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TEACHER COMPETENCY EXAMINATION PROGRAMS: A NATIONAL SURVEY

Over 7@ million children are heing tauqht in over 150; 000

schoala hy wore than tvo nillion ieacheré. and thia number does
not include students in our colleges, univeraities, and technical
achoola. Education, especiaily the quality of our teschers, im
therefore of serioua concern.

Teating the competency of teéschers is & phenoménon which ia

being discuased; debated, agonized over, cursed, and
iogiiiaiivéiy mandated by more and more states, school districts,

and local sékdﬁi ayatems. Somecne once said that if the
phencmenon vere micrebial in nature, we would probably call it an
epidemic.

'i‘iiéiié; E.B;ﬁiiéﬁéy 'Ei-éiing ia not newv. On i:iié i:onirér;v. it

'reqn@ated the appointment in every county of a persmon who vonld

be duly fit to examine and license achoolmasters® (Kinney,
1964). 1In the 17th and 18th centuries teachera were hired by

ﬁiréﬁié to teach éhiidren in the home. 1If, at ihe end of the

fired and auught eupioyient vith a new fa-ily. generally in a nevw

1acntiou. Teacher-certification teste as ve knov then today vere

nat umed Lntil the lath century (Carlson. 1985) but even 80,
their popularity vams very short-lived. iIn the 19th éésiﬁiy;
Pruania establi-hed an ardnona teating program for aecondary

achool teachera (Heyer, 1965).



Initiaily, teacher competency teating vas fostered by
educational reformera, but in the 19208 and 19308 educetional

reformers 6?@6& that teacher competency éééiiﬁé Sé eliminated.

With the introduction of the National Teacher Examinations (NTE)
in 1540 by the American Council on Education (the Educational

Testing Service took over the ACE’a role in 1950), educaticnal

reformera once again vere clamoring for teating teachera for

required prospective teachera to pass the NTE that interest in a

‘teacher-compstency exsmination vas reneved. And even then, it
vas not until 1977 that the iéiéiér-coaﬁéiénci examination
movement vas reborn. Since then, the repid growth in

ﬁﬁéﬁoiéﬁiis As of Octcber 1983, 30 atates reported that they had
mome type of tescher-asseaament program, and only eight reported

no activity. Lesa than one year later, these figures had changed
again so that today, nearly all the states have given some

consideration to the use of some iypé of teacheér-assessment
program for certification of either new teachers, elready
certified teachers, or both. In fact, 28 atates are presently

teating or planning to test teachers prior to certificstion in

either the bamic skills, subject matter knowledge, pedagogicail
knovledge, or mome combination of these. As of January; 1984, 21
statea were testing or planning to teat applicanta for sdmission
to teacher-training programs (Smith, 1884), but only Arkansas,
ééarﬁi;; and Taxaa i&quire currently employed teacherz be tested

for }ééé;iiiiéaiion;




ﬂhy the surge in intereat? P&;Eiﬁiy the follovwing quotes

will shed =mome iiéht:

"Never before 1n the naticr’a history has the caliber of

those entering the teaching ‘profeaaion been as laov as it
is today® (Feistritzer, 1983, p.112).

'The certification nf ciaasroom teachera in the U.S. is

8 meas. There are far too many -collegea wvhere a_student

can shov up with a high-school diploma and a checkbook

and get out with a bachelor’s degree in education® (U.S.
Nevs, 1984, p.il).

*Teacher_ edncation ia the field that ahcié the 1egat

selectivity, from college-bound applicant ta. compieticn

of degree, among the programe for which comparable data

are available" (Feiastritzer & Boyer, 1980, p.15).

*In the Biatrict, puhlic achoal teachers haye been hired

for yeuras on the basia of their college records and

intervievs. Moat are graduatea of ... teacher’s
callegé, which in 1977 pernitted tvc atudenta tc

courses. ﬂne of the graduates could not add fractions

such sa 374 pluas 1/3. Faculty members gaid incompetent

students had been alipping through (the college) and

going on to teach in the city’s public achool for

years. Something must be done nov before children are

made mental cripples. (The) Superintendent is

cﬁnaidering a reqnirenent to have newv teachers pass a

teat of academic skilla ... He smshould® (From Civille

Right; 1979; quoted from ﬂathavay, 1980).

These quotationa are not atypical. Teachera.
teacher-educatora. and teacher-training pragraﬁa have been
severely criticized for the pasat tva decades, but pafticuiarly
éitﬁin tﬁe aééi iev yeara. Reﬁbft after repart, camuission after

co--iision, and survey after survey have atated that our schools
seniors vho cannot read, vfité; or engage in basic numeration;
that our teacher-training institutions are fostering anarchy; and

that our teacher-training institution graduates are Ea;eiy and



;ééiuiiy lacking in their basic skilla. Regarding the competency
of our teachers, it has been shown that by and iéfgé; students
enrolled in iéécﬁéfiiféiﬁiﬁg programs acore at the lovest decile
in ihéif verbal and numerical skills ag measured by the

testa of such bamic skills as reading, writing, and arithmetic

(Perry, 1981); that in 1983, sixteen percent of Florids’s
prospective teachers familed the state’s proficiency test (U.S.A.

Tédéy; iéﬁﬁi; that a aiéﬁfbbbfiiéﬁéié number of ﬁiﬁé;iiy members
fail the teacher competency test (Savage, 1983; In Brief, 1983;
Hanmen, 1983); and that nearly one-fifth of U.S. classroom
teachers have not mastered those skilis they are purportedly
teaching (Time, 198@). In 1978, the Dallas Independent School
District gave the Wesman Peramonnel Clasaification Teat (WPCT) to

535 first year teachers and a volunteer group of high school
juniora and seniors. The studenta ééi-bérfurﬁ@d the teachers and

more than half the teachers fell belov the score considered
acceptable by the district. On a teacher competency test in
Houston, job applicants scored lover than high achool juniors im

In summary, testing teachers for their competency is not
something new but has been with us for centuries. What is new,
or at least unigue in the past decade, has been the growth in the
number of states that are requiring nev teachers to be tested, or
considering testing already certified teachers. As will be

evident from this report, states differ in their definition of

iy




competence, the manner in which competence is assessed, and what,
if anything, they do vith teacherz vho do not pass the competency

examination and other related variables.




ASSESSING TEACHER COMPETENCY

ﬁefofé one iz able to measure and then evaluate Ebméiﬁing.
vhat is to be messured or evaluated must be clearly defined in
operatibﬁal terms. A variety of terms associated vith teacher
Competence -- teacher effectiveness, teacher competency, teacher
performanceé -- are bfién so ciéééi? intervaven and i;iéfcﬁaﬁged
vith teacher competency that we tend to think of these terma as
synonymous, vhen in reality they are not. Therefore, we need to
aéiiﬁé the four terms mentioned above. - According to Medley et.
al. (1984):

Teacher competency refers to the specific knovledge, ability,
or values & teacher does or does not possess but vhich are
béiiévéa ib Eé iiﬁéiiéﬁf indicants to one’s sﬁééeas az a teacher.

Teucheg conggt ce consieta of the 'repertoire of

conpetenciea a teacher pasaesaee' (ﬂedley. et. ai.; 1964’

practice of teaching. An example is "the ability to thread &

16mm projector:® Competency is defined in terms of processes

(vhat the teacher does) rather than products (the effect on

pupila of vhai the teacher doea) and naéterz i.e.. the teacher
daea or daéa nat possesa the competency(ies). It is helieved
that the greater the number of competencies s teacher ham, the
more competent the teacher will be.

Ieacher ﬂerieéiénee reiers to vha; the teacher dues an the
job (in the Eiéééi&&i); that iE; teacher behavior under
prescribed conditions. It is situation-specific. How wvell the

teacher performe is affected By the teacher’s ééﬁﬁéféﬁéy, the



ability to apply his/her competencies, and the Slasaroom

environment.
Teacher effectiveness is neasured by the results teachers

obtain with their students. The important emphasisz iz not on

vhether the teacher can do; rather it itz measured in termsz of

vhat the pupila can do. Like teacher performance, it is slgo

ébﬁiéhi-depeudenta Effééiibeneaa is measured not in terma Bé

teacher behavior but in térms of changes in ﬁﬁiiié‘ behavior.

