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This prop.al was developed by the Committee on Accreditation
Alternatives (CAA), appointed in November, 1981 by.the President of AACTE on

behalf of its Board of Directors. Although the proposal results from an AACTE

. initiative, the National Education Association (NEA) has been involved through'

inclusion of an NEA representative as a member of the Committee during the

past year.

The charze of AACTE's Board of Directors, to which the CAA responded, was

to develop an alternative accreditation process" designed to "overcome the

eficiencies of the:existing system." More specifically, the Board asked for

a proposal which would include:a rationale and design for'the new system, a

'dkscuosion of the governance ahd participat.ion problem and a timeline and

pPocess for the adoption'and implementation of the new system. It was left to

1

the.Co=ittee wnether to recommend that the proposed alternative should
rleplace NCATE or should instead be seen as an organizational/process model

Veesigned to modify bpt. not replace the existing system.

.4
...

.

The current document is-the fifth draft prepared by the Committee and

;distributed 6 stakeholderg-for reactions and suggestions. The initial draft

:was considered by the Board and discussed in a session at the February, 1982

Annual Meeting. The.second draft was prepared for consideration by the Board

all"si State ACT?. leaders in June, 1982, The third and fourth drafts were 4

,ditriibuted to various institutional constituencies, the NCATE Council and

COrdinating Board, the AACTE Accreditation Task Force and Board1R!\pirectors.

The current draft will be considered by the AACTE Board of Direc ors in

Februai4y., 1983 and distributed to institutional representatives for di ussion

at the Annual Meeting. The BOard Will consider the CAA recommendation th
the proposed system be presented to the NCATE Council in March for adoption

Primart Features of the Proposal

/ .

\.
The system proposed by the Committee represents a dramatic change from

the current NCATE process. It responds to the commitment of higher education
institutions to self-regulation and,to the pervasive concerns expressed by

institutions and other stakeholdersabout the current process. -The major

elements of change included in this proposal are:

o accreditation decisions are made for the teacher education unit,

not for individual programs or categories;
o continuing accreditation replaces the current concept of

re-accreditation;
o articulation is provided between state apprOval and national

accreditation;

o visi.O.ng team meMbers are selected from a Board of Examiners,

, members of which are highly skilled in evaluation techniques and

well-trained in NeATS processes and standards;

o five unit-focused standards replace the current six families for

basic and advanced programs; and
o the UCATE Annual List is expanded to include a description of the,

unit and data which describe the support level for professional

education programs.

2
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CONCERNS. ABOUT NCATE

In developing the charge to the,CAA, AACTE's Board Of Directors was
respOndingto a number of comments and concerns which had arisen about
national accreditation in teacher education. Initially, the CAA reviewed and

analyzed actions taken by various groups in the past several years which we

believe reflect the widespread nature and serious character of the concerns.

'In 1976 the Association of Colleges and Schools of Education in State

Universities and Land Grant Colleges (ACSESULGC) reported the resultg of a

surVey of its membership which highlighted several major criticigts of the

NCATE process. A special committee was formed by the organization to review

fundamental issues involved in national accreditation and to make

recompendations to the membership as to what position should be adopted

regarding NCATE. A study was undertaken by that committee and an extensive

report prepared. On the'basis of that report, the Association recommended
that its members reMain in NCATE for a period of five years and, in the event

that efforts to reform NCATE did not succeed, a new voluntary national

accrediting association be es,tablished for the Land Grant institutions.

This "wait and see" attitude reflected the uganization's belief that

NCATE was makcing efforts to revamp and reform its operation. A major

evaluation study had been proposed and was being considered by the NCATE

Council (Wheeler Refiart). 41CATE had begun an analysis of its internal

operations designed to identify and address major difficulties. Time was

needed to see if these efforts would have beneficial results. The Association

is scheduled to decide in February, 1983 on future participation in NCATE.

In 1980 the. Teacher Education Council of State Colleges and Universities

(TECSCU) conducted a survey to determine the degree to which its membership

considered NCATE standards to be adequate, the level of support for the

process amOngTECSCU members, and their opinions on-voluntary versus mandatory

accreditation. Subsequently, TECSCU made several sweeping recommendations in

a resolution which passed its membership unanimously. This resolution stated

TECSCU's strong support for the accreditation process as one of the quality

controls in teacher education, stated its belief that accreditation should be

mandatory and identified the role of national accreditation to be one which

would monitor and report-the extent to which states enforce compliance with

national standards for accreditation.

Additional concern is manifest among other institutions of higher

education (IFIEs) reflected by the decisions of several Wisconsin institutions

to withdraw from NCATE'and the decision of other state systems to assess the

value of NCATE and, presumably, to decide whether further participation is

warranted. In September, 1982 a document proposing a Wisconsin consortium for

improving professional education preparation programs was released a6 an

alternative to NCATh:.

During-the past several years some of the participatiAg organizations

have questioned the extent of their participation in the NCATE process. The

National AssociatiOn of State Directors Of Teacher qducation and Certification

(ZaSETEC) withdrew, while representatives of specialty groups (such as the

Asaociatiom at' School ?aychologists (NASF) and the National Council

of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTX)) expressed concern that NCATE standards werg



not specific to the characteristics and/or abilities needed in their fields.

At least one of the original constituent members is considering withdrawal

from NCATE because of problems with dues and a geneK.al lack of support Cor the

process.

WithIn NCATE itself, considerable concern has been expressed over the

organization and management of the enterprise. A proposal addressing a

substantial "redesign".of UCATE was developed by the NCATE staff in late 1981.

The goals of that proposal were to organize NCATE more effectively, finance

the organization to be less dependent on the fortunes of its constituents and

manage the Council in a more effective fashion.

The study conducted under the auspices of the Michigan State University

Institute for Research on Teaching (IRT) by Chris Wheeler pointed to some

weaknesses and inconsistencies in the NCATE process and in Council decisions.

The major recommendations made by Wheeler were that the standards be revised,

a policy manual be developed to explain the rationale for the'standards, the

analysis of institutions be conducted on an indepth.basis and training for

teams be greatly improved.

Comments in these surveys, statements and redesign proposals range

broadly across NCATE actions and identify a variety of problems and issues.

At the risk of some oversimplification, we believe the following statements

correctly identify the major concerns.

Clarity of Standards

Fundamental to the success and integrity of the NCATE process is a clear-

and unambiguous set of standards which, can be uniformly.applied. As a group,

the current standards are perhaps more accurately described as hpoad goal

statements which outline desirable directions for teacher educa(ion or

encourage new emphases, rather than hard, fast quantifiable standards. Such

broad statements may be acceptable to institutions when

is basically developmental (that is, when it seeks to he

identify weaknesses and improve its teacher education pr
less so when regulation is the goal.

e ac
p an i

ams)

reditation task
stitution
but become

Appropriateness of Standards

/.
Imost t

It is also the case that the standards should Col on those elements

closely identified with quality in teacher ed ca n. All of the NCATE

standards do not fit this mold. Some are more li 'pre onditions for an

,accreditation visit than standards. The governan e standard, for example,

deals with an important is --the arrangements ade by an institution for

control of the process of teacher educa2 school, college or rtment

ofeducation (SCDE), however, might well be expected to demonstrate befoe a

visit occurs that its steucture pr governance meets requirements. Other

standar: arc completely precesriented; for example, the standard on

admission, retention and advising of students seems to advocate only that a

process exists tor each of these funCtions--it does not set standards for

admission and retention which are associated with effective graduates:

Further, all of the present standards may not be appropriate to.the various

levela and types of programs or categories for which acct.editation is awarded.

Why, for example, are two governance standards, basic and.advanced, needed?
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Finally!, as extensias-they are, the present standards ignore factors
usually considered essential to determine the quality of a teacher preparation
peogro.24 (for example, student-faculty ratios or other indicators of how the
resotirc6 base is deployed; extensive clinical training, and so one).

Visitin. Team Comnoation and Size

Thele is considerable Concern over the composition, size and training of
the visiiing tgams. Most teams include some members on a first visit, and
even though training is common, consistent understandings and application are
difficult where standards are.subject to varying interpretation. Institutions
frequentquestion whether team member backgrounds are,appropriate or
sufficient for the types and levels of programs being reviewed. Quite
,frequently teams appear to lack an understanding of the type of institution
they visit. Teams are quite large (the 1981 average size was 9) and are not
socialized as a.unit prior to arrival on the campus for a visit.

Furthermore, visiting team members are selected as much for the
organizations they represent as for,their, knowledge and skill. This process
of seltion leads to interested and reasonably objective team members who,
unfortunately, have not had systematic, indepth training and who have no.t had
the opportunity to practice tbeir evaluation skills more than once per year.
These difficulties create serious questions about the relationship between
tea4observations and Council judgments and lead to the claim that the process
contlins seraous flaws leading to a lack of reliability in the evaluation
systtm. '

RedundailO og PrcrrartilaffT n'sti utional Reviews

. National specialized a4greditation is a voluntary form of self-regulation
unique to Arr.i'd'an education. However, in addition to voluntary participation
in accredit4tioh, teacher education is subject to reviews by a variety of
other contiAilling agencies, such as those required for institutional self-
evaluation dpd state agency program approval. Thus, national accreditation
must be sufficiently unique and important to sustain acceptability and support
within institutions and among professional and governmental agencies and to
juatify the cost and'effort associated with the process.

State agencies have the legal right for both institutional and program
approval in teacher education. In the last decade, state education agencies
(SEA3) and the'various teacher commissions have moved aggressively to upgrade
their efforta in institutional and program approval. NCATE has not refined
its focus and activities as rapidly as state agencies have, and, as a result,
considerable redundancy.exista in the tw9 types of reviews.

Categorical Review Weakness

At the present time NCATE Uses the term "programs" to refer to what are
really "categories" of programs. Subsuming institutional programs to fit
those- -catagories -14 very often-cilf-C,141.11t,---Mora-kmpor-tantly-i---at,---t-ines-very
g000 or very poor programsin English education or soc al studies education,
fors, exampleare masked by the categories or unreal,i.sti lly branded as good
or pad because they are grouoed with the other programs t gAliT's broad
catgories.
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Further, even though there is public disclosure of the entire set of
NCATE decisions, even.one denial is frequently interpreted by the public, and
sometimes within the affected institution, as a failure for the entire

educat-i-sn unit. Explanations are not powerful enough to remove the cloud,from
the unit', and units that are in the main viable have to face public,,campup

professional approbation. This has led some institutions to conclude that---
there is much to be lost by seeking NCATE'accreditation.

