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ABSTRACT

The revised standards used by the National Council
for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) embody several
departures from past standards. One difference is that they oblige
units to focus on the knowledge bases pertinent to professional
preparation for education. The concept of knowledge bases is
explored, and implications for the construct validity of the NCATE
assessment process are examined. To pin down exactly what is meant by
knowledge bases is a difficult task, and to demand that units
structure their programs around knowledge bases is equally difficult.
It is implicit in the standards that explicit knowledge bases are a
necessary characteristic of quality programs, but there is no
research to support the idea that programs based on explicit
knowledge bases necessarily produce better teachers than do programs
with no explicit knowledge base. The current reliance of the NCATE
process on the construct of knowledge bases prompts dcubts and
highlights the need for an increase in conversation about the
construct validity of the NCATE process itself and inferences drawn
from it. Eighteen references are included. (SLD)
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Abstract
The revised standards used by the National Counci! for
Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) embody several
departures from past standards. One of these |s that the
standards demand that units structure their programs around
defined "knowledge bases." Questions are r.ised concerning the
construct "knowledge bases" and the consequences of 1ts use in

evaluation.
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The revised standards used by the National Councll for
Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) embody several
departures from past standards. One of these ls that the
standards "...obllge units to focus on the knowledage bages
pertinent to professional preparation for education" (Gldeonse,
1989), Category I of the standards, Knowledge Bases for
Professional Education, includes Standard I.A: Deslan of
Currlculum, Standard I.B: Dellvery of the Curriculum, and
Standards I.C, I.D, and I.E which address the content of general
education, speclalty studles, and professional studies
respectively. (NCATE, 1990).
The purpose of thls paper Is to explore "knowledge bases" as
a basis for evaluation. After considering "knowledge bases" in a
general sense, we will look at its implications for construct
valldity In the NCATE assessment procesé.

There Is ample evidence that "knowledge bases" as conceived by
NCATE are of real importance to those who aspire to educate future
teachers. According to Information recelved at an NCATE sponsored
workshop in Houston in Spring of 1991, 59 of 166 unlits falled to
meet Standard 1.A: Deslgn of Curriculum from Spring of 1989 to
Spring of 1991. Thirty-five units also falled to meet one of the

other Knowledge Base standards. Standard 1.A was the

“
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standard least 1lkely to be met In this time perlod. Advanced
units also found Standard !{.A the most difficult to meet.
Forty-one of 125 advanced units falled to meet this standard In
the same time period.

Given this record, it is interesting to note that while NCATE

(1990) felt it necessary to include a glossary defining 50 terms
found in the standards, It did not define ‘knowledge bases". One
cannot In all honesty describe this as a "hole In the literature,"
however. One result of this omission is that knowiedge base
workshops have become a growth industry. Another Is the
proliferation of articles and papers providing Instruction on
everything from the characteristic features of knowledge bases to
detalled Instructlions on how to grow them (Achilles & DuVall,
1990: Douglas & Wlegand, 1987: Galluzzo 8 Pankratz, 1990:
Gldeonse, 1989: Mann, 1989).

We find the term "knowledge base" is problematic, in part

because *knowiedge® has taken on so many meanings. The

implication to the lay public will llkely be "facts" on which we
base teacher education. Perhaps some educators will be
comfortable with this interpretation, but Valll and Tom (1988)
offer another definition which is more likely to meet most

educators’ satlsfaction.

e
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By knowledge base, we mean the entlre repertolre of skllls,
information, attitudes, etc. that teachers need to carry out
thelr classroom responsibllitlies. (p. 5
Some might quibble as to the contents of the *etc.” Others may
balk at llmiting teacher responsibilities to the classroom. In
any case, measurement of knowledge In thls sense will not generate
a simple score on which declsions of adequacy can be based.
So our nagging doubts begin with the nature of knowledge.
What |s knowledge? What will become the "knowledge" In a system
in which all knowledge must be deflned? Galluzzo and Pankratz
(1990> explain the use of the term "knowledge base" by saying, "As
research on teaching has expanded, along with the demand for more
research-based professional practice, use of the expression
‘knowledge base’ has lIncreased" (p. 8). Will the controlling
metaphor for the knowledge base reflect what might be called the
Crest Maneuver? ‘'Research shows that..." 2 an appeal to
authority which all too often In our experience In education
conceals an lnadequate base for the statement which follows,
Hendrlk Gideonse’s monograph (Glideonse, 1989) serves as a
major resource in decoding the role of knowledge bases in teacher
education programs as seen by NCATE. As he himself states, *While