SUMMARIZING STATE PROGRAMS

Previcualy conducted surveya (Sandefur, 1984; Roth, 1985)
have reported dats about teacher-assessment programs with
reference to such factors as (1) vhether the program vas
legimlatively or state board of education mandated, (2) the date
af inﬁiéméﬁiatioﬁiﬁéﬁdéiian; t3) the iiié_éf test umed (national
standardized or customized exam), (4) the skills teated, and (5)
whether the reaults of the program are used for admission or
certification purposes. The present study differs from
Sendefur’s and Roth’s studiea in that it summarizes in much
grester detail whet is actually heing done in those states that
ﬁféééhilf have or are Eésiéﬁpiaiing the use of a
teacher-competency program.

It should be recognized at the cutset that the findings of
this survey are already outdated. Betveen the time that thias

report was ¥ritten and printed many changes will have occured.

Nev states vwill have entered the teacher-competency testing

movement and existing programs will posaibly be modified.

2
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Neverthelese the findings of the survey should provide

information regarding which states are doing what in this area:

It should also be noted that we are not concerned with the

varioue methods of measuring the competency of teachers. HNor are
ve concerned with the arguments, both pro and con, that have been

advanced regarding testing of teschers for their competency.

Rather, ve are concerned with laoking at vhat is being done in
the area of teacher-competency testing; vho is doing it; what is
being daone tor proposett’ :ith the reasults of teaéhei:ééﬁﬁéééﬁéy

testa.



INSTRUHENTS

A 20-item questionnaire vas developed hy the authors for this

étddi; The folloving specific questions vere asked in our survey
of the state directors responsible for the administration of

teacher asseesment programs.

1. Do you have tor_do you contempiate having) 8 -

competency-testing program for heginning teachers,

principals, superintendents, supervisors, or
special area teachers? If contemplated; in what
year do you anticipate beginning your programis)?

2. ﬁ;; nany yearl do heginning teachers have to pass

the teacher- conpetency examination?

a. ﬁoi,many timeg can a peraon take/retake the

provided ior teachers vho fail the competency

examination; sand if so;, are they provided by the

astate or by the teacher-training inatitution?

5. In what subject-matter areas are teachers tested
for their competence?

6. Do beginning teachere héoe to pase a test for each
field in which they vant certification?

speciaiization teat" given a temporary teaching
Certificate?

8. What types of data-gathering devices te.q., N.T.E.

Core Battery or Speciality Area,gohservation, ather

locally or commercially-constructed test) are used
in your teacher-assessment praogram?

9. Ii obaervations are used in your program, wvhen are
teachers observed, by whon, howv often, etc.? How

are the results o) the obaervations used?

10. lre teachers rho are already certified teasted for
their competence? 1In vhat area(s)?

i1. How are the results of the teaeﬁéizééaﬁéféﬁay
testing program used?




Each of the questionz had limted responses preceeded by
blanks that the respondents could mark, and spaces were also

ﬁf&Viaeé for other write-in responses. Several of the questions

alzo had subparts for obtaining additional information.

METHODS

Initial contact vas made in each state by sending a letter to
the state superintendent of instruction redﬁeéiiﬁé the name and
address of the person in that state responsibie for the existing

ar piannec teacher competency testing program. ?ﬁe iﬁdividuéié

identified by this process were sent a copy of the mRurvey

instrument: Followup letters and telephone contacts prodiuced

reaponses from all fifii states and iﬁe District of Columbia.
The queationnaire ;ééiéiééé vere ;%aiyzed in several

different vays to both summarize and detect ifendé iﬁ the data:

?iéﬁﬁéa; ?éaiiéiié; and None) based on their present statua vith

regard to a iéacﬁér=eaﬁbé£éﬁe9 testing prcgram; Bemcgraphic

infcrmation for seven variables vas ccllected for each state and

valuel across categoriet cf demcgraphic variahles vere

significantly different for the four status groups. The

variables investigated uaing log-linear ;naiyses included (1)

pcpuiaticn size asg cf the 19BO Céﬁéua iVEfi gmall = < 999 999;

small = 1,000, @00-4, 999, 999; medium S, 000, @00-9; 999, 999; large

= > 10, oao.oooa- (2) region (vest = AK, AZ. CA. cao, HI ID MT,

NV, NM, OR, UT, WA, WY; central = IL, IN, IA, xs. MI, MN, MO, NE,

15
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ND, OH, SD, ﬁi; south = AL, AR, FL, GA, KY, LA, MS, NC, OK, SC,
TN, TX, VA, WV; east = CT, ME, MA, NH, NJ, NY, P4, RI, VT, DE,

e

MD); (3) governor’s party affiliation at the time the survey vas
conducted in the éﬁfiﬁg of 1984 (ﬁé;ﬁﬁiiééﬁ or Democrat); (4)
ﬁé?i} in control é? éﬂé house and senate of the state lééiéiéiﬁié

at the time the survey was conducted in ihe spring of 1984

(Demacrat-Democrat, Republican-Republican, or mixed; (5) right to

vork lawas (yes or no); (6) average Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT)

score of high school students taking the exam (scurce: Powell

900-9495; 4

850-899; 3

950-99;

Steeiman; 1984; 1 = < 850; 2

5 = > 999; and (7) percent of high school graduates taking the

SAT (source: Powell & Steelman, 1884; 1 = < 11%; 2 = 11-30%; 3 =
31-50%). The diéiriSﬁiibﬁ of values for demographic ;éépoﬁse
categories was also analyzed for collapsed yes (ongoing and
planned) and no (yea/maybe and none) teacher competency ;;égram

atatus groups.

Gueationnaire results were tabulated vithin each of the four

status groups (except none). For each aﬁééiinn; relative

frequency distributions vere generated for all reaponses. Due to

the 100% response rate, no stztistical tests vere performed.

RESULTS
In response to the general question "Do you have (or plan to

implement) a teacher competency examination program?; ® four
categories of responses were received from the fifty states.

State department officials reported (1) an ongoing program (32%) ;

(2) plans tc implement a teacher competency ﬁi&é;;ﬁ within the

16




next three years 6222?5 (3 ;;éééﬁ{ii having no program but being

undecided sbout implementing one in the future (24%); and (4) no

existing program end no plans for one in the near future (22%).

teacher competency examination programs and the latter two

responses negative; 54% of the states said *ye&" and 46% =aid

*no". A list of state= by category of ;ééﬁaﬁéé is S?éééhéé& in

COMPARISON OF RESPONSE GROUPS
A percentage breakdovn of the atate& in each status group by
demographic variables iz presented in Table 2. Percentages by

majorlty, right to work laws, average SAT total and percent of

high school graduates taking the SAT are also reported for the
states with an "ongoing" teacher competency examination program
or *planning to implement one vithin the next three years" (yes)

and for the states that are "yes/maybe® or *have no planas® for

guch a program (no): The column of percentages for each status

groﬁﬁ represents a one-wvay bfééﬁﬁbiﬁ éﬁ& sunms to 100 (+/-
rounding error) across each demographic variabie. Marginal
percentages for each demographic category are reported in the
last column of the table.