Excessive Cost

There is considerable concern among institutions over tt.;ts inCurred

by an NC= visit. To stay accredited, an institution must pay a basic fee to
NCATZ of $300 and a supplementary fee for each program accredited.) The,
average annual dues for NCATE membership are approximately $350. In addition,

institutions support NCATE through the dues paid to AACTE (or through payment
of sustaining fees to NCATE); AACTE in turn, provides basic support of $65,000
annually for NCATE. Further, the institution is responsible for all of the
costs of a team visit; such costs currently average approximately $5,500 and
range from $4,500 to $9,000, depending on the size of the team and the
distance its members must travel. In addition, there is the cost of faculty
and administrative time in preparing a self-survey and the printing costs

associated with the institution report.
4

Compared with other accrediting agencies, such costs are not staggering.
One must bear in mind, though, that institutions frequently have like costs
associated with state visits to their campus, An^d state approval must be a
priorLty concern in order to maintain teacher education programs. In such
circumstances eventhe modest costs of NCATE appear to be very high to some of

its clients.

Distinction Between Initial and Re-accreditation

Another concern with the current NCATE process is that'it does not
distinguish between an institution which has achieved accreditation and one
which has not in terms of the nature of the materials prepared, scope of the
team's visit, the standards and criteria applied, and so bn. Many people in
teacher education believe that it should be possible to differentiate these
processes, which would lead to economies of scale and cost.

Unclear Goals for Accreditation

NCATE may also suffer from a lack of clear purpose. Traditionally,

accreditation has been expected to contribute to the purposes of stimulation
for improvement within institutions as well as providing quality control for

regulation. Many concerned supporters, as well as critics, of NCATE believe
that regulation has been Stressed at the expense of stimulation by emphasizing
achievement of minimal standards for accreditation purposes.

Procedural.Problems

Mani-OT-E-tii-iic concerns and problems with NCATE flow from the sheer

size and complexity of the task faced by the Council. Of the approximately

1350 SC:Zs in the United States, 536 are accredited by NCATE. Althoukh a

minority (40 percent) of, the total is accredited by NCATE, the number is
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several times larger than comparable specialized accrediting agencies. Each
oe the institutions accredited by NCATE is now on a seven-year cycle with
either a full or mini-visit occuring every five years. Thus, each year
approximately 107 institutions must be visited by NCATE teams. This number,
of course, is increased by the fact that institutions will request
accreditation for new programs or for subsets of their programs (for example,
new graduate emphases) on an "off-cycle" basis.

Additionnl.Conc'erns

A variety of additional concerns should be mentioned. Complaints have
been made about the inability of the Council to rate the importance of
different standards, even though many people firmly believe that standards do
differ in-their importance to a favorable Council Aecision. Some instituti.ons
believe thr, the Council acts in a heavy-handed way; some believe the
operation is'closed, that participation is limited; some claim that decisions,
are biased in favor.of small or single-purpose institutions while others claim
that the bias favors large, Multipurpose institutions; this last point
reflects what may be a generll lack of trust or confidence in the system.

Conclusion

The magnitude of concern among institutions of higher education and the
erosion of confidence among other important groups,about the uiefulness and
validity 4f teacher education,accreditation provides the 'rationale for a t

.careful review of the NCATE process. The current process has some important
and desirabl4,characteristics, not the l4st of which is the forum NCATE
provides forfehe cooperation of teacher,educators, practicing teachers,
representatives of specialized professional groups and representatives of the'
general)public. This proposal is based on an assumption that a modification
k the ariocess can be made without diminishing or eliminating the strengths of
NCATE t-th-aWv-e- beer, developed through the years of diligent effort and
profeasional commitment.

The concerns and cri cisms4khat have been expressed about NCATE's
present approach provide he impetus for considering change. Any proposed

i revision must, however, be developed with clear understanding of what national
\a,ccreditation is and how it relates-to other similar activities. 'An outline
of,fxternal accountability requirements for the teacher education unit and
their interrelated nature is addressed in the next section.

11

8

4.



Synthesis of Concerns and Proposal Elements

Addressing Concerns

4

'Proposal Elements'

Concerns
Addressing

1. Clarity of standards

2. Apprcpri enes,!of standards

Unit standards; data bank;

identification of quantifiable indicators

of quality.

Expanded pee-conditions; identification

of, and process for determining,

quantifiable indicators of quality;

focus on professional education

unit in place of category by

degree level.

3. Yisitirw( team óomposition and
Board of' examiners; selection and

9
. size

in-depth training for visiting-

team; reduced team size.

4. Redundancy of prpgram and Accreditation focus on professional

institutional reviews education unit,

5. Categorical review weakness Unit standards; focus on,

professional education unit.

6. Ekcessive cpst
Reduction in team size;

continuing accrpditation.

7, Distinction between initial

and re-accreditation

Accredita tion "and continuing

accreditation; annual monitorin g and

review.

9 12 °
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. Unclear goals for
accreditation

Expanded Aribual Li3t including
factual data for the institution;
identification of quantifiable indicators
of quality. Articulation between national
accreditation and state fapproval.

9. Procedural problems
j'

Continuing accreditatiop eliminates
need for full team visiti after
initial accreditation anV-allows
for updating of initial Unit Report.
Unit focus eliminates categorical
review if new programs are added.

10. Unevenness VI application
of standards and bias
tcward types of
institutions

.40111-441.4

Process for determining
quantifiable indicators of

4 quality; objective data
reporting system.

1 3
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The Function of National Accreditation

In some countries a federal ministry of education provides control and

regulation of education personnel preparation. In the United States national

accreditation has developed as the mechanism for self-regulation of the

preparation of teachers and other school personnel by the preparation

instions together with the practicing profession. This accreditation is

designed to maintain standards and strengthen the quality and integrity of

preparation institutions and programs. It serves many purposes:

o it shows that national quality standards are met;

o it demonstrates institutional, and programmatic integrity;

o it confers professional status;
o it provides political leverage for support;

o it frnisnes pro-^"on against imroper pressure;

o it prc,motes continaed improvement;

o it gives a basis for certification;

o it supplies consumers with information about' institutional and

programmatic quality;
o it provides consistency and continuity across states.

ine Felaticnsnio of Peional Accreditation and National Accreditation

Regional accreditation is quite familiar to-Central administrators and

most faculty members on every college or university campus. This form of

accreditation deals with institutions as entities, not with their separate

programs or specialty units. Six such accreditation agencies exist, each with

its own geographic area, its own set of standards, its own accreditation

policies and its own approdn to meeting its responsibilities.

In contrast, national accreditation concentrates on.the unit and/or

programs for professional school personnel within institutions. Only one

accreditation agency, NCATE, has been recognized for this purpose in

professional education by the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation (COPA)

and the Department of Education. Its national and specialized scope ensures

that throughout this country the same process, the same standards and the same

evaluation procedures are used to determine accreditability in professional

education.

Since regional accreditation focuses on institutional objectives,

programs, financial resources, faculty and library, holding such accreditation

4.3 taken as assurance of an acceptable level of overall institutional quality.

Thus regional accreditation is a precondition for NCATE review.

The Relationship Between State Prcrram Approval and National Accreditation'

State'approval and national accreditation in professional education are '

related but quite separate functions. During'recent years, however, they have

become so similar in apparent purposes as well as in standards, processes,

ter-linaloly and outcomes that many in professional education now seriously

question the need for both. If indeed there is little practical difference

between approval and accreditation, then the latter hardly justifies the time,

effort and money it presently req -res.

12



If, however, the distinguishing characteristics of approval and
accreditation are clearly set forth and deliberately used as bases fOr a new
approach to accreditation, that function can become a major force for new
levels of quality in professional education. "

State asorc.!al is a governmental activity which focuses on developing and
maintainins- standards.that all professional education programs or preparation
units'in the state's institutions of higher edgiation must meet in,order.fov
their graduates to be eligible for certification. rt derives from the state's
legal responsibility for education and its obligation to protect-its citizens
from inadequate professional programs and/or preparatimunits within colleges
ant universities. Its purpose is to ensure that those who are to be certified
by the state have completed adequate preparation programs. The standards are,
therefore, those the state sets as the minimum it will accept within ils
bor!_ers. Since tne state education agency controls and conducts apprwal
efforts, the stantarts and procedures used develop from, and are continuously
snaped by, conditions and persons within the state.

Accreditation, on the other hand, concentrates on establishing and'
upnolting national standards of excellence. hus, the standards are those
that identify a consistent and high leve quality across the fifty states.

Accreditation is entered into by preparation units within colleges and
universities as a means of demonstrating and promoting educational quality,
institutional integrity and professional commitment. It is governed arid

directed by an independent agehcy supported by, and responsible to, the
preparation institutions the practicing profession. Accreditation

standards and procedure are established, revised and/or updated by a process
which includes.repres tatives of the stakeholder organizations in NCATE.
Those standards reflect nationally accepted criteria based upon*research and
recogntzed professional "best practice." Thus, the fundamental distinction
between approval and accredi.tation lies in their respective purposes. While

approval is concerned with the maintenance of acceptable standards for
operation within states, accreditation concentrates on upholding national
quality standards.

Because of the difference in purpose between state program approval and
accreditation, the latter should seek tsco exceed the expectations for state

approval. For this reason, state approval is required in order for programs
or units to be eligible to begin the accreditation process.

This proposal was developed after an analysis of the concerns related to
the current NCATE process and the purpose of national accreditation as opposed
to other forms of regulation. The next section outlines the recommendations
which resulted from this review.

II-
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The proposal components described in this secti.on include:

o The accreditation focus on the professional education unit,

o Unit standards
o Doard of examiners end visiting teams
o The accreditation process: accreditation and review

o The Council's decision-making process
o Implementation of the proposal

The following basic principles undergird the proposal:

o NCATE is revised and strengthened, not replaced.
o Emphasis is on stimulating, identifying and publicizing quality in

professional education.
o Full appropriate involveme* of the stakeholders in professional

education is ensured.
o All institutions, regardless of size, scope, type and focus have

an equal opportunity to meet the standards and handle the.

processes of NCATE.
o The burden of proof rests on each institution to demonstrate that

its professional education unit medts the quality sLandards of
NCATE.

o Identified concerns about the present NCATE approach are diredtly

ad'ireszad.
*o Chahges that can be effected within NCATE receive attention;

alterations requiring related changes in agencies and approaches
outside NCATE may be alluded to but receive little consideration,
regardlesc of their merits.

ACCREDITATION FOCUS: THE PROFESSICNAL EDUCATION UNIT

NCATE review and decision-making center on the quality of the
institution's professional edutation unit. The unit's mission,
structure, governance,.operation, resources, faculty, students, programs,

u3e of the professional knowledge base and relationship to the world of

practice provide the focus for accreditation. NCATE concentrates on,the

idemonstrated ability of the professional educntion unit to meet rigorous
,national standards for the operation and support of high quality programs

for the preparation of teachers and school personnel.

