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ABSTRACT 

Bains, Loveen. "An Analysis of TExES Scores: Evaluating Teacher Preparation at One 
Institution in the State of Texas.” Unpublished Doctor of Philosophy Dissertation, 
University of Houston, August, 2011.  

 
 Education continues to remain at the forefront of research and discussion in the 

United States.  As a result, the requirements for teachers to be able to teach in the 

classroom have become more stringent. More specifically, No Child Left Behind 

requires states to test preservice teachers, upon graduation, in the content areas in 

which they will teach to ensure that teachers are “highly qualified” as mandated by this 

federal law.  In order to successfully pass state examinations, teachers should be 

prepared through some type of teacher preparation program.  Previous research 

suggests that preparation plays an integral role in teacher effectiveness however, 

researchers have not defined what constitutes appropriate teacher preparation.  One 

example of a preparation program at a large, urban university in Texas prepares 

preservice teachers to pass the TExES Exam, the state certification exam in Texas.  

The purpose of this study was to examine preservice teacher scores on the EC-4 

Generalist and EC-6 Generalist TExES exams, overall scores and content area scores, 

in order to assess which content areas are challenging.  The TExES scores that have 

been examined are from testees who attended the teacher preparation program at this 

large, urban university in Texas.  Although a high percentage of preservice teachers are 

passing the TExES exam, findings indicate that it is important to align the preparation 

program standards with the test standards to address those preservice teachers who 

are failing the overall exam and/or content areas on the exams.   
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An Analysis of TExES Scores:  

Evaluating Teacher Preparation at One Institution in the State of Texas 

CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

The American education system has received immense attention over the past 

decade.  Factors such as teacher shortages, budget cuts, and the introduction of new 

legislation has led many parents, students, and educators to become increasingly 

concerned about the sanctity and efficacy of the system.  According to Latham, 

Gitomer, and Ziomek (1999) the United States will require over 2 million new teachers in 

the upcoming decade.  They also discuss the need for more ethnically and gender 

diverse teachers in order to meet the growing changes in the diversity of student 

populations.  These factors direct attention to teacher preparation and teacher 

effectiveness.     

Researchers and practitioners agree that children reap benefits from having 

positive learning experiences and relationships with their teachers (Robertson, 

Chamberlain & Kasari, 2003).  Thus, it is imperative that teachers are fully prepared 

with the appropriate education and skills necessary to promote positive student 

outcomes in the classroom.  Teacher preparation can play a pivotal role in ensuring that 

preservice teachers are able to provide positive learning outcomes once they begin 

teaching.  The implementation of laws such as No Child Left Behind (NCLB) has had a 

significant impact in the preparation of preservice teachers in both traditional and 

alternative teacher preparation programs because of the standards that it set for 

educators.  
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NCLB includes two specific components that directly affect preservice teachers: 

the criteria that define highly qualified teachers (HQT) and the evaluation of annual 

yearly progress (AYP).  In order to be considered an HQT under NCLB, a teacher must 

hold a bachelors degree, state certification, and demonstrate that he or she is 

competent in the content area that he or she will be teaching (Cochran-Smith, 2005a).  

Under the requirements of NCLB, elementary teachers are required to be certified in 

each content area they teach.  Therefore, teachers must be tested in each content area.  

AYP is defined as a school’s improvement toward previously set goals indicated by 

student testing scores on state standardized exams (Cochram-Smith, 2005a).  This is 

important because what teachers teach and a school’s progress depends upon student 

test scores on state exams.  

As preservice teachers become prepared to teach in the classroom, many 

concerns have arisen as to what constitutes appropriate teacher preparation and 

whether preparation and training is adequate in meeting the terms set forth by NCLB.  

Many traditional university-based teacher preparation programs are working diligently to 

ensure that preservice teachers are well equipped to pass state certifications in order to 

substantiate they are highly qualified upon graduation (Amobi, 2006).  Previous 

research has investigated aspects of teacher effectiveness such as teacher’s 

knowledge, attitudes, and beliefs (Cochran-Smith, 2005b), although no clear definition 

of an appropriate teacher preparation program exists.  Research has been conducted 

on teacher preparation programs; however, additional research is warranted in order to 

define the parameters of a successful teacher preparation program as linked to 

developing highly qualified teachers.    
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Need for Study 

Although no clear definition of a successful teacher preparation program exists, 

in order to produce highly qualified teachers under NCLB regulations a teacher must be 

prepared to pass the required state certification exam.  The controversy surrounding 

teacher testing has been highly debated by educators and researchers (Latham, 

Gitomer, Ziomek, 1999).  Some believe that testing is a valid means to assess teacher 

ability and knowledge while others argue that content knowledge, pedagogical 

knowledge, coursework, and grades should all be evaluated in order to assess teacher 

effectiveness.  In most states, preservice teachers are required to pass a state 

certification exam in order to become certified teachers.  Specifically, the state of Texas 

requires teachers to pass the Texas Examination of Educational Standards (TExES).  In 

Texas, this is broken down into two exams used to assess preservice teacher’s 

knowledge.  One test is on pedagogical skills, Pedagogy and Professional 

Responsibilities (PPR), and the second test is a generalist exam assessing knowledge 

in various content areas for specific grade levels (Sasson, 2008).  Elementary school 

teachers are required to pass this exam in each content area that they intend to teach.   

The states’ needs to document that their teachers are highly qualified points to 

an importance of evaluating teacher preparation programs and state certification testing 

outcomes in order to determine how to more effectively prepare preservice teachers.  

Analysis of state certification test scores can be utilized to determine how well a 

particular teacher preparation program is able to prepare a preservice teacher for the 

classroom. Teacher preparation programs that are able to identify which content areas 

are more challenging than others can target those specific areas during the program.  
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Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to conduct an analysis of the TExES exam scores 

of preservice teachers who have been prepared at a large, urban university in Texas.  

More specifically, this analysis addresses the outcomes of scores on the TExES exam 

(overall and subcomponents) for elementary preservice teachers at the EC-4 and EC-6 

levels. The study provides appropriate recommendations for improving aspects of the 

program in order to better prepare preservice teachers, based upon the outcomes of the 

TExES exam.     

Research Questions 

 The following research questions were addressed in this study: 

Research Question One. What percentage of preservice testees were 

successful in passing the TExES exam at the EC-4 and EC-6 levels versus those 

who were unsuccessful? Of the preservice testees who passed the exam, how 

did they perform in each content area? And of the preservice testees who failed 

the exam, how did they perform in each content area?  

Research Question Two. What percentage of preservice testees were 

successful in passing the TExES exam at the EC-4 level and EC-6 level, based 

on ethnicity and gender?  What were the ethnic and gender breakdowns of those 

who failed the exams (EC-4 and EC-6)? 

Research Question Three. Based upon the content areas that had lower scores 

and were found to be more challenging upon analysis, what recommendations 

can be made to better prepare preservice teachers in those specific content 

areas?  



 

 
 

CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Introduction 

Teacher education has become an important topic of discussion in the United 

States due to debate regarding improvement rates in American education over the past 

50 years.  Since the gains in education from the 1960’s and 1970’s, there has been 

minimal growth in comparison to other countries (Darling-Hammond, 2010).  

Furthermore, there has been a minimal change in the achievement gap, high school 

drop out rates have increased, and the number of college bound students has 

decreased, according to Darling-Hammond (2010).  

 In addition to issues in student achievement, teacher shortages have begun to 

increase (Harrell, 2009).  The federal government has a strong commitment to the field 

of education and has put several laws into place in order to address the challenges that 

students, parents, and educators face in the United States.  One specific law that was 

put into place with the hope of narrowing the achievement gap was the No Child Left 

Behind Act (NCLB).   

Since the passage of the NCLB, ensuring that all students are provided with a 

fair and equal educational opportunity has become an important topic for teachers, 

educators, and policy makers (Cochran-Smith, 2005a).  There has been a strong 

legislative mandate for schools to document that students are attaining adequate yearly 

progress on standardized testing measures.  In addition, schools must document that 

they are providing students with highly qualified teachers.  As a result of this legal 

mandate, responsibilities for ensuring student success on standardized state tests,
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student achievement, and accountability have been placed on general education 

teachers.  This has led to the questioning of the effectiveness of teacher preparation 

programs and teacher certification standards as they are linked to positive student 

outcomes (Darling-Hammond, 2010).   

No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) 

 NCLB, signed into law by President George Bush in 2002, is based on four 

principles: accountability, academic standards by individual states, parental choice, and 

research-based techniques (Sclafani, 2003).  The responsibility of the first principle, 

accountability, falls on teachers and educators, according to Sclafani (2003).  

Accountability, under NCLB, focuses on the idea that all children can learn and 

educators are accountable to ensure that learning and achievement occurs for all 

students, regardless of any difficulties or challenges the student may display.  For 

example, Sclafani (2003) specifically discusses a period in which the Houston public 

school system had an incredibly large number of ninth grade students as a result of 

students’ inability to pass ninth grade academic standards.  Many students stayed in the 

ninth grade for a year or two longer than their peers and several eventually dropped out 

to avoid the perception of being a failure.  However, the superintendent of the Houston 

public school district noted that this was not an issue in lack of ability on the student’s 

part or inability to succeed, rather, a failure within the school system itself to assist 

students in succeeding to reach his or her full potential.  In addition, the superintendent 

noted that these students most likely fell behind their peers far earlier than the ninth 

grade and in order to truly be aware of when students are beginning to fall behind, 

ongoing accountability is necessary.  The focus of accountability is to help teachers 
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address student concerns as soon as a student begins to display signs of delay, as 

opposed to waiting until a student is at the secondary level and the challenges could be 

more detrimental.  

 The second principle of NCLB has to do with academic standards and operation.  

Unfortunately, it is not possible for the U.S. Department of Education to set standards 

for all states and school districts.  Instead, this must be done independently by each 

state based upon specific needs of the schools and student populations. Therefore, 

states are required to set appropriate standards and assessments in order to address 

accountability and other criteria under NCLB (Sclafani, 2003).  Although the federal 

government has put NCLB into place, the states must find the means to implement it 

and meet the specific legal criteria independently.   

 The third principle of NCLB, according to Sclafani (2003), is parent’s choice to 

move his or her child from a low academically performing school to a higher 

academically performing school.  Congress states that students should be allowed to 

attend a higher performing school, as opposed to having to attend a low performing 

school, if so chosen by the parents of the student.  This allows students to have the 

opportunity to meet the high academic criteria set by state standardized exams.  A 

school is considered low performing if it does not meet the appropriate targeted goals 

for two consecutive years.  Another option that parents are given, if the student remains 

at the low performing school, is an opportunity for additional help provided to the 

student, from the public school system, community, or a private company.   

 The last principle of NCLB is to allow for continuous research of techniques and 

strategies that effectively work in the classroom.  However, student performance must 
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be assessed in order to research and study what techniques and strategies are working 

and what are not.  Assessment is a key factor in accountability of student progress; 

however, Sclafani (2003) argues that not enough is being done in order to accurately 

assess student progress.  She argues that assessment can be an integral factor in 

collecting data on student learning, and in turn, how well teachers are teaching in the 

classroom.  Assessment can also be indicative of how teachers and educators are 

being accountable for student learning outcomes.      

NCLB and Teacher Education 

     There are two specific attributes of NCLB that decidedly affect teacher education 

and preparation.  The first is the stipulation of the law regarding the need for highly 

qualified teachers (Cochran-Smith, 2005a).  States are given the flexibility to define 

‘highly qualified’ independently to some degree, leaving room for interpretation and 

loopholes of the law (Young, 2003).  At minimum, in order to be considered a highly 

qualified teacher, one must hold a bachelor’s degree, state certification, and the ability 

to teach in a specific content area (Cochran-Smith, 2005a). In this regard, teacher’s 

requirements are focused on a specific content area and do not place emphasis on 

pedagogical knowledge and skills.  Therefore, anyone can teach as long as he or she is 

able to demonstrate that they have competence in a particular content area while other 

areas of classroom management and pedagogy are ignored.  Reports by the U.S. 

Department of Education (2003, 2004, 2005) explain that in order to fulfill the 

requirements set forth by NCLB, teachers enrolled in any type of alternative program 

can be viewed as highly qualified if he or she is teaching in their specific subject area.   
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 A second attribute of NCLB that affects teacher education is adequate yearly 

progress of students and schools.  Adequate yearly progress is defined as “the rate of 

improvement schools must make each year on tests given by their states toward the 

goal of 100% competence by 2013” (Cochran-Smith, 2005a).  If a school does not meet 

the appropriate target for two consecutive years and needs improvement, parents have 

the choice of moving their students to another school.  Schools that do not meet the 

appropriate target for multiple years are then considered to be failing under the terms of 

NCLB.  Once a school is considered failing, federal funds can be taken away. Also, the 

state can take control of the school in order to make appropriate changes to assist the 

school in running more effectively, and meet the necessary NCLB requirements.  

Therefore, a strong emphasis is placed on the need for all students, even those with 

disabilities, to succeed on standardized tests.  A report by Scott Young (2003) indicates 

that state requirements on standardized testing toward adequate yearly progress will 

become increasingly stringent over time.       

