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;Thgmmatcriais_cqntaingd_in_xhiswrcpbix were prepared for the National . . .

Institute of Education (NIE); Department of Health, Education; and Welfare,
wnder contract number (400-79-0003). “This contract was awarded December 15, 1978,
as the result of a competitive bidding procedure, to-National Evaluation Systemé,
Inc. (NES), a firm that has developed "_pdminfstered minimum competency tests,
under contract to State and local education agéncies. y -

The purpose of this contract was to obtain préviously unavi¥iable descrip-

descriptions that form-the basis for'this-rep;rti

~_tive ipformation about minimum competency testin programs_for the enlightenment. ... S

of educators, researchers, and others interested In this arca. Iggormation on
the conscquences or impacts of these-programs was not within the sfope of work
for thi$ contract. However, NIE.is currently;planning a cemplementary Study

<that will focus on program impacts. . '

- In obtainiﬁg the descriptivé in?drmation preschzea here, theiNES project .
staff, during the spring of 1979, intervicweds the directors™of all State - o
minimzn competency testing programs and of 21 local district programs. Subsequent

.. ~to these visits, NES staff developed writtenﬂbrogram-chCriptions, and these were

sent to the program directors for verificatiqns It 1s these yerified program

ot

It should beé emphasized that the informatibﬁ'preséhth here provides a,

snapshot-'of the status of minimum competency testing programs as of June 30, 1979,

and, owing te the dynamit nature of these programs, way not portray the programs

~&s they are operating today.

“Further, it shoﬁld be emphasized that anjtobinioné éibressed in this report
0.not necessarily reflect NIE or HEW positiony or policy, .and no endorsement of
minimm competenty testing or of any modc} destribed in-this report by NIE or

HEW should be inferred. : \ ’ L
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 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

.. The Summary and AnaTysds Report for the "Study of M1n1mum Competency
Testing Programs" 1s based upon-information gathered about 31 state and 20

< lecal district ‘testing programs around the United States and documented im ﬂi

/’ the Comprehensive Report. .On-site visits were conducted for the purpose
of“collect1ng information, .both publithed- and informal, about each, pro-

0 . . R . - Lo
. ' . ' . . [ . : B A -

ffﬂ~~“~f?ram ‘s-poticy—histocy, goats;competencies—assessed;- grade Tevels- target
- for-assessment, test instruments, performance standards, test administra-
i tion and. d1ssem1nat1on provisions for sspecial populations, program -
resources, evaluat1on, and future directions. While one set of discussion-
'guidejfnes provided a framework for the conduct of each site visit, the
collection of pulitished documents about a program before the visit "enabled
. thesinterviewer to focus on those questions which were not answered by the
Y .detuments. Each.site visit, therefore, was. tailored to the part1cu1ar
g program under study. - | _ )
o The format of the report fo]lows that of the 1nd1v1dua1 program
‘descriptions included in the Comprehensive Report; major trends are
\summar1zed within -each section and notable excep¢1ons to the trends are
presented The report was prepared by Marcy-R. Perkins, with assistance
~from Anne Frost: and. Mary Tobin and input and review from William Gorth.
“In the: following paragraphs 1s a dbrief summary of some of the m jor h1gh- _
_g~11ghts of the study. : ST i L .
. t - '
L S{xteen of - the 31 state 1eve1 programs were mandated by the state
Board of Education, ‘and 15 were initiated by.the state. legislature. Two
of the 1eg1%1ated mandates call for temporary programs;: one State Board-
tnitiated program and one 1eg1slated program- permit voluntary participa-
 tion of local school.districts. Two: other states -emphastze the competency-
" based 1nstruct1ona1 aspects of their programs rather than the test1ng Lo
components. : ; _ _

. Of the 20 1oca1 P ograms stud1ed f1ve developed in states w1thout
statew1de requirements for minfmum comp!tenCy testing. Of the remaining

gy 15 districts, eight began instttuting minimum cOmpetenC{ testing pro rmms.
.. prior to state mandates, while seven districts p]emen ed programs
- response to such mandates. ;';; N .
The maJor1ty of programs, both state and 1oca1 were developed in the
two to three years since 197¢, but the age of programs ranged from 18
' years to ‘less than one year with ongoing pilot- testfng Fourteen state

R _
.'. L
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programs have been fully implemented, while 17 are being phased in. For

- example, many state programs are introducing mew graduation requirements- - R
“ 7 Wi not be "in place" until some time in the future. By comparison, 13 - 7o
- of the 20 local programs have already becnlfuIIyz{pbﬂemented, while seven Co
_programs are phasing in mandated changes. - . , | ‘

.7 programs in only four states have had litigation associated with them
s Jn any way--Delaware, Florida, Maryland, and North Carolina--and the major-
.+ 1ty of this activity has occurred in Florida. o o

J »

With respect to goals and purposes,” 14 states cited certificationof
basic skills competency prior to high school graduation as a major pur-
pose, and two states reported using competency achievement as one crite- - , K
‘rion for grade-to-grade promotion as a reason for implementing’ a minimum -\
competency testing program. The most frequently cited purpose fqr insti-
o tuting such a program was to fdéntify students in need of remediation; 19
NE states reported this purpose. <Cufriculum improvement was mentioned by 10
states as a major program goal.. By comparison, 16 local districts reported
certification of basic skills as one reason for developfng a minimum co-
‘m?etency testing program; foor districts cited the use of test results, -
. along with other information, to determine grade-to-grade promotion 4s a
major purpose of the program. Eleven programs reported purposes Telated
" to providing remediation and seven districts mention curriculum change!ps

. *

a major purpose behind program implementation.

~ Reading and mathematics were competehcy areas assessed in all state
> and local programs. Twenty-seven of the state programs assessed skiTls in
' languege arts and/or writing, while 15 '1ocal districts assess these same
- «kflls. Skills in other subject areas, such as speaking, listening, con-
sumer economjcs, science, dovernment, and history, are assessed in only a
few programs. Almost all of the tests administered in both state and.
. - local programs consist primarily of multiple-choice items, and a writing
- sample is the most frequently selected non-multiple-choice assessment.:

. Regarding provisions made for special populations, abOut_two-;hirds'
of all programs studied specifically mentioned the cqte?ory'of special .
education/learning disabled students. The second most requently men- o
t1ioned p0pu1atfbg was that of limited English-speaking students. A few //)
programs also make provisions for transfer students, Tour state programs
‘leave decisions about special populations to the local school districts,
and a Tew programs are still in the process of decidimg what provisions. o
should be made for thm, The types of provisions made in various pro- - RN
" grams, on an individual or group basis, included exemption from testing, -
~administering tests with different formats (e.g., Braille, taped), and

AY
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. permitting differential standards to be established.: In a few programs, - .
special education students are tested under other programs) and 1n a few s
"f“others. decisions are made strict?y on-a ca;e-by-case bastsi oo e

Staff1ng for competency tes}1ng programs comes moit frequcntly from . I
_assessment divisions of the stat€ and local agencies, with the cyrriculum . ~

. divisions providing most of the programs' remaining support Of the state.
programs, 20% are funded by state monies and the remainder require program \
‘support to come from the local districts. In most ;ases. the local. pro- . e
grams are supported by Tocal district funding. S

~ instruments and remedial programs.and devekoping®systems for accurately
~assessing program impacts on the school systems. Some programs are begin-
ning to explore the possibility of testing more life-oriented ‘sWills, and

©a few are plann1ng‘to expand testing to include other subJect areas. y

Common1y expressed futuyre goals of pr%gioms 1ﬁc1ude 1mprov1ng test.

-
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Y r-,Introduction

-+~ "—acrossall state-and-tocal programs-pertaining to-poitcy; phase- ~of--{mpte=

. ’ o'-'
' .

The purposes of the Summary .and Anaiysis Report are to summarize | ‘

mador trends in state and Yocal minimum competency testing prdgrams, -
highlight similarities and differences among the various programs, and

- analyze future directions for minimun competency testin For cOnsistency
‘and-ease of access to informatioh, this report follow ihe format of the
Comprehensive Report of mfnimum competency testing programs, on which this
report is based, Therefore, sections of the report contain summaries

“ mentation, littgation, goals and purposes, competencies, standards, test-

ing, administration and dissemination, provisions for speciai populations, .

staffing, program eva]uation and future directions.

In the. originai Request for Proposals (RFP) for the study - of'hinimum
competency testing (MCT) programs, 34 state programs were targeted for
-site visits, including Massachusetts, the pilot.test site, Between the
time- the\RFP was issued and the time of the site visits, two additional
states ([111nois and South Carolina) had mandated MCT and were therefore
inciude \in the study, making a total of 36 sites to be visited -

: During the course of the study, four of the 36 prograns were found

to be lacking in one or more components that define minimum competency
. testing, and one has not implemented its MCT mandate. These were, respec-
 tively: ptorado, Indiana, Oklahoma, Washington, and Wyoming.. For the

~ purposes of " the .study, MCT programs.were defined as'those which both set
 desired performance standards and -also, define consequences that affect
‘students as ja result of meeting, or not meeting; the standards (e g.,
remediation,\the receipt of & high school diploma, etc.). The reasons

that Coioradq Indiana, Oklahomaj and Washington did not meet these crite:

ria are iilusprated in the brief descriptions of these programs which
follow: | _ .