The data presented in Table 2 indicate that the states in the

*ongoing® and "plan to implement within 3 years" categories are

predominantly small to medium in size (81.3% and 72.8%;

respectively) and from the south and east regionz (75.0% and

17
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72.8%). In contrast, the states in the "yes/maybe" and "none®

categories are predominantly very small to small in size (83. 3%

and 81.9%, respectively) and from the west and central states

{83.3% and 72.8%):. 1In Eéaiiiéﬁ; the average density of people

per square mile differs across the four groups (113.3, 218: 7,

162.2, and 108.0@, for 'aﬁééiﬁé;i *;ié;;i;é;a "yez/maybe, ®* and

*none; * respectively). The "yes® and "no" status groups are Versy

gimilar vith respect to the SEGé?ﬁB?‘; ;éiii vith breakdowns very
close to the marginsl percentageas (68% Democrat, 32%

Republican). Although the Democratas also control the majority of

the state legislatures; =omewhat more of the "yes" group state

legislatures are controlled by the Democrats (74.1%) than for the

"no" group (60.9%). In the "yes" group, the states are almost

evenly divided on right to work lawa but in the "ng" group; a

for the four groups, the mejority of states in the ongoing group

(62.5%) have right to work lawe while the majority in the other

three groups do not (63.6%, &6.7% and 72: 7%, ;éé;ééii6éiyi; The

SAT data suggest that *ye=" states tend to have lover averages

(48.1% < 900) and more students taking the test (55% have > 30%

of high school graduates taking the SAT). Even when the state

SAT averages are adjusted for the percentage of students taking

the teat (Powell & Steelman, 1984), the overall average residual

in the "yes" group is significantly lower than that for the "no"

group (~10.67 &nd 12.61, respectively; p < :@05). Log-linear

analyses confirmed the association betveen group and regicn (p <




TABULATION OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES

Response percentages by question for the "ongoing® aad

*implement® groups are summarized in Table 3. 1In each series of

three numbers; the first number is the percentage of respcnzes

from the group of sixteen states with iaﬁééiﬁéi teacher

competency examination programg; the second number is the

percentage of responses from the group of eleven astates "planning

to implement a program® within the next three yeara; and the last

number iz the percent of responses for the two groups combined.

For quastiona 1 through 9; 12, and 14, the responses s=um to 100

(+7- rounding error). For questions 1@, 11, 13, and i5,

respondents were instructed to check all applicable responses.

Response percentages vere rounded to the nesrest whole percent.
%ﬁé responses to aéééfiéﬁé 1-9 reveal =ome general

characteristica of the *ongoing” and *nlanned state programe":

fbr igé éiévéﬁ éiéiéé ﬁiaﬁhihﬁ to iﬁéié;éﬁé teacher ééi;éééncy

examination programs for beginning teachers vithin the next three

years, seven are scheduled to begin in 1485, three in 1986, and

one in 1987. Havever; these eleven states are much less certain

programs. While the majority of the etates vith "ongoing”

programe do include tests for these adminiastrators (63% and SOX,
respectively), only S5% of the atates "planning to implement a

progran® would test ;i;ﬁéipais and only 45% would test

superintender.’ Both groups appear to favor the Eééii%é of

supervisors (£ : and 64X, respectively), but "ongoing" pragranm

i9




more often than that planned by the "implement® group (36%).
"Ongoing® programs overvhelmingly report no state level

remediation for candidates who fail the competency examination

t88%), but the majority indicate that remediation is provided by

their teacher é;aiﬁing institutiona. The majority of states

"planning to implement a program® alsa anticipate no remediation

at the state level for candidates who fail (55%), but are less

sure about the possibility of remediation by the teacher training

institutions (36% yes, 18% no, 36% maybe). Thirteen percent of

the ié;éoingi programa also indicated that remediation vas
available at the local ievei.
Thirty-one percent of the "ongoing® programs responded that

they do not provide a one-year provisional certificate for those

vho fail their "field of specialization” examination. An even

doing s0. On the pomitive mide of that issue, 19% of “ongoing"
programs provide provisional certification but none of the
"planned" programs currently intend to do so. The accountability
data im similar with a small percentage of "ongoing" programs
(25%) currently ﬁéiﬁg their teacher competency examination
results as an accauntsbility test for teacher training

institutions, but none of the *planned" programs presently
anticipatee doing =a. The majority of states in both groups

preaehtiy do not plan to test airééay certified ééachers {87% and

64X, respectively). Only 13% of the "ongoing® programs do &0,

and none of the states in the implement group Eﬁiféiii& plan to

20
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do #c. While only 5@% of the “ongoing® programe have competency
testz in especial areas such as art, ﬁﬁéié. and ES§§iééi

anticipate having such tests. Howvever, it iz difficult to

generalize the data for questions S-9, mince a =wall porticn of
the *ongoing® programs and a more substantial portion of the
*planned® programs vere undecided or did not respond.

The dats for question 10 summarize the ongoing and planned

uses of teacher compétency examination program data: Respondents

them indicated multiple uses. All of the "wungoing® praograms and
a substantial majority of the "planned® programs (82%) are using

or will ume the results for teacher certification. Evalustion of

teacher training programe and institutions wvas also high on the

1ist for both groups, although a larger percentage of "angoing"
programa are using the results for this purpose than is
anticipated by states *planning® programe. A few of ihé
"ongoing® state projrams are using their resulta for contract
renevals and teacher evaluation (19% and 6%, respectively), but

sc. 0Of the four states currently uming teacher-competency

assesament resulta for accountability of state teacher-training
programs, two require 70% of the beginning teechers to pass for
the i;éiﬁiié E;ééi&i to receive staté approval, one requires &0%,

and one requires 60%.

-11-



teacher caﬁpetenci eﬂaﬁinatiané. Again, the questions alicved

multiple responses, and most réspandents marked more than one

éﬁiiéé: Among the =tates with 'ongoing' programs. S50 reported

using the National Teacher Examination (NTE\ Core Battery, NTE

Speciaity Area Eaams, or both (252 use both). Thirty eight

percent of the "ongoing® programs use National Evaluation Syétémé
(NES), Intran, California Achievement Teats (CAT),
Preprofessional Skills Test (PFST) commerciaily conatructed tests

and 25% use lccaiiy constrﬂcted tests. In contrast; only 272 of

the 'imple-entation' group plans to use NTE exans. Tnirty-siﬂ

percent plan to use commerciaiiy conatructed tests tbegreea of
Reading Power; California Basic Edﬁcatibnal Skills Test (CBEST),

PPST. and NES) and 36% pian to construct their testz Locally. di

t’ése states nct uaing ar planning to use NTE exans,; the most

faVbrites. States with ;riting tests gplit 3 to S on
muit pie-choice vergue ess 59 queetions.

The ﬁajbrit§ of "cngoing® state préérama allovw an unlimited

number of retakes i?éii; but the majority of 'planned' prograns

are a= yet undecided on thisz imazue (75%): The *"ongoing" programs

are about evenly split betveen requiring the examinations to be

and aiibiing an uniimited number cf years

”\

passed within one yea
for candidates to pass (38% each): Again, the majori£§ of

pianned' programe are undecided about this izsue (64%).

22
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Forty-four percent (ceven states) with "ongoing® programs and

27% (three states) with *planned"” programs arc ueing or plan to
use teacher observation ae part of the program. In the *engoing"

programs, most teachers are observed three or more times in the
fall or spring by the principal and @ peer teacher and/or

external evalustor. Already certified teachersz are obzerved

evailuator, primarily to obtain information for local and other

use. Data for the three ﬁiéﬁﬁéé observational programs suggest
that a similar pattern vill be folloved. However, the "planned"

groupe program& do not currently Eﬁéiéiﬁéié ﬁéiﬁé sééf teachers
or state aéééiiﬁéﬁi personnel to evaluate éirééai certified
teachers. This group also believes that the results wiil be used
locally, but not for merit or promotion decisiona. All the
respondents in both groups said that the observational results
are, or would be, shared with the Séginhing teacher and that both

éi;éhéiﬁé and woaknesses are, or wculd be, stressed:

23
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In éééﬁéiy,

iblldiéiii:ir

Ongoing
Test principals,
superintendents;

and sBupervisors:

Seperate test for each
field of certification
and in special areas:

Qgggiﬂg

Training Instxtuiions

but not the State.

No provisional
certification.

§6 accountability for
Teacher Training
Programa:

No testing of already
certified teachers.

Hse resnita for Teacher
certification.

NTE teste plus some

other method:

Test besic skills and
some other areas:

lllow uniimtted retakea
for one or unlimited

the average profiles of the angoing,

Test principals
and supervi=ors.

Special area
testing.

Pianned

No atate reme-
diation but

possibly =some
€lsevhere.

No provizional
certification.

Undecided on
accountability.

No testing of

already certi-

fied teachers.
Use reaﬁlts for
Teacher certi-

fication.

Commercial plus
locally con-
structed tests.

Undecided on
test content.

Undecided on re-
takes or years .

ﬁiéhnea and

Combined

Test principals
and supervisgors.

Special area
testing.