 According to a report by Debra Viadero (2007), teachers must adjust classroom 

practices and teaching styles in order to help ensure that all students are able to pass 

the state exams and graduate.  An immense amount of pressure has been placed upon 

teachers to increase the number of students passing the exam and meeting the criteria 

set forth by NCLB.  Many teachers report that the accountability through standardized 

testing has negatively affected teacher’s morale (Viadero, 2007).  Preservice teachers 

that begin with high hopes of teaching in humanities or art are finding that these areas 

are being eliminated from some schools because they are not classes that address 
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areas on standardized tests (Selwyn, 2007).  As a result, motivated preservice teachers 

go on to become frustrated, stifled in-service teachers (Viadero, 2007).  

 These issues have directly affected teacher retention.  Often times, teachers feel 

a lack of motivation as well as burden by the need for accountability, leaving little to no 

time for creativity (Gay, 2007).  Job satisfaction has plummeted and teacher shortages 

are attributed to teachers leaving the field to pursue other careers (Hill & Barth, 2004).  

Another issue of concern for teachers is work conditions.  Teachers who were initially 

motivated to work in education in order to help children and creatively teach in the 

classroom are being stifled and forced to teach in subject areas other than those they 

are interested in, because of teacher shortages (Hill & Barth, 2004).  These concerns 

may be linked to the requirements of NCLB placed upon teachers.   

Interpretations of the Law 

 NCLB has typically provided states with the flexibility to meet annual yearly 

progress through their own means, resulting in varying interpretations of the law among 

states.  In addition, changes in interpretation of NCLB have occurred.  For example, 

there was a recent concern in Texas in regards to the definition of highly qualified 

teachers.  In order to abide by the guidelines of NCLB’s requirement for ‘highly qualified’ 

teachers, up to 30,000 teachers in Texas may have to pass a competency test to avoid 

losing their teaching positions (Stutz, 2009).  This is because Texas was recently cited 

by the U.S. Department of Education for new teachers who were not required to pass 

an exam that focused on areas of reading, math, writing, science, and social studies 

(Stutz, 2009).  Most new teachers followed the state guidelines to become a certified 

teacher by taking an exam in his or her appropriate content area.  However, due to a 
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new federal interpretation of NCLB, teachers must also take a general type of 

competency exam, covering reading, math, writing, science, and social studies, in order 

to be considered highly qualified.  This is currently affecting thousands of teachers in 

Texas.  Federal funds could possibly be reduced if federal standards are not met (Stutz, 

2009).  Teachers who continue to teach in his or her same content area will still be 

considered highly qualified, but they are unable to teach in a different content area. 

Discussions continue between Texas and the U.S. Department of Education, however, 

it is possible teachers may need to pass a more general competency exam in order to 

maintain status of being considered highly qualified (Stutz, 2009).  This is a new 

interpretation of NCLB.         

Meeting the Standards  

 NCLB has had a significant impact on both preservice and in-service teachers, 

since it was passed into law.  The focus for in-service teachers is constantly 

surrounding raising student test scores as opposed to helping students learn and gain 

knowledge and skills (Selwyn, 2007).  By 2014, schools that do not meet annual yearly 

progress may face strict consequences such as shifting from a public school to being 

operated as a charter school or by a private company.  This will affect many in-service 

teachers.   

In addition, preservice teachers are being affected as they enter teacher 

preparation programs and prepare to take the state licensing exam because 

requirements and interpretations at the federal and state level create changes, as 

previously illustrated by the example of changes in exam requirements in Texas.  More 

specifically, the state certification exam can be challenging for preservice teachers.  
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Just as secondary students must pass a state standardized exam in order to graduate 

from high school, preservice teachers must pass a state licensure exam in order to 

teach.  One concern with the need for a licensing exam is the limited research that has 

been conducted on teacher testing.  Additional research in this area is warranted 

because some researchers indicate that there is little to no relationship between teacher 

testing and effective teaching practices (Selwyn, 2007).  An area of the literature does 

not strongly support that a test is indicative of what makes for a good or bad teacher.  

Other researchers, however, make the claim that teacher testing and quality are related 

(Latham, Gitomer, and Ziomekl, 1999).  Research in this area is conflicting yet a 

preservice teacher cannot work as a teacher without passing the appropriate exam.    

Several directors and professors in teacher preparation programs are concerned 

that regardless of how well prepared or knowledgeable a preservice teacher is, until he 

or she passes the state licensing requirement, they are unable to teach (Selwyn, 2007).  

Many teacher preparation programs have begun to require prospective teachers to pass 

both a subject area exam and basic skills exam or specific entrance exam similar to 

certification exams, prior to being admitted to a program.  This assists preservice 

teachers in becoming familiar with the necessary exam or exams they will be required to 

take upon graduating.  Often times, test anxiety results in preservice teachers dropping 

out of programs or choosing not to become certified (Selwyn, 2007).  Test anxiety is 

often a concern for many preservice teachers and should not hinder those who perform 

well in the classroom and come highly recommended by professors from being able to 

teach in the classroom, yet this is the current situation in the United States today.     
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Concerns with Testing 

Testing has unequivocally been a part of every student’s life, be it at the 

elementary and high school level or college and beyond.  Implications of various tests 

that students complete can have definitive results on their future careers.  As preservice 

teachers near the graduation of their undergraduate career, they must also look to pass 

specific testing requirements in order to become certified to teach, depending on 

individual state requirements.   

One way in which teacher knowledge has formerly been measured by researchers 

is through testing (Harrell, 2009).  Previously, researchers have tied teacher testing 

directly to teacher quality, indicating that testing defines how well a teacher teaches 

(Latham, Gitomer, and Ziomekl, 1999).  Since the introduction of NCLB, teacher 

knowledge has become defined by passing specific certification testing, as illustrated by 

the definition of highly qualified teachers (Harrell, 2009).  However, according to Harrell 

(2009), several issues arise when viewing teacher testing as a means of defining 

teacher quality.  Some potential issues include aligning tests with state standards, 

inability to assess teacher knowledge of pedagogical skills, and overall test scores 

versus content area scores.   

The first issue of concern discussed by Harrell (2009) is using tests that align with 

state standards.  Specifically, the state of Texas has a large population of school aged 

students requiring test developers to create tests that adhere to all grade levels and 

content areas.  However, due to budget cuts and financial concerns, this can certainly 

be challenging and test development can suffer as a result.  This can force states to use 

tests that have already been designed.  However, the test used may not meet the needs 
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of that particular state because it was not created for that state.  As of 1998, the 

organizations in the state of Texas have worked collaboratively in order to create 

teacher standards that directly align with the TExES exam, the licensing exam in the 

state of Texas, in order to better assist with this issue (Harrell, 2009).   

The second issue that Harrell (2009) discusses is the inability to assess teacher 

knowledge of pedagogical skills.  Many researchers (Frykholm & Glasson, 2005; 

Harrell, 2009) suggest that a teacher’s pedagogical knowledge positively affects student 

outcomes more so than content knowledge alone.  Researchers also suggest that 

teachers with pedagogical and content specific skills provide the strongest affect on 

student learning outcomes.  Therefore, the need to assess pedagogical skills is 

extremely important as opposed to only focusing on content.  Although some states do 

require testing of pedagogical skills, it is not tested across all states and exams are not 

uniform.  Each state sets its own requirements.  The state of Texas does include a 

pedagogical exam as part of the certification requirement.  

The last issue that Harrell (2009) discusses in regards to testing involves scoring 

procedures.  She argues that many state exams score in such a way that allows 

individuals to pass the overall exam without having to pass each specific content area.  

In the state of Texas specifically, a teacher can pass the overall exam even though he 

or she may not have received a passing score in each content area on the exam.  

Therefore, they can be considered highly qualified in that they have passed the 

certification exam, but still not have demonstrated competence in one or more content 

area.        
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Harrell (2009) also discusses one specific concern directly tied to the TeXeS exam 

in the state of Texas.  Preservice teachers are able to take this exam as many times as 

they need to in order to pass the exam.  However, the bank of questions for this exam is 

not sufficient to provide sets of new questions for those who have taken the exam 

several times.  Harrell (2009) argues that if testing is going to be considered equivalent 

to teacher knowledge, teacher candidates should only be allowed to take the exam as 

many times as the test can continue to be reliable and valid.     

Teacher Preparation Programs and Requirements 

 After examining concerns surrounding preservice teacher testing requirements, 

the next issue is the effectiveness of teacher preparation programs.  The link between 

teacher preparation and teacher effectiveness has been strongly debated over the past 

several years (Darling-Hammond, Holtzman, Gatlin, & Heilig, 2005).  According to 

Hammond et al. (2005), some suggest that teacher effectiveness is tied to pedagogical 

skill while others debate that it results from specific content knowledge.  This debate 

continues and affects how teacher preparation programs are designed.  Experiences 

that preservice teachers gain during teacher preparation programs, however, are 

integral in preparing teachers for the classroom.    

  There is widespread agreement that general education teachers play a pivotal 

role in student academic success.   Research studies on improving the academic 

performance of schools indicate that teacher qualities and attitudes are directly linked to 

student success (Sclafani, 2003).  Research also indicates that teaching ability is linked 

to student learning and outcomes (Darling-Hammond, 2006).  In addition, researchers 
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suggest that the design of some preparation programs does, in fact, display increased 

positive student outcomes compared to other programs.   

A study conducted by researchers in New York City investigated several teacher 

preparation programs in order to identify what characteristics create an outstanding 

teacher preparation program.  These researchers investigated various teacher 

preparation programs and found similar characteristics among those that produced 

stronger teacher candidates.  The study found that outstanding teacher preparation 

programs included clinical and didactic curriculum features such as quality of student 

teaching opportunities, appropriate assignments that followed up on student teaching 

experiences, applied and clinical experiences of pedagogical techniques and strategies, 

and a final portfolio project (Darling-Hammond, 2010).  This supports another study 

conducted by Darling-Hammond (2006) who found exemplary teacher preparation 

programs to include both clinical and didactic curriculum.  This allows preservice 

teachers to have an opportunity to apply the techniques and strategies that they learn in 

the program, under the guidance and supervision of professors. 

    Darling-Hammond et al. (2005) also conducted a study in Houston, Texas.  The 

study examined teaching outcomes for teachers who were prepared through an 

approved teacher preparation program and how their preparation was related to 

subsequent student achievement scores.  They found that teachers who were certified 

and had completed an approved program were more effective in 4th and 5th grade math 

and science compared to uncertified teachers.  This study supports the idea that 

certification is an important factor in teacher effectiveness. 
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Consequently, a study conducted by Gomez and Grobe (1990) assessed another 

teacher preparation program, an alternate certification program in Dallas, Texas, for 

those who received a few weeks of summer training before beginning to teach.  The 

teachers that completed this preparation program were able to successfully pass the 

state-licensing exam.  However, these researchers found that the teachers trained in 

this alternate certification program were far less prepared as rated by teacher 

evaluations and student achievement scores.  In addition, researchers found that only 

forty percent of the graduates from this particular program were planning on staying in 

the field of teaching when surveyed.  Therefore, the short term of this type of program 

may have resulted in ill preparation of those attending this particular alternative 

certification program.      

These previous studies provide educators with some information on what a 

successful teacher preparation program entails.  However, additional research in this 

area is warranted, especially as it is tied to state certification requirements.  Previous 

research has focused heavily on teacher’s knowledge, attitudes, and beliefs (Cochran-

Smith, 2005b) therefore, teacher education has not received as much attention as it 

deserves.  No clear definition of what constitutes an effective teacher preparation 

program exists to date.  In addition, teacher education can be a challenging area of 

research to study due to funding and the time it takes for such a study to be conducted.  

As this area continues to become more of an interest as related to student outcomes 

and the characteristics of teachers who are considered highly qualified, additional 

research will be necessary to expand the current literature base.  
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   Although an extensive amount of research has not been conducted on what 

makes for a strong teacher preparation program, research does indicate that teachers 

with preparation and state certification do show better results as seen by student 

outcomes, versus those who do not have preparation and certification (Darling-

Hammond, 2000).  In addition, teachers with less preparation indicate more difficulties 

and challenges when teaching in the classroom including classroom management, 

adapting instruction, and ability to address student’s learning, according to Darling-

Hammond (2000).  Specifically, a study previously discussed conducted by Gomez and 

Grobe (1990), investigated an alternate certification program in Dallas, Texas.  The 

teacher candidates received minimal summer training prior to teaching independently in 

a classroom.  In comparison to teachers trained in a traditional four year university 

program, teacher candidates of the alternate certification program were 16 times more 

likely to be rated poor on their evaluations and also taught students who scored lower in 

math and reading.  In another study investigating attrition rates, a comparison of 

teachers who attended a traditional program and those who attended an alternate 

certification program found that only 40% of those from the alternate certification 

program had an interest in staying in teaching compared to 72% of those who attended 

a traditional program (Lutz & Hutton, 1989).   

Several of these studies suggest that traditional preparation programs provide 

more pedagogical training which assists teachers in being able to address a variety of 

student challenges and needs.  However, one concern in regards to traditional 

programs is that it is often challenging to include both subject matter and pedagogical 
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training in a four-year program (Darling-Hammond, 2000).  Some educators suggest 

extending traditional programs to five years or including an internship year as an option.   