-Thevprofessional education unit is the school, college, department

or otherisfficial aoademic structure within the institution which
exercises direct control of policy related to, and implementation of,
preparation programs for teachers and other school personnel. It has the

aut.lortty and responsibility Cor setting and achieving professional
education goals in the institution; establishing policies for governance,
pro,irams, 3tudulL admission, continuation and graduation; designating
responiibility for program decision-making in professional education;

15
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gainins and using resources for professional educa,tion; and developing
and maintaining appropriate linkages both within the institution and
external to it. It 4s headed by a dean, director or chair who is
officially designated to represent it and assigned authority and
responsibility for its overall administration and operation.

The unit deCinition used in this proposal encompasses those progrcams
for wnich NCATE authority is currently recagnized by the Council on
Postsecondary Accreditation (GOPA) and the U.S. Secretary of Educatidn.
The unit herein described therefore has responsibility for progl-ams for
the initial preparatioq of teachers including five-year and MAT programs
and all advanced programs beyond the bacca1aureate l(piel which are
related to the preparation of teachers and other proNessiona 'school

personnel. While the professional'education unit may have responsibility
for programs and operatrons in addition to those for the preparation of
scnool personnel, for example, tha preparation of college teachers, NCATE
accreditation activities focus on determining and recognizing the qualt7
of tne unit with regard to the preparation'for school service. The
otner7, are not reviewed except as they impinge on the professional
education function of the unit, Special note is made of the fact that
while NCATE does review the professional preparation programs(s) for
which the unit is responsible, that:constitutes only one of several
dimensions examined to determine the'quality af the unit.

A fact of institutional life is tha variability of quality both
among programs offered by the institution and the elements of an acadaMIc
unit. However, the existence of a-program or an element that is not as
strong as others does not necessanily mean that the unit is without -

quality. In the proposed system, though the unit would,be the focus oG,
the accreditation decision, weak areas will be cited after the team vis.it
and Council action. The real impact of negative decisions will be'
greater than in the current system which can accredit some prograilis and,'
deny others. Such decisions will clearly indicate that the institution,
should either remedy the weaknesses or withdraw from the field of
professional edUcation. With the focUs of accreditation on the;
professional education unit, the Council no longer grants or deniep
accreditation of each category and level of program put forward by; an
institution. It simply decides whether the unit Itself meets the
established national quality standards and is accreditable. It can now
accurately be said that the instittition is or is not accredited by NCATE.

THE STANDARDS

Given the above description of the process for unit accreditation,
current NCATE standards can be dramatically reduced in number. They can
be both clarified and reduced bx. eliminating the overlap between basic
and advanced categories. The use of sub-standards within each standard
can alcb te eliminated. In their place, tt is posited that five unit
standar, . 2 overall strength.
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A focus on the generic,characteriStics of teacher preparation,

institutions challenges a powerful tradition. The unit approach will

. -assess the institutional context within whicti all programs operate." The

proposed change could do much to make NCATE reviews far more helpful to
institutions as well as to their programs.

,
Whil the five unit standards are outlined below with suggested

-evidence criteria,, their description has been purposely left incomplete.
as the refinement of standards is the responsibility of the NCATE Council

in keeping with normal procedures. The development of precise statements

for these suggested unit standards can be profitably undertaken only if
thi; proposal is adoptel..

If these suggestions appear reasonable, then the laborio6s,work of
dpnstr.xting tte exact standards _can begin.' The suggested standards are
intenced to provide frameworks within which the basic strengths and

weoKnesses of an institution can be assessed, regardless of,the number ,og

programs offered or the relative-standing of thOse programs. The

fundamental goal is to determine the overall quality of the unit's

efforts. 7

he five proposed standards are:

I. Operation and Resources of the Unit

II. Faculty Resources
III. The-Student Body
ri. The knowledge Base for Preparation Programs
V.' Relationship to t,he World-of Practice

;

-

I
r

Standard I - Operation of _the Unit

This standard is predicated o muqh-Of the existing standard I and is in",

, part directly 'concerned with'the operationalization of the first five
conditions fom eligibility for an acéreditation evaluation by NCATE (See

Appendix for S4ction on'"Applying for Accreditation and Preconditions".) The

unit for professiional education must demonstrate that in practice its
membership, fun4ions and leadership, includi9g its relationships to other%

campu3 units, actually operate as described ii the documentation that shows it

meets the preconditions. The unit needs to shpw that it has a faculty

responsible for formulating curricula and fecthe selection, retention and

promotion of its members. It will need to demonstrate an administrative
structure appropriate to those ends, as well as a structure for selecting,

retaining and graduating students.

Since fiscal and physical resources are.inexorably- linked to a unit's
faculty, administration and organization, this standard will also require

documentation of those resources. This standard can draw on material

presently in Standard V, reque3ting evidence to establish the quality of

library and media resources, and of the instructional and clinical facilities

available fdr teactler education.

2
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Fiscal support for the unit will be compared to state, regional and/or
national norrms.' Funding for the unit will need to acknowledge the higher
costs of clinicaltraining programs, that is, the costs of supervision and
other special facilities required by clinically-based progriams. While a

faculty-st'udent ratio will not be specified,.each institutilon will provide a
rationale for its faculty-student ratio in the clincial aspects of its
preparation program. The dnit,!s ratio will be compared to other professional
preparation' programs, to unique facets of the program, to national norms and

to norms advocated by professional.associations.

This standard will also requiite evidence of the institution's* policies

and cItmento to multicultural education and affirmative action principles,
as well as to activities designed to make students aware of racism, ageism,

sexIsm, handicapisM and-any other limitations on educational opportunity.

Su,77ested Sources of Evidence. Minutes of unit meetings; minutes of

sup-unit (depai-tment, _division,'etc.) Meetings; faculty rosters for
prOgrams'(elementary, ,Special'education, etc.); descriptions of
.adminiArative actions;,illustrations of the working relationship
bet%,een the,unit and'other campus units; documentation that the
method of allocating resources to and by the unit is clearly,defined
and understood; evidence that the unit-is equitably funded in
'comparison with other units in the institution and to state,
regional and national norm; description of administrative, authority

,

- and Ka5ponsibilit;4 kthin the unit for professional education

r- resourcesLegideride that the unit has the necessary library and
instructional media, resources and physical facili;ies to meet the

needs'of its'prOgrams and faculty.

Standard -II - The Faculty

: This standard will focus on the training and competence of the unit's
,core, part-time and adjunct faculty. The institution will need to demonstrate

'that it has sufficient faculty depth to offer its programs of professional

preparation. Scholarly productivity, service to the profession and teaching
expectations set by the institution will be assessed in meeting this standard.
Fundamental questions to be addressed include the following: Does the unit

have a sufficient number of faculty, both full- and part=time, to offer the

programs for which the unit has responsibility? Factors such as teachfng
load, number of preparations normal for faculty members and the range of

expertise required of each individual faculty member would be asSessed. Are

competent persons responsible for all aspects of the program? If advanced

graduate students are utilized to teach certain courses or to engage in

supervision, i3 a competent faculty person responsible for those aCtivities?

Is that person recting the work of the advanced graduate students? If

school-base ersons are involved in the program, how are they selected? How

are they in the programs?

It is difficult to determine precisely how many persons are needed in any
school, college or department to offer the programs for which the unit has

respon bilitv. It Ls enually trde, however, that a critical mass of faculty

must ` present for a sufficient depth of experience'to be available to

stude to. Those programs :with only limited numbers of faculty directly

P 3ns:dale for the preparation of teachers and other educational personnel =
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will need toipresent compelling evidence that a depth of expertise exists. It

is not in the profession's best interest to accredit units that do not have

sufficent'faCulty depth.

Sue3ted Sources of Evidence. Data summary sheets for.the unit's

core, part-time and adjunct faculty; evidence that faculty members

teach in their areas of preparation and that all programs havecan

adequate number of faculty well prepared to teach in them;

documentation of institutional and unit load policies including

clinical supervision, advisement, committee service and so on;
evidence that load policies are adhered to; evidence that faculty

members' work is supervised and that the supervision is based upon

established policies of procedure and performance; criteria and

processes for selection, evaluation, promotion, tenure and
-

termination of faculty members; information about the unit's faculty

demographics; dOcumentation of the scholarly activity as well as

service accomplishments of the.faculty; appropriate information from

faculty handbooks or other documents.

Standard III - The Students

The emphasis in this standard is on the admission standards of the unit

and on ito'beasure ofasWden
t

achievement at the end orits programs. The

unit will need to demonstrate how it screens for the profession and the

rationale for its admissions, retention and graduation standards. It will

need to provide evidence of p9rformance competencies at the end-of its

respective prorliTs. It will, need to nelate its admissions processes to the

profession's e forts tO Iti-engten the quality of persons in the profession.

The unit may need to analyze its standards in revect to state minimum

standards of admission. Since national accreditation ,is designed to encourage

units to meet the highest professional norms, comparisbns between state

minimums, the unit's efforts and national norms will be addressed.

.,

If certain programs appear to have minima enrollments, the unit will

need to provide its rationale for maintaining those programs. If the unit

limits enrollments to any of its programs, the impact of this factor.on .

student quality will be assessed. ,-

A major part of this standard fOcuies on evaluation activities conducted

by the unit, for example, efforts to determine the quality of its graduates.

The imit-Will,need to demonstrate that a systematic procesS exists by which it

assesses the quality oetits programs and how this information is utilized by

t.he unkt'in planning its work. This information includes, but is not limited

to, employment statistiCs, student'reactions to programs after graduation,

internal or external evaluations of Programs'conducted apart from the NCATE

process., input from employing officials and so on. The relationship of

evaluatioris findings to the knowledge base implemented by the unit would also

need to be addressed. -
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It is further proposed that he standard allow an enrollment flexibility

factor for each unit. It is reasonable to assume that most units may on
occasion winh to waive established adminsions norms for special cases,
experimental prosrams, or to address unique factors in the institution's

enrollment profiles. The flexibility factor, however, must be documented so

that the norms defined by the unit are not violated. The flexibility factor

should not damage high standards of professional competence at tile point of

g'r'..aduation.

Su7gested Sources of Evidence. Criteria for admissioN continuation
and completion for each preparation program offered by the_unit;
illi:stration of how these compare with state standards and state and
national norms; descriptieh of scr'eehihg and monitoring procedures;
evidence of competence' ef those who complete the programs;
information about the unit's student demographicsoe;.rddmentatidn of

student program completion-rate and reasons for non-completion;
descriptions of quota restrictions for enrollment in programs and
the rationale for those quotas; evidence of continuous assessment of
programs and use of findings in the refinement of those offerings;

description of counseling and advising policies, procedures and
practices.

