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I am going to focus on assessment within the accreditation system, and I’m 
talking about assessment here in a pretty broad context—assessment of 
candidate performance, assessment of program performance, and assess-
ment techniques or skills on the part of the candidates themselves in working 
with students.  

There are many problems in our current national non-system of teacher 
educator effectiveness, of which teacher preparation is a very important part. 
We have a lot of improvements to make, and we very much believe that the 
Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP), the new 
accrediting body, needs to be part of this solution of raising the bar. For 
some time, NCATE has tried to focus on outcomes as opposed to regulation 
by inputs. But there have been severe limitations in that. First of all, a lot of 
the data required to make this shift were not there until recently. Second of 
all, the quality of the data that have been developed have had severe 
limitations. For example, institutions in the last decade moved to using 
assessments of candidate performance, but these assessments were 
themselves developed by the institutions. Thus, they lack any external 
validity and are not comparable across institutions. But we’re now at a point 
at which we can move our entire system to a level that is outcomes based. 
As CAEP goes forward with this, we have to work in very strong 
partnerships with the states. We need to take a systemic approach to 
addressing this challenge. When we look at the national context, it’s very 
optimistic in several respects.  

First, we have better and more data on performance than ever before. 
TPAC, which is currently under development in more than 25 states, will 
become part of accreditation. One of its many benefits is that it can serve as 
both an accountability tool and a feedback loop that institutions can use to 
improve their programs.  
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Second, the federal government has invested a great deal of money in the 
development of state longitudinal data systems—over $500 million since 
2002—and forty-one states have received these grants. Since 2009, the grant 
recipients have—either on a discretionary basis or as required by the federal 
grants program—focused on post-secondary data systems. This is a very 
important piece because it allows us to link the graduates of teacher 
preparation programs to student learning in the classroom. These systems 
need to be built to be more than IT infrastructures; they need to be tied to 
important policy levers. One question looming large is whether the states 
that build these systems have the resources to maintain them. But 
nonetheless, we have the wherewithal to do something we could not do in 
the past.  

Third, as part of its Race to the Top awards, the federal government has 
asked recipient states to prepare report cards on their preparation programs; 
in addition, states that applied but didn’t receive awards are moving forward 
with report cards as well. Some states, like Louisiana, were well on their 
way even prior to that. These Race to the Top recipients are attempting to 
link teacher graduate performance to student learning and tracing that back 
to the preparation program. Some of these states are further along than 
others.  

Fourth, Secretary Duncan recently released the department’s report on the 
future of our teachers, and in it, the department outlined its intention to 
collect data on all preparation programs, addressing student growth on the 
part of graduates and job placement rates, including shortage areas in high 
poverty schools. The department would like to measure teacher retention 
and see surveys of employers and graduates; in addition, the department 
announced its intention to move this whole agenda forward through 
negotiated rule making, even if Congress is not fully in agreement with the 
department’s intentions. In its proposal, the department has laid out a plan 
to redesign federal grants and aid to go to high-performing institutions 
designated by the states. This federal focus on new data reporting is a very 
important part of this overall picture. Although negotiated rulemaking 
parties did not reach a consensus, the department’s stance shows us the 
direction in which it is headed. 

And finally, the Gates MET (Measures of Effective Teaching) project is 
going to teach us a lot about the practices of effective teachers, which we can 
then incorporate into our standards and into the way we prepare teachers. 
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Another feature of that project is the use and refinement of observational 
protocols that we can use to measure the effectiveness of instruction on the 
part of our graduates. It is my hope that over time, we can find ways to cost-
effectively use these observation protocols to look at the quality of the 
instruction that the preparation programs provide. There are debates to be 
made as to whether that should be part of an accountability system or a 
feedback loop, but this has the potential to be extremely powerful because 
we don’t only want to know how effective the graduates of our programs 
are, we want to know why they are effective (or not). Furthermore, not all 
grades and subjects are tested, so observational protocols are another way of 
gathering valuable information about the graduates.  