Texas Certification and Preparation Programs 

Texas is typically known as a state that allows school districts to independently 

address their need for teachers (Galley, 2003).  Those who are eligible for a career in 

teaching must have a college degree, specifically focusing on a content area that the 

teacher wishes to teach in as well as a field experience component.  The field 

experience component includes two specific aspects: observations in the classroom and 

hands-on teaching experience.  First, a student must complete 45 hours of observation 

as one part of the field experience component.  This time is strictly observational.  

Second, a student must complete a student teaching practicum, in which they receive 

hands-on experience in the field teaching a course while being supervised by a certified 

teacher.   

Regardless of whether a preservice teacher completes a traditional four year 

university preparation program or an alternative teacher certification program, they must 

pass the state certification exam (Galley, 2003).  The state certification exam in the 

state of Texas is the Texas Examination of Educational Standards (TExES).  This 

certification exam covers pedagogical and professional areas of the specific grade level 

and content that the preservice teacher is interested in teaching (Sasson, 2008).  There 

are specific exams for different teaching levels.   

There are several teacher preparation programs in the state of Texas, including 

traditional four-year university programs and alternative certification programs.  One 

such program in Houston, Texas, at a large urban university, provides an intensive 



35 
 

 
 

teacher preparation program.  This program prepares preservice teachers to teach from 

early childhood through the secondary level, in general education or special education, 

based on the certification of interest.  The program takes approximately four years to 

complete, if preservice teachers are enrolled as full time students during the entire 

duration of the program.  This program specifically prepares preservice teachers to 

become state certified and pursue careers as an Early Childhood 6th grade generalist 

(EC-6), English, Language Arts, Reading 4-8 (ELAR), Math 4-8, Social Studies/History 

4-8, Science 4-8, or Special Education EC-12.   

The teacher preparation program includes three specific phases: introduction, 

content focused area including field experience, and student teaching.  Students must 

complete each benchmark phase, undergo periodic evaluation, and pass each specific 

phase in order to advance to the next phase of the program.  Following program 

completion, each student must successfully complete the TExES in order to be 

recommended to the State for certification.     

Summary 

This study specifically analyzed test score data from preservice teachers who 

attended a teacher preparation program at a large urban university in Texas.  The 

overall and content areas of the TExES exam for preservice teachers who are preparing 

to teach in elementary education were analyzed.  In addition, the study investigated 

why, if any, preservice teachers are facing challenges in passing specific content areas 

and how to strengthen preservice teacher knowledge in these areas.  Finally, this study 

provides appropriate recommendations in order to assist preservice students who may 

be facing challenges, based on the specific outcome scores of the TExES exam. 



 
 

 
 

CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

 Due to the impending need for highly qualified teachers in the United States, it is 

necessary to address how well prepared preservice teachers are upon graduating from 

a traditional teacher preparation program.  One concern of educators is that teachers 

must meet the definition of highly qualified, based on the standards presented in NCLB.  

Therefore, it is pertinent to understand how to best prepare preservice teachers to 

ensure that they are not only able to teach effectively in the classroom, but are also able 

to pass state certification exams.  An initial analysis of test outcomes from preservice 

teaches attending a large, urban university in Texas was a useful methodology because 

it investigated preservice teacher outcomes on the overall and content areas of the 

TExES exam.  It was also helpful in providing appropriate recommendations for the 

preparation program. 

 An analysis of overall and content area scores on the TExES provided 

information on how many passed the overall exam, and how successful they were in 

each content area.   

Preservice Teacher Preparation Program 

 Test scores analyzed in this study are from preservice teachers attending an 

urban, public, research university located in Texas.  This is a tier one university serving 

a diverse student population of approximately 37,000 undergraduate and graduate 

students, providing bachelors, masters, and doctoral degrees in a large number of 

subject areas. 
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The teacher preparation program in this study provides a comprehensive 

education to both undergraduate and graduate teacher candidates, with a variety of 

certification options available.  Specifically, preservice students interested in teaching 

elementary grades become certified at the EC-4 or EC-6 level.  Previously, the state of 

Texas required preservice teachers to become certified at the EC-4 level.  In academic 

year 2009-2010, however, there was a transition from the EC-4 Generalist exam to EC-

6 Generalist exam.  During this year some preservice teachers took either the EC-4 

Generalist exam or the EC-6 exam Generalist exam.  Therefore, the data in this study 

were comprised of examination scores for both the EC-4 Generalist exam and EC-6 

Generalist exam, including the transition year in 2009-2010.   

 The teacher preparation program in this study occurred in three phases.  The first 

phase provided an introduction to teaching.  The second phase addressed a specific 

content area allowing preservice teachers to learn methods and techniques based on 

the specific subject, in addition to a field area experience component.  The third phase 

allowed preservice teachers to teach in the field, under supervision, in order to gain 

experience working directly with students.  Preservice teachers were required to apply 

to each phase and were evaluated prior to advancing on to the next phase.  This 

program is accredited by the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education 

(NCATE).     

Research Design 

 Archival test score data from preservice teachers who attended a teacher 

preparation program in the state of Texas were used in this study.  The data include 

overall as well as content area scores of the EC-4 Generalist exam and EC-6 Generalist 
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exam.  The EC-4 Generalist exam assesses content areas of English, mathematics, 

social studies, science, and fine arts, health, and physical education.  There are 

approximately 110 multiple-choice questions, of which 100 are scored and 10 are pilot 

questions.  The EC-6 Generalist exam assesses content areas of English, mathematics, 

social studies, science, fine arts, health, and physical education.  This exam consists of 

140 multiple-choice questions of which 125 are scored while the additional 15 are pilot 

questions for further developing the exam.  The EC-6 Generalist exam is more 

comprehensive, as it contains more questions than the EC-4 Generalist exam.  The 

following research questions were addressed in this study:  

1. What percentage of preservice testees were successful in passing the TExES 

exam at the EC-4 and EC-6 levels versus those who are unsuccessful? Of the 

preservice testees who passed the exam, how did they perform in each content 

area? And of the preservice testees who failed the exam, how did they perform in 

each content area?  

2. What percentage of preservice testees were successful in passing the TExES 

exam at the EC-4 level and EC-6 level, based on ethnicity and gender?  What 

were the ethnic and gender breakdowns of those who failed the exams (EC-4 

and EC-6)? 

3. Based upon the content areas that had lower scores and were found to be more 

challenging upon analysis, what recommendations can be made to better 

prepare preservice teachers in those specific content areas?  
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Data Set 

The data used in this study consisted of archival data from preservice teachers 

who have completed all necessary degree requirements, have successfully graduated 

from a four year traditional teacher preparation program, and have taken the EC-4 or 

EC-6 Generalist exams in the state of Texas.  Data for the EC-6 Generalist exam in 

2010-2011 was available August 1, 2010 through May 1, 2011.  Therefore, additional 

preservice teachers who take the exam between May 2, 2011 and July 31, 2011 were 

not included because it was not available at the time this study was conducted.  

Data Analysis 

The overall and content area test scores for 2002 through 2009 on the EC-4 and 

EC-6 Generalist exams were analyzed and sorted by year.   The actual number of 

preservice teachers who passed and failed the overall exam and content areas was 

used to obtain the percentage are passing and failing over time.   

Summary 

 Education continues to be a central focus for educators and policy makers in the 

United States, as seen by federal laws such as No Child Left Behind.  NCLB has 

affected preservice teachers in preparation programs by requiring preservice teachers 

to pass examinations in the content areas that they will teach in order to be deemed 

highly qualified.  However, it is left up to each state as to how and what exams teachers 

must successfully complete in order to become certified.   Previous research suggests 

that teacher preparation programs play an important role in ensuring that teachers 

become certified and fulfill the legal mandates of NCLB.  Although educators have 
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several concerns with testing requirements, certification is still required in order to fulfill 

the mandates set forth under NCLB.  

Thus, appropriate teacher preparation programs are necessary in order to assist 

in successfully preparing teachers so that they can pass state certification exams.  The 

type of training, education, and timing of training that teacher’s are provided with 

(Avramidis & Norwich, 2002) is important.  Studies have indicated that training can 

positively impact teacher’s effectiveness (Shade & Stewart, 2001). Researchers have 

not, however, specified what constitutes sufficient or appropriate teacher preparation.  

Additional research in this area is necessary to advance to the body of literature that 

currently exists and in order to assist educators in creating affective teacher preparation 

programs.  This study contributes to the literature by assessing state certification scores 

of teachers who have attended the teacher preparation program in the state of Texas.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 
 

CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS 

Introduction 

 The purpose of this study was to conduct an analysis of test data from preservice 

teachers who have taken the certification exam in Texas, in order to examine how well 

they perform on the overall exam as well as the content areas.  This chapter provides 

an analysis of scores from the EC-4 Generalist exam and the EC-6 Generalist exam.  

The EC-4 Generalist exam scores that were analyzed are the overall scores and 

content area scores for academic years 2002-2009.  The EC-6 Generalist exam scores 

that were analyzed are the overall scores and content area scores for academic years 

2009-2011.  However, scores were only available through May 1, 2011 for the second 

academic year.  An academic year in Texas is defined as September 1st of a particular 

year through August 31st of the following year.  For example, the 2002-2003 academic 

year began September 1, 2002 and ended August 31, 2003.  The analysis was done 

based on each individual preservice testee score, however some preservice teachers 

completed the exam multiple times.  Tables 8 and 9, in Appendix A, display the number 

of preservice teachers who passed the exam on the first attempt, the number of 

preservice teachers who took the exam multiple times before passing, and the number 

of preservice teachers who took the exam multiple times without passing for the EC-4 

and EC-6 Generalist exams.  The scores from both the EC-4 and EC-6 Generalist 

exams were used to address the following research questions:  

1. What percentage of preservice testees were successful in passing the TExES 

exam at the EC-4 and EC-6 levels versus those who are unsuccessful? Of the
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preservice testees who passed the exam, how did they perform in each content 

area? And of the preservice testees who failed the exam, how did they perform in 

each content area?  

2. What percentage of preservice testees were successful in passing the TExES 

exam at the EC-4 level and EC-6 level, based on ethnicity and gender?  What 

were the ethnic and gender breakdowns of those who failed the exams (EC-4 

and EC-6)? 

3. Based upon the content areas that had lower scores and were found to be more 

challenging upon analysis, what recommendations can be made to better 

prepare preservice teachers in those specific content areas?  

Since the EC-4 Generalist exam and EC-6 Generalist exam are two different 

tests, they are discussed separately.  The analysis and results for research questions 

one and two are described.   Since research question three provides recommendations 

based on the analysis of the exam scores from both exams, question three is discussed 

in chapter five.  

 Both the EC-4 and EC-6 Generalist exams cover five content areas, namely, 

English, mathematics, social studies, science, and fine arts, health, and physical 

education.  An individual can score up to 300 points in each of these content areas and 

their overall score is based on an average of these scores.  If the overall score is equal 

to or greater than 240, the individual passes the exam.  Based on this scoring method, a 

test taker can score less than 240 in one or more content areas and still pass the exam 

if they excelled in other content areas.  Therefore, as the data will show, it is important 

to present the content area mean scores in addition to the overall mean score to more 
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accurately gauge areas where an overall passing score could be masking individual 

content area weaknesses.   

In addition to the mean, the median, standard deviation, and range are also 

presented for the overall scores and content area scores.  These elements help 

determine the notion of central tendency, or the strength with which the data points 

cluster close to the mean.  Disparities between the mean and median can help indicate 

how skewed the distribution of scores is.  For example, if the median is much higher 

than the mean, it signifies that most test takers are performing well but there are a few 

test takers who are performing very poorly.  If the median is much smaller than the 

mean, then the converse is true.  Standard deviation helps determine how closely the 

scores are to the mean.  If the standard deviation is high for a given content area, it 

could signify that a large number of people are failing the content area despite the mean 

being equal to or greater than 240 for that content area.  And finally, range can help 

determine the extreme endpoints between scores.  Since all mean data for both EC-4 

and EC-6 Generalist exams was above the passing mark, the range can help determine 

how aligned the scores were to that mean.  A large range could imply scores were 

scattered while a small range could imply scores were very close to the passing mean.     

Trends           

Some of the common trends found in the analysis between the EC-4 and EC-6 

exam include:  1) the median was generally slightly higher than the mean for the overall 

scores and content area scores; 2) the mean score for the social studies content area 

was consistently lower than the mean score for other content areas; and 3) the standard 

deviation for the social studies content area was generally larger than the standard 
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deviation for other content areas.  Some of the trends that differed between the results 

from the EC-4 and EC-6 Generalist exam include:  1) the size of the population of 

preservice teachers who took the EC-6 Generalist exam was 16% of the population who 

took the EC-4 Generalist exam;  2) the overall mean and median scores for the EC-4 

Generalist exam were significantly higher than the overall mean and median scores for 

the EC-6 Generalist exam; and 3) the standard deviations for the content area scores in 

the EC-6 Generalist exam were generally larger than the standard deviations for the 

content area scores in the EC-4 Generalist exam. 