(1) COLd&ADO: its 1egislation restricts oniy those 1oca1
< "t . districts that choose to adopt MCT; there is,

B | comprehensive assessment and plarning process :
is called for in this state, but, in this
process, setting of performadae standards and

- c0nsequences are not mandate

on]y a statewide assessment “is conducted here,
with no standards sed or consequences defined -

”'however, no statewide requirement for MCT. - A



/T siate which has_not implemented the mandate for MCT fs Wyoming,

A '

(4) WASHINGTON:  accountability legislation provides for.state- . = -
. S ~ wide assessnent and remediatioh, but MCT s not -~ "0

| and 1t has set no time schedule for implementation. These five programs, ;';_}fﬁ?
- ./ therefore, have been excluded .from in-depth description and from summary .
e statistics. ST L R
——-——F{natly; atthough- Texas-has how mandated-MCT-at-the-state-level,this— s
action occurred too late for it to be included in the stud¥; a local dis- L
trict in Texas was selected, however, to help represent MCT activity tn.
that state. The final number of state programs upon Which this report is P
based, therefore, is 3l. I o - EEEE "))g PR
 Withyespect to local pfforams, a sample of 21 were selected for o

‘study. ItWis upon 207 of
- statistics presented in.

report. In order to select these programs, 169 locat district MCT pro-

programs that the local district summary
s 'eport are based; the omitted .program under-
went 'a - change -in managem and design during the course of the study, so
that its results could not be verified in time for inclusion in this

grams..weré initially identified, of which 52 (representing a mix with .

. respect .to locality and state versus no state mandate) were surveyed for
'such information & program goals and purposes, relatjonship.-to state pro-

gréps,‘standards and the methods by which they are set, grades assessed, - ,

usas of -test results, provisions for.special student populations, fnvodve- - .
ment of a variety of audiences in planning, and features unique to a pro- o
gram in the view of the program contacts. After a careful consideration T

 of the results of the survey; the specific programs wera selected to

represent the wide diversity of MCT activities in different regions of the - ¢
courtry, and in states with different requirements. Of the-20 districts
selected, fiva districts are in states which have. to date not “issued 9pn-
dates for ifnium competency.testing. Of the remdining 15 districts,

seven developéd programs in response to either Staté Board or legislative

“action, while eight districts implemented programs in advance of such _—

L
. :"p ACH

. LegiS]at1vegand Poljcy History . '?  i -_ ' T :"

Policy history. Of the 31 state minimun competency programs studied, ° o

.16, were mandated by the ‘State Board of Education (SBE) and 15 by the state = -

1"Jegis1aturg. These are listed;1h IQQle 1. While, fOr the most part,

|
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1egtslation bt-aoard-pO?ity-spéc1fiés,thélreQuile!Rts“aﬁdgvar}ous;res on-
- bilities for implémenting MCT programs,, theré are‘yome-importart differs - = s
~ences which should.-be noted.- -In-Mich an; for example,. a-combination of. . ... . Ey
legislative and State Board policy stfuctures the program, and ih’Nevaga«w = - E
3 legislative action syperseded SBE poltcy. In Delaware and ‘Arizona, the . .. .
2. emphasis is ‘on-the. performance-based or competency-based aspects of their .- . .- :
, - testing programs,. and/or both, verification of competency achievement-— <. . . ‘
; occurs at the local level. e FE

| A In_gddition_;q;qﬁffeFencggﬁﬁugh_asuthese; there are-varfations in the .- - g4
e-m_fsa#typeSﬁofAstategngﬁdatestgthgamqjonf;ypcsioﬁﬁmggdatésaand;theﬂ;ga;egwhaying;.“ B
o \such;mandath'are’11§tad¢in‘TapTaQ2i7_Most.¢qmmdhiW¢re;manda§es-1§sﬁed at - @ T
- the state level that express a.commitfient to {mplementing a minimum com~ — - -
c patency testing program and:regquire-d11 districts to develop suth programsi “ .
States with this type of mandate differ. in terms of the responsibilities = -
. .undertaken by the state -ahd local.agencies. ‘In-Florida, for example, the: =
" " state has assumeduresan$1b1§$ty~fqrathg_m;gonﬁtASks;assqgigxedﬁw1th pro=" . Ta i
- . gram implementation (e.q.; test development). -in:other states, such ds .
New Hpmpshirg;g]ocql'di§triCtSFanéfrquTred.tqycarryigut many, of “these _
tasks. Nonetheless, in both cases, localzdistricts.must inftiate minimum
competency testing. co It e T ST T R

By comparison, a diffarent type of ‘mandate was.jssued in:ILdaho and Ut
I]]inois;.both'qf,these_staxes”havingfgistﬁ1¢t:qppfdn-pregrams._,Lnddaho;*;.ﬁ T
the State Departfient of Eduoation has:develpped a progrgmloﬁ‘proficienﬁy,yﬁiﬂgg?ﬁ" .
tesiiﬁ?'1n'whjCh.qu’jgdﬁstffCts.are.fnyﬁﬁqut9 parti£§Rgtg;;thg§é;who;do:}‘_r&\“?ng:{
participate are then*subject to state requirements.. In:]1linois, the . &a I TR SR
State Department of Education provides ‘technica] assistamce to:those ToeaY oo e
Ldistricts which'volu?tawf]y’decide;gq,adOpt‘minﬂmﬁmﬁqgﬁﬁé;ghqihtesttngg-:9_ R
SR - Ao T e T e T s
. Still a third type of mandaté_wgs issdedTn Kansds and Mafe where™.

legislation has required testing.emly on. a temgphdhy'basfﬁ. I Kangas, a. =~ <
.. two-year pilot progrém OfHCQﬁpéténCy;baSed‘éduc@tjon'angﬂmfnjmgw'cdnpee;;'L, e
tency testing was mandated. At the end of the two years, the legfslature . A

~ will decide whether to continue the: program.<. In aine, a-one-time skate- - - .o
wide assessment was legistated, partly for the purpose. of developing gom-
petencies which could be used far graduation reguirementss Following. the -~ -

~ assessment, however, ongoing activity Fas focused on & planning prdcess to - - L
assist 16cal districts in setting educational goals; objectives; -and per- “-» = »
~ formance standards; MCT may or may not become apart of "this process in the . v

e
e .

future. N . : SV - .
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- .. Calling for State MCT programs.‘j7"_
e 5 _'s' . Lo o \
) ;“%4e Board 6f Education S;ate.Legﬁslatuge
e ;.-a‘. e e N :ymffﬁ“
Lo L 'l' Alabmna 'JArdioﬁel
. D d~.Delawere ~ California -
I !ﬂe'Georgia‘ , Connecticd%

cE T e :_Idaho - ~ FJorida
© Maryland : “IMinots
o T Massachisetts Kansas ° =
R © Missouri . " Kentucky .
' © Nebraska - - A 8yistana
 New Hampshire Maine - .
| " New Mexico Michigan?
- SR ‘New York - a  New Jersey
| C ‘ - Oregon Nevada®
o ‘Rhode Island” North Carolina
.y Tennessee SOuth,Carofina_i'
Toautah 7 . Virginia
. 4 fVermont ' (1979: Texas)
o . ‘ ' |

Responsibi\ity for In1t1a1 Mandatf

"lAHz&m3

* 2 Mighigan:

competency-based program 1n1tiated by 1eg$s]at1ve man-.
date and directed by, SBE mandate S e
legislative mandate for assessment in: grades 4 and 7

, - SBE mandate for assessmerit in grade:10 -

3 Nevada: legislative. action superseded SBE action

AR,
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-~-Major Types of Stote MGT Mandates

X X

zx - ~ T

le

.State mandate for MCT
program; ald LEAs par-

'tic pate; varying:

State mandate spei?fy-,
ing optional LEA parti-

leipation; amount of SEA
lassistance,’ contro]

- responsibiliites. given
“to LEAs. - "= | -,

assist in dec1d1ng W

Staté mandate authorizing
study of MCT; findings to
they”
to 1mp1enent MCT progrun.

varies. o

-'&

A1abama'
“Arizona
California
Connecticut
Delawarel
Florida
Georgia
Kentuycky
Louisiana
Maryland: -
‘Massachusetts
Michigan & .
Missouri

. Nebraska :
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexice.
-New_York
‘Nevada'
Nérth Caro11na.
Oregon

".Rhéde Island
South Carolina

. Tennessee
~Utah
Vermont.
Virginia

: (1979: . Texas)

X

. ldaho
' 1.111n_o1.s

A
T

'

’ ‘.‘:"'- S B
Kansas
Maine

k’_ ’ .