So it is in a changing national context that we create CAEP, which exists as 
a kind of metaphysical entity at the moment, but will become fully unified 
and operational during 2013. We are going to be doing a number of things 
that are in some ways departures from what accreditation has done in the 
past.  

New Standards for CAEP 
We are going to set new standards. We have initial standards, but we are 
going to address many of the current shortcomings as we look at the 
feedback we get on the way teachers are prepared today. We are going to 
draw on the National Research Council report released in 2010 that talked 
about three important levers for preparing effective teachers: stronger 
content knowledge, recruitment of a more selective pool of candidates, and 
field experience. NCATE’s Blue Ribbon Panel report released last year 
discusses a whole new way of preparing teachers that turns our current 
model upside down and focuses much more on the integration of theory and 
opportunities to learn to practice. We are going to focus much more than the 
current standards do on the new InTASC standards, and I want to 
particularly mention assessment competence on the part of the candidates, 
and the use of formative assessment techniques to differentiate instruction 
and to reach diverse learners. We are going to focus on the College and 
Career Readiness standards and evidence that preparation programs are 
preparing candidates who can help students learn to those higher standards. 
There will be new standards, and we’re going to attach to those standards 
performance measures and metrics. We have created a high-profile 
commission to set the standards and will form a parallel group focused on 
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performance reporting, which will bring a lot of expertise about how to 
define, measure, and collect information on performance. The National 
Research Council called attention to a lamentable problem right now in our 
country, which is that we don’t have a national database on teacher 
preparation or teacher performance, and we have very little empirical 
research about effective ways of preparing teachers. So as we create CAEP, 
we want to have a national conversation about how to create a more 
uniform system of data collection. One of the things that accreditation can 
do is to help us focus on the quality of the performance measures that we are 
using and how this information is interpreted and used. It’s not enough to 
have more data; we need to determine how to assess the quality of the data, 
the strengths and weaknesses of various performance measures, and how 
these measures should be interpreted and used.  

Value-added assessment is a work in progress, but there are many limita-
tions and questions surrounding it. Many of the existing student assessments 
do not map well onto content standards. There is a whole set of issues there 
about how to interpret those data in the context of accreditation. We have 
many problems with missing data in our data collection, and it has 
implications for how we assess performance. Focusing on the quality of the 
evidence rather than simply the quantity of the evidence is an important 
feature moving forward. CAEP will use a much more rigorous system to 
monitor the performance of our accredited institutions on an annual basis. 
We will identify problems that we see in those performance reporting 
measures, and we will hold the institutions accountable for demonstrating 
that they are addressing weaknesses. It’s not simply a seven-year accredita-
tion cycle; it’s a continuous feedback loop that will address weaknesses and 
try to improve them. We also intend to produce an annual report on the 
performance of our accredited institutions. This really hasn’t been part of 
accreditation in the past, but we are going to provide information on the 
entrance selectivity of the programs, their completion requirements, and 
their characteristics, such as their clinical preparation. We are going to look 
at graduation and job placement rates as these data become available, and 
report on the accreditation outcomes. We see accreditation as a tool for 
reporting to the field on the performance of our institutions and holding 
ourselves accountable to higher levels of performance. We hope that this 
new annual reporting system can also be used by the institutions themselves 
as a feedback loop to examine how they can improve their performance, and 
we will include opportunities for them to benchmark their individual 
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performance to peers among the accredited institutions. Basically, what we 
are moving toward here is a kind of industry report on our preparation 
programs.  

