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This paper presents and critically analyzes data from a project that sought teacher candidates’
responses to the process and content of the Ontario Teacher Qualifying Test (OTQT), a manda-
tory, standardized, pencil and paper initial teacher qualification test. The aim of the project,
guided by a critical democratic perspective, was to critically assess the success of the OTQT in
achieving the government’s stated objectives of greater competency and accountability. More
specifically, the paper focuses on findings relating to teacher competency, with particular reference
to criterion, ecolological and consequential validity, and alternative assessment strategies. The
teacher candidates’ responses raise serious issues about the content and format of the test since
they believe that it neither achieves accountability nor does it secure excellence in teaching. These
concerns echo the major concerns found in the literature.

Introduction

Over the last 20 years there has been a tendency towards greater scholarly/academic
standardization and accountability in educational institutions in Canada, the USA,
Australia and the UK. The increased demand for accountability in education has
resulted in a number of initiatives, including, in the case of Ontario, a “teacher testing
program” for teachers. The program is purportedly designed to improve teacher
competency. As part of the program, the Ontario Teacher Qualifying Test (OTQT)
has been implemented “to ensure that only individuals who possess important knowl-
edge and skills enter into professional practice”(Ontario Ministry of Education, 2002).

The aim of this paper is to challenge and critique the OTQT as a method of
achieving the government’s stated objectives, namely achieving greater teacher
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competency through standardization. To do this, we will situate the OTQT in the
larger social trends, especially within Canada, the USA, the UK, Australia and New
Zealand. Next, we describe issues surrounding different approaches to teacher eval-
uation and then focus on major issues that arise from the research on standardized
testing. We then turn to the findings of our own study, with respect to teacher
competency, embedding the teacher candidates’ responses in current research.
Finally, we return to the question of what type of teacher evaluation is most effective
in reaching the stated goals of the government and point toward related issues in
teacher education. The discussion will be framed by the concept of test validity,
which will be described below.

The study was guided by a critical democratic perspective that values divergent and
dialogical inquiry, open-mindedness, critical abilities and questioning, equity, and
taking alternatives seriously (Darling-Hammond, 1998; Portelli & Solomon, 2001).
From this theoretical stance it is crucial to elicit and examine teacher candidates’
perspectives about the test and their insights regarding the possible impact of such test-
ing on teacher education programs and on their own beliefs and teaching practices.

Conceptual and Theoretical Considerations: Situating OTQT within larger 
social trends

The political trend in the last 20 years has been described as a neo-liberal one
(Freire, 1998; Olssen, 1996), distinct from classical liberalism in significant ways.
According to Olssen (1996), classical liberalism advocates smaller governments to
allow more freedom for its citizens, who may then behave according to their own
self-interest. Yet classical liberalism also acknowledged the need for public institu-
tions which, having the public good as their ultimate goal, could regulate markets to
encourage their constructive tendencies and counteract their destructive ones.

Carter (2005) defined neo-liberalism as “an economic and political fundamental-
ism that generalizes the economic form to all human conduct” (p. 565). This
replaces the goal of the public good with that of competition for competition’s sake.
Rather than focusing on the free citizen, neo-liberalism focuses on the free market,
where various items compete for the consumers’ patronage and approval. In order
for citizens to be able to make informed choices, the government is charged with
developing standards to allow consumers to compare competing options. Standard-
ized test scores are one basis for such a comparison.

We are concerned with the validity of standardized tests. The validity of a test can
be determined from various perspectives, namely political, ecological, criterion,
evidential and consequential validity (Miles & Lee, 2002; Murphy, 2001). Each
perspective will be defined and expanded upon below.

Political validity: Does the public view the test as valid?