this monograph |s only one person’s view, It Is the view of one
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who has been deeply involved In the knowledge base movement
locally and natlionally" (p. 2). Wrltten In part on the basls of
Gldeonse's experiences In NCATE and the Amerlcan Assoclation of
Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE) sponsored seminars on the
standards, the monograph Is published by AACTE which ltself was a
major actor In the current NCATE redesign.

It should be noted that Gldeonse and NCATE refer with
considerable regularity to "knowledge bases", THE KNOWLEDGE BASE
seems to be a construct that practlitloners have developed.
Unfortunately, this group of practitioners does inciude some
gurus. In general, THE KNOWLEDGE BASE seems to be at least as
idlosyncratic and inclusive as THE LITERATURE and ln some cases
may simply be another way to refer to this construct.

Gldeonse puts well cur Inltial doubts as he states, "Part of
the discomfort we feel as we seek to link teacher education
programs to knowledge arises from our uncertainty over what we
mean by clalms to knowledge" (Gideonse, 1989, p. 9). As one
indication of the conceptual confusion that already abounds around
"knowledge", conslder that Alexander, Schallert, and Hare, In
attempting to begin to clarlfy the knowledge construct terms In
one small corner of research having to do with learning and

literacy, developed a simplifylng conceptual framework for

-
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organizing and relating such knowledge terms which contalned 27
gelected knowledge constructs (22 of which contained the word
“knowledge") (Alexander, Shallert, & Hare, 1991).

Gldeonse grants that there are lndeed reasoned critliques of
the concept of “knowledge bases" in education, citing Phiillp
Jackson and Barak Rosenshine as two scholars who question the
validity of such a construct. However, Gideonse notes that we
must have shared professional knowledge. In fact,

Establishing the knowledge bases underpinning teaching and

teacher educatlon defines the extent and depth of any special

authorlty we In teacher education have to particlipate In the

Inltlal preparatlon of future teachers. If there {s no

speclal knowledge that informs teaching, there is no

Justiflcation for speclal faculty or units dedicated to Its

refinement and transmission. Knowledge, in short, warrants

and justifles any special role teacher educators may have.

(p. 12>

In other words, we have strong professional motivation for
not argulng agalinst knowledge as a basis for program development.
"If there |s knowledge, our role ig secure. If there ls not, our

role is hlghly problematic* (p. 17).




Nagglng Doubts
8

Gldeonse offers a nlcely reasoned review of the various klinds
of knowledge whlch might be Involved In knowledyge bases for
teacher education and the means by which unlts are able to develop
knowledge bases. While arguing for the existence of *knowledge
bases" on the basis of need might ralse a few ldeallstic eyebrows,
In our view thils carefully reasoned and acholarly approach really
begins to fray In his explanation of the Implications of Standard
[.B: Dellvery of the Curriculum.

Standard I.B states that:

The unit ensures that knowledge bases and best practlice In

professional education are reflected In the instruction

offered. The Instructional practices and evaluation are
fully congruent with the current state of knowledge about
curriculum design, Instruction, and evaluation. (NCATE,

1990, p. 46)

The criteria under this standard reiterate the need for
congruence of instruction *in content and process with best
practice and current and established research,* as well as the
maintenance of a "rigorous, professional instructional quallty
control mechanism* (p. 46).

Gideonse describes full congruence as obliging units to

"“practlice what they preach” (p. 42). “Full congruence may be

Qr
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defined as a complete match between a unit’g practices and the
knowledge bases and precepts of best practlice that teacher
education seeks to Impart” (p. 42>, Hence the unit must have one
coherent set of ldeas and must have a complete match between
teaching practice and lts knowledge base. Gideonse calls this
"professlional consistency" (p. 42) and notes that this ls Indeed a
movement beyond the usual Injunctlon to model best practice.