What is needed to drive higher levels of performance? Both CAEP and the 
states need to raise the bar by doing the following:  

• Focus on all providers to narrow variable quality  

• Use multiple measures of accountability 

• Coordinate state and national accreditation accountability 

• Identify weakest performers and take appropriate action 

• Incorporate more continuous improvement to drive excellence 

• Attend to program quality differences within institutions 

• Provide more R & D to identify best practices in preparing teachers 

• Create a systemic approach to reform  

• Remove barriers to innovation and incentivize reform 

This is essentially a long list, but we currently have some systemic 
challenges to deal with, and I’ll give several examples. First, we have very 
wide variation in the quality of our preparation programs. The National 
Research Council report pointed out that within pathways, there is very 
wide, unacceptable variation. This is a systemic problem. Second, we have a 
lot of data collection being done by the states, by the federal government, 
and by the accreditor, but it’s duplicative in many cases, and is not at the 
present time driving toward the performance measures that we want. This is 
a systemic problem. Third, we have lots of barriers to innovation that are 
built into the current system. Some of these barriers are in state policies. 
Some of them are in local, district practices, such as collective-bargaining 
agreements. Some of them are in higher education itself and the way it staffs 
and funds its programs. Thus, what we really need to do is think about ways 
to build a stronger system.  

A big part of this lies with the data that we collect, which needs to be used to 
create a system that is more powerful in three respects. First, it needs to 
address the weak performers. NCATE has not always identified the weak 
performers as well as it might have, or it perhaps identified them but then let 
them off the hook after a period of time. But in the cases in which NCATE 
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has stepped in and revoked accreditation, it’s had a very significant problem 
getting states to use the information to create consequences for the programs 
themselves. The accreditor does not have the authority to close programs—
only the states do. So identifying poor performers is only part of the 
problem; it’s also being prepared and having the courage to do something 
about those programs—either demanding that they improve their 
performance or closing them. The second way we need to change the system 
as we develop more and better data is to drive continuous improvement. 
Clearly we will not get to where we want to be by simply cutting off the low 
performers. We need to raise the whole distribution, or at least across the 
broad middle of the spectrum, and that requires a different approach. 
Accreditation has often been about compliance, but it requires a continuous 
improvement kind of model, and we’ve been trying to shift that way. I 
believe that this is the way federal policy is attempting to move performance, 
but there are a lot of features that need to be addressed as we shift toward a 
continuous improvement system. In many ways this is a cultural shift for 
our preparation programs, which have traditionally seen accreditation as 
something that occurs every seven years rather than something that is an 
ongoing part of the culture of the institution, looking at data from outcomes 
and using it as a feedback loop to improve performance. Finally, and the 
National Research Council pointed this out, we need a system that creates 
much more opportunity for research and development on best practices for 
preparing teachers and that ultimately ties to student learning. We’ve also 
been trying to shift our accreditation system to one that gives opportunities 
for institutions to engage in research and development on important 
problems in our profession, such as retention. These are the three ways in 
which more and better data need to be directed: doing something about the 
low performers, shifting the system to continuous improvement, and 
creating opportunities for more research and development to improve the 
database.  

The final thing I’d like to say is that I think a systemic approach can help us 
leverage the resources and expertise that are currently in the system but that 
now tend not to work effectively together. One example is the disconnect 
between pre-service, induction, and professional development. It’s not in 
any way a coherent, seamless kind of system, and we need to find better 
ways to work together among the stakeholders to have pre-service be 
followed by induction that is supportive of what has been learned in pre-
service, and then create career opportunities through professional develop-
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ment. Another example is the need for us to build much stronger 
partnerships between P–12 schools and the preparation programs. The Blue 
Ribbon Panel report called for a partnership approach, which draws on the 
expertise that we have in today’s schools and classrooms to help prepare 
teachers and at the same time engages our preparation programs more 
effectively in addressing the problems of P–12 student learning and the wide 
disparities that we find among our P–12 student body. Going forward, 
NCATE and CAEP have created an alliance of twelve states to drive this 
agenda forward. We are very committed to the notion that by working in 
partnership with the states, we will be able to drive the systemic reform that 
is needed. Thus, despite all of the challenges that we have, I’m very 
optimistic that we are on the precipice of a whole new era with respect to 
what data can help us do to drive higher levels of performance that will 
ultimately benefit our students. 
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