the cod rative structure inustate program approval
among institutions of higher education, state ageneiee, local school dis-"
tricts, and the organized teaching profession? - )

] 14. What criteria, siendards, and techniques should be employed in E

s determining professional edueatioa program quality’ ’ ’ _

.
. >
& < o . P

L 3

a. What outcomes are desired?

b. At what level of performe!ce should injEvidpals be ‘ , .
deemed competent? . s . . '

. c. What measures will be used to determine whether - T
* outcomes have attained at a defined or acceptable

standard? (How reliable and valid are these

measures?) . . N

1 ! . . . .
15.. What are the enforcement procedures, grievance procedures and

’

penalties that should operate as a result of the program epproyal pro-
. ’ N ° [ ]

anges? ‘ ) ) : , ' : :
fa, For clients-(studentsS? - \L‘

. .
3

b. For institutions? - . . ) .

c. For the public?

. N
1
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Dv. Relatjonship &t professional licensing/certification to voluntary
accreditation, state ppogram approval, and continuing professional

education.
' ‘1. Shoyld Qe cgntinue to credential!(license),teachers? e
\’ . ‘ , / ' a. If yegs why? . . | .
. b. If.no, what will-be lost by abolishing the cz‘eden- v
» - tialing system? . L
c. Wbe; are the advantages/disadvantages eo teachers,.‘ R .

to the profession, to the public?

» - ‘ 2. 1s the curremt process-dflteacher-cert;ficapion gdequate to
’ guarantee a miniﬂrm level of quality fo; al} teachers certified? ° ~
. a. If not, what is needed to imprdve the system?
» ) ”
" b. Who should decide? - - N\ |

i. The'teachers and/or teacher organizations’
. . ii. Faculty and administration in higher educstion
iy ‘ ‘ ) programs of p:ofessional preparation and con-
. * tinuing education? < ,
"iii. State offices of education personnel?
iv. Localgand/or, state boards pf education?
« V. ‘A review/polisy-body representative of the

t above groups? ..
- ~ [y - 4 . .
3. . In evaluating i.'iduals for certification, what kinds .of outcomes
should be assessed? ' . ' - . r
.a. What are the criteria? JE .o
.~ b, Hhat are the standards’ (levels of performance within
) * criteria)? .
. .
' L * ¢, What are the measures used to 8etermine whether Y
. outcomes have blgg attained at a defimed acceptable
4 .. standard?
4. Who should be responsible for enforcing these criteria and‘
standards? . ] .
L 4 6 [ . . -
\\Vf . a. What are the grievance procedures for individuals

denied certification? - . o .

-

k. What are the penalties for failure to meet minimal

Ld

N 4
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. «

‘ . . - ‘

.
. - ‘ ..

4 N 5 . R .
' hd ’ N

- . o -

-~ . *
'

criteria? (Failure to obtain certification,
probationary status, etc.) g . : .

5. What is the role of the state teacher cerFificationﬁétandards

vboard? . . & _ .

a.” Adviso*y to. the chief state school officer?

b. ' Final authority for certificatioqHﬁ (Accepting‘theg
-advice of .thé* éhief state school llcer?)

6. How are parbnts and,opher interestéd publics to be invoiveiﬂin_

S

1l - ! ) N ~ ‘ PR ’ . 1
the certification process? Should they be?. e R
) © ‘et B
- . , )
7. " What are the‘T?EInﬁnngeeda of .individuals charged with assessing '
~ . * s N < . .o
individuals for certifieation? .’ ‘ . . 4

- a.  Who should do this training?

b. Who should péy\for the ttaipidi?v

8. Where does the responsibility for ;Lality control in teacher

)

" .— certification reside? -

.

a. If teachers desire more control oyer ‘entr§ and
. appraisal of, their _peers, should they take an
active role in the screenirg and review of their

colleagueé? \ P )
4 N I )
y b. Will they? —
- 9. What should be the cogperative relationship between the state

[ 4

*s

certification prdcess and the program recognition process?

. a. Between certification and staté program approval? .

.

b. ~ Between certification and national voluntary accreditation?

P

Should th® state délegate its certification authority to:

a. The,profgssional teacher organizations? - ..
L] . ‘ .
b. Institutions of higher education?
Ce A certification/standards board representative of
" teachers, faculty from institutions of higher

ve



. ' Y
. —
education, university administrators, school

board members, parents, etc.?

11y Currently the delegation has been to inq;itutions of highér

education, Does this present a conflict of interest?
a, Making those with the responsibilIty for nurturin&
students their judges for certification.

b. With institu&ians interested in retaining student
population and responsib%e-for screening pepple out
of thelr programs., —~
12, 1Is there a body of knowledgefwhich every teacher should master
JJ '_b

in order to be certified?’

AN
. . .

‘ a. Who defines and validates .this body of Rﬁog&edge?

A

b. How do we deal with the divergent lists of com- . e
petencies provided under competency based ,teacher
education programs? )

" _—

c. Who is to perform the research and deveiopment
roles with regard to these questions?

13. "How do we encourage valuable regpurce people “to pgrticinate in

lentning.progreme for students thle at the same time .retain a certifica-

. L4

tion process designed to screen out individuals lacking certaiq\qegrees'

and/or credits? 5

v ’ 7,
\ 7

* 14, Should states with large urban populations retain separate .

S—— ’

certifyin; proceduu!s for the urban areas and the remainder .of the state?

.

a. What is the purpose of this dual cer%ificatfon
8ystem?’ . ) /.

b. What are the canaequences of unifying,the’certi-‘
fication system?

-

15. Should there be some sort of national system for teacher certi-
. ' ! y t :

fication? . * . - . , . *

» a. Who snould perform the function of certifying
teachers on a national basis?

A Y
1 - _ -
59 - :

-




i. Professional associations?
-~ . ii,  Federal govermment? , ,
//n iii. Interstate organizations? T

16. Should .the state mandate certification for tedchers practicing
in non-public Bchools? -t

-

17, Should certification at an entfy level be sufficient for ;

- AN
professgpnal life?
¢ .

a, If not, what means of serial or recuyrent ’ ///’

* certification should be employed? . ‘ .
'b. Who should determine what continuing education . :

activities are sutficient for certification
) ' \ renewal? e .
’ +

c.. At whit intervals should certification be

reviewed? . o’
, - 1 "
4

'
-

tion and continuing education is nébuloug at begt. The questions in tNe

-

above issues clearly point to the ambiguities and knowledge gaps currenﬁky;

- 4 . .
“existing in regard to teaching and learning in our society. Due to this
L

cardition, professigpai educé!&on has hqg\Fo resdft to proxy measures and

assessment fof'ietermining the quality of teachers. An assumption 13

seemingly made that a student compkxing a program approved by. the state‘

and/or natigd accrediting body is prepared ‘to ;akekon the role of teacher
or another education profession. In recent years, various ?ﬁblics and , )

members of the profession have challenged this assumbtion.
?

- . 0

Asking the questionf."What is a good teacher?" may-be inappropriate.

Given the diversity of students and ‘teachers, the more a?proprihtexques- “
. , . . Ty
tion should be, 'What is this teacher good for?" - If students learn 11{1'

differing manners and Eehcherh-teach in differing ways, the challenge

™~ . X
is not to prepare in a s{andard way but rather to match the learner with'
. ¥ .

AF

L}

It is clear that the current state of the gft in professjional prepara-~

s

"

.f;



the most appropriate teaching. Therefore, recognition of prqéraﬁs-for
- o . W, .

1

_ teacher preparation and continuing education must -address the need for

. diversity whilé':étaining a level of quality in all programs. st )

-

The issues presented above are gpf necessgrily eomplete, well defined,

,

~
.

or given in any priority order. It is the’challenée of this conference to

L\igentify the most important issues and define them in ways that will both
= )

-

increase.tHEir level of clarity and point the way for furthér inquiry.
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INSTITUTIONAL ACCREDITATION AND TEACHER CERTIFICATION
SOME NOTES ON THE STATE OF THE LAW

A - w111um R. Hazffrd . - iy .

The, influence of the courts on educational policy-making is of major .L\
significance. This paper was commissioned to examine "the state ‘of the »
law" concerning voluntary -accreditation of postsecondary educational insti--
tutions and state certificatiof\ Issues and poticy implications from
legislation, administrative agency rules and regulations, and case-law
regarding accreditation and certification are analyzed.
It is the author's conclusion’ that the federal role in accreditation
e activities is enlarging. The guthor observes that with little modification
in existing law, the Federal government could take over fhe major accredi~ .
— tation decision-making authority. Th#bugh the Commissioner's. existing ’
authority under legislative power to grant institutions eligibility to -
réceive .government contracts and grants, the Federal government can‘regu- #
late, through "récognition," regional and national accrediting agencies,
state edtcation -agency approvglp, and individual instjtutions, - The -tradi-
.;ional restraints limiting federal involvement in datcreditation are
threatened by alleged. shortcomings in private accrediting agencies capa-

A city for quality control. The broad re-examination of the-accreditation
process, its aims strengths,*and weaknesses reflect widespread concern
over gquality control issues. . ®

State authority to credential school personnel and approve preparation

programs, coupled with its federally maintalned role in postsecondary
education accreditation, raises the poteatial 'for serious conflict with
voluntary and federal iiiognition efforts. “There seesfs to be no legal
barrier to increased state control of the preparation and credentialling - M.
of school personnel; unresolved national debate is noW under way concern-
ing the proper state role for federal funding eligib;lity. coo

v - Moving from a long.tradition of legal restraint in the internal affairs
L of 'voluntary private accreditation as¥ociations, both.state and federal

courts are closer to direct -and pervasive intervention in the accredita-
tion process. Recént cases--including Pagsons College v. North Central
Association and Marjorie Webster Jr. College, Inc. v, Middle States
Association--clearly indicate that the-c¢courts are prepared to apply
anti-trust legislation apd constitutional restrictions to the Judgments
and decisions of voluntary ‘accreditation agencie!' The traditional view
that the associations' procedures werd non-governmental, hence not subject
to constitutional restratnts, is outworn. Further, th¢ application of
Title VII of the 1964 Civil Rights~Act, as exemplified.in Griggs v. Duke
« Power Company and subsequent cases; clearlysindicates that credentialling
requirements and job qualifications in schools must bé job related. In
conclusion, the author discusses the connection between preparation pro-
grams, job requirements, and'credentialing recognition that must be
established as a prerequisite to reform in the certification of educa-
tton’personnel. . e
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< Institutional Accreditation amd Teacher Certification' ’
] - L Some Notes on the State of the'Law L .
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. The "stata ‘of t

*,

law® con’cerning voluntary accred‘tation of cgllege

.
- . -~

-

universities and" other post secondary educational institutions and the
o W

o

stater certifica}ion of teachers has become the ob; et of incraased interest

P L - LY . ¢

as produeers and con*mers of educgtton’ exa:nine more c.losely the goals, . JLENN

A - - \ .
- - o

pro;esses,,-.butcou\es, and investments in 'the schooling enterprise. *The

. . . g . K v
[ 4 > . . -~ 9.' PR -

national concern f‘or improved‘eonlnon "schooling necgssagily reaches up .
. \ - . N

- N '

¢

* ~

Athe educat‘ional hier'ar'chy‘*to igvolve teache?preparation and ‘the structural \

intricacies of state contz:ol over eq(iry intd teach!ng; the -voluntary

‘ ]

national and regional acc eJiting associat,ions, and the z’ole of the federal

- .
-

overrment in the instit t nal accredita ion process. Conceptua ly, it
B LS P

P PN

N
may be useful to congider the institutionalvaccreditation machinery -
. ‘.’
processes (at the several 1eve13 - state, regional_, an(l national) as input e
% ; LI L »)
data and the state teacﬁér eertifica&on (or 1ic¢nsing, if you prefer) .
- ‘ & By N )

-

'o-

A mechanisms.. as output data 'in examining the impact of federal and state,. ) -
. , .
Iegisiabion admmis‘:raive agenc les and regul.ations, and pertinent ’:\ .
’ e 4 “ ~
cage law-on the ultimate .goal of p‘roviding high ual:l.ty, profesaional staff ‘

Conceptualiﬁd in this vay, the examination of the, law
" \ ‘
' cwcemiﬂg these tyo processea - accreditation and certifioation - c‘at\ be -

. r ‘omon ‘schools’,

-
.

- coﬂﬁd’to mdhageable paramet'ers and focused on twj.nkling - if not fixed'- L

. L

. . N . . R . -~ M
- . .
etarl,x, Lt . , . . ) i
g ’ :

. This paper Béaks to artiﬁtlate and ana’lyze th? iasues and raise )
v ‘ -~

» ‘. ~ -
.. AN

. 4

o policy ;melications from legislation, administrative agency rulés and

‘ regulations, and cale-lav concefning accreditation and teacher certification.
’ - LN
. * Profemsor of Educatiom Northwestern University, !ttor'ney at law
. ® ‘
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The principal’focus of §

- ig on Illinois wit}
o v . - . - o .
" as relevant. The law_8nd the issues in federal recogn n, vbluntary A "

* o/
o ’ ..

"institutional accrediéation, state recogni'tion authority, and teacher cer-
i

. . . i i . n P .
e regard paid to federal ],egis‘lation and case law, . °

tificati,on will. be discussed rder, selected case law will be examined, o ‘ .
* 1

h /and'_lumary conclusions and directions will be drawm to serve as policy

l .

gg_i.des.- For this examination, Selden's definition of accreditationl'is

adopted - ‘ -~ . \ s ‘4
© . - ! '

(*\ process .whereby ‘an organization or an agenty recognizes a college ,‘A v

or university or a program of study, as haying met certain pre- .
determined qualification standards. -

-

s

"Statﬁecogni tion" is defined as the process by which the chief state
‘l

&
school officer 8 statutory authorit over standarda for schools, schooi '
districts, andaother educational nstitutions is exercised (Ill'Re/vﬁat.-;
Lo Chapter 122, shc. 2-3.25). Th accﬁtation and recc;gnition -processes -y,
though different imr m,any ways - ghare concern for qu{llitative standards L g

re1ated~to institut:.onal outcomes and warrant ‘imilar examihation approaches.

: S

N , .
»

. ' Federal role in acoréditatien

-
-, .

-
The federal’ government has never sssumed a nlajbr role in
v L

4 . - a

N . tation of educational institutions. Its. restraint, accordfng t Tplan ) .
y LA f . e N :
/

o {

P

, - and Hunte‘r."\3 stems from a long tradition of state and 1ocal dontro of

education and the realizdtion thft greater activity in the area muld ‘have-

-~
v, -

serious educational and poli'tical implicationa.u The absence of d.irectu

e - - . .

delegation of educational authority o the fede]il govErmpentl in ghe U S.

Z v

Constitutio.n and the r\ese*vation of such authority to the states by the
© 8
Y 10th amendments places governing authority over education in the.states. ‘

»

s Through & wide variety of fiscal support mechanisms, however, thé federal
PR - ‘\ - * .
‘ - . \ . . ) PE - <
. - 64 . o '
B : . T ) * oo 7U . ‘\' . [ “a . ) )
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RS government is ab1e to exert considerable influeece on the structure and .ot
v { ‘ ! o -
- _opergtion of schools at all 1evels. Recent Judicial history clearly 'reflects
- : . e .

1

-« .
- the federal govermment'sg concern for and control of a broad spectrum of)
. . v : ‘ - o . b ) ,
_student-school relationships including personal rights of students under the -
\_ * » N . - -
& lst, 4th, 5¢h, and 14th amendments. Statutes.providing for the distribu-
. v » —— 3

b Y

‘. -

‘tion o\f funds to educational inst":i;tutions give the Commissioner ‘tW‘o_kinds\
e ‘ R ke ‘ —— - .
p : of accrediting authority. -_Firgt;; the o}‘.ficia.l recognition author_it}; vested - -
, in the Commissioner to "publish a list .. ._of the accreditiﬁg agenci-es .
and associationsw‘which he determineg to be reliable authorit'ies as tor‘the
' . . M R . .

. ~ quality of training offered. by educational institutipns or programs, either_

.

b -"in 5 geographical area or in a specialized field " (20 U. S}' 1141 (a))

. _"Since qualification for fedéral fuading depends, in patt, upon the accredited

status of the in.sti.tution and that status derives from a privaté accrediting

* » . . e Ayl N .
o -'1 _age'ncy, the'GemistQ;ner 8 influence on both the institution‘and the accre-

. ra s

v AN

40 .diting agency is substantial, 3ke¢ise, the authority in the Commibsioner .

to withhol" approval of accrediting age:p{es dnd associations is'a heavy .
[} - .

\,)l‘ . weight over both the acc‘rediting agency and‘ts client institutions. The

- ‘s -
LI -

‘ B seco:ﬂ kind of au}opizy vested in, the Commissioner.' is operative .when an <

= afpp,.ican.t fors federal aid is. unaccredited t»ut there 1s- a recognized agency
‘ *:‘ﬁ in the‘ tisd.d I'n these ‘circtmstances, if.-the Commisgsiorier determines that .
; L N . . !

there is "sat’isfactory assurance" tht a échool will meet, the‘ agenc;' 8
,xr%:} Accredhta‘tion standards "within a reasonsble ti\me" 4 the institution is )

]
‘e .

LI
v

. deeniéd actrbcgited for federal grsnts under the applic.able stacute.s- The -
i vy .
.+ effect of this authc' ity is to bestow« dccred‘itation upon unaccreditei

’ #

®

ko

institutionﬁ Furtl%e,,r, if there is no recogn /ed accrediting agency in the \
~ ) .‘s o 6

uﬁ%}{r X
. vfield,, the annissioner may sel hi

! - . . 3
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N

‘* ‘: ‘_a\tv

m v, ) ’ * “ K ’ .
statutes clearly plaoe the prima ccreditation responsibilities on the

14 ot
private accredita;ion ageques and associations, the’ congressional acceptance
. ~ ™~ .
. )=
of an acorediting responsibility (through authority vested in the U.S.
\ « -

\S ‘1knngsgiob r of Educa&ion) suggests that federal involvemene cou1d expand, .
Recent de elopments in federal regulation of accrediting agencies gnd T

proposed revisions of federal rules for institutional éligibility (for .
)} » . [ '
federal grants) have aroused grave concern among education organizatigns
,.. 1)
Although the federal bureaucrats argue that, their increaaed interebt in

*e

accredinaion matters and -institutional quality~&riteria stem frgm a profdund
. concern for consume;.pro ction in higher education, GOme observera fear v
' a federal take qver,pfie.'broai accreditagon roles -now. claimed b;!private \
‘acerediting associations., Recent féderal legislation, proposed floAted,

and subsequently reca11ed (by H E.W. Sgcretary Mathews at°the insistence
T - )
"of some education assoiiatiOns) for public hearings Would fhter alia,

. Y - -

(a) give the fedef&l government access to financial attendance, admission,

and other-records it needs to audit any fund:‘received from federally- B

aided sludents or to determine the institution 8 compliance with program
" $

guidelines, (b) allow the Office o} Education to recognize state %gencies
L L]

to determine the eligibility of all vocational\schopls, whether pub1ic,
non-public, profit orxurrprofit, (c) expand the powers -and rble of the

National Advis Committee on Accreditiation ahd Instituti?nal Eligibility'

. .
to include its authority to determine eligibility ‘of institutions that do
.~
o not fit under  agy jestablished accrediting grou or-state agenc and-(d) re- -«
& . Q)XJ‘ P ! ,Ys

" .t £

; quire as a condition of eligibilitw, institutiongl campliance with’ OF'

. =
regulations on_stuwdent regords, public disclbbute of statlptics on per-

" ¢

*

S .
formance of the institution and its graduates, and standards'df ethics Lo

- N -

U N - .

.t

-
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. ; : ‘for advertising and enrolling students. {See Appendix A for'excerpts

. . “

- . : . .
. from the.proposed eligibility legisiation?) It seems clear that the
& - , _ . ‘. ‘Y B ]
- federal role in accreditation, relatively benign undtil rece?tly; could
- * , : 'y < . .

)
0

.

‘; extrand with substantial consequénces to the ‘accrediting agencies, the 4

o ‘ institutbods, and/{he adcréditing process itself, )

‘ ’ Under regulations spprbveé by tée H E.W. Secretary qn August 16 T974
. \ 8 (effectrve "August 20,_1974), procedure:’£or the Commlssioner sirecognitiOn ;
e ‘ of Patqpns accrediting bodies and st;te ageneies were implemented; Under <.
‘ néiessional authority,8 the regqlations implement the federal T %\~

) . . .

. . authority to "accredit .the accrediting agencies" and to condition insti-

'

prior co

[y

. tutional eligibility for federal aid programs on their'accreditation by L
‘ ,' -

[~

priVaE\J;gehgies and". associstionsa/\The regﬁlétory 1anguage9 reads:

> "Acoreditation -of institutioﬂs or programs of institutions by
a o agéncies qr asdociations natfonally recognized by the'U.S. - - .
¢ o F . Commissioner of Education is a prereguisite to the eligibility
A © afor’ Federsl financialk assistaifice" 8¢ institutions and of the
DT student}‘itteﬁding such%insti tions,under -a wide variety of
- : v g federally supﬁorted programssfgiﬁ?‘sgqggnition qf such agencies
) 18 reflected in lists publistred by the Commissioner in the Federal
EEY Register. Inclusion on such list is dependent:* upon the Commiss-« » .
{ e - ioner's -finding, that any guch recognized agency or, sssociation is" - . ¥ ]
reltable authprity as to the quality of - tnainidg offered. ‘The C .
: ' .CommiSsioner recognition is,grsnted and the agency or ssspciation
. ' is’ incllﬂed on the iist on1y when it meets the criteria estpblished
- by the Commissipner.... P - v
o N . * * .
" e Nationsl recoﬂhitidn of an sccrediging agenc or)asspcistion depengs on I, .
‘10

Qn;‘(a) functional -

3 [

! its ability to meet “the Commissioner s cfitert

1

\

+ - N
¢ i - ;2 K ) vy . *

v
.

s aspects (scope of qperstipna, orgsnizstion. pr

/.

9

s
edures); (b)’ responsi-
. N “.‘_

’ +

. bility (setves a clesrly identtfied tieed, responsive' [the public iﬂterest,
% » -
o 4 r

assures due’ process in its sccrediting procehures, demonstrsted _ability .’
, . 'E LA 2

to foster ethical practices in,member institutions, evalustes its educs-' .

[y

v

. . 2 N

. ‘ tional standsrds,,secures solid data base for qpslitstive‘jndgments about

ERIC .. 7




institutio;is, encounages experimental programs, holds institutions to'its
. standards fairly applied ‘reevlautes at réasonablg int,ei"vals, dnd requires
truth in accreditation advertising)‘nd {c¢) reliability (acceptance of

i'ts procedures by informed constituents, regular i'eview of standards, at

ledast two years experience as_an accrediting agency or association, and’

a

a poli'éy making body ractive' of the co?unity of interests served) and

autonomy 1guards the’ integrity of its judgments, and operates to prevent’ .

2 -
conflict of iqterest in.its judgments and decisions), ’ : T 3 |

LI § - ‘ ’
L Further\regulations uauth:rize‘the Comissioneg to pﬁ%lish a 1ist of
¢« € N -
State agenc.ies which. oo he determines< to be reliable authorities as to the

quality of public postsecondary vocational ad ation in the* respective )

states.” Procedux_\ for initia1 recognition/aﬁ reevaluation and cri

LS .
for recognition are set out sin detail. 12 'I'he criteria for state agency

' .

recogniti‘n are roughlya parallel to those for national accredifing agencies.‘/_
. Part 149 entitled "Coumissioner 8 Recognition i’rocedures for Nation'al

Accrediting Bodies and State. Agencies" are set out in Appendix-B. *

\ The Co/nmissioner's plist', as published in the Federal Register on

‘

January 16,. 1969, included the six;reg»ional aécrediting bodies (Middle

- ‘ - .

Associa®lon, Southern Associdtion, and the Western Association), thirpy , . .
ﬁ i

,specialtzed accrediting bodies (including,inter alia, NCATE,), and the

P © - . s L I ) * r
State England Association, North Central. Asgociation, Northwest
. f.(i - [

.-New York Board ofr ‘Regents. (See. Appen!ix C forﬁ969 and 1975 lists. )., .

) %
I

‘l - N - . '
' It seems evident that ample precedent and congrusional sugport exists

- U

fPr limited federal activity in institutional dand program accredi.'tation. . <
» » ‘o Y |’ / .
'Th\e\_ecent interest aroused ‘ver possible Extension and elawration of J N
’federalr activities in accreditation may indicate the state of po#ticaL

~ ' . P . -
. L]

» . . . d . - T . 1]
. .
P .
“

’ 4. - .
{ < ] N .
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art in accreditafion but gives no clear signal either as to bureaucratic T
" intent or éonseqnence's for existing national or state accrediting bodies. ‘

—

The federal role can- fit easily imto the federal-aid statute framework,

. -~

As Kaplan and Hunter ‘noted: : . o

- "Purse-strings control is the most likely m by which the .
r - -federal ‘government could influence education private accrediting =
» ? ) . bodies in particular.- Since the regional and national associations®

» are ipterstaté in nature, the interst\gte commerce clause is another
possible source of power. But it is not likely that accreditation
* f% itgelf commerde, and the effect upon commerce is difficult to
ascertain.” LI .
. . ' - .
e “‘ ﬁ'ie application of antitrust laws and the questions of whether éducation

i

d a reditation) fallg wit the meaning of "trade" or "@mmerce" as used
qs .

) ) hall o! theg Supreme Court noted that ., o the power
M o > 5 . ’

, S to tax inVOlves the .powe to-dest'roy... ."13 Without intending violence
to hie meaning, we might observe that the federal power 2 "recognize“ or
. ’. e
. c . .accredit likXOi involves the power % desttoy The traditional aut’onomy

-

‘. ) of px:ivate accrediting"a‘gencies gnd asociations seeme to offer little
' .p‘rotection against tpcrendsed fede;al invol"vement in the process. The
. = J -.importance of ‘du'tonomon's’ accredit{ng age‘nci';'s'can herdly be overstated. ’
a As P?:ofessor Chnfee mtee, in a "classic" pieee on usociationsm

+ 8 ' '

_*.» "The,vallie of autonomy 1s a 'final reason which may incline the & v
.. « courts to iq&ve associations alone... Like udividuals, they will -
\P . . v ‘usualiy do'most’ for the community if they are free‘to determine oo

- e,

v tl'*.ir own lives for the present and the futufe. A due regard for the
corresponding interests of others is desirable, but must be somewhat
. -enforced by public opinion i

. .
- . » - *
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" The extension of federal iﬁa&lvement in adcreditation through a }’nistrative .’

rules and regulations could pose a more serious threat and exert‘more per-

J

vasive influence on the accreditation process than a dozen court dé‘cisions
1 X -
One a1ternstive to a federal take-over of the accrediting process may
( 4

be the National Commission on Accr&iting, created in 1950 to.". alleviate

.

the chaos and confusion which then pervaded the accrediting field nl5

. Created to "accredit" accredit‘ing agencies, the Natgional Comnission had a

»

-constituent membership of seven national organizations16 and served ap- 4 !
~ ¢
- proximstely 1300 member c&eges and universities whose dues fig:nced its, ‘ . F

operation. It accredited the six regional accrediting associations and ap- :
. ' . - )
proximately thirty national professional accrediting agencies. The Commission's

“primary objective Wps to assure some degree -of uniformity and interrelation
& . [

oetween, the regional and profess"io'nal accrediting associations and to avoid “

ynnecessary overlap and duplicatidn of effort by the institutions and the

N = + .
. agencies. ‘The deTlicgte balance between unity and autonomy among the several
9 accrediting agencies has been struck, more or less successfully, by'the National
- R - v . . . " - . N s %H.
Commission's restraint and respect for institutional variations in operational

N . . . . Il . . .
_procedures -while holdﬂg their broad policies to the Commission's standards.

., ]

K & .
- , On January' 1,11975, the National Commission on g::reditation and the Federation

N of Regi:na.‘lf Accredit'in.g. Comiss,ion: of Higher Eddcation nxe'rged into the Council
Y on Postseconda.ry Accrtditation '(éOl’A) "W}t seems evident that the 'current and ;
e o proposed "recognition" activities by the U.8. Comissigner of EdhcatiQn cOuld
' challenge the'functionsl ne.ed and the ‘ture viaBil'ity of COPA’ and -the regional
R A)

and professional accredifing #ssociations.

- .
~' o A .
v SN (o P LA
j . -
IS . . .

l“ é

State role in_accreditation for téscher edycation ‘. . T



or programs of teacher educatioh, the indirect and informal consequences-
A .

of its teacher certification machinery~amounts to an accreditation process, =
, . i.
'\ Beyond the state agency's authority to determine the "qudlity of public

-

posipecondary vocational educat;bd'-deleg;ted by the’ U.S. Comqissionef of

» .
i

‘ Education,17 the State of Illinois has SCAtptbryls and adfninistrative19

b,

.control’ over the credentialling of teachers and the institutional programs
‘ . . - .

of preparation, ¢ Under the "approved program" concept, the State Board of

Education& through t:he State Teacher Certifi*ﬂ.on Board, 20 reviews

1nstitutional programs of teacher preparation. and mak;:)judgments about the

/\‘ - -
quality of education in general -and, of the teasker education programs in
A Y - A%

A ‘ ’ particular~ih the applicant public and non-public institutions in the state.21

Satisfactory review by the State results in "approval’ of the institutions
- - ‘ .

\ programs, and graduates therefrom are credentialled by the State by in-

= 4

«

stitutional recommegdation, - o (-

-

. . \
Although this process clearly {s not the same as regional or national

-

atcreditation, thé potential for indirect, tHe particularized and detailed,
: , o

o

examinatfon of .the full sweep of institutional '"quality indicators" is
’jl.: Co there. There seemp to be little evidence that' regional or national accredi-
‘ . ..' 5/I . ..
" tation is any more productive of quality teacher education than is possible

.

» = -t .
through some state-mandated and state-monitored procedures. Obviously,.

. P .
the problem of quality control and uniform standards likely would not be

- . addressed by sta;e-level accreditation and broad varLations in program

e¥nents, evnluatioq, and operations 11ke1y~wou1d follow. ,ﬁhese problems

N v "N -~

however, are not solved under the current réﬁional and.natignal accreditation

. . . v
. ’ . s - ’
A schemes. ) N . P .o
‘The concerns and disenchantments growing 6ut of cugrent ac%reditation-
' ‘ ‘ . hY N
. . . T -9
- 4 “‘. .- 0‘ =1 .
¢ - - £« .
| , . . , ‘




€ - -n \
procedures (e.g., overlapping; duplicatory processes, expensive and -
‘ ~ -
occasiorally pointless data mandates, and alf;ged irrelevance of accredi-
' ) - -

tatiop criteria) prompt Eerious reexamination of the accreditation process.

-
»

~

From the consumer's vieﬁpoint, accreditation should not only clas‘sify,ﬂ

1nst1tutiogsthsome meaningful quality indicators,but should somehow

4mprove the quality o€ edhcation in the participant institutions. To the
L /

extent that state intervenpgpion in ‘colleges and unlversities promotes edu-

4
L4

~ : .
cational improvement dnd provides informed judgments of instititional
. . 4
quality, whether by '"recognition" or "accreditation" processes, the state

’ N

machinery stands as an available option tqeregional, professional, or

federal agcreditation. One need not ;hallenge the conclusions of the
- ! ’ .
( "Orléans Reporb"22 or quarrel with 1%3 underlying assumptions to consiger state

accreditation as oqf alternative (among many) to regional, professional,
- . ‘ ‘
or federal accreditation, as now functioning. The states have the con-

stitutional and statutory ®uthority to regulate educational institutions

operating within- their borders’; whether such regulatory authority 'should

- extend to de facto or de jure accreditation poses no partiCUlat*Iegai p}pb-
lem, but may raise pthér éolitical and educational issues. To dismiss’;utl
‘of hand the- option of a substantial state role in acc;editation,:in my mind,

s " e . .
begs the question of how best to develop effective and efficient education

i\-- ........

oo @t 811 levels, . . . ...

[y - L )

. State regulation of teacher certification in Illinois r

'; Excéept for the Chicago School District, (which has independent ‘teacher-
N 0 .
credentfhlling authdrity23), the ecredentialling of all teachers an Edminfs-

. tgators'in‘lllinois public schools is regulated by statd sfatute2 and,

3
- -

- ! ’ < 7 t - R .
’ » - 4 - '
Q . . o 72 78 . ) x‘ .
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administrative rules promUIgated by the State Board of Education.25 The

professional credentials are issued by the State Teacher Certification d

are valid for‘a.fixedalength of time,26 and,renfwable upon the préﬁentation

-~

of specified evidence of professiona development.z? Certificates ate

registered and renewed by proper and timely application by the holder of

E]

the county superintendent (Superintendent of the Educational Service Region)
having.jurisdiction over the employing school district.28 The statute29

. vests in the-State Superintendent, :nﬁgonsultatibn with the State Teacher

L
Certification Bpard, authority to "recognize" schools, colleges, univer-

, sities,_junior colleges, and special or technical schools as .teacher training

A

institutions. Application for such recpgnition is made by the institution
» ( :

to the State Superintendent who, in consultation with the State Certifica-
» [}

—

tion Board, sets criteria, conducts official inspections, and.grants i

"reécognition'" to ;Qise meeting the required standardgé__lgg,SeatglSuper—

intendent, in consultation with the State Certification Board "... shfll
v have the power to define a major or minor when used JL a basis for recog-

nition and’ certification purposes n30 ( -

s

s £ - Suspension and revocation 3§,certificates are provided for by statute.

The county superintendent and the State Superintendent share authority'to

S

e
spend certificates for cause for a period not to exceed‘one calendar

fter the teacher

o

, year. Revocation. is possible by the State Superintendent

i‘;‘h\
<

Board. 31 Provisions of the Administrative Revieu.Act32 apnly to and govern ,

' - all proceedings inatituted for Judipial review ‘of final administrative -

5 ~ *

. decisions of the Sate Superintendent the State Teacher Certiﬁicat{bm Board,

n

and the coenty superintendent of schools under the teachen certification

. - ’
.i“‘
. \ .
~ , "
- . , -", - .
. o, . '
- 1 73 ]
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";;q@mmMSaagiiutioaqmnuaﬁeapplymto and'Be apptpved by the State Superintendent,
e pursuant to standards determined by the. State Superintendent ! ot

[ .- s - - N
: .- 33 .
article ¢Art.21, Chapter 122, I.R.S.). .

Subject to the constitutional pretections extending to applican;F;'

-~y

the State has near pleniry authority gver the requirements for teaching ~

and administrative certificates. This authority, derived from the State
' e

&

Constitution,34 is exercised By the General Assembly through its enactment
of the.statutes and by its vesting the State Board of Educatiomn with a i

variety of powers (in addition, of teurse, to those granted by the Con--

stitutional Mandate to the State Boardas), including the licensing of

. teachers. . Administtative regulations detailing the standards governing

the preparation.of professional personnel for I1linois schools as prescribed
- . ’ ;

in Circular Series A&, No. 160, 1974, are set out in AppendixD. -
In summary, the state, through statutory and administrative means,

regulates the‘credentialling of certificated scnool~personnefl The

mechanisms, procedures, and structures for teacher credentialling are
+

' ' . N
~ Bubject to state' regulation &nd yary widely among the states’. The regula-

tion of tead?er education programs .and institutions is achieved through

N . i N
\\ N Al »

"recognition' proéedures vested by'the\State in the State Board of Edhcation;

the State Superintendent of Education and k\f Staterleacher'Certificatidn ..

) L
Board. <Any institution, public of non- public, nonprofit or proprietary, S

L
which wishes recognjtion by the State of Illinois as a teacher training

L] . . -

¢

" State recogni.uon carries the potential for'dupltsrting the fundamental :

!

By 5
purpase of regional and professional- cregitazion. Fro? the institution '8

0

standpoint, the state re gnition requirements, in manx reas, duplicate,_

~ ‘ .

overlﬁR? and repeat the reqpirements imposed by other ac rediting bodies.

\
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State recognition is nonvoluntary in nature Those schoqls, colleges, ,
.

‘and universities wh h to be rehognizéd teacher training institutions-

must request the applicatig!'of the recognition process. In a real sense,

compliance with the recognition standardq.and requirements is simply the . ¥

. TR

prlce of‘"doing businessf in the State of Illinois.- The nonvoluntapy ’
. ‘. ] .

natyre of state ang federal regulation is contrasted with the popular

’ ‘. . ‘ oo . -

2

1 N ES f N
notion that regional and“national profession accreditation is voluntary
. ® 4 ~ ) M » - -
. . )
.in natur%,and hence manifests a higher level of autonomy. .Such-comparisons,“ *®

Y- . >
. ,

‘slightly warp tﬁe truth. To thé extent that non-accredited status Lﬁ\a

burden to the institution, there is s"bstantial pressure to gain and retain
L] " N ’ Y

"accredited“ status. The consequences of being denied the status or losing: .

- . -

it reach tpo student recruitment placement, credentialling, and other fiscally- '
[ .

related institutional concerns. In my judgment,Jboth state recognition and

J~
- 9.

private ‘accreditation are nonvfluntary decisions by Me applicant/member

N

, institdtions and, whatever comparisons or debate about the aevegal accredi-

' tefnal matthrs of a

"% %’ . 4 .
tation options must proceed- along othgr,.nore‘significant, lines, . - e
4 . A N . .
- [ “ B . . ' , . }_., ‘

Selected coyrt decisions’ , T -

\\ - - '.‘.E ) ' ‘

- . . . .

. We come: now, to an examination of somea.elected degisions from st?te

.
.

and fédéral courts. ‘As'noted aboye, institutions of higher education \ .o,

-

36'and érgue~that \
'

institutional autonomy, and voluntary cooperation is the best read "to quality

\ . *

[
genetally-eschew political and govermmental interference

education and general good health of the academiq,community. Until ;ecgntly

. < ! T
" the’ courts have genlzally followed a courge of noninterference ip the in- o

" - ~

rediting assotiations. -As Kaplan and Hunter moted,
s . - ’ \‘ v, ’ ' ‘ . ) {
% . - . J—

B < - -
s, A

N . . LV o 81 : \P . R - e

X . - 4 . .




"Because they are private and voluntary, because they usually operate in

areas of little concerm to the public, and because they are desigt*ed to - -
- * .
.t thrive on autonomy, associations bave generally been free from Court
- N

sypervision."37 The reasons 'for Judicial noninterfenence usually 1nclude:
i ‘ ' - .

(a) .as to.nonmembers (a'nd #Mpoplicants for accreditation), déhial of .
- ' . \ . - N “ )

.membEarship Confers no legal right or standing inagmuch as he has no right

to participa’te in the'-organizational decision, and (b) ‘the member, upon' .

. &

! 3 entering the association,_ typically contracts to play by the association 8
- ~ -

rules and, unless the organizagsacts contrary ‘to 1ts own rules iHW
] ‘or disciplining the :‘.ber, the courts have been reluctant’to "intervene., e
)
’ Changing conditions in co‘nsumer interests‘ in higher education, &heightened
. ‘-.iense of public accountab‘ilit.y,»a‘nd more 'severe in)titutional consequehces
" fr"om ‘the dEnia'l.or‘-renbval of "acoredited st'atus", coupled with an in- Lo
. creasi,ngly' activist role of -the courts,.may prodchaiamoot.her avenue. for. LT ‘ ‘
j'udicial inte'rv';nt'i—on‘, The cases o‘utlin.eid' below represent son'xe of the state ’
and. federal court. directions in‘ accreditation intervention. ' ‘ . E ;
#* In .the case of Staté ex rel.- School ‘District No, 22 et al:' v. Mooney, g

-

. Y

'

+ 59 Pacific 2d, 48.(1936), the State of Montana, acting on behalf of the
'"' L plaintiff rschool district sought a mandamus to compel the. St)te Board of - '

Education to accredit tlﬁ school district gpursuant to statutory and admiats-

_\» ?’ah o R . s _'b

» O - '

. tpative rules and regulati,ons. The.Distrigt Court issued the writ and =

- - a
. - .
4 < 3 4

o defendants appealed to the ﬁupreme Couft qu Montana which reversed the a‘ .