1'De1aﬁaré:

goa] d1rected and performance based system with 1oca1
district autonomy

s
\
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Of the 20 local district vrograms four were 1n1t18ted as the result
of a State Board of Educat{on mandate and three ‘as the result ‘of state -
. legislation. Five. programs developed entirely.as a’result of local initi-
ative in states without -MCT requirements of any kind; in states with MCT
‘requirements, ei?ht local -districts initiated their own .programs either
before or in add tion to the state program, The methods by which all of
these local programs were initiated are summarized 1n1Tab1e 3.

~ For the most part it is the public schoo] system that is affected Yy
both the state and local mandates.. In both Connecticut and North Caro11na,
__however, nonpublic schools _were orjg_ndl_y subject to the same prqvisions '
of the law as public schools. . As a result of receAt legislative action,
North Carolina nonpublic schogls now participate in the state minimum com-

petency program bn a sttictly vo]untary hasis. =~ . ) -
b PR . | E o T o
_Phase of implementation. The majority of the minimum canpeteACy
testing programs under study-vover two-thirds. of the state programs and
three-fifths of the local district programs--have been initiated within- N
the last three years. Table 4 lists the.staté.and local programs that
have been,in existence for less than a year, for one to five years, or for
five years or more. A few programs e initiated in the ear y 1970/s, .
Michigan and Gedrgia began their prdilgm s~in 1969, and the Denver, Co1orado e
. program, the o]dest one of all, has een in existence for over 18 years. -

0f the 31 state programs, only. 14 are fully -implemented. The remain-
 ing states are field-testing, or phasing in graduation requirements and/or
~gurrdculum changes over the next few years. Some, 1ike New Hampshire,

- .require djstricts to comp]ete all steps in program development within a
certain period (e.g., five years), but districts determine, when each indi-
vidual, step w111 be completed. Thirteen local programs are fully 1mp1e- :
mented, while seven .are phasing in some or all aspects .of their programs.
A$.a result of phasing-in programs, fany states and districts: have not yet -
formulated procedures for, for examp]e, standard setting or sc0r1ng and
,;aaa1ys1s - "

Associated 11tjggf10n A]though many states and local districts
anticipate Tegal actipn as a result of minimum competency testing and
remediation programs, on1y four of the states under, study have had suits
brought against them: Florida, North Carolina Pelaware, and Virginia,

Florida has so far had four casks brought against the state as a
resu]t of the minimum competency program. The first case involved the .
State Student Assessment.Test, Part II (SSAT-II), which is the Functional s .
~ Literacy Test administered to eleventh- graders as part of their graduat1on -

.o

)
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' . TABLE' 3

Responsibility for Initiation of Local Distrist MCT Prograns

Rocky River, OH

| ﬁetroit, Ml

Hillsborough FL

- _ _ . _ __ i : .a,»é
el : SN 4 -t o
. Local Initiative ~ Local [Ipitiative _ _o ' ;
| instates without in States with ' ImpTement at 1 on S{ff;‘ggg:;‘;::d:{. 1
' State MCT Programs , State WCT Preqrams ‘ ) ,_.,jﬁ” .
Gy, | onaka, N Santa Clara, €A, salem, R
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— ‘ ,\7. :
1 reSpective state programs. . -

::j. 2 Part of program
3_Program-deveio

Also participating i

/e

eioped fn resporse to. state requirements
prior to issuing of state mandate but meets state requirements.
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Vermont . . '
v Virgtnta ] '
o D A
' ') LY \’:
CY '. |
. " '
.\ 17 ' * Ay
L 4




Y

0295

.
1

“requirement. In October 1978 a class actﬁon.sdit was filad in the Tampa__ .
| _ | . alf of threp classes of plain- 1\ . |
tiffs:._all-presént and future twelfth-graders in Florida_

Division of the U.S. District Court on be

?;¥7 fm9iho-ha9e*fa1 ad- and- would .continue to fail tHe SSAT-II; all present and..

future black ;tudontsf1n'thc-aime’s¢hbo]smwho have failed and would con-
tinue to fail tWR SSAT-II; and all present and future black twelfth-graders
;2A¥1llsborough founty who have failpd and would continue to fail the |

blic schools ) L_mm_“;m;i

I1.- Defendents named {n the caje included the Commiggioner of Educa- . -

tion, the Governor,~and the Department of Education.. vl -

Thempjﬂintitts_adyanbad a'number'of.cTiim;,&indiydfhg that the test /

classify and group studénts in need of remediation r
segregation in the public schools.” -~ \

was racially biased, that the plaintiffs were given paither adequate = °
notite nor adequate preparation time, and that. he-uasigf the, SSAT-II to
mstituted

| | e | B o
In 2 ryling handed down in July 1979, -the Court found the "schedule
for the implementation of ... . [the Functional Literacy Test to be] a
violation of the due procesé clause of .the Fourteenth Amghdment . . ." and
that "Until the 1982-83 school year, . . . [requiring that a student pass
the SSAT-II tp recetve a diploma] is a violation of the equal protection ..
clause of the Fourteenth Amendment . . ." (Debra P. v. Turlington, 1979,

- p. 2). As a result, the Court, although permitting the Department to

continue to administer the test, enjoined the state fro _tnst1tut1ﬁg the\
SSAT-11 as a graduation requirement until the 1982-83 school year. - |
s . . . . . . . \\.
~ With respect to the other claims, the Court declared that the test
itself ". . . has adequate content validity . . . and adequate construct
validity" (Debra P. v. Turlington, 1979, p. 30). In addition, the Court
declared itsel¥ "not convinced by the Plaintiffs' evidence that the test
or any item should be invalidated for racial or ethnic bias". (Debra P. v.

Turlington, 1979, p. 30). Finally, in examining the claim that the pro-

gram served to Yeintroduce segregation.in public schools as a consequence
of instituting’remedial classes, the Court admitted that while the compen-
satory education prograni "is disproportionately composed of bYack children
7. Jthus far the record is clear that.the purpose of the . i . [ remedial
program ) {s to assist students and not td resegregate them" (Debra P. v.

T-11 as a mechanism for remediation to be "neither/a constitu-

" tiomal nor a statutory violation . . ." (Debra P. v, Turlington, 1979,

p. 46)0 . ) ) o ’ .
" In another Florida case, the NAACP has contested the right of the

Department of Education to 1imit public accéss to the SSAT-II.  The NAACP ‘4

did not prosecute the case, and it has since been dropped.

et .

 Turlington, 1979, p. 45). Thus, the Court found ut1112at1on/of the results
of the SSA




~authotity to estahlish scaring criteria. At the first hearin

"
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In a thirdtase, Brady.v. Turlin ton, a Florfda resident contended:
under the administrative Procedures Act that the Commissioner lacked the

ring, the
officer ruted in avor‘of the platntiff. In.an appeal fi]ed-g§ the State,
the District Court of Appeals subsequently upheld the authdrity of the
Commissioner.- - N R RO A ' '

R o )
B 4

“A fourth challenge, Bragy and Blount v. Turlington, also involvad the
scoring criteria, In this case, the plaintif{s sought, under the Adminis-
trative Procedures Act,,to have the scoring procedures uged in the 1977-78

o - e

PR

_statewide assessment declared invalid, The ruling favored this petition .

on the grounds that the proger-admiantratiVe protedures for determinin
scoring protedures had not been followed. ~THe District Court of Appeals -
" subsequently upheld an appeal filed by the Department-of Educatioh and ¥
declared that the correct'procedures had Been foilowed. o

~ In.Delaware, the State Board of Education was sued by a w11m1ngton
newspaper seeking the release of test results. The suit was settled out
of court &nd the statewide resultd were-released, to the riewspapers.

North Carolina has had two suits filed against it because its law,.
which requires minimum competency testing by means of a nationally stan-
dardized test and then. reports of the results to the State Department of
Education, app]}psfnot'only to public schoels but to non-public and
private religiods schools as well. The State was sued by the Southern
Christian Leadership Council on the grounds that the. Taw violated equal
protection laws. The case (Green v. Hunt) was dismissed.. -The State was
alsa sued by the Christian schools, who claimed that theinr First Am ndment
rignt to privacy was violated by the law, "The State filed a counterclaim -
ordering compMance with the law. Subsequent 1litigation, however, makes
compliance with this law a voluntary matter for the nonpublic. and public
schools. o B - ' | |

The Virginia Bepartment. of Education was sued by the Richmond News
Leader in 1979 for the release of the graduation competency test. The -
newspaper won the case, and tests are now released by the Department of
Education. The Virginia General Assembly amended the Freedom of Informa-
“tion Act to require the release of tests within six months of the test
administration. ‘ . ‘ B