Combined

Remediation by
Teacher Training
Iﬁétitﬁti§§§7£ﬁ£

not the State:
No proviéiOﬁéi

No accnuntability
for Teacher
Training Programs.
Na testing of
slready certified
teachers.

Hggirgsults fcr

Teacher certi-
fication.

NTE plus other
commercial tezts.

speciality areé,

and7ar teaching
methods.

Uniimited réiéﬁé;.

years. to pass the exam.
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competency examination will pot be given a provisional teaching

certificete; one state indicates that those who fail will be

given a temporary certificate but oniy for one year, and three

=tates are undecided. Again, these data are markedly at odds

with those for &tates that already have a program or plan to

implement one within the next three years. The latter groups

appear to be more definite in refusing to grant failures even a
temporary one-year certificate:

The results of teacher-competency examinations can be used
for a variety of purposes--ranging from their use for certifying
teachers to uzing them az an accbﬁﬁiéiiiiiy test for
teacher-training programs and institutions. Seven of the mtates
plan to use the test results for teacher cariificéiibﬁi one state
plans ib uge ihé &éia ib évéiﬁété iéééﬁéiiéiéiﬁiﬁé S?SS?éﬁé; one
state planas to provide the éeécher-irainiﬁé iﬁéiiiuiibn iiiﬁ
feedback regarding the success of their graduates; and two states
ﬁiéﬁ to use the results of the teacher competency prograi to
evaluate the teacher-training institution. Although three states
plan to use teacher-competency data to evaluate teacher-training

proéiiﬁﬁ and institutions, none of the states presently plan %o
use the data as an accountability test as is done in Florida. On
the éaﬁé§éiy, tva of the states said no. Six of the states vere

still undecided.

oo
i

‘ ‘ - -15-




The majoriiy of those states éi;ééay aéing or pianning to use

to new teachers; that is; teachers already certified will not be
tested. The data fé? Eﬁe *?eé/ﬁaybei groﬁp are gimilar éiiﬁéééﬁ
ﬁéi ié ihe game degree (33% vs. 78%). TE;éé éééies (25“) ﬁiaﬁ to

eduoation, aithough they are unoertain of the date when the
program vill be implemented. Seven (59%) states are undecided,
vhile tvo states (16%) have no euon~pian§. knile it is true that
theee data are markedly different from thoee atates that have or

are pianning to have specialized area tests, one must remember

that here, a8 vell as in ather seotions of the report the large

number of 'Undeoided' etates may make what appears to be a

signifioant difierenoe now;, of l1ittle importance later when the

Questions 12 and 13 address the content and construction of
teacher-competency examinations: Although the guestions
permitieo multiple reéponéeé, at no time 3ié éé ééé; receive

multiple responges from more than one or two atates. The

“Undecided® effect vas evident ihfoughbﬁé and iz to be expected

considering that these 12 statee are only oontemplating

implementing a teaoher oompetenoy examination; No doubt they are
in the midst of deliberations; or their plans sre 86 nebulous
that they have not given too much thought to such things as the
éonieni and conéiruoiioﬁ oi éﬁé éééi— %ié poeeipie ugses of ihe

test rééulie; vhether to u uge a commércially-prepared test =uch as

the NTE, vhether to contract with gome external agency such as

26




NES to construct their test, whether to construct their awn
instrument(s) and tne like. xeépiné thiz in 1 mind. ve ééé that

one state iiaﬁé to use CBEST, one =tate plans to emplcy the PPST,

ane Etate plang to gather their data bf means of observation, tia
states plan to use both the NTE Core ] Battery and Specialty Area,

and one state plana to use the NTE Specialty Areas cnly. At this

time. fcur states are still undecided regarding their
instrumentation: For the tvo states not planning tc use the NTE
examinaticns. one state indicated (as vas true ﬁiti ﬁe "cngcing

and ‘plan to" states) that they planned to test basic gkills

treading, writing, and mathematics). The other state ﬁiéﬁaéa to

téét content areas of curriculum téééﬁiné methods, "Professional
Education Core® and Classroom ﬁanaéement. ﬁkéﬁ ééﬁed vhether
teacneré iill Ee ﬁériitted to retake the ccﬁﬁetencﬁ examination
as many times as tﬁef ;iahed; one state szaid "Yes" while six
states vere undecided.

observation in their teacher caﬁﬁéiéﬁa; examination. Although

all three statee vere undecided as tc when beginning teachers

will be cbserved or how many times they vill be cbserved one of

the states plannEd to use a combination of the S?iﬁéiééi; peer
teacnei; and external evaluator ae their obaervation team; two
stetes (17X) vere undecided; and one state (8%) vas contemplating

observing teachers after they have been certified. Of the three

statea planning to observe already certified teachers, twc vere

undecided a2 to vho would make the observation. The third state

said the ﬁrincipal and an as yet unspecified ;other' would make




the obaservation. At thiz time, all three states planning to
implement observation of certified teachers as part of their

teacher-competency sssessment program vere undecided as to how
the results of the observationz veré to be used.
It i interesting to note that of the three states (25%)

planning to include cbzervaticn of nev teachers in their

competency examination program; two states indicated that they
plan to share the resultz vith the teachers, and one state vas

questionnaire where it is perfectly normal to be "undecided"

about something, but ve believe that thiz iz not one of thenm:

Regardless of how the results of any examination are to be used,

ve ii;;ii believe that ihééé rééﬁiié éﬁﬁﬁld be shared vith the
examinees, who in thia case are new teachers. Of the tvo states
;iéﬁiiﬁﬁ to share iﬁé competency iééi resulte with their new
teachers, both indicated they intended to stress both strengths
and veaknesses:

In susmary, although in many items the modal (and actually in

some cases a large majority) response waa “undecided®, in. some

areaz there vas a strong "No® position: For example, over fifty

they initiate a teacher competency examination 5§6§;§;5 they plan

no testing of principals, supervisgsors, or
superintendents;

>

B. to use the results of teacher competency examd for
certifying new teachers;
teacheras and point out both strengths and
veaknesses.

28
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On the other hand; a majority of the "Ye /Maybe' states do

not plan to test teachers vho are certified: Finaiii, a ;éiéiiiy

of the 'Yes/ﬂaybe' states are stiii undecided about

A. having a separate test for each field in which they
vish certification;

B. providing remediai/counseling facilities either at

the state level or at teacher training Anstituticons

examination,

C. giving candidates who fail the test & provizional
teaching certificate;

examinaticn B8 an accountability tool as is done in
Florida;

E. having oompetency examinations in speciaiized areas

such as art;, music, physical education, etc.;

F. hov many times candidates who fail will be permitted
to retake the examination;

G. bhovw nany years beginning teachers vill be given to

pas8 the co-petency examination,

H. vhether already certified teachers viii be observed'

I vhether or not observaticn vill be part of the
teacher ccmpetency assessment program,,and if it is,

results of the observation wiil be used'

J. vwhat NTE content areas will be tested.
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DISCUSSION

The responses of the "Yem/Maybe" group were more difficult €g

analyze

because

reaponges.
i.
2.
<
4.
5.

than the data for the *ongoing® or "planned® programs

of the large number of undecided respondents and blank

Nevertheless, some clear trends vere ev1dent.

ihé,étsiéé with the 'on going' ur ‘planned' proqrams
(hereafter referred to as the "combined" _group) are

located in the South and East _region,; _are.

gnall ~to-medium in size, and have._ ﬁemocratic

governance. The "Yes/Maybe" states are found in the

West and Centrail regions, &re very-small-to-small

and are governed by Republicans. _Whether this.

suggests_ that teacher competency _programs may be
politicelly motivated i= conjectural.

Wﬁe eas the 'combined' groups are_ already testing or

planning to test principals, _supervisgors, and
sometimes_superintendents; the "Yezs/Maybe" group

vere quite definite that they do not plan to test

any supervisory staff for competency. Does this

mean that administratore are not being held partly
responsible for the deficiencies in American
education?

The. 'oombined' group said- there wa&g remediation
available at the teacher training institution=s but
not from the state, the "Yes/Maybe" statez indicated
that this iszsue vas s8till undecided.

