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Ithough the Board has not met
Asince the last NMTCB Report,

we continue to keep abreast of
several important issues affecting both
current and future certificants.

We are monitoring the activities of
the American Medical Association’s
(AMA) Council on Allied Health
Education and Accreditation (CAHEA)
as plans are made for restructuring that
organization. If the committee responsi-
ble for presenting a new structure is
successful in following its time sched-
ule, CAHEA will dissolve in the fall of
1993. The AMA is committed to con-
tinue funding the new organization for
another three years; thereafter, it will
need to be self-supporting.

The implication for nuclear medicine
programs, and thus the NMTCB, is that
the accreditation body that provided the
“stamp of approval” for NMTCB exam
candidates will no longer exist. Repre-
sentatives to the Joint Review Commit-
tee on Educational Programs in Nuclear
Medicine Technology (JRCNMT) and
CAHEA have indicated that the pro-
posed timeline is optimistic. Nonethe-
less, the Board will be prepared to act in
a timely manner regarding the newly
proposed accreditation body. Exam can-
didates who rely upon graduation from
an accredited program as evidence of
their qualification for taking the NMTCB
exam should be reassured that the Board
will take steps to ensure the least disrup-
tion possible in recognizing any new ac-
creditation body.

Of perhaps more importance to the
approximately 12,000 current certifi-
cants is the result of the survey regard-
ing continuing education. When the
NMTCB renewal forms for 1993 were
sent out, a short survey was attached
asking about a number of issues, includ-
ing a question about mandatory contin-
uing education. Of those who had re-
sponded by the first week of February
1993, approximately 57% indicated that
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continuing education should be required
to maintain certification.

Regardless of the Board’s ultimate de-
cision, there will no doubt be strong feel-
ings on both sides of the issue. Most nu-
clear medicine technologists would
probably agree on the need to keep
abreast of the most current practices in
the field. But making continuing educa-
tion mandatory, whether for licensure,
the Joint Commission on Accreditation
of Healthcare Organizations (JCAHO),
or continued certification, is a much
more complex issue. In addition to the
philosophical discussions that are sure
to take place, actual implementation, in-
cluding record keeping and cost, must
be addressed.

Mandatory continuing education in the
broader sense has been widely debated
by health professionals across the board.
And over the years, most of them, in-
cluding those in allied health, nursing,
and medicine now require continuing ed-

ucation in order to practice in their cho-
sen professions.

I think the operative word here is “pro-
fessional.” Much has been written about
the dilemma that many technologists
face in not being perceived as “profes-
sionals.” By definition, professionals ex-
ercise broad autonomy in that they are
part of a self-regulating body that set
standards of education and practice.
They demonstrate leadership within the
community as to practice behavior, in-
cluding a code of ethics. Professionals
are perceived by society as experts, and
while there are many rights and privi-
leges associated with that perception,
there are also many responsibilities. It is
especially important to maintain high
standards when the professional provides
health care.

In the short time since its inception,
nuclear medicine technology has ma-
tured rapidly in its pursuit of profession-
alism. We set our own standards of edu-
cation and are about to dissolve our
existing relationship with the AMA, in
the belief that we can adequately monitor
our educational programs. We have es-
tablished a national certification exam
administered by an organization that ex-
emplifies our sense of autonomy in its
motto, “certification of nuclear medicine
technologists by nuclear medicine tech-
nologists.” And we have a professional
society with an academically recognized
journal.

Regardless of the NMTCB Board’s
decision on whether to implement con-
tinuing education requirements, the
Technologist Section is in an excellent
position to demonstrate professional re-
sponsibility in ensuring that all nuclear
medicine technologists have access to
continuing education programs. Rather
than wringing our hands over imple-
menting higher standards of practice, we
should look at the opportunities that con-
tinuing education provides to enhance
our professional reputations.
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