EC-4 Generalist Exam 

 First, descriptive data are provided on the overall scores and content area scores 

for the EC-4 Generalist exam from academic years 2002-2009 cumulatively.  Next, the 

descriptive data is broken down for academic years 2006-2007, 2007-2008, and 2008-

2009 separately to provide data on the last three academic years in order to observe 

the trends in the recent past.  Following the descriptive data, figures displaying results 

of overall scores and content area scores for academic years 2002-2009 are displayed.  

Lastly, figures displaying overall scores and content area scores for academic years 

2002-2009 based on gender and ethnicity are displayed.   

 Descriptive Data 

 Table 1 displays descriptive data for the overall scores and content area scores 

for the EC-4 Generalist exam.  Over the course of seven academic years there were a 

total of 1,116 preservice testees who took the EC-4 Generalist exam.  Columns 1 and 2 

divide the population by gender and Columns 3 through 9 divide the population by 

ethnicity.  Columns 10 through 13 display the mean, median, standard deviation, and 
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range for the overall population (not unique) as well as for each subscale (unique). The 

overall scores include the average of all content area scores, while the content area 

scores are each a unique score for that particular subject.  These data are for the actual 

values of the mean, median, standard deviation and range.  Table 1 includes descriptive 

data for academic years 2002-2009 cumulatively.   

 

Table 1. 
EC-4 Generalist Exam Overall and Content Area Descriptive Data for Academic Years 2002-2009

Female Male
African 

American Asian Hispanic
Native 

American
Not 

Specified Other White Mean Median SD Range
Overall 1080 36 172 153 217 3 22 16 533 263.10 266 16.83 196-297
English 1080 36 172 153 217 3 22 16 533 263.51 266 17.48 189-300

Mathematics 1080 36 172 153 217 3 22 16 533 266.58 268 22.9 159-300
Social Studies 1080 36 172 153 217 3 22 16 533 255.23 257 27.83 144-300

Science 1080 36 172 153 217 3 22 16 533 259.97 267 26.1 158-300
Fine Arts, Health, PE 1080 36 172 153 217 3 22 16 533 265.53 268 20.97 187-300  

 

On the EC-4 Generalist exam, a passing score equals to or is above 240 for the 

overall exam and in each content area.  For the overall population the mean score was 

263.10 and the median was 266.   Assuming the scores follow a normal distribution, a 

higher median over mean indicates a slight negative skew in the data.  This indicates 

there were more individuals who scored above the mean than below the mean.   

With respect to the mean and median, the content area scores follow a similar 

pattern to the overall score – in all content areas, the median score is slightly higher 

than the mean representing a negative skew.  This also indicates that more individuals 

scored above the mean than below the mean.  All content area means and medians are 

also equal to or above the passing score of 240.  The largest range of scores was in the 
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Social Studies content area (144-300) and the smallest range of scores was in the 

English content area (189-300).   

 Tables two, three, and four detail the annual descriptive data of the overall and 

content area scores for academic years 2006-2007, 2007-2008, and 2008-2009 

separately.  As explained at the beginning of the chapter, the 2008-2009 academic year 

was a transition year from the EC-4 Generalist exam to the EC-6 Generalist exam, 

therefore the number of preservice teachers completing the exam decreased.  During 

this year, some preservice teachers were required to complete the EC-6 Generalist 

exam instead due to a change in the state requirements.   

 

Table 2. 
EC-4 Generalist Exam Overall and Content Area Descriptive Data for Academic Year 2006-2007

Female Male
African 

American Asian Hispanic
Native 

American
Not 

Specified Other White Mean Median SD Range
Overall 190 7 29 31 43 1 0 4 89 262.77 265 16.55 213-295
English 190 7 29 31 43 1 0 4 89 262.75 264 17.59 193-300

Mathematics 190 7 29 31 43 1 0 4 89 267.53 267.53 22.77 189-300
Social Studies 190 7 29 31 43 1 0 4 89 250.89 256 25.98 159-300

Science 190 7 29 31 43 1 0 4 89 264.43 268 23.07 173-300
Fine Arts, Health, PE 190 7 29 31 43 1 0 4 89 264.98 268 20.67 187-300  

Table 3. 
EC-4 Generalist Exam Overall and Content Area Descriptive Data for Academic Year 2007-2008

Female Male
African 

American Asian Hispanic
Native 

American
Not 

Specified Other White Mean Median SD Range
Overall 174 7 25 32 35 0 0 10 79 258.63 262 19.67 196-294
English 174 7 25 32 35 0 0 10 79 258.12 262 20.41 193-292

Mathematics 174 7 25 32 35 0 0 10 79 262.78 267 22.12 174-300
Social Studies 174 7 25 32 35 0 0 10 79 249.13 256 28.68 144-300

Science 174 7 25 32 35 0 0 10 79 254.87 260 26.73 177-300
Fine Arts, Health, PE 174 7 25 32 35 0 0 10 79 261.31 266 21.1 189-300  
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Table 4. 
EC-4 Generalist Exam Overall and Content Area Descriptive Data for Academic Year 2008-2009

Female Male
African 

American Asian Hispanic
Native 

American
Not 

Specified Other White Mean Median SD Range
Overall 81 3 12 20 20 0 0 2 30 260.49 264 16.61 219-290
English 81 3 12 20 20 0 0 2 30 260.54 266.5 17.57 215-296

Mathematics 81 3 12 20 20 0 0 2 30 262.27 264 20.93 186-300
Social Studies 81 3 12 20 20 0 0 2 30 251.52 256 23.28 174-289

Science 81 3 12 20 20 0 0 2 30 258.36 259 19.76 211-300
Fine Arts, Health, PE 81 3 12 20 20 0 0 2 30 263.25 267 20.62 189-300  

  

The population size for the EC-4 Generalist Exam decreased for the last three 

academic years.  The overall mean score remained close to 260 and the median score 

was slightly higher than the mean score each year.  This once again indicates that the 

distribution of scores for each of the last three years was skewed negatively meaning 

that more individuals scored above the mean than below it.  More specifically, a 

negative skew means the 50th percentile mark in scores was always higher than the 

average score.   

The means over the past three academic years for the social studies content 

area were consistently lower than the means for the other content areas. In addition, 

each of the standard deviation values for the social studies content area during these 

years is higher than the standard deviation in all of the other content areas.  This 

indicates a higher dispersion of scores and a weaker central tendency around the 

mean.  By looking at these results as a whole, it is apparent that preservice testees 

consistently scored lower on the social studies content area but their scores in this area 

were more varying than in the other content areas.    
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Research Question One 

The first part of Research Question One asks, what percentage of preservice testees 

were successful in passing the TExES exam at the EC-4 level versus those who were 

unsuccessful?   Figures 1.1 through 1.6 displays the percentage of preservice testees 

who were successful on the exam versus those who were unsuccessful on the exam, 

for academic years 2002-2009. 

 

Figure 1.1. EC-4 Generalist Exam Overall Scores for Academic Years 2002-2009 

(actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 1.2. EC-4 Generalist Exam English Content Area Scores for Academic Years 

2002-2009 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

 

 

Figure 1.3. EC-4 Generalist Exam Mathematics Content Area Scores for Academic 

Years 2002-2009 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 1.4. EC-4 Generalist Exam Social Studies Content Area Scores for Academic 

Years 2002-2009 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

 

 

Figure 1.5. EC-4 Generalist Exam Science Content Area Scores for Academic Years 

2002-2009 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 1.6. EC-4 Generalist Exam Fine Arts, Health, Physical Education Content Area 

Scores for Academic Years 2002-2009 (actual number of testees provided in each 

column) 

 

 

 

Over the course of seven academic years, 2002-2009, there were 1,116 

preservice testees who completed the EC-4 Generalist Exam.  Figure 1.1 displays the 

overall pass rates for all academic years.  There was a 90% or higher pass rate for each 

academic year with the exception of academic year 2007-2008 and 2008-2009.  The 

pass rate for academic year 2007-2008 was 83% and the pass rate for academic year 

2008-2009 was 89%.  While overall performance on the test is important, it is essential 

in a program evaluation to review the subcomponents that make up the whole.  The EC-

4 Generalist Exam has 5 content areas and scores for each are presented separately. 

The content areas are: English, mathematics, social studies, science, and fine arts, 

health, and physical education.  Figure 1.2 displays the scores for all academic years in 
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the content area of English.  Preservice testees in each academic year demonstrated a 

pass rate of 90% or higher on this subscale, with the exception of academic years 2007-

2008 and 2008-2009.  Preservice testees completing the exam in these academic years 

demonstrated a pass rate of 83% in the English content area.  Figure 1.3 displays the 

scores for all academic years in the content area of mathematics.  Preservice testees in 

each academic year demonstrated a pass rate of 90% or higher in this content area, 

with the exception of academic years 2003-2004, 2006-2007, and 2007-2008.  In these 

years, the passing rates were 86%, 87%, and 87%, respectively.  Figure 1.4 displays 

the scores for all academic years in the content area of social studies. Preservice 

testees in each academic year demonstrated a pass rate lower than 90%.  The scores 

were the lowest in years 2003-2004, 2006-2007, and 2007-2008.  In these years, the 

passing rates were 71%, 72%, and 69%, respectively.  Figure 1.5 displays the scores 

for all academic years in the content area of science.  Preservice testees in each 

academic year demonstrated a pass rate lower than 90%.  The scores were the lowest 

in years 2004-2005, 2005-2006, and 2007-2008.  In these years, the passing rates were 

79%, 80%, and 78%, respectively.  Figure 1.6 displays the scores for all academic 

years in the content area of fine arts, health, and physical education.  Preservice 

testees in each academic year demonstrated a pass rate higher than 90% in three of 

the seven academic years.  The scores were lowest in years 2004-2005, 2005-2006, 

2006-2007, and 2008-2009.  In these years, the passing rates were 88%, 87%, 88%, 

and 87%. 

The second part of Research Question One asks of the preservice testees who 

passed the exam, how did they perform in each content area. And of the preservice 
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testees who failed the exam, how did they perform in each content area. Figures 2.1 

through 4.2 display the results addressing: 1) how those who were successful on the 

overall exam performed in each content area and 2) how those who were unsuccessful 

on the overall exam performed in each content area.  The figures displayed are for 

academic years 2006-2007, 2007-2008, and 2008-2009.  Figures for previous academic 

years are displayed in Appendix B. 

 

Figure 2.1. EC-4 Generalist Exam Content Area Status for Overall Pass – Content Area 

Scores in Academic Year 2006-2007 (actual number of testees provided in each 

column) 
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Figure 2.2. EC-4 Generalist Exam Content Area Status for Overall Fail – Content Area 

Scores in Academic Year 2006-2007 (actual number of testees provided in each 

column) 
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Figure 3.1. EC-4 Generalist Exam Content Area Status for Overall Pass – Content Area 

Scores in Academic Year 2007-2008 (actual number of testees provided in each 

column) 
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Figure 3.2. EC-4 Generalist Exam Content Area Status for Overall Fail – Content Area 

Scores in Academic Year 2007-2008 (actual number of testees provided in each 

column) 

 

Figure 4.1. EC-4 Generalist Exam Content Area Status for Overall Pass – Content Area 

Scores in Academic Year 2008-2009 (actual number of testees provided in each 

column) 
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Figure 4.2. EC-4 Generalist Exam Content Area Status for Overall Fail – Content Area 

Scores in Academic Year 2008-2009 (actual number of testees provided in each 

column) 

 

 

 

Figures 2.1 and 2.2 display the passing and failing populations for the academic 

year 2006-2007.  In this academic year, 179 preservice testees passed the overall 

exam and 18 failed the overall exam.  As shown in Figure 2.1, this correlates to 91% of 

preservice testees passing the exam in the 2006-2007 academic year.  Of those who 

passed in 2006-2007, 3% failed the English content area, 7% failed the math content 

area, 23% failed the social studies content area, 9% failed the science content area, 

and 7% failed the fine arts, health, and physical education content area.  Of those who 

failed in 2006-2007, 67% failed the English content area, 72% failed the math content 

area, 83% failed the social studies content area, 33% failed the science content area, 

and 67% failed the fine arts, health, and physical education content area.   
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Figures 3.1 and 3.2 displays the passing and failing populations for the academic 

year 2007-2008.  In this academic year 150 preservice testees passed the overall exam 

and 31 failed the overall exam.  As shown in Figure 1.1, this correlates to 83% of 

preservice testees passing the exam in the 2007-2008 academic year.  Of the 150 who 

passed in 2007-2008, 7% failed the English content area, 7% failed the math content 

area, 20% failed the social studies content area, 13% failed the science content area, 

and 4% failed the fine arts content area.  Of the 31 who failed in 2007-2008, 61% failed 

the English content area, 39% failed the math content area, 87% failed the social 

studies content area, 74% failed the science content area, and 39% failed the fine arts 

content area.  