'Standard IV - The Knowledge Base for Preparation Programs.

All preparation programs for professional school personnel within the
institution will be reviewed. It wIll be incumbent upon the unit to

demonstrate its use of appropriate educational research findings as the base
for its curricula, instruction and practices. Scholarly activities,within the

unit and the implementation of appropriate theories undergirding programs will

need to be documented. Such a standard is a dramatic departure from current

NCATE expectations. The standarA is suggested as a result of the growing

concern that not enough teacher education institutions incorporate

state-of7the-*rt knowledge and accepted best practice. The standard should

encourage units to assess systematically the theory and knowledge base upon

which their programs and practices are predicated. It is not designed to

coerce units into operationalizing any particular theoretical or knowledge

base. Rather, the burden of proof is on the unit to demonstrate that its
programs are cognizant of ongoing scholarship related to tealiking/learning,

teacher effectiveness and other major components of educational research. Is

the faculty aware of leading lines of inquiry? Do syllabi reflect current

references? Do program objectives reflect the AACTE Profile of a Beginning
Teacher; IlEfits Excellence in Our Schools; generic teaching knowledge and
skills such as those described in Essential Knowledge for Beginning Teachers

and Handbook of the Florida Performance Mnasurement System?*; Are ongoing

scholarly efforts a norm within the unit? These are among questions on which

thi3 standard will focus.

ilAACTE Tank Force-on Profiles of Excellence, Educating a Profession: Profile

of a Beginning Teacher, AACTE, February, 1983.
National Education Association. Excellence in Our Schools Teacher

Education: An Action Plan. Washington, D.C. National Education

Aasociation, 1962.
)., ed. Ec:lential Krowled;e for 'Bo7innin4 Teachers. Washington,

D.C.: AACTE. to be released 3ummer 1933.
Haneboe< of the Florida Performance Xelourement System. Tallahassee,

Florida: Florida 3egirning Teacner Program, Jrfice of Teacner Education,

Certification and rnservi.ce Staff Development, 1982..
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Sol! ested Sources of Evidence. A program folio of approximately two
pa for each preparation program that contains, as appropriate to
1 41, program objectives, general studies, the teaching or other
rofessional specialty(ies), foundational.studies (including
ulticultural education, special education and computer education),
teaching and learning t eory, research methods, clinical experiences
integral to the program including laboratory, practicum, internship
and other experiences) born on and off campus, and options open to
students withi the documentation of use of curriculum
guidelines of natio ional associations and learned
societies; ev den controls (includidg those related to
the granting of graduate c it, the min um amount of graduate
level work required in an roo. and residence study);

1

institutional and/or uni bulletins and other descriptions of ,

curricula; syllabi for t e courses offered; and documentation of the
use of the knowledge base n the ove.

Standard V - Relationship to the World of Practice.

This standard will recaste a number of points made in the current
standards that encourage linkages between professional preparation and school
practices. It addresses the concern that teacher education programs need to
relate to actual conditions in schools and incorporate the knowledge and
experience of practitioners. The unit will be asked tof describe all its
working relationships with schools, profenional organizations, teacher
associatiorff and other agencies appropriate to its missions. If a unit
conducts a lab school, this will be the appropriate section in which the work
of the school is described. More likely, the unit will describe a range of'
activities with cooperating scOol systems, many of which will be clinical in
nature. If school personnel serve on admission or retention committees, this
fact will serve as another illustration of an involvement with the practicing
profession. Since the gulf between theory and practice is faced by all
institutions, ways by which the gap is systematically addressed should be
included in the unit's self-study.

Suggested Sources of Evidence. Documentatj.on and description of
relationships, formal and informal, with schools and other agencies
appropriate to the mission of the unit; description of the various
linkages with professional organizations; evidence that clinical
experiences are an integral part of all preparation programs and
that clinical settings, both on and off campus, are available and
used by all students; documentation showing that the practicing

,profession is continuously and offidially involved in the activities .

of the unit, including program review and instruction; demonstration
of how the unit and its faculty members hake their work and programs
relevant to the world of practice; documentation of policies,
procedures and practices related to the selection and operation of
clinical settings and for the selection and functioning of
professional personnel in them who are involved in preparation
programs; evidence that the various clinical experiences in each
program are of sufficient length to ensure an appropriate level of
competence upon their completion.
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BOARD OF EXANaNERS AND VISITING TEANS

qhus far, this proposal has described new components for an accreditation
system focusing on the professional education unit and five unit standards for
accreditat9n deciSion-making purposes. It is readily acknowledged that the
system, despite improvements in focus and clarity, will not succeed without
corresponding improvements in the accreditation implementation process. The
following two sections, therefore, describe proposed changes in the process
for visiting team selection and operation and and processes for seeking
accreditation and continuing accreditation reviews. The final two sections
discuss the Council's decision-making process and how the proposed alternative
accreditation system might occur.

To address concerns cited earlier about visiting team expertise and
consistency, this proposal includes establishment of a Board of Examiners
composed of a relatively small number of people drawn equally from the ranks
of NEA, AACTE, and the other conitituent members from which visiting teams
would be astmbled. Each person ,would be nominated for the Board by
constituent members on the basis of demonstrated expertise in teacher
education, teaching, research arWor evaluation; they should also be willing
to undergo extensive training in the meaning and application of NCATE
standards. Above all else, it is imperative that no person be included who
lacks the ability to be a good valutor. Tfie terms of the board members will
be three years with individual terms staggered to insure continuity.

b

Initially, it might be advisable to appoint examiners for two-, three- or
four-ye'ar terms during what wou d be a difficult "break in" period. Each
member of theiBoard would agree to serve on two or Wee visiting teams each ,

year.

From the Board of Examiners, visiting teams could be drawn by NCATE staff

r--14

on a number of bases. Membe'rs could be assi

)

ned to a team for a one-year
period or to three different teams during th course of a year. Membership
could also vary depending upon the kind o irigtitution being visited, although
it may be preferable not to assign teams exclusively to large or small
institutiohs or to differentiate examiners on the basis of public or private
control. NCATE should experiment with these and other strategies for forming
teams to identify the most viable. The Chair of the team would be appointed
by NCATE.

Teams will be considerably smaller on the average than at present. It is
_

\lour judgment that for accreditation visits a team could work productively with
()five members. For sixth-year review visits (see "Accreditation Process"
described below), teams will probably need no more than three people.

Despite these alterations in the size and composition of NCATE teams, the
oncept of parity can be maintained. Under this proposal NCATE policies will
provide that all teams should have at least one representative from the three
basic constituencies and that over a year's time, the total number from each
constituency wil.1 b.! approximately equal to each of the others.
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This new team arrangbment is designed to produce the conditions under
which the teams can do high quality work; The intent is to make appointment
to the Board of Examiners a Prestigious, professionjL event and to pro'ide
adequate training, especially for the team chai d time for t7t m to do
a reliable job of evaluation.

Team Visits

Under this proposal team visits will be conducted in much the same manner
as at present. Visits will be made either in the spring (February/March) or
fall (October/Nove,mber) as is now the case. Teams must, of course, be given
adequate time for careful work on campus and for the preparation of a
thorchtful and comprehensive team report. Initially, teams will be scheduled
for about the same time on campvses as now, but if that time frathe proves too
short to do hi;11 quality work 1Jditional time must

t
be provided. Special care

also just be taken by NCATE o d Onstrate to the field that its teams are
doing highly reliable work.

Vi.sits by the team chair in advande of the site visit will be ,

discontinued. The team will receive the.Unit Report well in advance of the
visit; the current requirement of 30 days in advance should be rigidly
enforced. The chair will have available any information submitted to NCATE by
the institution, for etcample, annual repdrts and other dataqipts. Thus, the
chair will be'able to examine all relevant materials and if questibns arise,
the chair could contact the IHE or NCATE for eomment or further information.
The chair, in consultation with the NCATE staff, may postpone a-Visit if all
IV the necessary information is not in hand 'on time.

Teams will meet as a group in advance of the visit, most likely on site
the day before the scheduled visit. The Purpose of these meetings will be to
discuss the reports from the institution, clarify assignments and identify
specific Problems before the visit starts.

The team chair will be responsible for preparing a team report which will
be due 30 days after the visit. The report will be composed of the team's
analysis of data presented by the unie; any additional data the team finds
bearing on the fulfillmeht of the standards; and,^the team's impressions and

Judgments as to how well the unit has performed with respect to each of the
standards. Especially important is the team's judgment regarding the extent
to which the various programs of the unit meet the standard on the knowledge
base.

Ap impOrtant change in the process from cUrrent-practice is the CAA
proposal that the.tam recommend an accreditation action to the Couneil. This
recommendation is co?rsistent with tbe team concept contained in this
proposa4.--that of a'relatively small, welltrained expert grOup whiCh occupies
A key position in the evaluation process. It seems logical that NCATE wodld
solicit the recommendation on accreditation from this expert group as it is in
the best position to know. The team report will be sent to the Institution
with the information that a rejoinder may be filed on any aspect of the report
according to a format to,be determined by th rnci1.

1
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THE ACCREDITATION PROCESS*
Overview

In the.previous/seption reference was made to two types of team visits,
those for aCbreditation purposes and those for the purpose of sixth-year
review-. This reference alludes to another,fundamental component of this
proposal: the clear distinction between processes for seeking accleiption
and for continuing accreditation reviews. These processes,are descrilSed in
detail in this section preceeded by an overvf.lw of basic concepts to assist in
the reader's review.

The process of seeking accreditation,is similar to otitaining
accreditation in the present system. An institution prepares Tnit Report
(UR); a team visits the calnpus and prepares/a report (TR); the R and TR
provlde the basi.s for Couhcil decisions.

new concept central to this proposal is continuin2 ac editation,
repla ng what in current practice is referred to as re-accred tation.
Fundam,...tal to the system proposed is the granting of accredita ion for an
unspecified term and annual monitoring to provide assurance that accredited'
teacher education units maintain conditions requisite for high quality
programs.

The process to be described in this section tncludes the followng
sequence:

o a professional teacher education unit seeks accreditation;.if
accreditation-is granted, the sequence continues as below;

o data from the annual report are monitored each year to ascertain the
continuing viability of the unit;

o three years after accreditation, an NCATE audit committee reviews data
bank information for evidence that accreditability remains;

lo six years after accreditation, a review team studie& data bank
1 information and an upda,ted UR and visits the institution; and,
o the process continues with annual monitoring of data bank informationr

third year audit committee reviews, and skxth year review visits.

The sequence and timelipe described above would be altered if, during any
annual or three year review, a visit to the institution is requested by the
Council. If an inStitution'were to lose accredited status, the process for
that institution would revert to the'beginbing, to seeking accreditation.