. ~.:,; S b F
lqwer court and found for the defendant State Board of Educa@bn. The"key
. i : -
- issue in the case was whethet or not the sdhool aistr!ct could co*l the

' . c e N 4 "

State Board to dccredit the district’ absent proof that' the plaintiff d‘istriot
- h '

. . T & N .
had complied strictly with the required standards and procedures. ‘The high
e ‘ ' . £ > .‘

- .

, .
» . . - . .
., ./ .
y
. .
!
.
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. ®he - 1ain=tiff state i‘ought‘ to en oim the defenﬂant accrediting bod from
ey v

,

-
.

-

-
.
.
AN

: v . ~ y
tion terms ﬁpnd conditions had b'e.en  fully met ands~that the Board's' denial .

-

"of-the status was an%rbitrary, capricious gitercise of its discretic‘ T
N - - » - 7, - . . . v
In’ finding for the defendant, ‘the court noted (at p. 54) .
[ S *y -

"EVen if the* state board be compelled éo grant a hearing, it
".. cannot: be .compelléd to dcecredit the ..¥ school unlesg it be, °
- ;clearly shown that vhq denial of the application ¢+» by the ~ e
te board“would be an arbitrary or caprigious act. -The . .
"'writ[of mandasus] wilt lie to compel the board to act;’and
exercis‘its dd.scretion, but’ not to direct its conclusions )
nor the judgment it shall re reach Sl (emphasis added)

»

.~ -

\» » 3
,The legah consequences of th‘ removal of a member col]fege from the

association 8 list of accr;dited members vas the subject of suit in the

L) . * .
ﬁederal courts In tl';e case of Staﬁe of North Dakota v, North Central '“/

Association of Colle&e_g an&S%ondﬁ Sc\lools et al 99 F. 2d 697 - (1938),

rJoving the Universi'ty of North Dakota and the State Agricultural Col.lege

- )‘ L] .

of North Dakqta fronr the ‘Asséciati.on 8 list of accredited institutions
s‘ » (XX
Th:federal Disurict Court denied plaintiff's. motion for a‘tefporary in- ~

junction and’ the plaintiff appealed. The plaintiff state, thl;ough’an
»

appropriate age'nc}* dismissed without cause‘pr "heartng sevéra'l staff members

\ - L] »
of the State College This action, contrary to the policiea-ﬁd rules of

~

« ~the North hentral Assooiation resulted in an u¥timate deci&on by the

\ - Ny ..
Association, to removs the State College f é accredited Iist. Without‘
appealing this decision to the North. Cen’tvgl. Execptive Comittee (as was

O o

3, o
its right), pﬁintiff scaﬁa on behalf 'of the member Staee College, filed - -

: . - a \, i - “‘"6‘ s
> ouit 'In affirmtng the Disttict Oourtds opinion ‘in favor of the Associa-
A g
'tion,‘ this court noted (a) that the-State College 'had not exhaustqd th
! . n 4 ~

remedies provided in the Asadciat«ion 8 rules, (b)‘ the State gg North Dakota

I LA e st ,. .
¢, " B . N
s . o, . b . . ,ﬁ . ., W & - " -
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n -

L]

‘state-approved'schools removed from a list of schoqls approved by a state .

- L - e .
(a nonmemher) could assert no Qreatervrights than the member State. College,, SNy

and (c) the District Court properly‘held fhat it\had no ju:isdiction over

e

the controversy since\the remedies provided by the As&ociation had not. been

,exhausted. The Court“commented on the nature of associational relations

. ¢

(at p. 700): : T
- "The Association being purely voluntary is free to fix qualifica-- A
. tions for membership; and to provide for tetmination of membership
of institutions which do not”meet the stamdards. fix;d by the ; . Cas
. Association. The constitution; by laws, and rules of government of , .
the Association measure the rights and duties of the members."

‘ . - - . . ) /‘\ /'a

»

ﬁntil the Associgtion remedies have been exhéisted, the Court refrained - \

. " A N - -
-~ - : ! 4 h
fromxany consideratiof of the pature of the hearing, its possible conclu-

>

sion or the consequbnces j'In igémen's language’, the éourt told the

-
'

Iaintiff "You cried ‘fdul' prematurely, play the ame to its conclusion .
P 5

- ., 2 . [
before asking for Judicﬁi} remedy " o <A . I '( .
) ~.‘$ . e.:
The Illinois courts have taken.a different view of the rights of ) . :

¥ & .". .‘r,s:"

. .
.o AR o

agency. In the case of Northwestern Institute of Foot Surgggz and - § ‘

. N
R

Chiropodx v. Frank G ”ﬁhompson, _l;ector of the epértmgg of RegisEration

/

' and Eduedtion, et sl * 326 I11. App. 439 (1945), the plainéiff prqprietary

¥
school was removed from*tha;list of approved schools after a finding of
« \ n . ' R )
noncompliance with state regul 18 concerning staff personnef The o " R

*

L]

for‘defendants On appealp the Appell

-l oo !

e Caurt found no evillence that fa

3

reasonably inﬁormad the school of its alleged noncompliance nor did the ;
removal ordér/;'ecite ev/d\ence of facts 1ustifying the state's co sion % ) ’ ,
. 3 Y \ . o
" that “the schoollfaiipdvto.meet the minimum requirements.ﬂ From
Do ' C T R . T ' . . i .
decision, it seems clear that the school'siright to remain on the approvdd . -
. - 1 . } . o . 3 . ."‘ R ) , ' ) \ .
Y ., vt Lt ) ’ o 7 i o
. R ' K Fad . . . !
. . ~ 78 : ‘ . o
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list could be -terminated.odnly by, the. stateé's carryng the bur%of 3
. . * Y .
1

g\ proof to ju’s'tify its rgmoval‘action.. . . - R

- o . Two cases growing out of a state board's ‘dinial-of accredi:ation' ioi‘
’ recognition ‘in:smuch as the terms mean the san':e.thing in these cases) to -
Lo .& schoal districlt's"‘propos‘ed-high school i'_ef.lect the ju_dic"ia-1 rel}xctance o
3 B . i : R .
] to deny di‘scretionary'judgment in the state accregiting process. The Afirqst v
- ca’s‘.e, S.tate of Washington ex rel. School District No. 7 v, Brono, 384 P.

g 2d 608 (1963) raised the question of whether the state s refusal to“ accredit
A ]

. a proposed high school on the grounds of inadequate ,de;non,st.fation of need i
for same’ in thefféce of the district's compliance with prescribed standards

was arbitrary_and capriciogs.__'i’he Supreme _ C;urt of Washington note d that,  _
" ) o despite the district s apparent compl-iance with prescribed academic, 8
‘ personnel, and. faéility standards, -the‘s‘tate‘ ;oard of educatgbn wds justi-
! * fied in ,gen,ying the edistr.ig:t'g application for accreditation dn the';factors' .
’-. R "c;f necessity, economic-eff.g't, and £uture planning. The state board's ‘
- decﬁsioﬂ was not purely minisjterial and its‘uthority and responsibility o ‘
N

° ', for acgredita.tion includea a duty to c.onsider factox:s other than those
»

standards specificaily sp!lled out in the accreditatié‘n.’tules.‘ The Court

< defined accreditatiqn as (p. 613) ' / S

. . S "Accreditati%n, in addition to being a badge of academic proficiency-
' - and a factor in the’'classification.of districts, is-also made a
. qualiffi atioﬁ for participation in ... the common school fund.!

- »
[}

In holding for the defendant tate., the Court observed-that it was pérsuaded

7

that the legislatnre d not intend .that,the oard's examination for accredi-
9 a4

e e, tation purposes be limited to purely"ministerifl determination of whether _ . -

N o the district met puscribed standards, rather, the 1egis1ature iptended
- P : d

" the. ataQe ‘bbard to considgg: the standards together with an over-all evaluation

. H - - .?‘ - . - - - . . &

L - . . 4 o
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. hY - . ' L f . °
“of such factord/ as necessity, economic effect, and future planning.

The'pl'ai,nt districtd despite -the adverse’ ruling, apparently’.im‘ple- - &

-

mented its pro&sed school plans, later reapplied for approval and accredi-

tation, was again turned down by ‘the board and filed :uit again (DuPont- ' i

-

. Fort Eewis Dist No.‘? v. Bruno, 79 Wash. 2d 736, 489 P. 2d l7l (1971),

charging that t.b/stat board' 's denial was arbitrary, capricious, and dis-

criminatory against district students and taxpayers. On the districts : ’ :
- v
subsequgnt applications, the state board's denial was based on thé- lack of

T, i need for the school ,and that expenditure of federalvand state funds for the

Y

constru?tion and operation off‘the schoo}l was ’unreasonable and not'in the
public interest. In holding for the state board, the Court restated its

- earlier finding that the board is\e-rdtled to consider non-academic ‘fac- - - ’
) L
. tors in réaching it discretionary judgment a.q to- accredita-tion = . .

*.One o.theb state\case needs brief- mention ;rhe case of Lewis Consoli-

’k dated School District V. JohnstonL 127 N., W. 2d 118 (1964), grew oﬁt of the
- ,h_' \

/7 - - Towa' State Superintende'ht of Public Inscruction s threat to remm?e the ‘«

A

é’ pIaintiff. dist*ict from thé list of state- approved SChOOA].B and thereby
) terminate, its right. to share in staﬁe funds’.® Plainfiff's alleged‘, inter - .
alia thdt the sf‘atute author,izing the State Superintendent to "formulate
etandards regulations, and rules, subject .t'o- the approval of the state ’ ‘.
. board ' for: the’ approval' of ell sehool ..r.‘ under his supervision..'.’.". and T
to re'moye schools,nc?t- in ;.ompliance therewithew% an {mpreper and :mcoxf- .

v » v <
=

X ~q€itutiona1 delegation of 1egis1atiq‘e power. b'y the state legisl_ature. In

- \
holding the statute delegating ruIe-making power to the State §uperintendent L
. %

e L unconititutional the Couﬁt noted thatothe~ 71 Btandards },mposed by the . o

»

Superintendent 'without legislative stan,dhrds (other than the admonition

. ///.' VRN




powe'rs'- upon‘ an
.‘\} " administrator and was an unlawful delegation of legislative powers. r
¢ ' ) Y ? . ‘

’ . ~ Two receit and wéll known cases in ghe federal courts outline some

.

important areas of law-as operat‘ive ih vo untary accrediting asSociations'*
A} v - . )

relations and\decisions: The first P ons College V. Nprth Central Asso,,

>

- ciation 271 F Supp.‘65 (1957), arose from North Central Association 8

I

: (NCA) decision to removg,the. plaintiff college fxéom membership followrng

.

the NCA usual prqcedu 8 O‘f an examining team it, report, review by an .
ppropriatej)gCA.comittee, a removal decision by the- Executive Board ‘and

) " a unanimous vote by the NCA CommiSSion on Colleges and Universities to . .
K YR ct
accept the Exe’tutive Board's recommendation to drop Parsons College from

" . ‘ membership (which was tantamount to removing accreditation) A few days . K
priqr to the effective date of membership removal Parsons College sought’
P
+ rio enjoin NCﬁ's remogel of it for membership, . Without detailing the highly-
’ publicized facts, all of wh.ic’ l

tered- areund the college's alleged v -

& N

’ '
s« failure to remedy specified educational shortcomings, the substanti\g issues ’
‘ and court response deserve mention, The cdilege istablished* the - fact ‘that -
s
remoVal from membership {or disaccreditation) 'would work irrevocabig harm .

g St but the issuance of an injunction, according to the Court must b ba\edﬁ

.

o on defendant 8 wrongdoing‘ As to[f:,lfe issuel of du\process,. the Lourt _f\o»und
- :. ) x?
. . the constitutional protection inapplicable here inasmuch as -the proposed . Co0

’ T action “by NCA was privste, rather than govermnental action against which

]

point the Court noted (p. S I a . ‘_ B

The termination of membership in a private assopiation, orgeniZed N
maintain the stsndards n a’ profession or. .calling, do not ...

L L\ (tpe due procést Qlause of the lloth amendment grants protection On tha’t'\-

7 e

.t “ present a federa.l queaﬁ! " e : A

: Y | S A
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-

¢

'qpstain dtademic misconductif‘fhe’NCA purpose* poliéies, ‘and ﬁrocedures were .

(p. 74): ' . ) ' L
- ‘ '

The law governing membershiﬁ ih‘privatq_assoaiatgons is’ the’law

(rules of the association) which*ghe members agreed to wviien they' voluntarily

’
v

°h9°8F to join the 'as: ation., The plaintiff's complaint of the absence

R

of "rudi.méntary due proc ss"'v'vas“not supported by the NEA procedures orw

. LR N

-the facts presented " The plaintiff argued that the st.ndards by which it .

was judged were "nebulous, and 1@1!“?'.and that it,had no‘notice of specific -
N . N . ) 1 - * . - -
miécondyct prior.to the removgl'decision. ThefCourt'noted that (p. 72)
-~ .
" n this case, the issug was not innocence but excéilence" and® the standardsq
) - » '

rbascertaining academic failure are different in kind than those'to
- . . » . rs .

consistent with its rendering membership judgments.' Finally, as to the o
L3 .
contentton that the NCA reqched an arbitrary conclusion, the Court noted

3 | B

L] ‘ y ' v.

.

— el . . ..

¥

. "In this contentioh“hhe College questions the adequacy of the . .-
" reasons, given for wit drawing its accreditation. In this field,

the :Courts are traditionally even more hesitant to intervene, The {

) public benefits of accreditation, dispensing informatfon and ex- 7"

posing-misrepre%entation, Would not. be enhanced by judicial intru- .

.-, sion, /- Evaleation.by peers ‘of the college, enabled by jexperience .o
to, make comparative judgments, wal best serve thofparﬁmo iriterest

in" the highest pratticable standards in higher education. The price

for such benefits is inevitably some inJury o those who do. not~
_meet the measure, and gome risk of consenvatism produced by‘pppraisalsa -

against & standard of What hiag aiready proven valuable in education,

The assocfation has achieved ite power thrdugh the respect it has’, R
- engendere thrgugh its"work. If 4t fails to satisfy its members, ’ﬂ ’

they are- jree to join another group "o . T

L™ .

*
)

Ejaintiff's mo}ion for a preliminary injunction was, denied Thus the Court

. ‘restated the traditional reluctance by the judiciary to intervene in'the L

\ ' N . L4 i’ . .
internal affairs of prfvate, voluntary associations. NS ‘ o

’ -
; - IThe case 3iznhrjorie Webster Juﬁior CQlleg@, Incg v. Middle States

v e -

Assoc;iatioﬂ _z/cd.leg__ and Secondary Schoolp_, Inc., 432 F. 2d 650 (1970), w

‘s
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. cert. demied 915 ct. 367 (1970), arose from the defendan;association s
» : * \
- refusal to consider plaintiff co,llege for membership for the -reason that /

<.

defendent 8 ru'les bar eligibilitlg/{or profit institutions. The Federal

District Court held that the defendant's rule of eligibility was arbitrary ‘

. 4 -

and unreasonable, in violation o‘f antitrust laws as inhibiting the ‘colleges’

ability to,compete in the field and as not furthering the stated objectives

’of the defendant association. Defendan‘t appealed and t-he-C‘grt of Appeals

X A

. N e .
reversed "the lower' court, finding for deféndant.. Te Court held that the

- at v’ .
‘Sherman Act was not applicable J.A)this instance. -The Cqurt did note, however,

- 4 . - . "'. - N

B

/‘» *(pﬁ. 654-655): . o o o ( SR

It is possible to conceive of restrict,icns on eligibility for .. 3
" accreditation that ceuld have little othet tham & commercial™ .
motive; and as such, antitrust policy would presumably be,
applicable. About such motives', %ver, the process of accredi-
. tation is an activity distin,et from\the sphete of commerce; it
\ - " gaes rather .to the heart of the concept of education itself.,’

. . , L ¢ .

’

The Court further held that judicial intervention, was thot warranted absent

ne

' a showing, (a’ of depriva'tion of any professional advantage in the applica-
« - ©oN
tion of the membership rule to the plaintiff college, «or (by that the

L 3 . ’
' -~

o assoeiation exercised such monopoly power that .its,.standards for accredita-

-, tion cobuld b,e subjected to plenary judicial revieu, and (c) that- the member-
. ) - t »
o ship restriction was" without reéeonable basis even Lf the associatiorr_/ -

\ hY

\ i .activities\and federdl recogn'ition rendered them state action subject to , -
n - constitutional limitationa. , The defendant association prevailed 'but the.

"5 opinion raised some obvious sigrfals for the future ({)f accrediting activity Yoo

-

Y /!

+ The Court noted the incre?sing importanct of pr vate asso‘ciations in ﬂ(e
aff,airs of individuals ‘and organizations (at

655) and obserwed that,. ' .. .

B ' . e
.t desplte the specidl évaluation competence posseseed by proféssiona:l gocie-
. | 4 b 8p _eva; -er ‘ ! | .
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ties, courts have revieWEd association standards where'menhership 1-,-or
L 4 N ¢ K¢

certifieation ﬂy such societies, is & virtual, prerequisite to the prac;ice

Phe L hat"V v

of a given professian As to the association 8- sﬂhndards, they must be

-

¢

related to theﬁnecessity for intervention, but went on to say'(pp; 6£55-656):

~ ~

’ "In patticular, the #xtent to which deference is due to the pro-
fessional judgment of the association will’ vary both with the
subject matter/ ... .and the degree of harm resulting from the .

. % association' action." . °_ . R

licable to the aGSOciation s other members. Finally, the Court ” . .

assumed without deciding, that the defendant 8 relations with goverument

= \ A . RN +»
might sub3ect$itp actions to constitutibnal limitations, but here fai}ed : ) .

3

to find any. evidence that the defendant 8 refusal to consider the college e cL a

for membership was .without reasonable bagis. Wk -geems clear that this’ Courg, . -
. ’ I . . .
. ‘given the proper set dRfacts, would have little d!ﬁficulty,in subjecting an -

AN i ‘ . % . ’ - N ¥ ‘
accrediting body to judicial review gs, to antitrust policy aﬁd constitutional
e limitatfors: “The possibility of the application ofgponopoly legislation in-
e ' )
) preases*as the"efficacy and conseahences of membership in accreditiﬂg bodies R

.
S ) \

escalate. in instﬁtutional and public policy realms )

: Title VEI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the employment guidelines -

v 4 L}

promulgated by .the Equal Employment opportuuities Commissibn beat pointedly .

on the teacher credentialling procesa Although the full impact 6f these regu- S

latiens pon -teacher preparation programs and certification requirdments are not

. yet glear, a growing bedy of literasure38, cbupled with the 15ndmark~ca8e of
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riggg v. Duke Pover Company, 401 _U. S. 421 (1971) and its progeny (e. g Baker

‘ . v. Columbus, 462 F.2d 1112 /1972/ and Amstead, et 41. v. Starkvilbe 461 F.2d

276 {1972/ and Ghance v. Board of Examiners, 458 F. 2d 1167 [1972)) challenge .
toes . K - . -

. C. ‘the traditional '"'screening functiors' and employment qualifications in “the

-~

-

teaching profession. - Specifically, id Griggs, the U.S. Supreme Court prqhibited

the employer'® use of unvalidated tgsts and educational requirements in th -
sé‘lectie;? of its employees inasmuch as tha‘effec;t of the requirements was dis-
criminatory. The EEOC Guidelines for Employee Selection, cited by the Court

in Griggs, provided three wa'ys to validate selection criteria: content, construct,
t * . / , N ‘. ’
and prédictive validation,” The shift of the burden of proof to the employer,

.o onZ:e discriminétosy effect of the employment requirements is shown b'y the applicant

seems to carry serious implicqtions “¥for rh?y licensing and credentialing re-
quirements for teachei‘s. ’I’hi. Job-,relatedness of-teaﬁcher certification require-

. ¥

> ments may be-difficult to document and Credentialing reformers would be well ad-

! ‘ ' vised to look carefully}at the validity and _]Ob relatedness of any mandated

b

qualifications for entry and _retention in the teacHing profession,

N
>

) : * N . : . -
v M - 5 . . , ! . '
Some implications for accreditation and certification
4 ] . . - 1; . .
, t “ The concern for more effective accreditation and certification procedures
. L - . . & ’
.. raises the p‘osaibi-lity of increased/goveriunent and ju'div.;ial regulationp of private

and public action The Court's- traditional ‘relqctance to 1ntervene in acc'redit-

: » . ing bodies affairs seems weakened“t':y the increased importance attached to mmber-

sghip in private accrediting sssociations and ‘the seriousness of the consequences

Py ) of men’ship With the expandetl federal role‘in recognition undet faderal -aid

- s

legisIAtion‘hnd the cbnsequent reliance on qccreditation u a key ele'ent in .

> . ! ‘ -

4 disbursement machinery, accrediting bodies _mdy &xperience. nixed emotions as they N

.‘ .

K are dltemately courted ané f1attered and tegulsted indirectly by federal agencies.

This changed climate of governmen_t regulation,~ particu,l.arly,court intervention,
. N - . - - " - -




e

was summed up in tﬁe opinion in Falcone v. Middlesex Qounty Medical Society,

Y N

34.§: J 582, 170 A. 2d 791 (1961) " wherein the Court noted (at p. 799)

.
- 5 -

- -y r
. " "When-courts orﬂginally declined to scrutinize admission practices ‘ s
’ ‘ _of membership asgsociations they were dealing with social glubs, Co-
religious organizations, and fraternal associations, Here the )
policies against judicial interveation were strdng and there were
‘no significant countervailing olicies., When the courts were later
" called upon to deal with‘trad{iand professional associations
"exercising virtually monopolistic control, different factors were
’r involved. The intimaté personal relationships which pervaded the
social religioud and fraternal orgamnizations were hardly in
- evidence and the individual's opportunity of earning a liveljhood
s ...appeaugd as the controlling -policy consjderation."

From the data reviewed here, a number of policy implications or signal

-
' - . -

directions emerge: = . _ . -

, . N
e " 1. The barriers to federal regulatien of private, voluntary accredita-
o tion appear to be lowering as the impoftance of and public interest
. in‘a?creditation‘decisi;ns and consequences escalate. The paradox
' may be that more effective action by accrediting bodie§\in persuading
iy v thé puhlic of their use 8Qd valug in p;otecting standards in edutation

S

+

-~ may push the process closer opoly control and’ thua-into the

4

P,
. . arms of antitrust legislation. re.is nothing sgcrosanct about

ML education as a proper subject for,governnental or'judicial'regulation.
‘ . P .

' 2.” As the consequentes of denial or removal of membership in accredita- g

- _tion associations become more serious to applicants-and membex§, the -

T

) need'for fair,zeGen-handed equitable procedures becomes more urgent.

Ve .

- Even short 6f association act1v1ties falling under the constitutiona}
,‘ . - PO "

restraints o state or'government action,. judléial‘attention to the Gl"”\
g .“ ‘ v ] (
‘- . tudimentary fairness of intérnal rules and procedures- will push aalocia-
» - T '“ - ' c.
' tiona toward de’ facto due process safegdarda. - Associations and ‘govern-
o : S yan OO

ment agencies would be wise to review accreditation certification, and . 1

+ >

recogniti procedured rules, gnd guidelines to guard against any con-
~p

3

. . -

| N A

- . -

.( ) . .
e e




. 4% ) N
stitutionial offenses. ' '

. : - / . o )
The grow:fng public concern oved educational accountabjlity, however

defined and in whatever form it is manifes 815 could chilenge serious- |

ly the private' voluntary associational postu& ef autonomy ‘as’ the

is o(the accrediting bodiés to. demonstrate that, (a) ‘they can e

. f

separate the ept from th% inept instituti‘ona and programs’, and (b). "

*

they have the capacity and the courage to act in the public interest

/J”as to quality education The interests 40 ‘consumér protection and

4‘

’

o cr‘editing prdcedures

-

.

extension of recognition activities39- may be transi'f:ory but they i

could be. real enough to persuade Congress that thmg‘\est of ‘es

’ &

Potoma.c are in. chaos and darkness R .. g
A ' ’ ' ’ —,
The accreditation process, even in voluntary, private associationgs
S~ r -
must reflect the fundamentai fairness and procedural saféguards

~N
against arbitrary, capr}pi judgments sought to "be protected

against by the due procA cqncept "in cqnstitutional law Although

the courts contifwe to regard volunt:a-ry accredit tion activities oy

o, 4.\

as essentially non go\zernment actions (and tl‘m tside the intent

to fhe Constitutidn), the in.cz'easing;power ~

and fubctioni monppoly oﬁ accrediting bodies, coupled with clear-cut
.
government use of the Xssociations could persude: the courts to
q

find a base for~ application of due pr%asss requi’rements to the ac-
.

The development of expliclt, validated job- related'requirements for

teachers and—administrator' appears to be top priority in any reform

' . o “y i © \

" highest form of sssurance of educational quality. The burden ,Aearly

'ethfcal p,ractices underlying the recent federal govermnen.t's' proposed

-
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" of gﬁéfésélonal credentialigé processes. Th%‘dtffeqﬁhftél intprests .

. - R ‘ ®

’

" of the‘étate, the credential applicants, the client school "children

-
-

and }arehts,‘and higﬁe: gghcation must be meshed_in gétisfactoix'con-

étfasfs of séléﬁtion, trginiﬁg, and lic;ns;;g to achieve legitimate -J :
public goi%s through leagily-defengible méaﬁs.. - : C g . “f.
Theré is ;}ttle doﬁbt, apﬁﬁrehtly.'chat ;égulations aimed at quaiff?” X
cb&trol i; education enterprise‘arq‘p;eded and aﬁpropriate;'th? "

debate now centers about the most -effective and poliiically acceptable

source of regulation--pﬁbliﬁhgr p:ivaﬁs agencies. The schools, colleges,
. - * ‘ . -‘ . . . 'I »
and universities--whether public or private, non-public, proprietary

LY ' -

. 3
or not for profit--have a.substantial stake in the issues and ignore

. . +
. .

the debate: at their distinct peril N
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See Philip.W. Semas), "Is Uncle Sam Muscling In?".,-The Chronicle of

Iﬁigl,, Bees.
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The ‘'statutory .language reads (describing the powers-and dyties of
. State Superintendent of Education\) "To detetmie for all types of

8chools conducted under this Act efficient and adequate standards

'for (inter. alia) the physical plant, instruction and ‘teachinpes -
.» curriculum, administratio(and supervisio and to grant certificates
of recognition .to schools meeting/such standards P oM ,‘ . .

-

William A Kaplan and J. Phillip Hunter, '"Comments: ‘The Legal Statys »
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Nision and Governmental ReguIat.ion" 52 Cornel'l Law Quarte“rly 104 (1966)
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Assistance Act). See also 79 Seat; 1247 (1965), 20 U.S e §1085 (a)

(5) (A» (Supp. I 1965); 77 Stat. 376 (1963), 20 v.Ss.C. § 51 (£) _(5) ‘\;‘
(1964). LA . . . .
79 Stat. 1247 (1965), 20-U.8 C.§1085 (a) (Supp T 1965) (reduced- ot "

student loan insurance ynder Highek Educdtion Resources and Student .
Assistance Act): If the Commissioner ‘determines that ... there is
.no natidnally recognized accrediting agency or association qualified °
to accredit -schools in & pattfcular ... category, he shall, pending
the establishment of such an‘ccrediting agency or association,, :
appoint an; . advisory committee, gomposed. of persons speci\all
- to evaluate training vided by schools in such category; qh}h
shall (i) prescribe t?ptanddrds .0f content, scope, and qu‘aliifyr
‘which must bé met in order to qualify schools.in such catdgory 't -
participate in the program pursuant to this part, and’(ii) determine
whether particular qchools ... meet those st@ndarda.

Higher Education, vol XI mo. ‘14, (December lS 1975)., p. 1.
i F

20 U. s .C. 403 (b), 1085 (b), 1141 (a), 1248 (11), "and Bec. 438 (b).
of the Higher Education Act of 1965,.Pub. L. 89-329 'as amended by X
_ Pub. L. 92-318,.86 Stat. 235, 264 (20 U §.G. 1087-1(b)). K

See Part 149 (A) sec. 149.1 Federal Regiater, Vol 39, v 162 -
;Tuesday, August 20, 1974 -

s
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| " ‘, n'.' . - . . . ¢ ' e ‘Y .
Ibid, Subpart B, - v O :
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19. “State Board of Edugation, Circular Series A, Number, 160, Chapter IX: (
"Standards Governing Preparation ?f Professional Personnel" 74,
. . and “The Illinois ProgramJEor Eva atiOn Supervision, and Reco tfon

of Independént,‘Parochial, and Private Schools', Circular Series
, A No. 160 (D ), 1967. (*s’g., . . » N .

2Ql 'Section 21-13, Chapteri'fz .I1linois Revised Statutes. This board, ~,‘._

.created by statute in 1963 is composed 0f 11 members appointed to --
3-year terms by the State Superintendent of Educati9n~and issues .
teaching credentials to qualified applicants.

~21. Section 21-21; Chapter 122, Illinois Revised Statutes. ' -

22, Harold Orlans, H. Jean- Levin, Elizabeth K. Bauer, and George Arnstein,

5

23, Section 34 83, Ch"ter 122, Illinois Revised Statutes, This Jtatqte,
evolved from the Oris Act of 1917, authorizes -th8 Board of Education
of the City of Chicago to" establish "A board of 3 examirers-.who -
shall examine all applicants required to-hold certificates- !oN teach™&
and the board of education shall dssue gratuitously toxthose who

pass a- required test of character, gcholarship and generad fitness,

.such certificates to teach as they ate found eﬁtitled to recéive."

‘-

. 4 .
- 24, Krticle. 21 Chapter.122\ iliinois Revised gtatutes. i L.,

22; State Board of Educatfbn Circular Series’ A Number l60 chapter IX..
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- . -

‘.28, Excépt for the Cerjifﬂbate in Early Chlehodd (2 years) oviaibnal
rs), Temporary Certificate For® Teachers of Tra{nable.

Cert?ficate (2 y
-Mentally Handicapped (1 year), all teaching ‘and administrative
certdficates are for 4- -year, renewable terms, )



27.‘

. 28,

29,

30.

ok N .

L

4

Illinois currentl& igsues the follow%ng 15 gertificates: Provisional
vocational certificate, provisional foreign.languate certificate,
early childhood certificate, elementary school certificate, special
certificate, high school gertificate,'elementary_Supervisory certificate,
all-grade supervigory certificate, admifMstrative certificate, junior

college certificate, provisional certificate, temporary certificate
for "teachers of trainable mentally.handicapped, sybstitute certifica}e,

genefal certificate, and school service personnel ertificate,

Section 21-14, Chapter 122, Iliinoié Revised Statutes.

Section 21-21, Chapter 122, Illinois Revised Statutes.

Ibid.

e

{/,

.

- ..

*

31, Section 21-23, Chapter 122, Illinois Revised Statutes, Causes for
suspension or revocation are: immorality; a condition of health
detrimental to the welfare of pupils, incompetency, unprofessional
co‘gucﬁ, neglect. of any-professional’du;y, or other just cauge.
Unprofessional conduct shall include refusal to attend or. participate
in, institutes, teachers' meéetings, professional readings, or to
meet other reasonable requiremehts of the county superintendent. of
schools or the State Superintendent of Education and shall also
include neglect or unnecessary delay in making&statistical.and other

32.

33.

%.

35,

. 36.

37.

reports required by school officers.

Section ZGf et. seq., Chapter 110, Illinois:Revised Statutes.

*

Aré. 10,

[

Section 21;26, Chapter 122, Illinois Revised Statutes.

.

. .

N

sec. 1 of the 1970 Gonstitution of the State of I1linois, which

reads in part, "The State shall provide “for an efficient system of
. high quality public educational institutiong and services." ’ :

-

Kaplan and Hunter, op.cit., p. 106-

Kaplan and Hunter, ggﬁgiﬁ., p. 109

L J

‘Art. 10, sec. 2{ Illinois State Constitution,of 1970,
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: " See, for example, Laurence D, Freemtn, "Legal Canstrairfts: Licensing,
Accreditation, and Equity in Teach
report of the Study Commission on

Education™ in a forthcoming final
dergraduate Education and the Educa-

tion of Teachers, University of Nebraska Press (in press) and Sheila
Huff, "Credentialing by Tests or by Degrees: Title ¥II qf:the Civil

Rights Act and

vol. 44, no. 2, May, 1974, pp. 246-269.
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39. See, for GXample, Toward a Federal Strategy for Protection of the Consumer

of Education: Report of the Subcommittee on Educational Consumer Protectiosd.
s DHEW, Washington, D.C., July, 1975. This report, prepared by the Federal
: Interagency Committee on Education, compoged of representatives. of 30 federal

if " government agencieé. including 5 observer agencies, dealt primarily with -~ -
v . consumer problems and needed consumer protections at various levels in the

5 education system. Among the "major actions! recommended by the report were:
‘ (a) full disclosure by schools of student/consumen tights and o %‘gations

under federal programs, (b) the creation of a Federal Student Tuition Insurance

Corporation to protect studepts and their tuition when postsecondary schools
close, and (¢) institutional eligibility for federal funds should be contingent

- upon fuli?disclosure of dropout rates, course completion rates, pro-rata : .
tuition- refund policy, and other'consumer protection mandates.
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o - . APPENDIX A
a ‘ ‘ . v . il ‘
- o EXCERPTS FROM PROPOSED ELIGIBILITY LEGISLATION

- - . -

ELIGIBILITY OF INSTITUTIONS

\ = . . . a .
Sectigf 13 of the bill cgntains & number of amendments and new ' ¢£§\\
provisions reigting to institutional eligibility. ‘ ’ s \

K _ Subsection (a) would add a new qection on'eligibility of institu-

Al s ¢ - -
. _) . tions'to"the general provisions relating to student assistance programs,

l;pé/new provision would require each institdition or. school participating

ﬂ/'in any student aid program under Title IV to (1) permit the Secretary
) S i 1 ] ' .

,;7 . dnd éommissioner to have access to recdrds‘of the institution as necesgary
2 - " H N ‘ » A

|
| ,
L// h to audit the program and oth

e ensure complisfice with applicable

requirements, (2) comply wit

;éiiéohlble standarde of financial respon-

. sibility and administrative cfpability as prescribed by regulations of

the Commissioner, and (3) compiy with regulatione of th!'Commissioner . “'

.

£ . .
designed -to provide-ptotectiua to students as consumers. 1/

. [ ] -
The-néw provision would authorize the Commissioner to issue

|
\
i
i . ‘approp:iate regulations providing for the limitation, suepension, or

[3

sernination of institutions or schoois failing to comply with applicable

/ statutory and reguletory requirements. He would also be required to

/ publish d‘list of State agencie; which he determines to be rellable
/( »
_authority as. to the quality and ethical practices of public, private

| / nonprofit and proprietary poeteecondary vocational educational inetituo
} ~ ‘ - ~ L] -

| // . tions ‘in-their respective Stltea. ) . ’ - . . .
\ ' L} : R .

- The- abave-deecribed provisions uould aupersede the euthority presently

.
Yy v f ) " e 3 . . ‘/ < - . o \.‘.r \\‘ -
. . . . i

[N
]
P

(Y PR




¢ontained in section 438 of the A‘ and would expand that authority to '

cover all student ‘assistance programs in tit1e 1v. Therefofe, subsection

v

/(b) of section 12 would repeal séction 438,

+ Subsection (c) of section 11 would modify the definition of

Q £

"institution of higher educatioﬂ', as it applies to student assistance

programs in title 1v, by including those institutions which admit indi-
<>
viduals who are beyond compulsory school age in the State and who can

benefit from the jnstruction offered (whereas predent law reqﬁires that
/
the institutiqﬁ’admit only high school gra&ug;ef/or'equivalent), The

s

: ! .
definition of,"institution of higher education" in sectioh 1201(a) of

the Acty which is applicable to all Higher Educatiom-Act programs, would

be amended to authorize the Nationil Advisory Gémmittee,on Accreditatign
oy y
and Institutional Eligibility to-be an alternative eligibiiity sourceé

for schools for which there is no State pr nationally recognized accredit-

ing agency or association. With the amendmenta in subsection (c);athe
v

definition of "institution of higher educatjien" in title XII would be
identical with that provided for:the Guaranteed Student Loan-prqgram

in section 435(b), and the bill would therefore repeal that provision.
‘ . ‘( . . / B

,(

_NATIONAL ADVISORY cmmmk ON ACCREDITA'I;ION
AND INSTITUTIONAL ELIGIBILITY -

Section 20 of the bill would establish in the Office of Education

’

a National Advisory Committee on Accreditation and Institutional Eligi-

.—

'bility The Comnittee would consist of 15 methbers appointed by the
L .

Secretary for 8 ggered terms. The functions of thé Committee would

&
include (1) advising the Commissioner with regard t3 the recognition’

1 . .
of accrediting agencies and aaeociations; (2) pdvising the Commissioner




Y

T -
.

‘ program assisted undey/tﬁis title, an institution of higher sdﬁkation,

4

on the.de&elopment of criteria for.such recognition, (3) advising the ///

Commissioner with regard to formulation of policy on institutional ‘ e

» s

Gligiﬂility, (4) advising the Commissioner with regard to State agénciss

designated as re1iab1e authorities_7::fpe quality of postsecondary

7

. ’ /
education in their Statedy (5) develdping standards and criteria for

s
institutions of higher education and vocational scl}ool/for which there
Trs e 4

are no recognized accrediting hgenciev (6) making appropriste 1egis1ative
recommendations, (7) advising the Commissioner bith regard to developments
in the accreditation process, and (8) sd%ising the Commissioner with )

ot

regard to his responsibilities in relati" to the award of degree-g(ggting

statug to Federal agencies and institytions..

.

¢

This provision»would provide ear statutory authority for,such

advisory committee, which would /replace the Accreditation and Institfi

- . . - _ - s
t16nal Eligibility Advisory Committee which was established by the
Secretary in 1974, Udder section 442 of the General Education Provisions

Act, that Committee ca exist for only two years withotit stetutory
i~ - . : .
authority., The pro¥ision in this bill would provide the necessary

authority to conginue the Committee for the duration of the programs¢ - °

N / . . *
ELIGIBILITY OF INSTITUTIONS .o g

ec, ’13 (8) (1) Subpart 1 of parf: F of title IV of the p.ct 1s

-}
ded hy adding at the end therﬁbf the forowing new section‘

—

- ELIGIBILITY OF. msn'm'rmus ¢

4 |
“8ec, 498A. (a) In/order to be eligible to participate id any

/ . ! " - ' }I ‘i ]

y \x f ) o E
;/,cﬁfﬁf’i, o . | : . .
. ‘ // | . ' ??f ]:()]' . ¢ ‘ -

* . ]
"

d
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H

\ vocational school, or othe* fristitution, in addition to meeting any

-

%ther requirements applicable to such program, must--

"(1) permit the Secretary or Commissioner (or duly authorized

v

.

Tepresentatiye théreof) to have.such accesg to the financial;

.

attendance, ;dmissibn, and osbe? records of the institution or séhool

+

as may be necessary‘(A) to perform a fisca1 audit with regard to
any funds obtained from a student who has received a grant, loan,
:or other benefit provided or insured under this titﬁe or (B) to
-determine compliance by the institution or School ith any statute,
regulation, or other standard or requirement rela' ng to participa-

tion in the program:

"(2) comply with such reasonable stapdards of financial

\4 ’
Q_Eesponsibility and appropriate institutional capability, as the s

4

Coﬁhdssioner may prescribe by regulation, for the-administration

of ‘the program or programs &frstudent financial afd authorized under

_ this title; and i S \\
) "(3) comply with such regulations as the~ﬁbmmissioner may prescribe y
with respect to maintenaﬁce of student records, public disclosure

of atatistics relaﬁing to the performance of the institutiqn f.

-

school and graduatea thereof; standards of eégics for advertising,

*
’

recruiting, and enrolling students' and establishment of a fair N
’ e‘ »

and equitab,lgrefund policy. !