Figures 4.1 and 4.2 display the passing and failing populations for the academic 

year 2008-2009.  In this academic year 75 preservice testees passed the overall exam 

and 9 failed the overall exam.  As shown in Figure 1.1, this correlates to 89% of 

preservice testees passing the exam in the 2008-2009 academic year.  Of the 75 who 

passed in 2008-2009, 9% failed the English content area, 7% failed the math content 

area, 23% failed the social studies content area, 13% failed the science content area, 

and 9% failed the fine arts content area.  Of the 9 who failed in 2008-2009, 78% failed 

the English content area, 33% failed the math content area, 67% failed the social 

studies content area, 44% failed the science content area, and 44% failed the fine arts, 

health, and physical education content area.  

The weakest content areas among the passing population were social studies 

followed by science.  There was no identifiable trending upwards or downwards in social 

studies for these academic years.  However, passing rates for science trended 
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downwards.  Among the failing population, the social studies content area was weakest 

in the 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 academic years.  The math content area was the 

second weakest in the 2006-2007 academic year and the science content area was 

second weakest in the 2007-2008 academic year.   For the 2008-2009 academic year, 

English was the weakest content area followed by social studies.   

Research Question Two 

Research Question Two asked what percentage of preservice testees were 

successful in passing the TExES exam at the EC-4 level, based on ethnicity and gender 

and what were the ethnic and gender breakdowns of those who fail the exams?  First, 

the figures for ethnicity describing academic years 2006-2007, 2007-2008, and 2008-

2009 are displayed.  Each academic year consists of 6 figures, one displaying the 

ethnicity of the overall test scores showing pass and fail rates per ethnic group, and one 

for each content area.  Figures displaying data on pass and fail rates of ethnic groups 

for academic years 2002-2009 combined are listed in the Appendix B.  Second, the 

figures for gender describing academic years 2006-2007, 2007-2008, and 2008-2009 

are displayed.  Each academic year consists of 6 figures, one displaying the gender of 

the overall test scores showing pass and fail rates per gender, and one for each content 

area.  Figures displaying data on pass and fail rates of gender groups for academic 

years 2002-2009 combined are listed in Appendix B.  

Figures 5.1 through 5. 6 display results for pass and fail rates per ethnic group 

from the academic year 2006-2007.  The ethnic groups reported are: African American, 

Asian, Hispanic, Native American, Not Specified, Other, and White.   
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Figure 5.1. EC-4 Generalist Exam Overall Scores by Ethnicity for Academic Year 2006-

2007 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

 

 

Figure 5.2. EC-4 Generalist Exam English Content Area Scores by Ethnicity for 

Academic Year 2006-2007 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 5.3. EC-4 Generalist Exam Mathematics Content Area Scores by Ethnicity for 

Academic Year 2006-2007 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

 

 

Figure 5.4. EC-4 Generalist Exam Social Studies Content Area Scores by Ethnicity for 

Academic Year 2006-2007 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 5.5. EC-4 Generalist Exam Science Content Area Scores by Ethnicity for 

Academic Year 2006-2007 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

 

 

Figure 5.6. EC-4 Generalist Exam Fine Arts, Health, Physical Education Content Area 

Scores by Ethnicity for Academic Year 2006-2007 (actual number of testees provided in 

each column) 
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Figures 6.1 through 6.6 display results for pass and fail rates per ethnic group 

from the academic year 2007-2008. 

Figure 6.1. EC-4 Generalist Exam Overall Scores by Ethnicity for Academic Year 2007-

2008 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 6.2. EC-4 Generalist Exam English Content Area Scores by Ethnicity for 

Academic Year 2007-2008(actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 6.3. EC-4 Generalist Exam Mathematics Content Area Scores by Ethnicity for 

Academic Year 2007-2008 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

 

 

Figure 6.4. EC-4 Generalist Exam Social Studies Content Area Scores by Ethnicity for 

Academic Year 2007-2008 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 6.5. EC-4 Generalist Exam Science Content Area Scores by Ethnicity for 

Academic Year 2007-2008 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

 

 

Figure 6.6. EC-4 Generalist Exam Fine Arts, Health, Physical Education Content Area 

Scores by Ethnicity for Academic Year 2007-2008 (actual number of testees provided in 

each column) 
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 Figures 7.1 through 7.6 display results for pass and fail rates per ethnic group 

from the academic year 2008-2009. 

Figure 7.1. EC-4 Generalist Exam Overall Scores by Ethnicity for Academic Year 2008-

2009 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 7.2. EC-4 Generalist Exam English Content Area Scores by Ethnicity for 

Academic Year 2008-2009 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 



67 
 

 
 

Figure 7.3. EC-4 Generalist Exam Mathematics Content Area Scores by Ethnicity for 

Academic Year 2008-2009 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 7.4. EC-4 Generalist Exam Social Studies Content Area Scores by Ethnicity for 

Academic Year 2008-2009 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 7.5. EC-4 Generalist Exam Science Content Area Scores by Ethnicity for 

Academic Year 2008-2009 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

 

 

Figure 7.6. EC-4 Generalist Exam Fine Arts, Health, Physical Education Content Area 

Scores for Academic Year 2008-2009 (actual number of testees provided in each 

column) 
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 In academic year 2006-2007, African Americans, Asians, Hispanics, Native 

Americans, Other, and White were the ethnic groups represented.  Of those ethnic 

groups, 29 African Americans, 31 Asians, 43 Hispanics, 1 Native American, 4 Other, 

and 89 Whites preservice testees completed the exam.  In 2006-2007, all ethnic groups 

had the lowest passing percentage in the content area of social studies.  In academic 

year 2007-2008, African Americans, Asians, Hispanics, Other, and White were the 

ethnic groups represented.  Of those ethnic groups, 25 African Americans, 32 Asians, 

35 Hispanics, 10 Other, and 79 Whites preservice testees completed the exam.  In this 

year, all ethnic groups had the lowest passing percentage in the content area of social 

studies.  In academic year 2008-2009, African Americans, Asians, Hispanics, Other, 

and White were the ethnic groups represented.  Of those ethnic groups, 12 African 

Americans, 20 Asians, 20 Hispanics, 2 Other, and 30 Whites preservice testees 

completed the exam. In this year, all ethnic groups had the lowest passing percentage 

in the content area of social studies.   

 In examining the ethnicity data for these three academic years the Asian 

subgroup performed lower than the other ethnic groups in the first two years and the 

African American subgroup performed lower than the other ethnic groups in the last 

year.  In 2006-2007 the fail rate for Asians was 30%; in 2007-2008 the fail rate for 

Asians was 41%; and in 2008-2009 the fail rate for African Americans was 33%.  

 Figures 8.1 through 8.6 display the results for pass and fail rates by gender for 

the academic years 2006-2007, 2007-2008, and 2008-2009.   
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Figure 8.1. EC-4 Generalist Exam Overall Scores by Gender for Academic Years 2006-

2009 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 8.2. EC-4 Generalist Exam English Content Area Scores by Gender for 

Academic Years 2006-2009 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 8.3. EC-4 Generalist Exam Mathematics Content Area Scores by Gender for 

Academic Years 2006-2009 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 8.4. EC-4 Generalist Exam Social Studies Content Area Scores by Gender for 

Academic Years 2006-2009 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 8.5. EC-4 Generalist Exam Science Content Area Scores by Gender for 

Academic Years 2006-2009 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 8.6. EC-4 Generalist Exam Fine Arts, Health, Physical Education Content Area 

Scores by Gender for Academic Years 2006-2009 (actual number of testees provided in 

each column) 
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 In academic year 2006-2007, 190 preservice testees were females and 7 

preservice testees were males who completed the exam; in academic year 2007-2008, 

174 preservice testees were females and 7 preservice testees were males who 

completed the exam; and in academic year 2008-2009, 81 preservice testees were 

females and 3 preservice testees were males who completed the exam.  Due to the 

small population size of male preservice teachers there is no way to provide meaningful 

gender comparison with respect to passing rates in both overall and content areas.  

Among female preservice teachers, performance in the content area of social studies is 

lower in comparison to other content areas.   

EC-6 Generalist Exam 

First, descriptive data are provided on the overall scores and content area scores 

for the EC-6 Generalist exam from academic years 2009-2011 cumulatively.  Next, the 

descriptive data is broken down for academic years 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 

separately, to provide data on the past two academic years.  Following the descriptive 

data, figures displaying results of overall scores and content area scores for academic 

years 2009-2011 are displayed.  Lastly, figures displaying overall scores and content 

area scores for academic years 2009-2011 based on gender and ethnicity are 

displayed.  

 Descriptive Data 

Table 5 displays descriptive data for the overall scores and content area scores 

for the EC-6 Generalist exam.  Over the course of two academic years there were a 

total of 183 preservice testees who took the EC-6 Generalist exam.  Columns 1 and 2 

divide the population by gender and Columns 3 through 9 divide the population by 



74 
 

 
 

ethnicity.  Columns 10 through 13 show the mean, median, standard deviation, and 

range for the overall population (not unique) as well as for each subscale (unique).  The 

overall scores include all of the content area scores, while the content area scores are 

each a unique score for that particular subject.  This data is for the actual values of the 

mean, median, standard deviation, and range.  Table 5 includes descriptive data for 

academic years 2009-2011 cumulatively.   

Table 5. 
EC-6 Generalist Exam Overall and Content Area Descriptive Data for Academic Years 2009-2011

Female Male
African 

American Asian Hispanic Other White Mean Median SD Range
Overall 179 4 24 42 32 2 83 246.25 248 18.82 190-282
English 179 4 24 42 32 2 83 246.78 248 16.79 202-294

Mathematics 179 4 24 42 32 2 83 248.40 250 21.06 179-285
Social Studies 179 4 24 42 32 2 83 244.07 244 20.24 188-288

Science 179 4 24 42 32 2 83 245.33 246 20.39 187-290
Fine Arts, Health, PE 179 4 24 42 32 2 83 248.00 250 17.22 176-279  

 

On the EC-6 Generalist exam, a passing score equals to or is above 240 for the 

overall exam and in each content area.  For the overall population the mean score was 

246.252 and the median was 248.   Assuming the scores follow a normal distribution, a 

higher median over mean indicates a slight negative skew in the data.  This indicates 

there were more individuals who scored above the mean than below the mean.  

With respect to the mean and median, the content area scores follow a similar 

pattern to the overall score – in all content areas, the median score is slightly higher 

than the mean representing a negative skew. This also indicates that more individuals 

scored above the mean than below the mean.  All content area means and medians are 

also equal to or above the passing score of 240.  The largest range of scores was in the 
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mathematics content area (179-285) and the smallest range of scores was in the social 

studies content area (188-288).   

Tables six and seven detail the annual descriptive data of the overall and content 

area scores for academic years 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 separately.   

Table 6. 
EC-6 Generalist Exam  Overall and Content Area Descriptive Data for Academic Year 2009-2010

Female Male
African 

American Asian Hispanic Other White Mean Median SD Range
Overall 52 1 9 15 11 1 17 249.96 252 17.05 203-282
English 52 1 9 15 11 1 17 249.13 252 16.56 202-294

Mathematics 52 1 9 15 11 1 17 247.58 245 19.20 199-288
Social Studies 52 1 9 15 11 1 17 243.58 246 21.03 199-290

Science 52 1 9 15 11 1 17 251.32 259 19.45 206-285
Fine Arts, Health, PE 52 1 9 15 11 1 17 248.91 254 17.25 209-278  

Table 7. 
EC-6 Generalist Exam Overall and Content Area Descriptive Data for Academic Year 2010-2011

Female Male
African 

American Asian Hispanic Other White Mean Median SD Range
Overall 127 3 15 27 21 1 66 244.74 247 19.35 190-282
English 127 3 15 27 21 1 66 245.82 246 16.85 202-286

Mathematics 127 3 15 27 21 1 66 242.63 243 20.55 188-285
Social Studies 127 3 15 27 21 1 66 243.58 246 19.94 187-284

Science 127 3 15 27 21 1 66 247.22 250 21.64 179-285
Fine Arts, Health, PE 127 3 15 27 21 1 66 247.64 250 17.27 176-279    

 

The population size for the EC-6 Generalist exam increased from academic year 

2009-2010 to 2010-2011.  The overall mean score remained close to 247 and the 

median score was slightly higher than the mean score in all cases for both years, except 

in mathematics in 2009-2010.  This once again indicates that the distribution of scores 

for both years was skewed negatively meaning that more individuals scored above the 

mean than below it.  More specifically, a negative skew means the 50th percentile mark 

in scores was higher than the average score.  The mean in 2009-2010 for social studies 
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is lower than the other content areas whereas the mean in 2010-2011 for mathematics 

is lower than the other content areas.  For the 2009-2010 academic year, this implies 

one of two things: either there were more preservice testees who failed the social 

studies content area than other areas or there were a small number of preservice 

teachers who performed very poorly in the social studies content area.  Either scenario 

could cause the mean to decrease.  Similarly for the 2010-2011 academic year, there 

could have been a larger number of teachers who failed the mathematics content area 

or there could have been a smaller number that performed very poorly.  Again, either 

scenario could cause the mean to decrease.      