..tzt-r-t

*Throughout this section the committee hds included specific recommendations
for timelinen for the proposed system. These recommendations represent our
tiest thoughts, but they.are provided to assist readers in understanding the
total nature of the proposal. We encourage readers not to allow specifics to
detract from the basic principles in the proposal. The elements of the
ti=el'oe,may well 'le modified, if proposal is accepted, 13 work continues in
implementing the new system.
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Continuing accreditation impacts several aspects of this proposal-and
contributes significantly to the way in which the proposal responds to
pervasive concerns about the current system. Within the proposed sys em an
accredited teacher education unit retains accreditation indefinitely, un
the Council revokes it or until an institution indicates that it no I
wishes to participate in NCATE. Revocation of accreditation could be based on
evidence that the institution no longer meets the criteria or on failure of
the institution to pay fees or to file annual reports.

The significance of the concept of continuing accreditation includes:

o accreditation can be canCelled at any time; failure to meet the
stancards leads to a review visit to the unit and Council action based
on the review team recommendation;

o as implied above, units are required to remain in compliance with the
standards on a continuing basis; continuous (annual) review replaces
the current perior.emlew;

o institutions need not develop elaborate unit reports (URs) at specif-i-jd

time intervals; annual reports and updates of prior URs provide the
basis for review;

o annual reporting of relevant data through AACrE creates a national data'

bank which: is a resource for continuous review at the institutional
and national levels and program planning at the unit level; Qrvides
the basis for continuing accreditation reviews; provides up-to-
comprenensive data about teacher education units in this country;

o thA collegial relationship betweAn NCATE and institutions is enhanced,
NCATE and institutions can focus attention on the improvement of
teacner education, over and above the meeting of minimum st ndards.

The continuity of review and the attendant:concept f continuing

..--J11

ccreditation will enhance instftutional review and plan ng.and provide

continuoun assurance to e profession and the public thatNqnditions for
accreditation are being m intained.

...."

Seekir7 Accredita on. See Appendix for proposed application forraat.3 4
.

A unit see ng NCATE accreditation submits a UR that fol-lows established

guidelines. A site visit is conducted, and the team submits a report (TR) to
which the unit prepares an official response.

o If the Council determines that the unit is accreditable, the head
of the unit is notified of thqt fact.

o If it LI determined that the unit fails to meet NCATE standards,
the unit is told that accreditation has been denied.

9.

Unit Report 6

A basic principle of NCATE accreditation is that the burden of proof
restn on the unit.to.demonstrate that it meets-the quality standards of the'

Council. Another such principle is that the Unit Report (UR) provides the
basis for the site visit and latimately the Council's accreditation decisioh.

Taken toa,ether, these principles clearly indicate the importance of the UR in

tna 3CA:.: process. The U2 follows a otandara format, but the substance and
presentatLon within that format is the responsibility of the unit.
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Format for Initial UR

o Copy of the Accreditation Application Report Form and other
application materials docutenting that the preconditions for
eligibility do exist

o Standard I - Operatj.on and\Resources of the Unit
o Standard II - The Faculty
6 Standard III - The Students
o Standard IV - The Knowledge base for Preparation Programs
o Standard V - Relationship to/the World of Practice

In providing Elle information necessary to show that.it meats the
Standards, the unit is responsible for the completeness of the data and
discussion and for putting them in a form that is unambiguous and readily
comprehensible to team and Council membersg the use of charts, graphs,
diazransi tables and other similar means of presenting information,isl__
encouraged. These must be accompanied by adequate narrative description
to make the point clear to those who need to read the UR.

Each standard is followed by a list of suggested sources of evidence
intended as a guide in the preparation of the UR. The list is not
exhaustive of all possibilities; neither are the items presented in any
special order, nor are they, all relevant to every Unit. Once again, it
is the unit's responsibility to make-4-t6 own case in astiomplete, terse
and effee ve a way as possible.

Data Bank

r

A central feilturesof the proposed system is the creation of a
diftent reporting system including a data bank for monitoring the
ability ot Vats to maintain progpams ot high quality and to expand the .

. infoçtion that can be reported in the NCATE Annual List. The dats will
repre ..nt the quantffi ation of the standards to obtain indicators of

vival ty. Examp es of tie data1elements are included in the Appendix. A

sugge d prdce for veloping a consensus set 'Of elements,
eeta ishin e ways to combine data within standards, and for scaling

ch"
standards to arrime at an accreditation decision is included in the

-. section on "Implementatico of the Prdposai.."
19.

/)

Accreditation Revidw
6

. The AA,CTE Annual Report will be modified to include the elements
identified as relevant toINCATE standards. Thus institutions will be

" abre to supply requested data'to AACTE and provide inforination for the
NCATE data hank in one report. Summaries add.analzses provided by AACTE ;

)

. \
. . local

institutional review and planning. eN '
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When aA' cher education unit applies for initial accreditation, it
will be require +on-Submit an Annual Report (AR) to AACTE. This

infornation mill be used as one aspect for establishing eligibility for
NCATE accreditation, and the data will be provided to visiting team
members for use during their visit.

Subsequent to achieving accreditation the unit will continue to
submit tne AR to AACTE, and d.ta will be entered into the NCATE data

The_prinary use of th data within the accreditation process will
be for moni torins. the contin.ing accreditability of the institution.

Annual Xonitorinl and Review

7o assure the Council that each unit continues to meet criteria for
accresitation, individual Annual Reports will be monitored using measures

and procedures to be developed by the Council. If problems are

identified, they will be noted and reported to the Council.

o Should the Council find the lack of compliance to be
the unit will be innormed of the nature of the elems, and
wnat can &e done to resolve them; the unit w have until

the next Annual Report to meet all criteri if any of the

identified characteristics continue to be roblematical 'at

that time, a site visit will be required.
o If the lack of compliance is more pronounced, the unit is

notified of that fact, told which criteria are not met, and
given aspeciuiei period to prepare.an appropriate update of
its last UR and to arrange for a site visit.

o After the site visit, the team will submit a TR
to which the unit will prepare an official
response.,

o If, following the visit, the Council decides the
unit remains accreditable, the head of the unit
will be notified, and regular reporting
procedures continue.

o If it is determined that the unit no longer meets
NCATE standards,the unit will be informed that
accreditation has been terminated:

ft is not'expected that the Couhcil will find freqUent
cases of pronounced lack of compliance. Examples of conditions

causing such a Council action might include significant loss of
facaty to a level inadequate ror the number of unit program;
or significant decline of CPAs of students entering teacher
education programs. A

3 0
27



xA,

Third Year Rev ew

The third year after the year of the last site visit, the
Council will review Annual Reports from each unit to determine
if an on-site visit is needed. Audit committees will be
established for this process.

o If it is found that a visit will be not necessary,
the unit is notified and regular reporting
procedures will continue.

o If the nded for a visit is determined, the unit
will be' informed of the factors that led to the
decision and advised that it has a specified period
of time to prepare an appropriate update of its
last UR and arrange for the visit.

o If, following the visit, the Council
decides that the unit remains
accreditable, the head of the unit will
be notified and regular reporting
procedures will continue.

o If it is determined that the unit no
longer meets NCATE standards, the unit
will be informed that accreditation has
been terminated.

Sixth-Year Review Visit. The sixth year after the year of the last visits

a review team will visit the unit. In preparation for the visit, the unit
should prepare an appropriate update of its last UR.based on the subsequent
Annual Reporta. After the visit, the team will submit a TR to which the unit
prepare an official response.

o If, following the vtsit, the Council decides the unit remains
accreditable, the head of the unit will be notified, nd regular
reporting procedures wi,11 continue.

o If it is determined that the unit no longer meets NCATE standards,
the unit will be informed that accreditation has been terminated.

The Annual List

In thia proposed system the Annual NCATE List will be expanded k) provide

more complete information about'accredited units. Institutions will be

allowed to prepare A statement of proscribed length to describe the
characteriatics of their programs they believe should'be highlighted. In

addition, the Annual Liat will include norMs for those data collected in the
Annual Report of greatest importance to prospective students and employers.
:nscitutLonal -?.ntries will include theifactual lata.fa th2 same categories for

which the norms have been developed.
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TIE COUNCIL'S DECISION-MAKING PROMSS

,

The Council will treat accreditation cases at its March and October

meetings as*iscurrent practice. In assessing the recommendations from teams,

the Councif will follow the following procedures:

o The Council wi-VcIe divided into audit committees of at least

three members each, following the established parity formula. The

NCATE staff will assign cases to the audit committees so as to
d.istribute the case load equitably among the Council members.

o The audit dommittees will operate much as they do now. The chair

will scheoule meetings of the group and be responsible for
conducting proper audits of team reports. The basic purpose for

an audit is to determine whether the recommendation of the team

seems warranted on the basis of the UR, other available data and

the team report. The audit committee, then, is-iresponsible for an

examination of the record and a verification of the

recommendation.

o Each audit cdmmittee will make an action recommendation on the

basis of its study. This redommendation can be to grant or to -

deny accreditation to the institution%

o Action by the Council on any recommendition of an audit committee

.will take place at the next regularly scheduled meeting of the

Council. The reason for this'detay is so that the unit, may be
informed as.td the specific recommendation on which the Council

will act.