~—
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Genérhf{goals.. 0f the general goals cited by statgmand local person-~ L
nc] in explalining why minimum competency testing was adopied four _common
- themes emen?a Program personnei’ reported that such rograms were .a way
of introducing the principle of accountability into the management of. X L
- public schopls. Others pointed out that ‘archie# goal behind minimum com- -,
petency testin? was. to ensure that students mastd® certain-basic and/or : o
- 1ife skills prior to being promoted or graduated., Still another commonly
expressed goal was, to clarify expectations, regardfng the content of -edu-
~cation. That is, implgmenting a minimum compgtency testing program was .
described ‘ds an opportunity for soliciting tnpug from a variety of 'groups. ‘
and attempting to gaingpnsensus regarding the basic elements of a public o
school e cation.;&Fina11 a fourth goal} cited by program personnel was to .
"allow fon earlier 1dent1f cat1on of students 1n need of remediat1on in g

cr1t1ca1 sk111s. : _ ¢
,QA

te

1f1c purpo§%3 These four general goals ama‘refTecled in the
spec 1c purposes cited by program personnel, In atteming to introduce =~ =
- accountability and ensure that all students master certain essential. ‘
- skills, many state and local programs have tied the mastery of competen-
ties to high school graduation and/or grade-to- ?rade\promotion. In
“viewing minimum competedcy testingfas a means of clarifying community
expectations regarding education many programs cited curriculum change as
a specific purpose.,” Finally, for those who saw MCT.programs as a way to -
identi{y students in need of remediation at an early stage, specific pro-
gram purposes  included requiring that all districts provide the remedia-
tion. In Table 5 state programs are cate?brized according to the specific
purposes expressed by program personnel; 1n Tqb]e 6_10ca1 district pro-
grams are similarly categor1zed ' _

fega
“

As shown in Table.5, 14 Af the 31 state programs current]y require, . .
or 4 their oniginal plann1 schedule intended to require, some measur® . e

- of minimum competency in ong or more subject areas: for h1gh schopl gradua- B
tion. For only five stat¢/programs-is the requ1rement fn effect now; for '
the remainder, targeted implementation dates for the’ requirement range ~ \
from 1980 to 1983. Oregon, while included in.this fi?ure mandates only.

. the broad competency areas for assessment, while leaving decisions as to :
how assessment might Be linked to graduation up  to the local school dis- = L
'tr1cts. Arizona, too, emphasizes locai’ autonomy, and requires that stu- - -
dents demonstra{g a n1nth—grade reading ab111ty pr1or to graduation from'-'

- high school.. \ »

.

-11-
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L. > Expressed Goals and Purposes of State Progrems .
. e %
e 2 S = T =5
S Hfgh School Graduation Related . . T : _ SR B
_ e SRS SERRE . : grade Promotion! - Resfediation Corriculum Change |-
Diploma Tied to Com-] 1Use of Attengance Special Recognition Alternata Routei : o ) . N 1
pouncy Achuvemt Certiticates _on/Diploma. - to, D!pluu N
Mrttons? - Flortda Idaho (state mrymd ’ Arizona , Celifornta - gmt\cuz
California-1980 |, (Beorgia: under . seal . New York, ' Nevada Connecticut | olavere
Delaware-1981 'cons i derqgdon) K New ‘Maxico North_(:urollno _ - Florida : Seorgia =
‘Florida-1983 North CaroMng - : . Q"* - ‘ Georgla .. - ‘Mnuchuntt\
Georgia-1983 . - Utah . ; " idaho - ‘Rerylind -
Maryland > -'Kohtugky. : T“ Nebraska ‘
" Hevada-1982 : , ‘ 9 _ K i New Hampshire |
New York - & mc T " New Jersey ol
_ North Caroltna E . s . Missouri New Hexico . "\
‘Oregon * . ' Nebraska . Wirginta -~
Tenpessee- 1962 . New Jersey C
- Utah . . . yo . New Mexico
Yermont-1981 : . . New York -
Yirginia-1981 . . . W - NeVada - i B
b v - - North Carolina T
. - o Sotith Carolina
v ’ v Tennesses -
- Utsh - !
. N ¥irginia
L " A

I

1

I

4 Readlng achievement only, in acdmon to credit requirements. :
3| Handand broad: conpetency areas for qraduatlon on Ly all declslons apout how assesuent ts Io be Vinked Yo groduluon are ndo by local‘distrlcts. .

.

R Y
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Cmbeiency achieveie'ni is only oric of. the'crner'la'for grade promotion, not the sole c_rncrloq'.
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filn three of the 14 states that tie competency achievement to‘g'high |

'échoondipldna..stuuénts reckive ‘a certificate -of attendance if they do
.not. haster the ‘cbmpetencies. At present Georgia i$ considering a similar = .

B proviston. =~

N [
< .

g contingent upon compatency tests, pro

., 1daho, and New. Mexico, rather-tﬁaqﬁhakjng_the figh school diploma
| vide special recognition’on the
diploma for competency achievement. Idaho, furthermore, has a district-

" option proficiency testing program, i.e., a program offered to districts
& On 2 strictly voluntary basis. . .. IR - -

\ .
A ~

determine -areas-of weaknesgs;— ... .

-

exams and/or achieve an acceptable score on a-standardized college admis-
Sion,examination 1n tiew of passing the Regents Competency Test. ‘

Test results are taken into account in determining grade premotiohi

for all or some of the elementary grades. It is important to note, how-

ever, that in no tase do test results alone determing decisions about
grade promotion. '

_ f’Ten states cite chricu]um changes as a=9péc1f1c'purpose behfndiphoe-
gram implementation; test results are used along with other information to

Nineteen states report that kemediation is.a specific purpose of
their minimum competency testing programs. In some states, the mandate

~ .requires local districts to provide remediation; while in others, dis-
< tricts may decide what provisions, if any, regarding remediation to make.

Tabte 7 1ists both the state and "local programs which have provisions

pecifying whether remediation is optional or mandatory. In nine states
?emediation is mandatory, while in 16 states it is optional.

By contrast with the state programs,‘a higher number of local dis--
trict programs tie competency testing to the award of a high school
diploma (see Table 6). Altogether, 16 put of the 20 local programs .
require, or will require by 1983,- that students achieve competency in

- certain skills prior to graduation from high school.” Of these 16 local
programs, seven are.in states with a mandated graduation requirement. If -
- weraxciude these seven, then it is.the case that nine out of 20 local dis-

programs have independently linked the results of a minimum compe- .

" tency\test to graduatidbn. Three local programs--Houston, Kanawha County,

and Thpmas County--either award special certificates of competency to those
g~ demonstrating competency achievement or are considering’such a
Yity. One district, Bettendorf, awards certificates of attendance

\\ " : . 4
\ . .

-14-

. In some prograns, 1ike New York, there are alternative routes: to .
dipfoma. A student in New York, for example, can pass regular Regents
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to students who fail the competency test, while 1n'6ne'di$tn1ct.,CdTunbus,
Kansas, passing the competency test is considered as an alternative route
to.a digloma.. . . . o S e

~ With respect to other specific pirposes cited in programs, four local.

~ pragrams (Orange County, Lawton, ConVal, Columbus) use the test results as

only one of the criteria for determining grade promotion. Again, as noted

_ - above, 1n no case do test results alone determine decisions about grade

promotion. ’

~ .For seven lacal pragrams, curriculum change anQja' specific purpose

“behind program implementatipn. With respect to remediation, 11 pragrams =~~~ "

reported that providing such opportunities is a specific purpose:. Again,
the remediation may be optional or mandatory in nature, depending. upon the

- mandate.  See Table 7 for a listing of local programs in which remediation -

is mandatory or optional.

.

Competencies, Takget Groups, "and Testing Schedu1es-

Summarized in Tables 8 and 9 are the numbers of programs that assess
the various competency areas and the grade levels at whiech these areas are
tested. In general, most programs emphasize the achievement of fasic,
academic skills, but many also focus on the instruction and assessment of

‘these-skil1s-in.1ife-context situations. Several programs test for both

kinds of skills, and.a few test essentially academit skills.in_the ]ower
grades and more applied, 1ife-context skills in the upper grades: In

Rocky River, Ohio, thare is no competency test for 1ife skills, but the
district is beginning a mandatory course in 1ife_competency'sk11ls.