 Research Question One 

The first part of Research Question One asks what percentage of preservice 

testees were successful in passing the TExES exam at the EC-6 level versus those who 

were unsuccessful?   Figures 9.1 through 9.6 displays the analysis of those preservice 

testees who were successful on the exam versus those who were unsuccessful for 

academic years 2009-2011. 
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Figure 9.1. EC-6 Generalist Exam Overall Scores for Academic Years 2009-2011 

(actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 9.2. EC-6 Generalist Exam English Content Area Scores for Academic Years 

2009-2011 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 9.3. EC-6 Generalist Exam Mathematics Content Area Scores for Academic 

Years 2009-2011 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 9.4. EC-6 Generalist Exam Social Studies Content Area Scores for Academic 

Years 2009-2011 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 9.5. EC-6 Generalist Exam Science Content Area Scores for Academic Years 

2009-2011 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 9.6. EC-6 Generalist Exam Fine Arts, Health, Physical Education Content Area 

Scores for Academic Years 2009-2011 (actual number of testees provided in each 

column) 

 



80 
 

 
 

Over the course of two academic years, 2009-2011, there were 183 preservice 

testees who completed the EC-6 Generalist exam.  Figure 9.1 displays the overall pass 

rates for both academic years.  There was a 70% pass rate for 2009-2010 and a 63% 

pass rate for 2010-2011. While overall performance on the test is important, it is 

essential in a program evaluation to review the subcomponents that make up the whole.  

The EC-6 Generalist exam has 5 content areas and scores for each are presented 

separately.  The content areas are: English, mathematics, social studies, science, and 

fine arts, health, and physical education.  Figure 9.2 displays the scores for both 

academic years in the content area of English.  Preservice testees demonstrated 

passing rates for English in 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 at 77% and 71%, respectively.  

Figure 9.3 displays the scores for both academic years in the content area of 

mathematics.  Preservice testees demonstrated a pass rate for math in 2009-2010 and 

2010-2011 at 75% and 72%, respectively.  Figure 9.4 displays the scores for both 

academic years in the content area of social studies. Preservice testees demonstrated a 

pass rates for social studies in 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 at 62% and 52%, 

respectively.  Figure 9.5 displays the scores for both academic years in the content area 

of science. Preservice testees demonstrated a pass rate for science in 2009-2010 and 

2010-2011 at 72% and 58%, respectively.  Figure 9.6 displays the scores for both 

academic years in the content area of fine arts, health, and physical education.  

Preservice teachers demonstrated a pass rate for fine arts, health, and physical 

education in 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 at 75% and 76%, respectively.  

The second part of Research Question One asks of the preservice testees who 

passed the exam, how did they perform in each content area? And of the preservice 
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teachers who failed the exam, how did they perform in each content area.  Figures 10.1 

through 10.4 display the results addressing: 1) how those that were successful on the 

overall exam performed in each content area; and 2) how those that were unsuccessful 

on the overall exam performed in each content area. 

Figures 10.1 through 10.4 display the results for academic years 2009-2010 and 

2010-2011.  

Figure 10.1. EC-6 Generalist Content Area Status for Overall Pass – Content Area 

Scores in Academic Year 2009-2010 
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Figure 10.2. EC-6 Generalist Exam Content Area Status for Overall Fail – Content Area 

Scores in Academic Year 2009-2010 (actual number of testees provided in each 

column) 

 

Figure 10.3. EC-6 Generalist Exam Content Area Status for Overall Pass – Content 

Area Scores in Academic Year 2010-2011 (actual number of testees provided in each 

column) 
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Figure 10.4. EC-6 Generalist Exam Content Area Status for Overall Fail – Content Area 

Scores in Academic Year 2010-2011 (actual number of testees provided in each 

column) 

 

Figures 10.1 and 10.2 display the passing and failing populations for the 

academic year 2009-2010.  In this academic year, 37 preservice testees passed the 

overall exam and 16 failed the overall exam. For the passing population, preservice 

testees scored 80% or above passed in each content area, except in social studies, in 

which 78% passed.  As shown in Figure 9.1, this correlates to 70% of preservice 

testees passing the exam in the 2009-2010 academic year.  Of those who passed in 

2009-2010, 5% failed the English content area, 5% failed the math content area, 22% 

failed the social studies content area, 14% failed the science content area, and 16% 

failed the fine arts, health, and physical education content area.  As shown in Figure 

9.1, 30% of preservice testees failed the exam in the 2009-2010 academic year.  Of 

those who failed in 2009-2010, 62% failed the English content area, 69% failed the 
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math content area, 75% failed the social studies content area, 62% failed the science 

content area, and 44% failed the fine arts, health, and physical education content area.   

Figures 10.3 and 10.4 display the passing and failing populations for the 

academic year 2010-2011.  In this academic year, 82 preservice testees passed the 

overall exam and 48 failed the overall exam. For the passing population, preservice 

testees scored 80% or above passed in each content area, except in social studies, in 

which 74% passed.  As shown in Figure 9.1, this correlates to 63% of preservice 

testees passing the exam in the 2010-2011 academic year.  Of those who passed in 

2010-2011, 5% failed the English content area, 6% failed the math content area, 26% 

failed the social studies content area, 16% failed the science content area, and 11% 

failed the fine arts, health, and physical education content area.  As shown in Figure 

9.1, 37% of preservice testees failed the exam in the 2010-2011 academic year.  Of 

those who failed in 2009-2010, 71% failed the English content area, 65% failed the 

math content area, 85% failed the social studies content area, 85% failed the science 

content area, and 46% failed the fine arts, health, and physical education content area.   

The weakest content area among the passing population was social studies.  

The score trended downwards in social studies over the two academic years.  The 

weakest content area among the failing population was also social studies.  The score 

trended downwards over the two academic years.  

 Research Question Two 

Research Question Two asked what percentage of preservice testees were 

successful in passing the TExES exam at the EC-6 level, based on ethnicity and gender 

and what were the ethnic and gender breakdowns of those who fail the exams?   First, 
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the figures for ethnicity describing academic years 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 are 

displayed.  Each academic year consists of 6 figures, one displaying the ethnicity of the 

overall test scores showing pass and fail rates per ethnic group, and one for each 

content area.  Figures displaying data on pass and fail rates of ethnic groups for 

academic years 2009-2011 combined are listed in Appendix C.  Second, the figures for 

gender describing academic years 2009-2010 and 2010-2011are displayed.  Each 

academic year consists of 6 figures, one displaying the gender of the overall test scores 

showing pass and fail rates per gender, and one for each content area.  Figures 

displaying data on pass and fail rates of gender groups for academic years 2009-2011 

combined are listed in Appendix C.  

Figures 11.1 through 11.6 display the results of pass and fail rates per ethnic 

group for the academic year 2009-2010. 

Figure 11.1. EC-6 Generalist Exam Overall Scores by Ethnicity for Academic Year 

2009-2010 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 11.2. EC-6 Generalist Exam English Content Area Scores by Ethnicity for 

Academic Year 2009-2010 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 11.3. EC-6 Generalist Exam Mathematics Content Area Scores by Ethnicity for 

Academic Year 2009-2010 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 11.4. EC-6 Generalist Exam Social Studies Content Area Scores by Ethnicity for 

Academic Year 2009-2010 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 11.5. EC-6 Generalist Exam Science Content Area Scores by Ethnicity for 

Academic Year 2009-2010 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 11.6. EC-6 Generalist Exam Fine Arts, Health, Physical Education Content Area 

Scores by Ethnicity for Academic Year 2009-2010 (actual number of testees provided in 

each column) 
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Figures 12.1 through 12.6 display the results for pass and fail rates per ethnic group for 

the academic year 2010-2011. 

Figure 12.1. EC-6 Generalist Exam Overall Scores by Ethnicity for Academic Year 

2010-2011 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 12.2. EC-6 Generalist Exam English Content Area Scores by Ethnicity for 

Academic Year 2010-2011 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 



90 
 

 
 

Figure 12.3. EC-6 Generalist Exam Mathematics Content Area Scores by Ethnicity for 

Academic Year 2010-2011 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 12.4. EC-6 Generalist Exam Social Studies Content Area Scores by Ethnicity for 

Academic Year 2010-2011 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 12.5. EC-6 Generalist Exam Science Content Area Scores by Ethnicity for 

Academic Year 2010-2011 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 12.6. EC-6 Generalist Exam Fine Arts, Health, Physical Education Content Area 

Scores by Ethnicity for Academic Year 2010-2011 (actual number of testees provided in 

each column) 
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In academic year 2009-2010, African Americans, Asians, Hispanics, Other, and 

White were the ethnic groups represented.  Of those ethnic groups, 9 African 

Americans, 15 Asians, 11 Hispanics, 1 Other, and 17 Whites preservice testees 

completed the exam.  In 2009-2010, all ethnic groups had the lowest passing 

percentage in the content area of social studies.  In academic year 2010-2011, African 

Americans, Asians, Hispanics, Other, and White were the ethnic groups represented.  

Of those ethnic groups, 15 African Americans, 27 Asians, 21 Hispanics, 1 Other, and 66 

Whites preservice testees completed the exam.  In 2010-2011, all ethnic groups had the 

lowest passing percentage in the content area of social studies. The African Americans 

subgroup performed lower than the other ethnic groups for the 2009-2010 academic 

year and the Asian subgroup performed lower than other ethnic groups for the 2010-

2011 academic year.  In 2009-2010 the fail rate for African Americans was 45% and in 

2010-2011 the fail rate for Asians was 75%.      
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Figure 13.1. EC-6 Generalist Exam Overall Scores by Gender for Academic Years 

2009-2011 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 13.2. EC-6 Generalist Exam English Content Area Scores by Gender for 

Academic Years 2009-2011 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 13.3. EC-6 Generalist Exam Mathematics Content Area Scores by Gender for 

Academic Years 2009-2011 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 13.4. EC-6 Generalist Exam Social Studies Content Area Scores by Gender for 

Academic Years 2009-2011 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 13.5. EC-6 Generalist Exam Science Content Area Scores by Gender for 

Academic Years 2009-2011 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 13.6. EC-6 Generalist Exam Fine Arts, Health, Physical Education Content Area 

Scores by Gender for Academic Years 2009-2011 (actual number of testees provided in 

each column) 
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In academic year 2009-2010, 52 preservice testees were females and 1 

preservice testees was male who completed the exam and in academic year 2010-

2011, 127 preservice testees were females and 3 preservice testees were males who 

completed the exam.  Due to the small population size of male preservice teachers 

there is no way to provide meaningful gender comparison with respect to passing rates 

in both overall and content areas.  Among female preservice testees, performance in 

the content area of social studies is lower in comparison to other content areas, with a 

downward trend from 2009-2010 to 2010-2011.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



97 
 

 
 

CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION 

Researchers have stated that the United States will be in need of over 2 million 

new teachers within the next decade (Latham, Gitomer, & Ziomek, 1999).  Researchers 

also suggest that students benefit from positive learning experiences and relationships 

with teachers (Robertson, Chamberlain, & Kasari, 2003).  Thus, having well prepared 

teachers is essential to positive student outcomes (Sclafani, 2003).  Laws such as No 

Child Left Behind have significantly impacted preservice teacher preparation by 

requiring teachers to be highly qualified in all content areas in which they teach.  In 

order to meet this requirement, preservice teachers must pass an appropriate 

certification exam, set forth by the state (Cochran-Smith, 2005a).  Therefore, 

appropriate preparation prior to taking the exam is necessary for preservice teachers to 

achieve state certification and successfully pass the certification exam.        

The need to assess teacher preparation is integral for several reasons.  It is 

important in preparing teachers to pass state certification requirements, to be prepared 

for teaching in the classroom, and to meet federal guidelines set forth by laws such as 

NCLB.  As discussed earlier, teacher preparation is researched as both a federal 

priority, and as a state level concern.  In addition, research on teacher preparation is 

important because teacher effectiveness has been linked to student outcomes (Darling-

Hammond, 2010) – in general, teachers who are better prepared can generate better 

outcomes.  The teacher preparation program at a large, urban university in the state of 

Texas researched in this study produces high numbers of preservice teachers who pass 

the state certification requirements.  The program meets the state standards set by the 
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Texas Education Agency.  However, continuous quality improvement shows that it is 

important to investigate programs in order to assess the needs of those who are in a 

program, those who are passing, and who are not passing the state certification exams, 

to assess what sub-scale/content areas are more challenging, and to continue to 

strengthen the program.   

This study was designed to address three research questions by analyzing test 

scores from teacher candidates at one institution on the EC-4 and EC-6 Generalist 

exams in Texas.  The first research question asked what percentage of preservice 

testees were successful in passing the TExES exam at the EC-4 and EC-6 levels 

versus those who were unsuccessful. Of the preservice testees who passed the exam, 

how did they perform in each content area? And of the preservice testees who are 

failing the exam, how are they performing in each content area?  The second research 

question asked what percentage of preservice testees were successful in passing the 

TExES exam at the EC-4 level and EC-6 level, based on ethnicity and gender?  What 

were the ethnic and gender breakdowns of those who fail the exams (EC-4 and EC-6)?  

The third research question asked, based upon the content areas that have lower 

scores and are found to be more challenging upon analysis, what recommendations can 

be made to better prepare preservice teachers in those specific content areas?  

Research Question One 

 In analyzing the test scores of both the EC-4 generalist and EC-6 Generalist 

exams, it is important to note that a high percentage of students passed both exams, 

indicating the strong efforts of this particular teacher preparation program.  The high 
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passing rate that has been evidenced in the history of the program is indicative of the 

strong teacher candidates that are being prepared.   