40*
o The Council will also review Annual. Report data -c-hree years

following an accreditation visit and three years falldwing a

review visit. These reviews will be conducted by theiaudit

committees in a manner to be det.ermined by the Council. A team

visit will occur at least every six years following initial

accreditation.

o For each accreditation review case the audit committee will

compile and assess the relevant information from the unit's last

UR, TR and unit response; the unit's last three,Annual Reports;

and, if the review results from a Council decision that an

"interim visit" was necessary, the specifics of that decision and

the,factors_on which it was based.. The committee will then
develop a report-consisting of its assessmedt ofethe data at hand

and its recommendation-tor continuing or terminating the unit's

accreditation.

s
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IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPCSAL

There are several ways in which the transition from the current NCATE
system to the proposed alternative could be accomplished. However, a phased
transition would cause the fewest logistical problems and least dis'ruption for
institutions. This proposal includes the recommendation that an effective
date for the new system be established, for example, the fall of 1985, and
that the target date for completion of the transition be five years later, or
May, 1990. The ransition could proceed as follows:

o Data collection will be initiated during the fall of 1985;
institutions will report 1984-5 data; -

o The 1985 Annual List will include all institutions with accredited
:programs (or categories) at the time of transition;
o institutional entries in the 1985 Annual.List will,inelude data

from t!:e unit's Annual Report to AACTE and a paragraph describing

I

the main rea-TU 1-Fe*---6the-difirand its progrand-WffibTY5Y6s;
o The An (nUal List , ll'include norms for the data submitted.by

institutions;

o ?rocedures for the 1985-6 accreditation visits will be those
recommended in this proposal;

,

o As institutions come on-llne for an NCATE visit, whether full or
mini under the current process, they will be reviewed under the
procedures and standards or the new process;

o Subsequent to adoption of the new system'and prior to 1985-6,
NCATE reviews will use the existing system; (An alternative to
this procedure is to declare a moratorium until the new system is
in place, backdating the next scheduled visit by the time required
for implementation; were this option 'selected, we would recommend
implementation one year earlj.er; i.e., Fall 1984.)

o By fall, 1986, the Council could have established the basis for
combining information to obtain a composite assessment on which
accreditation decisions are based. The fbllowing section
describes a suggested procedure for this process. -

Ouantification of Standards

A3 noted earlier in this document, a central feature of the proposed
system is the creation of a data bank for monitoring the ability of units to
maintain programs of high quality and to expand the information that can be
reported in the UCATE Annual List. The specific data elements to be included
and the way in which the measures will be reported,should be determined
through involvement of institutions and other stakeholders. However, examples
that represent Tlantification of the standards are included in the Appendix.
The followinl describes a way In which the usefulness and appropriateness of
the data elements could be determined empirically to obtain a composite
assessment on wnich to base accreditation decisions.
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Factors related to most of the standards can be quantified. For example,

the standard on students logically produces elements related to GPA standards
for admission, retention and Graduation; average CPAs for recent classes
enhance the information related to quality of students at an institutipn:
NCATE stakeholders should be involved in identifying the elementS to be

included in the new system. This could be accomplished through the use of.a
modified.Delphi process, the goals of which are to identify the data elements
for which a consensus of stakeholders.exists;' a way to combine elements within

each standard to obtain a composite description of the standard; and-ways to
combine assessments of standards to produce a measure of accreditability. The

sequence of activities might take this foi.h:
.

o A list of elements, such as the examples in this dodument,
- distributed and participants are asked to indicate the extent,to

which they believe the element is important and to suggest
modificatons for the way in which the element is expressed.'

.0 Responses dre sumariz:ed,"median values ofsupport are indicated.,

..and.participants are asked to rate the elements again.
- o Responses ars.adaly'zed, and a tentative deWifiori made abou t the

elements to'retain and the methods to be used in e2pressing,the
measures.

o The revised list is used to create a paired-comparisOn Wccise
Cor the elements within each of the standards. Ti-ie standaPds,

also, are presented in a paired-comparison exercise.
o Responses are analyzed to areate a parAtgml.fon. combining the
elements within each standard and to weight.the importance of each
standard in ascertaining the aperedibility of a unt.

1

.

In addition to the use of professional judgments to identify and scale
datkelements andito scale standards, studies could be initiated to ascertain
the relationship of the standards-related data'elements to measures of.the
quality of graduates from professional education programs. Test data such as
scorer, from the NTE, GRE or other tests such as those developed by state
certification agencies could be collected. Measures derived from beginning
teacher evaluation programs could also be obbained. Thus it would 'be possible

to submit data reflecting inPut, process ,and output to multiple revession and

factor analysis.

The Pooling of professional judgments and empirical data would provide 'a
rational and explicit basis for the use of data in guiding teams and the
Council in arriving .at accreditation decisions and for monitoring the

continuing accreditability

34
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This proposal has evolved through several stages. Various drafts have
been reported to the constituencies within AkCTE as well as the other

stakeholders in NCATE. The reactions have been invaluable in helping shape

each successive version, The Committee greatly aRpreciates the many comments

and suggestions received. All have contributed to this final product. The

following groups have provided reactions to this proposal:

.conatituencies within AACTE

Board of Directors
Executive Committee
Advisory Council of State Representatives
Task Force on Accreditation
Aasociation of Independent Liberal Arts Colleges for Teacher

'Education Executive Committee
Teacher Education Council of State Colleges and Universities
Aasociation of Colleges and Schools of Education in State

Universities and Land Grant Colleges and Affiliated Private
Institutions

Membership, 1982 Annual Meeting

NCATE Constituencies
Council
Coordinating Board
National Education Association and AACTE Representatives to the

Council

Related Conatituencies
Association of State Colleges and Universities, Task Force on

Accreditation,1982
North Central Association, Workshop on Teacher Education, 1982

Aa noted above, the development of this proposal has been enhanced by
groups and individuals that have provided suggestions and pointed out
inconsistencies or inherent difficulties associated with aspects of earlier

drafts. The current draft includes modification of some aspects Of the

earlier conceptualizations. Suggestions have been incorporated where they
comply with the proposal's basic structure; however all concerns were not

,accommodated.,

Unit Size

In drafting this proposal, the Committee considered a range of opinion

regarding the proposed changes. It recognized widespread concerns that the

proposed changes might favor one group over another; that is, large
institutions over small, public over private, universities over four-year

institutions and so on. the Committee's view is that acdreditation is a means

to raise the quality of teacher preparation and that high standards are

g le to the total range of
essential to the enhancement of the teaChing Accordingly, the

oal has been to develop recommendations applic
institutions cur ently in the teacher education enterprise.



There is no doubt that as questions of quality are escalated, some
instituLions will have an easier time meeting standards than others.
Concurrently, there is no reason to beiieve that certain types of institutions

necessarily have advantage over others. Saall institutions, for example, have

certain attributes that are highly conducive to strong programs, assuming that
sufficient faculty depth and other resources are available. Conversely,

although resources and faculty depth may be more commonly, found in large

institutions, the unit's commitments or utilization of resources may not be

conducive to first-rate programs. In the Committee's view, while "large

versus small" is a legitimate concern and a variable in assessing any unit,

the size of an institution in and of itself does not determine whether the

quality of students, faculty and other factors noted in the standards are

being implemented at a high level. It is the purpose of accreditation to
determine the level of quality; unit size is only one factor in the assessment

process, and certainly not the prime variable.

Unit Definition

A major concern expressed by several groups about the October draft of

this proposal was the way in which the unit was defined. In addition to

questions about ambiguity, the substantive issue was elimination of acimpnced

programs in fields for which initial certification is normally associatd- with

an earlier degree level. In this draft, the scope of NCATE accreditation is

defined in terms of NCATE's current authorization; that is, all work related

to school-based professionals. Thusthe unit is defined as the administrative

structure of an institution directly responsible for policy and implementation

of 1.7ofessional education programs.

Unit as Related to Programa and Curriculum

Another major concern was the elimination of curriculum from the unit

standarda. This proposal represents an important change,to earlier drafts in

that although accreditation is unit-focused, the knowledge base standard is

broadened through the additional requirement of two-page folios for each

program at each degree level. The program information would be used to assess

the quality of the unit, not for making separate program or category

accreditation decisions. Programs which have particular strengths and

weaknesses, however, would be cited in the NCATE Action Letter.

Related to the concern about the curriculum standard was the position
taken by this Committee that national accreditation need not be program or
category specific since states have legal authority for approving programs.

We believe this position is still tenable and appropriate. NCATE should

continue to review guidelines for curriculum, for example, the AACTE Profile

and the NEA Excellence documents as they describe initial teacher education

curriculum anct specialty group curriculum standards for school service

personnel programs. A3 noted elsewhere, NCATE and its constituents should

Combine efforts at the state level for the adoption of these curriculum

standards. An example of such cooperation already exists through the NEA-

AACTE collaboration in several pilot states to apply the procedures for review

o pragram approval processes as described in Excellence in Our Schnols:

Ttacher Education.
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'Standards as Related to Quantification

Another concern expressed was the lack of specificity in the proposed

standards and the data bank elements. In this document we have proposed a

focus for the standards, suggested sources of evidence and described a process

for identifying,and developing data bank elements for eventual application to

the standards. We believe that further specification of the standards should,

follow adoption of this proposal through established NCATE processes.

It should be noted here that reactions also incltried much support for the

,way in which this proposal,reduced ,the overlap and duplication between state

and national processes, reduced the proliferation of accrediting standards,

and adaressed several problems with teams mentioned frequently by institutions

of higner education. We believe that the current draft is responsive to major

concerns while retaining the strength and viability of the original proposal

structure.
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Although not central to the Copmittee's original charge to develop an
alternative accreditation system, there ip coricern about certain implications
the newIlhystem might have which determinq the feaAbility of the proposed
alternative. The Committee,has therefore developed.this section on proposal
implications which it believes address the-the major concerns, including
effects of tl:e proposal on costs involved for institutions seeking
accreditation and the NCATE constituents; NCATE organization and governance;
and NCATE staff responsibilitie

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

:The primary purpose of this proposal is to improve the process of
,acoreditation, not necessarily to effect changes in the financial cona..tion of
NCATE. It is clear, however, that in a number of areas, the proposal has
financial consequences; some of the suggested changes will increase the cost
of the accreditation process, while others will result in a decrease. The
following section analyzes several of these areas of cost consequence.

Costs Associated with Teams.

In all likelihood, the costs associated with teams and team visits w9pld
be reduced from current levels. This conclusion results from the following
analysis:

o At present NCATE teams average nine people each. At current cost
levels, expenses for each team would average about $5,700.
Airfare = $350 x 1 roundtrip for 8 people, 2'roundtrips for the
chair; per dieme $70 for 9 people fOr 3 1/2 days: $3,500 +
$2,205.

o Under this proposal the average team size will be five persons.
Expenses will average about $3,100 = $3,200 per team under same
'price levels and with adding another half day to the-team time.
Airfare = $350 x 1 roundtrip each; per diem at $70 for 5 people
for 4 days: $1,750 + $1,400b Thus, NCATE will be able to pay
each team member $100 per day and team chairs an extra $100 for
report preparation'or paY the team chair a flat $400 for,the'time
and effort expended or pay the cost of substitutes for teachers
and still show an average savings of $1,900 $2,300 over present
costs of team visits.

o 'NCATE would save additionally bacauSe the administrative burden of
assigning teams would be sharply reduced and,, although there will
be increased attention to training, the overall training costs
will be less. In a 1.ecent year NCATE was scheduled to conduct 12
'team training sessions which required one,or two staff people to
spend three days _eachmore than two months of staff time,in
training alone. 'Since, no more than 70 new peoPle will need
training each year compared with about 400 in 1981-82, more than
five times as mucn time codid be spent on trainIng each one than'

.%

is scent now at no acniti nal C33t.
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o Other costs of team visits such as mailing and preparing reliorts

would not be much different than now.

Costs to Institutions through Dues.

Currently IHE's pay a flat annual fee for NCATE accreditation and an
additional fee for each progNm'level and each category being accredited.
This system worlts as follows.