All the states using, planningitoiuse in the

immediate future, or talking about using

teacher-competency examinations were in agreement

that provisional certification would not be given to

those who fail the test. This does not meen that

they will not be able to retake the test an

unlimited number of times: It does mean, hovever.

that until new. teachers pasa the competency

examination, they will not (except iii a fev isolated

inetances) be permitted toc teach. This augure vell
for attempts to kReep_ incoﬁﬁetéﬂt new teachers out of
our classrooms=. We can only regret that it does not
help remove those incompetents already there.

intention of using the teacher competency
examination as an accduntabiiii‘y tool for
teacher- training institutiaons.
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€. Whereas the "combined" groups had already selected

either the NTE or some other commerical competency

test, as expected;, =states in the "Yes=/Maybe" group

vere stiii looking.

7. The modal response for all states vas that they vere
ﬁé;ﬁéﬁéf,ié?é,é%éﬁﬁiﬁé to use the re=sults_of the

teacher-competency. examination primariiy far -
certification purposes. If this iz so, opposition

to such programs from teachers’ organizations shculd
be less cogent 8ince it would appear that the

programg_are_ designed primarily for new_ teachers

{therefore; already -zrtified teachers are
protected) and wiill nnt be used to awvard =alary
incrementa or promotione.

8. All those atates already using, pianning to use, or

Just discussing the use of teacher- ccmpeteﬁcy

examinationa . stress the baaic skilla rather than
some professional body of knawledge. This guggests

that the impetua of the teacher-competency program

that our . pnblic achuoi gradnatee ﬁill be literate,

afticnlate, ~and able to compute. Of course, this

our schools by the variaus conniaeions and reparte.

Oddly _ enongh, the emphasis on knovledge of cne'’s.

subject matter iz either already assumed to exist,
or the various atates are using programs that focus

on the three R’ sao as to resist teacher rebellion

and/or the public’s criticism:

9. iiiSnﬁgh ﬁdéi éiaieé ieéiiﬁé fbr ieécher c&ﬁﬁetéﬁéy

and geueral pedagogicai knoviedge, a fev states

s8till assess the basic skills that one would expect

of _the typical high school graduate. We find it

somevhat disappointing that such winimal =
campetencies are expected of a college graduate.

Sandefur (1984), this inconaistency could be cauaed b?
differences in definition. Our atudy examined teacher competency
examination ﬁ}aéiaﬁéi Sandefur counted all teacher certification

programsa.
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CONCLUSIONS

Aithough one might have hypotheei‘ed that there vould ke a
great deal of difference among the viewe of various states
reﬁéraiﬁé the purposes bf. ﬁeed for, and use of
teacher-competency examinations, such differencéé &ia not seem to
be evident in this survey. Granted there vere some minor
&ifferEﬁcééi but generally speaking, the dimcrepancies occurred

on vhat ve perceive to be minor issues such as (1) testing of all
supervisory staff or (2) the number of retakes ta be allowved
failing candidates and the numher of years they ibﬁi& Ee §10eﬁ to
ﬁéés the competency eﬁéﬁiﬁéiieﬁ. Fai the "meat and Bé%éi&es'
igsues much as (1) issuing provimional certificates to those who
fail the ieEcﬁer-caﬁbeieﬁcy exémiﬁétioh; ¢2) using the test
results for accountability of teacher-treining institutions, (3)

focusing on the tseting of hasic sRills, and (4) pratecting

already certified teachers, there vasz minimal dizagreement.

There vag even a consengus that the results of the
teacher-competency examination be used for certifying new
teachers and not for other administrative decisicns such as merit
ﬁay or salary decisiona.

Yes, we have come a long way in less than a decade--from
ﬁ;éii; three states in ié;; ib 56 states in 1985 that vere
ﬁéﬁdéied ib test the éEEBEEeiéi of their teachers. fﬁere is a
variety of teacher conpetency examinations programs ranging from
those given 59 the states to those given by & city or county
school system; thome that are used for certification purposes and

those that are used to certify not thé teacher but the




teacher-training ;?éé?éﬁ} those that stress the basic skills of
reading, writing, and arithmetic to those that also include
ﬁéééﬁééiééi?ﬁéiﬁaéé ﬁ;é;iéaéé; ihose iﬁéi are ﬁéﬁCii—éﬁd-ﬁépér in
nature to those that also contain a performance compenent: 1In

someé programs, the teacher competency tests are locally

Ly an independent counsulting agency is used:. Regardless of the
type of program; all chare a common concern of trying to improve
the quality of education in our schocls by employing only the

most competent teachers.

x1
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APPENDIX

éﬁﬁiér? of T2acher éompetendy Testing by State

STATE: ALABANA

ted by: State Board of Education (SBE) in 198al

Mand

Areats) tested: Professional knovledge and teaching field testse

Test(a) used: Locaiiy conatiucted vithzaseiatance from Natinnal
Evaluation Syatema (NES)

CONTACT PERSON: Dr. C C.,Baker o
Asaiatant Snperintendent,,,
. for Profeasional Services
State Department of Educzation
Room 404 State Office Building
Mantgomery, AL 36130
(205) 261-5290

STATE: ALASKA

NO PROGRAN

CONTACT PERSON: Ms. Charlie Mae Moore

Certification Supefvisor
Department of Education
Pouch F

> Juneau, Ak anii
STATE: ARIZONA

Mandated by: Legislature ;; 1979

Area(s) tested: Basmic ezills3 and profesaional knowledge

Test(s) used: Locally constructed testa and observation

CONTACT PERSON: Nr. William Hnnter, Dtrectar
Arizona Department of Education
1835 W. Jefferason
Phonenix, AZ 85007

(602) 255-5417

(o]
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STATE: ARKANSAS

Mandated by: Legislature in 1979

Area(s) tested: ééﬁﬁﬁﬁiqaiign skilla, subject specialty,
profegasional and general knowledge

Teat(a) used: NTE?

CONTACT PERSON: Clearaﬁce Lovell

. trkggggn Department of Education
4 Capitol NMall ]
Littie Rock, -AR 72201

(501) 371-1474

STATE: CALIFORNIA

Mandated by: Legisiature in 1981
Area(s) tested: Basic skills
Teat(s) used: California Basic Education Skiils Test (NTE)

CONTACT PERSON: Richard w. Watkins o
Consultant for Bxaninations
Commission on Teacher Credentialing
1020 O Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 322-5988

STATE: COLORADO

Mandated by: Legislature in 1981
Area(s) tested: Writing, Mathematics, and Oral English (Speech)

Teat(s) used: California lchieveneni Teat and Performance Assessment

CONTACT PERSON: M. D. Spuritn
Supervisor, Teacher Certification Unit
383 W. Colfax Avenue
Denver; CO 80204
(303) 573-3376
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STATE: CONNECTICUT

Mandated by: SBE in 1982 ‘.0 become effective in 1986

Areata) teated: Baaic ak;iie, profesaional knovledge and

on-the-job performance

Teat(a) used: Lacéii9-666§iabéd, béérééé;ai Reading Pover,
subject-area, and observation

CONTACT PERSON: éi. éi;i&éé ié&ﬁéané

(203) S66-2630
STATE: DELAWARE

Mandated by: SBE in 1982
Area(s) tested: Basic skilis

Te:t(-) used' HTE PPST

CDNTACT PERSDH: Dr,,Eryin H-r-ﬁ .