"(c) The Commissioner shall issue such regulaticns as he deems .
ap ropriate providing for the limftation, suspenédion, or termination of '

.the eligibility under this part of any fnstitution of htgher educatifg,

vocational. lcﬂool or bther institution otherwise elfgible to participate
‘ A. * d". : . ) * ’
. oy . . ¢ ] M
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‘the institution ", : -

Tn\programs under‘thfs title whenever he determines, after affording

notice and opportunity for ;\hear@ng, that such institution or school

has violated or failed to catry. out any provision of this title, any

‘

other appdicable statutory‘provision,-or any\regulation prescribed )

under this title. ‘ . - \
. "(d) The Commissioner shall publish a list of State agencies which
he determines to be reliable authority as to (1) the quality of public,
private nonpcofit, and proprietary postsecondary vocational educational
institutions and schools in their ;;spective States, amd (2) the ethical
practices (as defingd by regulations of the Commissioqer) of such . .
institutions and schools, for the purpose of determining eligibility
for all student assistance programs," . \ -
(b) Section 438 ‘of the-Act is repealed.
(c), (1) Section 491(b)(1) of the Act is amended by strikiag out
.''except subpart-5 of part A, except subpart B,", . Lo
TN (2) Section 491 (b)(l) of the Act is amended by adding at the end
thereof;the following new sentence: ‘ T ‘?V‘
"Such term.also includes a public or nbnprofit private educational

3 N

institution in any State which, in lieu of the requjrement in section p

1201 (a) (l), admits as regular students persons who are beyond the age

of compuIsory gchool atténdance in the Qtate in which the institution if -

located and who have thE'ability to benefit from the training offered" by

0

- : \_'
(3) Section 1201(a) ef the Act is amen!%d by inserting after the

. * . L3
second sentence the following new séntence: "If _the Commissioner determings

~

" thédt a particular institution or school does not meet the requirements of

' . .{.

clause (5) because there is no nationally recognized accrediting agency

-




L]

or association, authoriz€>the Natiomal Advisory Committee on-Acéredita- 4

tion and Institutional Eligibility (established pursuant to section 1207)
= N 4

1to (A) prescribe the standards of content scope, and quality which must

!

(6) S bsections (b), (d),;and (e) of section 435 of the Act are .

- - ’ ’ - : * »
NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON ACCREDITATION
AND INSTITUTIONAL ELIGIBILITY . ..

.

z
~%

QSec. 20. Title X11 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 is amended

. by adding at the end thereof the«following new section~
& © "NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON ACCREDITATION

- _AND INSTITUTICNAL ELIGIBILITY g

. "Sec. 1207.| (a) There is established in ths Office.of Education .

- ¢ . .
a National Advis Committe'e on Accreditation and Institutional Eligé?ilitﬁ‘

_ \m’n'h ‘shall be ¢
L 4 N

—

lad;%f 15 members appointed by the Secretary upon
- - ; o




nomination by the Comileio_ner, from gmong individuala (1) knowle'dgeable N e

of ,aecondary and poatsecondary education, (2) represent\ative of students -

- > . -
/ ~

and youth,. (3) representative of profeséional aaaociations, 4) represen-

-
-

< tative of Stat& educational agencies, and (5) representative of the 3enera1 N
public. The (;hai.rman' of The Committee shall be appointed by the.Secretary. '
¥ - "(b) The_’term of office~o£ each meml?er of the Cou;nittee 81'1811. be

t;hree years, excep® that-- ' ) . \l L /‘ ' A
¢ 7 ’, : "(1) 'the‘membe—rs firat appointed to the Con;nittee shail erve .

as designated by the Secretary, five for a tenn of one year, five . N
for a term af-! two years, and five for a term of three yeara' and’ -

¢ "(2) any member appointed to fill a vacancy occuring prior .
+ ' (]

to the ‘expi-ration of the term for which his predece'saor -was appointed - .

. shall be appointed for the remainder of that term.
' ° 2
. "(e) The Committee shall--, .
’ (1) advise_the Comiqsioner with regard to his reaponsibility . .

; for the recognﬂktiqn “and deaignatioq of nationd\ly recognized .

accrediting' agencies and associationa; o

-

ps
. "(2) advise the Comiaaioner with regar‘:d to the development

of criteria and proceduree for recognition and designation of N

~

'

h\ccrediting‘ agencies and asspciations;'
) ’ . e . .
A. "3 advise the Commissioner with regard to fhe formulation

of policy relating to institutional eligibility, B _‘ .

"(4) advise the Coulnisaioner with regard to his responaibility '
> t -4
\to, designate State agencies as reliable authorities on the q\lality -
- )
. ¥ .
T " of postsecondary educat’ﬁmal institutions and ochoola ip their' - .
- ‘.,

L reopective Stateo' . ’ '

. - - . "(5) develop and aubmit to the Comiuioner for approval, ‘ R

- P, P L . 4
"

N -
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N

. « v 1
' . stan’rds and criteria for specific categories of voéaticnal
‘ P
training ins»titutions"and institutions of higher e‘d:ncation for

' o | which there are no recognize@ a‘!:crediting agepcy or ixrstitution,
in order to,estab-li‘sh the eligibility of such instisutions fbr
5 Y pa'ct.icipatior; in Feder_ain-fumiéd programs;
\"‘ ‘ . | "(6} réview existing legislation affecting the 'Co&‘missioner's .

L ‘ responsibilitly with rega‘rd to acereditdtion and insftutional eligi- N

bility and suggest appropriate revisions, 1f any; -

"(7), review, and .advise the Commissioner with regard to

di .
‘developments, in the accreditation process in all levels of educa-
* . N

}
tton; ’ T I . s

"(8) advise bhe Comissioner with regard to his recponsibili- .

ts [ ]

‘ -, ties in relation to the award of degree gra&ting status to Federal
. » L ’/ .
agencies ‘and institutions; ahd - . $ \ .

""(9Y*carry out “such other functions relating to aocreditétion ’
L) . ' X

s and institutional eligibility as may be assigged by the Comissioner.

B . s ™(d) ’ghe Committee’ shall meet not less than ,twicé each year at the
S . -,call of the Chaiman'. The date of, and agenda-for, each meeting of the

L - " .Comittee shall be submitted in advance to the Cou;iseioner f;r his -,

‘ ‘approval. A representative Uﬁtgg Comnissioner- shall Be preseng at all

g metings of the Comittee. C ‘ '. : .

4 / ' ) ' "(e) The Comittee ahall not later than November 30 of each year,

- make an annual report to theg Congre:f, t’hrough the Comissioner, the

Assistant Secretar,y for Education, and the Secret_ary. The anmial repott

shall 'contain a fiqt.jof the members '.of the Committee and theit addreeses, '

a list of the Comittee's functiohs, a list of dates 'and plecec of, eac'hﬂ

ineeting durimg the preceding fiscal year,.and a summary of the activities -

. . 1 A . ~ , N

~ N R 1 N 4-‘
. : . 4 ) . ) TOB . - ‘,

. ‘%
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L3

finaings, and recommendations made by the Committee during the preceding

fiscal year;". S . . : <
. - - -
. "(f) Subject to sectioﬁ'ﬂhS(b) of the General Education Provisions .
“Act, the Commi ttee shall continue to exist until September 30, 1979 " :
N - :
! LY . . '9
AN : '
. ‘ 1 (‘ [ ) -
. , 4 ’ -
i B
. A ‘ .
v ~ ' s ’
\
'
) :
N .. . M .\‘ i
. s .
! k) » S
- . .
-‘ . L] .
¢
- ' R R P
' . . .
. ’
\ R o
- ” * )
4 ‘ )
] /) * ) -
. ' ) ‘ "E.
. ¢~ . 1 .‘ \
’ -l . -3 D)
Y , ' !
e * -
td , . f' i b
. k . L -t 1
. 4 '
. ’ | ]
* * ‘ " /
B 4 .
2 ‘ ! . §jl .
T . ~ \}01 ~ Yo




LI

et .
“ \15 ,
. AAEY

- Y

. B - . "* Education Response. The following com-  ing a petition for recognitidn or renewal: |/
by the-Office of Edu-" _of recognition™*

e N
¥ P -
.

*
L 4 .
. Titte 45—yPliblic Welfare

CHAPEER 1—OFFICE,OF EDUCATION, DE-
PARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION,
AND WELFARE N :

PART 149—CRITERIA FOR RECOGNITION
OF NATIONAL ACCREDITING BODIES
AND STATE AGENCIES -

Notice of proposed rulemaking with
respect to eriteria
recogmition of Nationally Pecognized Ac-
crediting Agencles and Assoclatigys as

reliable authorities concerning the qual- " th

-ity of education, or trdining offered b¥

- educational irstitutions or programs was
published in the Frorral RecisTer on
March 1, 1874 (39.FR 7946) .- Intercsted
persons were given 30 days in which to
submit writtcn comments, suggestions,
or objections regarding the proposed
rujemaking.

‘The notice of proposed rulemaking also
indicated that the eflectiveness of these
criteria will pe closely monitored during

he first r of their implemcntation.
ercaftes, no later than June 1975, the
er ol Education intends to
y h furthér revisions of thdée
criteria as afe appropriate in light of this
review £nd other ongoing studies and re-
ports dealing-with accreditidtion g.nd in-
stitutional eligtbility. .
. Notice of proposéed rulemaling with
respect to criterin and procedures for
recognition of Sfate condary
Vocatfnal Zducation’ Age for ac-
creditation, of public postsecondary
vocational Institutions or programs was
published in the FroEmar RecISTER on

November 30, 1973 (38 FR 33089). Inter~

ested parties were given 30 days in which
to submit writtet comments, suggcs-
tions, or ehjections regarding the pro-
posed rulemaking. No comments were re-

ceived with respptt to the criteria for g

v °

recom’lg? of State postsecondary voca-
tional eddCation agenciél.

Ko, 1633
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co . : .
A. §ummary of Comments—Office of

Tmmﬁ.yere rec
d “criteria -

aw

tienaily Recognized Accrediting AgZen-

of ench comment, a response is set forth
stating .the, seasons why no change is
deemed necessary

1. Section 149.1 Scope—Comment. A
commaenter suggesteti addition of a policy
declaration “segarding support by ¥he
Oflice of Education’of voluntary accredi-
4ation.. The same commenter suggested
addition of a policy statement regarding
Btate and local control gver education.

+ . Response, Policy declarations are not

directly germane to régulations such as.
are set forth im the proposed.revised
Criteria. ‘The Office still adheres to the
po} reﬁlng support of Yoluppary ac-
cre®@wtioh, howsver. The statement re-

gar
ot relevant to the criterla in-
asmucl) as these critasta pertain only to
?ccreditlng bodies and not to gdhcationsl

nstitutions. - . L -
ction 149.2 " Defnitiogs—Com-

* ment. A commenter.suggested substitu- -

tion of the word “educational” in place
of “public” with reference to accredita-
tion. b \
* Response. Despité the fact that ac-
creditation is conducted by *private or-*
ganizations, it is an activity which serves
the pubhc. L ’

3. Section 149.5 Initial recognitiop, re-
newal of recdgunition—Comments. TWO
commenjers suggested changing thc re-
view cydle from four to five, of six years.
Re¥spdnse.- Corments received during
e&hﬂég' refiing the ériteria retom-
mended re{iew periods ranging from two,
to ten yeats In view of & lack of con~’
sensus on this matter, the U.§a Commis-
sioner of Education's AdvisoryCommit-
teo on Accred:tation, and Instifutional
Eligihility recommended continuation of
the four-year cycle<a} thistime. .

4. Section 449.6(a) Functional as-
pecf8—Comments. Specffic comments
were recelved regarding tligee subsec-
tions of 149.6(&}. The comments and re-
sponses foligwy

Comme#f. One commenter sought de-
letion of:the requirement td include on
visiting teams at least one person who
is not a member of the agency’s policy
or decision-making body or its adminis-
‘trative staft. - ) \ . !

Respdnse. Thi€provision 16 rctained in
order, to protcet.against coniflict of inter-
.est _situations, wijere policy, consulting,
and dcoision-flaking functions are
pldced in the hands of a smali group of
individuals. It does not refer to the use
of “lay” persons on.visiting tcams, but
rather compctent, knowlcdgeable pecrs
wi are not themselves.directly involved
in the final dcgision rendered by the ac-,
crediting body. ¢

Comment, A commenter subgested ad-
dition of a requirement for self-study by
&ccrediting agency stafl: *

Respogse. In the judgment of the Of-
fice of' Educatioh, agency self-study is

-

.
X -

.. 108,

L3

~

v Y .

tations. After o summary .

pflqr to fleld testing
" “the criteria; o

g State ofid Jocal control pver edu-

. 162—TUESQAY, AUGUST 20, 1974
149 ter—turson ~

’ T sm e

clcarly implicit in the process of prepar-  *,

——————

*.Comnerit. .A - commenter , rald that
there Was need for Increased specificity
regarding the self-analysis requirenient. -~}

Response. Accrediting agencies re-
viewed by, the Office cover the increas-
ingly braad spectrum of postsecondary
educatfon. This vciiteria -the¥efore.
touches enly upon what the Office- has - -
determineg fram experienceé to be the .
essentials-of the procesf.” Vhtiations in | ;
the gelf-ang)ysis process. such ag'the in-
clusion of ghantitative material and cod -
operation ith olher agencies, are left up-
to individual aecre?lt.lnx encies.” -

5. Section 149.6({b) ResponSibility—
Comments. Several comments were ge-
Seived regarding various subsections of
149.6{b). The comments and responses
follow: . . .

Comment, Two commenters asked for °
the deletion of ‘the requirement refgrd-
ing inclusion.gof publicrepresentgtites in »
the™nceredi g >

-

ion process. # .
Response. This provision is, retained

beeause,.in protecting and advancing the |

interest of quality education, institu-

tiont® and progrant accrediting serve the

public Interest. There is no reason to feay .,

that by addifg ‘s more generalized poin

of reference, the accreditatiorn proccss -

would be made any less insightful. The

public cor ent is a.complement to the .

esséntial professional judgmernts hade in. " .

the¢ accseditation review,'not a replace- N

ment for them. D |
" Comment.” Two comruenters suggeated “ |

delction of the requirement that the cur- - ¥

rent accreditajion status and the date of 4

next review be published. . -
Response. €nasmueh: as mccreditation -

serves a public function, the public, pro-

‘spective students, snd employers should

be appriséd of all institutions which Bave

less than “fully approved” status. I
Comment. One commenter suggested

Tevision of the requirement regarding op-

poustunity to comment on reviged ascredi-

tation standards rovide fofsuch oc-

tivity to.take place through “M®mber in-

‘ptitutions.” =

" Response. Acereditation affects -othct .
elements of socicty than edficational i+ .
stjtutions. Comments from these other .
elcments should -flow directly $o the'ac- !
crediting agency without running the
risk of dilution or misinlérpretation by .
educationdl institutions. . Pe
CommenteOne commenter .cajed for °
the dcletion of the provision for evalu-
ations, other than initial ones, to be car-
ricd out without the invitation of the ex-
eciitive officer, of the institution. .
Response. This provision s’ rctained
because it permits acerediting agéncios .
to investigate possivle violations of their, -
standatds in a-timely and efféttive
manner. - i ) K
Comment. ‘One commenter gugpested.
dcletion of the requirement for foster- ¢

Sng of tthical practices, such ns nondis-*

crimination and fair tuition refunds. * -
.. Response, Since the functions of ac- .
crediting agencies affect the public, the ,
agoncies should demonstrate responsibil- |

ity in-such ar as discrimination and -
financial respohsibility. -

-
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< l3p042 © S RULES'AND REGULATIONS " ..

Commcnl Oué conm'\fn{er suggestcd blc aumont) as to thie quality of train-
the addition’of a requircinent that ac- fhg offered ‘The'Cominjssioner’s recegni- |
b crediting ngcncxcs furnish- the lustitution  tion Is gpranted and the agency or.msso-
B - *alst of proposed yisiting team members . eiation 1s included on the Lt dnly when
. .and "afford the institution the right to "it mcets the criteria established by the

accept or reject an individual as a pro- ‘Comnnssiorter and set f6rth in § 149 6 of
- posed_examiner, _this part,
J. *  Response Tiils suggestion -appears to § 119.2_ DeThitions.

° have- réasonable validity, and currently o . " .

& number of aecrediting agencles have Accrediting” means the process
- "such a policy. The Office wishes to con~ Wfereby an agency or association grants
sider further wlicther or hot to'add this PUblic recognition to a schodl. Insti

requirement tq the criteria. COUCSC.! unhéCrsxtz.i gr specializ
. ¢ gram of study which mcets ce
After consideration of the above tom- tablished qualifications and ‘cd

menits, Part 149 of Title 45 6% the Code
\ : standaids, as dctermined ,tirough initigl
of Federal R¥%gulations is amended .to and periodic evaluations' The essential.

* read as'set forth below. -
purpose of ti{e aco echtation process is to
J Effective date Pursuant to sectior; 431 [ 5yide  professional judgmient as to the,
(B) of the General Provisions Act (20 gymbity* of the etlucational institution or
. Us.C. 1232(b)) these regwdations be- program(s) offered, and to eﬂ%ou'.agg
come effective jugust 20, 1974. contigual improvement thereof;

Dated: August 15, 1974, .5+ *“advers{ agcrediting  gction” eans
v T.H Brw . denial of accreditation or preacci@glita-
USs.c is d tion status or the withdrawal of ac-
ommissioner of Education.  (reqitation or preaccieditation status;

Approved: August 16,1974, ° “Agency or association” means a cor-

. CASPAR WA \VE;’NBERGER. i poration, assoctation, dr other lcgal en-

y . tity or unit thereof which has the pnin-
Se::i!a‘:/yel{t;/m}{ealth, Education, cipal responsibility for carying out the

- s-aecrediting fungtion; -
- . ’ “Instmmonj acoreditation” apphes
PAR 9—COMMISSIONER’S RECOGNI- " to ¢he total institution and signifies that
TION "P2OCEDURES FOR NATIONAL the institution as a whole 1s achieving its

formation estahlishing Its compliance
with the cntena set fo:th in § 149°6
This, isformation niay be supplrmentcd
by pcrsonnl Lntcrvu:vs or by review of
the agency's facilitigs, records, person-
nel* qualifications. and adwuunistrative
management Each agency listed will be
reevaluated by the Comnusslener at his -
discretion, hut at least once every ‘four
rears. No adversc «deciston wili become
al without affording opportusiity for

nng 'f/ ’

In view of the,criterla set forth
1496, it Is un,hkclf that more thin
one _associxtion “or agency wili qualf
for recozmition (1) ,in a defined geo-
graphical arca of jurkscbeuon or (2) in
& defined field of program specialization
witlun' secondary or postsecortdary~edy-
cation. If two or ‘moie/separate orga-
nizatior’s in A.defined field do seek recog-
nition, they will both be expccted to
demonstrate néed-Yor their actinties and
she'w that they collaborate closely so that
theis accreduting activities do not un-
“duly disrupt the affected: Insldtutlon or
program. .

(20U S.C. 1141(s))

§149.6 Criteria.  WPn. .

.In requesting designation-by the U S.
Commissioner of Eduéation as a-na-
tionally recogmzcd accrediting agency

‘., ACCREDITING B@DIES AND STATE educational pbjectives sajislaatorily; - OF 8ssogiation.an accredithg agency or
AGENCIES . *Reglonal” means the conduct of in- association-must Show:
- ’ Subpart A—Criterla for Nationally Reco;nlx?'ﬁ jtutional accreditation 1n three or more (a) Functional aspects. Its functional
Actrediting Agencies and Assoclations * S o5t ~ . aspects wUl be (z:tmonstréateﬂ by: ’
P * (1) Its"Scope of operations: -
Seo: : ' Coe s Representatites ¢i the prnc means

1491 Scope. +* . - remesentatives who atelaymen 1% the (1) The agency or association Is* na-
) 1492 Defnitlons. sense that they are not educators n, or- fional pr regional In its scope of

1493 Pabltegtion of 1ML, . ‘bperations.

1494 Inclusifyon list. members of, the profession f8rwhich me

149.5 ial recopnition, renewal g ecogni- ‘Students™wge bemg prepared, nor in an
, m&}k" ognition, ¢ R of recogi . way are dingctly related to the institu-

' M98 criteria : C- tions or prggrams being evaluated;

Avn-ionnx (20 USC 401(b), 1035(b) “Statcs” ancludes the Distriet of
#1131(s), 124B(11)): (42 US C. 293a(b), 295¢-, Columbia and {grmtornies and possessions -

B 3(b), 295h-4(1j(D). 298b(f)), (8 USC. of thc United States. -
1J01(s){15) (F)), (12 USC. 1749c(b)): (38 (27)1150 1141(n}) |
US.C.1775(a)).

{4 The agency or assoclation clearly

“defines in its. charter, by-laws or ac- -

crediting stangards the sgope of 'its

activities, including the geographical

aren and tivt types, and levels of inshitu- .

‘t101t3 Or progiams covered. s

" (2) Its,organization: -
(i) “The ngency or associationyhas the

. ublicati ; admirmistrative personnel and proce-
Ll L Subpgﬂﬁmaru for Shh Agtnchs § 149.3 lum)t:nhon of list. dures. té_carry out its operations In &
_Bec. . N Pcuodlcally me US Comfnissioner of timely and effective manner.

14920 /Scope ‘ . Educatlon will pablish a Tist in the Fro- <ThA agency or assoclation defines
149 21 7 Publicationi of 11st ERAL Recrsten of the‘acciedlting ngen- “S dr’needs manages its expendi-
~149.22 Inélusion on fist. cics and associations which he deter- -4, ree "and has adcquate financial, re-
14923 é”i(‘“‘ recognition; reevaluation mines to he.1elablc®authorities §s 10 g0 b0 carry out its aperations, &s
. 1492¢ Criterln. the quafy of training offered by edu- 4o 0% "o externally audited financia)
y '~ AoTHoRmrr: Sec. 438(b) of thie Higher Ldu-- cational insthutions or programs, either statement.

cation ol 1965 Pub. L 89-329 a8 amended {n a geographical area’or in a spccia]

by Pub. 1792318, 86 Stat. 235,264 120 US C. jzed fleld. The general scope of 'the™

" T 1087-1(b)). recognition granted to each of the listed
Subpart A—Criteria for Nahonally Recog- accredmng bodles will 2130 be. llst.ed

§ -nized Accrediting Agencies and Associa- (2ousc ““(n” :

(iil) The agency’s or asscelation's fees,
{f any, fpr the accreditation process do ”
not excedd the reasonable cost of sus-
tainipg and improving the process. |

Mv) The apgcncy or assqciation uses,

. tions
s Scor. © ORI Dot oot a0 el s
Accredftation of Institutlons or pro-  Any accrediting agency or associatlon . gejcets such persons in accordance with
grams of justitutions by ngeneies or agso- Which desirés to be listed by the Com-  pondiscriminatory practices! (A) to par-
: clations nationally regognived by the U S.- Missioner as meeting the criterta set ticipate on visiting. evaluatlo ams;
4 - 'Comimissioner of FEdiscatlen Is a pyergq- forth in § 149 6 should apply in wriling (D) to enpage in consultative scms for
. uisite to {he eligibilty for Federal fuan- - t0 tho Director, Accreditation and In-  theevaluation and accreditation processi
einl assistanee of i jtutions and of the stitiutional Lllulblllty st«’\" Bureau of and (C) to QCI’\C on po“cy and declslo“_

. . students,attending suchugshitutions un- Fostsccondary Education, Office of Edu-  maging bodies. !
. * der a wide varisty of feder 3Ny supported cation. Washington, D C. 202v2. " (v) The agency or assoclation lnc!udes ;
programs. The recopuition of ACN- 8 1195 Initi. Al re engnition, mul ropewal  on cach visltuys ervaluation team'at le
) cles s réNected 4in 1lsts publishied BY the of recognition. . _one person who Is not a member of
- f:é?‘z,’:;mo’;f;‘:& ",‘l’:{ i:g:;g:. l;t;(t' '3:’;:1 18) For imtin) recognltion and for re- pollcy or deciston-making body or its ad-
the Commissioner's¢inding 0‘1 any sich nevm.l of rcwgumon the accrediting munistrative statl. -
recognized,agency or asseciation is reta- nccr);y or essociation wiil furnish m- (3) 1ty pro.ccdures: ‘.
< v , » . , ) m -
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(I The ageucy or association main-
talus clear definitions of each level of
accreditation status and has clearly

(ritten procedures for granting, denying,
'pmrmmg. revoking, and reinstating
uchaccredited statuses, '

{1i) The agency.or.asseclation, If it
has developed & preaccreditation stdtus,

- provides for ‘the apphication of -criteria

and procedures that are related in an
appropriate manner to those employed
for accreditation’.

(1)) The agency ,or assoclatipn re-
tquires, as an integral part of Its ::ccrodit-
ing process, institutional or program
self-analysts and an on-site review'by a
:'lsmng team. . .

(A) The self-analysis shall be a quali~’
tative assessment of the strengths and
lmitations of the institution or prograny,
including the achievement of Institu-
tional or program objectives, and should

involve & representative portion of the.

institution’s administrative staff, teach-
ing facuity, students, governing bedy,
ahd othen appropriate sconstituencies.

(B) The agency or assoclation pro-
vides-written and consultative gwddance
to the institution or program and to the
visiting team.

(b) Responsibility. ,Its responsibllity
will be demeonstrated by the way in

-which— -

(1) Its accreditgtion in -the fleld- in
which it operates servds clearly identified
néeds, as follows:

1) The agency's or assoclation's ger
creditation program takes into ount
thé rights, responsibilities, and {nterests
of stadénts, the general public, the aca-
demlc, professional, or ogcupational fields
involved, and institutions. * ,

.. “(l1) The agency’s,qr assoclation's pg/:

poses and objectives are cleaily defined
In its charter, by-laws, or accrediting
standards. . *
(2) It 1s responsive to the public in-
terest, in that: .
() The agerdcy or assoclatéon includes

" representatives of the public_in its policy

. or reconsiderat!

and decision-making bodles, or in an
advisory or consuitative capagity that
assures attentioi: by the policy and de-
cision-makjng bodies. .

(1) The agency or assoclatlo
Jishes or othetwise makes pybll
able: 3

(A), The standards by which institu-
tions or programs are evaluateds

{B) The procedures upllized in srriv-
ing at declsions regarding the accredita-
tlon status of an institution or program;

(C) The current acereditation status
of tnstitutions or programs and . the date
of the next_ currently scheduled 1eview

y of accrcditnhoan;"

(D) The nafies and affliations of

pub-
avall-

~.nembers of lts policy .and dcecision-

E

making bodles, and the pamers) of its
principal adminmstrative pegsonnel;

(E) A ‘description of the ownership,
contra} and type of legal organization of
the agéncy or association. ..

(1) The agency or assoclation pro-
vides advance notice of proposed or re-
vised standard® to all persons. institu-
tions, and organizations signtficantly af-

M . E
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fected by Its accrediting process, and
provides such persons, Institutlous and
ofgauizations adequate opportunity to
cornment en such standar }Jrlor to thelr
adoption. N .

(iv) The agency or assoclation has
written procedures for the revicw of com-
plaints pertaining to institutional or pro-
gram quality, ds
agency's standards, and demonstrates
that such procedures are adequate to
provide timely treatment of such com-
plaints in & manner thpt 1s fair and
equitable to the complainant and to the

* institution or program. .

(3) It assures due process its ac-
créditing procedures, as demon$ffated In
part by ‘

(1) Affording Ihitial evaluation of the
Institutions or programs only when the
*chief executive _gﬂicer of the Instifution
applies for accreditation of the institu-
tion er any of its programs;

(ii) Providing for adequate discussion
during an on-site visit between the visit=
ing team and the faculty, administrative
staf® students, and other appropriate
persons; ' . s
. (il) Furnishing, as a result of an eval-
uation visit, a written report to the in-
stitutlon or prozram commenting on
areas of strengths, areas needing im-
provement tJnd, when appropriate, sug-
gesting me of improvement and in-
cluding specific areas, if any, where the
Institution or program may ot be In
compliance with the agency’s standards;

(1v) Providing the ohief executive of-
ficer of t’hegnstxtu;ion or program with
an opporiunlty to comment upon the
written repord and to file supplemental
materfpls pertinent to the facts and con-
cluslork in tre v riten report 6! the visit-
ing tegn b2fore the accrediting agency
or assqfiation tokes-actian on the report;
' (v) Evaluating, whag-ippropriate, the
of the visiting-team in the pres-
engf of a member.-of the team, prefer-
ably the chairman;

(vl) Providiag for the withdrawal of
accredifation only for ¢ause, after e~
view, or when the Institution or program
does not permit reevaluation, after due
notice;

(vi) Providing the chief executive ofws be Inco

ficer of the imstitution with a specgf
statement of reasons for any adverse
crediting actian, and notice of the right
to appeal such action;

(vill) Establshing and implementing

« published rules of procddure regarding
appeals widch will prdvide for:

(A) No change In the accreditation
status of. the Institution or program
pending disposition of an appeal; ¥

. (B) Right G a hearlgg before the ap-
peal body; . -

(C), Supplylng the chief executive of-
‘ficer of <he institution with a written de-
cision of the appeal body, Including &
statement of specifics. ) .

* (4) It has demonstrated capabtlity and
wlllingness to foster cthical practlees

J among the institutlons or programs

which It accredits, including equitable
stucdent tuition refunds and nongliscrim-
Inatory practices In admissions and em-~
ployment. *

. ¢
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(5) It maintains a nr'ogrz\m ol evalua-
tion of its edugational standerds deslzned
to assess theig'valicity and reliability.

(6) It secures sufficlent quulitative In-
formatlon regetding the lustitution or
program which shqws an on-going pro-
gram evaluation ol outpyts consistent
with thie cducational goals of the histitu-

these reiate to the* tlon or prograin. -

(1) It encouraggg experimental and In-
novative programs to the extent that
these dre concelved and implemented in

a8 manner which ensures the quality and

Integrity of the institutiqn or program.

(8) It accredits only thase institutions
or programs which meet its published
standards, and demonstrates that its
gtandards, policles, and procedures are
fairly applied and that its evaluations
are corducted and declislons rendered
under conditions that assure an impar-
tial and objective judgment.

(9) It reevaluates at reasonable inter-
valg Institutions or programs which 1t has
accredited:

(10) It requires that any reference to
its accreditatione of accredited institu-
tions and programs clearly specifies the
areas and levels for which acereditation
has been received. .

(c) Relwability. Its rellability is demon-

strated by—
(1) Acceptance throughout the United
- States of 1ts policiés, evaluation methods,
and .decisions by educators, educational
Institutions, licensing bodies, practijlon-
ers, and employers; ¢ . .
(2) Regular revieg of its standards,
policles and procedures, in order that the
evaluative process shall support con-,

. structlve analysis, emphasize factors of

critical importance, and reflect the edu-
cational and tralning needs of the
student;

€3) Not Jess than two years® expertance °

as an accrediting agency or assoclation;
(#) Reflection 1% the composition of ifs
,policy and decislonmaking bodies of the
community of intercsts dircctly affected
by the scope of its accreditation. '
(d) Autonomous. Its autonomy iIs dem-
* onstrated by evidence that—
($)) I&?rlorm‘ho function that weuld
stent with the formatlon of an
Independent judgment of the quality of
an educational program or institution;
(2) It provides in its operatlnj ro-
cedures' .against confiict of Interest in
ziz rendering of its judgments and
declsiony. ‘ . .

(30 US C. 1141(a))
Subpart B—Criterla for State Agencies
§ 149.20 "Scope.

(a) Pursuant to section 438(b) 6f the
Higher Education Act of 1965 as
amended by Public Law 92-318, the
United Stnt,csl?ommlssloncr of Education
i1s required to
cles"whichh he determines to he reliable
authorities as to the quality of public
postsecondary vocatlonal education In
thelr respective States for the puipose of
determining 'cllglblllty for Federal stu-
dent assistance programs. administercd
by the Office ofs Education. ’ -

x
~ . v

20, 1674 °

ubllsh a list of State ageng -
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* (b) Appreval by a State agfncy In-
gluded on the list will provide an dlter-
native means of sptisfying statutory (1) Receives @dequate and timely
stapdards as to the quality of publi¢ financial support, #s shown by Its ap-
postsecondary vocational education to be * propriations, to carry out its-operations;
, undertaken by students recelving asslst- - (ill) Selects competent and knowledge-
ance under such programs. - able persons, qualified by experiencesand
120 U S.C. 1087-1(b)) training, and selects such persons in ac-
) - cordance with nondiscriminatory prac-
* §149.21 Publication of list. . | tices, (A) to participate on visiting teams,
Periodically the U.S. Comfunissioner of (B) to.engage in consultative services
Education will publish a list In the Fgo~ {Or the evaluation and approval process,
ERAL REGISTER of the State agencies 3nd (O) to serve on decision-making
which he determifies' to be reliable au- bodies. (
thorities as to the quality of public post. (3} Iis procedures. The Staté agenfy:

secondnry voeational education In their _ {1 Maintains clear definitions df ap-
respective States. proval status and has developed written

procedures for granting, reafirming, re-
(20 US.C. 1087-1(p)) voking, denying, and remstatglg ap-
§ 149.22 * Inclusion on list.

proval status; .
Any State agency which desires to be (i) Requires, as an integral part of
listed by the Commissioner as. meeting

the criteria set forth In § 149.24 should

- apply In writing to the Director, Accredi-

tation and Institutional Eligibility Staff,

_ Bureau of Postsecondary Education, Of-

-fice of Education, Washington, D.C.
20202. . .

(20 U.S.C. 1087-1(b))

§149.23 Initial recognition, and reeval-
: union.. D '

operations in a timely and -effective
manner; P

stitutional or program self-analysis and
onsite reviews by wsiting’teams, and pro-
vides written_and consultative guidance
fo institutioris or programs and visiding
teams.

(A) Self-analysis shail be a qualhtative
assessmentwof the strengths and limita-
tions of the truetional program, in-
cluding the achievement of institutional
or program objectives, and should in-
vblve a representative pprtion of the in-
stitution’s administrative staff, teaching
faculty, students, governirly body, and
other apprpprigte constituencies.

(B) The visituig team, which includes

For Initial recognitich and for renewat
of recognition, the State agency will fur- \
nish informalerrestablishing its compli-

© ancc widh the gnteiia set forth in
§149.24. This information may be sup- qualified esaminers other than afency
plemented by personal interviews or stafl, reviews instructlonal{ content,
by review of thc agency’s facjlities, rec- methods and resources. administrative
ords, personnel qualifications, and ad- management, student services. and facib
fnistratlve management. ‘Each agency ities. Xt prepares written reports and rec-
d will be rcevaluated by the Com- ommendations for use by the State
missioner at his disctetion, but at least 8agency. . - .
once cvery four years. No adverse de- (iili) Reevaluales b reasonabje and
clsion will become final withqut afford- regularly scheduled intervals Inst:tutions
ing an opportunity for a hearing. or programs which it has appro':ed
(20 U.S.C. 1087-1(b)) (1) Responsibility and reliability Thre
o responsibibity, and reliability of the State
§ 149.24 Criteria for State ngcnc'y:s.

agency »ill be demonstrated by:

The following-are the criteria which (1) Its responsiveness to the public in-
the Commissioner of- Education -will ‘efest.The State agencys = .
utilizc In designating a State agcncy as ‘ t tion f blic om
a reliable authority to assess the quality Vides for representation from pu -
of public postsecondary vocatlonal edu- Ployment services and employers, em-
cation In fts respeetive State. ployees, postsecondary vocational edu-

() Functionalaspects The functignal C2tors. students, and the general public,
aspects of Wgency must,, be

including minority groups. Among ils
. shown by functions, this structure provides counsel
(1) Its scope of operations. The

to the State agcncy relatling to the de-
agency: velcpment of stunda.ltdn;',‘él opemtlngts pr)o-
: cedures and, policy, interprets the

(1) Is statewide In the scope of its ap- ur POy D
erations and_is legally authoriZed to ap-

- educational needs and manpower projec-
tions of the State’s public postsecondary
prove public postspcondary vocational in-
stitukions or progtams;

vocational education system:
(i) Clearly sets fo

(1) Dcmonstratés that the advisoy

the scope of 1ts  body makes a real and meaninglul con-

abjectives and nctivitis, both as to kinds  ¢ribution te the approval process; )
and levels of public postsecondat¥ vocA~ (1) proyides advance public rotice of
tional institutions-or programs covered, proposed or revised standards or regula-
and the kinds of operations performed;  fione through its rcgular channels of
(i) Delineates the process by which conununlcauc:s.;?plemnted.u“eces-'

.

it diffcrefitiates among and approves sary, with direct €ommuynicatfon to in-
gramsof varying levcls. .+ form intcrest mcmber‘sy::t the affected
(2) Its  organization. State gommunity. In additlon, it provides such
fageney: ’ - persons the opportunity to comment on
(1) Employs qualified personnel and the standards or regulations prior to
uses sound procedures to carry out its their adoption;

The
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(lv) Secures suffictent gualtative in--
formatipn regarding thic applicant nsti-
tution pr program to cnable the institu®

-tion or program to demonstrate that it
has an ongoing program of cvaluation of
outputs consistent with Its educational
goals; ; LY.

(v) Encowages expersnental and in-
novative programs to the cxtent that
these are conceived and implemented in
& manner which ensures the quality and
integrity of the institution or prozram;

(vi) Demonstratcs thats it approves
only those institutions or programs
which meet its piibhshed standards; that
its standards, policies, procedures
are Tairly apphed; and §?:t. its evalua-
tions are conducted and declsions are
rendered under conditions that assure an
Impartial and objective judgment:

(vil) Regularly reviews its standards,
policies and procedures In order that the
evaluative process shall support con-
structive analysis, emphasize factors of
critical importance, and reflect the edu-
cational dnd training needs. of the
student; B
_ (vui) Performs no function that would
be inconsistent with the 1 ation of an
independent judgment of ¥he quality of
an educational institution or program;

(jx) Has wiitten procedurcs for the re-
view of complaints pertaining to.insti-
tutional of program quality as these
relate to the agency's standards, and
demonstrales-that such proceduces are
adequate to provide timely treatment of
such complamts in' a manner fair and

* equitable tp the complainant and to the
iInstitution, or-program;

(x) Annually makes availablé to the
public (A) its policies for approval, (B)
reports of its operations, and (C) 1list of
Institutions” or programs which §t has
approved; .

(xi) Requiies each approvéd schvool or

¢ prograin to report on changes instituted
to determine continued compliance with ,
standards or regulations;

(xil) Confers regularly with counter~
part agencies that have similar responsi- -
bilities In other and neighbgring States
about methods and techniques that may
be used to meet those responsibilities.

(2) Its assurances that gue process is
accorded to Institution$®or programs
seeking approval. The State agcney: :

() Providés fpr adequate discussion
during the on-sitc visit between the visit-
ing tcam and the faculty, administrative
atafl, students, and other appropriate
persons: v \ v,

(i) Futnishes as a’'result of the evdl~
uation vistt, & written report to the insti-
tution or proftam commenting on areas

. of strength, arcas necding Improvement,
and, when appropriate, suggesting ineans
of improvement and including specjfic
areas, if any, where the Institution or
progiam may not be In compliance with
the agency's standards: -~

(iil) Provides the chief executive oficer
of the instltution or program with op-
portunity to comment upon™thc written
report and to file supplcmental imaterials
pertincnt to the facts and conclusions in
the writtcn report of the visiting team

cw




boL |
t . “before the-agency takes uhm on m\ R Lt . - . ’ f;
report; g ‘ ’ .
- (iv) Provides the'chief execum-e officer ° - . . ]
- of the institution with a specific stgge- - - .o . )
*  ment of remsons.for any adverse acfion,/ .- . : . : .
and noti¢e of the right to ap| ch . : .
N action hefore an appeal body des ted T . . . ? ;
~  for that purpose; ;- = , _—
(v) Publishes rules of procedtbre- : :
garding appeals; i ST . J PR 2
(v1) Contjnues the approval status of * . K -
the Institution er program pending dis- 4 /
bosition of an appeal; - . \/ .
s+ . (vi) Purnishes the chlef executive o!- .
ficer of the-institution or progmm with A L Y
s s written decision'of the a.ppea Jdn- - . .
« . cluding a _statement .of reasons . .
" therefor. o A . .
(¢c) Capacity to foster efhical practicess -
'The State agency must demonstrate, its |
capability and, ‘willingn ‘to, foster 0 . .
ethital practices by showing tha,t it: e ) R ’ . . )
(i) Promotes a well-dgfined set of eﬁ:u i .
cal standards governing institutional or
programmatic proctices, Mcluding re- . .
\ crultment, advertising, .transcripts, fair )
> “ and equitable tudent tuition refunds, \
and student placement services, - . )
(i) Malntalns appropriate rexiew in °¢ ’ .
relation to the 2thical practices of each . . . .- s
approved Institutiontor programs, . = . ’
(20 U.S.C. 1087-1(b)) . s . . 4 L - . . .
[FR Doe.74-19298 Plled 8-19-74:8:45 am) - . VAR
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DEPARTIENT OF HEALTI, EDU-

. CATION, AKD WELFARE .