There.is a basic $300 minimum which entitles an institution to one
program (for example, elementary) at one level (for example, BA). In

addition, 25 percent of the minimum is charged for the first program at the MA

level and 20 percent of the minimum each for the first program at both the
specializt and Ph.D. levels. Further, one percentaf the minimum is charged
for eacn additicoal category of program (elementarifkK-12, supervision and
guidance) beyond the first at each level. There is a total of 41 categories
in whicn programs could be a accredited if an institution filled all of the

possible cells.

Thus, the maximum amount of dues it is possible to pay currently is $606.

This amount is determined as follows: $300 + (65% x $300) +37 oategories
(four are paid for in the 65% fee) x $3 (1%) = $300 + $195 + $111 = $606.
Obviously, the range of dues is $300 per year to $606, and the average for
1982-33 is almost $400.

In this proposal there will only be one annual accreditation èe to pay

without an additional payment for levels and categories. This will mean that
minimum dues will have to increase slightly to maintain the same level of

income: that is, dues will Ilare to be set at the current average figure in

order to maintain income. Dues, therefore, will increase slightly for some

delP and decrease somewhat for others.
110

It is possible that the Council and the Coordinating Board may consider a
revi4on of the dues structure of NCATE by creating a sliding fee scale
dependent upon unit size or by adding a visitation fee, a practice which is

common among other accreditation agencies. Each of these measures has been

y discussed by both Council and Coordinating Board members. While they may

occur in the future, they are not made necessary by this proposal.
AP

dosts Related to Continuing Accreditation.

The costs ot the progUnd process of continuing accreditation would

appear to have some budget consequences, but these cannot be estimated

precisely at this time;

The proposed system requires a review visit no more than six years from

4 the time e last preceding visit. Since it is anticipated that most units

will not ha ew visits at intervals of less than six years, the cost of

Vi3Lt3 wal probably be reduced for most. This stems from the fact that under

the present NCATE system interim visits follow re-accreditation visits tat five

year :ntervala, and in most caaes the next re-accreditation visits occur five

yeare later. Therefore, most lnstitutions are visited every five years now,
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whereas most units will have review visits at six year intervals under this

proposal. This difference should result in some savings both to units and to
NCATE.

The A ual Report that the unit must submit ll consist of information
readily avi'S4able within the unit and its inatit tion and should, at worst,
add only mar inally to the cost of the initial data collection. '

Because the Unit Report will be based in large part on data already
co cted and submitted in Annual Reports, the unit will save some of the
cost involved with staff time for its preparation. The larger, more complex
Annual List that will result from this procedure will be more costly for NCATE
to publish, but the magnitUd of the increase cannot be determined now. '

The third-year reviews nd audits of team reports and unit responses by
Ccunc..L1 audit committees will require different uses of Council resources.
With some 175 third-year reviews and 105 audits to conduct each year,,more
tire will be needed for the audit committees to complete their work than under
the present system. This may require exlending Council meetings by a day or
so, adding another Council meeting each rear, holding audit committee work
sessions between Council meetings, turning over some portiop of the review
work to the staff, or some combination of these. It appear§7'however, that
this dlement of the proposal will be somewhat more costly than the present
approach.

Effects of Unit Accreditation

kccreditation on the basis of the unit in teacher education rather than
on the bases of levels and categories appears to have minor budget
consequences. Since visits will not be needed on an "interim" basis to review
new levels or categories, the number of overall visits may be reduced._
Accreditation on a unit basis may also make it possible to reduce Council
meeting time,-but this seems conjectural at thip point.

It should be noted that some of the consequences identified above affect
only institutions, while others affect both institutions and the NCATE
infrastructure-- the costs of wfiich are carried by institutional dues and by
the dues of constituent members of NCATE. Since IHEs pay the entire costs.of
team visits, any reduction or indregse affects institutions directly and
solely. The costs of NCATE meetings to make accreditation decisions are borde
by both the constituents and by the dues collected,from institutions. Any
changes in this area might well result in an increase or decrease in dues for
both constituents and institutions.'

Recognizing that only a very crude, overall estimate can be made now, it
still seems safe to assume that the effects of this proposal will be to
decrease accreditation costs borne by IHEs and hold constant other costs
associated with the process.
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This proposal includes reco cmdati s that learned societies and
professional speciaNt, y organizations continue to participate in NCATE and that

NCATE retain a vigorous role in assuring strong and appropriate currictila in

the various professional specialties. Indeed, the goals of the currenL

proposal can be achieved optimally only if these conditions exist.

The governance and organization of NCATE are premised on the belief that
accreditZtiOh in education should ref _ct judgments of representatives of the

major stakeholders in the profession4l preparation endeavor. These groups

include practicing professionals, te her education generalists and

representatives of the learned socie ies and specialty organizations. Ilhe

Constitution, Bylaws and policies of 4CATE since 1974 reflect the belief that

designated representatives from thesJ major sectOrs shoulqeeooperate as liequals

in developing standards and processes that can be applieeto the general

accreditation endeavor. The rotation of membership among the many socieies_

and organizations operationalizes the conviction that,representat v not ---)

selected as advocates of individual fields but rather to provide ancelarfd.

perspective to the central role of NCATE. Deans, profess.ors; t ers,"j

administrators and public representatives are expected to_sUbordinate hir
vested interest in applying their talents to the accreditation of_programs and

categories for which NCATE has responsibility. Thisfpropcsairecognizes the4

historical basis for NCATE membership and ia-Vocates a return io the original\

purpose for joint ownership of the process.

NCATE will retain its advocacy position for strong and appropriatT

curricula in professional education. The existing.processes and criteria for

the approval of curriculum standards will be retained and strengthened.
Specialty organizations wilAbe encouraged to develop and submit standards for

UCATE review. NCATE will exliNnd its advocacy programs for the standards which

have been endorsed. This can be accomplished in several ways.

The NCATE Annual List will include a section identifyring the stalards

which have been approved. The book of NFAT.go standards will also include the

list. In addition, NCATE willagify state agencies and institutions when

standards are approved. In eacritate s-dttion of the Annual leist tt)ere will

be an indication of the approved specialty standards included in state

approval requirements.

.
Advocacy also can occur in a more proactive way through the organizations

comprising acATg. For example, most katesl have unita affiliated with NEA,

AACTE, ATE and some of the learned societies and specialty organizations. By

f.scusisg the huzan resources of these groups on the need for state approval /

processes and arlteria to reflect the NCATZ approved curriculum standards, the
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profession could have a profound influence on the quality of content and
curriculum for professional education programs. As noted eviler, NEA and
AACTE are already collaborating in pilot states on procedures for review of

. the program approval process.

Through a combination of national aa- state level advocacy, NCATE and its
constituents can realize a non-re ndant system of unit accreditation at the
national level and state approval wh comprehensively assesses the quality
of irdividual programs and the ability 6f units to support programs in
O'rofd,ssiional education.

Wnlle.the system of accreditation described in this proposal does not
require any modification of the membership, organization or governance of
NCATE, the Committee is aware of strengths and tensions within the current
mod.1 a s discussed changes that might be desirable at this time.

We strongly recommend retention of the equal participation and
reprezentati.sn among YEA, AACTE andsspecialty geoups and involvement Of public
repreentatives. Governance based on the principle of parity should be
enhanced.

)7he current organizatNn could be changed, we beldeve, to streamoline.the
process and strengthen the accountability needs of the accreditation
enterprise. We recommend that the Cpordinating Board be abolished and that
its function's be assisned to a Council Executive Committee which includes the
immediate past, present and elect Council chairs; he presidents of MEA and
(AACTE or their representatives; and one person elected by the other members of
the Council to represent thespecialty groups and the public.

The Executive Committee will have reiponsibility for approving budgets
and providing assurance that financial resources will equal or exceed annual
expenditures; for employing NCATE staff personnel; for approving changes in
Constitution and Bylaws; for approving membership;ip those positions which are
for ortadizations approved for term membership4andlr providing the liaison
require with the organizations which support and 'participate in the Council
proce

A3 noted above, no changes are require0 to implement this proposal;
however, the adoption of A new process creates a timely opportunity for
organizational change to increase effectiveness of the organization.
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IMPLICATIONS FOR THE NCATE STAFF

sit*

Many of the current NCATE staff resPensibilities will be unaffected by
the adoption of this proposal. However, the new system will require some
modification in use of staff time and add responsibilities not associated with
the curcent system.

Develcoment of Teams

Staff. will continue to develop teams following the existing principles of
representation. The reduction in team size will simplify the process in some
ways, but increase tha_problems of appropriate representation. The data bank
for Board of Examipvs must include appropriat4e cross-references'and
multiple descriptors so that individuals can be identified through several key
factors. Staff will need to develop procedures for building continuing
accreditation teams and ways to balance evaluator use across initial and
continuing accreditation visits. Providing adequate computer support will
enable staff to monitor this process without undue difficulty.

Trainia7

A key aspect of this proposal is the enhanced quality of visiting teams
through effective training se
leadership in developing train
training and methods to evalua
examiners to train each year m
prenibit training of more peop
Examiners of appropriate si

Data and Reports

sions. Staff will be required to provide
ng materials and procedures, schedules for

training effectiveness. The number of new
t be carefully estimated since the cost will

e than required to maintain a Board of

Under the proposed ytein, staff will need to devote a considerable
amount.of time to develop a propriate data processing for the material
collected annually from insth.tution2. Norms and institutional entries will be
updated anndally, and the sensitivity of the data will.require extremely
well-Neloped procedures to ensure accuracy in the data published in the
Annual List.

The staff will also need to develop paradigms for the annual scanning of
data for the purpose of continuing accreditation. Related to this, procedures
mUst be developed for Council consideration of problems identified by the
scan. Procedures for third year review's and sixth-year review visits must be
developed, and logisticalbroblems Tust be anticipated.

As noted earlier, the exPanded Annual List plays an important roIe in the
proposed system. Automated data processing and word processing equipment will
reduce some of the burden for staff, but extremely careful monitoring will be
requir'ed. In addition, this system will add to the need for frequent
communicltion between NCATE staff and institutional representatives. Systems
for all of these factors must be developed by staff, under the direction of
the Council and drawing on expertize in evaluation and related areas.
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APPENDIX A

, Applying for Accreditation and the Preconditions

Application

To establish eligibility for accreditation evaluation by NCATE an in titution
must submit (1) a letter of application signed by the dean, director, or chair
of its professipnal education unit, (2) a completed çcrèditation Application
Report forn, (3, documentation showing that eight reondit&Ens exist, and (4)
a copy of the self-study prepared for the most re ent State a royal decision.
Specific directions for preparing and submitting these materi ls and copies of
the Accreditation Application Report form may be obtained from:

National Council for Accreditation of T-eacher Education
1919 Pennsylvania Avenue N.W., Suite 202
Washiuton, D.C. 20006

Accreditation Application Report

This form is completed by the institutioh. It provides basic information
about the institution and its professional education unit. The type of
information that might be requested on the form is attached.