State Depart-ont of Public Inatruction
Box 14202 -

Daover; DE 19963

{302) 736-4688

STATE: DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

NO PROGRANM
CONTACT PERSON: Mra. Herle BL Bgah _
Director, Teacher Appraisal Proceaa
415 12th Street, N.W.
Pres. Bldg. #602
Waahington, D.C. .
(202) 724-408@ Ext. 59




STATE: FLORIDA

Mandated by: Legisiature in 1978

Area(s) tested: Basic skille, professional knowledge, and

performance evaluation

Test(s) used: tocally-developed testa and obaervation

CDHTACT PERSDH: Dr. Thglaa H, Eisher, tdnintstrator

Asgessment, Testing, and Evaluation Services

State Department of Education
S80 Knott Building
Talahasaee, FL 32301

(904) 488-8198

STATE‘ GEORGIA

Mandated by: SBE in 1978

Areatlsa) tested: Réiaiﬁﬁ, nathe-atica aﬁ& hasic knnvledge in teaching

field, performance evaluation

Teat(m) used: Obaervation and teat aéﬁéiéiéa By N.E:S.
CONTACT PERSON: Dr. J. William Leach; Director
Divisiun 01 Staff Developnent

Tri' Tovers East
Atlsnta, GA 30334
(404) 656-2559

STATE: HAWAILIL

NO PROGRAN

CONTACT PERSON: James B,,Nohara. tduinistratnr
DOE;, Office of Personnel Services
P.0O. Box 2366 -
Honolulu, HI 96804
(808) 548-6353
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STATE: IDAHO

NO PROGRAN
CONTACT PERSON: Darrell K. Loosie, Supervisor
Teacher Education and Certificatior

Jordon Office Building

Boisge, ID 8372@
(208) 334-4713

STATE: ILLINOIS

NO PRDGRAH
CONTACT PERSON: Susan K-: Bentz. Ausiatant Superintendent
Illinoia State Board of Education
100 N. First Street
Springfield, IL 62777
(217) 782-3774

STATE: INDIANA

Mandated S}E Legialaturé in 1984 to become effective in 1985
Areats) iéiied. Congpggggiiggigg§;ig, ;};};;aional and generai
knovledge, subject apecialty

Test(s) used: NTE

CONTACT PERSON: Hr-l,ﬁancy Garoiyn Tayior

Continuing Education Conasultant
Room 231 State House
Indisnapolis, IN 46204

(317) 232-4396

STATE: IOWA

KD PRDGRAH

CONTACT PERSON: The Hannrable Rohort D. Benton o
Superintgndent _of Public_ Inatruction

G;;mgg State ﬁffice Buiiding

Dea Moines, IA 5S@319
(S15) 281-5294
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STATE: KANSAS

Mandated by: Legislature in 1984 to become effective in 1986

Areala) tested: Communication skills, general and profesasional
knaovledge

Teat(s) used: NTE Core Battery

CONTACT PERSON: Bert Jackson, Program Specialist
Kansas State Departasnt of Education
120 E. i10oth - - -
Topeka, KS 66612

(913) 296-7294

STATE: KENTUCKY

Mandated by: Legimlature in 1982 to become effective in 1985

lreala) tested Cnmmunicgtion akiiia,,generai and profeaaional

knovledge, subject specialty, and on-the-jaob

performance
Test(a) used: NTE and observation

CONTACT PERSON: Dr: Sidney Simandle; Director .
Divi-ion of Te.eher Education and Certification
office of Inatruction __ _
18th Floor-Capitol Plaza Taver
Frankfort, KY 40601

STATE: LOUISIANA

Mandated: Legi-lature in 1977

Area(s) tested: Communication s -kitis, ééﬁé?éi and professional
knovledge, subject specialty
Test(s) used: NTE
CONTACT PERSON: Robert Crew; Director
Tonchor Cortification —
P.O. Box 44046 o
Baton Rouge, Li 70804
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HD PRDGRAH

CONTACT PERSON:

NO PROGRAN

CONTACT PERSON:

Steve Hamblin, Director
Teacher Certification
Department of Education
Station 23 -

Augusta, ME 04333
(207) 289-2441

Dr. Herman Behiing

Aasistant State Superintendent for Certification
-- & Accreditation

Maryland State Department of Education

200 W. Baltimore Street
Baltimore, MD 21201
STATE: MASSACHUSETTS
NO PROGRAN
CONTACT PERSON: Thomas P. O'Connor; Director. . ,

STATE: MICHIGAN
NO PROGRAN

CONTACT PERSDN:

Teacher Preparation,

Teach Certification & Placement
Masamachu=etts Department of Education

1385 Haancock Street >
Quincy, MA 02184

(617) 770-7529

Dan luatin, SuperVi-or __

,,,,, 48909
(3517) 373 1924
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STATE: HIKNESOTA

NO PROGRAN

CONTACT PERSON: Dr: George B: Droobie, Manager
Personnel-Licensing & Placement
State of Minnesota
Department of Educetion

610 Capitol Square Building
St. Paul, MN 55101
(612) 296-2046

STATE: MISSISSIPPI

Mandated by: Legislature in 1982 to become effective in 1986

Area(s) tested: General and professionel knovledge, communication
skills, subject aspecialty and on-the-job performance

Teat(a) used: NTE and observation
CONTACT PERSON: Dr. Jane B. Woodruff
P.O. Box 771
Jackson, MS 39205
(601) 2359-3433

STATE: NISSOURI

NO PROGRAM

CONTACT PERSON: James Friedebach
P.0. Box 480.
Jefferson City, MO 65102
(314) 751-1395

STATE: MONTANA
NO PROGRAN
CONTACT PERSON: Dr. John R: Voorhias, Dire

c
Teacher Education; Certifi
& Staff Development

tor
cation

Helena, MT 59620

(406) 4244-4447
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STATE: NEBRASKA

MO PROGRAM
CONTACT PERSON: Dr. John §1:¥§§g§ié.,biiééié§

- Staff Development
Office af Public. Instruction
Helbna. HT 5962@

(406) 444-4447

STATE: NEVADA

NO PROGRAN
CONTACT PERSON: a;a;g; iarria; _Acting Director

4@0 Wgst King ,
Carsaon City, NV 89710

(702) 885-3130
STATE: NEW HANPSHIRE
i!ﬁ&iiéd by: SBE in 1984 to become effective in 1985

Area(s) teated: Baaic Skillas

Test(a) used: NTE-PPST

CONTACT PERSON. Gccrgé H. Lewis, Snpervtaar

Office of Teacher Education &
B, Pro:feusianul Standards

Nev Hampshire State Depariment of Education
121 Pleasant Street
Concord; NH 03301

(603) 271-2407

STATE: NEW JERSEY

Mandated hyx SBE in 1984 to hecome offective in 1985

Aresia) teated: §u5366£:ﬁiiii§ and teaching performance masessment

Teat(a) uaed: HTE mpeciaslty area and observation

CONTACT PERSON: 5?; Celeate ﬁ:ﬂggg;o. Director

Teacher Certification & Academic Credentials
3535 Quakerbridge Road, CN 503
Trenton, NJ - @8625

' t60'9) 588-3100
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STATE: NEW NEXICO

Mandated by: SBE in 1981

Arééiéi iééiédé Conmunication skiils, profeéaional and general

knovledge, subject specialty

Test(a) used: ﬁTE

CONTACT PERSON: Dr. Carroil H: Hall, D‘rector
Evaluation, Teating, & Data Hanagement
State Departnent aof Education
Education Building
Sante Fe;, NM 87501
(505. 827-6526

STATE: NEW YORK

Handated by‘ SBE in 1982

Area(s) teated: Communication skilla, general and professional
knovledge

Teat(a) used: MNTE Core Batter/
CONTACT PERSON' Dr.,Vincent C.. Eazzetta, Director
Divimion of Teacher Certification
State Education Department )
Room SA11 Cultural Education Center
Albany, NY 12230

(518) 474-3901

STATE: NORTH CAROLINA

Mandated by: SBE in 1978
Arééiéi iiéié&: Connuni;;tion nkiiin, profeanional and general
knovledge and subject specialty

Test(e) umed: NTE

CONTACT PERSON: J. Arthur . T.yior. Directnr
Division of Certification )
State Department of Public Inatruction
114 Weat Edenton Street
Raleigh; NC 27611
(919) 733-4125
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STATE: NORTH DAKOTA

NC PROGRAN
CONTACT PERSON: Ordean M. Lindemann
Directnr of Teacher Certification

Bisaarck. ND 58505

STATE: OHIO

NO PROGRAM
CONTACT PERSOK: Dr. Rohert Bowers, Aasistant Superintendent
Ohio Department of Education
65 S. Front .
Columbus, OH 43215
(614) 466-2329

STATE: OKLAHOMA

Mandated Bii tégiéiaiure in 1980
iriéiii tested: §65556§ speciaity éé;étéi and obaervation
Test(s) used: Locally constructed vith amsistance of N.E.S.
éﬁﬁTACT ééﬁéﬁﬁ: Drl,38;e;h R. weever, Dtrector
Teacher Educetibn, Testing, & Staff Development

2592,“.,Lincoln , L
Oklahoma City, OK 73105
(495) 521-3607

STATE: OREGON

Mandated B?é Teacher Standarda und Practices Comniseion in 1984 to

become effective in 1987

Area(s) teated: Basic skills

Teatis) used: CBEST or CAT

CONTACT PERSON: ﬁiCﬁira é. jéﬁii, Executive Secretary

730 12th Street, S.E.