Cd

;

-\* Office of.Education

“NATIONALLY RECOGNIZED -ACCRED-
ITING AGENCIES AND ASSOCIA-

TIONS, = o
. . 2 Criteria and list -
Preamble. For the purposes pf deter-
mining cligibility for Fedural assistance,
pursuant t» Piblic Low 82-550 and sub-
sequent legislation, the US. Commis-
sioner of ation is required to publish
nafionally recognized acéredit-
s and associations which l.e
es’#4 Be rcliable autherity as
ality of training offered by edu-

\'w,_’. cational-fhstitutions.

The Commissioder will fécom?e any
and all agencies only for the geoBraphic
.area(s) and prograrm field(s) specifically
designated in each case.

Accrediting is the voluntary process
- whereby an association or agency grants
public recognition to a school, institute,
‘college, university, or specialized pro-
gram of study which meets certain estab-
lish qualifications and educational
@rds as detcrmined through initial
and periodic evaluations. Accrediting
also Implies stimuiation toward quality
improvement: beyond the minimum
standards specified by the acerediting
Body -

.
-

CarTenia ;

The following arc the criteria wWhich the
Bormmissioner of Eucation will utilize In
determining whether a natlonally cecognized
accrediting agency or assoclation is reltable
suthority asto the quility of tralning ofered
by educational lustitutions.

The agencv or associatlon:

1. Is regicnal ot national in the scope of
ite operations. (Regional as here used rmeans
several 3tates); ‘

2. Scrvey a deflnite nced for sccreditation.

in the f.eld In which It operates;
. 3. Performs no fumction that would be In-

¢+ _gonsistent with the formation of an lade |
pendent judgment of 'th2 quality of an edu-

eattonal program or institution;

B

°

\

"APPENDIX C

]
- ¢

ance with published policles and procedures;
-(c) Has clear. written definitiuns’ of shg
rroccdures for (1) the accrediting of Instj-
utlpns or programis, {2) placigg thetn oh 'a
probationar) status,*{3) revoking accredited
statis, anct (4) relnstating the accredited
status of an {nstituslon or programn;

,(d) Charges only reasonnble fees;

(e} Uses experienced and/quahhied e¥am«~ .

Iners to vistt \nstitutions, tp examine edica-
tlonfl objectives, to litspect courses, pro=
grams, administratly~ pragtices, services, and
facilities, and to prepare yritten reports and
recorthengations  for gvaluation by the
agency or, assoclation—gnd calisés such ex-
aminationl t¢ be canducted uader condjtions..
that assweé an
jvdgmeng; ° ,

() Evaluates an Igstitution or program
only with thc specific authorization’ of the
ghlef execmilve officer Of the Institutiony

{g): Provides for adequate consultation
during the visit between the team of visitors
and th¢_ faculty, admintstratise stafl, and
studenis; [4

+4NY As o result of the acereditstion visit,
furnishies s written report to the chief execu-
tive officer of the institution with cominents
on thaudnstitution's areas 6f strength, on the
areas ‘necdung imprévement, and on “sug-
gested means of improvement;
< (1) Provides the chief eaecutive officer with
an opportunity to comment upon the factual
elements of the peport of the visiting team
before the agency ur zisoclation takes action,
on it:

(J) Evaluates the rcport of the team-in
the preser<e of & member of the team, pref-
‘ersbly the chatrman,

{k) Provides a regular means whereby the
institytion may appeal to the {ina) authorlty
in the sgency or ar<d¢iation; -

(1) Reevaluntes at reasonable intervals its
accredited  Lostitutlods, and  educational
pregrams; .

8 If an agency has developed a preace
creditation siatys, 127 shal]l haive adequate
proceiures and rijuirenents for the asard
of such staius compirabic to those em-
plosed for tre awuard of acetredited status;

9. Reivles's at razular intervals the criterla

and objective -

~« by which 1t tvalui'ss inditutions or educs-

4."Makes publicly avatiable (a) current In- *

formation concerning itacriteria or standards
-for acceditatlon. 10} reposts of its opcra-
ttons, (c¢) lists of {nstitutions or educational

_programs which it has accredited;
8. Encourages and giies stal guidance for

institutlonal or grogram scif-study prior to°

sccreditation; ,
. 6 .Secures sufficient and perfinent data
Jtoncerning the qualitative aspects of an in-
stitutjon or educational program, and ace
credits offly those institutions or programs
which after on-shic exarnination are found
to meet the published crite¥ia  for
accreditation, ‘

7. Has An sdequate organization and eflecs

tive procedures to maintatn its operations’

R & professional basls Among the fagtors
bg constdered Jn_ this connection are that
the agency of asidcration .
{n) Clearly sefs forth thie scope of its ac-
erediting activities, both as o geopraphical

srea andg, natdre ‘and type of institutlons or.

program ficlds covered,

~
{b) Has Ananeinrecurces s shown by
its & tanchi statenicnts necessasy to
malntelnn gecreditting operatlons in accord-
Ad

e
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tlonal progreé—s, in order that Che criteria
shall both supro*t ¢sns.cuctive analysis and
emphasize fA¢€tors of critidal Lnportance,

10 ¥as demonstrated rio: jess than 2 years'
exponer.cae as an ccoraditing agency,

11. Has gpincd acceptance of its criterla,
metheds of gvaluation end decisions, by edu-
cational institut.ons, praztitioners. licensing
bndics and cmploy ¢rs throughout the United
States, :

1P Has demonstrated its capablility and
willingnezs: to enforce ethical practices
ampng theinstitutlons, and educational pro-
grams accredited by it, -

In view bf the critersh set forth above, It
‘s “unlikely that mnore thah one Association
or agency will qualily for zecognition (a) In
a defined geographical area of jurisdiction or
{b) IR 8 defined ficid of program speciatiza-
tion withln posisceondary ‘or colteglate
exducation

These criteria_supersede ‘the critéria pre- °

viausly promulsated by the Commissioner.of
Education on October 4, 1952, 17 FR
8929-8030 |
. List” |

Fhe following Ust of nationally recogglzed
accrediting  agencles and  asvsoclatidus In-
chicles orgunizatinns which _have peen geter-
mined by the Commasiiner of Fducation to
be reliable uuthority as to the qualhiy of
trainiug offered by educational Jastitutiols
either In a peographica) arca or fi o speclat-
1zed ficld This Nist is publishied as required

)
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by the pertinent 1cgisiation and Is based on
lntonn:\ud}\ currently avallable .

Auy other agenty or a<saciatlon which
desires to bie Included In the st should re-
quest Incluslon In writing Fueh ageney or
susoclation listed will be recvaluated by (e
€Commisslonicr at his discretion but at |east
once every § years '

For Inftial recognition abhd for renewal of
recognition, the accucy or -assoclation will
be requested tor furnish Inforaation estab-
lishing Its C:mpliance wiil the staied crite.
®la Tiis Information 3:\)' be supplemented
by pedbonal Interviéws dt investipgation of the
apency's facllities, gecords, personncl quali-
ficatlons, and admiulstrative procedurés. No
adverse declsion will become final without
aflording opportunity'for s Renring.

' KEGIONAL ACUBEDITING ASSOCIATIQNS AND

R AGENCTEN . |
Middle States Assockation of Colleges and
Secondary Schools

New England Assoclation of Colleges' and
~Secondury School. *

"North Centrat Assaclation of Collcges and

Serondary Schools
Nortnwest Assoclation of Becondsry . and
Higher Schools, . '
Southern  Assoclation «©f Colleges snd
Schools. | 3 N
Western Assoclsllon of Schools and Colleges,

NATIONAL SPECIALIZLED ACCRIDITING ASSOCIA-
FIONS AND AGENCIES -

Accrediting Assoclation of Bible Colleges. [l

Accrediting Comnilssion for Business Schools.

The American  Assoclation of Collegiate
Schools of Business

Am~rican Association of Nurse Anesthetists.

The. Amerlcanr  Assoclation of Theologleal
Schiools. * . ~

American Bar Assoclatidn,

American Chetnical Society. -

Atnericau Councti on Educatdon foé Journal-
lsm .

Amerlcan

« Educatlon

Anierican Bental Assaciation. .

Amerlcan 1ibrary Association.

Américan Optametric Assoclation.

American Osteupathic Assoclatton, .

American Podiatry Associatiof,

“Thie Amertean Publbe Health Assfcistion, Int.

“ouncil

on Pharmaceutical

" sAmericin Speech and Hearlpg Assoclation,

. National

.New York Board of Regents.

Amcrican Vetefinary Medical Assoctation, ~¢ o
Council on Medical Education c'l the Amerf- .
Tan Medical Assoctation. '
Cowncil on Sectal Wk Fducatlon, - .
Engincers” Counc!l for Protessional Develop-
meat o . '
Lintson Cotnmittee on Medical Education.
Nattonal Architectural Acereditime 12oard,
Association for Pmcuc:t} Nurse
Edueation and Scryices, {ne: g -
National Association of Schools of Art .
Njtional Association of Schools ot Music,
Natlonal Association of 1vade and Technlcal |
Bchools . .
Natiopal Councll:.for Accredisation of Teachs
er Educatipn  * ‘ ‘
Nattonal.Hothe Study Council,
National League for Nursing, Inc.
Socicty ol American l-‘greneri.
omirn

)

Dated: Deceinber 31, 1968.

;) PeTerR P. Muisufean,
cling AL Cgninissiwner
! of Education. .

{F.B. Doc. 69-553; Filed, Jun. 15, 1069;
9:47 aim]
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APPENDIX D

~ B CHAPTERIX . .. .

STANDARDS GOVERNING PREPARATION OF PRDFESSIONAL PERSONNEL

The xpocfflc mndnrds ‘which relatc to eortlﬂutlon requirements are obligatory in that they
. are governed by statutory regulations (Tln School COdo of lilinols, Section 21)

-Standards governing preparation of admlnmrators and sypervuors who sttained an

. ?

91
. admmustrmva certificate (with an-appropriate endorsement) available after July 1,
) 1966. , -
Position Requirgments
a. Superintendent fo/r unit district Administrative Certificate : /

" High school district .

Elementary d}strict - four or more

.. teachers including superintendent

v Note: A supenntendenb is the gdminis-
trator directly responsible to the bpard of
educitlon . .

Superintendent endorsement

t

Master’s degree plus 30 semester_hours gradu-
ate education -“including 16 s¥mester hours
professional education

Two years experience as an administrator or
sypegvisor

!

g v
¢

X
£

S 1oi . !
R VR 14 \ /’ °.
o \ )

. g Y 4 :
b. -Assistant superintendent with administra- Administrative Certificate (General Adminis- / .
. tive and superwsory responslbibties trative Endorsement) : ‘
. 4. , . Y A
o Unit dmnct N ) . Master’s degree & - / .
Hi_gl’g scfﬁol_ district - . 20 semester hours graduat‘e ¢redit in adminis-
. - tration and supervision ‘
" Elementary district . “Two years expgrience as a teacher
N s v o
R i , L
‘C. Pnnupal ®r assistant pnncwal high Same as ab®ve - 4
,5e ;un'or high school, elementary . S
" distri or more teachers including - ' T
prmcupel . Lo ‘X )
¥ ) * o I i ,
d. Syporvuory all-grade Ievels Qenonl Administrative Comflate (Goncral Super .o, ' /-
supervision, currrbulum coordinator or wsory Endorsement) i ' :
dll’OCtOf ] . . - i
. / : Master s degroagp \
Specufl educntlon - supervising more than 16 semester hours gradyate cradit oT which J . .
! ’ one fqeld' 8 semester hours must be in cutriculum an ‘ '
L , . research . v )
. ° ’ N‘ s * \ ) . i‘ . 4 -
- . . 4 T . Two years experience of fu"~tin:e teaching ne
. L ] . N
, . R M PEOR] “ * . . \
3 ‘Sup«vison in spouul sub;oct sreassuch  <Standerd Special (] pe 10 ondodpd for '
s ort, physical eduation music, lan- © supervisory)
.. mamfouimhnm sqcncl otc, .. _ . \
. who spend bne-haif time or mors ,  Master’s degree N - '
v supervising . -u RUE Te . ¢
) , 4 : 8 semester hours of profu:loml tion -
; i v j B MR \
. . v 4 . A ) , .



s

vison/ and Admioistrative Certificates aveilable end vdid for the positiom ed above N

issued betore July 1, 1968, will continue to be uﬁd-for similar mtiom in any ol in
Winois: (s-uswqusz) .y
) IMPORTANTNOT‘E ‘ . S
*Persons who obtain 2 spocnt certificate aftor Octobdr 6, 1969, will-be roquurod ves .
master’s degree, 8 semestei hours of professional ed‘gcmon dtthe graduate level, two
years of tuehing experience in order to qunlify a superwsors under ““d"”’ sbove. Ttjs require:
'ﬂlnt is ot retroactive. R . - )
. 9-_2' &ln&td& govoming pnpomion of 1ldmlnistmors and supurvhors who held appro- P ' ‘
- ma;esupwvhorymlfhtumw oJuly1 1968. . ) . X
i ioiition L S .Roquinjnnnts <o ,‘3 N A
. " T S . . .« . . B
Yy Su‘piwtntmdqnt \ ‘4 ] Sugr\u;dry Cnmfieate Lo \ : AR
. Elementary district wnh 4 to 10 BRI :
- teachers lincludirig the . " ’ Bacho#or‘s and & Master's deL rpeorrkmondod o
-'supmntequnt) B A C
y ‘s ' R |- samostarhom of profpmoml eduatnon - .
- v_' . ¢ N Ty T * ' ‘. . 1
A «  '+,. Four \.rs teaching expenenec,\
T T A P '
Elomentnry district qrrr 1 mors . Supervisory Certificate ' ' .
thachers (including the ‘. Master's dbgree "+ ’ - )
’ supenrmmdept) ‘ ' 20 semester hours of mduato profmaoml - )
o . s o . edycation \ , . -
N — e Fourjurs teachi lxpomncc : ‘
District with s highschoof _ All-snde Supervisory or State Suparmory o '
. ’ Certificate issued before 1961 T ‘ v
o L gmr s dogree ‘ ' C Ve
‘ L& L. semester hoyrs of qraduato ptofmionu! R \
- ﬂ © education - . < o . :
. L, o , - Four years mhm <
Cwnitdisrict | . . -] Snmuubove- e -

LY

1 Assistant superintendent-with sdministra-

NIM-Supcnhéry or State Suporvisgrv' [\? .

tive and sypervisory' responsibilities in - Certiticate issued before 1954 '
" slementary schools . g Master’s degree N .
L . . : 20 semester hours of graduate professionsl .
. ) ' oduatlon w ’
T . :  Four years teaching experience -7
mnmmmmiwpmm All-éados_upuvhorywm-{nwvhory '
, respohsibilities in hlﬂl school 4 -Certificdte issued before 1951 -~
. . . Master's degres . N
. ' 20 seméster hours of mdulu pmfnﬂohd
-3 . education '
) Four years teaching nxporicneo '
+ \-y‘ . = N . "\ o
\ . EE ta )
. vy v ‘




L
+ 4
>
<
.
»

- Podtion ¥ -t ;. Roquirommr_" . .

N ‘.,Unit district _‘ Ali-grade Supervisory or State Supetvisory .
. R - Certificate issued bofou 1951 ] '
' . Masi. s degree -
. : 20 samester hours of graduate professional
T T , . 7 education . NN
, - Four years teaching experience

T
:

. \( c. Principsl . . SupervisoryCertificate :
Elementary school with 4 110" Bachelor's and master’s degrees recomrhended
teachers ~ . 16 semester hours of professionsl education
. ) Four-yesars teaching experiencs, preferably
e . .. ’elementary school

1 7 — ~v
- ,\ . .

Elem’nwy school pnenl suporv&w Supervisory Certificite
curriculum coordindtor, or director Bachelor's degree
, . ' . Professional Education: 16 sernester hoprs
~ - . I with work in educational phitosophy, educa-
/ .o ) : . ‘tional psychology, elementary school super-
o) . ’ vision, elementary school curriculum, and
} secondery school curriculum
‘Work in specisl field: 32 semester hours .
Four years tesching experiencs °

o

k,“_‘
.
<G, -

<,

o

. .
PRy
,V'»‘ :l(‘.,

=

. . . ( ‘ . R
High school gmenl supervisor, cur-  * Afl-grade Supe Qf State Supervisory ~* )
‘ ricutum coordi nator, of diroctor Certificate issued before 1951 b )
S . Master's degree ' i
. , . . 20 semester hours graduate with work in edu- .
. ] . . . cationsl philosophy, educational psychology, 1 ey
“- 7 i . . neondary school ouporvkion neondnry school ,, *
" Ve 1 oo + J.mlculum , '
> c Four yeasrs Mm oxporiona .

d
s ' :
x

ad

. D 3 N B Z . \ .
oot High ;cqool spoeul suptrvhof ‘“"" All-grade Suporviwry or St-u &nwvisory
: vising head, or department chairman  Cartificate issued brfore 1951 .
oo {if he w OM‘hllftiﬂ‘ or mors Master's *'.. N )
. . supervising) 20 samester hours graduste nppfoximnttly :
) . _ divided evenly befween the elementary and "
- . the secondary |evels and representing preps- )
L " & ration in the fisids of educational philoso- 0.
- . . o phy, educstional psychology, supervision, |
S . - ', R  elementary school ¢urriculum, and secondery’ * -
o . * o - N curriculum for professional education
P \ . : ! * : ] " Four yoers taaching experience preferably i
L . st both elementary and secondary levels.

. ’ o ) ) 11116 . % -
. . . *C4:

. . . ‘ 5. - - |9

-
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’ .’ . s hd "
‘v 83 Standards for Media Sﬂnﬁﬂs ° Yoo -
. . . . N —— - /
’ <. " 93.1 Prmmlouof porsons proéd‘mg meda semee . ’
. Position . , Requcremonts ' g
. - ' " s . ) . [ . \
oL ) The instructional mieche specialist: ' Teacher Certificate. T
.y s ¢ * | responsible foe.both Iibr.ry and ludio- Work in speciat-field: 27 nmater hours with
% © T Avisualservices at isest 12 in audiovisual and 16 in library
5 : . . . ’ - science, including professionsl preperation  *
, . B {at four yeer college and/or graduate levels)
- ’ ) in administration, organization (cateloging - -

and classification), reference, selection,
“materials of%amury and/or noomtry )
levels, pr jon md_ communicstians.

Y

el

L 4

.Tachcr Certificate

Work in specis field: 18mhoun in

Ilbrary acience including professionsl.prepe-

ration {at four yeer collegé pnd/or mdum

levels} in administration, ization {cata- < .
loging and classificktion), reference, sefec- '

tion, and meterislk for elomonury and/or

mombry levels.

-sudiovisual services

Audiovisugl coordinator: responsible for

" Teacher Certificate
Work in special Tield: 18 semester hours in.
audiovisual-educstion incluging professionsl

" preparation (st four yeer college and/or

graduate levels) in utilization, production,
administration, leerning theory,and , '
communjcatioh.

Sy »
Medis {instructionsl materiais) special-
ist: workswith students, teschers, and
modiaﬂmtruqtiom isls school
. e o ﬂhury,anc!aulpbvis | persofinet)
v | l
| e
i s, g

L
. X
5
r . >
S

-

. Teacher or Standard Special Certificate with

+

media (instructionsl materials) Teaching |, °
endorsement £ ’
Work in special field: 32 semester hours in .
medie {instiuctional materials, library sciencs,
audiovisual) including brofessione/ preperstion
fat g four ysor college snd/or grackete M\
inr administrition, orgenization fcatsloging

and classificption), reference, sstection, mate-
“rivis for elementary snd/or secondery levels,
production snd communicgtions.

Teacher or Standerd Specisl Certificate with
Schoot Librarian Tesching Endorsement -

Work in special field: 32 semestor hours in - ./
libeary scignce, including professions! prepe-

ration {tttwyurcdhpmd/arm

feveis) in administration, orgenization (cats- :
lodna and ciassificetion), reference, selection,
materisls for olmnory and/or secondery Lt

K § L R

’ ‘r

-

ol




—iiie : — - — :
Position + Requjrements . »

-

pdiovisual specialist: works with stu- Taacher or Stendard Special with Autlio- -
’ s, teachers, and audiavisual Services . visua/ Specialist Teaching Endorsement ’

Pl . Conttiomme - - i °
! i . ’ ., Work in special field: 32 semester hours in - , '
) ", . e o - audiovisual education mcludmgprof ; e e

z ) i preparatioh (at four year college and ’
. S N \ graduate levels} in utilization, prodifction, ) . .
.. 3 . administration, learning theory, a ' S
) - éommunicatiens. . . - '
. Madia (mnruc*aoml materials) supervidor Supervusory or Standard Special with media
or director: works with teachers and (instructional materials) Supervisory '
supervises other medis {instructional . Endorsement, or the General Supervisory - -
- materials, school library, audiovisual), . ‘Endorsement (Administrative Certificate) _ -
v specislists one-half time or more with a specialization in media recommended P ;.
' o 3 2 - Work in special field: 32 semester hours in :
¢ - ~' media (instructional materials, library .
: - science, audiovisual) including professional
.o " preparstion (8t the four year college-and/or
. A . . graduate levels in sdministration, 8rganizs- ;
- tion, (cataloging and classification), refer- )
S ' J ' ence, selection, materials for elementary . :
= . and/or sscondary levels, produttion and -
- @ communications.
e 94 Standatds for Pupil Personne] Services
41 Allpamnnel achool psychologists, school social workers ard school pwd %,
ance counselors shall hold a type Ib of type 73 certificate with the appro-
i pristp shdorsement. . "
i< 94.2  According tqSection 10-22.23 of the Schoot Code all school nuftés must
; o #  be registered. Any resident nurse may be em 'by a school laoard. ’
X s 94.3  All school nurses wishing to be considered officisl rapmmtat:m ofa - - —
‘ % . Pupil Personnel Service tsem should hoid a type 73 certificate wish appro- ° s
b priate endorsement or have a letter of approval on file with the Office of

the Superin tandant of Public Instruction.

96 Sttndards for Secondary Teachers

™ y< - . Y

o ) % The quomy of mstructron depends upon many factors; however, a tedchershould . - 4
; have substantixi college or university training in the fneld directly related t& the -
. 5. subject matter that is being taught. e s
J -

N - Although certain besic aqumtes concerning specif credits for certification are .
£ an integral part of minimum standards, other factors afe important. Evaluation of :
7 staff and programs cannot be based exclusively on statistical or quantitativd mes-
- % sures. The results of the school program must be considered as part of the evalus-
" tion which depends to a great extent upon the profmnonal judgment of the e
evaluators o
Speciai resource personndl with demonstrated competence in their field may be.
g\\ utilized in instruction for purposes of enrichiment. The rationale for their utilization
‘and'fmumouhon' must be explained and justified clearly by school officiss.

LY

Lo Recommendations for educational requirements for subjects taught on the secon-
J dary lcvcl may be found on the followmg pages. \
- - ’ o -
} [ J ’ ) N
| b hd . 2
[ . " _
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4. AGRICULTY RE- ‘ / ,
24 semaster hours in‘the field, intluding wrk in some of the followhg aress,
nnmplmlﬁﬁ in the spocmc edums taugbt

—_— . ’ :._
- 1. Agriculture science . .
~ 2.  Agriguiture engineering . .‘
3.  Agriculture fundamentals "
4. —Agriculture electricity ond construction - v

. 5. -Horticulture -

6. Agriculture'power and mnchmory Rl ,

. 7. . A'ieultuu supply service

) 8. Acicultuu accupetions
i spmal courses are uumt in this ﬂcld 8 nmestor ho&n eresequired for

7. eachcourse taught.

b. ART ’

- 24 semester hours i the field, including .&iap;,rim distribution in:  *
1., Psintin damng, primtmaking -

2. Sketching, iettering, jewelry, design, silkscreen
3.  Pottery and sculpture
4.  Constructional design

- B, Arteducation, .. N
8.  History and appreciation of art-

¢ AVIATION/AEROSPACE EDUCATION . ' .
1. Genersl Avistion lnd'/cf ospoee Educstion .

s Compietior of sivapproved sérospece education workshop course. Five ~

hours of flight orientation or familisrization within the last five yeatd. ,
mlﬂigmoxwmdou notwlynndwbdaa mtuﬂorofl
ﬂight crew. .

kS
lfth.mtcrialﬂmbbainguuomksmcﬂymobﬂaljnmm the
flight orientation requirement may be minimal. H the metesial thet is
being taught omphmzesutrmna themdmshwldhunt loast
one-cotlege course in sstronomy.

2\ Avistion Science Coursé -
(Based upon a proﬂmtneownludingtocomnionofm FAA pri-
vate pilot’s written sxamination). §,

A valid FAAprwm pitot’s licenss or higher, ounlid FAAwound
nehoollmttuctor’semlficnoondmhomofﬂmoﬂcmﬁonor
familigrization in the general .mm«mmmmlm

. five yoors. Thuﬂmcxwhnadounotmmuynndtoboun
mmbrohﬂndnemv .

4

'S

-
. 2

F

.

d. 'mmsouumou

24 sermester hburi, whidammhdu&nmdcliudmmﬁthﬂn
foﬂoﬁngninl’mm quaﬂﬁatiom forthomhhct metter srees of course

1. Typing Gumhom,orimdmul-‘
ancy from the institution geenting the '
_— degres, or the compiletion of the serminel ’
) . course in the typewriting sequence,

¢

’ 11119
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3 Booi:kwplna
. aceoungng,r
keeping .
4. Business law

5. Distributive suhncts
i.e., merketing, retailing,
dlstﬂbutive eduatlon

. B Busmas anfhmctlc -

1. Office practice,
secretarial practice,
clerical practice, or
effice rhachines

8. Bagic business, general
* ‘business, introduction
-. t0 business, consumer
education, or cdiasumer
economics

< 9. Business English

.

[

10. * Business economics
. .
LY

. Data processing

*« ency from the institutiory granting.the

1

-

6 ssmester hours, or a staterent of equival-
ency from the fnstitution granting the
degree, or the completion of the termine}
course in the shorthandmmaiption .
sequence.

6 semester hours'in pc i and 2 course
in data processing, or a stitement of equival-

5 semester hours of business law.

, 8:0mesterhowsoovofmgttlust2oftln

following: sales, rmiling, advertising,
pnnuples of marketing. 4 v
2 semester houts in business mathematics or
6 semester hn{urs in accounging.

2 semester hours in course work which
includes the operation of the office
machines taught in the secondary school |
course and qualifications for teaching which-
ever of the following is pert of the course:

" typewriting, shorthand, bookkeeping (ses
paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 as aforementioned).

" 3 samester hours of.consymer education and

at least 7 semester hours distributed in at
least 3 of the following aress: business law,

' economics, introduction® business, merket-

ing, management, or a methods of teaching
basic business.

2 semester hours in Business English, busi-
ness corrapondenea, business communica-
tions, or business writing '

8 se ‘hours in the area of oeon%mfa
fmanea, fmmcnl management, of mlf‘m-
mg, mdudmg ‘t least one course in princi-
ples oheonomics

5 sefmester houn in data procassing or the
equivalent. - , -

. ENGLISH‘ o o :

24 nmmar hours in tﬁa ﬂeld including 8 semester hours in rhetoric and com-
position and not more than 8" semester hours in speech'and journalism. To
teach grammar, American literature, English literature, world litersture, reed-
ing or dramaticy, the Englich teacher must have 6né course in the subject.

- f.  JOURNALISM

P . -

8 semester hours in joumo[um and 16 semester hours in English, or 18 -
nmostor hours in journalism and 6 semester hours in rhetoric snd eompo-
sition. (This is a typog'aphial correction. It does fiot dunoo standsrds. ) »

r]
4
‘/f,-o




A J 3 . "
.. g ‘
g SPEECH * R
' “ &nmmor hounln speech and 16 samester hounln Endlshor 18 semaester
. hours unspeedundsumemr hours in rhetoric snd composition. -
! ¥ - h  FOREIGNLANGUAGE ' T
. v ' ) 20 semastenhours i in the language “y

A ) Note: No credit may be aliowed for hngh school language, unlca such credh
_— is approvod by ‘an institution of higher learning, and it is noted on the official

' e B . transcript} in which case bne semester hour mey be slowed for each unit of

ot - ' high gchool language, not to exceed four semester hours.
. _— N
! I HEALTH EDUCATION '
o . ZOmnestorbounmtheﬂdd

A 3

Required Health Education Component Coe

One course frgm each of the to.ﬂowing areas to total 10-14 semester hours:

..
- A 3 4
" * -~ P 1. . . Advanced Concepts of Health
g ’ 2, Programs in School Health. '
3 Programs in Community Health

4.° . Curriculum Devejopment and Evalustion in Health Education

N
r Y

e . i Additional Heatth Education Component . .
* One course from at least three of the foflowing areas to total 6-10 serrieste: hours®

1 The Growing and Developing Organism

2 Ecological Relstionships ’ :
3. - Disease Control .

4 -Human Sexuslity and Family Life

6 « Food Practices and Eating Patterns .

haalit iy

-] Conwmer Health Sources and Ruourees
\ 7 Safety’ .
* 8. Mood-Modifying Substances |
. 9: " Personal Health Practices’ - . o
10. Mental/Emotional Health

C . HOMEMAKING EDUCATION

>
. ) < 24 semestar hours in the field, including work in some of the fo"owlng
» aress, plus preperation in the specific teaching ares.
1. Human Development {includes prenatal, child odomecm, and
S . aduit devalopment snd care.)
: : C. 2, Intecpersonal and Femily Relationghips .
, k Conmumer Educetion and Home anm
. 4. ' Nutrition st Pood .
5. Housing, Home Furnishing and Equipnmn ' .
6. Clothing snd Textiles ) . .
Totnchnpochleouminm{‘omofﬂuabovun-,‘ﬂwtummr v
. hours sre roquind in the srea to be taught. .,
s - . . .
' \.
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MATHEMATICS [ '

* 24 semester houfs in thg&d including : s

3
"4.  History of music o
6

" PHYSICAL EDUCATION

" 20 semester hours in the fisld, including
. f

< ' - N "
-To toach in &n occupational prooram, the toodm should have :tudy in
Home Economics related accupations, preparationfor cooperytive vocs-
tionsl educational programs, and have work oxporiona in a Home Eco-
nomtcs related oecupmon . .

INDUSTRIAL ARTS

.

24 semester houss i;\ the field; including work.in each si\op subject to-be
taught. To teacha unit shop, the téachef shall have 8 semester hours in tho

subjett taughit. " o
< v

. . . + L

-

a
. . :

JINSTRBCTIONAL MATERIALS (Media sorvien)

All staff members assmed media duties, indudlnq librarians, shall satisfy
requireménts in.Chapter, 9-

’

- }

[ . ’

20 semester hours in the field S }

‘Note: No credit may be-allowed for high school mathematics, unless such

credit is approved by an institution of higher ngzand it Is noted on the
official transcript; in which case, one se hour may be allowed for each
unit of high school mathematics not to exceed fagr semester hours. Téschers
assigned to teach a data procsssing courss will to meet the dits procas

ing requirément as set forth in business education. T .

"MUSIC
¢ - -
¥_ b
Applied music ° A S ey S,
Z  Musictheory \ . ' - iy,
Conducting: « . .
Methods and materials for general school music .

Y

PHILOSOPHY ; -
20 semester howrs in the field ‘ -

Team sports . ' e

Individual activities ) . K ’

1

2

3.  Rhythms o
4. . Body mechanics ‘:\}Hﬂb exercises

5. ‘Crganization andedmipistration of physiut education classes

. .ougpe

& *
- re S R .ealti

by




e T a  PSYCHOLOGY . T :
» . . - . :
Lo Lot ; 30 semester howss i the field . !
v.. SAFETY AND DRIVER EDUCATION - S
. : . - . v by d . -
. R " T8 semestar-hours in the ield, indliding preparation W¥gltows: - .
‘ “ - ,, ) ' 1. Jsemester hours'in genarsl safety ', T
. : . . 2. 5semester hours in driver education and advanced traffic safety  * .8
K . . 3. 8 semester hours chosen’ Q'om two or more of the following aaas ‘
. ) e.nm».ﬂw including tfatfic and industrial umy SN
y : “Advanced psychology and sociology )
« First aid and healtffpducation .
e . . Imtructloml materials . ., . .
K - . , .ot
v C . _ 4. Teechers nnimcd t0 either simulation or multiple car programs must -
. have prepiration in the use of these methods which shajl consist ofs |
s . nﬂnlmumofonommhourorluoquinlmtlnnchm I SR
. . ros y -~ TN
) o s sc:srvcs Nological o
C. , -
) 24 umum urs in the ﬁdd Includng the semester houu mdmd in tfn
subject®to bé' taught i > -
< ) e ) e . ! ’ . ] - }‘
T2 - . . Y. THiology . 8 semester hours i batany including 5
‘ - - TR " semester hours in isboratory work, 8
. : <o y: ¥ ssmester hours in zoology ingluding 5
, ' . A %, " semester hours in laboratory work .
" ——y - ¢ -
N : R A ~OTE: ten semester hours labotatory wark ) .
. LS - . ' in biology satisfy the Iaboutorv t . .
. . - . - C .. . * requiremant. -0 . .« -
. T : ‘2. Botany - 8 semesterhour’s in botany including 5 - |
! . ¢ T semester hours in laboratory work. L
. - e . . ¢ ) , ¢
C T . . ' 3. Physiology. .+ Qumor houry™
) , LT \ 4. Zoology - F Qumm-r hours in zoology includings L. '
PR . + semester hours in laboratory work, . \7
* - - . -~ ., . . :
- < L SCIENCE,pﬁysial R L s -
. . . \, . .
- - . 24 se(nes(ar hours in the field the sefnester hours indicated M the . &
ol \ subject tp be taught. )J | A .
- 4‘ : . ’- . L. . . 'ﬁ ‘ ~
. R 1. Astrofomy - 5 semestdr hours L0
r N 2. - Chemistry +* 10 sémester hours = - e >
.o \ AR X R 8 semesterhodrs. . '
. N ' . 7 t0nemewerhous © 5 oo, -
’ : . B. ography * ° , Bsemester hours © © ' AN
. .. “ . 6. Aerospsce " & semester hours a - o,
: . . 7. Earth sdonco .. 8 semestot hours .- . Lo
t, N ) Nou itis neommondod that & teacher of‘utronomy; ehcrqlmy or phvtlu . -
ht; thy minimum preparstion roquirod ofa matbomnla tudm . T,




SCIENCE, General °

+ 24 semester hours in the ﬁeld including:

oL wN

1. Physml science * 8 seméster hours
"2." Biological science’ 8 semester hours -
SOCIALSTUDIES ; g

24 sémestor hours in the Lield, indudif‘\g the semester hours indicated in esch
subject to be taught: . | !

.

. United States History 8 semester hours

<Civics-political sciénce 8 semester hours ’

. ¥ Economiios . - 8 semester hours .
Geography - 8 semester houl§ N
Sociology . 8 semester hours :
World history 8 semester haurs in world history, b

. semester hours in U.S. History’
7. Anthropology 6 semester hours

Note: Every history teacher shall have 16 semester hours.in history. -
e A L)

SUBSTITUTE TEACHER

A person substituting for any mgmber of the profeisional staff should have
the_qualifications required of the mff grember for whom he is substituting’

To serva as2a submtut,e teacher, a person shall hold 8 vclid certificate, whieh

may be a substitute teacher certificate.

[} .
.

A teacher holding a substitute teacher comﬂutc may teach only in place of a

certified teecher under contract, for a period not xceed 90 peid school
days or 460 peid hours in any one school district in hny one school term.
Where such 'teaching is partly-on a daily and pertly on an "houry basis, .

school day shall be considered ?"" hours.

r LS
s b

) JUNIOR HIGH or Depeartmentalized Upper Elementsry Grades

18 semester hours i each.field, including st least five semester hafrs in sach
course ‘where subject matter ersas are divided into two or mors specific
courses. This requirement applies to teachers of the Bth, 7th, and/or 8th

" grade whers the ‘organizational pattern is & junior high or therinstructional

pattern is in pert or entirely depsrtmentalized. When depertmentalized ih
pert, the rlquirement only applies to the depertmentalized me:m

* This regulatnon will not apply to teachers who were omplovod insuch s

. time September 1, 1973, shall have five years to gain the

position m to September 1, 1 973. Teachers not mootlnq the requirement
snd being assigned to 8 dcpartmenulizod teaching situstion ‘for the first -
v 18

Jemeiter hours: By September 1, 1978, all other teachergassi
mentalized mpqmlbility shall meet the 18-semaester-hour requirement. Thls

. requirement applios to that portion of a teacher’s assignment ﬂm
. constitutes tho mllontv of the assignment.

T~ L4
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CHAPTER 5

Ve . ) . -
ACCREDITATI FICATION, AND THE ECONOMICS QF INFORMATION L

, Hﬂry M. Levin

* The .author asserts that accreditation and certification are
basically information validating functions. A conceptual framework
from which alternative‘information gathering and disseminating
procedures can be judged agains&grelative costs is présented. Drawing
upon theory associated with the €conomics_of information, the author
_applies a "cost/utility" analysis approacggin order to compare informa-
‘tion gathering and analyzing methods. In the cost/dtility analysis
approach, the utility of information is judged against its value for
the receiver, e.g., student, employer, state, training institution,
accrediting agency, public, etc. The value of informat#on, in turm,
must be analyzed against the cost necessary to obtain it. Such costs ~
are '‘thcurred in the collection, anaIysis, and dissemination, to relevan;
audiences. -

The author lists six types of information that are viewed as neces-
sary for accreditation, program approval, and certification decisions.
These are: 1) desired .outcomes or teaching behaviors, 2).;&; utility
" or social valués of each outcome/behavior,” 3) specification’of measur -
able teacher characteristics associated with each outcome/behavior, ' '
4} the probability that the particular characteristic will producg the
denired oytcome/benefit, 5) specification of alternative me s‘or
assdssing charactetistics, 6) ,the probability that a particular method i
will assure the presence of the charagtt istic, and 7) the cost of each L
alternat;ve method. - N

€ 2uthor presents a formula that can be used to compare the . a

lity of alternatives when costs are included in the analysis. He

lcarefully points out that there 18 considerable debate over the import-
ance of diffe;ent characteristics the value attached te¢ each .
benefit/outcome. - - v
"THe author cencludes his paper by cdting "the benefits of a cost

util‘it:y framework. It allows décision makera to evaluate both ‘the "social -
value or utility of a particular certification approach* as well as their y;
costs." .This framework acts as. a model for continued exploration of . -
alternative processes and review of present practice. It forces the //// .
policy maker to systematically analyze thel|social values or utility of

specific outcomes and to compare the probgbility that given char

istics (06,3n individual or program) will produce the outcome.—All of*

this is ahalyzed with costs or resource use necessary to gain and inter- .
pret information. ‘Where outcomes .dre difficult to obtain by empirfhal
validation (e 8 teaching’ﬁéhaviots associated with student learning,

the author suggests that social. values can be ascertained through the
usé of opinion surveys (fqgkeducatlonal outomes) and by expert. judgment

(for identifying charactetistics with a high probability of producing

the outcomes). Y Pbet ,

. ‘4. d ! . J ’

; , - .
‘*Although thé author applies éost/utility analysis in a holistic manner,




(Pootnote continued) ' ‘ ) -
information validating functions can be separated into- tfiree .areas:
1)\ accreditation, 2) ¢ertification through program approval, and 3)
local employment decisions. D2. Levin's paper provides a conceptual
tool that can be applied for any of the. three functional areas. He
points out thet the identification of desired outtomes are basicalily
.value choicesg; therefore, theére -may be different soclal values or
utilitiep attached to outcomes for the different areas. The focused
cost/utility. approach can be applied with different components in the
) Levi:n fgrnul.a for each function,

PR
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= | Accreditation, Certificatfon, and the . L
N Economics of Information - )
N - s
Henry M. Levin * .4 > s

. ' ]

" introductién

2

The seventies seem to be characterized as a tfme in which many tradi-

tional aspects of our educational system and its preparation of pro--} - °
7
fessionals are being challenged (R. Smith 1975). To a large degree it
% _/

is argued that the programs "that are accredited for providing professional

training\have little demonstrated‘relationahip with the proficiencies that
L)

they are'supposed to develop. Moreover, ‘the certification of licensing of

«

professionals, whether based upon examinations or the receipt of training
hd % . .
_in accredited programs, js also being questioned as a procedure fotr assur-

W 4

’ LARY «
ing that professionals are qualified in their fields.