The demand, as he explains it, ls for a strict, logical, and
practical consistency in all aspects of all programs contained In
the unit. Gldeonse presents an example in tne form of two
elementary science methods teachers, one emphasizing hlaher order
decision making skills and the other emphasizing here-and-now
practical sugagestions. Witnoul pre-judging thelr compatibility,
Gideonse says that such compatibility must be examined and the
possible outcomes are only three: (1) éllow each to teach
autonomously, (2) a colleglal declsion to adopt one or the other
purpose for the course, or (3) a reasoned and balanced synthes!s.
The flrst cholce, he states, violates the demand for coherence.
The third is no doubt the most desirable, but we suspect It may
often be Impossible since all too often the kinds of things
teachers teach are a fundamental part of who they are. The second

is the most likely, which means that there wlll be a loser.
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It Is probably reveallng that Gldeonse uses several martial
metaphors to further expllcate the {dea of full congruence and
what to do when problems arise in achleving it. *“All the pleces
of the professional program must be engaged. All dimensions of
that engagement must be coherent with one another.* (p. 44> In
dlscussing problems In arriving at this condltion, he says,

It Is no secret that current teacher education programs

Imperfectly reach the state of full congruence. Wnenever an

obvious professional obligation lies so uncertalnly

fulfilled, important forces must be working against It. The
forces must be searched out, examlined carefuily, and then

neutralized. <(Gldeonse, 1989, p. 44)

One cannot be certain whether Glideonse Is In favor of
examination to determine whether these forces are legltimate
milltary tergets or If he |s merely manifesting a scholarly
Interest. In any case, he seems obllvious to the idea that there
are posltions between "full congruence" as he describes [t and
faculty members having, "...the absolute right to decide not only
what ls taught but how 1t Is taught.* (p. 44-45).

Gideonse seems extremist in his Interpretation of *full
congruence". NCATE’s demand for congruence to knowledge bases in

a general sense becomes a statement that everyone [n the unit has
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to agree In body 1f not soul, In hls dlscussion about how full
congruence can be brought about [n a unit, Gldeonse states that,
Part of students’ particlpation In the colleglal whole could
Include routline invitatlons to participate In quallty control
by bringing departures from full congruence to the attentlon
of program coordinators. (p. 49)
In fairness to Gideonse, these guotes are but a part of hls
78 page monograph which, on the whole, s probably the most
complete explanation avallable of what the knowledge base means to
Institutlons seeking NCATE accreditatlion. It also reflects
belletfs which are deeply held concerning the dlrectlon which
teacher education must take. He makes It clear that faculty must
be contlnually engaged In reflective debate on the knowledge
bases. but the message geems clear as well that the debate better
not wander Into the classroom. In the name of coherency and
consistency, Gldeonse seems more than willing to do wlthout such
teacher qualitles as authentliclty and creativity unless they have
already been duly consldered by the colleglum. Hls rhetoric makes
It difflcult to determine where he would draw the line between
acceptable teacher creatlvlity and an offense worthy of reporting
to the approprlate authority. There seems to be no vislion of

students and teachers sharing experiences in the marketplace of

b o
T




Nagging Doubts
12
ldeas. To the degree which Gideonse represents the intended
Interpretation of the standards, there seems to be room for
reasonable doubt.

An interesting way to context our doubts is to apply the
concept of validity to the NCATE accreditation process. Messick
defines a test score as "...any m:ans of observing or documenting
conslstent behaviors or attributes" (198%a, p. 5). This would
seem to apply to the NCATE accreditation process. While others
have araqued for a varlety of kinds of valldity measures In
assessment (Anastasi, 1988), Messick has argued that determining
valldity of a test score is necessarlly a process of construct
valldation, since criterion-referenced validity alone involves
regression on "potentially deficient and contaminated critecion
measures" (Messick, 198%9a, p. 7) and content validity alone
addresse: only the domain of the test rather than the validity of
Inferences made from the test score.

In defining validity, Messick (1989b) states that:

Validity is an integrated evaluative judgment of the degree

to which empirlcal evidence and theoretlcal rationales

support the adequacy and appropriateness of inferences and
actlons based on test scores or other modes of

assessment....Broadly speaking, then, valldity is an

J
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Inductive summary of both the exlsting evidence for and the

motentlal consequences of score interpretation and use.