Salem, OR 97310
(S03) 378-6627
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STATE: PENNSYLVANIA

Mandated by: SPBE in 1984 to become effective in 1987

Areala) tested* Basic. Ekilié, professionai and general knowledge,

subject specialty

Test(s) used. Undecided

COHTACT PERSDN. Dr.,Eegﬁi E; §EEEE, Chief
Division of. Te:eher Preparation
- and Certification o
Pennszlvania Department of Education
333_Market Street

Harrisburg, PA 17126
(717) 787-3470

STATE: RHODE ISLAND

NO PROGRAN

CONTACT PERSON: Edward L. Dambruch, Director
Teacher Educatian and Certification

Rhode Island Department of Education
22 Hayes Street .
Providence, RI 02928

STATE: SOUTH CAROLINA

Mandated bjy: Legisiature in 1979

Area(g) tested: Cammunicatian skiils, general and prafeaaionzi

knovledge, perfo-mance evaluation, and subject
specialty

Teat(a) uaed: HTE and locaily developed proficiency exam in

non-NTE areaa;, observation

CONTACT PERSON: B;Eis w. ﬁiﬁi; §ﬁbér61§bf
Room 603 Rutiidééfauilding

Columbia, SC 29201
(803) 758-8610 Ext. 21
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STATE: SOUTH DAKOTA

NGO PROGRAM

CONTACT PERSON: The Honorable James 0. Hansen
State Superintendent of Elementary &
Secondary Education
Rneip Building .

700 North Illinois Street
Pierre, SD 57501

STATE: TENNESSEE

Mandated by: SBE in 1979

Area‘'s) tééieaz Comnunication akiiia. generai and professianal
knoviedge, =subject specialty

Temt(s) uasd: Lo cally constructed apecialty testa and NTE
CONTACT PERSON: Dr. Joyce McLarty
125 Cordall Hull Building
Naahville. TN 37219

(615) 741-1644

STATE: TEXAS

Mandated i}i SBE and Legialatnre in 1981 to become effective
in 1586

Area(s) tested: Baaic aRill-, professional knowledge, subject

specialty

Test(s) uaed: Eéé;iiy conatructed
CONTACT PERSON: Nolsn E. Wood, Jr., Director

Texas. Education Agency
Auatin, TX 78701
(512) 834-4090

ND PRDGRKH

CONTACT PERSON: §;§iﬁ é; ﬁéisgh :
250 - East 5th South
Salt Lake City, UT a&4iii

-39- 48



STATE: VERMONT

NO PROGRAN

EONTACT PERSON: The Honorable _Stephen S: Kaagan
Canmigg}gngriggiEdncation
Hontpeiier, VT 05602
(802) 828-3135

STATE: VIRGIKIA

Mandated by: SBE in 1980

Arééié) tested: Qngunicatiﬁn aki;ls. general and profesaional

knovledge, subject specialty, on-the- job
assessgmaent

Test(=s) uaed: NTE and observation

CONTACT PERSON: Br. 35093 H. Patton - - o S
Director of Teacher Education & Certification
Department of Education
P.D. Baox 60 .
Richnand, VA 23216

t804) 225-2097
STATE: WASHINGTON

NO PROGRAN
CONTACT PERSON: 5r. Theedore Angrgggiibiréééar

Superintendent of Public Instruction
Old Capitol Building, FG 11
Olympia, WA 98504

(206) 753-3222
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STATE: WEST VIRGINIA

Manduted by: SBE in 1982 to become effective in 1985

Area(s) teated: ﬁuﬁﬁﬁﬁicéiidﬁ75?;1;§E,ééﬁéiéi,éﬁé,;;éééééié;éi

knovledge; subject-matter aspecialty

Test(s) used: NTE Core Battery, content mpecialization testa
developed by NES and on-the-job performance assessment
CONTACT PERSON: Hovard Kardatzke, Unit Coordinator
Teacher Educatioa

B-304 Capitol Complex
Charleaton, WV 25305
(304) 348-7017

STATE: WISCONSIN

NO PROGRAM
CONTACT PERSON: Kathryn Gilbert, Project Director

22 S. Strethfield Circle
Madison, WI 53707
(608) 266-17aa

STATE: WYOMING

NO PROGRAN

CONTACT PERSON: Dr:. Dennia Donohue; Director -
Teacher Certification & Accreditation
Wycming Department of Education
Hathavay Building
Cheyenne; WY 82001
(307) 777-6261




APPENDIX NOTES

lﬂandated date dnes not alvays connote implenentation date. The
mandated date only refers to the yesr in which the legislation was

passed.

’California, Colorado, Hawaii, Maine, Montana, Oregon, South Dakota, .

and Texas use_the NTE and Kansas,; Neoraska, Nevads, and West Virginia

use the PPST a8 either an alternative apprnved program. as a

graauation ieqnirenent. aa an - alternative to course vork, or as an
additional endoraement. We did not consider these uses in our

snalygsims of the data; mince ve vere interested in the instrument(s)

used in the priwmary certification program.

3E&§ic Skills includes teats of Réaaiﬁg. writiﬁg; and Mathematica.
“Unless othervise designated NTE refers to both the Core Battery and
Specialty Area teats.
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Status of Teacher Coapetency Programs by State*

TABLE |

Arkaasas
taiifornia
Coioraao
Deiavare
Fiorlca

Louisiana

Nev Rexico
New_York

Nortn Laroiina
Okianowa
South Caroiina
Tennessee
Yirginia

fotal § 16

[ i E——

inpiement

1-3 years

onnecticut

ingiana
Kansas
Kentucky -
Rississippi
New Hampshire
New_dersey

Texas
pest Virginia

1

yngeciged

Hawai |

loano -
[11inois
narylana
Montana

Rnoge isiana
Soutn Dakota

Wisconsin

12

— 2

massachusetts
nichigan_
Binnesota
missouri
North- Dakota
Versont
Washington
Wyoming

T
2

thanges that nave occurreg since that time.
** Pius District of Coiumpnia
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TABLE 2

ﬂeuograpmc Percentages By Teacner Conpetency Program Status

= =222 ==z

Freauency distributions Contingency Tabies
- ~ Iwpiemenrt o e
Silt Ongoing 1-dyears  unaeciged None ES*(54%; MO%1468) narginals
very Saari i<laiiiions. oi 9| 50:0 364 71 435 .0
Seail (1-5 mitiion) 56:3 45:5 333 45.5 5.0 39:1 6.0
neaium (516 aiiiion) 25 2.3 8:0 18.2 25.9 8:1 18:0
targe (210 miiiion] i2:5 8.2 i6.7 0.0 4.8 8.7 12.0
REGION
est B 9 i 0:5 8 2.0
centrai 0.0 18.2 a1 45.5 1.4 43.5 24,0
Soutn 62:5 364 0.0 0:0 51.9 0:0 28.0
fast 2.5 3.4 6.7 2.3 22.2 2.1 22.0
GOVERNOR'S PA
,,egoéféi B0 58 B35S 6.7 8.6 6
Repupiican 25.0 5.5 16.7 45.5 33.3 30.4 32.0
LEGISLATIVE MAJORITY (Senate-nouse}
 emocrat-Democrat 81.3 63.6 56.3 63.6 .1 §0.9 66.0
iepunncan-ﬂepuoncan 12.5 21.3 33.3 21.3 18.5 30.4 4.0
Rixea 6.3 9.1 8.3 9.1 1.4 8.1 8.0
RGnT 0 NORK LAWS
fes 62.5 3.4 3.3 21.3 51.9 30.4 i2.0
Mo 3.5 63.6 66.1 1.7 8.1 69.6 58.0
AVERAGE SAT TOTAL
80 0.8 0.0 IR o0 6l
850-899 3.3 5.5 2.0 18.2 3.0 0.1 30.0
900-949 8.0 18:2 8.3 18.2 14 13.0 10.0
950-999 43.8 .3 25.0 21.3 31.0 2.1 32.0
2 1900 6.3 9.1 4.7 36.4 1.4 39.1 22.0
gt TR RN T R T 00 25w
11-30 0.0 25.0 9.1 1.4 1.3 12.0
3-50 3 6 16:7 18:2 B3 a4 6.0
) 50 16.8 21.3 8.3 18.2 2.2 13.0 18.0
TOTAc § 1900 10020 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 166 6

. ungoing or manning 0. Ilojelent @ _Teacner competency exaltnrclor.

program witnin tne next three years:

** ynoecioea or no teacner competency progras




TABtE 3
uuestvonnsure Percentages ror States vutn Ongoing anu States Ptannlng to llplelent Teaéner eonpetency

—memres s

ss8s==2

A WA PN
e &1 e e

.