Political validity situates a test in a social context. Standardized tests, having become
increasingly popular during the last 20 years, are part of the larger social trend
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toward neo-liberalism described earlier. By this we mean that what is considered
best practice in public institutions is now defined in terms of competition, between
individuals or between groups. Thus, the focus becomes one of finding efficient
ways to regulate competition rather than the public good. Standardized tests have
been put forward as an efficient means to determine who wins the race, by determin-
ing the criteria for evaluation ahead of time and judging accordingly. This allows the
market to judge who is the best by simply comparing numbers. And the stakes are
high. The Law School Admission Test (LSAT) determines who gets to go to law
school and the Medical College Admission Test (MCAT) does the same for medical
school. The Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) determines which universities a person
can attend in the USA. In Ontario a literacy test determines who can graduate from
high school. All of these tests enjoy public support as our society has embraced
competition as the natural and logical way to evaluate efficiently who is better than
who. Apple (2001) called this a “market policy lens” through which all things—indi-
viduals, public and private institutions alike—are judged against predetermined
standards for the purpose of competition. The public views standardized testing
through this lens and this renders the tests themselves transparent. All that is seen is
the results sought; simple scores to compare. In other words, because the standard-
ized tests are seen as logical and natural, when the public views test scores it does not
consider how the scores were obtained, except to note that the process was fair
because it was standardized. Flippo and Riccards (2000) have described the results
of such a situation in “Initial teacher certification testing in Massachusetts: A case of
the tail wagging the dog.” In 1998, after more than 50% of the initial teacher candi-
dates failed in the first administration of the certification tests in Massachusetts, the
immediate conclusion was that these candidates were completely incompetent. The
test itself was not interrogated. We believe that this is because, through a market
policy lens, the test becomes transparent and unremarkable while the focus becomes
the results obtained. One cannot question the results without questioning the instru-
ment used to determine them. Flippo and Riccards provided many reasons why the
test itself should be questioned. However, the fact that the Massachusetts Educator
Certification Test (MECT) is still administered is evidence that it continues to enjoy
political validity.

Testing teachers using pencil and paper standardized tests began in the early
1980s in the USA, has since been adopted in the UK and is being considered in
Australia. In all cases the testing has been presented as a way to evaluate teacher
competency and improve the quality of education. These are goals that are univer-
sally approved by the public.

In Canada the issue of teacher evaluation and certification was raised by the
Ontario Government as early as 1999. In June 2001 the Ontario Ministry of Educa-
tion and Training (OMET) announced that, in order to continue to achieve teacher
excellence, a new “teacher testing program” would come into effect in the 2001–
2002 school year. All new teachers and a proportion of practicing teachers would
participate in a mandatory recertification program. The “teacher testing program”
included a language proficiency test, a qualifying test, an induction program and a
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performance appraisal. According to the OMET, such a program would “assure
parents that new teachers know the curriculum and teaching strategies before they
enter a classroom,” and “a certification test may be viewed as a safeguard for the
public—a mechanism that helps ensure that only individuals who possess important
knowledge and skills enter into professional practice” (Ontario Ministry of Educa-
tion, 2002). With the election of a new government in the fall of 2003 testing was
restricted to new candidates only and the OTQT was placed under review1.
However, it seems to continue to enjoy political validity. This is not surprising.
Research indicates that the importance of determining the psychometric validity of
tests tends to be undermined by the public perception of tests (Cochran-Smith,
2001; Miles & Lee, 2002; Rudner, 1988), i.e. when the public demands a test they
are willing to accept any test (at least in the short term), whether psychometrically
valid or not (Wardle, 1998; Weiss, 1987; Whittaker, Snyder, & Freeman, 2001). Yet
it remains the responsibility of the administrators of high-stakes standardized tests to
determine their psychometric validity and it is to this that we turn our attention now.

Ecological Validity: Does the context of the test match the context where the skills being 
tested would be applied?

Pencil and paper tests of teacher competency are not ecologically valid because the
test writing environment is so unlike the classroom in which the skills being tested
will be implemented (Apple, 2001; Miles & Lee, 2002). No one argues for the
ecological validity of paper and pencil tests. Rather, test makers insist that no one
measure can accurately determine teacher competency (Flippo & Riccards, 2000),
thus this dimension of test validity is simply sacrificed in the name of efficiency.

Criterion Validity: Are people who do well on the test better teachers?

Dybdahl, Shaw and Edwards (1997) did a study to determine if there was a connec-
tion between test scores and teaching ability. They found none. In fact, the only
significant correlations were between the test and grade point average. In other
words, students who are good at writing tests did well on the certification test.