3

Nowhere is this phenomenon more evident than in the recent ferment on

A

"the accreditation of teacher-training ﬁrogfama and'certification procedures

for teachers. In virtually all states, teachera have been required tradi-

tionally only to complete a list of courses that/mézt the state require-

[y .

‘ments withid an accredited program.in order to be certificated (Koerner,

<

1963; thant, 1963). Not only is there no direct measure of how successful

. - L/

the prograﬁs are in providing well-tfained teachers, but there'ia a large .
'a!gunt of inferential evidence that-suggesta~that.the outcomea a;e erratic’
and quality control is non;exf%tent.A For ex“‘le, few if anythhﬂ(\

training’ candidates are eliminated from such programa for lack of profi-

nciencies, even though it is highly unlikely that all candidates in all, ‘

4
o, -

* Professor.of Education and Economics, Stanford Ud!bera ty,/Stanford\\
California . .

) . LT ){’ : : '
' ‘ 121 : L
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pmgtams would meet :easonable pto—fessional standatds in a functih& as

demanding as tegching..~This anomaly is exacetbated by the fact that

teach_et-ttai_ni{\g ptogtam_s have ttaditionalfy. entolI‘ed pefsons with the

'lowest academic ptof,iciencies of any major area of study as teflected by
b € - o - ’ .
measures of high school ptepatation as we11 as test scores (EducatLannl

v

Testing Service 195§ WOlfe 19€5:; 286u-96 E. Haven 1967; J. Coleman 1966:

\%ap/ 4). It Ls also mittored in the ‘widespread d\{.ssatisfaction with the
. 7 - I

apparently wj.de vagiance in teaching effectiveness nong  individual

teachers and\ the public demafxéls for accounfability.
In -tesponse, states like Califotnia and Illinois ave been exploring
7N / ' N )

A
alternative methods of set:;ing out new standards for th training of

. teachers ‘or measuring ‘téa_chet performance in order to improve the quality
. : - . ,

~ Of persons entering the classrooms. But, such a search for new alterna-
’ ’ . ' - :

'tivgs is beset with a ' variety of p.toblems. ) In this paper 1 will» attempt
to consider Bsome of these \j.ssues by looking at a’ccteditation of ptogtams

and cer‘tification of individuals for professional roles inf,the\cox{te'xt'of

..
7

an exercise in the economics of informationd By setting out a co;ceptu._al.c

S

frdne;votk for teviev‘ring thesecquestions, I believe that the alternativesand
- their consequences might be made clkat/er. While I.will refer specifi'cally

to the accreditation of teacher-training 'ptogtam; and -the certification of .

-

. ! . -
teachers, the analysis will be general enough that it ¢ould be applied- to-

the health ‘professions, architects, lawye':s,/abd a wide variety ‘of other.
-y » . P : ’ -
professionals. . . ’ .

<

. Before disgussing'thg develdpment of a cggceptual framewagrk for

evaluating the. acctedi.tation of teacher-training progrpm and certification
-

of teacheu, it is use.ful to dak the more basic“(\;uestion of why we are .

o




S N ST !
concerned with this exercise “in the first place. 6ften.we take foxr granted
the need forlan activity »which haa persisted as’' long as this dne.- Cer-
‘tainly, this ig true with respect to the certification}of .teachérs where -
the criteria that we use to certify are questioned while the basic func-
’tion of certification is not., Surelyrwe c:n consider-a world qhere we
-Qould not expend resources in this direction. For exaqile, uhat if all‘\ - )

.of the benefits of education yere conferred upon individuals and-their.

sna\ilies and students could choose school‘ even individual teacherjs who

met iz\zirticulan needs? Finally, let'us assume that teachers would
not receive éEere protection of life-long contracts, but rather the typi- .

\‘ff’
* » o . . = .
cal “arrangement entailed a one to five year contract * Such-a system would -

‘be similar to the general’ conditions, set out for am education voucher

approach where -families yo d be given tuition Youchers by the state thet
would be’ redeemed at any "approved" school, and such schools would com-
pete for students by attempting to attrgct and retain them (Friedman ‘ ‘,
\ R . , ’

11962), o

In such a case, is it net clear' that we would want to worry about /

i |
i L]
teacher certification or aCcreditation of those training programs that are

‘.

preparing teachers. .{ﬁitvidual gtudents and their parents would simply

decide for themsélves if they liked the schooling that was being provided -

)

4and they would select their’sqkools and individual teachers according to

their own criteria.. Schools that were‘unsuccessful‘in attracting or re- .
ining students because of pooreraching:aa.perceived by actual or poten-
'* B N | ) -

tial clientele vould\hage an incentive to dismiss those/xé;chers'and hire .‘ <

L

other ones.' In the long run), the best teachers in society would be‘re-‘ :/,///

w, . . . 7
’/tai ed- by the schools, and the poorer ones would have difficulty in obtain- '

. <
. Lg t . ‘

SO . \\( N
¢ I \
' 123 - v




1

ing employnent. The deterdination of who was good and who was bad would

.

be actualized through the market-choice mecharism whete the clientele
¢ 4 . . 4
themselves--patents and students--would make such decisions. .

Thete is, then, a get of hypothetical conditions whete we wouldlnot .
+ . ~’/

have the need to consttuct a system for cettifying teachets or accrediting

teachetéttaining programs,

But, there are at }east three reasons that the problemr is not so
eLsily soluble, Fitst, a basic rationale for public support of schooling
is that there are benefits confetted on the entire citizenty by a gystem /

Qf schools that addresses certain uniform social goals such as a common
B r

. se f values and knowledge for the functioning of a 'demécratic society.,

~/wh

ile the ptecise content- of this common set is contestable, the fact that

we expect schools'to do more than satisfy only the private whims and de-

»

sires of each student amd fanily is not, ACcotdingly, .we' must Bave some

way of assuting that the schools are meeting these social goals as well

‘

as satisfyiﬁh individual needs. Second it is not c1ear that students and *
theit parents are able to evaluate’ thé’;uality of teaching in an appro-

priate way. FotJexample,‘the tehcher' who entertains his students while
t . .
teaching them little of value may be preferréd by students to one who L
. S .
provides 1ess entettainment but more substance. Even if test results

indicate, ‘the€ the child is not learning very much, it is difficult to

-

isolate the quaLity of teiEhing ftom many other factots in establishing

7

the causes of failyre (Averch et als, 1974) This is_qot to say that we

LS}

) y . .
shouldn't put somewhat more reliance on student and parent opinion than

- . . AR .

we ﬁ}eaently;do,.fot 1. believe that something is to be géined from in-

creasing the voice o6f thgse groups in teacher selection and retention




’

' (Levin 1970). But, the replacement of the present system by one of student
' () . N ' « :

. and parent opinien is ol?{,viated"by the fact that the perceived signals of

good- teaching that are received by these coqstituencies may be ‘misleading. .

]

v . Finally, the establishment of teacher tenure after a short period of

empleyment--usually three yeargf-precludes the flextbilit:y in hiring and

1

dismissidg teachers ,actording to the feedback received from students -and

parents. While the argpments for protection‘frc;m dismissal after a pro-
» . ‘ . . . £

- . . ‘
« bationary period are rather complex, the institution of teacher tenure

does, in fact, exi,st. Gjiven, the political' p‘owe_r of the educational pro-_

) fessionals,l this 1nsti‘tutlicn is likely to continue t‘e persist. Moreover,
> . there are some ‘compelling arguments 1n support cf t:en’ufn, particularly

the need to protect teachers from arbitrary disnfissals of a political -

c/

‘nature. The fact tnat politicai values change .from time to time and across
.'different populations can jeopardize arbitrarily the career of a t?scher
‘Who represedfs an unpopu’\ar viewpoint in a hostﬂe climate.'
g . ' . Thus, &e facts that we expect the schools $o provide benefits to .
scciety that go beyond the sum of thosé corrferred ‘upon 1)31vidua1 stu--
dents (Weisbrod 1964), tt;at it is nifficult for-many students and their
parents to )judge certain aspects o‘f teacher proficiency, and. that.teachers
" can not be 1nstantaneously dismissed mean that somehow "the state must be. —
concerned about the quality of teaching. 'It can not bell‘eft only to ;e
. 1m§1vidual ju@gm,egts of students and their parents or the eilucational 4 ¢

Ly .
admih ators who are vested with managing the schools in behalf of .
3 \ -

1 .
. !
society. ' The purpose of certification of teachers and accreditation of

the programs in which they received their training is to provide infdrma-

tion on whethef" teachers posiess the pinimum pro_fic'i’enciés that are re- -

-

"
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b -

quired from ’ihe,, teaching function. Since this is an exercise in the pro;

¢ vigion of information, it is impdrta§t to review the criteria for settigg

R 4 .

. , J « . s
out how one selects the‘inﬁomation [Lhat' is necessary to make .a'certifica-
tion or accreditation decision. ] g € 7 {

K] . .
‘ “

How can the conceptual framework represented by the economics.of
. ’ . * '. : N
information contribute to the copstruction of a certification or ageredi- -

[y

tation policy? The ;conomics o.f‘informtion is based upon the as-stnption
' that the eriBi:O?:? ofinformation ‘has both a beneﬁé and. a cqst (stigler
1961). The benefit that is attributable to iﬂfomtior}'ﬁerives $rom its
_ value ‘improving deéision-naking"a_nd,itk resultant outcomes. For example,
the con r who finds from an advetti;ement that he can pt'nl'ch‘ase an item
-tlut. he fdeeds at a reduced price will receive a ‘Ben;'c.aﬁt‘fron,that' informa+"
tion that is equal to the price reductien The cost of information refers

v . X
to the resources réquired ‘to collect, analyze, and 'disaeqinate it as well f

a8 the.ct?st'r.o the user of actipg oa it. S‘,néh c&tta include not onI; the
pecuniary' oneg that we might find o—u accounting statements, but also such .
Ynon-gccomnting” costs as chi;rlnfomtion-user’l ‘time it.ll ebui.nhg the
information.” The denign of sn informtion system mld be - bmd upon the
objective of nuxi.\-uing the hﬁuﬂt: of the sydten Telative to its cost. .
Mareover; ‘it would m:) be undertaken if its beneﬁt:t ‘exceeded its costs.

\ ——

A stmple consumer exsmple instructive. Assune'tbat a person is -‘eekin;
: N

Y new car, and he visits his l\nsl cutonobﬂe ageucy to asceruin ptices.
He ulecu. a ggrtj:culgr el that will utisfy hi; needs, but he decides
to think abowt it b buying. Outside of the smtomobile age‘cy he

' E
v

- ' 126 = , t
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purchaSes a newspaper and turns to the .auto sgction. There he finds that ‘

* he can obtaiﬂ the same model for $200. less, but the agency is ten miles - ’ '
away. Be returns to the automebile agency and shows Ehe£ the advertisement, ‘-
and they agree to reduce the price by $200 to make the sale. For the rela-

. tively nomifial cost of the newspape? and the value of the man's.time, he

iji;as:able to receive a heﬁefit of $200. ‘ ’
Clearly, the ;verall pattern of this simplé example i; reflected in

'the concept of teacher cert{fication and acereditation of teacher traiaing q; '
pro§rams., That is, it_is‘cxcitly assumed that.by providing‘the informa-~

» tion that is implicit ia certification or accreditation standards and re-
quiring that'it be satisfied by prospective teachers and/or training pro-
grams; the benefits to society of maintaining high teacher standards will
‘exceéa the costs of the information requirements and in a somewhat related
™min the cos:e of the educational or selection process for meeting these
standards will be less than the social benpfits that accrue from such

. 7
requirements. ‘But " the abstraction of the teacher certification .or _pro-

gram accreditation example is ha;gly ag cs:nglling as the exatgle of price

v

information for the car buyer. For oneﬁfhing we do not know the benefIts

- . -
&

of any particular requirement nor are there easy ways "to calculete them.
. - ‘ " .

In péﬁt,_this 18 because the benefits are often incommensurable and can

not be easily quantified. Moreover, there are many different constituen-

cies who might.have an interest, in teacher proficiencies, andoeach of these

— )
may ‘be concerned with very different types of.beqéfitj. Finally, the
/

—

e

ability to tie any pArticular benefit to+a social constituency and any
rd : ¢
particular certification requirement for teachers or program requirement

for institutions to 80cia1 benefits is severely limited. ' : g

-+

"
. 3 . l. 4
z -
. »

127
‘ "13.3

e



3, : | -

Let us take a rather common éti;’bute that we expect of the schools
and agk how it can be related to social bénefits, that of rea&ing:profi-
cteﬁcf%s. It is possible to ask thbe question, how much {5-it worth to,

society to know that the average teacher possesses at' least minimal pro-
. 1 - )
ficiencies for the teaching of reading. The first .consideration is

»

whgther the absence of that information would make any difference in .

whether teachers have this proficiency. " That is, at least one possibility

o . 1

is that persons who sélect teacﬁlng és'a profession and pr¢pare for that

eventuality possess the minimal skills that are required to teach reading,

and a random selection of that pooliof trained persons would yield as

good a group of reading teachers~@s-any that we could select through the

v

typical certification or program creditation approach. 1In this case,

there {ould be no social benefits accruing to}he use of resources for

Sany

reguiring the latter 1pformxtion; % » - " . ’ S

In contract let us assume that tho use of certification and program

+

accreditation standards does indeed improve the selection of teachers with

‘reapect to their skills at teaching reading.. What f; this benefit wgrth?
*

Conceptually, the benefit would be equal to the overall improvement in

.»,reading weighted by the social Nalue placed on improved rea’img. But, how
can we put a value on increased reading proficienciesl While some persons

might attempt to determine such a value by looking at. the.specific rela-.
l -J

tion between labor market earnings end reading test scores while holding
2 Y
other factors conttant, it is difficult to argue thatéreoding levnlc

. should be eyaluated only in terms of their labor market values. Such a
practice would ignore thaacultural value of improved readtng as well .as

" 1té value to persons outoide of the labor market such as housewives,

Y
-
-
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. evaluate the co

highly structured approach to the teaching function, while otherd’would !

&

I3

children, and retired persons. . ‘/'

But iﬁ such basic educational and teaching outcomes as reading are

e

dijficuly/to eual:Ste with respegt to their berdefits, how can we hope to _
ution of certification and accreditation to improved ™

/ .
teaching performance in such areas as citizenship, social values, work

' . .
. - J' J - &
behévior and so on. Each of these latter aspeéts of teaching is diffi- R

cult to defing in'itself, and even if they were .defined adequately they

’

would be difficult to associate with benefiTfs that might be measured in o

Y
the monetary units used to measure costs.

Not only are we beset, with a variety of obstacles when we attempt
to assess the social henefits of .particular improvements in teacher pro-
ficiencies that might be engendered by éertification and pécreditation
standards, but the problem is more complicated when we consider the large
number of differgnt audiences who have different educational demands. ' For

# » s
example, some parents would place a high valqe on teachers having a e

place a negative value on such proficiencies. Some parents believe that. N ?/;

good citizenship {s inculcated by ingraining an upquestioning reppect for - -

”

|
the flag, the government and the political institutiona and history ofdg » l

the nation, while others belfeve that it is just as important or nﬂfe- ) %
v ¢ ” ¢ 1
|

“important to build in a cdpacity for self-criticism that would emph!!ize

td

the maltreatmént of the Indians, the deleterious roles of Iarge corpora-
tions, envirommental issues, corruption in govermment, unlust wars, and o o ({

slavery along with information on the.prouder accomplishments of the

- - ‘#‘ - ~ . ° »
nation. P \ o ¢

_.ﬁoreover, different constituencies have different wishes. Employers
o' . *

@ Ve
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’

- . - IS
"

,li- .

wish the.scHools to produce good and loya1~workers who arenhigﬂly train-

/able and are-able to control their emotions, while patrons of tﬁe arts

desire students who can capitalize on their emotions in\a\highly creative
' . LN

and imagfnétive form. There are some implicit conflicts between these

two sets of goals if the social conditioning thaé?is requirell for pro- “

Y ., .
‘ducing good workers is not consonant with that which is required for

producing good arttsts. Some groups argue for uniform1ty in language

. ’
»s8kille and cultural formation, while ethers. believe—in a pluralistic, :‘m

4

multi-cultural, and multi-lingual approach that emphasizes the contribu-
. B 4 .

»

tions'and importance of a wide variety.aixcultures to the formation and °

.functioning of the society. The point is that there is hérdly a common
v

) [

‘set of goals and objectives that' can be.used to assess credentialing and
accreditation standards in carrying out* a. benef1t-cost calculation.‘*

X Finally, even if we could associate particular beneffts with the
L .
attainment of an educational result and we could agree on the desirable.

v

mix of educational objectives, itris ne sary to know wha"'spec 8 of

-

‘certifieation or accreditation will imprive tke productivity of tepchers '

who meet the licensing standard oy of training programs that meet. the
‘ L

aocreditation standa © Our te of'kpdwledge on any systematic rela- *

-tionship between program. requirements and teachinz proficiencies or

nealurable peraonality characteristics of tea‘q;ers and their effectivo-'

% o

mess 1is 8o deficient that there’is no aet of standards for either ce:tii\/ .

-

fication or accreditation that can be. jnttified on reseafch grounds-
(Avérch et al., 1974).. This doea hot mean that there is not a large‘ -

e 7

body of rescarch and conclqpions on these subjects but rather it means

55

that such. evidence is ofteg<contradictoly or limited only to a fevw very

' [

Lot




. » .
” . . ., ~ . -

? . - R - — . . -t * , .
' . 'narrow cgiteria that are not generalizable to soﬁe%g as generic as

teaching proficiency (Heath and Nielso& 1974) Moreover, the complexi- ’ . .

. - — 7.
e *ies of the teachiﬂg situation with its subtle interplay of -indiwidual 1

£ . 4, SRR .
.. and social interactions and variety of subjects, activities, ‘and sett’ings ‘

: : X ..
~is;like1y‘ Prevent our success: in uncovering findings that can -be used
.. X 3 He 4T - : ‘ a

4 d
'\to prescribe in precise terms both programs and certification standards. o L

. . L, . ”

Lo o=
If we are not’{le to measure beneﬁbs of different ,gertification or e
e

~ - '

accreditation requ gnts or. o agree on w‘t goals accreditation or *

certificatlon should empha*e or to ascertain which particular tedcher S
L ]
. - \
: of program characteristics are ,associied with those results that we can ,

. ¥ . .
’." _ agree are desirable’/h,ow shouw economics of informat!on or any % ;
o conce“ptvv:lal“apdro-ach to settipg out accredit‘&ion or certi/fication inforlns- ‘
. - » tion? The answer is that sgb a conceptual fram}ework might be used in .8 v ) .
formal Vay, but {t ‘can -&finitely contribute 'in a heurist,io way by,forcing h .

>
N 3

4 4 ¢

. ¥, usto ask the question of whether’ any particu‘r requiremen? is likely to
' o

X " . -

. YieK“bglff\i: that exceed -the costs of providing and meeting the standard T ‘
r‘ < a2\ o e te :.' ’ . ; L 4
~ that 1s set E/ ‘I‘hat is, we' are forced to evaluate the probable conse- oo

- quences og any particular requirement rather than beins perm‘itted to conw

- - "{' L4
‘e v . * ’ .

L7 struc’t 2 certi,fication or accreditation approach that does not coo_s‘ider the * -~ s

- ° - . . - S

benefits and coéts associated with it T - . . - T
. . « R Tos v ]

sodoes 'not mean that there is bnly one possible approach and that' : ) -

"y .

<.

an econom cs,of, informat‘on type o{ asassment will reveal it -For wheh oo

L s 4
..

there 1s a gte deal of conflict over desirable objecwtves,. en there :

L 4 . .
L ig difficulty in ascertaining how one might meas,ure the attaloment of ° a

" ¢, " e

.d‘ o.bjectives, and when it'is not possible to r®late patticular teac\her or+-

3 $. .
o \Hogtam characteristics to objectives$ there must neceasprily b{\\ingt

L ).
” . - . ¢

A 131 oo v
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ﬁascertainable. solution but rather a variety of them. "However, this does

. .. not mean that all solutions are equally acc'efiyle. _Some will be better

; . than others‘in conferring a hrgher 1eve1 of ptoﬁable benefits relative to
' - . s 7/

RN . their costa and these are the ones- th'at evaluation might pursue. Thus,

” . ’
~ . i -

in t? framework the economics, of’ information represents a way‘of think-

. o " . : . . . .
ing “about ge‘p’roblem in seeking a solution rather .than a mechanistic set

x4 . . . -

) of calculations for-obtaining ahsingle' op.tithal res_ult.’ S e S ¥
) . - 0 Al . - L. . . [ . e
G . R S L .
. : Kl B ’ M ’\,, 3 ' ¢ 4 . %
’ ® . . - L - - [ Y ‘ g .
A R . Alternative Appr,oach%s Cost-Utitity Criteria ' -

' . " - The pa.rticular prol';lems in construct‘ing formal esrtimatesé of rcosts and
‘ benﬁg.fiis for 'dif(rent‘ credential or¢ accrtditation standard's su.ggest -that -
a cost-utilrtx approach be. adopted _A cost-utili,ty apptoach considera{ the —
) ,costs a’nd percei\ied benefi;;s qf- the vﬁ,rious‘ alternatives. Costs. are "’; i |
- estimated by Qpn,siderin(g the various resource rec;uirements for obtaining’~ .
A . : B ’ )
» ¥ E ] the infonnation and for ,the resources demanfls by indi;idual teac,he‘rs.' an\d h _,‘./
) - ) programs for meeting, the re;uiremgnts. Utility refers"{bthe value of the ‘. L 3

g, ' " e ’,
outcms, an estimate based partly upotb inttfitive evaluatiuons. ' That ié ", y
¢’ o

" any particular alternative can.he rated on a number of .dimepsions accord- ‘

<. % - zing' to pérceived benefits aa gflmated by the decisipn-maker ot ratinga of

‘ ) \ - relevan,t audiences.j/For example, narents, teachers, administrators, \ :
- businessmén, and others ‘¢ould be surveyed to seenl{ow _they r;te parti‘cular :' s ‘
. h outcomes: and educational re‘aearchend, teach s, and administtators could ’

) - .
. .

I
. K—~1:at:e che ,pqnibilities that particnlar t:rain g8, knowledge, or persvnalit:y .Y
.. L]

requirements would meet, those object:ives. Fi’bm these ratlngs it would be . ‘

. possible to censtruct expec’tea utility scales that enable one_ to compare .
. 7 2 ) \ '

the estimqt:(aliues of different aéternatives.




Cost data can be obtained by first matching each alternative against

-

. - , (
, the. resources requirements necessary to meet it. For exatple, if an~

. - '
‘

.accreditatipn requirement ia\poaited as a particular'aet vf courses and

e lnternghip, it ia pba;ible’to determine what the-ooat is of:that'aet of

'.Lt—‘ -expériences for a typical'trainee. There are also costs for monitoring c -
the program by public authoritiea'to‘be certain that the; “are meeting the -

req@Irdhenta, and there are,poata to the inatltution associated with site

viaits andfpexiodic reports go the apcrediting uthorities. In addition,

Since‘the procedurea fof ascertaining dosts are desgribed in some detail” - 4

a. '.'elaewhere, it is not necessary to report coatinggmethoda in greatér detail
’ ' ' - r' " <.

here (Levin 1975),
. TN ‘_," L. . ¢

. , . Rather, the applfeation of coat-uﬁi}ity analyaia can best be demon-

strated by.considering the a1te'nativea.for certification or program

-~ .
A *accreditftion. 1In genen?ks~there are three types of requirements that can - 4

-~

be-qpnaideréd'fur’%aaeaeing teacher competencies,‘ (1) educational and . Y

. .\ training characteriatics, (i) knowledge and peraonality attributes that ‘

e ‘ “w

* " ".'can be ascertained through a tqgting program’ and (3) behaviora that, can be*

aaqertained through direct observation of trainees or prdbationary teachers:

o ’

Educational and training characteriatica represent re1evant aspects of the {\"‘
' .teacher 5 fbrmal edutationalrand training preparation. typically. they
.are/ihe only facbﬁrs’that are considered in the accreditation of teacher-

training programa by vbluntary associations such as NCME or by state

i " f v

'/'. i _\

+ * ‘teke #n approved liat of toursea at an instit_tion that\has an appropriately;\l Ve

P . . N , i .

*31139'

.
»

credenfialing authorit;es. Normally, prospecgive teacwira are reduired to




4

:"'r ‘L'”u Ve

¢

trained facu‘lty, an ade'quate‘ library, and,'a joint arrangement for provid-~

"

ing approved in-service experience or "practice teachinyg" with a local

educational agency. Moreover, specific credentials are given on the basis
i N

of having taken specialized training in the appropriate areas.

,"'

L3

of course, the education and training characteristics approach to
g

. accreditation and certification need not be limited to present forms. A

.~

?
much’ greater qualitative monitoring of programs and courses could be

adopsed to improve thgquality-control aspect of this route. 1In fact, one
- . ’ . \'
change that might- be made in existing requirements is that a written and

v

detailed recdrd would be prepared for e‘a’ch trainee on both l*. or her

.

| strengths and weaknes's\in fulfilling each requirement. 'l'his record could-

A Wy ©

be utilized by prospective employers to examine the pattern of attaimenta

L

of each potentfal teacher, and* it is lilsel}"that it would provi,de much

more’ informatibn’“than t?”e typicawt.of grades and the ré'latively

o~

eursory hiring ;.nterviéyv ] over, iewlin 1ike1y spmulate those
‘.1

instructors who would bé re red to both train *‘d rate teacher- trainees ‘
£

pr .

to be much more fh!oughtful iﬂ Q%‘idering strengths and weakness: of each’

" trainee as we£1 ag- providing- a more conatructi\?e feedback on per

< "3“ R ‘.
to each trainee, thran does the traditional grﬁing ugystem,

[N

Knowledge and, persbnality attributes that -are thought to affect teach-

nce

(3

ing prowess are the aeconi\type of requirement that might be conéidered
‘. - ,l vl .
" for certificat.ion although they are lesa. relgvant to J:r/ogm accreditation.

Shcthuhe the cognitive hlnliedge of subject matter and such
. pedggogical principles as the conatruct‘bn @curriculum, appropriate use
dg!teriala, alility to diagnose le,arnh.g needs, proficiency at evaluat+'
ing atudent progreas, and ao on. . Personal ‘tt;i_b,utea \include stch

iy . N
o - . v . e \.
.
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factors as flegcibility, inter-personal traits, tplerance of cultural C.
differences, and other facfors that mi;ht' be important for good teaching. . .

- -

It is believed that at least the cognitive characteristics might be .«

L} ‘ ) . ) \"
. .‘measured through written and oral examinations. For example, knowledge °

LI - *

of subject matter can be tested in a traditional manner as can certain .

aspects of professional knowledge. The NatTonal T'eachers"Examinat,ion

* 0

of the Educational Teﬁing Service represents one device- f'&r a'ssessin’g

both inteliectual aspects and professional knowledge of the prospective . N

.-, @, - 2 = .
teacher, and school distﬁricts such as New York City have required that a "
& a11 secondary teachers p&ss a 'specific subj.ect matter examination to be . .
. L 3
elig)le for licensing in any patticular subject. Other written examina“

tions can.be constructed that will be tailored towards the other specific

L

requirements that are believed to be important for good teaching. -

. . In addition, it is possi\ole to set out procedwres for oral examina-

\ - tion of prospective teachers with respect to their knowledge, creativity,
. : . . » . v
\. ¢ -+ and personality bfactors in order.to assess' their appropriateness for teach-.

~ ~

ing. The extent'to which both oral and written exami}\'ations can evaldate

the factors that are important to teaching is prohlematic in that it de-

pends not only on the identification of what is important but also on the: ™

/ i L.

'

¥ ability of examinations to measure those dimensions.that are conside;ed~ to *
" \ - be important. This is a matter that we ~11 return 'to'l‘ater,. and it also * “
L] . - ° \
t
: - pervades the third of the alternativeh assessment of teachjing behavior A :

thr ih the direct observation of trainees or probationary teachers in L |
. » ‘
- . -

7>

[ - the¥assroom. . , .
i ! . %! .
| ‘. In recent years this approach haé become formalized under the title ’

.
* -

~of Cornpetency-Based Teacher Education (CBTE) or Per formance~Based Teacher .
’ -~ N ) . ..‘*J ( ’ . . .' )




a

.

. abilin (Smith 1975 Rosenshine and Furst 1973« Heath and Nielson 1974’
Essentially, the logic of this approach is constructed as follows. From

research’on teaching effectiveness it is possible to generalize EEOut the -

»
-

characteristics ‘that are required for good teaching, Accordingly, parti-

- . '
. ., cular performance-based criteria can bé'set out for eacﬁ dimension that
. ~ . . R
is shown to be associated with teaching'effectiveness. Teachers and--
. , o . R
teacher tf!inees will be observed and rated according to whether tifty meet

the minimal criteria along each of’these dimensions. For exanple, if per-

sonal;warnth is‘thougntato'be an important requisite for teaching primary

-, -
] 4

age children, teacher-trainees and probationgry teachers might be evaluated

through direct observation of their- teaching in order to:gee how well they

- , b
v N .

demonstrate warmth in their tlassroom relations.: Other dimensions "from

4

-
>

- enthusiasm to subject knowledge to creativity to culturaL sensitivity

! " would also be gssessed through ratings of classroom performance of trainees..

-, -

. ) . «While we have set out.thfée sets of standards because they are -

- ‘ analytically differeat, they can also be combdned into a single accredita-

tion or certificatlgn approach. For example, all prospective teachers

"y ’ might be required to:complete an accredited training program.which would
entail'séecifié eaucationsl experiences of -a particular quality as reflected °*

. ALY — _ -
b, , ‘ . in" the facllities and faculty of the trnining institution. Successful
) - ‘ 1
- completers of such programs would then undertake exsmin#tions with respect
. iy to bﬁbjest and prcfediional knowledge as a first phase of the certifica-(;
. / . i

" tion procedure, and subsequefitly they would be rated according to the

-

e .

e ”'seri‘yn dimensions of their classroom Rerformance before receiving a
. . M [y N .

o




license or teaching credential.
- . - \

But, how myght we supject these approaches or any combination of them
to a ooat-utili.ty anglysis? Before attempting: to'answer that question, [,we
: é A B ; ¢
o N L . ) ) - [ / -
‘must recall two difficulties that we discussed above. First, the c-tite/ria

that we will des\ﬁ‘e for our teachers will obviously depend on educational,

. ' .
4 , s ,
goals, and these arﬂkely to be subject to great controversy among °

LY

different constituencies. Second A:bere is. a great!deal of uncert%ty 4
as to what types of personality characteristicq;, knowledge, and classroom\
behavior are necéssary for producing any particular educational outcome.

This means that evaluation of any particuldr approach will be- fraught

- . Q'N‘ ’
*

. with assumptions about what are appropriate educational outcomes as well
. A .y i . Ve N ™
as what are the teacher characteristic that producesathese outcomes. To

a very great degreée these assumpti,ons will be based upon viewpoints or-
comittments ‘Aat are derived primarily from opinions apd value judgments
rather than from systematic research.- In fact, the difficulties of un-

‘ E:over.ing genefalizable factors 'v)lhich can be linked to teaching performance_

and effectiveness is evident throughout the literature (Travers l973)
%Fiven this uncertainty and the lack of an appropriate kng}\ge base,

the ,subjective nature of much of what followa is obvioua. Yet, a numl’
of stages.are proposed for setting out a policy for accreditation or
‘ -~

I

certification. These include (1) the snecification of educaggenal outco‘

or desirable teacher behaviors; (2) the setting of a,value or social
utility for each of these outcomes or behawiors; (3) the specification of
A 4

-

‘ . ‘ ! - , ¥ . - : .
steacher character{stics that are associated with each of these outcomes or
.. - . - .4 ,
teacher behaviors; (4) the/specificgtion of alternative methods for assur-

ing the existence of those characteristics as well ag the probability of

T .

L)
x - e

¢

Y

-

.ot

L
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each method in successfully identifying the attaimment of the characteris-

tic.and the cost of each alternative; and (5) the cost-utility comparison,

(1) §gecifécation of‘Educational Outcomes or Desirable Teacher Behaviors

Ultimately, we cannot escape the direct confrontation with values in

that’we mﬁst begin by specifying what we believe to be important educational

outcomes or important dimensions of teacher behavior that we believe will
» _ >

lead to desirabl egucationalbsesults. Fhe difficulty in doing this is

)

of course vested'in the fact,that different const1tuencies such as different

L3 » *

groups of oarents, bui}nessmen,-taxpayers, aué gtudents with a legitim&ﬁe

-

~ interest in education may have considerably differept views on what are’

)

desirable outcomes or tedicher behaviors.

- (2) Setting a Value or Social Utility for Eacthutcome or_Behavior

A
Once the important, desirable, or possible educational outcomes were

-

specified, we would neee’to ascertain their social value. That is, it is

- v ‘e

unlikely ghat any set of teacher certification,or accreditation standards

could fulfill all of the outcomesffor two reasons: Firat, many of the
£ '

regults will be in conflict, 80 fulfillment of one will necesgarily mean
2

the obviation of another.~ For example, 1if we wish-to. empgf/ize cultural
pluralism with multiple values in education, we will violate the wishes of
these who seek a single universal set of cultiral valués as & prerequisite

[}

for citizenshig, Second, limited Tesources will also likely preclude o;r y
meeting all of the possible educational outcomes that might have aome “
vaiue, e if all'wuxe aonsidered o “be fhvoruble‘vith no cdnflictn among
them. Accordingly, we must prdvide appropriate weights or utilities for-.
eacg’outcome or’ teacher behavior in order to specify a measure of’ it; B

value relative to other. poaaible outcomes or teacher behaviors. , This can

L UL 114




mathematics coﬁpetence,:knowledge of techniques of

— - ’
. . -

be done by obtalning ratings from representativés of the various consti-- ‘
1 ‘ - - , . .
tuencies on a utility scale. Procedures for implementing this approach .-

are found ir many sources'(Chernoff and Moses 1959; Siegel 1959). At

best these approaches will only permit a' relative ranking of outcomes or .

teacher behaviors tnder, certain restrictive conditlons (Arrow 1963; Sen
. . /
B g '
1970) . But they do represent a reasonable -basis ‘for differentiating among °

the importance of different outcomes O teacher behaviors. - -

(3) Specification of Teacher Characteristics Asbociated with Each Outcome .

; Once we ﬁave specified set a value on the different educational

outcomes or teacher behaviors, it is necesgary to specify which paré?cular ~

rs

observable or measureble characteristics of teachers will® indicdte the

xttginment of the educational outcome or the éxistence of- the teacher
- '/, . * )
behavior. In the case of educational outcomes, we must krdow which measur-

-

able or observable aspects of teachers are connected with each outcome or’
behavior. For example, if the outcome is mathematics proficiency of
, - R

gtudents, we might posit that a set of teacher characteristics. Buch as

(S

curriculum construction

in mathematics, and so on are associated with the outcome. Thesé connec- 4
. ° . o= R

tions might be drawn from research 1itgtatdre, professidhal judgmens#s, and

common sense. They might also be associated with an estimate of the prob- -

* .

abiliries by which it is believed that the presence of the teacher charac- L2

teristic will resuit in the desired outcome} Such a ﬁrobability serves to”
. ‘ A J ]

f s ~a '
express a degree of certainty or uncertainty about the'se relationships.
' -

"(4) Specification of Alternative Met ods for Assurin the Presence of N

the Teacher Characteristig . - ,

Foliowing the specification of desirable outcomes, their .social h
values, and measures or indicators Qf associated teacher characteristics, ' '; p
» é?
o
3 ;o a‘

o ~ a5 - .




~ ¢
%~

we explore the possible alternatives for certiiication or program accredi-
tation. For example,'if mathematics knowledge is one of the teacher
‘characteristics that we have deesed to be related to mathematfia} outcomes

for students; we might ask how we can assure that teachers have this

—_— -

’

characteristic. One possibility is that of progtam. accred1tation, where .
we monitor and evaluate programs to assyre that no teacher passes through
the program wito:j? partaking of particufar educational experiences. A

Second approach 1d.be’ an external examination for certification. A

third approach would be the observation of prospective teachers by quali-

’

fied eva&uators whige the former are carrying out teaching. internships.

Each of these is also associated with a different probabilityrof meeting

. . I3

-this requirement,

¢

In addition to specifying the alternatives for agsuring the presencé’
’ [ -~ . /
of the particular teacher characteristic, we must assess the costs of each

~

alternative. For egample; some,of'tee/alternatives will require rather
. N . - I N o,
substantial teating,ir oaservation programs, while others will only require

the accreditation of ining programs with no government testing or

olpservation of teachers. iet us assume for the purposes of this exposition,

- K ’ . T .

only the cost of obtaining the information on tea9her characteristics. - -~
e 1 ~

LS

That is, different information requirements for assuring‘the'attainment of

particular standards may alsp entail differences in training progragg.c\But;
- \

R . ) . g ._‘ -

\ve will concentrate only on differences in costs of obtaining and utilizing

the information on certification ot‘ptogrsq'accreditation.

-
—~—

'Previoqply, we set out three types of info;natioial requirements for

certification purposes: educational and training characteristics of tHé
by y

3

potential tescher--e.g., completion of requirefments in an acqrediteq

B i , _ ,.' N fﬁI‘!{;_ ‘:
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iy

prograﬂi,knowledge of personality attributes that can be ascertained-

?« . PSS .

through direct observation of trainees or prospective teachers. Accord-

ing to the analysis that- we-set out above, it is thellatter which is most

likely to provide reliabigfinforgatioﬁ.on teachex performance followed by ’
- the.teating approach with the accredited program approach delivering'the

least reliable information on teacher chasacteristics. But, the observa-

F]

tion approach is also very expensive-relative to the Pther two. In order
. ' ’ A .

to provide information on ‘teacher behaviors through observation, it is

v, necessary to utilize trained observers who.obtaingd data;on the prospec-

§

tive teacher in a variety of different situations and'settingsu The

resource costs for doing this are very high relative to either testing

programs for proficiencies or certification on the basis of completion of
" - P N
* an accredited program. - The latter requires only that programs be reviewed.

-

periodically and jzat graduates provide proof that they have completedé’
H

such programs. are we to choose among the threée approaches or combina-

tions of them? ; Py
S ' .
Cost-Utility Comparisons ‘- I
hd ']

Given'the types oi data joat we have set out, we tan proceed in the

L

following Ay to unke cost-utility comparisons. Recall that®the previous

-

four stages enabled us to obtain the following information:

educatioﬁil outcomes or teacher behaviors ) Py

1 ’
‘ . ¥
2~. utilities or social values of each of the outcomes ar . .
‘behaviors . . . )
4 .
3- specification of measurable teacher chardcteristics .
. ‘aasociated with'each outcome or teacher behavior } : o

4- probability that the existence of the particul‘ .
. characteristic will produce the educational outcome ’ {
ot tdacher behavior . o ‘ -




5- specification of altemative#éthods for assuring the ‘
characteristic !

6- probability that the particular method will assure the

characteristic \
. . - _/ ~ Na

7- the cost'of each a1£€fnative method

- ; Given these data we can comstruct cost-util ty-e%timates “for each alterna-

iV}

tive method of providing information on teach charac;eristics as well as

variants of gach. The procedure would reguite th weight each educa-

tional ocutcome by its autility which is then/muitiplied by the probability

- of any particular measure assuring the attaimment of the,outcome«Af‘well

R

- as the probability of the particular information approach providing reliable.

information on the teacher characteristic. Expected utilities can be
\ _ 1
‘obtained for each educational outcome while varying the measures of teacher

characteristics and alternatives for obtaining the fhformation; or for each '

alternative method of gathering infordation while varying educational
outcomes -and measures of teacher characteristics.