Hence, what Is to be valldated s not the test or observatlon

device as such but the Inferences derlved from test scores or

other indlcators-inferences about score meaning or
interpretation and about the implications for action that the

Interpretation entails. (p. {3
Messick makes clear that the validity argument must include both
the intended and unintended consequences of the use of the
evaluatlon results (Messick, 1989a). Unfortunately, this seems to
be an area that s often neglected In testing reforms (Ellveln,
Glass, & Smith, 1988).

Tne crucial inference derived from success or failure in the
NCATE accreditation process is self-evident: good programs pass
and bad programs fail. That |s, good programs meet NCATE
standards and bad programs do not. Unfortunately, there ls no
compelling reason tc assume that thls Is true. Although [t Is
impliclit In the Standards, for example, that expllcit knowledge
bases are a necessary characteristic of quallty programs, there ls
no research that we know of at thls time to support the ldea that
programs based on expliclt knowledge bases necessarily produce

better teachers than programs wlth no expliclt knowledge base.

s
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In truth, the NCATE standards offer a wealth of material for
questions on validlty. Acceptable faculty loads must be addressed
by NCATE, but given the added emphasis that NCATE has placed on
undergraduate programs with extended field work and coilaboration
with field-based professionals, as well as generally larger
sections, the division between graduate and undergraduate faculty
may be gquestlonable. The precise split of 12 credlt hours of
teaching per gemester for undergraduate faculty and 9 credit hours
of teaching per semester for graduate faculty seems to
arbitrarily ignore differences between Institutions. The
relationship between grade point average (GPA) and instructlonal
performance has been researched to some degree, but there is not
particularly strong research evidence for GPA as an important
predictor (Demetrullias, Chlodo, & Diekman, 1990; Riggs & Rlggs,
1990>. It does not seem reasonable that a 2.5 GPA entrance
requirement, meaning as it must different things with different
students in different institutions, ls a valid criterion for
determining the effectlveness of an undergraduate teacher
education program. As Roames (1989) points out, it is precisely
when NCATE arrives at quantifiable standards that it leaves ltself

most open to guestions of vallidity.
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This Is not to imply that NCATE has not been concerned with
validity. Certainly the formatlon of the Board of Examiners and
the extensive training which visitation teams recelve reflect
positlive movement In this direction. Given the complex nature of
the task which such teams face, It 138 not too surprising that the
level of Inter-rater rellability has recelved mixed reviews from
the "we’ve been through the process" group of commentators. In
June of 1991 members of the Associatlon of State Colleges and
Universlities met with the head of NCATE to insist on, among other
things, "more continuity in the way campus evaluations are
conducted" (Leatherman, 1991).

NCATE also addresses validlity Issues by insisting that the
unit has carried out adequate self-evaluation and has developed
characteristics which are considered desirable by content experts.
NCATE does not address whether only unl£s with these
characteristics will produce effective teachers. The unit should
be aware If Its teachers are not effectlve in terms of its own
standards, but NCATE simply tles institutlonal criteria and
methods for evaluation to the knowledge bases developed by the
Institution. Of course these evaluation methods must also be
"fully congruent wlith the current state of knowledge...about

evaluation" (NCATE, 1990, p. 46). We are somewhat confused as to

()
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whether this ls the "current state of knowledge" within the
profession as judged by a team of experts or a subset of this
knowledge such as the knowledge bases of the unit or the view of a
particular expert on the evaluation team.

The unintended consequences of NCATE evaluation seem largeiy
unexplored and worthy of research. Some possible consequences
such as Increases or decreases in publications, facuity turnover,
student evaluation results, salaries, work loads, and the llke
could be easlly quantified. Others such as satisfaction with work
or renewal/loss of professional commitment would be a llttle more
difficult. Perhaps the best source of data would be
participant-observer studies, tut, glven the reallties of academlc
I1fe, examples of this kind of research may be rare. It wlll be
all too easy to dismiss the results of such studies as the work of
sycophants or whiners, depending on where sympathies lle. Such
research Is most likely to occur if encouraged by NCATE for use in
its own validation process.

The unintended consequences of defining knowledge bases alsc
deserves some thought. 1In definlng, do we lose part of what we
teach? We suspect that we are better at teaching than defining
objectives. This problem is shared with other accountabllity

driven schemes such as mastery learning, outcomes-based education,

| IR
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competency based educatlion, test-driven currlcula, etc. Once we
expllcltly define what must be taught, it tends to become all that
Is taught.