 EC-4 Generalist Exam 

 Research question one assessed the passing and failing rates of the EC-4 

Generalist exam.  Among those who passed the overall exam, it addressed the 

percentage of preservice testees who passed and failed in each content area.  Among 

those who failed the overall exam, it addressed the percentage of preservice testees 

who passed and failed in each content area.  Test scores from academic years 2002-

2009 were assessed.  In academic year 2009, the number of testees who completed 

this exam decreased because preservice testees were able to choose between taking 

the EC-4 Generalist exam or the EC-6 Generalist exam.   

 In academic years 2002 through 2009, 1,116 preservice testees took the EC-4 

Generalist exam.  The overall passing rates were above 90% in most years, indicating 

the positive impact of this teacher preparation program.  The largest number of 

preservice testees failed the overall exam in academic year 2007 to 2008, with 31 out of 

181 testees failing.  From academic year 2005 onwards, the passing rate has 

decreased with the exception of academic year 2008 to 2009.  Academic year 2008 to 

2009 may be unique compared to other years due to the number of testees transitioning 

to take the EC-6 Generalist exam instead.  Therefore, the overall number of students 

taking the EC-4 Generalist exam in 2008-2009 decreased as well.  In addition, the 

overall number of students taking the EC-4 Generalist exam decreased from 2006 to 

2009.  
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 It is important to also look at each content area individually across all nine 

academic years.  In the English content area, the passing percentage of testees began 

to decrease in 2007.  In the math content area, the passing percentage of testees 

began to slightly decrease in 2005.  However, the passing rate has stayed between 

85% and 90% range over the seven year period.  In the social studies content area, the 

highest passing percentage rate was in academic year 2002-2003.  However, that 

particular year also had the smallest number of testees with only 37 preservice testees 

taking the exam.  The lowest passing percentage rate was in academic year 2007-2008, 

dropping below 70%.  In the last three academic years, the passing percentage rate has 

consistently remained near 70%.  This was the most challenging content area for 

preservice testees on the EC-4 Generalist exam, across the seven academic years.  In 

the science content area, the passing percentage rate remained around 80% for all 

years except academic years 2002-2003 and 2006-2007, with higher passing rates.  In 

comparison to the other content areas, this seemed to be the next most challenging, 

after social studies.  In the fine arts, health, and physical education content area 

passing rates remained consistent with a slight decrease in 2008-2009.  In summary, 

the passing rate of preservice testees has decreased, except in 2008-2009, with varying 

trends within the content areas.  A concern with the decreased passing rates of the 

overall scores is that content area scores may become more challenging as well, if this 

trend continues. 

 It is also important to specifically review the content area scores for those who 

passed and failed the overall exam in the past three academic years.  First, the content 

area scores for those who passed the overall exam are discussed.  The passing rate in 



101 
 

 
 

the content area of English for those who passed the overall exam has remained above 

90%, however it has been on a downwards trend.  The same issue is seen in the math 

content area. Therefore, the number of preservice testees passing in math has been 

decreasing, of those who are passing the overall exam.  The number of preservice 

testees who have passed in the social studies content area is far smaller in comparison 

to the other content areas.  This indicates that social studies is the most challenging 

content area for preservice testees to pass.  Science is the second most challenging 

content area.  In the fine arts, health, and physical education content area, the number 

of preservice testees passing has decreased from academic year 2007-2008 to 2008-

2009.  

Next, the content area scores for those who failed the overall exam are 

discussed.   Among the preservice testees who failed the overall exam, a large 

proportion failed in the content areas as well.  This indicates that these particular 

preservice teachers are struggling with the exam in its entirety.   Preservice testees who 

failed the overall exam are also more likely to fail many, if not most of the content areas.  

This is evidence by the higher failure rates in the content areas for this group of testees.  

Social studies remained the most challenging content area.   

 EC-6 Generalist Exam 

Research question one assessed the passing and failing rates of the EC-6 

Generalist exam.  Among those who passed the overall exam, it addressed the 

percentage of preservice testees who passed and failed in each content area.  Among 

those who failed the overall exam, it addressed the percentage of preservice testees 

who passed and failed in each content area.  Test scores from academic years 2009-
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through May 1st, 2011 were assessed.  Therefore, those who retake the EC-6 

Generalist exam between May 2, 2011 and August 31, 2011 were not available at the 

time this study was conducted.  Inclusion of those scores may change the percentages 

for the second academic year results from the EC-6 Generalist exam.    

In academic years 2009 through 2011, 183 preservice testees took the EC-6 

Generalist exam.  In 2009-2010, 53 preservice testees took the EC-6 Generalist exam 

while 130 preservice testees took the exam in 2010-2011.  The overall passing rates for 

the EC-6 Generalist exam decreased from 2009-2010 to 2010-2011.  The overall failing 

rates for the EC-6 Generalist exam increased from 2009-2010 to 2010-2011.   Although 

data for the academic year 2010-2011 is incomplete and was only available through 

May 1st, 2011, there was still an increase in the number of preservice testees who took 

the exam.    

It is important to also look at each content area individually across both academic 

years.  In the English content area, the passing percentage of testees decreased from 

2009-2010 to 2010-2011.  The failing rate also increased from 2009-2010 to 2010-2011.  

This was the same scenario in all of the other content areas as well.  Although there 

was a decrease in the passing rate from 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 in all content areas, 

the largest decrease was in science, followed by social studies.  There was a 13% 

increase in the failing rate from the 2009-2010 to 2010-2011 academic year in science 

and a 10% increase in the failing rate for social studies.  The largest increase in failing 

rates was also in science, followed by social studies.  There was a 14% decrease in the 

passing rate from the 2009-2010 to 2010-2011 academic year in science and a 10% 

decrease in the passing rate for social studies.   
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 It is also important to specifically review the content area scores for those who 

passed and failed the overall exam in both academic years.  First, the content area 

scores for those who passed the overall exam are discussed.  In assessing the scores 

of those who passed the overall exam in 2009-2011, the passing rate in the content 

area of English remained consistent in both years.  There was a slight decrease in the 

passing rate from 2009-2010 to 2010-2011 in the math content area.  Of those who 

passed the overall exam in these two academic years, the number of preservice testees 

who have passed in the social studies content area decreased the most, compared to 

other content areas.  This indicates that social studies is the most challenging content 

area for preservice testees to pass.  The passing rate in science also had a slight 

downward trend while fine arts, health, and physical education passing rates increased. 

Next, the content area scores for those who failed the overall exam are 

discussed.   Of the preservice testees who failed the overall exam from 2009-2011, a 

high number failed in several content areas.  This indicates that these particular 

preservice teachers are struggling with the exam in its entirety, similar to those who took 

the EC-4 Generalist exam.  This is evidence by the higher failure rates in the content 

areas for this group of testees.   

Research Question Two 

 EC-4 Generalist Exam 

Research question two assessed the percentage of preservice testees who are 

successful in passing the EC-4 Generalist exam, based on ethnicity and gender.  It also 

assessed the ethnic and gender breakdowns of those who failed the EC-4 Generalist 

exam.  Test scores from academic years 2002-2009 were assessed.  In academic year 
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2009, the number of testees who completed this exam decreased because preservice 

testees were able to choose between taking the EC-4 Generalist exam or the EC-6 

Generalist exam.   

 In academic years 2002 through 2009, 1,116 preservice testees took the EC-4 

Generalist exam.  The ethnic groups that were represented were African Americans, 

Asians, Hispanics, Native Americans, Not Specified, Other, and White.  In years 2006-

2009 there was either a small number or no preservice testees in the Native American, 

Not Specified, or Other group.  From 2006 to 2009, there was a decrease in the number 

of preservice testees who took the exam in each ethnic groups.     

The percentage of preservice testees passing the overall exam decreased in 

every ethnic group from academic year 2006 to 2009, with the exception of the Other 

group.  The Other group increased in 2007-2008 and then decreased in 2008-2009.  

The percentage of preservice testees who passed the overall exam decreased from the 

2006-2007 to 2008-2009 in the African American, Asian, and Hispanic ethnic groups.  

Academic year 2008 to 2009 may be different from other years, however, due to the 

number of testees choosing to take the EC-6 Generalist exam instead.  Therefore, the 

overall number of students taking the EC-4 Generalist exam in 2008-2009 decreased as 

well.  In addition, the overall number of students taking the EC-4 Generalist exam 

decreased from 2006 to 2009.  

 It is important to also look at each content area individually for the past three 

academic years.  In the English content area, there was a decrease in the percentage of 

those who passed in the African American, Asian, Hispanic, and White ethnic groups.    

In the math content area, there was a decrease in the percentage of those who passed 
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in the African American, Hispanic, and White ethnic groups.  The Asian ethnic group 

had an increase in the percentage of preservice testees who passed in 2007-2008, 

before decreasing in 2008-2009.  In the social studies content area, there was a 

decrease in the percentage of those who passed in Asian, Hispanic, and White ethnic 

groups.    In the science content area, there was a decrease in the percentage of those 

who passed in the African American, Asian, Hispanic and White ethnic groups.    In the 

fine arts, health, and physical education content area, there was a decrease in the 

percentage of those who passed in the African American, Hispanic, and White ethnic 

groups.  In summary, overall and content area scores passing rates have decreased 

from 2006 to 2009 in almost all ethnic groups.  Social studies was the most challenging 

content area for all ethnic groups in the past three academic years.  The Asian ethnic 

group performed the lowest in 2006-2007 and 2007-2008.  The African American ethnic 

group performed the lowest in 2008-2009.  The African American ethnic group is the 

only group that has consistently decreased in performance over the last three years 

while the other groups decreased in passing rates during 2007-2008 but increased in 

2008-2009.  

 The second part of research question two addresses gender differences of those 

who passed and failed on the EC-4 Generalist exam.  There was a decrease in the 

number of preservice testees from 2006 to 2009 among both the male and female 

groups.  There was a large difference between the number of males and females who 

took the exam thus the groups could not be compared to each other.   

 Overall, the female group has shown a decrease in the percentage of those who 

are passing the EC-4 Generalist exam in the past three academic years.  Although the 
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number of male preservice testees who took the exam was small, the passing rate on 

the overall scores has also decreased.  There has been a decrease in the percentage of 

pass rates on the English and science content areas among the female group.  Females 

have increased or remained consistent in math, social studies, and fine arts, health, and 

physical education.  The male group has performed consistently over the past three 

years in all areas.   

 EC-6 Generalist Exam 

Research question two assessed the percentage of preservice testees who are 

successful in passing the EC-6 Generalist exam, based on ethnicity and gender.  This 

question also assessed the ethnic and gender breakdowns of those who failed the EC-6 

Generalist exam.  Test scores from academic years 2009-2011 were assessed.  The 

number of testees in all ethnic groups and in both gender groups who completed this 

exam increased from 2009 to 2011.    

 In academic years 2002 through 2009, 183 preservice testees took the EC-4 

Generalist exam.  The ethnic groups that were represented were African Americans, 

Asians, Hispanics, Other, and White.  In years 2009-2011 there was one preservice 

testees in the Other group.   

The percentage of preservice testees passing the overall exam decreased in 

every ethnic group from academic year 2009 to 2011, with the exception of the Other 

group.  The percentage of preservice testees who failed the overall exam increased 

from the 2009-2011 in the African American, Asian, and Hispanic ethnic groups.   

 It is important to also look at each content area individually in 2009-2011.  In the 

English content area, there was a decrease in the percentage of those who passed in 
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the Asian, Hispanic, and White ethnic groups.    In the math content area, there was a 

decrease in the percentage of those who passed in the Asian and Hispanic ethnic 

groups.  In the social studies content area, there was a decrease in the percentage of 

those who passed in Asian, Hispanic, and White ethnic groups.  In the science content 

area, there was a decrease in the percentage of those who passed in the Asian, 

Hispanic, and White ethnic groups.    In the fine arts, health, and physical education 

content area, there was a decrease in the percentage of those who passed in the 

African American, Hispanic, and White ethnic groups.  In summary, overall and content 

area scores have decreased from 2009 to 2011 in almost all ethnic groups.  Social 

studies was the most challenging content area for all ethnic groups in both academic 

years.  The African American ethnic group performed the lowest in 2009-2010 and the 

Asian ethnic group performed the lowest in 2010-2011.   

 The second part of research question two addresses gender differences of those 

who passed and failed on the EC-6 Generalist exam.  There was an increase in the 

number of preservice testees from 2009 to 2011 among both the male and female 

groups.  There was a large difference between the number of males and females who 

took the exam thus the groups could not be compared to each other.   

 Overall, the female group has shown a decrease in the percentage of those who 

are passing the EC-6 Generalist exam from 2009 to 2011.  Although the number of 

male preservice testees who took the exam was small, the passing rate on the overall 

scores has also decreased.  There has been a decrease in the percentage of pass rates 

on the English, math, social studies, and science content areas among the female 

group.  Females have increased in fine arts, health, and physical education.  There has 
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been a decrease in the percentage of pass rates on English among the male group.  

Males have increased ore remained consistent in math, social studies, science, and fine 

arts, health, and physical education. 