A1l programs have developed.competencies in reading and mathematics.
Twenty-seven state programs and 15 local district programs also test tan-
guage arts,and/or'wfiting; A few programs have developed listening and
speaking competencies; some have. chosen history, government, and economics
as important subjects to test. Only one program, that of Orange County, -
Virginia, has a series of tests specifically for science. -In Georgia and
in Thomas Count{ ‘the local disttict studied in Georgia, the focus of the
program is on 1 fe ski11s; the competencies are not categorized into typi-
cal subject area objectives, even though the competencies do, in fact,
include skills in many of the traditional subject areas. Instead, they

are grouped into the fo]lowing categories: - the Learner, the Individual,

" the Consumer, the Citizen, and the Producer. - o

-16-
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O TABLE 8-

 Number of Programs Assessing’
Varfous CombeﬁenpyﬁAreas_\/'-

SO —— CompetencyiAnihlf_wr

Reading-

Mathemat ics &
Language ArtQ?

s £
i
N

Writing

T
i,

~Speaking W
Listenings =~ ¢

Other (e,y., demo-
cratic pracess,
consumer gconomics,
' science)

a1
i
3

.;17-_L o
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' TABLE 9 ) :
X Competency Areas and Grade Levels Assessed s
\ '
sz . i L e | .
- At least one At least one - At-least one| At least one *onty 912 .|

b »+ .. Competency 1 - K3 o 4 -8 - 9-12 . y ymie -

o Area - ————— - - e _ s : :

R - Stats | Local | State | Localy] State | Local | State [.Local | .State | Local
Reading 0. 8 | 1) .19 | o9 |l .| 8| 6 9

“Mathematics 10 8 1 16 | 10§ 4 9 6 | 84 6 9.
Language Arts - 4 2 ‘8 3. 9 O 3 2 | s

¥ . e s _

* Writing Ch2 4 3| s | T 5 2 5
Speaking 0 0 14 0 2 0 2 0 0 1}
Listening 0 0 o | o 1 0 1 o] o 0
Other (e.g., demé- 1 Tt

_cratic proceas 0 Q; 3 2 5 2 3 3 0 L T

~gcience. : '

P | .
| e In five state programs, decisions regarding what grat‘!es' to test are left _entirily to local districts.
- o In wo districts, teachers decide when certain competencies are to be tested, . S :
‘. T ' * .
; 27 - |
et _ e e 1 ey
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- About two-thirds of both the;thts and local programs test competen-

~ctes at both the elementdry agd high school levels. Six state -and six
loca) programs test only at ‘the secondary Jevel. (Note that Table 9 does

" not reflect this fact, stnce a/few local programs-test only reading and® -
mathematics at the ht?h school level, but include other areas at other
grade 1eve1§;9' For almost a)l of these programs, the high school test is
‘required for graduation. Of the programs that require a-minimum compe-
tency test for graduation, most test in.the tenth or eleventh grade, and
'some-as early as the eighth or ninth grade, to ensure ample time for
remedf ation and for seVeral other opportunities to administer.the test
before graduation. o x o

e e - {

’

s

't but tfe “competencies are the option of the local d

In five states (I11inois, Nebraska, Vermont, Arizona, and Oregon),
the test schedule is not specified. In these programs, local districts
and schools decide when a student is to be tested for achievement of
particular céompetencies and when that student is to be retested. At the
local district level, two sites permit teachers to decide when gertain .

~ com- petencies will be.tested. In South- Burlington, Vermont, for example,
aft?acher1njytest a competengy when the student is demonstrating mastery
of 1t.' S L

With respect to competency development, in about two-thirds of the
staté programs the competencies for all grade levels have been developed
by the state. In®Massachusetts: and Tennessee, the state determines the
competencies which are to be tested.at the secondary level; these states

also mandate competency assessment at the elementary level, but leave’the
responsibility;for developing those competencies to the local districts.

State Department of ‘Education, and in othets the state provides a printed

“." guide and/or workshops-to help the local districts set up their programs.

In some instances the grade levels to be tested are ?andated by the state

. istricts. Most of the

. local district programs includ®d in the study have developed their own
competencies. - ' ot g

‘Standards and Standardeétting;,

“ .

RO

Standard levels of performance on MCTs in the various programs are
generally set by the state if the state is also responsible for devel-
oping the. competencies, and by local districts if the responsibility for
competency development liés with the local district. 1In some cases, -
states require the local districts to set the performance standards.

-19-

In a few states, local districts are free to decide which competencies are
to be tested. In some cases these decisions are closely monitored by the .
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grams. standards are set for each competency, and/or the major subject

areas’rather than for specific competencies within those subject areas.
- Some -of the newer. programs- have-not- yet established e1thinmst§9dards~0r .

the procedures for setting them. . : ®
) \ . Y ’ W : ’ - d
Listed in Table 10 are state and local programs using various methods
for setting performance standards. ' Some programs are described as setting

aﬁo‘ Ohly'tWo p%ograms set standardséﬁok‘the tota]'teﬁé;.“Eﬁ_aasé-afﬁéanfmm”; VAR

standards by administrative decision because they gave no rationale during/ -

the site visits for the standards‘thgy‘VMpted.. Also important. to note i
the fact that utilizing field-test data to set a standard or identifying

which may overlap the other three procedrues listed. The programs note
under these categories may have, for example, set standards by administra-,
tive decision, Nedelsky, or contrasting groups. in their use of field-fest
data. This was not, however, specified as such during the sitecvisiys;
only the fact that they used field-test data was indicated.

Of the stategbrograms in which standards are set by the state/ nine

based their standards on field test or test administration data, §wo used* -

a contrasting groups method, one program used the Nedelsky metho for some
tests and the Angoff method for others, three defined standards As a part
of their competency definitions, and five determined their stanﬂards by
administrative decision. Shown in Table 11 are the 11 state programs in
which standards have not been set at a state level. In six of these,
decisions about standards are made-by the local districts in the states.
Two programs will not have standards set for them. since they.are.stud1e\

~about MCT, and three programs will be setting standards at a later date.

Two local prdgrams--Detr61t, Michigan and Thomas Count&, Georgia--

havé not yet déetermined what method to use for setting standards. Of those

which have established standards, seven based them on field test or test

administration data, three used contrast1n? groups, one used the Nedelsky °
S

method, one used a combination of the Nedelsky and Angoff methods, and six
set standards by administrative decision. Omaha, Nebraska; Gary, Indiana;
and Conyal, New Hampshire are examples of programs 1isted under more than
one method, since in each case different methods were used for different
tests or sets of competencies. .The South Burlington,’ Vermont program is
an example of one in which the standards (ranging from 80-100% accuracy
depending on whether a competency tests a fact or a ‘process) are built
into the competencies. Fitchburg, Massachusetts, not included in the
tablei-1s a program in which the teachers make the decisions, on the basis
of both stident test scores and their own judgment, as to whether students

“have demonstrated mastery of»the requisite cqnpefencies; o
- Ty
v - 20 - / e 1\:
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PROC EDURE

. TABLE 10

Procedures Used in Setting Standards ’ *

b}

- STATE

‘v

Administrative Decision

r

Arizonal
Michigan
Missouri

“Nevada
 Tennessee?

. ')}}:'}‘

.“ - -

By Contrasting Groups

v

el

Kentucky
North Carolina

~

, Nadelsky/Angoff _

Using Fleld Test Results

and/or Othir Statistical

Procedures

I
L

New Jersey

Alabama
Florida
Georgia

[daho
Maryland

New Mexico

New York .
South Carolina
Vtrg1nia

By Cgmpetency Defini-
t1onsmp

Delaware.

> Nebraska

Vermodt

s -

latter two categories.

T

~ Omana,; NES
: Lawton, M1

_ tte-Mack lenburg,
Orange County, VA

ConVa}, NH3
“Bettendorf, A

Kinqwha Count
Rocky River,

Columbus, KS
" Denver, CO - - -

‘Portland, OR

Santa Clara, CA

*s. Burling
-ConVal, NH

1 Overall standard oniy; local districty set specific, individual standards.
2 On eighth-grade test only; no standards set for. elewenth grade tast.
Procedures for setting standards varied by test or set of competencies.

4 Not true standard setting procedures; first three procedures may hayc been used in
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. - xBreakdown of State Programs fn Which Standards ’
Hav! Not Been Set ' : : =
- —— — ~

.kocal Distriet Option
' or Decision :

MCT.UndeP Study;
..No Standards Set

Standards to be Set
at a Later Date

~California Kansas Connecticut
.o A
1111no1s ‘Maine- ~Louisiana
Massachusetts . Rhode Island
o l ’ - | |
.New Hampshire : )
.. Oregon .
Utah
b -’ '
. e
- ' s l '
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= sibility for develop

" Test Instrumerits
‘ ¢

y

ng or selecting test instruments &nd for the methods

| -—Anumbcrofpptgfrnsh‘vccmcrgod.fonwthcdts:ntbuttonof.thcnrcspon-...i

Of‘accomp11sh1n? this-task. See Table 12 for a classification of state *
programs according to whether the state or local districts assume or share
responsibility for test development. In seven Qf the state-level programs,
- the states’ delegate complete responsibility for the choice of test instru-
- ments to the local districts. In tha California, Oregon, and I1linois .
pro?rams, for example, local districts may develop or select tests to suit

e fw%hg‘r_ewn—populatiensT_thc—statesfpnovide"xechnical;assistdnéo{Lbut—localn«m_f_»m_Q;;;

districts are not required to obtain state approval for their test instru-
ments. | | - B

"In 14 other state programs, local districts must utilize the tasts
developed or selected by the state. In these $tates, such as Florida,
North Carolina, Michigan, and Nevada, local districts ‘are not precluded - |
from develop1naathe1r own programs in addition to and independent of the ...
state's, but they must comply with all requirements of the state program.