15.

Question Response Percentaces — - — -

. use or leaéner Coupetency Test

Progran-Resuits?
100,82(93) Certify leacners
38,21(34) Evai, Teaen. Trai., Institutions
31,18(26) tvai, Teacn. Train. Programs
6,18(11) Evai. Ssecial Area Teacners
19,0(11) Contract. Renevai -
13;9011)

6:0(8)
iypes of Teacner Competency Assessment!
84;18(33) NIT Core dattery

31,9(22) NTE Speciaity Area

38,36{37) Otner-Commerciai Test
25,36(29) tocaiiy Constructea Test
44,27(31) Ooservation

uu-inistratlue Evaication

escner Evaivation

5'0(‘) I!reg _IZ

75;27(55) uniimitea

|9 73(41) WA; unoeciged

uBS:RVATIDu §7,3(10) states]

3. #Wnen? faii 86,61(80)

0. now-A3ny? One {4,0110)-

¢. Wnol Principal 100,i30811%0)
o, Post-Cert. Teacners? Yearly 51,67(69)-

¢. wno? Principai 43,67(50)

f. Mnyi ferit 29,0(20)

;:,!Es;;j L;,m;g;i ']18&, E [ 1]

Cbipetency jest for Principais? 63,55(60)* 31,35(30) 6.0(4) -
Compecency Test For Superiutenoents? 50,a5(48) 44,55(28) 6,0(3) -
§9!pg§g@cyfggs:fgor7§gpegyigo[g? 56764(59) 38,36(31) 6,014) -
Seperate iest for facn Fieia of o
Certification] , 56,36(48) 39;38(3?i 6:9(7) 0,18(7)
Eeleolationlﬁounsellng If rail TeSt! , . ,

8. at State Leveil. 6:947): 88,55(75) 0,36¢15) 6:014)
0. oy Teacner Tra:ning institutions? 63,36(52) 25,18(22) 6,36(18) 6,91}

. Provisionai Cercification if Fall e L . S
*fiein-of speciaiization™! 19,0{52) 31,64(a4) 6,9(7) 19,27(22)
tttountanllity for Teacner Training : S S
Programs?- 25, O(I‘) 69 36(22) 6,45(22) 0,18(8)
|g§57§;gggoyfﬁgrtjrggg leacnersl 13,0(8) 87,64(16) 0:9(2) 3,2101)
Competency Test in Arc, fusic, o o o
Pit., etcd 50,73(59) 38,21(34) 12:0(7) -

13. non-NTE Content Tested?
44,930} - )
50,9(33) Readlng
50,9(33) matnematics-
19,0{11) Humanistic Prof. Stuales
19,9(15) Benaviors! Prof. Stugies
25,9(18) Curricuium .

25,18(22) Teaching Aetnods

38,9(26) Speciaity Area

.6;0(4). Speech

4. Years to Pass Tast!l
38,0{23) One
6,0(4) Four
8,0(4) - Five
38,36(37) Untinitea
12,64(33) NA, Undecidged

Spring 57:67(60)
Tnree 43,33(40) -
txt. Eval. 71,61(70)
- -No  14,0010)
State Dept. 29,0(20)
43,67(50)

winter 29.67(40)

Two - Q4,e000) - -

peer Teach. 8§,l00£90)

Occasions|ly 29,0(20)

Peer Teacn. 43,0(30)
29,0(20)

Promotion tocal use

Yarfable i4,33(20)

Four +
Otner
o 'A
Otner
Otner

29,0420

43,33(40}
-0,33110)
31,33(30)
43,33(40)

dngoing, iapienent (Comdineo)
NO answer Or not appiicapie




el TABLE

Questtonnélre Percentages ror States Eonswermg A Teacner-Conpetency Progral

[ Quest4on ResgonseAPercentaggakggggf

- = 7Q__UEBEI6ITL,777: oo ITITIo Es. !.0, &Yg W_MSE
i. Competency Test rfor E§§;gu;gngeacu§rs ik 25 1. 58 0
2: Competency Test for Principais (12)° 8 59 3 0
3. Competency Test for Supervisors (12) 0 15 25 0
4, Competency Test for Superintendents. (IZ) 0 15 25 -0
5. Separate Test for £acn Fleld of Certificz.ion (8) 9 9 50 32
6. Remegial/Counseiing If Fail Test? (8) - - -
a. At State Level- o 9 58 32
B 5 By Teacner-lraining lnstltutlonsz ] 0 9 58 3
1. Provisional Certification If Faii Fiela of - - -
~ Speciaiization? (5) - 9 -9 33 19
8. Accountanility for Ieacner Trainnng Prograas? (8) 0 17 50 13
9, Test Alreaay Certifiea Teacners? (7) 0 kX 2 2
10, cblpetency Test In Art, usic, P.E., (12) 25 16 59 0
Il use of Teacner Coibetency Test Progran 13. Non lTE Content Tested (S)
Resuits?- (11)
581 Certify Testhers - R 20: Readlng
91 Evaluate Teacners Trng.- Institutions 201 Mathematics- -
171 tvaluate Teacter Trng. Programs: 0% Humanistic Prof. Studies
9% feeoback to Teacher Trng. [nstit. -0y Behavioral Prof. Studfes
U1 Contract Renewai 208 Carriculum
03 Acministrative Evaiuation 20 Teaching Methods
- 0% Teacner Evaluation 9% Specialty Area
25% N0 Response -0 Speech- :
S S - 201 Prof. - Education Core
12. Types-of Teacner Competency Assessaent --- 201 Classroom Management
0% NTE Core Battery Oniy 20! Writing (Essay)-
173 80Tn NTE Core ana Speclalty Area 201 Hriting (Objective)
91 nIE Specialty Area Only 401 Undecided

17¢ Otner Commerciai Test
-91 Ooservation

111 Unoeciaed

581 mo Response

inese. states are still undeciged as to wnether or not tney wlil Inltlate a teacner-colpetency cxaainatlon progran.

in time; some may ano otaers may not:

2 tne nusoers.in pnrentneses refer to the n nusoer of states that answered tne question. The percentages were

computea using the totai numoer (12) of states considering a program except for

tne final question wnere N=3.

3 Tne one state plannlng to test prlncipals vlll require a score of 44 or more on the Miiler Analogies Test pius passing

an orai ana written examination (unspecified as to content).

55
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o 'ABLE : (Contlnued)

i4, Retakes talowea? 15. Years to Pass jest!
9 Yes ¥Mwo
50% unoecioeo 7 911 Undeciaea/NA

413 No Response

|6. OBS:RVATION (3 states contenplatlng nut Uﬂdec]aea)

a. wnen) - ungecigea (10g)

0. low-Many Times? tngeciged (lag)

c. Wo? (). . Principal (33)  pger Teacner (33) External Evaluator (33)
0. Post-Cert. Teacners? (3)  Contempiated (33) (ngecided (33)

e. Wno? (3) Principal (33) ynecidea (33)

f. Wyl (3). unoecigea (109)

9. Snareg witn Teacners Yes (67) WMo (33)

n. Wnat stressea? satn,strenetns ang veaknesses (57) Undeciged (33)

—
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