Most educators or researchers do not feel that pencil and paper tests predict class-
room performance or reflect essential teacher knowledge (Appleman & Thompson,
2002; Barnett & Hodson, 2001; Birch, Duplaga, Seabert, & Wilbur, 2001;
Leithwood, Fullan, & Watson, 2003).

Evidential Validity: Does the test represent the construct being assessed?

Conflicting conceptions of what makes a good teacher are the basis of controversy
with respect to standardized teacher testing (Childs, 2004). The Ontario Ministry of
Education claimed that the OTQT will secure teacher excellence. Paradoxically,
however, standardized tests tend to lower standards because of the necessity of
breaking down teaching into measurable quantities (Appleman & Thompson, 2002;
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DeStigter, 2002; Flippo & Riccards, 2000). A study done in Australia concluded
that reducing the criteria for evaluation to even a list of characteristics of a good
teacher was risky because it can lose sight of the complexity of teachers’ work (Gore
& Morrison, 2001). This conclusion is echoed in other studies. Verloop, Van Driel,
and Meijer (2001) compared various studies on teacher knowledge. Their purpose
was to discern what research shows good teachers know and do. One of their conclu-
sions was that the research tended to be too atomistic. 

… in the quest for “effective” [sic] variables comprising teacher behaviour, we lost sight
of the complexity and interdependency of teacher behaviour as a whole. Research, and
the interventions that were based on its findings, led to a fragmented and mechanistic
view of teaching, in which the complexity of the teaching enterprise was not acknowl-
edged. (Verloop et al., p. 442)

Whittaker et al. (2001) concurred with Verloop et al. They reported on the devel-
opment and implementation of a teacher qualifying test in California. In that state a
task force was created to determine what is a valid assessment instrument for
teachers. The research pointed towards a formative assessment strategy which
emphasized professional growth, as opposed to a summative strategy, such as a
single high-stakes test. The validity study indicated that the assessment needed to
encourage diversity, affective learning, and the complexity of teaching. In other
words, the assessment needed to be holistic. As noted, standardized tests do a poor
job of assessing holistically. Standardized tests do not cover characteristics like
“dedication, caring, sensitivity and integrity” (Rudner, 1988, p. 19). Nor do they
measure a strong work ethic or people skills, the kinds of characteristics principals
look for when interviewing teachers for positions in their schools (Trimble, 2001).
This would seem to call the evidential validity of a pencil and paper test into ques-
tion. The teacher candidates interviewed and surveyed for the present study had a
great deal to say about this aspect of the OTQT.

Consequential validity: Do the consequences of the test match what is evaluated?

The impacts of teacher testing are rarely disputed. It is the significance of the
impacts that produce the controversy. The impact of teacher testing is felt in curric-
ulum choices in faculties of education, the professional status of teachers, teaching
standards, teacher recruitment, and the diversity of the teaching profession. Each
will be discussed in turn.

Curriculum Choices in Faculties of Education.   In some jurisdictions the funding of
faculties of education is dependent on the passing scores of its teacher candidates on
certification tests (Fowler, 2001). Even without such overt sanctions, in regimes
where standardized teacher testing is present the faculties must be accredited. The
Ontario College of Teachers is the governing body which accredits faculties of
education in Ontario. The criteria for assessment are the Standards of Practice, and
it is a narrow interpretation of those standards which is the basis of the OTQT
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(Childs, 2004). In the USA there is already evidence that faculties are teaching to
the test (Daly, 1987; Flippo & Riccards, 2000; Zigo & Moore, 2002). There is a
distinct possibility that Ontario faculties of education will respond accordingly in
order to maintain their status. Whether or not this should be a concern is dependent
on the criterion validity of the test.

The Professional Status of Teachers.   The professional status of teachers is controver-
sial (Apple, 1990; Barnes, 1992; Coulter & Orme, 2000; Stronach, Corbin, Stark,
McNamara, & Warne, 2002; Verloop, 2002). Verloop (2001, p. 436) defined a
profession according to the following criteria: 

● the profession performs a crucial social function;
● the profession requires a considerable degree of skill;
● the practitioner draws on a body of systematic knowledge;
● the profession requires a lengthy period of higher education;
● the profession centers on the pre-eminence of clients’ interests;
● professionals have freedom to make their own judgments with regard to appropri-

ate practice;
● the profession is rewarded by high prestige and a high level of remuneration.