_In the remaining eight state-level programs, the local districts share
. “decision-making responsibilities with- the state agency to a greater or
lesser degree. Sev&ral programs, including those in Virginia, Tennessee,
and Connecticut, require local districts to administer one or more state
tests at the secondary level but permit the districts to choose their own
* i{nstruments for assessment- at the elementary level. In other programs,
such as those in Nebraska.and Massachusetts, the state has developed its
own instruments which 1t ‘offers to the local districts as one option for
assessment. In the case of Massachusetts, local districts that choose not
to use the state-developed, secondary-level instruments must either select
_one from a state-approved 1ist or obtain approval for the test instruments
they desire to use, A . -

Maine and Kansas are exceptions to all of the above patterns in that
they do not have permdnently implemented programs. Maine conducted a one-
time statewide assessment and is now engaged in an educat1ona1/p1ann1n?
process, and Kansas is conducting a pilot program that may or may not lead
~ to-a decision to implement a germanent competency testing pr?gram;f Devel- .

opmenf of the tests in both statas, however, was the responsibility of the
state. o — B _ '

In almost all of the local district programs studied, the district
topk on the responsibility for developing at least a part of the test
~ fnstrument used in the te t1n$ program. In Orange County, Virginia, the
- losal d1§fr1ct has develoBdd Its. own tests for reading and for, graduation

A Y
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TABLE 12

-

- ‘e

A

. &

e b N

- Comp lete

Respons1bf11ty
~_Assumed by SEA, .

_Respbns1b111ty Shared

Gomp}qfe Respbhs1b11ity

LEAS

by SEA & LEA

:;  ;'T_
o

Alabama
Florida
Georgia
Idaho
Loutsiana
Maryland -
Miéhigan
Nevada
New Jersey
New Mexico:

" New York

i

~ North Caroiiha

Rhode Is]aﬁd

' :South Carolina
- T

Connectigut
Delaware
Kentucky
‘Massachusetts
- Missouri
Nebraska
Tennessee
Virginia

XS

Arizona
~ California

-

[Ninois

New Hampshire °

Oregon
Utah
Vermont

e Mé{h§7t;d Kansas are omLttédﬁ's
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.

¥
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~_ competency, but uses the i&éte-deVaiode'test {nstrument for mathematics. D
Same of the instruments in use at’ the local district level (i.e., South-

Burlington, Vermont and Contoocook Valley, New Hampshire) werd developed

under development.
S 1 /

'"jibyjprocessts“which~hayq~servdd;qs"mogrlsw or-the state-level programs-now--—- - -

_ Displayed in Table 13 are ‘the programs categorized according to
what particular methods of test development and/or selettion they are

A

using. Listed in the table are those states which assume all or some of;%$§%¥  '

-the responsibility for instrument development as well as the 20 local
 districts. In the programs studied, instruments were either developed

fn-house_or—withftha~he}pwof—outs+dewcdnsu}tants—(c:sTT-a;eonkultingmﬁinn}
or were selected- from among cqmmercially available ones.” Also, some state
and local pro f vs,e{ected-to combine these options. .

"Qf-the 22 Staie programs listed, almost half (10) chose to purSue 3
single method for obtaining instruments. Three states developed their own
tests in-house, while four elected to utilYze outside consultants for test

" development. Three states selected a commercially available instrument, -

either as is or tailorad by the publisher to the specific needs of the
state. Of the remaining 12 states that chose to combine these procedures,

~ six states developed instruments both in-house and through services pro-

vided by outside consultants. Two states developed tests in-house and
selected commercially available instruments, while one (Virginia) elected
both to use commercial instruments &nd to utilize consulting services to

‘develop instruments. Finally, three.states used—3ll. three methods for

obtaining their test instruments. . In the case of Nevada, for exanple, -
commercial tests were selected for use at the elementary levels, and
teachers, with the assistance of outside consultants, developed the tests
to be used at the secondary level. o C

Of the 20 local programs, five have developed instruments in-house,
and, the same number have selected existing instruments. Six districts
have developed tests both in-house and through services provided by
outside consultants or agencies. . o

'Sbme'of_thé“combetencthests used by'HillsborOUgh County, Florida and
Omaha, Nebraska were developed in-house and some are commercial tests.

Omaha, for example, uses the Gates-McGinitie reading test as its compe- _.
tency test in that area. Gary, Indiana is the only local program in whic®

~ some of the competency tests were developed fn-house, one was developed

under -contract to Westinghouse Learning Corporation and one is 2 commeif-
cially available test.. Finally, theré weére no local programs that utit-
ized only consulting services for test development or who chose to use 2
combination of .cqnsulting services and commercial tests. -

L4
-
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In-House Development gnly “Nichigan Char\otto-nucklonburg. NC
' ' ‘ ‘ ~Missourd Columbus, KS e

\ Nebraska Fitchburg, MA

S. ‘Burlington, VT -
Use of cOntuIting connecticut® None
Services gr Contracting Maryland
Agency on . New Jersey
. Tennessee*
Use of Commercial Testg ™ Delaware* ¥ .& Jettandorf, IA
and/or Tests Tallored Kentucky ' Denver, CO
by the Pub}isher only ¢ North Carolina Houston. TX _
' ' Lamton

Rocky ﬁivcr,_OH

4

In-House D o1onnont Alabama ConvVal, NH . ¢
and Use of Lonsulting Florida Detroit, NI
Tervices or| Contractor ‘Georgia Kanawha, WV
k . Idaho - Orange County, VA
Louisiana Parkrose, OR
New York Santa Clara, CA
In-House Davelopment New Mexico E'H11Isbor0ugh; FL -

and Use of Commercial
or Tailored Tcst;

"~

South Caralind

Omaha, NE
Thmm\ COuntc GA

_Use of Consulting
Services or Contractor
and Use of Commercial
. or Tatlored Tests

LV Y P RORVIY

Virginia

None

In-House [eveldpment
and Use éf Consulting
Tervices or Contractor
and Use of Commercial
or Tailored Tests '

Massachusetts
Nevada :
Rhode [sland’

* at one (gradi) IQVQI on]y

Omittcd -are the following scvcn states which delegate
opment entirely to local districts:

Oregon, Utah, Vermont. .

: /j.\

rcsponsibility for test devel-.
Arizona. California, Il11nois, New Hampshirc,

¢ Maine and Kangsas, as onc-timo p11qx studios. are also omitted,

h,25_
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are the Senior High‘Assessment of Reafing Performance (SHARP), the Test of
-Preficiency in Comgutational Skills (TOPICS), and the California Test of -

‘No one commercial test is used mora than others. Among those chosen

“B&S1C“Sk11"SW(CTBS'*publ1§had"by"CBT/McGrawéh111:“Gates=McGTn1tie-Readingw-\w-:~»~~%?¥

Tests: Survey F published by Teachers College Press; the Beckman-Beal
Mathematical Competencies Tests for Enlightened Citizens;” the SOBAR read-
ing test put out by Science Research Associates; various tests publiehed
by Stanford Research Associates; the Adult Performiance Level test published

by American College Testih?~ and the Jowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS)
publishéd_by Houghton-Miff in Company. _

Although-most—of —the-tésting-programs—use—a-multiple-chotce—format—
for at )east:part of their testing, a largé number require writing samples
at various grade levels and a few require students to give some sort of
oral presentation. Part of the Salem, Oregon writing test requires stu-
dents to summarize a passage. Most tests are not timed, but in a few
. programs some sections of a test (e.g., in addition and multiplication)
may be timed. The N-ABELS, in the Nebraska program, is one of the féw
assessments that is en;jreiy performance-based. For various parts of the
test, students are required to read aloud, locate words in-a dictionary,
and locate a topic and cross-reference in a card cataiog. Among other
districts which employ performance-based tests of skills are ConVal, New
Hampshire, and South Burlington, Vermont. In the former, students are
tested on such skills as answaring a phone and taking messages, writing
business letters, and giving oral présentations.. In South uriington;
Vermont students are asked to complete common forms, to participate in a
discussion, to give directions and to make various measurements' (e.qg.,
mass, length). . ‘

*

1

Test Administration.

© Test:administration for all of the programs.under study is handled at
‘the local district level.. While states may prepare manuals to-assist test
administrators, in all cases local personnel are responsible for this
task. Typically, classroom teachers administer the tests in the elemen-

tary grades; Younselors, teachers, and administrators administer them 1in
secondary grddes. In Gary, Indiana, it was found that teachers were

assisting their students; therefore, classroom teachers no longer .admin-

ister tests to their own students. Contoocook Valley, New Hampshire has:
a specially trained team (COMPASS).which is responsible for administering
the tests. . o

-27-
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I
" South Butlington, Vermont has developed a unique system for adminis-

tering and-scoring the competency assessments at the junior and senior
high. school levels, In their system of "mentor groups," the mentors, or

- assessment administrators, consist of both classroom teachers .and-school
administrators, Each megtor, is assigned approximately 16 students from
all grades, and the groups meet once a week. A student is to be a member
of the same groyp ‘throlghout middle and high school ywars, thus giving
each student the gpportunity to establish an ongoing relationship’ with a
faculty member. he’ mentor is responsible for assessing all the students
in the basic comBetencies they are expected to have mastered at their
grade lewel, and also for retesting to ensure that students have main-

e # - f i n0A-thedr-ski11s+—The-mentor-scores- each -assessmaent-of basic_compe-.

