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The Call for Reform
The issues with respect to teacher preparation assessment—
the "hows" and "whys" of raising standards—are clear and
have been well defined and described by previous papers in
this book. The New York experience with these issues began
in June 1996, when the New York State Board of Regents
adopted new learning standards for students in our
elementary, middle, and secondary schools. The mastery of
these standards by students is assessed through a rigorous
and comprehensive set of Regents Examinations. It was soon
after the adoption of these standards that the results of the
schools' performance on the annual School Report Cards—
issued by the New York State Department of Education for
each school and school district in the state—identified some
significant deficits, notably:

• In 1997, only 23 percent of graduates from high-needs
districts received Regents diplomas, compared to 53
percent in the rest of the state.

• In 1997, only 74 percent of third-grade students from
high-needs districts scored above the statewide reference
point in reading, compared to 95 percent in the rest of the
state.

• The poorest performance comes from students in schools
with the fewest experienced teachers, the most teachers
with temporary licenses, the lowest teacher salaries, and
the highest teacher turnover.
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• Teacher salaries in the high-needs schools or school
districts are 17 percent lower than in the rest of the state.

• The teaching force is not sufficiently diverse. Some
44 percent of the state's schoolchildren are minorities, but
only 15 percent of the teaching force are minorities.

• There are insufficient numbers of graduates in high-need
fields (e.g., the sciences, mathematics, bilingual educa-
tion, special education, technology education, home and
career skills) to meet the need in all areas of the state.

• Although New York certifies at the initial regular level
approximately 20,000 teachers annually, fewer than 6,000
actually pursue and acquire state employment in any
given year. In addition, 100,000 teachers will be needed
over the next 10 years to compensate for retirements and
other attrition. One sixth of would-be teachers statewide
fail to achieve qualifying scores on one or more parts of
the New York State Teacher Certification Examinations
(NYSTCE®). At metropolitan New York City sites, one
third of those taking the exams fail. The quality of
teacher preparation varies markedly, with pass rates on
the exams ranging from as low as 30 percent to 100
percent among the 112 teacher preparation institutions. It
is a sobering fact that 11 percent of New York City
teachers are not certified in the areas they teach,
compared to 4.5 percent statewide, and 12 percent of the
teachers in schools with a high percentage of minority
students are not certified, compared to 5.4 percent in
schools having a low percentage of minority students.

Clearly, these facts call for a dramatic reform in teaching—in
the way in which New York recruits, prepares, certifies, and
continues to educate teachers—that is as sweeping as the
1996 reform of elementary, middle, and secondary education.
High standards must drive this reform. We are requiring
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higher standards of learning from students and from schools.
Similarly, we must require higher standards from teachers
and from all those who prepare and support them.

One New York Response
While there are reform efforts underway in New York, let me
focus here on the New York Report Card. For the past two
years, the New York State Education Department has
published Annual Institutional Results Reports that are based
on the self-reported institutional affiliation of test-takers.
These publicly released reports were adjusted minimally by
colleges via a "roster-verification process" in which registrars
of the various institutions of higher education are asked to
note whether or not the individual test-taker actually is/has
been in a program at the college. We have assured colleges
that the same roster-verification process will be used for the
institutional data that are to be released publicly this year
(summarizing the 1997–98 program year results). Rosters to
be verified were sent to college registrars by the end of
September, with data summarized by National Evaluation
Systems a month later, allowing a late November 1998 public
release of the 1997–98 Annual Institutional Results Report.

However, 1998 is a transition year. In July the State Board of
Regents released a report titled "New York's Commitment:
Teaching to Higher Standards." This report proposes that
collegiate programs be de-registered if the pass rates on the
NYSTCE tests fall below 80 percent. The department's
implementation schedule for recommendations contained in
the report is as follows:

1. 1997–98 pass rates on teacher certification examinations
for all institutions are to be published in November 1998.

2. Institutions with a pass rate below 80 percent are to
submit a plan for corrective action by February 1999.
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3. Teacher education institutions with a second year of pass
rates below 80 percent are to be notified in November
1999 that their program will be de-registered if the
passing standards, along with other criteria, are not met
by the next reporting year.

4. Teacher education institutions with pass rates below the
80 percent standard for three successive years, in
addition to noncompliance with other standards, are to
be de-registered starting November 2000.