Coulter and Orme (2000) have suggested that this view of professionalism can be
limiting for the teaching profession because it ignores the democratic aspects of
education. In other words, since a teacher has a responsibility not only to his/her
student (the “client”) but also to society, it cannot be described fully through anal-
ogy to other professions, such as lawyers or doctors. However, even if Verloop’s
description is but a sketch of the professional teacher, it is apparent that it is the sixth
criterion that is most adversely affected by teacher testing programs. Standardized
tests are produced by commercial testing companies with varying amounts of input
from teacher organizations. In the UK, for example, teachers have no input whatso-
ever in the certification tests (Ingvarson, 2002). In the USA this is also often the
case, although more and more states are opting to incorporate input from profes-
sional organizations. The OTQT has undergone a similar construction, although,
significantly, the Ontario College of Teachers’ own recommendations for teacher
certification were essentially ignored and they were simply required to administer the
use of the scores (Ontario College of Teachers, 2000). The criteria of a professional
certification test are traditionally determined by the profession. As the regulator of
all Ontario teachers, the College of Teachers’ exclusion from the planning process
significantly undermined the professional status of teaching in Ontario (Appleman &
Thompson, 2002).

Teaching Standards.   Standardized testing tends to lower standards for teaching due
to an oversimplification of teacher knowledge to accommodate the tests (Appleman
& Thompson, 2002; Cochran-Smith, 2001; Gore & Morrison, 2001; Verloop et al.,
2001). In other words, only measurable skills can be assessed, therefore all other
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qualities and skills that a good teacher possesses must be ignored, not because they
are less important but because a pencil and paper test cannot evaluate them. Thus,
the hidden curriculum of the test calls its criterion validity into question.

Teacher Recruitment.   “The flunk heard around the world” (Cochran-Smith &
Dudley-Marling, 2001) aptly described the negative impact of teacher testing on the
attractiveness of teaching as a profession. Bad publicity, such as that generated in the
aftermath of the first administration of the MECT in Massachusetts, discourages
potential teacher candidates from considering the profession (Daly, 1987; Flippo &
Riccards, 2000). Also, the arbitrariness of the test may discourage potential teacher
candidates as well. The Massachusetts government changed the passing score in the
second year in order to improve test scores (Miles & Lee, 2002). Informal and unso-
licited reports from teacher candidates that have written the test indicate that the
difficulty of the OTQT may have changed significantly from year to year. Some
faculties of education in the United States are actually testing people before they are
accepted into teacher education programs (Miles & Lee, 2002). This has the poten-
tial to discourage people from choosing to enrol in faculties of education as well. In
other words, the consequential validity of the tests is called into question.

The Diversity of the Teaching Profession.   Those who do not belong to the dominant
culture or possess the dominant world view may be excluded from the profession.
Since implementation of the test in the US, the diversity of the teaching profession
has decreased even as the diversity of the student population has increased (Albers,
2002). This has been identified as a problem of race rather than class, because poor
white students have a better chance of being taught by well-qualified teachers than
poor black students (Haycock, 1998). However, historically black colleges also have
low certification test scores (Albers, 2002). Does this imply that education at those
institutions is deficient? We would suggest that world view might be part of the prob-
lem. In other words, the cultural bias in standardized tests mitigates against some racial
minorities doing well and the consequential validity of the test is called into question.

The literature indicates that all perspectives with respect to test validity yield
concerns about using pencil paper qualifying tests for the certification of new teach-
ers. This paper will examine the data in our study only in relation to criterion, conse-
quential, and ecological validity, leaving the other perspectives for future writing.

Demographics and Methodology

The study involved a mixed method approach, employing both qualitatitive and
quantitative techniques. A survey was conducted during April and May 2002 with
teacher candidates from three major faculties of education in Ontario. The survey
consisted of two parts: part I consisted of 12 questions based on a five point Likert
scale seeking teacher candidates’ perceptions of the content and process of the test,
its utility as an evaluation tool (I.e. whether the test predicts the level of competence
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of future teachers and whether passing the test will secure appropriate teaching
performance), and its potential impact on teacher education and professional learn-
ing; part II consisted of six open-ended questions that sought elaboration on the
issues raised in part I.