Research Question Three 

 The overall challenge is that not all preservice teachers passed the EC-4 and 

EC-6 Generalist exams, and passing rates decreased over the time period of the study.  

Some content areas, such as social studies and science, have substantially lower 

passing rates compared to other content areas, over time.  The program does require 

preservice teachers to meet specific benchmarks prior to progressing in the program.  

Such benchmarks assist preservice teachers in acquiring specific skills prior to moving 

on in the program.  The program also includes both didactic and clinical features, which 

is supported by previous research studies to be components of a strong teacher 

preparation program (Darling-Hammond, 2010).   

Future program evaluation efforts can be expanded to review each program 

component.  This study has focused on the state certification outcomes.  A program 

evaluation that reviews admission standards, program content, program sequences, 

alignment, and program assessment would help to support future efforts.  Review of the 

benchmarks may be warranted to ensure that they align with the various components of 

the State criteria.   

  There are several recommendations that can be made to assist preservice 

teachers who may have difficulty with the TExES exam.  The first recommendation is to 

increase the difficulty of the entrance requirements of the teacher preparation program.  

This will ensure that preservice teachers are more prepared for the workload and state 
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certification exam at the end of the program.  The second recommendation is to 

reassess the course of study and sequence in which preservice teachers are taught.  

Courses need to be relevant; however, there should also be redundancy in the 

information that is taught.  This will allow preservice teachers to be challenged as well 

as serve as a reminder of pedagogical and content area knowledge.  One way to 

address this issue is to include all content knowledge during methods courses, as 

opposed to focusing on limited aspects of a content area.  When content area 

knowledge is taught earlier in the program than methods and pedagogical courses, 

preservice teachers may forget necessary content information for the exam.  Methods 

courses generally allow preservice teachers to learn how to teach with a focus on a 

particular aspect of a content area, but not across the entire content area. Therefore, 

preservice teachers may forget the other aspects of a content area.   During a methods 

course, content knowledge can be infused into the course so that students are receiving 

a refresher on the information.  Instead of learning methods on one particular aspect of 

social studies, a preservice teacher can learn methods on the entire content area, as 

aligned with the TExES exam, to ensure that the information is reiterated from earlier 

courses.  

 A third recommendation is to ensure that the coursework is aligned to the 

TExES exam.  Although preservice teachers are gaining knowledge, meeting the 

program benchmarks, and passing the pre-test for the state exams, this does not 

appear to be sufficient for all preservice teachers to pass the test.  Aligning the program 

coursework and preparation program with the state certification exam and national 

standards will prepare students who are having difficulty in areas such as social studies 
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and science. A fourth recommendation is to review programs that may change over time 

or be taught by different professors, causing variations in what and how subject matter 

is taught.  A fifth recommendation is to require content knowledge assessments during 

benchmarks.  This will ensure that the preservice teachers have gained the necessary 

skills in order to perform successfully in all content areas.  A sixth recommendation is to 

consider adding a fifth year to the preparation program or supporting preservice testees 

to continue on to the Masters in Education program before taking the exam.  

Researchers suggest that it is challenging to include both content matter and 

pedagogical training in a traditional four-year program and adding an additional year 

can be supportive (Darling-Hammond, 2000).          

Limitations  

 One limitation of this study is that the findings may not be generalized to other 

universities or institutions across the United States because the data set utilized is only 

from one university.  The teacher preparation program at this institution is unique to this 

location and student population.  Therefore, the findings are limited in scope.  However, 

it is important to note that the findings will be useful in order to better prepare preservice 

teachers graduating from this teacher preparation program.    

 A second limitation is that the EC-6 Generalist exam scores collected from the 

second academic year were from those preservice testees who took the exam through 

May 1, 2011.  Therefore, the percentage of those who passed or failed could change 

depending upon the number of pre-service testees who choose to take the exam or 

retake the exam from May 1, 2011 through August 31, 2011.  This data was not 

available during the time in which this study was conducted.  
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Implications 

 There are several implications linked to the results of this study.  First, preservice 

teachers are gaining knowledge but this is not necessarily what is aligned with all state 

exam standards, such as in social studies and science.  While the overall passing rates 

and passing rates in English, math, and fine arts, health, and physical education are not 

alarming, social studies and science do appear to be challenging areas on both exams.   

Thus, preservice teachers are being prepared, but not prepared adequately enough to 

ensure high pass rates in each content area.  Of those who pass the overall exam, 

many still fail in a particular content area but still go on to teach in that area.  A second 

implication is in regards to those preservice teachers who are failing the exam.  Of 

those who are failing overall, there are several who are failing many of the content 

areas.  These students may require additional support throughout the program.  A third 

implication is the issue of addressing diversity.  Passing rates among various ethnic 

groups are decreasing over time and it is necessary to address how to meet the needs 

of preservice teachers who come from diverse backgrounds.    

Summary 

The need for teachers in the United States who are well prepared and able to 

effectively teach is increasing.  One concern is that teachers need to be prepared in 

order to meet the definition of highly qualified.  One requirement for a teacher to be 

considered highly qualified under No Child Left Behind is to become certified in each 

content area in which he or she teaches.  The process of becoming certified begins by 

obtaining an appropriate education and preparation.   One option is for preservice 

teachers to attend a traditional four year teacher education program at a university.  
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However, teacher preparation programs face challenges because no clear definition of 

what constitutes an effective teacher preparation program currently exists. Additional 

research is warranted in order to clearly define effective successful teacher preparation.  

 Following a teacher training program teachers must successfully pass a state 

certification exam, like the TExES exam in the state of Texas.  One major concern with 

this exam is in regards to the scoring procedures (Harrell, 2009).  The TExES exam is 

scored in such a way that allows preservice teachers to pass the overall exam without 

having to pass each content area.  Therefore, a teacher can be considered highly 

qualified by passing the overall exam, without having demonstrated competence in 

every content area, in the state of Texas.  It is necessary for teacher preparation 

programs in Texas to prepare all preservice teachers to pass the overall and content 

areas of the TExES. 

 This study conducted an analysis of overall and content area scores from the 

EC-4 and EC-6 Generalist exam to provide information on preservice teacher test 

performance.  The analysis provided an evaluation of test scores from 2002 to 2011 on 

two versions of the TExES exam, the EC-4 Generalist and EC-6 Generalist exams.  

Overall, this teacher preparation program is producing a high number of prepared 

preservice teachers who are able to successfully pass the TExES exam.  However, 

there is a percentage of students who are struggling to pass specific content areas or 

the exam overall.  Assessing content area scores allowed for challenging areas, such 

as social studies, to be identified.  Several recommendations were provided in order to 

assist this minority of preservice teachers who are having difficulty on the exam.   
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 Teacher education and preparation is essential to educating the next generation 

of students.  Teachers will be in high need across the United States in upcoming years.  

Therefore, teacher preparation is an important topic for researchers and educators to 

continue to examine.  This study provides important information regarding one specific 

teacher preparation program.  Analysis of the test scores used in this study indicates 

the successes and challenges for this particular program.  Future research will be 

necessary to expand on this body of literature and continue the assessment of 

appropriate and successful teacher preparation.   
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APPENDIX A: ADDITIONAL TABLES 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 8. 
Number of Passed/Failed Attempts on EC-4 Generalist Exam

Year

Number Who 
Passed on 1st 

Attempt

Failed 1st 
Attempt, 

Passed on 2nd 
Attempt

Failed 2nd 
Attempt, 

Passed on 
3rd Attempt

Failed 3rd 
Attempt, 

Passed on 
4th Attempt

Failed 4th 
Attempt, 

Passed on 
5th Attempt

Number Who 
Took Once, 
Failed, No 

Retake

Number Who 
Took Twice, 
Failed, No 

Retake

Number Who 
Took Three 

Times, Failed, 
No Retake

2002-2003 37 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2003-2004 236 10 3 0 0 5 0 0
2004-2005 151 4 0 0 0 3 1 0
2005-2006 166 4 2 0 0 1 1 0
2006-2007 175 3 0 1 0 8 2 0
2007-2008 141 7 2 2 1 4 3 1
2008-2009 73 2 0 0 0 3 2 0

Table 9. 
Number of Passed/Failed Attempts on EC-6 Generalist Exam

Year

Number Who 
Passed on 1st 

Attempt

Failed 1st 
Attempt, 

Passed on 2nd 
Attempt

Failed 2nd 
Attempt, 

Passed on 
3rd Attempt

Number Who 
Took Once, 
Failed, No 

Retake

Number Who 
Took Twice, 
Failed, No 

Retake

Number Who 
Took Three 

Times, Failed, 
No Retake

Number Who 
Took Four 

Times, Failed, 
No Retake

2009-2010 37 0 0 6 2 2 0
2010-2011 74 7 1 18 4 3 1
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APPENDIX B: EC-4 GENERALIST EXAM GRAPHS 

Figure 13.1. EC-4 Generalist Content Area Status for Overall Pass – Content Area 

Scores in Academic Year 2002-2003 (actual number of testees provided in each 

column) 

 

Figure 13.2. EC-4 Generalist Content Area Status for Overall Fail – Content Area 

Scores in Academic Year 2002-2003 (actual number of testees provided in each 

column) 
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Figure 13.3. EC-4 Generalist Content Area Status for Overall Pass – Content Area 

Scores in Academic Year 2003-2004 (actual number of testees provided in each 

column) 

 

Figure 13.4. EC-4 Generalist Content Area Status for Overall Fail – Content Area 

Scores in Academic Year 2003-2004 (actual number of testees provided in each 

column) 
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Figure 13.5. EC-4 Generalist Content Area Status for Overall Pass – Content Area 

Scores in Academic Year 2004-2005 (actual number of testees provided in each 

column) 

 

Figure 13.6. EC-4 Generalist Content Area Status for Overall Fail – Content Area 

Scores in Academic Year 2004-2005 (actual number of testees provided in each 

column) 
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Figure 13.7. EC-4 Generalist Content Area Status for Overall Pass – Content Area 

Scores in Academic Year 2005-2006  (actual number of testees provided in each 

column) 

 

Figure 13.8. EC-4 Generalist Content Area Status for Overall Fail – Content Area 

Scores in Academic Year 2005-2006 (actual number of testees provided in each 

column) 
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Figure 14.1. EC-4 Generalist Overall Scores by Ethnicity for Academic Years 2002-

2009 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 14.2. EC-4 Generalist English Scores by Ethnicity for Academic Years 2002-

2009 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 14.3. EC-4 Generalist Mathematics Scores by Ethnicity for Academic Years 

2002-2009 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 14.4. EC-4 Generalist Social Studies Scores by Ethnicity for Academic Years 

2002-2009 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 14.5. EC-4 Generalist Science Scores by Ethnicity for Academic Years 2002-

2009 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 14.6. EC-4 Generalist Fine Arts, Health, and Physical Education Scores by 

Ethnicity for Academic Years 2002-2009 (actual number of testees provided in each 

column) 
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Figure 15.1. EC-4 Generalist Overall Scores by Gender for Academic Years 2002-2009 

(actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 15.2. EC-4 Generalist English Scores by Gender for Academic Years 2002-2009 

(actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 15.3. EC-4 Generalist Mathematics Scores by Gender for Academic Years 2002-

2009 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 15.4. EC-4 Generalist Social Studies Scores by Gender for Academic Years 

2002-2009 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 15.5. EC-4 Generalist Science Scores by Gender for Academic Years 2002-2009 

(actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 15.6. EC-4 Generalist Fine Arts, Health, and Physical Education Scores by 

Gender for Academic Years 2002-2009 (actual number of testees provided in each 

column) 
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APPENDIX C: EC-6 GENERALIST EXAM GRAPHS 

Figure 16.1. EC-6 Generalist Overall Scores by Ethnicity for Academic Years 2009-

2011 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 16.2. EC-6 Generalist English Scores by Ethnicity for Academic Years 2009-

2011 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 16.3. EC-6 Generalist Mathematics Scores by Ethnicity for Academic Years 

2009-2011 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 16.4. EC-6 Generalist Social Studies Scores by Ethnicity for Academic Years 

2009-2011 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 16.5. EC-6 Generalist Science Scores by Ethnicity for Academic Years 2009-

2011 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 16.6. EC-6 Generalist Fine Arts, Health, and Physical Education Scores by 

Ethnicity for Academic Years 2009-2011 (actual number of testees provided in each 

column) 
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Figure 17.1. EC-6 Generalist Overall Scores by Gender for Academic Years 2009-2011 

(actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 17.2. EC-6 Generalist English Scores by Gender for Academic Years 2009-2011 

(actual number of testees provided in each column) 
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Figure 17.3. EC-6 Generalist Mathematics Scores by Gender for Academic Years 2009-

2011 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 17.4. EC-6 Generalist Social Studies Scores by Gender for Academic Years 

2009-2011 (actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

 



133 
 

 
 

Figure 17.5. EC-6 Generalist Science Scores by Gender for Academic Years 2009-2011 

(actual number of testees provided in each column) 

 

Figure 17.6. EC-6 Generalist Fine Arts, Health, and Physical Education Scores by 

Gender for Academic Years 2009-2011 (actual number of testees provided in each 

column) 
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