‘tency for the students in his or her group. If a student has demonstrated

.- mastery, the date of the assessment’ is entered in the student's Pupi) .
Progress Record. If a student demonstrates mastery when retested, that
date is also recorded. If a student fails to demonstrate mastery when
retested, the original date is erased, and he or she must demonstrate
mastery again befgre it is thus recorded. - Each mentor is assigned a coun-
selor for assistance in understanding the intent of a competency or in

4 administering an assessment. '

Most districts also have a district coordinator, appointed either by -
the district or by the state, who is responsible for delivering the tests 1 ~.
to teachers and counselors, collecting them for scoring and analysis, and ~
ensuring test security. B _ . ' N .)7

F g

Scoring ‘and Analysis ' ‘
About .one-half of the state programs and two~thirds of .the local

district programs score and analyze the tests themselves, either by hand
or with a computer. Slightly less than one-half of the state programs
and the remaining one-third of the local district programs send all or .
part of their tests either to a consulting agency or to the test publisher

- for scoring.and for an analysis of scores according to. classroom, school,
district, etc. A few of the state programs give local districts options '
as to who will score tests. As yet, some programs have not made decisions
about scoring and analysis. ' _ - =




—-——frtet-programs—-are-required-to-re
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most of the programs studied. Most programs enter test results in stu-

dents’ permanent racords, regardless of whether or not test results are
‘used for decisions about graduation or promotion., Parents are usually

informed of their child's performance; if the child has not demonstrated

mastery, some prograns require a conference involving.the student, th
parents, the teacher, and often an adhinistrator. Teachers and admjnis-

trators usually receive a breakdown of test results, and some local dis- .
t-thetr-tocat-testresults to-the————

State Board of Education.' In mosgozases. any information that does-not

permit the identifdcation of individual students or teachers is open to
the public and often released to the media, - . |

Sumparized in Table 14" are the numbers of state and local programs
 who send reports of their programs to various groups. In all, 24 state
- programs reported that they send results. to administrators and 23 to _

boards of education. The next most frequently specified ‘group was stu-

dents. By contrast, ldcal prégrams cited parents and students: as the
predominant groups receiving results. The third and fourth most fre-
® quently cited groups were teachers and administrators, respectively..

Provisions for Speciai Populations

A

Both state and local programs recognize various special populations

and make provisions for testing these .groups on the requisite competen- _
~¢ies. Among the groups recognized are special education students (with -

some programs distinguishing among types of impairment, e.g., deafness,

.blindness, emotionally handicapped), multilingual or non-native speakers

of English, children of migrant workers, and transfer students. In-
tailoring a minimum competency testing program to the ‘needs of these

special groups, some programs simply exempt groups, others prepare tests
with different formats (e.g., Braille) or -administer the test different Ty

: (e,g., reading it aloud), and still others,pernit students to take tests
that differ from the typd

differently, i.e., according to different standards, and some choose to
consider each member of a special population on & case-by-case basis.

Finally, some state and local programs have yet-to make such provisions -
;Wﬂqnd are in the frocess of studying this issue or, as in the case of some

[ SN

_ _ | ¢al minimuu competency test in contént. -In addi- -
~ tion to provisions such as these, some programs permit tests to be-scored

4y



- ’ L 9 K
R S mmews b
Dissemination of Results: Number of State and Local )
/ Programs Sefding Reports to Various Groups
S ‘ Number 6f’Programs
Reports Sent To: — —
. - State -~ Local
Teachers 13 . 15
School Administrators ! 2 14
Board of Edication 23 4
’- Légis1ators" = 7 > 0 |
Parents .15 18 : ¢
Students 22 18
X _ » .
N . ‘ ) A
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state programs, local districts are giyen the responsibflity for detethha‘4‘,?? ”‘,*gx
rams

. 1ng what provisions, if any, to make. In Table 15 state and local pyog

are classified accordingeto both what populations are recogeized and hat \f

1
ANRIEIDEES S

““provistons-have’besn made, - o oot s e :

At both the state and-ibcal lovelit‘fﬁ;;most common 1y rlccdhttdd'group’
is that of special{education students. - Thirteen states and six lacal pro- .

-

?rams exempt from testing some or all students in this category..  Nonethes i

Tess, state and local programs vary in the extent to which they recoghize - %

.~ specific sub-groups, with some states 1ike Florida, fdentgfyin? & number ;o

.Y of groups (e.g., hearing-impaired, visually-impaired, physically-handi- == = = &

+—=--—capped); ~Depending upon-the number-recognized, all-or-some-of -the-spectat-—— -ttt

T educatior’ students may be exempted from esting. . < : S S
- ‘ : - ‘ A

In nine state and five 1oca1-péograms-specia1 edudation s§ddent3-m§ylf

be administered minimum competency tests with different formats or Accords -

ing to different procedures. 1In New York, for example,-allowances made for . &

. ‘:_\_ =

‘3$pecial education students 1nc1Ude,'depend1n$-Upon the handicap, taking a N

longer time to complete the test, using a.ca

ing ulator, taking the test in
Braille and having the test redd aloud. E _ S :

, One program, California's, explicitly atlows local districts to set’ -
differential standards for spacial education students and the State
Department of Education addresses this topic in its technical d&ssistance
manual. Nonetheless, it should be noted that cases whére a.student may be

- exempted formally from the testing pro?ram.' Re student's.individual Edu- ;>
cation Plan (IEP) may.be ‘rewritten to include some or all of the competen-*
cies that are required of regular students. ™ In such cases the mode of .
assessment and/or the level of performance required may be alteredgin -
order to .better accommodate the needs of the special education student.

Similarly, with respéct to preparing tests that differ in content

a provision for. some or all\%fﬁ}heﬁr_spec1a1 edacation students. These
pro- vistons generally call Tor tailoring-the minimum competencies to the.
needs of particular special education students. - )

Rather than make any specific provisions for special education stud =

some .of these students on a:case-by-case basis.- Finally, in states such.
as New Jersey, other prov1sions,arefm¢'e;'tnith15gstateuspecfa1 education -
students are not required to, hutimay take the regular fests. In Virginia™
‘student§ may choose to delay tetthwg., . - " - .

- o , P T Y '_
 The next most frequently recqgnized- group of students-are those who -
are. limited in their ability to s‘eakf£ng?1sh,or who afe multilingual,

~ ,More states than dis;ricts-make'spef1a] provisions for{these.students,- At;' 1

9 , : . o oo v

3.

~ -

. ~ from the regular minimum conpétency tests, three local programs make such;;-';wf

dents, two.states and seven local programs have elected to treat all or *‘m 3

’ - - .
. ¢ . “ N -
n : . , g,
. 4 . . ‘ L
: > . . N
. o - L . :
. it S ’ o - F ' a
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Previtions for Speciel Pepulatioms®

N ) y
A 5 | .
o ‘ Mitilinguales o " . Other (swsants wiwh
POPRATIONS Ko P vl Ciniteu Taal ithe Nigroat Tramster “Tiniting handigaps*
: : 1 3peaking ST . . or mitiysr plam)
PROVIS iGN State Leca) " State Locat Stite: Lecal Sute Lexal State hecal.
X D . R s s R
‘Cuemption - Alsbome Orangs County||Comnetticut |Home Nome Nere MNeryland None Romy None ;
o Comnecticut 84l o |{Massechusetts : ) MessichAatts ’ P
: California Columbys Rhode 181and :
] Seerels Kandwh
|l leans ry - ; . . .
amit Char-HeckInby ; ) .
tucky '
Plorida <
Haine -
Haryland :
Nissourt .
Rhoee [3lene ' )
Tennessen '
wwoat B o
A
Teats with Oiffarest || Delaware fonval New Jorsey Mome None Nose Nom L None None
Formats/Administras Floridy Kandwhs Now York . .
tion Procedures {daho Hi11sborough |[Callforaiy ”»
' Lovisiama Lomton . .
Misgouri Racky River
N. Carolime
(e New York 4
Tennassee .
- Virginia .
. 2
Tests with Diffqrent || Nona Xandwha None +| Hone Home Nore Nom () None Nond
Contant ' . Limton . 4 . :
: Salem
R . A N N *
. . T [y
Otfferantial Stan- Calitornia”  Hone Kane Hone None ” Hone Nane None None Hone
darsty Permiteed : . ) . .
Casedy=case Navada Sattandorf None Hous ton None None None Varmont S. Burlingten
- Decisiont S. Carolina  |Omaha il 1 -
’ . Qrange County [ , .
. Salem . : v
~ Santa Clars . - * .
Gther (c'.‘g6 ttudenty Mabemy tong . Artzom Hillsborough | Californta Lawton Idaho Hone None None
tastad under othar Masgachusates ~ || Portda o . .
RPOgramg, students Michigan Geargia ’ -
Ny slect to dalay New Jearsey New Jargey .
taking tests) | virgtnia Virglafa
P . L . . [
v . N . ! - : \ R - - . . )
™ * This chart 11 based on specifically stated provigioms for specifically tdentified potuluionu 1t 4008 aot
: praciude the possibility that programe make provitions oA & case-by-case bitls as situations requiring these
‘decislons arise. - . . ’
. . —— .
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" the state level, three states exempt all o
from taking minimum competency tests, while three other states either
.administer the tests differently or use tests with different formats. New

u.';wmmmdnrsay.mfnrleamplu,;jsmcnnsidcringmthnmposSibjljty_of;QQMQIQpinngqni!!:_mwm.wwjt;mwi
~-1ent: tests- in-different-languages. - A variety of other provisions-are-made - - ... ..