The survey was completed by a total of 603 candidates, 432 female and 88 male
(83 unidentified). Of these 298 were in the primary/junior division, 104 the junior/
intermediate division, and 123 the intermediate/senior division (78 were unidenti-
fied). Forty percent of the candidates completed the survey prior to the test, while
60% completed the survey within two weeks of having taken the test. The data
obtained before and after the test as well as data from the three faculties of education
showed similar patterns in their results. Focus group interviews conducted with
candidates after they had taken the test also showed similar patterns in the
responses. Candidates were selected randomly, and in two of three sites focus group
interviews were conducted.

It was important to have respondents elaborate upon their survey responses in
individual interviews and focus group discussions because these methodological
approaches provided the respondents with an opportunity to elaborate on positions,
offer divergent perspectives, and reflect upon their survey choices. A triangulation of
these data collecting approaches should produce more reliable data.

Findings and Discussion

There are several important findings and issues that arose from the study. In this
paper we focus on teacher excellence and alternative assessment strategies. For a
complete overview of the data see Portelli, Solomon, and Mujawamariya (2003).

Teacher Excellence and Teacher Competency

Approximately 90% of the candidates disagreed that the test would predict the level
of competence of future teachers or that there was a positive correlation between test
performance and job performance (see Table 1). This suggests that the test does not
address skills and attitudes that the candidates believe constitute good teaching. In
other words, there is disagreement between what the test writers consider skills
necessary for excellence in teaching and what the candidates consider necessary.

The following quotes demonstrate this. 

[The OTQT] will put teachers into [classes] who theoretically have knowledge but are
at a skills deficit. (Candidate A)

Some people do really well on written [tests] and will pass [with] flying colours but can’t
teach [worth] beans and aren’t sensitive toward the students. (Candidate B)

Candidates are highlighting a dimension of teaching that, as many have argued
(Appleman & Thompson, 2002; Bohen, 2001; Ingvarson, 2002; Leithwood et al.,
2003; Tillema & Verberg, 2002), cannot be assessed through a written test.
Specifically, 78% of candidates found that the questions on the test did not test
the critical knowledge necessary for the teaching–learning process. 
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The best teachers are courageous and attempt new teaching strategies. This test leads to
conformity and standardization instead of confidence and individuality. (Candidate C)

The candidate quoted above is clearly using the term “standardization” as a negative
term, in direct contradiction of the OMET’s notion that standardization is positive,
that it ensures excellence. Thus two different conceptions of excellence emerge; one
based on a uniform, common standard and another based on flexibility and adapt-
ability to different situations.

The Ontario College of Teachers has developed Standards of Practice (http://
www.oct.ca/en/CollegePublications/PDF/standards.pdf ), a description of what
practicing teachers should be able to do. It is quite broad, perhaps to accommodate
different teaching and learning styles. When the OTQT was developed it was based
on testing the Standards of Practice. However, these standards are so broad that, in
order to reduce them to a pencil and paper test, the committee had to derive a
narrow interpretation of those standards, one which is not necessarily shared by
faculties of education, who also must adhere to teaching the Standards of Practice.
This narrow interpretation has proven to be problematic (Childs, 2004) as it appears
to contradict what is learned in faculties of education. Our own qualitative survey
results from candidates bear this out: 

It goes against what we have learned at the faculty, that we all have different learning
styles and therefore need a variety of marking styles to get a good sense of capabilities.
(Candidate D)

Ontario Ministry of Education will be going against their beliefs in the philosophy of
teaching. (Candidate E)

To write a standardized test goes against everything we learned in the faculty of educa-
tion. (Candidate F)

To narrow the possibilities when faculties are teaching diversity creates a tension for
candidates between what they learn is best and what they must do to get a license to
teach. As one candidate put it: 

[The OTQT] undermines 5 years of postsecondary education focused on children and
education that I have learnt. (Candidate G)

Table 1. OTQT teacher candidate survey (selected findings)

Question Agree Ambivalent Disagree n

Test results will predict the level of 
competence of future teachers

3% 6% 91% 552

There is a positive correlation between test 
performance and job performance

3% 8% 89% 552

Multiple choice questions and the OTQT 
case studies test the critical knowledge 
required for the teacher–learning process

7% 15% 78% 539

The qualifying test ensures educational 
accountability

7% 10% 83% 547
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The potential to undermine other interpretations of excellence is the reason why
standards in general must be examined critically. Universal, common standards
exclude possibilities by definition (Portelli & Vibert, 2001), for if they are only what
are deemed correct, all others are automatically incorrect. When dealing with a
diverse population of students in diverse contexts a single test looking for specific
answers undermines diverse approaches.