We have also promised colleges that we are shifting to
another reporting base commencing with the 1998–99 school
year/administration cycle—that is, we will only hold them
accountable for the NYSTCE results for candidates whom
they recommend for certification rather than for all those
who attend or are in degree programs at their college or
those who may apply via the transcript evaluation route
instead of being institutionally recommended. The 1997–98
year comprises the pilot data set for this accountability
method, establishing a basis of comparison for future years.
These data will not be summarized until the end of
November 1998. No public release is planned, though we will
compare the results of this reporting base with the 1997–98
Annual Institutional Results Report findings.

Some Considerations
The case-by-case comparison of results on the two bases will
enable us to decide whether we should be collecting other
data as well (e.g., admission criteria, dropout data) and
whether we are "losing" information about a large number of
certificate applicants. For instance, until we eliminate the
transcript evaluation route in 2003 that presents an "out" for
colleges with underprepared teacher candidates, colleges
may refuse to recommend them, but the candidates can
apply via the alternate route. Already we hear that colleges
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are changing their admission criteria to include a passing
score on the Liberal Arts and Sciences Test of the NYSTCE
and their graduation standards to include passing all of the
applicable New York State Teacher Certification Examina-
tions, although this policy is at variance with the purpose of
the NYSTCE program.

As using the NYSTCE for screening/graduation criteria
becomes more common, the NYSTCE may become a tool for
greater admissions selectivity, but it will be essentially
useless as a measure of whether the colleges are actually
providing appropriate programs. If all colleges preselect their
students using the NYSTCE and all colleges only recommend
those students who have passed the NYSTCE, of what use
are the above time lines? What will be the effect on
individuals who pay tuition to those institutions of higher
education, pass courses, and then are not recommended
because they cannot pass the tests? Should the colleges not
have to account for such people? We see them only as
transcript evaluation candidates under the current system.
Should we be asking these transcript evaluees why they
chose to apply directly rather than to have their college
recommend them?

Institutional Accountability
The implications of the proposed institutional reporting
method are that colleges will be held responsible for the
quality of preparation for those people whom they actually
recommend for a New York State credential. This is different
from past accountability methods. In the past, colleges were
"credited" with anyone who chose to take the NYSTCE,
whether or not they actually followed through on becoming a
teacher. Dropouts from the program were also attributed to
the school, as long as they were on the registrar's rolls at one
time. Individuals who never intended to teach in New York
State also were so attributed. Under the proposed method,
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whatever selection screens or graduation requirements the
colleges may impose, they still have to take responsibility for
those they recommend for a New York State credential.

Institutions of higher education must clearly understand the
basis on which they will be held accountable. For instance, if
they know that an individual intends to teach in Ohio rather
than in New York, they must explain to that individual that
they can verify to Ohio that he/she has completed a
program, but unless the individual takes the New-York-
State-required tests, no New York State credential can be
granted and therefore no recommendation should be made to
the New York State Education Department. Program comple-
tion is different from recommendation for a credential—not
because of any quality standard, but because of the future
employment intentions of the individual.

This accountability basis is geared exclusively to defined
needs for New York State teachers. New York State's
standards for teacher credentialing are very high relative to
most other state standards. It would be inappropriate to use
New York credentialing requirements in the context of other
standards, e.g., another state's credentialing standards or any
jurisdiction's hiring standards.

In coming years there will be changes in test content—as the
New York State Education Department introduces new tests
and revalidates old ones for use with new regulations—and
in passing standards—as the department implements a more
challenging passing standard in each of the next three years
on current tests or as we set passing standards for new tests.
These changes create a moving accountability target for
colleges to meet. We must inform higher education institu-
tions early and completely about these changing standards
and policies to enable them to aim correctly. The standards
statements must precede and be the basis for test
development.
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Test frameworks are detailed expressions of standards and
should be consistent with and integral to the standards used
by the department's Office of College and University
Evaluations, the National Council for Accreditation of
Teacher Education, the Teacher Education Accreditation
Council, and other accrediting and advisory bodies. Since
teacher standards for New York State teachers are relatively
rigorous, use of this accountability method, as one among
many types of quality measures, should satisfy the needs of
these groups. However, additional reports and metrics (e.g.,
dropout rates, selection criteria) may also be needed for those
purposes.
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