Preconditiohs

/ A baccalaurearle or graduate degree granting institution may establish
eliF;ibility for an accreditation evaluation by NCATE if these eight conditions
exist at the level stipulated by the Council:

1. The unit is the colleag, school or department within the institution
that is officially rea-liblfiible for the preparation of students who seek
state certification as techers and/or school service pers nel.

2. A dean, director, or chair is officially designated to repr ent the
unit and assign the authorfty and responsibility for its overall
administration and operation.

3. There are well-established, unambiguous, and comprehensive policies and
procedures upon which the operation of the unit rests.

4 There are explicit and appropriate linkages between the unit and (a)
other policy-making units, groups and administrative offices Within the
institution,'(b) institution-sponsored support operations, (c) school,
organizations, companies, and agencies to whose welfare the unit may
contribute and/or from'which the unit may receive assistance.

5. The operation of the unit and the scop and quality of its offerings are
regularly monitored and evaluated both internally and externally, in the
latter case using the same criteria, proce3s, and timeline employed with
other similar units within the institution: the renults
periodie reviews are used f..Ir planning and for refinement of the
operation of the unit and its programs:



6. the unit and/or its pr-ograms0s(are) approved by the appropriate State
agency or agencies.

7. The institution is fully accredited by the appropriate regional
accreditation association:

8. The institution is an equal opportunity employer and does not
discriminate unlawfully on the basis of race, seX., color, religion, age,
or-handicap. -

Documentation that preconditions exist
The institution must provide clear evidence that these eight preconditions
exi.st at the level stipulated by the Council. .Since the professional
education unit is the focus of NCATE accreditation, a description of its
membership and administrative structure is required. It is incumbent upon
the institution to show that there is only one such unit within its confines
and that this unit hae primary responsibility for,the design, approval,
implementation, and continuous evaluation and development-of all the
institution's 'certification programs for teachers and school serv4aimm
personnel. The institution must also demonstrate that the unit has both the
authority and responsibility for:

1. Setting and achieving professional goals in the institution.

2. Establishing appropriate policies for governance, programs, admission
and retention of students, and faculty selection and development in
professional education.

3. Fixing responsibility for program decision-making ii profeisional
education.

4. Identifying, developing, and utilizinel.cppropriate rsources for
professional education.

5. Developing and maintaining appropriate linkages witIn other units,

operations, groups, and offices within the institution and with
schools, organizations, companies, and agencies outside the
institution.

Finally,-there must be evidence that the unit and i'ts programs are
periodically reviewed both internally and externally as are other similar
units within the institution and that the results are used for planning and
continued development of the unit'and its programs.

The institution may choose the form and scope o the documentation it
wishes to submit. In some instances, information provided on the
Accrgditation Application Report form may suffice. Here, however, are some
suggested means of documentation for each of the preconditions.

Precondition Suggested Documentation

#1 ----Uni-t-Statement of mission, purpose, or
goals: description of allocation of authority
for professional education

I



Dean/director/chair's job description; unit
administrative and organizational structure

Unit's constitution and/or bylaws; codi ied
policies and procedures of the unit

Copies of.working agreements; staeements
describing the official relationships between
and among the unit and obher units, etc.;
policies governing relationships and institutions,
organizations, agencies, groups, and offices
outside the institution.

05 Policies for revi.ew; aimmaries of recent reviews;
copies of plans emanating from reviews;
descri,ptions of refinements based on evaluations.

. #6 Copy(ies) of the latest approval letter(s) from
the SXate agency or agencies to show that State
mandated standards have been met.

07 A copy of the latest-accreditation letter from the
regional accreditation association to show there
is reasonable assurance of the overall quality
of the institution in the general areas of finance,
,administration, facilities, student personnel,
faculty, and instruction.

08 A copy of the institution's official action
pledging compliance with nondiscriminatory
equal opportunity laws and policies.

Determination of eligibility

When the application materials reach the NCATE office, the professional
staff will check them for completeness and do an analysis to,determine if
the preconditions do exist at the level stipulated by the Council. If they
do so exist, the unit will be notified that it is eligible to be evaluated
for NCATE accreditatiqp and will receive materials and instructions for
continuing the process/.

If the preconclifirOns do not exist at stipulated levels, the unit will be
informed that it is not eligible for accreditation evaluation and the nature
of the dificiency. It then may either discontinue its quest for, NCATE
accreditation or, within one year of submitting the original application,--
send documentation showing the deficiency has been corrected and the
preconditions do-now exist. If in the latter case the unit i/s now
determined to be eligible for evaluation, it will be notified of that fact
and sent the appropriate materials and instructionz..

At each Council meeting that body will receive a report of all eligibility
determinations made since their previous meeting. The report is for .

information purpooes only.
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Steps in application/eligibility/follow-up process

1. Unit sends letter of interest to NCATE office
2. Unit receives:

a.

b.

Instructions for preparing application materials

Accreditation Application_Repart_form_

c. List of required preconditions

d. Description of the steps in and usual timeline for the
application/eligibility/evaluation/decision-making process

e; Standards

f. Information about usual accreditation costs., both initial and
continuing.

g. Annual List

3. Unit submits letter of application and accompanying materials
4. If eligible for evaluation, unit receives;

1. Guide for preparing the Unit Report

2. Standards (second copy)

3. Suggestions tor preparing for the team visit

4 Guidelines for the composition, appointment, and functioning of the
visiting team

5. Visit Dates Preference form

6. Initiation fee invoice
If not eli ible for evaluation, professional staff report of reasons goes
to:

1. Council for information)

2. Unit

5. If eligible for e aluation, unit submits initiation fee and Visit Dates

Preference form

If not eligible for valuation,

1. Unit submits cumentation within the one-year period following
original ap ication to show deficiency has been corrected OR

' 2. Pizcontinues quest for NCATE accreditation

6. If alf.eady eligible, unit receives:
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1. Confirmation-of dates for visit

2. Name and information about the propoSed Chair

If dbtitiency has been corrected, the process begins again with step 4.__-

If still not eligible for -eyaluation,

_

1. Unit submits documentation withi6Ithg_one7Tean Iiod following
original application to show deficiency baa beeff=dorrected OR

2. Discontinues qua7st-for NCATEaccraditittOb
-

-7
9 Z-
. 7. If eligible and step 6: has-been cOMPIC-Wthe procej5 continues with

2the Present NCATE procedure at that

If deficiency was corrected eariAle:r; the-iorOceSs Continues with the steps
following step 4.

If deficiency has been newly_ corrected, the process picks up with ste4.

\ 51

48



Date

NCATE
ACCREDITATION APPLICATION

REPORT

1. Institution

2. Mailing address

3. Chief administrative officer: Name Title

4. Administrator, professional educed:ehUM:- NaMe Title

5. Person with whom all NCATE contacts should be made: Name

-
, I

Title

6. Institutional information

a. Enrollment: Year

Undergraduate: Full-time Part-time

Graduate: Full-time

Total: Full-time

b. Faculty: Year

Full-time -time

Part-time

Part-time

c. Statement of mission, philosophy, goals, or purpose

d. Brief history

e. Special characteristics

f. Organization

g. Accreditation and institptional memberships

7. Professional education unit information

a. Enrollment: Year

Undergraduate: Full-Ltime Part-time

Graduate: Full-time Part-time

Total: .Full-time

.b. Faculty: Year

Full-time

Part-time
\'

Part-time within the institution

c. Statement of mission, purpose or goals

d. Brief history

e. Special characrefristics

f. Orgadimation 52
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APPEND X

Examples of Data Bank lements Related to
-1Standards Qu ntification

(July 1, 1981 - June 30, 1982)

Professional Education Faculty

r

(Associated with Bas41 c,Teacher Education Programs) N

4
. Total FTE (full-time appts. = 1.0;'half-time = 0.5)

Nuriber for whom their highest degree is: doctorate
masters
bachelors '/.

other

Average number of:

2. different preparations for a fUll-tim faculty member per
9-mo. academic year

4**

3. years of K-12 teaching experience

4. years since last year of at least haif-time K-12 teaching

5. articles appearing in refereed Jour als, July to June of
previous year

6. hours per week a full-time person pent in teaching
clasaes

. 7. student teachers supervised for a full-time load

8. Average semester credit hours per FTE taculty associated
with basic teacher education programs

__J

9. Percent of courses taught by faculty With rank below assistant
professor (e.g.,'instruceor & graduate assistants)

10. In basic teacher eduation programs, latio of FTE students to
FTE faculty -
(U3e local definition of FTE studenis; please indicate your derinitiOn
below, e.g., 15 undergraduate hours enrollment per semester = 1.07studentY

\

B. Students (Associated with Basic 'Teacher Education,Programs) 4

1. Minimum CPA (A=4) required for adlissi ? to junior level of
teacher education program

2. For students admitted to junior Status July to June of
previous year:
a. avera4e G?A
b. average test scores of: SAT-T

ACT-C

C. if available, median percentile rank in high school
exaduation cia



0

;11

3. GPA required for to student teaching

4. Average cumulative,GPA of students at time of admission
'.to student teaching July to June of premious Year

5, For graduating seniors, July to June of previous year,
average score on NTE Commons Exam, if used .

6. If relevant, percent of July to June graduates passing state
,cer.tification test

7. Minimum G?A required fOr graduation,

NA

NA

onwwww..11mo

8. Average GPI\ of graduates, July to Jne of previ/us Year

C. Resources' (as applied to the entire school, college or department of education)

1. Expenditures for libi-ary materials, July to June of previous year:
institutional total
professional education $

2. Expenditures for emerging technology:
July to June of previous years $)

average of past 3 years $'

9

3. Total unit hard money budget/FTE education students for July to
June of previous year $

/

1 4. Expenditures for faculty development per FTE faculty:
July to June of previous year $

average of past 3 years

5: Whae percent of your faculty have had sabbatical leaves during past

past three years?

D. Exoelriental Comnonent of TE Program

1. Hours students spend in school-based experiences prior to student

Iteaching:
minimum required
average across all programs

Student,teaching
,a. number of weeks required, equated to full-time
b. minimum years of K-12 experience required for cooperating

teachers
c. minimum years required in present position of cooperating

teachers
a. i3 a course in supervising student teach 3 required? Yes

/
Yes (only if no prior supervisoey experience)

No
A

a. percent of..moarvision by faculty with rank below assiatant

professor
C. minimum number lf visits required for college supervisors