We do not believe that evaluation in and of itself is a problem. What is problem-
atic is the choice of standards; who gets to choose the standards and how they play
out in the classroom. The problem is not standards themselves, but the exclusion of
other standards that are plausible from other perspectives. The Standards of Practice
were written broadly for a reason. When teacher certification hangs on one narrow
interpretation of them it undermines the Standards of Practice themselves.

What of accountability, the reason underlying the test in the first place? Eighty-
three percent of the candidates did not believe that the test ensures accountability
(see Table 1). As one candidate remarked: “Standardizing the teaching process will
not guarantee teachers who are more qualified or more accountable to the profes-
sion” (Candidate H). What is interesting about the above quote is that it assumes
that the effect of the test will be to make teachers teach in the way that is advocated
by the test. It is assuming that the standardized test standardizes the teaching
process, although this teacher candidate does not believe this to be worthwhile. This
particular insight was not made by all of the candidates. Some had no problem with
the idea of a standardized test ensuring accountability, as this quote demonstrates: 

I strongly believe that accountability and assessment and evaluation are very important.
Thus, launching the OTQT will give Ontario a clearer indication of a teacher’s in class
behaviour which then can possibly give greater insight into the above. (Candidate I)

While the above quote does not represent the majority of candidates’ opinions, it
does correlate strongly with the view of the general public. Teacher qualifying tests
enjoy a high approval rating with the public, in spite of the concerns of researchers,
faculties, and the profession itself (Miles & Lee, 2002). In the pursuit of teacher
excellence accountability is a red herring, drawing attention away from what is being
evaluated and why. Standardized tests draw our focus away from what should be
evaluated to how to evaluate consistently. We contend that what is evaluated must
be rethought and critiqued. There is more than one conception of teaching viewed
as excellent by education stakeholders. The literature on teaching and teacher
education supports this position.

Alternative Assessment Strategies

An overwhelming majority of candidates expressed a desire for a focus on long-term,
performance-based evaluation, rather than a movement towards high stakes teacher
testing. A large number stated that policy-makers are too far removed from the field
of education (“steering from a distance”) to be effective evaluators of teacher
competence. They suggested the following. 
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● In-class practicum observation and/or performance-based evaluation by more
experienced teachers, school administrative personnel, policy-makers, and other
“stakeholders” (education faculty, field-based practicum supervisors, etc.) would
be the best method of evaluating teachers’ competence to teach. All those
involved in this process would need to be trained in critical evaluation of teacher
competency. As student K put it: 

Evaluation in the classroom is the only way. Evaluation done by a variety of qualified
people. The practicums during the year at teacher’s college are a great start, however,
their weakness is there is only one opinion offered. Teachers should be evaluated by a
variety of people at different levels. The evaluations should not make or break (a
teacher’s career), however, they can offer important insight into a teacher’s strengths
and weaknesses from a variety of perspectives. (Candidate K)

● Classroom observations need to be part of a larger model that includes a mentor-
ship program and other professional development initiatives for new teachers. An
internship or mentorship program with appropriate associate teachers should
guide new teachers in emulating excellent teaching practices and providing feed-
back. As student L said: 

Create mentorship programs in the schools; observe teachers teaching and offer specific
guidance; provide professional development for teachers that address teaching skills.
(Candidate L)

● Since single visit evaluations do not take into consideration the progressive nature
of teaching, policy-makers and other “stakeholders” need to visit a teacher’s class-
room repeatedly over an extended period of time in order to assess teacher devel-
opment. Student M commented: 