~ in states such as Arizona, Georgla, Florida, and Virginta. In Florida °
+»multilingual students may be exempted from takin?jthe tests if they have
been enrolled in an English-speaking school for less than two years prior
to test administration, ' . ‘ . o R

With respect to children of migrant workers; one state and one

;ﬂ;;_ _________ local program either has made or is planning to make specific provisions.:

California is attempting o develop guidelines on how students moving
between districts can sa¥isfy competency standards which are, by state
law, set individually by the districts. In Lawton, Michigan administra- =
tors are determining specific provisions to apply to ils sizeable migrant
population. S S - - S . :

" Three states make arrangements for transfer stlidents. In Massa-
chusetts districts may omit from their summary reports to the state scores
of .students who have transfered to the district after the tenth grade. In
Idaho,-whizﬁ is a district-option testing program, provisions are made for
students who move from a part1c1pat1ni[tp;a non-participating district;,
these students 4re given opportunities” td,continue competency assessments.
S?U?ents mastering the competencies then receive a state seal on their
- dipiomas. o S ) . ) . ,

2

Program Resources N : '
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L

General staffing. Although some.pro?rams_hhve”cOntraCted with con-
sulting agencies Tor developing their minimun competency programs, the -

- staffing for the program usually comes from agencies within each state or
‘local district. About three-fourths of the state programs and half-of the .
local district programs are staffed primarily by assessment specialists.
Most of the others are staffed by curriculum specialists.

Funding sources. .The state providés the -bulk of the funding for 20
of the state programs- and one of the local programs studied; 15 of the e
local] ?rograms and: 10 of the state programs are supported primarily at the ~
local level. California, for example, mandates both testing and remedjal
programs for its students, but most of the funds for the development-of
" these programs must come froh the local district budgets. A few-state and
local programs have received federal®funds for program ST |
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“development, Six states have received funds under Titles I, III, or v,
while seven local programs, have received money under Titles I, IV, V, or

VI. Funds have bean used for a Vﬂ'1et¥'0f purposes, including providing o
- VEvaIuat1on ’ ;?” /f/ o - ! /-

. Seven states and four local districts have already conducted ‘evalua-
tfonS“of“tht¢r‘cpmpetencyftest*ng—programs:~ﬁ0ther37—such—as—DelawareTmplan
to do so .when their testing programs are fully implemented. In some cases
the evaluation-has beem conducted by an outside agency under contract ito
the'state-or/d1sfr1ct. ‘ In others, ‘evaluative feedback has been solicited
by state and’local personnet. In two cages, Florida and Michigan, studies
have been commissioned by groups affecte¥ by the programs; in thesé states
the National Education Assoctation in conjunction with the state chapter
of the organization has sponsored reviews of the program.

Programs in which evaluations have been contracted out include New:
Hampsjire and Fitchburg, Massachusetts. In the case of New Hampshire,
faculty from Keene State College, Keene, New Hampshire reviewed all pub-
1ished and unpublished materials from the New Hampshire Accountability
Project and interviewed key figures from various groups (e.g., teachers

d administrators). In the final report submitted in June 1979, the
Avaluators reviewed the technical assistance prqvided by the state and
7 offeped recommendations concerning the future role of the state-level
advisory committee, dissemination efforts, measuring. the impact of ,
thé Project, and funding to local districts. The Co-Directors of the
Atcountability Project consider this an initial evaluation and are .
~ 4nvolved in contracting for a five-year longitudinal study to measure
- program impact upon student performance. c -

_ Rk ” .

| In Fitchburg, Massachusetts an initial evaluation was conducted by

" an outside contractor during the first year of program implementation.
.The results of this evdluation were used in devejoping the current Skill
Achievement -Monitoring system (SAM). In Spring 1978, Fitchburg adminis-
trators contracted- with the Research. and Development Center for Teacher

' Education at' the University of Texas to study the use of SAM in the
classroom. At the same time, administrators solicited the reactions

‘of stydents and teachers through questionnaires. These studies revealed
that there.was potential for further staff development in the use of SAM,
At present, Fitchburg. 1s planning further studies, using both district and
outside personnel. E '
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- Some states, such as Delaware, arne -currently developing procedures to -
evaluate program impact. In Delaware the Department of.Education will be
using on-site interviews coupled with measurement of student performance

... .to .assess both district implementation of the program_and its #mpacis. on

| students. In other states, such as Florida, responsibility for reviewing
“the program has been shared by groups outside the Department- of Educa-
tion. In Florida, for example, the State Senate and House Education
Subcommittees are responsible for gathering evidence (e.g., testimaony)
on such areas’as the effectiveness-of program implementation. In Kansas
the legislature will review the results'o? the competency-based testing
program.impleﬁbnted on a trial basis for a two-year (1978-1980) program.

-------- At the end of the second year legislators will decide.whether to implement - -
- 'such & program pepmanent1y. - - : . _

L Finally, in addition to studies which are conducted either under con-
tract to program personngel or by program personnel, there are two cases in
which panels have been formed to study particular programs. In 1978, under
contract to the National Education Association and the Florida Education

. Association, Ralph Tyler headed a five-member panel to study the implemen-

tation of the:florida statewide assessment program. In 1974 Ernest House, -
along with Wende11 Rivers and Danjel Stufflebeam, préepared an assessment S,
of the Michigan state program; this group was under contract to the NEA and '
the Michigan Education Association. These studies have generally been ,
critical of various aspects of the programs, and in,Michigan; the findings-
prompted a formal reply to House et al. from the Michigan Department of
Education. 'The Department, for example, questioned the criteria used by
the investigators, and rebutted criticisms of the procedures used for con-
structing the test and the-utility of the information yielded by the pro-
gram. - In Florida criticism centered around the schedule of implementation,
an issue- whi¢h has since been resolved in court (see section on associated
1itigation). '

[

ﬁFuture Directions.

Future directionsxidentif(;d by program personnel include phasing in

- graduation requirements, 1mprov1n? and/or expanding program components,

%e.g., investigating the possibility of phasing out state instr ts in
favor of locally developed ones), and determining whether to implement.
minimum competency testing on a permanent basis. .
.. Georgia“is among those states introducing graduation.requirements over
d period of time. By 1981 Georgia will have developed a tenth-grade basic o '
skills test to assess the competencies identified as necessary to fulfill | “~
the role of a learner in society. By 1982 local districts must develop .
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ways to assess the competencies associated with other selected 1ife roles;
{.e,, that of an individual, a consumer, a citizen, and producer. Begin-
ning with the class of 1986, students must master all the competencies.
This state will also be involved in disseminatin§ the information and
‘materials ‘generated by tha ten pilot sites that are currently developing
(ggppetency-base systems of education, ' ’ ' '

N ‘._\.‘_\ B . . . . . .
Mithigan plans to expand its competencies t® include 1ife skills.
The state foresees implementing such a test on a preliminary basis at the
secondary level, , _ : N o

-

Nevada is currently planning program improvements. For éxamp]e. pro- .

4o

" 'gram personnel are studying-ways to identify fast and accurate test readers

to do holistic scoring and to improve raining given to test readers.
‘The Department is also considering ways to improve the training of test
administrators. ' - | —

In Fitchburg, Massachusetts program administrators plan to study the
relationship between thewscores attained byvstuderits on Skill Achievement
Monitoring (SAM) tests and those obtained on the state-developed secondary
test of minimum-basic skills. If, for example, scores on SAM are 2 good
predictor of stores on the state test, the possibility exists for phasing
out the state test entirely and using SAM tests to certify mastery of the
skills required for graduation. - '

%

The state program in North Carolina is another example of one in which
a series of studies on various topics is being planned. There the Depart-
ment of Public Instruction is preparing to cofdduct more extensive test
-analysis with parficui}r attention to item distractors, to examine current
procedures for setting cutoff scores, to review remediation programs, to
consider in depth the needs of exceptional children tn relation to the ..
testing program, to relate failure rates to schopl and socio-economic
factors, and to compare teacher judgments of student achievement with stu-
.dent test performance. : '

~ Finally, in contrast to plans for program improvement or expansion,
the Kansas Department of Education reports that legislators in 1980 will
consider the question of whether to initiate competency testing on a perma-
nent basis. At present, Kansas has a mandate to conduct a two-year pilot
study,- the results of which will be presented to legislators in 1980.

»