Using a shorthand %ofation it is possible to calculate the utilities ~

~
~

in the:following way: ' , -
- (Ui) (Pji) krtj)" Expepte«i Utility of fulfu?‘ng/ the i'th

‘educational outcome using the ]'th teacher characteristic

P

utiliziﬁé the k'th method of assuring the presence of the

" J'th characteristic, o . - -
. . Co .

m}ere: . ‘ - ' . : ‘-

»
U = the social utility of- ﬁu 1*th eiuc!tioa‘outcone -

s A’ ’ (1 fd 1,..-,!1) ] . ' [ . B . "-
R the probability that the presence’ 6f the j'th teacher
characterigtic will assure the attainment of i (jn:a l,e0.,m)

]

s




P, , = the probability that_theVR:th alternative for proviﬁfpg )

1ﬁformation,on teacher characteristics will assure the -

<

Jbresgnce of the jfth chatécte;ist}g (k = 1,...,p), If we "

. h . " o, - , . :
divide information methods into three types: (1) program \\\\
[ 4 i . .

<

. J A
- accreditation (2) testing; and (3) direct observation, then

4
L) %

(k =1, 2', 3). )

_Usihg this apbroachfwhere}values for é}ch of the variables can be ascer- »

-~
”»

tained by public opinior surveys In the case of educational outcomes and

-

- . “

utilities’ and subjective judgments by relevant experts in the case of‘the ‘ -
- hi ‘{\
probabilities, it is possible to estimate-utility vadues for particular !

N edu-ca'tiona‘tcémes as well as their'expected #alues for any particular g . J

.

¢®mbination of teacher charactégistics and_method of obtaining the infor-

.

mation/ . ' - . N

£ ‘

) . ’ ’ o
In addition{ it is possible to estimate the costs for each method of . |

obtaining the information by anaiyzing the resource components that are .

necessary for each approach. Thus the costs 6f program accreditation, of T e

] - -

a particular type of testing program, or systems df direct teacher obser- .- .

.
’

‘vation can be analyzed according é:'éheif resdurce irfgredients and costs.
The methodology.for this has been expiicgéed elsewhere - (Levin 1975). Given .-~

both the expected utilities and costs of .each altégpative informationm

N E Y

Wstenm, ‘it ‘would be appropriate to choose that whigh prbvig:?'th higheét‘_ . -

1q§e1 df utility per dollar of resourcg‘allocat;onxa;ohg the requisite ) r° o

-

dimensions of educational outcome. The fact that the solutign{will vary

[y
-

according to the type of educational outcomes that’ are reviewed, their ' . A
Y ,

.

y , estimated utilities, the teacher'charactqriiticé which are associated

-

with thése outcomes, and the nature of the information system for obtain-

B
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\ + . . ‘
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—
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,itig data on the teacher characteristics means that there are a.d.arge

.

4

number of a1ternative components that c;n be analyzed in constructing ‘an’
\ '
appropriate system, . o

\ . i ’ L I .
. Even variation within each #lternative 'can be evaluated in the cost-

‘utility context, Fc;r example, the greater the number of items in an. T
exa'mination, the higher the relial.)ili‘ty of asce'rtai.nin_g{the presence or
absence of a .particular teacher c_ﬁaracteristi'c.' | B_ut?,‘ the larg\er the
number of items, the greater the c:st of the ‘examinatidg progran, Accord-

ingly, it might be possible to Teview th'e cost-utility values for examina-

4

<
{ i

tion programs with differeat cpmponents and of different lengths - (Cronbach '*

and Gleser 1965) as well .as to aj)_plf the same type of analysis to varying

the riéor and monitoring of progra;n.accreditation or the extensiveness o‘f
acher observations. - T ' A

$eacher o sek a c:ns ' , _, . 2 V

-~ r L]
. .

; A Simple arison : . ., c y
It is best to afgregatesthe anaiysi's by educational outcome since

there will be many teacl;::' characteristics associated with each: pdtent‘ial

edueational r‘esult. In that way, a ctruster of .teacher characteristic’ ”

can be related to any particular, educational outcome with respect to the

\

probability of achieving that outcome 1n the presen.pe of those characteris--'

tics.. Then each information a1térnetfve that nright be used as the. besis

+ for certification or program accreditation might be explbred witg respect "

to the prbba‘bility -of providing informatiozn that set of teacher charac-

L)

téristics akell as costs. All of these & can be combiped to’ assees '

the respective costs and utilities. of the different approaches. { f
~

A very eimple- example is ;hown in Table One. These deta are con-
v,
) trived for purposes of illystration, so that they sbould be ‘considered

-
L]
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. .. J .3 for prog‘ram accreditation, .9 for testing ptoficiency, .7 for
. “.’* .direct observation KRN L - ) .
. - . Ve g . T
" . . . °. " 1 ‘ S . ; e .
a ) ) Cost = $1 00" per cand}date for program accreditation. . P .
. . © ™ $2.00 per candidate for testing. =, ’ ) ¢ ~
R g . $0.00 per candidate for direct observation. \\
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: » - .Method. N\, Ur,ility ‘6 : Cost . Cost/Utility - -
IS e . . : \ o o AT
Progtam Accredi.tation e . 415 . $1,00 "t $L.33 S e :

‘ 11 SR 0 L .. 2,00 Q.88 .

. Testing - ‘
‘ 5.72
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.as a hypothetical use of the analy91s rather than an actual comparison. i
Xy . ': - .,
The* particufar edueational outcome -that is posed is mathematlcs achlevementa

- . - 4

of students ‘at thb appropriate grade level. The social uﬁ'lity assrgned
#

td this outcome is lO on a 10 point scale, * The particular teacher’ charac-

v
9 4 LR ¢

b.l

teristic that is?alu.ated is the knowledge by the teacher™ Qf mathemat,ics
at the approa?ia e level, and it is deemed that the possessron of that

knowledge yields a 25 probabillty that students will meet "the education’al
!

outcome. The respective probabilitizes for the three méthdds of information

1

g appror shows the highest

efppcted utility 'followed by the, observation option, nd the'. ]iowesta one
P . -2 -y ’:' K
is'indicated for- pr‘ogram &cr‘editatiqn. | But, program accreditation ds

7

.also asgociated with the ldwest cost followed by testipg and thefn obsexaéa-

.
t‘, »

,accreditation ‘costs about $0 44 more pe!:qpnit of' utilicy, and obser_vation

T,
N [

costs almc‘ $5. 00 a unit more.

. i )
[} :

N ‘ Of course, the order of the cost/utility rest(xlts might change from*

-

"t?evrharacteriauc to characteristic, 80 it is beat to tak; chrstersf .

~ - 0

of characterigtics. for each -educa.tional outcome and ana}yée tl;ese as a

¢ - ‘J LIRS N
s group. 'l‘his s’ particularly. important where \tﬁere arécoah;oeconomics,_ Bt
' o o
involved in any particul.ax( information approach so that ist doe’s not coBt,~ -
- " ~ 3 -‘. U L o ..uc -
) o - weeT o L -

. "_. . \7‘. -v 'q '~ ,. .'.’.

T S B
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'_ ‘tion. ‘When the .costs and utilities are combiged, the, optimal choice is the '
. “ .0 i . .

- " _.i‘:éhting approach with a cost of om./gper unj.t‘of ut'iliﬂy.\ 'Prograni ,
. . DT . _

for ceﬂ:i%cation purpose.s is .3 for program accreditation .9 for teetlng, .
and .7 for 4irecr’ obaervationa 'I'h(;re’spective cogts per each candtdate_"‘
-are $1.00, $200,and‘$1000. C /\ v . ,?"‘h(
Multipl.ying the utility offthe outcome by the probabilities ytelds ‘-’.‘ |
I\‘ an’ expected ‘utiligwaor program accredit,at on of 75 for test.ipg gf 2. ZST \:
and for observatlon of 1.75. ) Thus, “the te?‘é{ .-';




much more tor observe or test multiple characteristics of teachers than
il ddes to observe. or test a single one. That is, the high fixed costs

associated ‘with the- stl;ategy mean that the marginal or additional cost

-

)
fot gathering dat-a’ on s particular behavior are rather smail in contrast

with the high ﬁixed costs (Levin 1975 205~ 11-\\ This also suggests that

v = °
the aanalysj.s"be"carriedl; out among al ative "inf@mation gystema w;Lth
o . ) .

respect to all of the ty‘pes'ef 'rele information that they might pro-

» -

vide ratﬁer l;han doing it str‘lctly,qn an educational outcome 6r ,geacher

-charﬁ’cteristic basis. T ‘ ‘ / .

A

. "~ & Summary and Implications

PR
f . " ~

. ‘The prcblems inher%t in the construction of systems of teacher

>

certificati:on or program accreditation are ﬁnusually severe. Conflicts

4

among conétituencies‘ in what a&e desiﬁble educational outpu"fs as well as

a lack of knowledge-base by which teacher characteristics can be asso-
. - £
ciated witti particular qutcomes axe severe obstacles to the de_sign of a

1

new ap'proach ko téacher certification., Rather, such af system must be
< ;, -
based upon some- agreement on objectives and a reasonab1e~know1edge of. the

e1ationslrip betwee{x measurabIe ‘teacher c’haracteristic and ttese outcomes.
[ ~ :

’ 'Given the formidable gaps in our knowledge abou teac}ler effectiveness ¥

, wre

and inherent 'conflicts among different constituencies on desirable educa-

A ’ s T

" tional objectives, how is it '[;ossible to.design & ney system for certi-

¢ < - . ° . - ’
fying teachefs and other educational professionals? - -~ - . ‘,
- ) .

a

« In this paper we -have suggested that th& area of the economics of 7

information might .provide a framework for addressing this iseue. \rh \
&

Y
/economics of irfformat{oq is relevant beca}se ‘the provision of a syst .

r
[
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6.

1]

of-certificationTis an exércise in establishing ‘the eligibility of persons
« 3T ~ 4
to teaach on the basis that<they meet these reaufrements. In order to-

as‘grtain whether they meet these requirements we must " develop a system

L]

of informat on, and each alternative for constructing that system is asso-

\

ciated with a potentially d:fferenjmzflue to society and a different

. .. -
rd

cost, . Since the economics of info tiof? represents, a way.of evaluating
NN 9 - 3
* the relationship between the costs‘of information and'its usefulness,.it ot
. . ! )
is suggested as an’ appropriate approach to appty to teacher: certification'

-
and program*accreditation.

r

e PR -
" =In particu}ar we applied a cost-utility ffamework to this issue, by -

N E\'

setting out‘a methbd for evaluating both the social value or utility of
particular certification approaches as well as their costs. The useful-.-

ness of this methodblogy is twofold. First, it may be possible to use it
to construct formal calculations of’costs and utilities of different

- A & .
alternativesa Second it gives a heuristic framework for asking questions

>
about. designing new systems of'obtainrng information for "teacher licensing,
o~

certificatd.on, #4pd program accreditation. That iég_;the ‘method 'r.equir'GS’

the exploration of afiy proposed modification by asking questiOns about the
chaqges in\Social utility embodied in the alteration of’ standards as\well

as changes’ in costs. The method also enables the analyst to decompose the

.

;'problem into its- specific components including the specification of educa-

- e

2

tipna1~outcdmes ot‘teache’.Eihaviors; of utilities or social 'values of tgese
outcomes pr behaviors, of specific teacher characteristics associéled with

such outcomes or behaviors as gﬁi} as the probabiliﬁies of the presence of -

particular teacher characteristics producing those outgomes, of the prob-

ability of ‘alternative certffication approaches’ identifying and,obtaining

*

+




s
3
.
-
l
.
-

. & ~ .o
. . P 5 N\ ’
P ) ' had ": - . v . .
. - .
appropriate teakher characteristics, and of the associated costs of a1ter-
- . . . yv ¢
native certification or aecreditation approaches. . .. ’ R
r > -
1‘he value of the cost-utility application of~the economics'of infbr-
'S arl é .o .

(ation to this problem is that it enables us to make more systematie our

analyses w'h‘ue sti].l permitting a great dealﬁof subjective evalution.
M '

.But in this way ‘the wﬁfiod of analysis as well as the subject aspe'cts

[ ] a4

\be(:ome’more exp-licit so, that, they can be fruitfully evaluated and debated

by - persops who have not been invoived in the thivial ' formulation of .

- -

recomendations for implemeutit}g a new approag (£vlin I97IT While this

may nlot.re e the heat associated with the debate on clranging reguire-
.-t . m T e X ¢

ments- for teacher\gertifidation,'h-g'increase the light.* '
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.. - NATIONAL AND REGIONAL ACCREDITING FOR
* ) PROFESS IONAL EDUCATION PROG!AHS
. . ) Lindley J. Stiles\ s ' .
.' s 1 ‘; N ‘-.
4
" The: 1ssues involving national and regional acérediting are related
to state program approval but alsd clearly extend beyond state functions

and activities. This paper examines the historical effect of politic&ﬂ, .

and social forces on current national and regional accreditation of pro-
fessiondl educational programs, 4" . o
The _author asserts that there are inadeq%resonrces (humag and »
. fiscal) in present accreditation organization ate, regional, and
» - national) to discharge the oblig,ation of quality work. As a consequence,
there is‘growing dissatisfaction with preshnt monitorin‘g and review pro-

istered. The author di ses the extent to which the National Council
for Accreditation of Teac Education (NCATE) has been a target of such
+ - ' critigism. ‘

According to the author, concerns about NCAI‘E accrediting activities
‘include: 1) its ability to screen out institutionsf'who do not meet
present standards; 2) ambiguity regarding the definitiom of standards "/
-and their applicatiog from one institution to another; and.3) the train-
ing and abilities of evaluators who make on-site visits. ‘These problems
are further compounded by the limited reseurces available for developing
and evalwating alternmative processes and procedures. \

Drawing on the various problems assoc,ia? with NCATE, the duthor
concludes his paper by presentimg and discuss ng several proposals which
are designed to remedy present NC deficiencigs. One of these pro-:
posals, ‘advocated by the author, i to have "become a‘national
accrediting agency to monitor/approvc state program- apprqQval dperations.
The Advantages of this sytemare that NCATE would provide: R ship
to states, define minimum standards to assure nation-wide eompliance, and
act as a non-govermmental agency with greatér con“trol .to enforce high .
quality standards for state accrediting progrags SR

‘cedures because they arg}imany ingtances poorly implemented and/or-admin-

-
a7

-
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LT N National and Regiortal Accrediting for ,
- ) Professional Education Programs' . :
.o . Edu _ L F
- IR Lindley J. Stiles * o -0 N
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M . ' W
Deliberations about accrediting require, clear underst,anding of what -
the process is or is not. Confusion about meaning is the dause of mch
of the dissatisfaction that now prt-;\ils regarding accrediting agencies T
. M % \ ) N
- , and practices in the fiela of educatiom R

R

\ .
Accrediting is a process of cert.ifying that an institutipn is meeting .

~  prescribed standards of academic or professional excell,ence. It: differs
. Loy
A

from the function of charterit_xg iﬁ ch means auttb\rization to function.

It is not a means of attesting or aran‘:eeing that individuals are quali-
- } ¢

1s cafled certificatiou or licensi;g -
@

fied to practice a profession whict

Y v

With respect to professional :

-
gion ,generates from the e)ﬁpneous :

* L~ are equivalent ful’ns. In realjity, t#xes

T ‘ occurs, maintain acceptable st‘andarda Licen ing aie to guarantee that .
individuala are qnalifitd to 1)1:'atzt:ice.s
o .} In the field of education, and in .some st tes but not all,_licenses
.to paucttce;ue«.maam an;cnl:i.cﬂ.ly t& m“ of tmhu adncacion
. ‘ progrm aceredited by the National Council for Accreditation of 'reachs'
\/ . Education, NCATE, the oEficial national agency for undergraduate pro-
* .

-’ oy
.

* Professor of Education fqg_-nterdisciplinary Studi.es, s§i0103y~ and
- . Pol.iti:cal Sci.nqe, Northmtern Universdty ’ "~
. T . .‘ [
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4

fessional schools that grant the minimum of the bachelor's degree and o
~ - [y

advanced graduate professional preparation The .more conmon,practice

othet professional fields is to require candidates for licensure to
t

individual qualifications whether or not they have graduated from ac redi-q
2\

W

ted professional schools. The intent is to provide two types of protec~

tion for the public, clients, and members of‘ihe profession itself.

. I -

.
. -
. . 5

the other’ attests that an individual» 8 competent tohpractice.

- . ’ .
The confusi:;'ZEZEEQ%ccrediting and licensure in the*field of educa-

graduates of accredited high schools to certain colleges and univers

. bl ' . o
withbut'their having to pass qualifying tests. Admisgsion to professional

practice however, is a matter of much greater consequence than deter--

LI

2 §

mining elfgibility for enrollment in ‘an educational program, A student .

r 4

admitted:to collége because of graduation from an accredited high school

. still must prove aRility to weet the academic standards maintained. A - <
. . . . . . ' ' -
person licensed tp practice faces no further qualification tests of indi- -~ L
i . N * - - S . . :
. vidual competente. ° ‘ . E - . ) o -,
’ \ e oo o -
; Another confusion abeat,accrediting is the assumption, promoted ] .

by NCATE, that the ocess aims primarily to improve rather than toe .

approve. Without pr scribed minimum standards, an accrediting body operates ) .

[ 4

h a "rubber’ ruler" with no means of differentiating weak programs from

] the strOng; Yet, it may be ynfair to:judge a small rural college by the ’ 0
- same standard developed for a.comprehénsive urban uniuersity. Perhaps the.

-need is forfalternative, but precise,.standards suited to the different!

types of programs accredited. Lo

\-‘I /—*_ - a-'w - . "‘. . ‘
. < ° . :




v{ ’ '. oo . ‘ N
‘The idea of regional accrediting may need examining more carefully
. F 7

7

to'determine ;hether it is a viablexﬁossibility for accrediting professional

» — ~

educatigpal programs. Cooperation between states so far tends to come

from elitist motivatione, entered into by ééates that want to achieve

-y

common gbals and reciprocity re1§tionshi§s; rather than those geograpﬁﬁ;
_'cally situated near Eith-other. .

o 3
13 .

“ Confusion prevails, too, about the idea of volggtary ;ccreditiﬁg, and

about whether a process that aims to protect the public and students should

Jbe left to’ private initiative. Rarely is accre@iting_voluntary in a strict
Y . t

. ~
sense of the word and public protection is a publicgpatter,

~ Who should accredit? is a question that sparks disagreements. At’the

national lerél, teacher educators havé fought to keep control of NCATE;
-, at. both the national’ and ‘state ‘levels the professiohai teachers' associa-

tions are pressing for control of aﬁérediting and certification processes. -
- - . . -
Academic professors,- state department officials,'clasbroom teachers of

various specialities, school board membéri, anq,éther'educational consumer .

groups have been.given only token voices. , o
- B - A ) H
g N * “ ‘,‘t
s Purposes of Accreditin
- £ B/

. The key purpose of~§ccrediting in ﬁrofessional schools is to attest

J
to the 'pu.a)lic and pros’ective stydents thac a program of preparattep meets
defined mininnm standards of quality. John Mayor, in ‘ohe of the more ex-

y L S
temsive studies of Accreditation in.i'ucher Bd:zrcation, listed five purposes
of Accreditthg:? . ’ - ‘ . o

' s - - . #
1.,” Servive to public. Accreditation is supposed t: guarantee. to Eﬁq

)

citizen qﬁa].ity in an i:.uu‘::ion of higher learning. : .

4 .

—

.
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Al

/% 2. Institutional inprovement.' Minium:i standards; the initia1

accreditation, and the ‘periodic re-evaiuation visitationd are seen as a

major thrust for the improvement of teacher education.
3. Facilitating ‘transfers. The establishment of national standards
- or norms allows col'lege and university admissions officers to make easier

*- add more rapid judgments regarding the admission or graduation of a ¢tu-

R dent, and. the movement of a student on to the next level c?matriculation’} :
’ . ™ ' LT
4. Raising standards of the professiom. An important objective of

. accreditation is to raise ‘the standards of -education -for the practice of

a profession. Y, RPN '

-
. L
]

5. Information for prospective employers. rAccreditation is taken as,

&
proof of the quaiity of training which a graduate from the institution has w
received._ ) ,
The specific \goala, the National Council for Accreditation of Tedcher
Education purports to segve are-3 . e «
‘p. %o assure the public that particular institutions---
those named in the Annual list--offer programs for the >
. preparation of teachers and other professional school .
. . - personnel that meet national standards of.quality.

*
L

. o b. To-ensure that children and yoqth are served by well-
- d 1 1. . .
. prepared schoo personne ~ N -
" c. To advance the teaching profession through the improve-
ment of preparation .programs ' N . *
d. To pr'&ide a practical basis for rec'ipr‘ocity’ among
" the states in certifying pi'ofessional‘school personnel'
Of these ‘stated goals, the first three are generally endorseda €.8.,
to attest the quaIity of programs to the public and, one might -add, to - ﬂ,‘

»

p‘rospective professionals\ to protect students whom practitioners serve,

and to advance "the profession. The fourth 1isted objeetive illustrates )

b : . a * -

* 156 . .
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- . .
, . .. . . ’ h
% ' ~

the confusion that preyails about the meaning and goalﬁ of accrediting

and licensing, to which reference has been ‘made. Actually, this fourth

a

purpose 1is- in conflict with the second and third statements. Students

- 2

-

are not protected nor is the profession'advanced,by the automatic licen-

/ -

sing of every individual who is graduated -from an accredited program of

teacher education. As mentioned,.individual qualifications for licensing

-

should be verified regardless of the institution attended--as a double-
\ check to protect studeuts-taught and the profession. Reciprocity between
states in’certifying professional school personnel_can be a worth} go;lh
only if licenses issued are based on valid evidence of individual quali-

fications for practice. Almost, half of the states have recognized this

fact and refused to license automatically.gindpates of NCATE teacher educa-
& ' ST,
" tion programs. 7 : ,

. " To appreciate the varying expectations of accrediting in different

. types of institutions, it helps to examine the historical background of

the process in the United States. Out of such perspectine, the current

practices and problems of.state, regional and national accrediting for

[ - .

Qrofessional programs in education-can be analyzed ) J

s

’

] v

e

4 Historical Backgroun& of Accredit ng . .
{

: In most countries, accrediting is a function of government which

%

¢

charters institutions. In the ‘United States a process of voluntary or
self-acqrediting‘:i; invented, in tne'1870's._because-statee were}failtng
to police the quality of schoolp and'colleges.a Mucn earlter, howeuer,,}
in 1787 Nev York "State had.begun to accredit collegés. The ted; volun-

' ta;z, is a.mignomer. S$ince the, basic notion of accrediting is to dis-

-




GG
v . -
N \

- . ’ ) —
1 - Iy - 9‘ . ..
. vt

, ﬁinguish;Petween qualftf and meﬁiocre progrgms or institutions; once a

system of ;ccre41tingfhas been established, colleges and universities are .
. - : - 1
under compulsion to sgek qpprpvél. .o ’ .-
. > . ‘ . Fy - * ’ 3
sy

‘t‘ * a . -
“#itist and Authoritarian Rg;ts - r : .
- . . ! »
The idea of self-actrediting generated from the ambitions of stgoQé. "

4

-

institutions ‘to mirror their ;;ﬁbquality as a model for others to emuf%te; ‘

.
- A3

. . ‘ \ _ ‘ ,
The Association of American Universities, which for years never had more

~

. than forty members, performed its oqn.accrediting.s' Membership was a - S |

" ' =
.

matter of dihtinction,'presérved for the few and demied to tﬁeémény;

* A\

. .. L 4 ,
Other Farly accrediting associations had similar objeq;.ivés.6
. i .. - v -

P

- Elitist motivations led to authoritarian practices.. The_tendency in

L4

. ‘ ¢ . ) ) :

-——ah—ifi/accrediting bodies is’ for those who belong to impose their standards . :

N on those who seek Qdmispiqn. Authogitarianism was eviden;, also, in
Y . ) ’ ’

efforts by colleges to accredit high schools. Graduate s.choolihai(e

LS
"

~assuméd elitist postures and followed authoritarian procedurés in accredi- = . oy
’ . ) - - . - . T4
ting undergraduabék colleges. *Simﬂiaily, profess4onal schools have banded .

= - together in elitiqt groupg to impose standards en non-members, often using
.légal-cémpglsiens_in the piocess;t , ‘4

. ' . wy F ' .

Accrediting of High Schools by Uriversities T ) .-
L < :

R An'eaély é&ample of authoriéafianism 1ﬁ/aCCredittng in this country

was fhe efforts of universities to 1mpose‘st§ndards,on high. schools. Since
- - . . - . o s ° . ¥ . L
dur system of education grew from the top down, with the creation of colleges - -
R ‘ . . / . > ]
running ahead of high schools, the need was to qualify ‘more stpdénts for -—,

Ay . -
-

college work. A first apprbach was for colleges and universities to eétab-‘r

‘[j/ lish their own preparatory schools. As the fumber oﬁ\gisondary schools '
. f . < N

-

»  expanded, the need was. to assure that graduate® of the nenggcondary schools -

-
“

. . .
~ °, -
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.. pre‘scribed\ standards. 1 Graduates of these 's'approved" high school.s wer.e .

.
<

‘Fhiikginning with the New Bngland Association of . Collegea and Preparatory

'

*

- ‘ ; -

- - AN
.were qualified to o college work. . L. *_' .

"l
. L
, The first step in accrediting. high schools came wlth the practu.gjf L.

¢ stateruniversitie,s certifying ‘the quglity of 8econdary- scbool pro .« ¢ "L A
4

“Ttre Unrversity of Mic,gigan 1mpo;ted the practice in the. 1870's £ e \

] . 7, ’

German unive%es. Other state universities c&;ed -the paftern, it was

4 ’ B 3

completely involuntary as far as the high schools- wer® concerngd, igpesed
on them by their _state universities. Medure followed‘ was for the . g

un'iversity to 'evelop lists of secondary schoods which purportedly met ’ -~ 'y

~ ., g ..
. permitted to enter college without havingstb‘ pa!s an entrance examination
. . \
or attend ,a preparat;ory school ‘for aﬁar ow two, Mest of the early lists

[}

3

were compiled from th,e recor%which graduates aof high schools established *

=

in the universitied, -Late;, a faculty member, called "High School Visitor"

was a?ssigned to, visi high scthls to asqartain the qualit)[ wheir (x'0~ .

b grams. : Because being on the "University Accfedit Liit!’ made it* easier for“
. .- i - ~
'graduates to get into college&arents aﬂd Ehe ﬁil;_h.g &Gre to cherish Ehe N A

rating, attituge that has continued up‘eto ' re%éht. . .
., Teting, aa a k SR

K

“ As it became apparent aat students were going to cross sta‘t‘e- linessto
» A
aftend colleg‘, institutions of higher learning began.‘orming regional" ¢ 7

)
o8

associations to Taccredit" high schools {’At firdc, lists of high schools N &

Lf 4
s aecredited by their staie universitie&viere.‘merely exchanged. Later, nhear .
. .
the end of the centuny; the regteonal - accrediting associations were formed

- 3

‘Schoéls, m 1885. U L;ately, six such ass’ociations included all the
- N .,
states, with the largest comprised of _twenty states being formed i:}_ 1895

the North Central .‘.ssociation of Col}eges and Preparatary Schools. - ’
\ . .
- 0 ’: ‘ h 't T ? :‘%Q
, s ) ”
’. ] ' v
: -4 159 . o,
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K4

¢ 'Ultimately * pproved" secondary ‘schools wen shared control -G£’ the ﬁ

process an fraecrediting beeme a reality, as graduate . -
schools needed assurances tt}a't graduates of und adu‘a“te col.legasﬂ were _

, - ’0 3 e / . . .
prepar."ed f.or?advanced programs oflétudy, the Regional Accrediting Associa-
. L ¢ - 2 ,
t£ibns began to self‘-a{é/}zdit collegea as well as high schools, The tyo
- . . " R ¢

4 "adcrediting functions were managed by two Commissions; "one for' the h‘igh

A ] .
‘ T

'sc't;ools and one for the colléges. State Committees, headed originally -’

by professors in the university ‘and late? in. some states\by personnel
5 } .
6’ in state-departments of public instruction, managed ac,crediting processes -

[\in/‘chsa"te. ' o Q‘. g ) ‘ .
egch sf

-

.

A ]

\ In the 1940 s the North Central Association of Colleges and Secon-" Lt

1 ‘ ’
. & P v, i
dary Schools p’ioneered a new component of a‘ccx‘editing.- It attempted by
(- - ) . . ¢ L 2 B
the uge”of an extensive list of evaluative criteria to stimul high
- ’ =m0 = ~//Le ) .
schoald to improve themselves ond ‘minimnum levels necessary to be . ..

s . ¢ . -0

accredited. Involved in the process was the\‘{idea of self- study by the:

B .
‘chool faculty followed by 2 visit Mtside "Evaluation Committee"

-

v H
linés ,fo:; the application pf the "Evaluative Critetia"

L f o J 2z
tb move away from rigid standa™s toward- flexibJ.e guidelines., . &’
Professional Acc’rediting. # - ‘ ] . ' e

With the growth®of professio’nal educatio’n, a prolifera;ion‘of pro- .
f\*fessional accrediting associat-ions occurted , B.y 1940 over 300 accrediting

bodies were in the busine’ss of visiting and attesting to the quality of

- various types of ollegiate, graduate and professional schools. A depart-

. \ . A

. 16Q ., » +,
e {1

s -
” . boe, ' «
. . . . .
N . . .

-y

.y




. . 4 N
L4 ‘. ’ $
< : .
“ ‘» R . . , " . S
: e, , ; . . . s - . L
., e - ment of chemistry in a university, for example might be accredited 'by‘ T
. ¢ R

.
- LAY .

', as many as three or four different agencles, some bes.ng the arms of _PTO-,
i}

3

. % .
- . fessional societieg while others were sponsoréd by associations of chem-
> . . : *

.- . ~ v .
. s

-

-~ listry‘'professors thémselves. - ! , o S
Lt .’ ~a )
-~ dealing with the multitude of accrediting bodies “had become a costly v
¥ e
- < and time- conspming task for large comprehensive universities. One insti-
! ~ - ¢ e : v

tution, for \example, might have two or three visiting accrediting committees s ™

4 . 4 '
.

on the campus at the same time. Often different accrediting report:s pre- Lt
, . _ r o
scribed conflicting mandates for'departments or programs Each agency . - !
N - hd Y m
demanded 1ncreas1ng1y higher fees to cover accrediting costs. Clearly, . .

yor o, - ‘the un1vers1t1es flad created a Frankénstein:that ‘was ogt of ‘control. - -

University. g'residents tebelled, led by-thosﬁe in the Association of Land

. . .
/ r ! N4

. . Grant Colleges and Universities. ) . ) .
- 4‘1 R ¢ moritc?:.{.@n on gccrediting was declared and a Committee headed by = “ .,
e o - Lom=—" > T
I President Gustavson of the niversity of Nebraska was appointed to deter-

"y N

' mine which agencies would be recogrﬂfed .by the universitiesd, Out of ..

.. \7' , tﬂis conmittee 8 yeport came <he Natiowl ComisZion on Accrediting,

Qstablished i} 1949 whose function it became to charter and accredit<

~

- " acc;editing agencies.‘ The Comissibm (now caIled ‘the Council on Post- *
L \

o . sépond\aﬁ Actreditation) first ‘undertodk to reduce the number of app}'oved -' .
. . ST s .
- professionai accredit)ing assohhtior:s to sixteen. P::esst:res from pawerful )
‘,, . 'ﬁofessional groups however, moved ths} nupher upward to tts present list .
BRAREE " of 53 “approved acoredtting agenciea," .uhieh includes a number of private
N o accrediting hodi,es and thc; six, reg‘ional accrediting asbocf;tions.? ' '
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. ,Accred{ting Q Teacher Education ) S -

4 B N . -

- 'l'he histéry of agcrediting Cf teacher education runs counter to-the
F‘ 1 4 o ] ey
pattern in other professi)onal fields. It began with the less prestigious

.
‘.

\ . . . ;
“institutions, the teaghers-cqlleges, rather than with ¢he elite state and

w
» - :
\prii)te universities. 'l'he first lists of “accredited“ institutions ip-."

e

. . ; *
- cludecL all the membership of the Ameri'can Asspciation of Teachers Colleges

R L T,
(now the .American Association of Colleges for Teacher E‘aucation MCT‘

‘. LI
an organization made_ up of former teacher co’lleges and school's of educa-

. @ -

——

. { e . M
tion in universﬁes) When the teachers g:olleges and -schoolg of educa-

i Y [ .
tion merged ‘into one organization, the "Accredi;ed LiSt" blanketed in all'
the members ©of'b organizations.. " o, \!: B

y .‘ - g . co »' Y

'ﬂle Natiénal Council -for chcreditation of* Teacher, Education, 'NCATE,

A -

. was formed in-l952 by the AACTE wheh the National Comission on Accredi-
‘ )
ting rqfused to approve accrediting bodies that were megbership organiza-".

-l
-

tions. The Oirst ists of NCATE contained all those institutions that

[
L . [y
.y

. had been-blanketed in as members of th?‘AACTE. Thus, accrediting in -

12

teacher education ha"s moved from a listing of the membershfp of a pro-

t

fesSiOnal association toward cfforts to discriminate between strong and
3

N
.

weak institutions. . "\ Co. ' . .
Theghistot\y of NCATE has been an unlvppy one. It_s_‘ea,rly standards
e R
fit thq teachers college type institution-s.better "than they did the uni-

{

versity\la;}ols’ of education. When NCATE attempted to force the univer-

-

. -, -
€ L .

Lo sities to adapt their programs to the prescribed standards, reij}stance

» “ .

developed ﬁatters came to a head in 1963 when the Un{"versity of Wisconsin
D% P

School of Eﬁcation refused to comply th,NCATE 8 piéscriptions and with-

; . “ g R
N ) drew its application for«accreditation.a, NGATE respondg& lgy Anerating‘

[




1

L%

-~

- v -

i f sy 3T el am ?.‘_ . ' . . .
'Y ‘nev, com-ittef cot ‘*)*‘\(,\ ‘ L © -

"nationwide pressures in che. educaticm establishment against the Utu.versity

I
Y

of Wisconsin. 'I'he ensuing controverSy exposed the 1’estricted image that

* .

NCATE had of teacher educati:on, its lack of du! process accountability
”» o= o T s . $ ‘ N
to any prof?iodal group, and the power tactics it was wx.lling to employ -

~

to enforce "voluntary" accredi?ings As a consequence, the Natioqal

Cmmission on ACcrediting refused,to. give NCATE its full app'i:ov'al until*

“

¢

‘it had developed new standards and‘modified its pfocedures. T

% AR ) o
ce Suhsequé’ntly, the AAC’I'E historically the chief sponsor bf NCA.TE

v . fa, + ’

formed a committiee to develop mew standards for accredit;ng teacher educa-

omendations for standards were adopted °.

<
.
3 e W -

*tion programs ) 'l‘he commif’ﬁé*a

by NCATE in 1970 and bécame effective 1n 1971 72

.~

es&ittge on Standards has

3

Since then, tl"xe
VN SR
been incorpovateq into the NCATE organization

and is- composéd of two membérs from AACTE, two- from the NEA ‘and two repre- / )

)

ksenting gther sponsm:s. °Pre§entfy NCATE standards are under review by the

T *"=x~_‘-

State Acc.rediting of Professional Programs Ches .J g \

- While the ‘so-called voluntam accred?itiz}g processes were flourishing, :

-.’ N
. - [

véri.ouq states mgved into the business of approving progra‘;.s of prepara-
) ‘ ‘ . ’ " x
tton for work id the field of- qdycation. New York State,_of course, began
& L4 v [ ' 7 'y ’ ‘..o. =
lekﬂly accredi-ting cplleges as. early as 781.

1ts "Regent's ﬁmination

3

has long deen used ss a means of qualific ion for cl:ill@geh particularly

in the;;astern states. The New York State De nt. of‘Public Instruction
carriea on its oém ptogran-of accrodﬁ:ing inr qértifidatton purposes and

. . \
refuses to blanket in graduat’es ‘bf "NCATE APPROVBD" institutions.w Other

~

' states have undertaken to accredit progrsms to‘prepare educational per- o

* sonnel, usually in cooperation with the Na}:ionsl Council for Accreditation

g,

.

-

»

+

1
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XS

"+ . of Tgacher ;duﬁation',_:l?ut ‘sonte i'ndepe'ndentl.;'é’ . c L
. ' : N . * v
. ) . - . ¥ v e xo .
A strong stimulus for state depaxtments of education»to-&ccredit
Co , ' \
- teacher education programs cawwith the ,adoption of the “progrm ’

approval" approach to teacher certification. A decision to permit colle-
ges and uni{'ersiti‘:es to decide who should be 1icensed to practice necessi-

tated the evaluat‘t of institutiona preparation 'p_rogram&.' Thus, state . ‘

-

departments' of education became accrediting agents, approving. programs ag

_ L . . . , -

a basis‘for automatic 1icensure. - . ' : ] ‘ IR <
. Y . i . .

. ." < Federal Involvement in Accreditingl ST N . e

#

>

From 1867 to 1911.,‘the United States ‘Bureau of"Education (now the :

, . . - XY
Office of Education) "published lists of "eco,gnized" colleges. The origi-
' . ‘, . . ‘.:- . /0 . ’ .
. nal intent \Jes\not‘ to make qualitative judgments but mere.ly to indicate ..

.S .
the -institutions the gpvernment tecogni,zéd as legitimate colleges. "When T g
*’:.. rod ]

in 1012 the fedefal government sought to devise a rafiking.of the 1:|:st / ' .

= !
the question of -quality became a central issue. The controxersy generated

led to the Association of American Universities taking over responsibiltity

[ - . - ’
“for publishing the list. in 1913. .

v . . . . e

Since this early experiegce; the federal govermment has maintained a A -

v . PR
)
. .

- : . C LY )
rofile with respect to accrediting. . Itwnow gn'aintains; as a cornsequence !-. :

’ >
.

‘
-~ from a decision of the COngress to spedig that federal resea grants.

and contracts cou1d go on1y to ac,credi‘ted.institu’tions: ’gxe.act 6; was. T "o .
'\ . {enc.o‘ur;aged, by supporters of the NationaI Coun:ilm for\ Accredit:stioa of _“/ “ .. | . o
\_Teacher Bducation as a ‘xeans of bringing pressure on t“cher pre’paring . R “f

.., . ' s

i institutions to "voluntfer"“to behaccredited The U” Coulnissigmer s~ - ,

list of ‘accrediteci institutions includes those appro&d by NCATE énd. cer- . N )

.
KA 2 ‘ : ‘ N
- »
. * .
:
. - . . . 7 . " o ' "
: ‘
:




* . . .

. . \:. . . .
- tain other acctediting agencies, such as the Board of Regents: of New
" 'Yo'rk State, the' .Regional Accrediting Agencies, etc. 1In effect, a uni-
versity remains on the approved list if the regional accrediting associa-

& .

’ v tion aééredits them, whether o‘r not they are NCATE approved - :

» } " - o ; N :
} .o Governance 0f Accrediting Bodies ' AN

» . 4 ! “

. % ' 'A key question about accrediting concerns who should: do it. Origin-
L 4 ) * ’ { o )

. e élly,’ universities appoi.nted themselves‘a*he accreditors of high schools.

e A \

AT, G G;adua,te schopls, smilarly, have maintained 1ists of undergradu.at:e

o -
vq ?

” olleges that are "approm " In the six regional accrediting associa- "

tions, high school principegls and administrative officers of celleges and

.o univer 'ties'elect the comissions that make accreditig jud’gments. State

[
R

- officials a 2 responsible for accrediting decisions ‘in Departments of

¢

- Public Instru ion« . ’ v T

s ' Control of 2 credigég-,in professional fields generates competi‘tion
L LR 4 <
' o between degns an profes‘pra i.n the ‘professional schools and thcir graduates
' .- * R4 .
v}b are the practitiongrs.t In the field of law, the, practitioners have -
L s .
',5 alread v% the batth-in many states, prescribing through their asaocia-
. . s

h

tion- g}legal education shoulg be. In madicine an uheasy trﬁce is being

.\ "'maintained that tﬂ"akes accrgd;ting a joint responsibility of practicing
"“ Te doctors and medical educators. Iin en;ineering, the Engineer 8 Council;
ve 3 . v A

" far Profesaional. melopmt nanages the operation. Similarly, in qther

pnfeas)ioy fieldo- qhq poqer ottuglc- goes om. , S .