I think the government could have people who come 5–6 times during our first year of
teaching to see how our classroom operates. They again should view teachers 10 years
later. I realize such a process would cost a lot of money but it would be a more reliable
measure of our work. (Candidate M)

● Ongoing professional development as a key element in teachers’ commitment to
lifelong learning, as student N stated: 

Teachers are always learning—and the best ones will continue to try to stay current with
pedagogical theories and practices. A written, standardized test cannot reflect the
“holistic” nature of the profession. (Candidate N)

In short, the candidates advocated a more holistic assessment strategy that takes
ecological and criterion validity into account. In other words, the participants high-
light the importance of including context of teaching in teacher evaluation and chal-
lenge the assumption that criteria evaluated in the test correspond to good teaching
practices.

Alternative and more effective forms of assessment are being utilized in other
jurisdictions. The best way to evaluate a teacher is to see him/her teach (Daly,
1987). Cross and Rigden (2002) noted that three things are necessary to improve
teacher quality: improving teacher preparation by deepening teachers’ content
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knowledge (among other things), hiring qualified teachers, and supporting learning.
Generally speaking, a more holistic and integrated approach, one that sees profes-
sional development as its goal rather than evaluation, ensures quality of teaching
(Danielson, 2001). On the whole, the candidates’ responses echo the trend identi-
fied in the literature.

Conclusion

The candidates’ perspectives in this study raise serious issues about the content and
format of the OTQT. According to the participants, the test neither achieves
accountability nor does it secure excellence in teaching. Candidates’ responses chal-
lenge the popular, yet at times empty, notion of accountability. Their responses
should warn educators about false or “pseudo notions” of accountability. The
messages that emanate from the test are ones of standardization, uniformity in
teaching, and reductionism. This is in keeping with a neo-liberal mindset. Candi-
dates, however, value creativity, critical thinking, flexibility, divergent knowledge,
and thinking and the allowance for equity through diversity. Their responses to the
test and its possible implications, as well as their recommendations, echo the major
concerns that emerge from the literature on teacher testing, which is that the
intended consequences are overwhelmed by the realities of teaching in the real world
and real school.

We have noted that the ecological validity of a written test is not disputed. It is
clear, however, that the context-dependent nature of teaching demands an evalua-
tion that takes ecological validity into account. Beyond this, we have discussed the
consequential and criterion validity of the OTQT.

With respect to consequential validity, the effects of testing can have negative
consequences in the classroom, including reducing the ethnic diversity of teachers and
discouraging the divergent thinking classroom teaching demands. Further, in terms
of criterion validity, what is on the test should take into account classroom teachers’
perspectives. The candidates’ beliefs about good teaching, learning, and evaluation,
as well as the values associated with the dominant world view that emerges from their
comments, seem to be different and in conflict with those that emerge from the
content and format and the “hidden curriculum” of the test. A British study by
Hextall, Mahoney, and Mentor (2001) produced similar results. They revealed that
candidates found the qualifying test in Britain to be simplistic, with unrealistic situa-
tions, and that it would have a negative impact on morale and recruitment.

It is difficult to find anyone in education, whether researchers, teachers or admin-
istrators, who would agree that the OTQT, with its ability to exclude an individual
from teaching on its own, is a valid way to determine who should be a certified
teacher and who should not. The criteria that are testable in this fashion do not
reflect the complexity of teachers’ work.

Beyond that, the OTQT has the potential to exclude those teachers that the
system requires; visible minorities, divergent thinkers, and immigrants, who have an
understanding of the world that can only enrich the educational system.
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In the USA the research is beginning to influence policy. A body called the
National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) has been estab-
lished there. It is independent of government but enjoys the support of govern-
ment, teacher unions, universities, and school and school board administrators.
The NBPTS, which is responsible for certification of teachers, has developed a
process which includes different standards for different school subjects and age
groups, portfolios, and ongoing research to determine the effectiveness of the
program. This goes a long way towards what critics have been advocating and may
be a good starting model for Ontario to bring about improvements in the certifica-
tion of teachers. The controversy lies in the conception of improvement that guides
teaching and who among the stakeholders in education should determine which
conception is adopted. A belief in democratic values calls for an open and critical
discussion that centres on two foundational issues: standardization and its impact
on equity; conceptions of good teaching.
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program.
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