We think that most teacher educators wlll agree that the
NCATE evaluatlon 13 an example of hlgh-stakes testing. George
Madaus has stated that, "When the stakes are high, people are
going to flnd ways to have test scores go up* (Brandt, 1989, p.
26). We are certalnly maklng the effort to find ways In colleges
of education. The danger that he points out ls that we may slimply
end up corrupting the very Inferences we make from tests. In this
same context of standardized tests, Haladyna et al. (19%91) have
suggested that the most vital condition any test must meet is that
It be "supported by evidence attesting to the truthfulness of
interpretations and the reasonableness of the use of these scores"
(p. 6). While recognizing the value of the NCATE process to
reform, lts current rellance on the construct "knowledge bases"
prompts persistent doubts and highlights the need for an increase
In conversatlon regarding the construct valldlty of the NCATE

process itself and the Inferences so drawn.




Nagging Doubts
18
References

Achllles, C. M. & DuVall, L. (1990, August). The knowledge base
In educationa; administration: Did NCATE open a Pandora’s Box?
Paper presented at the Annual Meetlng of the National Council of
Professors of Educational Administration, Los Angeles. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 326 991).

Alexander, P. A., Schallert, D. L., & Hare, V. C. (1991). Coming
to terms: How researchers i{n learning and llteracy talk about
knowledge. Review of Educatjopal Research, 62(3), 315-343.

Anastasi, A. (1988). Psychologaical Testing. Macmllilan
Publishing Company: NY.

Brandt. R. (1989). On mlsuse of testing: A conversation with
George Madaus. Educational Leadership, 46(7), 26-29.

Demetrullas, D. M., Chlodo, J. J., & Diekman, J. E. (1990).
Differentlal admission requirements and student achlevement In
teacher education. Joyrnal of Teacher Educatijon, 41¢2), 66-72,.

Douglas, J. W. & Wiegand, K. L. (1987), NCATE evaluation:
Preparling physical educatlon teacher educators. Jourpal of
Physical Education., Recreation. and Dance, £8(1), 67-71.

Ellweln, M. C., Glass, G. V., & Smlth, M. L. (1988). Standards
of competence: Propositions on the nature of testing reforms.

Educational Researcher, 17(8), 4-9.




Naggling Doubts
19

Galluzzo, G. R. & Pankratz, R. S. (1990). Flve attributes of a
teacher education program knowledge base. Journal of Teacher
Education, 41(4>, 7-14.

Gideonse, H. D. (1989). Relatina knowledae to teacher educatlion.
American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education.

Haladyna, T. M., Nolen, S. B., & Haas, N. S. (1991). Ralsing
standardized achievement test scores and the origins of test
score pollution. Educational Researcher, 20(%), 2-7.

Leatherman, C. (1991). Speclallzed accredlting agencies
challenged by campus officials. The Chronicle of Higher
Education, 38¢(4>, Af, R22-AZ23.

Mann, G. (1989). A model! for Implementing a knowledge-based
curriculum in teacher education. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 311 019).

Messick, S. (1989a). Meaning and values In test vaiidation: The
sclence and ethics of assessment. [Educational Researcher,
18¢2), 5-11.

Messick, S. (1989%b). Valldity. In R. L. Linn <(Ed.>, Educatlopal
Measurement (3rd ed.) ( pp. 13-103), New York: Macmillan.

National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education. (1990).
NCATE Standards. Procedures. and Policies for the Accreditation
of Professional Education Units. Washington, D.C.: Author.

/

U




Nagging Doubts
20

Riggs, I. M & Riggs, M. L. (1990, February). A test of the
validity of selected predictors of student success in a teacher
educatlon program. Paper presented at the Annual Meetlna of the
American Assoclation of Colleges for Teacher Education, Chicago.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 324 324).

Roames, R. L. The development of the current redesign of the
National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education and
Its Implications for teacher education. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 304 422).

Valli, L. & Tom, A. R. (1988). How adeguate are the knowledge
base frameworks in teacher educatlon? Journal of Teacher
Egucatlional, 39, S-12.

-
-l

e