\

. . 9
e L : Sincl its establidlment the thional Council for Aocredi‘tation for .

o . ‘ Tg,acher Educqtion, NCA‘E has c(onfronted an dn-going power seruggle for
~ 3\

. its,c‘ontrol. Butll;ere the battle is caﬁplicated by 'additions‘I contestants




¢

S =

b

i

’

"V tributiohs dropped from $42,630 4n’ 1971 cogs,ma‘ 1n 1973, 'ghe‘ loss of -

.r 2 ’ ) . .‘ B [}
d for pover. Becaufe t&"preparation for teaching involves %eavy emphasis

on the l:iberal arts and academic disciplines, representatives of such B
\ ’
fields in colleges and universities argue that they should have a voice

- " - t .

in the‘a'c—crediting decisions. Inasmuch as state departments of .public .
¢ : ’ ¢

L3

instruction have been called .\?pon to license automatically graduates of

“NCATE APPROVED',"programe, chief state school officers and dire¢tors of
' teacher education in such organizatidns have sought and won representation O\’
.o the coordinating board of NCATE. Similarly, school board members have‘

'éained' representationon NCATE's Coordinating Board on the grounds that * .

they represent the consuﬁxers.

The ‘National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education, NCATE,

-

has attempted Jo resolve the power, struggle for control of accrediting by

A - Cked

{ncluding on its’ COordinating Board and the Council ich has the ‘powe®

-

to set.p‘olicies) represen‘tatives of all groups concerned with teacher

P

*education. ﬂut.the competition for ¢control continues., In some instanc'es,
£ I . il

.

- power is being purchased outtight through negotiated agreements regarding .
. E .

budgetary support for NCATE. In Septenber, 1972, for ‘exantple, the National

Education Associﬁion reduced its financial support for NCATE. I,tg con-

L, - r 3 - -~
-

\] - .
finanoial support was a cr,itical blow to the National Council ‘endangering Lt

» U
4
its survival. shbsequentry,; the NgA negotiated an agreement with NCATE

A
to gain one-third of the menbérship on*the Coordiuating Bogfd and Council 4 .
in return’ for renewal of financia‘aupport at Fhe level supplied by the

American essociation of; Oolleges’for 'l'eacher Education. The new ‘revised /.

~»

memberahfp formula provided for one- thttd of the thip of its. two key :

I

sub-comittees, the Coordinating Board ahd ouncil, .to comé from the }{El'o. S ‘ ) .

‘v
~ °f

. . ., v e . T .
‘ ’ . 4., .
* A N - 4 ‘l. ‘ -
1 . - . -

’ . . [ S
. - 5




ope-third to come ?rom the ‘AACTE, andgone-thig? to eome(from eight other
-constifuent members, one from each. ¢ ! % . -

*»

' "At present thé NCATE Council thaﬁ acts on accrehiting'recohﬁendation
i

[

“ of a smaller Committee ?n Process and Evaluation, is composed of eight
& representatives from the NEA, eight from the/AACTE, one from the Council

of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), one | from the National School

~.

- Boards Assoc1ation (NBBA), one from the National' Association of State

, Dire&tors of Teacher Education and Certhat{on (NAS'DTBC) In addition,

five memberships are in the process of being fille from associate repre-

/\ - ‘ . o
sentatives of groups such as the Student NEA, the Associatiog,of Teacher
) - ) \ . .

. Educators and the National Gouncil of Teachdrs of Mathematics and other
- similar groups. Associate memberships (without voting rights) are a first
. ' [ 1

\ step toward gaining constituent membership status.i9 The .new Commitkee on
= . - a d\ ..
Standards has two members from the NEA, two from-the AACTE, and two others, T

o - as does the Committee on Processes and Evaluation.

'NCATE Visiting Teams typically are drawn from iﬁculties of colleges and

.uoiﬁirsities, professional organizations and learned societies, and state

»

. agencies. They are usually composed of six\Persbns for undergradygge .
R ‘/oﬁ J‘.

) programs of teacher education and nine or ten members for institutions that
ry - -t . B &

of fer both undergtadudte and graduate programs. At least two practitioners

mustr be on each team, one of whom must be a classroom teacher and the other

ST . s .
~ ‘may-be_ some ggher type of prattitipner specialist. v i

- "¥. . Thus, power in national sccreditilg.prﬁfassional prqgraJL in edufa-




" ¢ . . NATIONAL COUNGIL .FOR ACCREDITATION OF TEACHER EDUCATION - . - ' : G ‘
. r's - [ L N
7 , . " ORGANIZATIONAL CHART - Effective 1974% . . . : v
. - X : :
- COORDINATING BOARD COUNCIL ** COMMITTEE ON_STANDARDS
**6 (8) NRA r - T 8 NEA o .| 2- NEA - , : :
*¥6 (B) AACTE -~ & AACTE - 2_ AactE [} .
] 1 ccsso ! , { w1l ccso 2 Other . . _
L, NASDTEC ( O . 1. NASDTEC : . 7 : '
5 Associate Members - : 1 NSBA Monitoring of existing standards,
. . B 5 Constituent memberships 'study and evaluation of standards, ,
20 (24) N > ° , open to Associate « ] % and Jrecommendation of new .- oo~
: , members . ‘ standards 4 - -
\-Agp:oves‘nd Provides ~ . ‘ 4 Associate Members . ) .
Budget - - . :
: 19 - 28 : .
« . |%*Becomes 8 once 5 t ’ ' L i
Associate members, are 1. ° - Accyedits célleges of : -
selected =-{ ¥ 4 ’ : teacher education
= , ., ¢ c E_ON PROCESS AND
& . . - EVALUATION
. — . EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE . .
\ E 2 NEA . Lo
. - Chairperson of Council 2 AACTE : .
AN . Vice-Chairperson of Council, 2 Other .
N \ . and 6 members elected - .o ’
B by Council B : Monitoring, evaluating, and . .
A changing of processes of - _. |
: Implements Council policies i applying standards and -
\ § _ . and transacts the business ‘' accrediting insitutions
- ’ . of the Council between meetings; p .
' ) . g makes recommwndationa JLo Council ,
s may appoint committees = ° T -
. ’ . COMMITTEE ON APPEALS ‘ ’
) o i ) : S 2 elected by NEA
g ‘ . ) : . - . ' nglected by AACTE ) :
- : i \\\\\\‘ .o g7 1 elected by other membevg §W\\

* Source: National Education Assoqiation, Teachers Can Change Teacher Bducation, (Washington, D.C. ; NﬁA), August N 975 -
) . . ) . . '

[ 4
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LA Lt ~ . ’

provide, on a fairly equal basis, almost 90 per .cent of NCATE's Budget;

excluding the amount collected from.institutianwthrougn accrediting feaes.

’

: i
Constituent members of NCATB, other than the NEA and AACTE, have only, = ¥

>

token representation and make only tok'en contributions to its budget.

~

; . ¢ <
It is a clear case of "he who pays the fiddler calls the tune." The NEA,

after withdrawing financial support, bought back into NCATE at & power N

-

1eve1'equa1 to that of the AACTE. -Other bodies with lesser financial

~

resources are relegated to minority stgtqa. Ironically, ptofeegors of

liberal arts and academic disciplines who provide from éevehty to eighty
per cent of the prospective ‘teachers' preparation and the lay public that
employs the graduates, fall into the minority repreeéntation chtegoiy.

"Relationship of Accrediting Bodies :
. to the Federal Government ‘ ~

LK} '
' NN

The Federal Fovetnment is involved in accrediting in two hgsic ways:
‘it conducts with cdbperation from appropriate Regional accrediting associa-~

tiQns accrediting of dependent schools, and it maintains a.list of . e
\ -

_acctediting associatione'(ptqpently includes.sixty-fiye) whose membg:s

- ‘ . ’

N ) . " - v e e ” . -
are eligible to receive grants anl, tudenfgioen funds e@d.cnntracti. Ing .
, . . . s, N .
creasingly, the United States Office of Educatiom is coming to recognize . ,
. A . . '

state department of education éccreditation. The so-called Mondale Amend-
’ - s 7

ment to the Education Amenéménts\Act of 1972 required the Commissioner'oﬁ

.

Bducatipm to "puglish a list.of Sfﬁte Agepcies which it determines to be
reliable ‘uthority as to the quality of publga postsecondary vécationalo ) ,

education in their respectiv7 sta::s‘for the pu;pose of determining A\ o
eli ility -for all Federal student assistance ﬁfg;ame #{0 . A .

:
’

The ‘question as‘tﬁ-ﬂhether the decisions o "voluntary" accre iting

N [

’ . : -

,_i«,_. "I~ L . .

P L L




-

[

- that denial of*accreditation damaged J:lie 'institution. Although the case

t:ul,ed'in favor of a suit,by the Herjorie “Webster Junior College against,

' on June 30 1970 the Court: of Appeals reversed the/décision ,and fn _
> / ( .“ . ’5

¥
-
-

bodies are legally bi_ud»lng has been Cot\sidered by Federal Courts. In

Jul’ 1969, the United St&s District Court: of t.he District of Columbia’

)

. . . L - a M
the Middle Stateb Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools. The .
Accrediting Association had refus'ad to consider the cbllege for accredita- ¢

P !

ti’on on’ the grounds thag it was a proprietary operation. Subsequently,

September, 1979, the Supreme Court refused to revfew the- Court of Appeals
reversal 11—. Harjorte Webster College claimed t‘hat the Middie State}

Associaf’lon maintained a monopoly in the accrediting proce?s that it
1 \
violated antitrust laws, that its actions vere governmental in nature and

'was lost the controver's‘y' contir:mes.12 'I'he Court of Appeals assuméd with-
out deciding, that Federal recognition of the Middle States activities

- rendered them state action in a conﬁitutional sense. Thus, the quasi-

v

legal status of voluntary atcreditirQ was established for the firsth

Rederal policies influence accrec ting standardo in oth —'nysz, The .

-

C\vil Rights Legislation and subsequent ad:‘strative mandates have - \

directly influenced staffing poli-cies, the se)'ec\tion ofastudents', axfh, -

- -

as dften alleged, academic standards. The open records mandate is changing
Y ‘ N

insti utional procedures. The Professional Developmeht Projects intro-'

" duced new patterns ‘of. teacher pteparation. In such instances of Federal 4
\

v, - b

influence, accrediti"ng decisi’ons must be edaptea to respond, * T

¥

( / .2 .. - : i -, , £,
* o s . . ' - 13
- . LR , ' . . " . K1
Vgl*tar% Aecrediting and. State Approval N . ’ w .

o $tate infliences on voluntary ac/crediting and vice vérsa are more )

‘¢ ..

A

ot . -

.~ R I . * T3 L
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f
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o,

: . ) . . ) : N .
pronounééd. NCATE has worked in colluysion with state departhments af edu-

«cation to achieve automa'tic licensing of graduates of ap%rove'd progra;ns

v

" in more than half the, states._ The objective, of course, is to facjé!,‘itate

reciprocity between states,. and hence, easy transfer of personnel &om
‘ -

.one state to anower. A side ef'fect ﬁas been to xake NCATE accred ting
de.cisions gtate policy., This type qf automatic licensure places aé vital ¢
responsibility on the institutional accrediting process that canndt be

- 48sumed; namely, the guarantee of individual professional competence. .

s @

- - .
In states where s@ate accrediting is ’practiced, institutions are con-

fronted witjcostly and duplicatory procedures. It is not unusual .for .

. ~ - * -

5. * ﬁ
' example, for a 8chool of Education to’ face regivnal, state and NCATE

’ . ’-‘ ‘ . \3 v
accrediting over three consecutive yearsN Each ageney may require N
.Q.f%er'ent sets of forms to’ be compbeted. Pach may require a self-study,.
Each may require _that a visiting team sperg -Bkveral days’ in the instity- 3’

“

"tion validating the infortaation*pro\;ided NCATE requires that an insti-'

I

tution must have regiona'l accrediting to be considered ‘for professial
- - -
_ accrediting. 1If the state a.céredits, also;- it may or xnay not’ requfre
prior regional accrediting. The state may accredit institutions not ‘

/ N v

accredited by NCATE, often simply because the latter cannot service all ’ -
A .. T .. s

fthe institutiogg that want to be accredited. . * T -
. P \

.- 'l'be need for state accreditinﬁ is documented by the fact that NCA'E
has t;ever been able to evaluate more than about one-third of ‘the, 1380

institutions that prepare teachers. An eerly aasumption that NGAT!; .

- .( 4

accreditation would eventually 'reduce the numbe# of collts 'and universi-

ties preparing professional, personnel to the number acéredited h.aa.pot

- T 1 [}

, been borne out {n practice. - Political facters as well as unreliability




oof accrediing decisions operdte to permit colleges and unlversi.ties"to -
Va Oprepare educational professionals without being accredited and often with
y . N . o o,
1itt1e loss of statuJ; if any. Thus, state«departments of educatton‘are

- N )

forced to develop accrediting services to fi11 the void. o
. ~ & . *
A - ! i % . ) - . . .
K -" ot ) c '
) ) ’ Prodess@ﬂ]iled by Accrediting Bodies ' .

4. "~
“’l‘he acc::;diting process, whether carried out’ by a state; regional or
» &, .
national body, 1nvolves judging- the program and facili.ties of an 1n§titu-'

tion by definéd standards, Typicmly, the administrators and the fa}ulty‘
.

'é’» ». of the college or. universi}:y are asked’ to prep'are an extensive& report (a

4
- R (A 2 " .

h
met. Subsequently,, *aateam of Outside evaluators (selected 'by the accredit:
‘ing agency) v1sits the ° institution (‘for two,or’ three dayS) to verify the

- waf in which/standards are being met. The report of the Visiting Team'

’ . ¢ o .

]

and the s’elf-styy made b‘y the ins»titption are studied by the ‘Comnittee

on 'Process and ﬁvaluation of NCA;’E (composed‘of 6 members) which makes

5.
‘. '

¥ .'recommendations,to the Councida Action to approve dr disapproye tt?e

N4 . a

“ accrediting of the institutions is- .taken byd‘.he tweiny four member
- 3 Y »‘0 - »
Counqt1 Institutiong found to Be deficient usually are give#either

.

¢
L _*a waming br are- placed' on probat‘lon. Provpi:jns for appe*? are’ pro-

v1d:ed -l-"‘k" oo, - .. AN -’ - ~,(\'» . . ’

[ d " ‘e “ - . ’ - - . R N .

. NCATE and the Regional accrediting ass.ociations foIlo: the practice .
Ny

IS i, 0

,of re-accreditmg 1nstit|.¢;ons every ten yearg. State r\e’-accreditin may .

- . Y "o
e « ¢ " '. ]

el come more often, particularly whert sub!:tantl.al changes ‘have takenqplace

. N
. )

.. e ¥ ld D , .
- - in an institution 8 progranm. o . ““’ N \
n" . 1N L o - F *

Il .

= -Stsndards 'in profe.ssional ac&rediting usually re]:ate to guch mattrers D

3 W~ . Lo A

q‘.ﬂs IR ,,so P ' S

R s Q172‘.

d " i H - ‘V
’ s’elf study) on homspacific standards of" the accrediting b9dy are- being ) /

u ! . .
e o c . . g . . , -5 N
‘ " . -~ . PEEES
S . .\“ - . . . ’ Lo \ .
" - L8 - ) o ) -
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. . . S | ‘ ;o
as: qualifications of faculty; curricula; student %e!ection,,advisement

¢ and eyaluation;‘library and nhysical facilities; budgeti and success of

gradgates in qualifying for 1icensure:1e.g.,'badsing the;haf*Examination‘
. r * ‘

" for law or, the-Medical Board Examinations for'medicine; Where sensitivity

L T v K

about control of programs prevails, as it goes in the field of edycation,

" the standards may prescribe certain patterni of intermal goveénance, -
Usdally standatds aimt to defime minimum levels of acceptable practice ’

L3
-

but institutiong are urged to set hi;her‘staniards for themselYes and may | .

’

be judged by‘how well they are 1iv1ng up to thbir own goals. x “
& *
NCATE has experimented q}&h altcrnate ways fovevaluate teacher educa-
-~ “p P .
tion programs. MNor?Lwestern and Syracise Universities pioneered a process

» .o/ . L . ) - '
-that'substituted fof\éhe'self-study report and short visit by a large
a3

outside committee a "study in depthh byga Bmaller eva1uation committee.

s 8 I

' Over a perith!f a year, the smaller committee stud\sd the program ofe"-he :

s institution making repeated visits to the campus, collecting its own i or=

N - 1 N

mation examining records, vigiting classes,-interviewing staff and ! '

"students as we11 as personnel of schools wirere cfinical-experiences are #
S ¥ . A -

provided., The report grepared by the study committee theh went to the

: ‘ﬁCAfE Evaluagion Board for recommendations’ and thep to the Coun:I;\(of~

o~

adtion; Each ingtitution'paid the cost of the‘study. ,Reports from the -

14 ~

sstisfaction-witﬁ the process'hut r&f reasons

‘two“institutions“in
4 - %
not,* clear, other institutions have . not adopted it, nor has NCAIE given R

»

3
. C’ "’ .
publicity to the altern‘bfVe

[ 4

ttern. RCAIE officials report ho'ever,

that: the option is still available. . ! o ,
S U T
- /.., R . ) —, -2 3
s - Y \ -,
. . L N v \-
. ’ . . !
- "“ 1‘73 * -
. .’:‘ » & ) 1\80 . \ . .
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~

. . 2
eordinary pressures against the University of Wisconsin to force.it into

, timgrof the NC&TE-yisconsin confrontation, the NEA and its affiliates ‘ :

e L]
: <
- 4
¥ ’
- . j h‘ ~
. . R ra - & ' \ L]
: . National Accrediting and Professional Associations L
) - . g N

' Associagions of prgEessienals are not enthpsiastic'snpporter% of - |

national ac'credi!Eing,L as practiced by NCATE. The*National Education - .

Association, however, through its Professional Standards Comnittée, was E
. y - ~ «
. e — . . -~ -
one of the original sponsors and financiafi%upporters of NCATE. * At the

I’ L . ’ ' .

. obvionslydfelt strong involvement since the} hurriedly marshalled extra-

- -
’ . s, -

’ .
. -

o s
‘

—-4<~/oompliance with NCATE's'mandates. Such groups had*been led to believe by

&

‘ backed away. ﬁltimately, the NEA withdrew ts financial support for one

“ NCATE;leaders tnat'ﬁprofessionalism" wéé the issué at stake. When it

- ‘v #

[OS SE— - e - seemm T e s i e s e = .

. became clpar that the standards and rescr1ptions NCATE ma1ntained the 5 Al

b

unrepresentativeness of the Council and»the absence of due-p‘%cess pro-
« 3, ' ¢
cedures were'‘the concern, the NEA® and other professional groups quickly -

e

- w -
year until ft could negotiate 4 larger: representation of NCATE's key ‘ s
‘ . & ‘ ‘ .
commiltees, as mentioned earlier. ‘ - ) . ‘ o

S -

Professional organizations are Just beginning tG shov—interest in

accrediting processes, at both state and natfonal levels. Reas/ps\for . "

“

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

EKC_,_' R TR 7 SR

past Tow levels of interest in accrediting are obvious. In the first .
. ' M -
place, NCATE pntil the recent agreement with the NEA, was, controlled by ’ )
s - * ' e

deans and profeaaoss of educ ion.' Professionals are now working to con- )

i » .

trbl acctediting themselves, as is the practice in, the field of law.

.

But’ until recent accel“tations of militancy, tﬁey'gave a low priority to .

) accrediting operations. Then, too, inﬁerest in’control of entry into the

7 t
professioni bas been focuoed ondﬁtate decisions,‘where practitioner . ’

w

oontrol is easier to achieve. Many profesaionals are. unenthusiastic about . ’ -



> gra tihg automatic licensure ta graduate-é of "NCATE APPROVED" institu-

Nr -

. -

) tig@ls, a concern that is 1ntensify1ng as the over- supply of educatio*l Coe
-Qelrsonnel continlles. Thirdly, practicing professionals ten:'l to doubt the
" e ’ilragity of the standards teacher educators have projected.: They are al_l . N
. J00 aware that accredi,ting as 'practice.d by fCATE in the past. has not - & . ’ .
- . .

eliminated weak programs of professional preparatl,on.
Q .
» . i ’ B . . ’
- ¢ ° Criteria and Standards for Professional Education.' Accrecfitig,
. . 4 p
‘ A problem in accrediting is the vagueness of criteria used to judge

. t - a teacher education program, ]".3 Consideg the following st»andard of NCATE, T

for example: . - « ' . , . ' .
A 4
. ’ Th‘e"professiégal /tudie component of each - . | _ P
e ; curriculum fo;\pfospecgive teachers includes : - . T
bt ipstruction in the humanistie studies and the - : .
.'\ . behavioral studies. * ",,, - Lt P
T Now., does this standard mean one courge in each category mentioned?
, 8hould the course be at the firist year of college level or at a hi.gher -
- PN \ %
" . . level? or even what would be'a good exgmple of a. humanistic course td r .
P e T, theé professional “sequence? "‘ . :}» :
Ce T ‘Let us take another'éxample:' - M o ) T /. )
"., ’ - [y . v B N . . * . vy N
. e BN .- ’ ’ * - ’ - . \ . ) ,4‘\ '
' ’ * .”» Members of-theg teacher-educgtion faculty have .° . C e . N
T "' . continuing association 4and_ involvement with . L
. e ' eleme'ntary’ and secopda schqols:. . ¢ Y
* if the words aésociation" andr "involvement" are interpreted literally, \
‘ - -~ .
¥ - .
Y few schools of ;.ducation will meet th\ks stand.ard e L k
» 3 ) - ) N
. > ' Whag does this. standérd mean, to give a final example? _
" [ . * *
. ’ Y ¢

] ' Part time faculty meet the -requirements £ _— .

) -,9—._._1__._._‘!_—2 :
T appointment to full-time faculty ahd are . _ P
R . ’ PN ». ‘

o - emploged only when«they can make spegisl R . . )
-, - copt:'isuaodnsj to teacher.eddcation’ éoirﬂ. : T
h— . ) < - 3 . ) ¢ ~ /
) N ] , . . o -
%32: ) - - E ’ C . o . ) )’v . .
- ﬂ ' . of .' _ o~ '




N . ’ ’ . - ‘ . ' ) N . . ‘\ B
. "hould”all part-time 'faculty boldvthe .doctor's degi€e, a qualification for
. 14

permanent faqul{:y in all, maajor instifutions'7 And wha]: is meant b)‘7 "spec1a1 < -
c oy - . 2 .

»
» © ¢

contribution"" o (_ P ; : ' .

—— i R Ve ' : 3 -

It is possible of oourse, to write s andards that are sufficiently .
specific to permit’ rehatively fobjective judgments of 1ns\:itutiona1 pro- L -
\hsions for the prepar;tion:ofl p,rofesslonals. One ‘could spec1fy for . c v
ez;ampie, the minimum ¢t 1 §core'«a student has‘ t"#ake on ttie College/ -
Entrance Board Tests to be admitted:tq a program o\f ‘teacher 'educat,ion-. - R ‘

Then it would be easy to ascertain whether an institution was' living up -

to the standar.d Similarl«y,’:it‘would”bé ,possibl’e to write a atandard
] .
that. spec1f1ed the amount of t1me a student must epend in af 1nternship .

".in order to be, graduated Prom a professional program, But teo specific C )

N J < . P

AY
2 standards bring’ problems for accrediting associations and for 1ristitu-

\l\

\xpi}ms‘ They permit pr‘ecise ]ud 3

about .compliance--an outcome 3
unpopuIar with wll participants in

. . . 2
o, . , - . - k2

cesses. . : - . §J' o _
) ‘ ' - ] oS5 oo, AR ¢ . !
R - . ) - a ‘, ‘e . ' ' ‘.‘ N P , :
‘ Involvement, of Professional Groups and s < .
Representative of the Public. in the Acerediting Process - . N R

-~ za

"Tﬁey, l.ook at tkfeniselvgsapd approve" iz a criticism most offen

v .

Ce e e,
. leveled at self-dccrediting operations. ‘Professional groups -and the pub- e '

lic, whose interests are purportedly being protected, .pften sk why they .

Y ' e b “
ProfessionaI groups hav gained representatiop on natlonal and state . .’

. " [ . . s ’ - .
’ (aﬁnot help "keep -professional teacher educators honest.” ] Ll : 0

1 ’

/
accre’ing bodies, Similarly, school board members hcve \Jeen invited Yol

)

to participate. Little prog“ has been made to inc-lude‘ on accreditiglg

’ . a H . .
bodies "‘rek sentetiy/? of other inteigsted pubiic& euch ’ the Parent- e ‘
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Teachers'. Associations \{arious citizen comm1ttees foxi education, or labor

unions. New effortsjby,citizens to regain c9ntrol of educational programs -
: . - . d . ) 1

-

»

-

- :
_ may well CQYntrate on accrediting in the future. ‘ o

.in }e'neral education 'and in fields,.of acadetnic specialization in under- C

'mg bodies,‘ in fact is that ,they are fwe from sta‘te level pol-iti(cal

. ": ‘., A Y N 'y " ’ :l‘. .
N a . Y y. N t

The unio® movement has not yet taken’ an inter-est in neg ting con-

trol or sﬁared control of. accreditmg proc‘ses, Yet, teacherg H"'ve ‘the

¢ 4

power at the state, i&"’ to geénerate ’political support for bheir cpntrol

of accrediting. An argument for the continuing of national self accredit-

L . 3 .

pressures that may turn the operations over to pro'fessi.onal associations /
/ . . D .

or union groups. '~ " - : ST ) .
e R . . el ‘ : .

T " "Relatf{onship Betveen Accrediting and “the R '

I"Profes&sioenal" Natire of Education Programs. ' - .

Accrediting of professi'onal programs aims primarily to attest the - ‘&"
s iy »

xcellence oAn institution's- a'bility to prepare individuals for pro- . .
v .4 ’ .
fessional assigmments, In this respect the prpcess differ;,frgv\nféthe goals.

-

. 5 egional accrediting associatidns wbose intent, primarily, is to c,ertify

v

Profe.ssiona& accrediging typica.lly is concerned with oul? the pro-.
' . -

(.- 4

‘fespibnal components of the program of prepmtion. Al:testment*of ﬁualit’y "ﬁ#

.
-
x .
o~

[ 4

- - N SR T
quality in ahigh school ot college szreparation for next- -level academie
.- s o ]
‘Study""‘. I‘.” '.} v 1'.' . . : ‘l - ' r

L] .

’ LY

gtaduate colleges are left to thé' judgments of regionsl accredi,ti,ng %A

"bodies. Accrediting agencies fo’r ‘medical. schopls, lfor exaxple ddmot

exsmtne' .the mdergnaduéte pteparations of mdiﬁ\t:ol students,, even -
. -' + . .
dent

thdugh such studies may, influence markod'ly a’ stu intellectu'al ' .
, . e . )

skills, moral val\ues, and humanistic comm ymentsq Similarly, accrediting
0 . “ . ' A v" .".-: ‘.o \ ’.“, ': . .
T ‘ ‘o L t o
T e T . 4. V7 . N




‘.' . . o Pl . - .‘ ; ’ .
_agencies in the field of educatign’ tend to focus primarily on the pedd-

- ‘n 4 ¢ .- . B
. gogical aspects of the programs of prospective educational personnel.
& - . 1,‘ j J. k . P )

NCA{[‘E in its new-.staridards, .does require that at. least'one-third of a

. ‘. - ¢

student's preparati.on be in a program of planned "general studies.":
' - 2
"Anotitr standard prescribes egﬂ‘lp\asis on ,the "tear.hing specialty " a'

b <&

'~ responsibility of academic‘departments gn an ins_titution. R I‘ requires,’

i

however, that the selection of content in academic a;easf‘,be‘ the joint ~
v A

,

o ’ ) -t e ' N .
.respousibility\of ‘members of the\?e\acher eddcation faculty and professors

- N .
? ; "QJ' « . ’

-in the academic area, ‘

.
t ‘. * ' t -
~

Perhaps a we‘akness in professional accred‘itiné‘ in ‘education is the

ps— e — —— — e ——

evaluation of provisions for supérvised practice ip teaching, The

o .

&

o

Standardsﬂpre,scrrbe that luch expe/ri*ences\must be, provided in "substan-
o =

T8
tia1" amotm;ts over an extended period of time, and under ct:he supervision

k4 (P

Lo of qualified pjrsonnel from the institution and the cooperating»-se'hool

PR

As yet, however, little attention has Ween given .to. accrediting for pro-
L) :f X

feasional education puvposes the elementary and secondary schools in which-

the "supe‘vised gractice" i,s ur;dertaken, as is doné in the field of -

}

medicine regarding teeching ho.spitals. . Nor do ‘;he standards deal with

matters related to the qualiftcaﬁions, time for teacher education, and

’ - . » -

. comitments of personnel in the cooperating e1ementary and secondary

“ ﬁchools., o N .o : R
. N / b A A d [
" Some states have considened providing state support to” school systems
" ) N W ‘ )

'
th’at helg co],leges and universiues ‘to prepare ucs,tional %personnel mdch

ss ehey previde special fiﬂancial supporl? for progruns of special educa-

¢ tion,or driver training. Ag state dep‘artmenﬁs of education‘become more
v ‘I * ‘ . ‘ . -« * .

involved injdetel‘in"ing the q‘uality‘of teac‘her education~progr73"'ms, é‘be\ .

s .

‘178 185 .
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-

) sourczs and conditione for supervised internships in teachingf

LIS . ‘. », -

. .
» s . Lo s ‘. s - ” ..
N hd
o : . - R , 3 .
.

possibility exists fhatugtate_funhs will be provided o fiprove the re-

\ . > N r

.
. - . ¢

Accrediting of Profesaional S .

v Education in-Non Traditional Programs. ° - LA

. - e
Accrediting fn all its forms tegﬁs to promote standardization, The

tendency in esta ishing standards is to reflect -the norm, that which is

L4
3-‘7 . //

commonly accepted rather than the new or experimen?hl. Nevef%heless,

NCATE's in oduction -.to its ngw standards espouses to promote experimenta- |

individuality, imagination, and innovallon," 1t ackbowledges that in
“cases fhe Btand%rds may not‘be theq‘gst critéria‘for~the evaluation .

of an innpvativé professional progrtm ,In such instances, 1nstitutions

are inV1ted to present their experimental programs separately with[the

s
. s . -

ratiﬁndle for them and gvidence that they are achieving their. goals.

A problem in accrediti§z experimegtal programs relates Lo tﬁe judg- ,'

ments tha memhers of visiting teams oay make. Most pro,fessionals, even -
ioLe - . 4
&
s t

to be threatened by innoﬁhtions that deviate substantialLy

P
1y A 3

from traditional practice. .Thus, their judgments may be‘influenced by

inner doubts “that tbe new can be better o:gaa good as the old. .Appro--

good ones

3

. 1 ~ .
-

4 .
priately, experimental programs should meet the test of exbellence. In-

Fa

~

- practice, however they tend to be judged more severely thhn normal prac~’ .

tices. As a consequence, many institutions hesftate to Experiment it is

o . ,

g

simply more'comfortable to follow 6ld patterna e#en though they. are kndbn

1

" to have deficiencies. Ajl are too aware that accrediting decisiona, ' '”

la"

because they repreeent group thinking, are norm oriented.’

. B >
[ ] . -
- - L 4 " » .
* * S
Ty - L - .
| ) . | | ,
. . v
* * ! -
. . .
- ,' A A - . N ¢
-
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A ' d / { . !—\ . .
, P b 4 . .




v P i . *
Y]
d B ) ) v (S ‘ > ' .,
* i 0. ] !
- -
N Ve ‘ o
' e » What Should be Done About - _." o
Professional Adcrediting in Education? ) \\

Almast a quarter century of_experience suggests‘that national accyxedit-
. y . iy

ing.ﬁay'nbt be a viable procebs in the field of education:- NCATE fihds it

B

impossible to even consider for accrediti%g two;thitds of the ihstitutioné(\»,
“ ’ X ) ; . ) ' i
that prepare educational personnel., 1Itg ten-year span between acgrediting

inspectﬁons allows tremendous varfations in quafity to- take place without

appropriate‘asaessments. cIt has been unable to estabﬁish‘measurable i

objectives;'consequently, accred1ting decisions do not differentiate

. ¢

between strong and weak programs. Because NCATE must‘depend upon the -fees

of "approved!_ institutions for support it operates with a built-ipn con-

[/
flict of interest: if it really séts precise standards aﬁd disaccredits

- ‘ ‘.

instLtutions that da not meet them, it may destroy itself. <.

The persistence of NCATE in promoting accrediting as the basis for

1icen§ure weakens both the accrediting and 1icehsing functions, as jmen- <
!/

'tioned earlier. Until standards for Iicen31ng are deueloped that dis- ' e

-

criminate_ between qualified and unqualified professionals, it wi11 not be -

g

'possible to judge institutions by the: qua1ity of'graduates.Qroduced Yet

\

fessional 1icensurg, as NCATE urges, is to move in the wrong direction.

. .
’

, If national accrediting of: teacher education prog/ﬁps\iscunworkable,

Al

what are the alternatives? '!rop’.als range ‘from accrediting by the federal *

gDVen't accrediting by e1itist groups of institutiohs with conmon
a’ . .
intereats, regional accreditﬁng by prganizations such as the present
. - o F
associations or the, Educatton Commission of the States, accrediting by ‘o
\ -
state departments of education; to no professional accrediting at all,

¢ .
. * -

' The most promising.suggestion, in my opinion, comea“frém Tim Stinnett,

o W

. . . - .

. g .. ) . N . ) .,‘ ,
\—:.\ “' 180 187 C Z‘ ' ’

to abandon efforts-to judge qualificatibns of individuala seeking pro- ‘/’
4 &




AT
one of the founders of NCATE.]' He proposes that accrediting become the’
're‘s“pousfbil'ity of state 'depart\ments ofl public instruction,‘ with NCATE ";s,

F -, . y B -

functionilg as a tﬁtional advisory body to project standards and criteria
i
%k*for judging 1nstitut'ional\programs. Or, to expand on,, Stmnett 8 sugges-

! ’

* tion, NCATE coyld become, a naqional accrediting agency to accredit ‘state’

progridm approval operat&ns. Such practice would provigde: leadership to

- . | .
states, definitions of minimum~standards to assure nation-wide excell,ence

in Qrograms ‘for professional preparation; and an on-going national thrust
for the impro\“rement of professional 'prograns. . As a nom-govermmental

’
.

agency, NCATE in the role of accreditor of “state accrediting programs :
. . 2 - -

would be able to irfluence states to do a‘better\job of accrediting  than

4 »

. . . L.

NCATE itself can now do.
> B )
{ The changed role, for NCATE would require assurances of financial -

i ' : -
support. Such could continue to come from present consti\tuent bodies and

frmn. state agencies thac’,electj to us\e NCATE 8 serv;l.ces. The costs tzﬁ
s Y . A
, NCATE would be decreased si t would be conducting only 50 accrediting .

A

operations, whxch might mean re ccrediting examinations every three to fiwve

years. States whose accrediting, progtanxs were approved'- liy NCATE could ‘award
a type of natio‘nal endorsement to institutions Aan’ inducement that woulti

v e . (3 .
encourage‘ "voluntary" cooperation by state agenc‘ies. i A E

-

' What seems certsin is that qg.crediting of professional‘education pro-"

) grams wilI increasingly become a st/ate ﬁunction. Eov it may ‘be controlled
» . "
.. in the futtii'e, tbe standards miﬁained,-ubgther accrediting and licensving

£ 3 o o

T orwill continn\e to be treated as synonymous functions, the differen;iation ,‘

between excellence and nediocrity in preparation programs, and’ publ‘ic
: A
acceptance of accrediting of professional programs--all may be defernine_d

- '
~ - * \
.
N
. .




~

' by‘wﬂether we are ab1e to achieve cooperation, appropriate allocétion of -

© oW : ‘ e . {

¢ . . . . ] -

.

functions and shared accountability between national, regional, and state 7 -

. § o

accreditinétbodies and among groups concerhed with’thﬁ‘preparation of |

ERIC

P e

3

personnel. Maintaining NCATE as a national quasilegal body could provige

a balance against excessive political pressdres at the state 1eve1 ’ |

» .

Regional accrediting bodies have already demonstrated the ability to

=
counteract undesirable local and state tnfluences on schools and colleges.

Y
’ " ’
As a Eg;ional acerediting board for state programs of aecredlting, NCATE ., :
. »”
P
could gain public confidence and contrlbute significantly to ‘the improve- ,
- . : " .
ment gf professional educational programs, ‘ . , ,
<, . ) - ‘ ’ ‘ . . e , s D;
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NOTES

. N
-

. [ 4 !

1. - In the fjeld of eddcation- these two terms are used interchangeably.
Actually, gertification means tq attest competence which involves

. - professional evaluations and Judgments' licensing is a legal ’

. ptocess of issuing a permit to practice to xndividuals’mho have
been properly certified. . .

"

. , ] ,
2., John R. Mayor, Accredi‘tation. in, Teacher Education: Its Influence on
- Higher Education, (Washington, D.C.: National Commission on -
- Accrediting), 1965, pP. 5. : o
- . - ' - ~
American Assoc@kion of Colleges for Teacher Education, Recommended
Standards for Teacher Educatioa, (Washington, D C. The Associa-

~r

tion) March, 1971.4¢ .. , ] v

.

-

A 31milar procedure is followed now 1n Canada. 2

- The Association also published a longer list of "Recognized Colleges
and Univef31t1ea, beginning in l9l3 and continuing unt11 1948.

. The periodic ranking of departqents and schools is a’ current example
of elitlsm in classifying professional programs: )

A number of accrediting agencies not approved by the National Council
continue 'to function and new pnes are being organized

®

See L1ndley J. Stiles and Jack Bils, "National Accrediting," in New
Perspectives on Teacher Education, Donald J. McCarty, (ed.), (San
Francisco: ' Jossey-Bags) 1973, pp. 118.

National Education Asaociation,'Teachers Can Change Teacher Education,
(Hashington, D.Cx The Association),,August 1975, p. 15.

-

1t John R. Ptoffitt, "Accreditation from thé Federal Perspective," in
‘ Accreditation Issues in Teacher Educagion, published by ERIC
Clearinghouse on’ Teacher Education, (Washington, D ;C.* ERIC),
JUQy, 1975, p. 13.

v

. See: United States District Court for the .District of Columbia, -
Marjorie Webster Junior CoIlege, Inc, vs. Middle States Association
of Colleges and Secondary Schools, Imc.,; Civil Action No. 1515-66;
United States Court of Appeals, No. 23,33l¢* and Supreme Court of
the United States, October Terq, 1970.

A key issue in this case was’ the ‘charge that anti-trust laws were
' being viokated, The Court of Appeals ruled that the Accrediting

»” Association was not ianlved,in interétate commerce; hence, ,mo.
anti-trust violation wds involved .-

-
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13. From the new NCATE Standards ngv'v in force. .
v P * ~ e

\\, P

144 T. M. Stinnett, "{houghts About- NCATF.\" _The Journal of Teacher L
: " Educatlon,/(WLn er, 1969), pp, 505~ -508. . R ,
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. N S D T e, NN
o - . CERTIFICATIONWAND ACCREDI!ATION IN ILLINOIS : ‘. - S -
. *; o ‘. .SOME QQMMENTS.AND CONSIDERATIONS o s . .
- - . v, . #-‘ "
Lo . e W. Deane Wiley qnd S. Joseph‘Goreﬂ' R : .-
‘5 Ct In this paper, the authors rev;ew certiflcation and_grogram approval - h
governance and procedural issues that they feel require c argiication N .
F&\/First they discuss a nymber of factors viewed as having a 81gn1ficant* coes .

B X . 1@% on the development and reformufation of educational policy and
the ntrol over state certifica}ion and program apProval procednr §=-=
.a) dec11n4ng*enrollment in teﬁcher preparation programs, b) ,growing -
demands for educat1ona1 accountab111ty, c) rising costs for meéting the
eligibility pracedures of state, regional, and national accreditation/'

: " program approvkl, etc. Special emphasis’ is placed on, the recent creation - * <
. of the Illinois State Board of Edgcation and the change from an elected -
’ to appointed State Superintendent of Educatiea. T

Second, the authors suggest that two of the most significant opject-

ives of. a certificatlon and accreditation study should be to ) devélop

, mechanisms and processe§‘ﬂbr defihing and monitoring education?] -stAndards
" and b) develop more efficient and valid/practical 'professional e

»

program accreditation' and certification standards. .

. The authors discuss staté law. &nd ﬁﬁidelinesdfelated to cert1f1cat1onj B &
and program approvalgjil Present problems” associated with policy 1mp}ement- . s
. ation are reviewed. Drawing on research on teaching effects, the authors , U

" assért that the teachlng profession does not possess the knowledge

requisite to achieve effective assessments.of teacher qualifications.

It is the authors' opinion that effective screening devices, needed to. . ..
keep 1hcompetent teachars from entering the profes31on, cannot. be . . ... .
1egally empldyed until specific ¢riteria’ concerning competence are . e T

identified and valid/reliable standards delin€ated. - oA
. The 'authgrs identify a variety of polifical nd economic forces which -
they feel haveé promoted mguement towarq o etexz; and/or performance . . T,

based teacher ?cation. Further, the guthodg contend thatoconPeteﬁcy . o
based teachér education may -be a useful research ool, but that present

hpowledge about the ‘relapionship between téacher behavi and\pupil
-achievement is not sufficient to encourage legislation whic)x"would -‘
mandate competency based approaches to training.
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/ ., o Ce:\Tflcation and Accreditation in Iliineis _ ; r
- Some Comments-and Considerations sy
) " W.. Deane Wiley.# » e -. e
- . , : . 8. Joseph Gore *%* . . -
1.’ ’ - ~ ' -
’ u. * . . - 4
' . \ ’ . Introduction , ..
- .
) Bringing together yet another conference on certification and accreQ"
4 ° \

tation may cause aome of you to have a strong sense of "deja vu," Cer-

Se

tainly, many of the present conference participants have lived through and -

. t

particlpated in the accreditatlon struggles which began in earnest with
the’ formatlon of AACTE 4n 1948 and enpiodedﬁhith real+severity in 1952
with the birtn of NCATE. Despite the fact that we may in this conference

¢ .

need only note our current problems to relive some of this early h}sfory,

- . ot - -
. _the timing seems most appropriaté to examine the promise, problems, failures

/ an&}aucceéaea of accredication‘proceasea'and‘to examine their earry connec-
‘ %tion‘wgth teacher certification. éercainly che.timing'is appropriate in ;
}llxnoia for, the varie;y of reaaons set forth in the NIE proposdl which
-7 ;H;d to this Phaae I conference. ‘Aa an introductorp aside in regard to

1

definitionaa this paper does not accept the terff licensg, and licenaure as

' Being,aynonymoua-with certification. De;pite the commentsg of othera1 thia
* !

‘ paper is in concert with Kinney who seems .to provide a meaaonably effec~

tive conceptual difference in the two terma. A34€“reau1t licensure is-
\ *

;not what we are discussing in the gtrict sense, ! »
. ! . ) s

. ’ * - ®r
"’: . - - ¢ - " P
*, Dean,'School of Educabion‘ Sou;hern Illinoié Uhiversity

** Assistant Dean, School of Educatfon, Southern Illineia University

- v 186'\ .

) . . v . '
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. Some Comment and Considerations K
~ ! ‘ e e’

) A% Not too long ago Calvin Gross noted, among major threats to teacher

’

he

>~y . . - . Lt ) ¥
. education; as now carried on in colleges and 'universities, "...a potential

N - R %
* -~ LI . N e . g
. - . o,

|
‘; © = challenge from the organized teaching.profession to take over the control

.." ‘ i - - ,

% . if not the function. of teacher z.training..."3 Yet anothér viewpoint: - o
. v . : - s .8 -

K ‘., ' "Since federal and private foundation .officials ‘are unanimou's in- their

- view that schools of Education.will neither change themselves rad:&cally

nor bring about: significant change in other educational '.Lnstitutions, the
future is not hard to anticipate."f" In Illinois, the Legislatured in the - 7

. session just concluded failed by two*vo;es to approve legislation which ' 7
would have literally placed the major téacher organizations An control of

the Tllinois Certification Board - Are we tosbelieve that {‘his m&vev wi11 )
. . 4

- be long delayed? L : :
s . - ‘: - ) - N ;‘ ’ ‘/
It is clear that a power struggle is underway with regard 'to the

l governance of mechanisms whereby teachers are admittéd to practigé apd

-

. wheréby teacher education programs are formally acc\redited Lega -

. ' ! '
have acqiired a l'arger role in both certification and accx:editation pro:' .
. ’ i

cedures. It seems inevitable, moreover, that’ teachers will becoﬁe in- . .
. - .
creasingly powerful in these regards, and that other p.srticipant:i;J par- )

i
ticularly universities and university professors wiIl become”less 80.7 ; .o

s o ’

Since policy issues regarding these two activities have been ma‘tters of.
o i‘ .
L4
controversy for some time, the recent power shift increaﬂea Qhe seriousness

’ 5 J - . : L]

L v ;
[ : c1ear that a power shift has a1ready occurred in which classroom feachers
|

. . and urgency with which‘lthey must be addgessed as i;e,ma of:" d.uquiry. 'I‘he o y
P . . 3 N

\{/ fact that none of the partiés is yet satisfied wi;h the state of affairs .o . ?1'/
Eher t . , ff

" furthla’rges the controversy angd

hence the impera“ve to seek informed"~ . ,
A L
. solutiofis. Because the problems .8eem largely political in nature, the




-,
BN
.

] - . - LY

' propegsals for problem solution will probably be grounded within a politi-

PR

cal conceptual framework and stated in terms of political straiegy.

Nevertheless, a solution that is not shaped in accordance with an under-~

»

standing of the limitdtions of ahy political strategy in this situation"
will prove a disservice to children as well as the education profession.

The Llimitations ,mgéested- hére can_.be illustrated by referring }'o

)

the first two objectives of the study proposed for this. conference,

namely: .

J : , 1. To develop improved wechanism§ and processes
] - for defining and monitoring educational

. - standards. )

[ d r
2, To develop more efficient and valid/practical
profe331onal gducation program accreditation T
' C *and certification standards. . . b
v b
. ! - » * 4 v
While the pertinent political questions cannot be avoided, the political

”

answers will not necessarily imbrove standards of educational practice,
‘/ ~

nor of accreditation or certification precedures to prevent the entry of

rd

- . .

o - A s {
incompetent teachers into- the profession until the profession %Eyroaches
\\' -gome Specifics concerning cdmpetengg. Margaret Lindsey dbserved in 1974
“ ’ : J -
that. it is imperative to redress the hmbalancF in participation between

. , &
classroom teachers and the universities in the credentialing and preparing

of teachers.> She also—warned tha%;the political solution alone is not

.
.

F+ sufficient, particularly if the solution merely creates an imbafance in
the other direction.s' I would expand upon Lindsey's caveat to say that
even if‘the political solution generated an even balance in participaticn;
that anne wodldrcontribute little to what certification and accreditation

are suppdsed~to do: - assyre that access to professfonal practice is avail-

3 [ ‘ L . 3
ablet only to properly prepared ind#¥iduals, Tne;tEason for this pessi-

L ) v188‘195' ?-'- -




mism is riot that the participants could not be trusted to do their best

nor that the proper controls could not be devised to assure that they ’

4 did. It is simply that- the profession lacks, the knowledge base requisite
. "‘ - { ',; Yty - -

.to effective assessment of teachers' qualifications. That lack, and mot

~ the political_resolution, is the fundamental problem. Therefore I submit

. . . . v, . - \
that no matter what else this conference generates i the way of recom-

.mendations, we ought strongly to urge NIE to place its serious money in"’
" : . -
'res'éprch on teachmg. Until we khow a good deal more about what good . T

teaching is, it will make llttle difference !hg_is in clrarge in terms of\‘

1mpact upon the quality of - educatiOn._ It will merely make the obvious

political difference‘to the variqys participants. ) .

.

Although the early sixties saw rising optimism about our capacity to' »
establldh a‘strong conceptqu bdsis for teaching %factice, the hope has ’ . . ',‘
not matérlalized. In 1967 Robert Schaefér could write provocatively about

‘the school as a center of inquiry, “n which the teacher-was to be not onlyh ,
. . IS v'

a skilled practitioner of the teaching art,’but alsofan educational

\ .
_Bcientist as well. Unfbrtunately we know that the scholar-practitioner has

‘not appeared on the scene, and that most of teaching practice is still Y / p
r! . e
intuitively rather than conceptually inspired. Foremoat among the reasons ' ’

‘for the' absente of a qdherynt,‘definitive in\kllectual base for practice is -~ - .

, S

" the sheer complexity of the task. ‘It-is.not that investigation has not

— . .
gorie forward;,a good deal of wdrk has been accomplished, but the total ..
‘ s
accumulation of. relevant kﬂowledge does- not begin to close the gaps in s’ .

ouf - \Fderstanding of the»relationships between teach!hg and learning. ° ,
’Bruce\{fyde and Marsha Weil for example have provided us with an ;mpor- o,
tant and compaéhensive delineation of ‘bnceptual models for teaching, ’

' .

.
. . * > . . ' -



~

- will probably have to addpt the model selected,

which bave emerged from sgfie of the most significant research over the

past .couple of detaded,/ What may.be most sighificant sbout their work

is their catggorizi g of models according to relatiVely distinct intellec-‘

-

tual underpinni 8, together with their careful -avoidance of the formula-

- {

tion of a si le'comprehensive!model The evidence at hand cOmpels'agtee-

me?t with £he stipulation ‘of Joyce and Weil, that for the present and much

.

. time t¢o/ coMe, even teachers who seek a concepfual basis for practice will '

+*

. ’ ' - K
"have/ to sélect what appears to be apprppriate for the occasfon, ahd then

The knowledge gap itself is related to other developments which I

. . RN , .
think more directly reflect the manner in which political factors inter-
. ‘ -

pl

act with the intellectual. The optimism that many.cf us shared with o

. Schaefer in the;early and mid-sixties was spbnsored as much byapromisiﬁé -

?

riational policy as by scientific progress. The government. had begun
pumping uagrecedented amounts -of money into‘education, including educa-

tional research although support for the latter remained relatively small,

Probably most of us recognized,that the federal activity in behalf of

¢

education was esseqtially a political response td a political crisio--the

crisgis of‘urbaq and racial poverty. The educational prbgrams did not {'

-
4

emergé from systematic inquiry and strong research evidence about’educa-

tien. They resulted from predictable legislative response to politicgl

‘a

trauma--trauma like Detroit and Newark. Some researchers did in, fact

w
. N ‘ LR . -
" -

'observe'that the "eompensatory" pregrama lacked evidential support, and

that_the:profeaaion'vas not very well prepared with macrosystem research

F

techiiques. Even 1if we’haa*been, evaluation compornents were invariably

lackipg.br post hoc. Nevertheless, the stimulus of federal dollars plus




=

-
-

s the'desire to win part of the New Frontier and.create the Great Society
;‘ » e . ' ’ ) - . i
S sustained a sanguine ardency, combined{with some.confidence that we were
. e : .

© really making some scientific progress.

& / ~

Perhaps really significant gains might have been accomplished even

unde’i:“ the above conditions, ﬁad it not been for th&unsurprising failure
; ¥s 4 -
F
oT the federally sponsoted activities to demonstrate immediate success,
g
either politioally or éducatfbnally.

.

ﬁ?i' , ® still another illustratiye example.is the set of circumstances asso-
&0 » . N

. ciated with competency based teacher education, There again Ve see politi-

i cal ‘and economic pressures converging upon the educational enterprise in a

/ ,m3nner which promotes a particular approach to the qolution of educa-
tional problems.~ CBTE is an exampl&]~f a concth inttuded into education '

from other domains, jedncipally systems engineering. In part fts adop-

LI
v . ]

" tion in edqcatton reflects our historic dependence upon external. intellec-

tual sources,'usually from the social sciences. ln'this case, however,

"the alacrity with which educators atfached themselves to the new instru-
— . ; - ’ .

ment was greatly intensified by other impulses. This refers of coutrse to

. -~

¢ the economic milieu in which the public has revolted against’ increasing

edhcational costs in g period of recession. The fiscal crisis has.heen
reinforced by atseeminély national impression that schooling is‘ineffec-:‘

<. tives The climate has demanded accountability, and no other ‘scheme since

- rr, [

the efficiency movement of sixty@ars age - has presented itself 80 pro-,

‘ , »

/
pitiously as the educational panacea. Moreover while some may believe

that the competency mode is inappropriate in education, ‘others accept it
v s

.t ~ as the benchmark,of QOth century educational-science. Even among the -

/ enthustésts,.however .there has generally been acknowledgement that the-

- ‘ 4




~ o ' ]

| Y . . . o .
definition of’teachinﬁ gempetence has only just begun.- While it might be

. _a useful research too}, what is presently:known about competence scarcely :
- L : N\ - . .
. constitgteéaan'adequate basis for assessing'teacher qualifications'or -

performance. To those 'who hqld’,thls view nothing &uld be more . disastrous -
n’ . . N - . . ’ *
than to mandate cofmpetency based geacher education as the basis” for program

- . . N

accreditation or certification and from‘that viewpoint no mixture of par-

N “ N v
.

' - ,
ticipants, no matter how perféctly,balanced, would mitigate the disaster.

In view of the inevitability of .the #nteraction hetw%en»the political
. ' . .
C/’ and intellectual interests, it might be tempting to dismiss the governance,

of certification and accrgfitation as irrelevant. -Especially since the -

intellectual base of practice remains so resistant to consensus’, why indeed
should the golitical question be terribly important? One might agree with
| .

Harold Taylor, who argues tha& Wwe have taken the whole apparatus qf certi-
fication and accredftation'too seriously. " We cnme eventually to thgpk<of

certification, he 1ns1sts; in essentially negative texms, "so that the

v

concept W'narrows the range of educational discus?ion 1§to‘a set of details

t

essentially unrelated to educatlon 1tself.“6 Since, the und amental ques-
-‘ ‘,\ H
- tions about teacher'preparation cannot.yet be angle’red, aperhaps it would
13 . ’
do just as well.to take a more relaxed view, and'let governance go 1ts

'~

.. ‘own existential way. The problem with that course is that the political

. Ry

‘ginterests--and“everyone of us-is aseociated dlth oue*ér mpre--will persist

.
N [

A - [ _—
the "unrelated ‘details' may grow from {rrelevant nuisances to seiiggs

-

o
related to real education, but when it becomes written into state law
the basis of.school accreditation and program approval, it becomes distl -

4 * ) 4 L a b




contertingly relevant. . . . o Te
- ,,, T x

,‘ Having accepted the public politics of policy as an dﬁavoidable
ol qgagenda, the possible range of alte:patives must then be explored. Who -

( . 1
‘are the legitimate participants; in what proportion should each be repre- )
. v 9

\ sented; at what levels of governance? If we.identify tPe right partici- | .
ﬁEcts in the right proportions, will decision-making'be enhanced? Tc
return to the obdectives of the proposed study, qill thev"right" political
arrangement improve che definition- of educationel s;ahdards, and result

.in more effective certification. and standards and accreditation stengards?

. . |
.. What are the ingredients of an "effective certification?" c i
To a major extent the validity of p&licy deciBions is determined by )

the empirical function of what hapg?nsngh them in subsequent political

events. Witness the fate of CB$f in Texas. Its defeat was a political one,

L4 . hd

relatively independent of what is known or un&nowh about teaching com-

petency. Educational researchers and theorists may look upon Texas

HB1238 as a victory or defeat, depending upon,thfir scientific persuasions. ;

’J, ' “.e . ’ .. - < . " " ¢
Nevertheless, to the opponents of LBTE, its legislative defeat in Texas ’ .
' T s - . N )

must not only appear to be right, but also to confirm the inevitabile
p ‘ . ‘ s P
o strength of science. From another point of view, the reversal may only " "-:

]
L]
rd - hd . . . ‘ .

-
-

-

-

M ' : Certification

I _ demonstrate the 1nscability of educational policy in the present milieu, :
&
\
)

For many years Illinois has operated three certification-systems,

1 rathE?'sﬂan one. Some teacheggﬁobtain their certificate by conpleting o ‘

* ' ¢ . R

an approved teacher education program at one of mbre tharf sixty insg}tun

¢

tions in the state. A second group--ln the past tke great majority--

- . v o e
. ‘

¢ ¢
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~-+— - tion w1thout 1nstitut10na1 approval

n

begun to establish whe approved- pdogram system, gs the preterred mode, with Rt

Dur1ng the 1960's an effort was * S

= <

-the expectation tha by the 1970'8 aé least 20 per cent’ of the teachers ) -\f;

-

receiving cert&ficates would have eompleted approved programs. By'1972
. L4 ?\‘t‘:

“however, of 34 000 certiflcates 1ssued only 13 000 or about 38 pen.cent, [ENE

- were based upon completion of appro&gd programs. Supportlng“materiAL for °© |
\ y l, ' ’

. ! ’ * /

- Superintendent Cronin's 1975 legislatlve program indicate that the record -

has 1mpr6ved to only 55 per cent. A third group receive their credential

N -

from the Superintendent of Schools in the City of Chicago. According.zo o,

Ms: Susan Bentz,7 "One can teach in, Chicagp but not in Evanston or Oak

'f" ¢ » . .
.. Park or vice versa.," 14 . '

. ~ \ " F
The realities of a political situation which generates  such phrases
°

- - e

ag, "Just outside Chicago, there's a étate called Illinois," offers little

-

"of merit in the creation of ‘solutions .for all of the schbol‘systems in ’

— ? o ‘e 1

Illinois. Yet, the Illinois Legislaﬁure (mueh like that in California and

"

8

L ]

_New York) continues to deal with spec1allzed legislation addressed to .
) ' ﬂ
"cities of 300,000 populationgpr more..." a phrase whose familiarigy to - .
- Il B t. . .
mahy of you*is only slightly altered by the size of the number inserted.

-

The proposed purpose of all of these routes to certification is to
- ‘ -

AN T prot;Et the rights and 1nterests of scheol children, parents and prospec-.
- . / !
! tive teachéfs and the general weIfare of the state. To some very minimal v

extent a systemrof certificatfbn may~prov1de these protections. get‘on

‘he fgce of-it the protections'do not seem to?be sought.by'the various
. TN M
‘clients. Thqusehde of- students in Illinois, as in .other states attend::~ te

' LY

school in a pgivate sector which is essentially e&empt from thezf?gden-

.\) . . .

ERIC -~ -, S odz20n o o




‘extent does the present system of accreditation protectdthe various

.

tialing prOces‘s. This atte’ance is sought after by large numbers of

- -~ 3

parents who pay for the right not to be "protected" by certification.

One must ask how seriously the state itself takes sucl‘!' prom‘fsed safe;uards -

-
.

when the le slat.ur‘e c0ntinues to -condone the threg-avenued approach set o

-

forth above. In Illj.nois ane, sees the spectacle of one arm of the, Illinois \

. OfficL of Education issuing.a erédential on tl'le basis of statutory credit ~ ‘\

¢ - [}

hour minima while‘ ,another statutory advisory body to: the Illinois Office q

[ '

of Education (The State fCertification yBoard) demands more and more riger . -

"

in those university"p‘rograms filed for ',cre,deﬁtialing'through entitlement! * .
Gi:ven the lack of ‘concern for safeguards evidenced by the facts o'f creden-

2] *

*

inttests to which rhe‘\:oric is sd aften, addressed There is ‘some gvidence8

l -

1

\

\

i

|

|

, -

tial issuance in Illinois the forced conclus’)ion i§ that to littde or no ) $ .

_that the supposed relationship between quality and 'minimum standa;ds \ )

leading to a teaching credentiar is actua‘I’ly non-existent as quality is

. ~

functionally determined at the school level.

R 3

» e
P R .
v ' - v . ‘
- . T J— “ 4
.

Accreditation ‘.

K

|

|

, |
1f one 'interchanges the phrase "certification process for teachers" . ) ‘
used above with "accreditation processes for ﬂi;’t‘utions" very.similar + |
|

conclusiond seem posiible. The -use-of the term voluntary in relation to £

) . /

,regﬁnal and national accreditation seems at best wry humor, Neither the ) ‘ " |

. . |
North Ceqtral Accreditation nor the NCATE acgeditation are really volun- . oY

A

tary td any. practical extent. Neither is the Illinois -'pro'gr‘am appi'ovaf . , 4.

process unless a school wishes to be reduced to offeling -a variety of

courses which dannot lead to certification by entitlement. S t
1) . . ' ' . .
-
[N - ~
."'\‘\ * - - ¢ - \
L) t A N - ‘ - o
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‘ . -" . VX (“ g&% ' °
In “fact, if one's students are not to suffer unduly in the recipro- ’
Eity aféa,,NCAIE becomes gandatory. - , e ) ' -
X . ot . - ot . - . ’
p In fact, if one would offer-w unified teacher education program

. O

- v N N - t - .
sdeading to apprdved program éntitlement for students, the state program -
. ’ Y ’ B . .
is mandatory... « . e . ' ,
A o . . )
o R . [ .
_ In fact, without North Gentral (or regional<gcc€¢ditation) most, if .

not all of the professionat accreditating organizaticns assum?;no basis

* e
H . »

for thegpxaccreditation.‘ . ! -
| ~There geems to be little recl‘intctaction ;n Illinois betwéen stcef -
proccsces and NCATE nrocesccs, ast¥de from a one-way sharing of'petsongél,
i.e.; the NCA&E,tqan ugucllf_hasAan foE'ogficial but the IOE team does :%t
haye cn NCATE reprecZn'tat’ive. :rqbc(followin‘g qucstionh are, among th::ée *

,which need to be génerally addresécd‘in the process as it afigcts the

universigyi N . ¢
. I:a Costg continue to mount for the massive self-
studies required -by agcrediting'organizations.
. > This cost is fundamentally in time taken awlly *
from othqr, possibly more/worthy,’ pnrsuits in
the professorial scheme of things. ‘At a time .
' of shrin;ing teacher enrollment andkrising L’
: faculty costs what can be done to-refuce~cost
. and time-cost of professorial talent

, 49

2. What interactions should there be betyeen NCATE ‘
and the state approval process? Perhdps NCATE
should be removed from the local a;}r\ ftation
task and simply’monitor and certifyf sthte pro--
cesses? This would be of tremendous rdlief to

i

L
3. Widé adoption the model bill coveri
procity sponsored by the.Nau York State Education

to be directly involved in local. accreditation.
Some thirty-five states have now passcd this hill
providing for legal and formal agreements to
accept the cektified graduakes ofi one another. = .

.o o . 4
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.

\E@ - - A brief review of the Illinois State process séemy to indicpte a. -

growing sophistication which again .mdy argue _agaith the éontinuance of*

+ — ’ . v
NCAT\E accreditation at the local 1evel. R e ) -

+

A

* JIn.the absénce of a board of educatiOn, and -with .the tenure of the

L T8 v ’ -

. superintendent subject ; 3:0 the chfnging winds of parbisan pohtica,, the

3 ]

state office has in the past exerted a ila’vely weak influence. Prior

> ‘e -

to the tenure of Superintendent Bakahs,\ the state office had engageq in ',

N

sion led by the 'fexecu;ive secretary of the certification board who gathereg_

together a couple of-Staff me.mbers from OSPI and two or three university‘

.5 “ N

prefessors to -spend a friendly afternoon on- the campus of the institu-» ,’ ’

tion to be examined '. e visits were enlighteaed by descriptive docu~
ments prepared by the, institution along.. OSP} guidelines. Inquiry‘ on the-'
part of the exam:,ners was seldom probin;_,/an there was no expe'rctation ’
tl.lat the varidus prograns, already on :‘.ile an’ t,.h'us‘ap'pro’. d,b‘v:vould J,bcp;

: ' i . * . . . .
jeopardized. Since NCATE accreditation was a prior cohdition for state
N - l . N L3 -
- , - . L e -
approval, NCATE ingtitutions were.generally secure from any serious threat

r4

1]
¢

from thé"state. TRt ve L
- - - A L . N

»

+ . ¢ ) : ) ‘\\ ‘, ." ' f‘ ; \“
: - s 1 § ,‘Q ‘ \ 4 2
L Coae .. %
‘o ° -w‘/!7 2'1 '-I. ‘ Y ~ )
LI o7 : '
L Th i If in fact, acfundémental pur;&ose for creating .
- 3 *NCATE was to buildhnatigna]. nfidence.in its - ‘: )
. 7 -, secredited mémbersy: thaf fpose m3y no; longer . ‘c
o ' need to be served N | )

‘ occasionally perfunctory ﬂiews. These took the form oﬁ a chummy excur- —

During' 'the tenure of Superintendent Bakalis, however,' OSP1. undertoeli,

- P -~

" the development and iﬁxég.ementation of a'prpgr'am approval- process that tiro-

v Y

miged to be Eoth mbre 'sysﬁ'ﬂatic and -consequenl:i.ll. "In Marcil; 1973, Mr;

.

’ Baka‘ff'é and othér 0SPI personnel met with university representatives fo

examine the draft copy of a procedures manual under which program approval
[

was to occur, In October, 1973, a revised version was igstituted ona ¢

.

)

N
. -
R
AY -
*
LN
~
¢ A
. "
.
| e
N Y
r é .
.
. »
/. -
F=3
.
.
v e
,
4
.
A"
2
-
‘ .
L 4
t .
.
1]
.
T
<
LY
+
,
4
]
\LQ”E‘

“



hadad

of pregram approval, the supe;intendent 8 ‘'office had employed consultants

et

- - s » ‘ -
* B P
- .

twelve-month "fielll'test.” Om March 21 1975 IOE published the ‘present. .

edition of the‘ménual The evolution of the procedures'as outlfned in the

manual reflects some significant characteristics of the rernnr governance

L4 - . L3

?of teacher cert1f1cation and program approval in ‘the State 9f‘illinois.‘ .

r .

’ . ®
The conferees attending the Harch 1973, meeting fou_

really twb agenda- one wa#’consideration of the proPosed manual together

-

w1th the procedures it embodies/and their implications for the institutions

* - . 3
.

involved; the other was,the consideration of competency-hased~teacher educa-

o= 4 ' )
.

tion: 1In addition to. arranging for OSPI staffers to expla!h the procedures

v [}

to present information about'comoetency-based teacher education, The :

’
-

o T , & ' ' '
double agéndakFenerated some confusion and not a little dpprehension among -
A ’ L4 L] M L - .

the univefsity repfgzentatives. Klthoughbthe'extent’to which competency-

based criteria would govern program approval remained unclear, many par- -,

. ticipants viewedsthe‘simultaneous presentatiéns as a stgnal that 1t was to

be’ imgfalted as the overarchiug factor. While a number of univensity .
E__3 -
people favored,the pursuit of the definition of competence, the”majority
- - . v * t . ’ .

seemed opposed to‘specifying CBTE as the basis for program approvui -{

J,

a5 -

‘The initia{'point to pe made here-is that OSPI seemed to be re;yqnding
to influences\external to' the grofession and the ﬁrofession.s knowledse .
‘about tegch‘ng competence. quever while the field -test versign of the

‘;ocedures manﬁal tetained’ references to, competency training, it wu mucb
1eas ::ph!tic tban the origtn&l In fact the preface included the dis-
clainer, ”This Manual doea not mandate a specific kind of teacher educa-,

tion program." The'introduction to the prelent edition concluded with the

.

fdllowing paragraph:’

a

.-




v

i

g

c -

3 s

oo The Manual does not embrace a particular method of *
L. ..preparing teachers. Use of the term "objective"
- for example, is not’ intended to suggest- .that insti-

i ' . ‘&* tutions are expected to use behavioral formats or

. teminology for reporting information. The Manual

& clearly recognizes the'importance of institutional -
. freedom - in designing “and operating ‘teacher education
progranis

' / - M ~
) o 4 .

) The'former weaknesse's-of the state office in the fa of prograin

J ]

app'roval haye all come to light ee development has continued. For example,
the field-test version indicated that the state program approval system

would serve to elimihete "serious overlap and duplication of effort im

prpduq:ing reports and in preparing sfte visits by review teéms.," Yet in

the v'iew bf some university peop1e the lack of coordinatiOn and the per-

‘ ‘ sistence of dupliqeted effort ate precisely the most distinctive charac-

.

v

Y

~

teristics of the procedures implemented in accordance with the program

v

épproval plan. Not only ar! the report ‘materials th'emselves highly dupli-,

cative of NCATE reports,, but tlﬁ/ proposed cycle was not observed at the
'outset, with somewinstitutions being required go develop a periodic review

»,

. report and in some cases undergo on-site visitations only one," two, or

L4

three"years after completion of an NCATE review. The frequency w.ith which

'institutions mist attend to stata, _N(EATE; and other agency reports *s

1]

. » 'finally begun to actually Whmper efforts ‘to address the p'roialems disclosed

) Jb; any given agency. . -

i .~ ! o ? e . ] .
In its continued evolution the present manual eliminates the various

“;tables; forms and format directives that. characterized the earlier version.

Ill#s Office of Education staffers will now work individually with each

institution in the prépuration‘of its review report. This is a welcome

»
3

change, and should great}.y facilttate the work of both the- institution

g{i the state 'ff'ice. Neve,rtheless, 80 far as I know ’the schedule re-

‘w



. - -
[ - . N .
- . s
» . .

mains the same. Aﬁ Southern fllinois University, this means that this
, £gear we must prepare for North Central accreditatiomynext year for NCATE,
<, and the follaéing year for Illinois Office of Education.

At least one among the pollcy igsues for this conference 8 considera-

~

t1on is an examination of the worthiness of a schedule like the one stated.
1 '

, e 'G1ven some programmatic dynamics what does a visit every ‘ten ‘years mean
In terms of some myth1ca1 concept of protection that might be felt by the N (\
"pwplic{ ‘While most everyone seems tg know that "losing,oke's ‘accredita~

tion" is bad, ‘most find it difficult to go beyond that. There is a -

.

. ol
general sense of worry in the university commonity concerning achievement

~ "' of-accreditation but not ‘much rationality brought to_hear on this worry,
\ + } Q, — - N )

»
o«

To institution X it may mean'.the losg of sizeable amounts of federal

.

funds~-on the other hand one can 13§e the same funds hy being properly

d accredlted and refus1ng to set up an athletic department)fbr women. While

T - i

. the, former seems the greateér worry the effect is the same. Loes of

accreditation might mean a "loss of prestige." To awregional university .

-~

not competiné on a national‘level (and this would include the' larger number

s of institutions), loss of\prestige might be & minimdlly important factor.

rd

During the span of a ten year visit entire programs mfght come and go.

Departments rise and fa11 in leadership strength, budgets ebb’and flow o

from program to program. It seems a reasonable'question as to whethgr

.honitoriﬁg in decades can serye arty useful function to any of the con- -

/r’. stituencies who su?posedly benefit from the accreditation concept. . .

Coming again to ghe proposed protection of’public interest against

the 1 unqualified or the diploma mill, the -case seems-shaky at bes¥. Given
Il ) [
oY noﬁdim;nntion in the number of agencies and thg,real ladk of agency - |

N




ten~year “approval from NCATE and fails to have 1ts program approved by a »

Paa -y
state certificatiord” board whose mot i tion is simply to reduce the number ©
=

! ot

>

. of teacher preparation 1nst,1tution§'ﬁb the state? It is possible‘to be

totally approved by tﬂe’sﬁate"and §et fail to rec&ive befter than five
¥ e -

year NCATE ‘approval. What is this message - for the pubticq&?lfare7 How ao

the myriad constituencies Even redéive formal notlce of yhe action? . What. . |
- N |

does the action mean yhen it og:ﬁ;s (with'NCATE) only oncé 1n ten years7 ‘ .

Pending ser1ous'atten§ion to;these quegtlon;, the state grogram approvai

process yo:}o'seem to nake its :aee the best. ‘Th:lconstané ;nteracfion .

_available to both the state depaftmeng‘and the inetitution would seem to. -

[}
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! make tinkeging on an ''as needed'" basis, the more viable monitoring device °
~ - ’ )

to protect thé_publiqs under consideration. . , , L .
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gggal, Lolitical and Governance Comments
L AN \

There are a number of legal, polithalfand managerial issues surround-

i “« 'Y

ing accrqﬂttatlon and certiflcation that bear exhibition as free- standing

1ssues despite their highly 1nterreched nature. As eihgples, the follow-

ing are more Lllustrative than éxhaustive:”

Item: In the absence of specific legislation, the ‘
governance relationships-between the State Superin-
tendent Qf Education’ apd the State Certification vo
.Board continug to be‘unclear. ,/'In consultation :
with..." ig-not a defipitive base upon which to -
build“either a program-approval system or a teacher .
certification system. The fact is that voted
.decisions of thé Teacher Certifica;ion Board have -
the force of law in areas like credestial denial, . .
Yet the Board ig occadionally defined as only .
advisory to the Superintendent when the latter is

at odds with the recommendation of the Board When

the State Superintendent was a conscitueionally .
' ~ i. . -AJ , " < +
- s . . -
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'Aelected officer this advi§bry-stance may have found ,

s more legal sanction than the present situation o

Where the Superintendent i§ not a comstitutional - .
‘officer. In any ¢ase the political power .of the
. IEA and the IFT will continue to be felf with
increased force as to the constituency of the ' .
Certification Board. Theit case continues to be -
"a most logical and persuagive one to many' legisla- ‘
tors. This, coupled with ‘their increasing political” o
- action arm literally forces a consideration of not,
"What if..." but "How, when..." -
¢ o~ . . -
Item: (overnance p;oblems are ne} so ‘gimple as to .
tbe containéd only in the foregping example. Until
~a year ago, Lllinocis did not have a-board of educa-
tion, and Qe superintgndent Gas elected as either
a democrat’or républican. A fifteen-member School
Problems Commission functioned as an advisory group
to the édducation conmittees in the General .Assembly.
Ten commissioners were legislators (five from each -
House) with the majority and minority parties repre-
+ sented accordingly on a 3-2 ratio. The otMer five
members were appointed by the governor. Thus despite "
the mythical divorcement of education and politics,
which in American foiklore, says Iannacone, are two
“immaculately untouching worlds," education in Illinois -
was literally and deeply imbedded in state politics.
The commisgion established a reputation for avoiding
controversial issues, leaving them to the house and
senate education committees. A consequence of tnis
educational governance structure was an historical
absehce of strong leadership on the part of the
~ r~superintendent and state department (Office of the
Superintendent of Public Ingtruction.) Prior to
. January 13, 1975, the School Problems Commission was
in fact the '"Sal Board" in Illinois. While it has'
historically deal® primarily.with-the finance issue,
its impact on all school legislation has been signi--
ficant and mganingful.LO .

ey

-Recent constitutional revisions established a State
Board of Education in Illinois.  Fhe duties of this
Bogrd are essentially stated as (it) "...shall .
encompass all duties currently delegated to the A
. ‘'Office of the Superintendent’ of Publid Instruction .
. and, such othfr duties as the General Assembly-shall . - - ..
designate."!! The School Problems Commission (a
. creation of the Legislature) has not disappeared
with the creation of the State Board.  When ques- -

* " tioned about its place in the educational "scene, a ( ) —
' source close to thé School Problems Commission made ) | B
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R the following statement to this writer, "The history
4 ' ."of state boards has been’one of wedkness. We're

o , .going to watch this new board very closely. If: . /

. " " they. tutn out to be% strong board, we‘ll work with - § N / she

CE ' them, i they turn qut to be weak, we're very much ﬁ .

in business." Note “that in any case, wedk opstrong,

this commehtator hadi no expectation that the School -

oblems Commission is going to be phased out,/or
;2 wegkened in any vays The Bovernance of Illingig
~ 1+ education generally and certificatipn and program

Ll

: PRI © addressed without iealizing the potential for mis-
' . - chief which exists”in the above situation. '

N Item: In yet two additionﬁ areas, govern[mce is.
g . . Furgher confoundéd by both legal ahd polit’ical con-
VI siderations.’ First, consider the fact thdt =1
Lo . budgets and degree program ‘approval for" tea;her
i education in Illinois :}erive from the Sta!te Board"
> . ' of Higher Education. Until’ the recent creation of
. the State Board of Education,’ the only fdrmal inter-. ‘
IO » . actjoft was ‘one geat :dn the, Board of Highgr Educatiom.. + ’ '
Lo held by thé Staté Superintendent of Publijc Instruction. ,
4 - The legislation creating the .new State Boagrd of Educa- ¥
Lo “ o ‘tion also created the' six-member joint-¢qhmittee
betweep the tho, Board to ", .qdevelop’ pelity on matters of
‘mutual concerm.,." It remains to be seep, \whethd¥ this

H

v . . . .comhittee'cgn amelid ‘ate the recent pasti Q’hen the Board
oo T \ of Higher Education’handated 4 ten per ce reductidn
0 in tedcher education, the immediate .phasing out of the
N " entire School of Edgeation atvthe Chicago ¢ircle Campus,,

"the idmediate cessatfon of all "requfred¥ physical
education programs at the collegiate *level gnd -some
' ’ other rather whimsical prpnopncements conderning teacher

. R educag}on. 1i8 wa 5. to: the best of my knowieg e, carried
| “out with litfle or A informatidh from or to the, State .
v Bducation Office. This same Board of Higher Edycation,
v *+ freceritly received- a_repoft from its task force en Teacher

. Educatﬁn which ag virtually igno the exi;sitence ef

e ,the sgte egcatiougency. ?

K]
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P Item. Of *he many goVernance issues the last ?or\this
. paper deals with, the relationship of the State Board of
Tiee , - : * Bducatiop to the executive branch qf government and’ some
' .. pomentary on the role of the regionab superintendents.
. . “It is’still*veryearly to decidé whether in fact the new A
©f Board of .Educat can play ‘thé role,expected of jt by c L
many.. Namely, not to‘ Temove politics from educa‘%on (as Bl

: ‘ too many, think ts actually possible), but’ ratherfto be

”. . .involved in the polftics" educat).on in those ways )
+ - which hhve the greatest prpmise for the edutdtional sys-
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.as exposition'ofythe'issues.
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tems in the state and thereby the - childreh of’ the

*. " _'state. After six months in jbusiness, the Board, in
' the judgment of many has not yet found a firm footing
to withstand some rathqr severe ‘tests with .the state
Executive. Time slould provide a better wiew.qf this
' ivexing problem, but-at présent it appears- unresqlved.
The regional superintendent s role in cefEification ’
is both time, honored and anachrdni,stic. ‘ ’

i.f.

A

There are presently mbre than 108 000 clafsroom teachers ip Illinois

who_ trek to'the regional superintengeﬂt‘s office each year and kay a twp-

J

.dpllar fee to "regkster" their credential They do tnis even’ though they
{.

v
-

v have spent theif ent;re career in thF same 8cliool ana the same service

—
R, -

region. -If they are making their "init‘il" request for a credential this

fee is $3. 00.

.
\

. 1nstituues for the teachers who paid the fee in the ﬂ!rsr place.

Q‘. ,! 2 . .

it is
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These monies gif used in turn ‘for’ mandatory regional teacher

suggested that éhy reasonaSle evaluation"of these institutes may provide s

~ f

. .
the basis for tmore productive use of these funds.

*

This evaluition may

. “ .

even provide the b8818 for a thorough study of the role of the regional

. of;ice ip the governance of the.ﬁhrtification process.n . R ot
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" One of the purposes of:this;pape; Bas- bee ito”attempt hrevity as well

- -

.
&t ’

. . . N 3
’The-twovare7in opposition, at least when' R

. .

discuzéing 1111n61§. Nhihe higﬂly salient issues may be absent as a regul

of ignorapce, others have been qmitted in the expectation that they will
. E \
neversheleas become policy areas for this conference 8 attention.‘ For

t

[y

e:a-ple, the: relationship betpeen standarﬂs for certification and atandands

.‘r v a "
of accreditation can be a" lengthy topic. Habernan and Stinnett deyote
aixt]peight p’lnted_pages to an analysis of’NCAIE standards alone.‘ The

State Board qf Education recently received;a legislative atudy aackage of
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n this paper.

-

.

-

-,
Vere addressed to "the governance issues in Chicago, only

3

’

The problems sur‘rundlng the reglonal

ve.
]

superintendent's rolg in Illinois educational governance are certainly

N
, » \ - 1
of gredter depth and geverity than the 111ustration of the financial lug
on the cred tial process. Finally, the enﬁfging r the State Hoard . b
of Education\and its placement in the governance pantheo f Illinois ) .
- ‘ ‘5 !
centalnly sh%§$d receive the close aﬂtedtlon of this conference as 1t sets
about the taéks defined. . . L. ~
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